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College Standard – Associate Professor
A recommendation for promotion to Associate Professor with tenure requires that the candidate
have developed a record of high quality scholarly contributions to his or her field and of high
quality, effective teaching. High quality contribution is required in both scholarship and
teaching: outstanding performance in one of these domains is expected. Moreover, there must be
the promise that the candidate will within a reasonable period of time have accomplished the
things that will justify promotion to full professor. This means national recognition for
scholarship and published research, and continued development as a teacher and leader in his or
her department.
College Standard – Professor
To be advanced to the rank of Professor in the Eller College of Management, it is expected that
one will have achieved national recognition as a scholar by leading academic people in the field.
One is expected to have developed an on-going research program directed to problems at the
frontier of the field. The candidate is expected to be an effective teacher, and make contributions
in the form of professional leadership to the department and the College, and service and/or
liaison with the outside professional management community.

Expectations for Three Year Reviews
In the recruitment of a new assistant professor and at the three year review for reappointment, a
major concern is the belief and the subsequent continued belief that the candidate has the
potential to achieve eventually a positive outcome of a tenure review. When the accumulated
evidence suggests that this belief is no longer valid, the decision is made not to reappoint.
At a three year review, a faculty member should have moved beyond the dissertation, having
already established an independent research program. At this review, a faculty member must
demonstrate, through a combination of scholarly publications and submitted papers, that the work
being done will lead to national recognition in the field by the time of the mandatory six-year
review. A faculty member must also be performing effectively as a teacher or should have
demonstrated clear progress in moving toward teaching effectiveness
If in the review, the candidate has met the standards of the college, the recommendation should be
for reappointment, or promotion and tenure, and the person should then be given every
encouragement and support to continue his or her development. If, however, at review the
candidate does not meet the college standard, then the recommendation should be for nonretention. To do otherwise might permit the exploitation of the individual for the short run gain
of a department.

Economics Department
Promotion & Tenure Procedures
Promotion and tenure cases in the Economics Department are decided by a "committee of the whole."
When the department considers a current faculty member for advancement to tenure, the committee
consists of all tenured faculty members. When the department is considering a current faculty member for
promotion to full professor, the committee consists of all full professors. This document describes the
department's procedure in detail. [This document deals only with internal cases.]
Obtaining Evaluation Letters
For internal P&T cases the department aims to have letters from outside evaluators in hand by October I.
This requires that requests for evaluation letters be sent out before August I. Letters are requested by the
department chairman, who consults department faculty members in order to select the list of people who
will be asked to write letters. The candidate is asked to submit names of potential evaluators as well, and
typically one or two people from the candidate's list are asked to write. After the letters have been
received, all faculty members who will vote on the case have access to the letters.
Reading Committee
The reading committee is the mechanism by which the department becomes well informed about the
candidate's research. The reading committee is typically comprised of three department faculty members
who are well qualified to read, evaluate, and report on the candidate's research. The committee is
selected by the department chairman, in consultation with other department faculty members and with the
candidate. While the norm is a three-person committee drawn from the department faculty, the committee
may include more or fewer members, and may include one or more people from outside the department.
The purpose of the committee is to provide the department's faculty with expert analysis of the
candidate's research. Other members of the faculty often read one or more of the candidate's research
papers as well. The reading committee produces a written analysis of the candidate's research, and also
serves as a kind of consulting group to the faculty at the discussion stage.
Discussion
The faculty members who will vote all the case meet to discuss the case. The reading committee's report
and the candidate's promotion dossier are circulated to the voting faculty members prior to the meeting,
and the reading committee is available to provide further analysis during the discussion. Informal or
"straw" votes may (or may not) be taken during the meeting.
Voting
The department's decision is reached by a vote which is taken at the meeting. The vote is anonymous,
conducted via secret ballot.
Formal Report to the Dean
After the department's vote, the chairman writes a memo to the dean in which he summarizes the case
and describes the department's decision. The chairman's memo is circulated to the voting faculty
members before it is sent forward to the dean. This allows people to suggest changes before the memo is
signed and forwarded, and it provides an opportunity for any committee member to add a memo
dissenting from all or part of the summary. Any such memo(s) are forwarded, along with the chairman's
memo, to the dean.

Note added on November 16, 2007:
This document was adopted by unanimous vote of department faculty members in November 2003. At
present, however, we depart from the procedure described in the final paragraph above, because of
objections raised every year by the College's Faculty Status committee to any participation by the
department chairman in the faculty's decision.

