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I. STANDARDS 
 
 A. Research 
            
  We ask that at the time of the tenure decision the prospects appear very strong that the 

candidate will throughout his/her career publish sociological research works of high quality 
which will make substantial original contributions to his or her area(s) of research within 
sociology, and which, therefore, will be highly respected and taken seriously by other 
researchers in that area and by other sociologists as well. Although this standard implies that 
we require substantial assurance that the candidate will become regarded nationally as a central 
and respected member of his or her research field(s), it does not demand assurance that she or 
he will necessarily attain a rank of national pre-eminence. We believe that this statement 
describes the standard that has been applied in the department for the last several years and that 
this standard will continue to be the appropriate one for this department for the foreseeable 
future. 

 
The major factor in the tenure committee's judgment as to whether a candidate has met the 
standard outlined above is the tenure committee's judgment of the quality of the candidate's 
publications, research in progress, and planned research. Quantity of research, although less 
important than quality, will also be considered.  Research publication in the tenure dossier can 
take different forms: articles in refereed journals, books, chapters in edited books, review 
essays that advance research in a subfield, and funded grant proposals. Since tenure is a 
forward-looking decision, it is expected that the candidate will present evidence of a research 
agenda beyond that directly stemming from the dissertation. Publication in comparably 
rigorous specialty journals will not be given less or more weight than publication in general 
sociological journals. In evaluating research records of faculty with joint appointments in other 
departments or programs, the tenure committee will be sensitive to the different expectations 
and requirements of the other unit for teaching and service. It should also be noted that a 
work's acceptance by a journal or publisher that employs strict review for scientific merit 
implies that the work has been externally judged to be of high quality, and the tenure 
committee takes these external judgments into account, although reserving to themselves the 
final appraisal of the quality of research work. The tenure committee recognizes the substantial 
amount of time and effort that goes into bringing a book manuscript to publication. In 
assessing a book, the tenure committee will take into account its own judgment of the quality 
of the book’s contribution, other scholarly evaluations of the book, and its placement among 
selective presses. Non-refereed publications, although they lack this clear advantage of an 
external positive judgment, will also be taken as evidence of research potential if the tenure 
committee judges them to be of high quality. Grant applications will be considered as evidence 
of the candidate’s commitment to a research agenda; externally funded projects, depending on 
the tenure committee’s judgment of the quality of the proposed research and the source of 
funding, will be treated as additional evidence of research. Success in obtaining external 
funding for research is not a requirement for tenure.  

 
 B. Teaching 
  Indiana University is a teaching as well as a research institution and contributions to both the 

undergraduate and graduate programs are considered seriously in departmental reappointment 



 
 

and tenure decisions. We ask at the time of the tenure decision that the prospects appear very 
strong that the candidate will throughout his/her career contribute effectively and 
conscientiously to the department's teaching mission. Among the criteria which are considered 
in making evaluations of a candidate's teaching contribution are: (a) stimulation of students' 
critical thinking; (b) scholarly command of subject matter; (c) effective presentation of course 
materials; (d) effective innovations in teaching methods; and (e) concern for students' learning. 

 
  Several kinds of evidence are considered in evaluating teaching performance. Candidates are 

encouraged to gather and make available a variety of these. Copies of syllabi and examinations 
will be reviewed and evaluated as one form of evidence. All faculty members are required to 
solicit and turn in student evaluations to the chair; difficulties reflected in those evaluations 
should be attended to. The candidate's teaching file should include both the quantitative 
summaries and all written evaluations for each course taught. Written statements concerning 
attempts to improve teaching are seriously considered. Information on successful students 
might well be included in a dossier; the chair also places in faculty files unsolicited reports of 
good teaching (and will, when provided with less favorable reports, give a faculty member an 
opportunity to respond).  Some publication activity (e.g., textbook publishing) is evaluated as a 
teaching contribution. Doing research with graduate students is another kind of evidence that 
can be presented, as well as work in assisting AI's in preparing and presenting their courses. 

