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Preamble: 

Last November this committee circulated a document which was subsequently discussed at two 

faculty forums, and followed up in the bargaining survey in December. This document was 

primarily focused on the FSA’s position on a possible system of rank and titles. However, it did 

not include any detailed discussion of tenure, which is fundamental to any established system of 

rank, as well as to academic freedom; the discussion of tenure was largely confined to the 

method of “grandparenting” current faculty into such a system.
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The purpose of this discussion paper is to raise the subject of tenure, and to speculate on what 

that might entail for our faculty hired in the future. The FSA Committee on Rank and Tenure 

believes that it is in our best interest to negotiate a system of tenure along with the introduction 

of rank. Not only is it customary in academic institutions for promotion to Associate Professor to 

come with tenure, but tenure is typically accompanied with language on financial exigency or 

program redundancy that would strengthen our current clause on termination. As we explore 

what tenure at UFV might mean, however, we should be mindful of not imposing excessive 

standards on the faculty who will be hired under this new regime. We do need to be able to look 

these faculty in the eye, knowing that even though the process granting them permanent 

employment may differ from that which we went through, we have taken care to adopt a system 

which is fair and which is based on our institution and our work. 

Before embarking on a discussion of tenure, it is worth reiterating some of the principles stated 

in the earlier document—these should continue to guide our deliberation: 

“The creation of the FSA committee on rank and tenure was the result of a motion approved at 

the June 2011 meeting of the FSA executive. The call for such a committee arose in response to 

the results of the FSA survey of faculty on the matter of rank. The executive recognized that a 

majority of faculty expressed interest in seeing the FSA explore the options available for a 

system of rank and tenure.  

However, the executive realized that the implementation of such a system cannot be a function of 

the FSA alone. A system of rank and tenure requires the setting of scholarly and professional 

standards that do not fall under the purview of the FSA. In that regard, the executive anticipates 
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that certain key aspects of the system must be determined by other bodies and committees within 

the university, including academic departments, faculty councils and Senate.  

Hence, the committee operated with the assumption that its initial task was to produce a 

document that articulated the FSA’s role in the implementation of a system of rank and tenure. 

To that end, the document now presented to membership indicates what the committee holds to 

be vital areas of concern from the perspective of a faculty and staff association charged with 

defending its members’ workplace interests. Some of these concerns are reflected in the 

emphasis placed in the document on the need for clear and transparent procedures governing 

the evaluative phase of the promotion process. It is at the level where members are believed to be 

most vulnerable to problematic treatment.  

Finally, the committee’s hope is to use this document and the discussion it generates as a way of 

contributing to the formulation of proposals to be brought forward in the next round of collective 

bargaining.        

Principles 

The FSA committee on rank and tenure was guided by the following principles in its 

deliberations and in the drafting of the document submitted to membership. 

In considering ranking processes and tenure systems, we acknowledge the importance of systems 

that reflect the traditional framework of academic institutions, but that are nevertheless 

consistent with our mandate, history, diversity and values.  

Furthermore, one of the founding characteristics of the academy is the democracy of its systems 

of governance and its collegiality of decision-making.  Any system of rank and tenure must 

reflect both the complex nature of academic work and the democratic nature of academic 

governance. 

In our consideration of ranking processes and tenure systems, we will respect: 

 the primary importance of teaching; 

 the value of research and its relationship to teaching; 

 the diversity of faculty research and scholarship; 

 the significance and wide range of service as measures of excellence.  

 

Tenure is to be recognized as the cornerstone of a system of promotion utilizing rank. Tenure 

provides faculty with the security necessary to pursue rank with confidence, in that tenure is 

predicated on the academic freedom essential for proper and productive teaching and 

scholarship. To this end, the implementation of rank is to be understood as complementary to a 

robust academic freedom policy and the enshrining of tenure in the collective agreement.” 
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Basic definitions of tenure: 

Tenure basically refers to permanent, secure employment as a member of faculty in a university. 

