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THIS LETTER IS UPDATED AS THE RANK AND TENURE POLICY STATEMENT, THE FACULTY HANDBOOK, AND THE PRACTICES OF THE COLLEGE CHANGE.  IT IS SUBMITTED EACH FALL AND SPRING (ALONG WITH THE DEAN’S LETTER ON INDIVIDUALS) TO THE BOARD AS WELL AS TO CANDIDATES FOR TENURE AND APPLICANTS FOR PROMOTION.
TO: Board on Rank and Tenure 

FROM: James J. Buckley, Dean, College of Arts and Sciences.

The purpose of this note, which will be attached to all my letters, is to articulate what I see as the Dean’s role in letter-writing so that candidates understand my role – and so that my letters can simply address the substance of the applications for tenure and rank.

As you know from the Rank and Tenure Policy Statement, the Dean’s task in the tenure process consists most centrally (although not solely) in yearly meetings with each probationary faculty member (4.2) and submission of this written recommendation at the time of tenure review (4.4); this written recommendation should “specify how long in what capacity the write has known the faculty member” and address the criteria for tenure (4.4) and rank (5.4).  On the other hand, the Dean does not meet regularly with tenured faculty.  The Faculty Handbook recommends without requiring that faculty applying for promotion consult, before applying, not only her or his Chair but also the Dean and Vice-President for Academic Affairs (IV.I.2.) – and permits (without requiring) the applicant to request an interview with the Chair, Dean, and Vice-President for Academic Affairs after formal application for rank has been made (IV.I.3.).
Further, the Rank and Tenure Policy Statement summarizes general characteristics of excellence in teaching, scholarly activity, and service to the College community for tenure (4.5) and rank (5.5); it also wisely claims that “there may be a variety of ways to account for a particular individual’s effectiveness as a teacher, success as a scholar, and involvement as a member of the College community” and charges departments “to agree on instruments or criteria by which the effectiveness of the members of that department can be judged” (4.5).  Thus, in my letters I will speak to how the materials in the application meets the general characteristics summarized in the Rank and Tenure Policy Statement article 4.5 and/or 5.5 as well as the multiple measures of teaching and research recently added to the Faculty Handbook (IV. J.).  The Faculty Handbook requires that the Dean’s letter address the candidate’s effectiveness [as a teacher,  scholar, and member of the College community] from the point of view of his/her particular school, taking into account the departmental recommendation” (IV.H.). Since I believe it is one of my tasks to assure that departments in the Arts and Sciences have standards that are consistently high while respecting the diversity of such departments, I have also studied the written criteria used in the candidate’s department for its annual reviews of faculty; these written criteria should provide for “a variety of ways” to evaluate teaching, research, and service.   I have also taken into account the Chair’s letter expressing the department’s crucial peer judgment as well as any outside letters that I received.   

The most substantive requirements for the rank of associate professor at Loyola College are, in my judgment, three (taken from the Rank and Tenure Policy Statement 1.2.e.).  First, such professors should, building on the “commitment to a teaching career” required of assistant professors,  display “evidence of outstanding effectiveness as a teacher” required of associate professors.  Second, associate professors should go beyond the “evidence of promise as a scholar” required of assistant professors to “recognition by peers of productive work as a scholar” required of associate professors.  The relationship between “promise” and “productive work” is not clear to me.  Third, associate professors must provide “evidence of personal and professional contributions to the furtherance of the College community”.  There is unfortunately nothing said about the service requirements of an assistant professor.  When candidates for tenure also apply for promotion, I will make the case that they meet or do not meet these criteria.

The most substantive requirements for the rank of full professor at Loyola College are, in my judgment, three (taken from the Rank and Tenure Policy Statement 1.2.e.).  First, such professors should display “continued commitment to teaching and continued evidence of consistent effectiveness as a teach” – where (I presume) “continued evidence of consistent effectiveness” builds on the “evidence of outstanding effectiveness as a teacher” required of associate professors.  Second, full professors should have “recognition by peers as a consistently productive scholar” – not merely the “promise” required of assistant professors, nor the “productive work” required of associate professors but consistently productive work.  Third, full professors must have “recognition by peers as having made consistent and significant personal and professional contributions to the furtherance of the College community”, going beyond the “evidence of personal and professional contributions to the furtherance of the College community” required of associate professors.  
Again, I assume that there are multiple measures of each of these requirements, with different parties equipped to speak to these measures in different ways.  The central task of a Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences is to speak to how a candidate measures up against these requirements from the perspective of one of the people who has his eye on maintaining comparably high standards across the College.  
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