 
  At the time of tenure review, the chair will solicit letters from students who have either taken 

classes from the candidate or worked with the candidate. The students will be asked to evaluate 
the candidate's effectiveness as a teacher. Whenever possible, both graduate and undergraduate 
students will be asked to write letters. Half of the letters will be requested from students 
suggested by the candidate. The other half will be chosen by the chair. These letters will be 
included in the candidate's tenure file. 

 
  The department will regularly conduct peer evaluations of a candidate's teaching. These 

evaluations will involve an examination of the teaching materials and observation of teaching 
by faculty members assigned by the chair in consultation with the candidate. The results of 
these evaluations should be constructive and summarized in a letter to the chair. This letter will 
be shared with the candidate. 

 
  During a candidate's first year on campus, at least one course each semester will be observed. 

Each class should be observed by a different faculty member. In later years, the frequency of 
peer evaluations will be determined by the chair's assessment of the quality of the candidate's 
teaching records. However, at least one peer evaluation will be conducted each year. And, the 
first graduate course taught by the candidate must be observed. All letters of evaluation will be 
included in the materials prepared for the college for tenure review. 

 
 C. Service 
 
  It is expected that each faculty member will carry his/her share of the departmental service 

load. Untenured faculty members are not encouraged to assume substantial committee and 
administrative responsibilities in the university. Such service, and service to the discipline 
(e.g., reading for professional journals) is, considered in the review process, and an assessment 
of its extent, importance and quality is included in the overall evaluation. 

 
 
 
 D. Criteria for reappointment 
 



 
 

  Reappointment decisions are based principally on the judgment as to whether the record at that 
time leads to the conclusion that a positive tenure recommendation will ultimately be possible. 
Candidates will be reappointed whenever there appears to be a reasonable chance that they will 
attain the standards required for tenure. 

 
II. PROCEDURES 
 
 A. Schedule of reviews and reappointment and tenure decisions 
 
  Year 1: Decision about reappointment for the third year. Year 1 is defined as the first year 

of service that counts toward tenure. The review is conducted by the chair, with 
conclusions reported in a letter to the candidate. 

 
 Year 2: Decision about reappointment for the fourth year. The review is conducted by the 

chair, with conclusions reported in a letter to the candidate. 
 
  Year 3: Decision about reappointment for the fifth year.. This decision is made by the full 

tenure committee after a full review (described below).  
 
  Year 4: Decision about reappointment for the sixth year. This decision is made by the 

full tenure committee after a full review of new and updated materials made 
available to the committee. 

 
  Year 5: Decision about reappointment for the seventh year. The candidate, at her or his 

option, may waive the full review and be appointed after an administrative review 
by the chair if (1) the fourth-year review concluded with no substantial reservations 
about ultimate tenure prospects, or (2) no promotion decision is involved that year. 
In those rare cases in which the candidate wishes a review or those in which the 
chair judges that a negative decision might be called for or those in which a review 
for promotion is necessary, the reappointment decision will be made by the full 
tenure committee after a full review. 

 
  Year 6: Decision about tenure recommendation. This decision is made by the full tenure 

committee after a full review, followed by the usual tenure reviews by committees 
at the College and the campus level. 

 
 B. Procedures followed in a full review by the full tenure committee 
 
   1. The full tenure committee is composed of all tenured members of department, plus 

those members for whom tenure was approved the year before. 
 
   2. The review is begun by the chair, who sends a memo to the candidate requesting 

materials on teaching, research, and service. 
 
   3. Building the file for the review. The candidate is responsible for furnishing the 

materials requested. He or she may request assistance from the chair, from 
departmental staff, and his or her representative (see below). S/he may add any 
materials which she/he would like the tenure committee to consider. 

 
   The file will include statements by the candidate concerning his/her (1) teaching; 

(2) research; and (3) service. The file should also include any publications and 
unpublished work which the candidate feels is far enough along to be reviewed. 