In North America, it was originally adopted to prevent trustees and donors from pressuring or 

firing faculty because either their research or their opinions were objectionable to those trustees 

or donors; therefore, tenure became the mainstay of academic freedom. Today, as academic 

freedom is (or should be) already protected at universities, tenure is connected primarily with 

conditions of employment. 

The CAUT (Canadian Association of University Teachers) “Advisory on Rank and Tenure” 

offers suggestions as well as examples when it comes to the language of tenure in collective 

agreements. The Wilfred Laurier contract includes this definition: 

 “Tenure signifies the right of a Member to permanency of appointment which may be 

terminated only through 

 a) resignation;  

 b) retirement;  

 c) reasons of program redundancy or financial exigency (article 24);  

 d) dismissal for just cause (article 26).” 

Article 10 of the Mount Royal University Collective Agreement reads as follows: 

“Tenure refers to a permanent appointment. Tenure represents a major commitment between the 

institution and the employee. Tenure carries with it a significant responsibility for the employee, 

including the obligation to continue to perform at a high level of professionalism. Pursuant to 

Article 4.13, termination of a tenured appointment may only be by retirement, resignation, 

mutual consent, redundancy, or dismissal for just cause.” 

The preamble to the definition of tenure in the Thompson Rivers University Collective 

Agreement expands this idea a bit further: 

“The granting of tenure is also the recognition by academic peers and the University that 

Members have demonstrated through their academic achievements and contributions that they 

have sufficient momentum and promise of ongoing success to justify the long-term commitment 

of the University to ongoing appointment. Tenure provides economic security and the assurance 

of continued opportunities to teach, to carry out one’s professional role and to do scholarship in 

accordance with the Member’s assigned duties and responsibilities. Academic freedom and 

economic security, i.e. tenure, support institutions of higher learning in fulfilling their obligations 

to their students and to society in general.” 
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What makes tenure more secure than our current system is the insistence on financial exigency 

or program redundancy as a necessary condition for termination of a faculty member. Many 

collective agreements spell out stringent reviews involving external parties before financial 

exigency can be proven, and in cases of redundancy, most agreements stipulate that alternate 

faculty positions within the university must be found, if at all possible, before someone can be 

laid off. The trade-off for this solid commitment is a longer period in order to achieve tenure than 

our current system of a two-year probation (see below). 

Tenure-track positions: 

The standard hiring of regular faculty at UFV should be to tenure-track positions. Some 

universities have a “pool” of such positions which is a limited size, and faculty can only be 

considered for tenure when there is room in this pool. The FSA would insist that if we adopt a 

system of tenure, there would be no limit on tenure-track positions. Although there will 

inevitably be replacement and other temporary faculty positions, as there currently are, tenure 

must not be used as an excuse to expand this “non-regular” group. Currently, our collective 

agreement stipulates that no more than twenty-five percent of our courses can be taught by non-

regular faculty; thus, no more than twenty-five percent should be taught by non-tenured or 

tenure-track faculty. 

Criteria for tenure: 

As with promotion, the FSA is not charged with developing criteria for the successful 

completion of tenure. We can insist that these criteria be reasonable and based on the description 

of faculty work as outlined in Articles 18 and 19 of the Collective Agreement (Article 19, which 

applies to “non-teaching” faculty, was developed through a Joint Committee established in a 

Letter of Agreement in the 2011-12 Collective Agreement), and we can bargain systems to make 

certain that these criteria are fairly and equitably applied. The criteria must be developed at the 

department and Faculty levels, and must take into account the diversity of our programs and of 

our faculty.  Criteria should be clearly stated, and decisions regarding tenure should be based 

solely on those criteria.
2
 

As faculty will need to be evaluated on the criteria established and approved, the FSA should be 

involved in the development and application of all systems of review that are established, 

whether these involve department, Faculty, or university-level committees. Further, the 
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 The Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT) has provided a useful set of guidelines on these 

questions in a “Bargaining Advisory” newsletter on “Renewal, Tenure and Promotion” (March 2008). It cautions 

against the use of descriptors such as “excellent” or “outstanding” in a summative review (pp. 5, 12)—these terms 

are not only difficult to interpret consistently, but they may set a far higher standard than is reasonable to expect for 

the granting of tenure or promotion to the rank of Associate Professor. The CAUT Bargaining Advisory is available 

upon demand from the FSA Office. 
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Collective Agreement should spell out the timing, the process, what must be included in a 

portfolio to be evaluated, how the evaluation takes place, who makes the decisions, how the 

faculty member is informed of the decisions, and what recourse for appeal is in place should that 

faculty member be denied tenure. 