 
 

Work not yet in the draft stage can be submitted, if the candidate wishes, in the 
form of outlines or synopses. The candidate's statement or a statement attached to 
the unpublished work should indicate the stage of the work (e.g., early draft, draft 
submitted, etc.) for the guidance of the committee. Such as-yet unpublished work 
will be considered seriously by the committee. The file should also contain a 
statement on the contributions of each party in jointly-authored works (to the ideas, 
the analyses and the writing). 

 
   Letters are requested from outside evaluators for the final tenure review in the sixth 

year. If the candidate or department chair believes  that some special circumstance 
of his/her research makes outside evaluation necessary at some earlier review, the 
department will request outside evaluations then also. Outside evaluators are chosen 
from lists prepared by the candidate and by the department in compliance with the 
College guidelines. 

 
   4. Subcommittees. For each candidate, the chair names a three-to-five-person 

subcommittee from the tenure committee to perform an especially close review of 
the candidate's work. The membership of such subcommittees shall be made known 
to the candidate. Normally the membership of the committee will rotate with at least 
two new members being appointed from review to review. Two members may 
remain from the prior year, but not serve a third consecutive year. The chair will 
also, whenever possible, name at least one person to the subcommittee who is 
familiar with the candidate's area(s) of specialization. 

 
   The subcommittees begin their work with an independent review by each member 

of all of the candidate's teaching, research and service materials. The subcommittee 
will be given access to non-evaluative sections (summary of publications and 
papers, summary of teaching evaluations, etc.) of prior reappointment reviews so as 
not to duplicate earlier work, but will independently evaluate the candidate’s record 
on teaching, research and service. Members of the subcommittee are encouraged to 
talk with the candidate to clarify any issues which may arise in reviewing the 
material in the candidate's file. If the candidate wishes to communicate with the 
subcommittee s/he should do so through his or her representative. The 
subcommittee then prepares a written report to the full tenure committee evaluating 
the candidate's performance in each of the three areas of teaching, research and 
service. The report should have the following characteristics: 

 
    a) The report should take the form of a summary evaluation in each of the areas 

of teaching, research, and service followed by a more detailed substantive 
review of the material in each area.  Although a reaction to each item of 
research and each course is not required, reasonably detailed comments are 
called for when evaluations are negative and in the case of more recent 
research work and courses. The intent is to provide summary evaluations in 
enough detail to provide useful feedback to the candidate. 

 
    (b) In evaluating research and service the following categories should be used: 

excellent, very good, satisfactory and unsatisfactory. In evaluating teaching, 
the categories are: excellent, very good, effective and ineffective. 

 
A copy of the report is made available to the full tenure committee a reasonable 
time before their meetings.  The candidate’s representative (see below) may find the 
report useful in his or her conversations with the candidate. 



 
 

 
   5. Representatives. The chair appoints a tenured representative for each candidate. The 

responsibility of the representative is to make certain that all relevant materials from 
the point of view of the candidate are in fact considered by the full tenured 
committee and to present the point of view of the candidate to the full tenured 
committee. To this end, the representative will typically interview the candidate 
after reviewing the candidate's materials and reading the subcommittee's report. The 
representative will attend any subcommittee meetings.  

 
   The representative's role, as liaison, in no way prevents the representative from 

reaching and expressing his/her own judgment on the candidate's record. 
 

   The candidate is asked in the initial memo to furnish the chair with a ranked list of 
possible representatives. Whenever possible the chair will appoint the candidate's 
first choice as the representative. Representatives can be the same from year to year 
if the candidate wishes. 

 
   6. First consideration by the tenure committee. Each member of the tenure  

committee is responsible for reviewing the materials of each candidate and the 
subcommittee's report before the meeting about that candidate. 
 

   The meeting begins with a summary report from the subcommittee, followed by 
discussion among  the committee as a whole. The aim of this discussion is to 
produce a report (typically  an amended or modified version of the subcommittee's 
report) which reflects the evaluations of the full tenure committee with respect to 
teaching, research and service. If divergent opinions exist within the tenure 
committee, they will be reflected in the modified report. At this first meeting, the 
tenure committee will not come to a conclusion with respect to the appropriate 
reappointment or tenure decision. 