The CAUT advises that in bargaining the language around tenure, unions should be careful to see 

that the burden of proof for tenure does not fall on the member. They caution that while this may 

be reasonable for promotion, it creates difficulties in the case of renewal and tenure, where a 

negative decision results in effectively dismissing the employee for unsatisfactory performance. 

They suggest language such as that in Queen’s University’s contract which explicitly shifts the 

burden of proof to the employer: “In a decision about Renewal (i.e. renewal of the faculty 

member’s contract leading to tenure), there shall be a presumption in favour of Renewal. In order 

to refuse an appointment, the University must be able to demonstrate that the weight of evidence 

is in favour of non-Renewal.” 

Timelines for tenure: 

In their “Overview of Tenure and Promotion Policies Across Canada,” Pamela Gravestock and 

Emily Gregor Greenleaf (University of Toronto) note that “The time to tenure ranges from 3 to 7 

years and is based on previous professional experience and rank at appointment. Generally, time 

from first probationary appointment to tenure is 5 to 6 years. Conditional appointments (e.g. 

those made to individuals who are ABD . . .) typically extend the time to tenure.”
3
 This period 

allows a new faculty member the time to build evidence of satisfactory performance in teaching 

and/or professional practice, to perform some internal and external service, and to establish 

independent scholarship. 

This committee suggests that by the end of his or her fourth year, a faculty member might apply 

for tenure, but that by the end of the fifth year, he or she would be required to apply. However, in 

the case of a leave of absence (maternity, adoption, illness, etc.), the tenure clock would stop for 

that period. 

In most universities, a faculty member may apply for tenure only one time. UFV will need an 

open and transparent Tenure process, which ensures that Tenure-Track faculty are aware of what 

is expected of them to achieve Tenure, and whether they are “on-track” to achieve Tenure. 

Tenure-Track faculty who are not performing adequately should be aware of this early in the 

process, and be aware that a denial of tenure is likely, unless corrective action is taken. New 
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faculty would need to undergo an annual performance review, probably by both their department 

and the Dean, and be provided formal mentoring throughout the Tenure process.  

Both the university and departments will probably want some form of “probation” within the 

tenure-track process so that if someone is falling well below expectations, especially in teaching, 

that person could be let go within two years. There would need to be an annual appraisal, 

especially of teaching, and at the end of the second year, a decision of whether or not to renew 

the tenure-track contract. This might also be the point of a “progress toward tenure” report, with 

constructive feedback and guidance. 

Relationship between rank or title and tenure: 

In most universities, faculty are hired at the Assistant Professor level (or its equivalent for 

librarians and other “academic support faculty”).  When they are granted tenure, they can 

simultaneously apply for the title of Associate Professor. At some universities, this title is 

automatically granted; at others, the two processes are quite separate. However, it is conceivable 

that one could remain an Assistant Professor throughout a tenured career. If one has shown 

evidence of satisfactory teaching performance, service to the institution and the discipline, and 

ongoing individual or joint scholarly activity, and chooses not to apply for a higher rank, then 

that might be unusual, but not impossible. This committee suggests that normally the title of 

Associate Professor be granted to those who are successful in gaining tenure. 

Hiring of already tenured faculty: 

Most universities allow faculty to bring their tenure with them in some form if they move from a 

tenured position in one university to a new position in another. Otherwise, recruiting faculty 

becomes more difficult. Nevertheless, again both UFV and the departments may wish to see a 

brief period of “probation” to make certain that the new hire performs satisfactorily at UFV and 

is a good “fit” within the department before that tenure automatically “kicks in.” This could be 

accommodated if the university the faculty is leaving allowed a year’s leave (as UFV normally 

does) from the tenured position. 