 
   Following this meeting the departmental chair and the chair of the candidate's 

subcommittee are responsible for writing the tenure committee report for each 
candidate. 

 
   7. Opportunity for candidate's response. The tenure committee report is given to the 

candidate who, if he or she wishes, may file a written reply within a reasonable 
period (a week or ten days). 

 
   8. Second consideration by the tenure committee. The tenure committee then meets 

again for a final discussion and decision, based on the previous discussion, the 
tenure committee report, and the candidate's reply. The representative continues in 
this second meeting to place the candidate's point of view before the full committee. 

 
   9. Votes. All votes are by secret ballot. In a full review there should be no vote during 

the first meeting. After full discussion, a vote is taken at the second meeting. The 
type of vote depends on whether it is a tenure review or a reappointment review. In 
a reappointment review, a vote is taken using the categories: 1) recommend 
reappointment with no reservations concerning ultimate tenure; 2) recommend 
reappointment with some reservations; 3) recommend reappointment with grave 
doubts concerning ultimate tenure; and 4) do not recommend reappointment. Only 
votes of 1, 2, 3 or 4 are permitted. If 50 percent or more of the votes are in the 
categories 1 and 2 combined, the candidate shall be reappointed. Otherwise, there 



 
 

shall be additional discussion regarding reappointment. After discussion a yes/no 
vote is taken on whether reappointment is recommended. A majority of yes votes 
results in a positive reappointment decision.  

 
For tenure decisions, there is only one round of voting.  An overall yes/no vote is 
taken. A majority of yes votes results in a positive tenure recommendation by the 
department. Members of the tenure committee will also be asked to vote in each 
area of research teaching and service, using the categories of excellent, very good, 
satisfactory/effective or unsatisfactory/ineffective.  Members of the tenure 
committee who cannot attend the meeting in which the vote is taken, but who have 
participated in the review process, may vote by giving the chair their vote in writing 
prior to the meeting; details on the reason for the vote are encouraged. Candidates 
are not told the specific count of the votes, but the chair will meet with the 
candidate as soon as possible (ideally on the day of the vote) and summarize the 
sense of the faculty. 

 
   10. Tenure and reappointment decisions in the 3rd year and after must be made in the 

fall semester. Reappointment decisions in years 1 and 2 will be made in the spring 
semester. 

 
  
   11. The candidate is given a letter prepared by the departmental chair, reporting the 

decision and the reasons for it. A copy of this letter is placed in the candidate's file. 
This letter may be in general terms, referring to the tenure committee report for 
detail. The chair will also talk to the candidate about the contents of the letter. 
Whenever feasible, the chair should respond, in writing, to any major points made 
in the candidate's response to the tenure committee's report. If the candidate wishes, 
she/he may prepare a response to the decision to be placed in the file for 
consideration at any future meetings and levels of evaluation. 

 
  C. Recommendations to the College and Campus, Bloomington 
 

  For tenure decisions, whether positive or negative, the departmental chair prepares a 
dossier for the College and campus-level committees. In the dossier the chair reports the 
committee decision, the vote, his/her own recommendation (which, except in unusual 
circumstances, is the same as the tenure committee's recommendation), evaluations of the 
candidate's work, and details supporting those evaluations. 

 
  Reappointment recommendations are reported to the College and the VPFAA by early 

January. In the case of negative reappointment decisions after the third year, the faculty 
member receives an enhanced ‘tenure like’ review by the College.  If a faculty member is 
not reappointed after the third year and does not want an enhanced review, s/he needs to 
send a written request to the chair or dean that no further action be taken. 

 
 
Revisions:  January 16, 1978; December 1, 1991; November 1, 1994 (minor 16 Jan 95; 4 Sep 98; 17 Nov 2004); April 21, 2005; 
May 19, 2005); May ,  2011; February 21, 2013. 
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