Processes involved in evaluating applications for tenure: 

Over the course of the next year, the FSA will have the task of working with all faculty to 

develop and bargain fair, equitable, reasonable, and manageable processes by which new faculty 

would be judged to have succeeded (or failed) in their bid for tenure. There are models at work 

in virtually every university in Canada (and elsewhere), so we would see ourselves consulting 

CAUT representatives about what they deem to be the most successful models from the 

perspective of the faculty. 
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Tenure Review Committees would most likely be established at two levels: the Faculty level, 

with considerable input from the department; and the University level, with input from both the 

department and the appropriate Dean. A recommendation from that committee would proceed to 

the University-level committee. A University-level committee would need to ensure consistency 

across the various Faculties. As some departments are very small, this committee would not 

suggest a Tenure Review Committee at the department level, though departments would be 

deeply involved both in mentoring the new faculty member, and in providing feedback and 

performance reviews at various stages during the process. 

The details of the constitution of these committees, the dates of submission and review of 

applications, etc. are important, but require a good deal of discussion. TRU’s Faculty Tenure 

Committee consists of two tenured members of the faculty association, elected by faculty, their 

President, and the Vice-President, Academic. Faculty members have a right to appear before the 

committee. Other universities have quite different make-up in the committee representation. 

Recommendations are ultimately made to the university Board of Governors. All these 

recommendations would need to include written reports so that a faculty member being reviewed 

would have clear reasons for the decision, based on the criteria established. 

From the FSA’s perspective, it is crucial to have, from the outset, a process for the appeal of a 

tenure decision, with delineated timelines, bases for appeal, and clarity in who makes the final 

decision. If committees are to feel secure that their work is valued, then there must be good and 

stated reasons for the overturning of their decisions. On the other hand, tenure-track faculty must 

be secure that their case will be thoroughly and fairly heard, and that if a mistake is made, it can 

be rectified. 

Possibilities when tenure is denied: 

UFV should assume that the faculty it hires in tenure-track positions in the future will be 

successful in their quest for tenure, and that they will be promising, productive faculty who have 

much to offer both the university’s students and their departments and disciplines. Occasionally, 

hiring committees get it wrong, and with luck both the faculty member and the departments and 

Deans will know that in a short period of time. Inevitably, however, at some point in the future, a 

faculty member will proceed for five years in tenure-track, and will not be recommended for 

tenure. As noted above, a process for appealing this decision must be clearly established. If an 

appeal is unsuccessful, then the result is that the faculty member’s contract is terminated. 

However, many institutions allow up to a year’s extension of the contract in order to give that 

person ample time to apply for a position elsewhere. Presuming that the teaching or other 

performance is not really poor (or this would presumably have been caught much earlier), then 

the FSA would regard this possible extension of a contract as fair treatment of one who has just 

devoted several years to the institution. 
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A few final comments: 

Just as in the earlier document on faculty ranks, we need again to emphasize that the adoption of 

tenure must not result in workload expectations that vary from those set by the collective 

agreement. “The weighting of workload components is not to be based on changes to the existing 

workload. If resources are made available that result in a different balance of teaching, 

scholarship/research, and service, such that teaching loads may be reduced, then access to those 

resources must be determined through fair and transparent procedures. Similar accommodations 

are to be made available for academic support faculty (formerly non-teaching faculty).” 

In negotiating a clear and equitable set of guidelines and procedures governing the 

implementation of a system of tenure, it is crucial that the FSA, after discussion with faculty, 

“get it right.” Promotion and title, important as they are, especially to some faculty, are matters 

of choice, and are also not one-time ventures. If someone applies for promotion and is not 

successful, then that person will have another chance. This is not necessarily the case with 

respect to tenure. Our future colleagues’ employment will depend both on support in their efforts 

to attain tenure and on fair assessment of their work. So please give some careful thought to 

these issues, and be prepared for thoughtful and productive discussion. 

 


