American University of Beirut
Minutes of the University Senate
Special Meeting of Wednesday, October 26, 2016
Present: M. Abiad, H. Abu Khuzam, M. Al-Ghoul, G. Araj, B. Bashour, A. Chalak, M. Clinton, Z. Dawy
(by invitation), H. Diab, A. Dietrich (by invitation), N. El Cheikh, S. El Fakhani, I. El Hajj, M. Harajli, C.
Harb, S. Harvey, E. Hitti, N. Hwalla, M. Jurdi, D. Jamali, R. Karami, A. Kayssi, F. Khuri (chairing), F.
Maalouf, T. Mehmood Ali, S. Mejcher-Atassi, H. Muller, W. Nasr, I. Nuwayhid, S. Sadek, S. Saleh, I.
Saoud, M. Sayegh, R. Sedehi, E. Shammas, A. Shihadeh, C. Tarraf (for T. Nizameddin), F. Ziyadeh (by
invitation)
Absent: I. Baalbaki, J. Chaaban*, M. Harb, H. Huijer*, G. Kanazi, S. Kanj-Shararah, M. Salameh*, A.
Taher, S. Zeineldine
(*= regrets notified before meeting)
The meeting came to order at 2:06 p.m.

The President made an announcement about the Collaborative Research Stimulus (CRS) grants; a total
of 48 proposals have been received with 134 faculty members as principle investigators (PIs) or CoPIs.
The President then reminded the Senate that the sole item on this meeting’s agenda was discussion
of the Report of the Tenure Design Committee (TDC) and the various input that had been received
from meetings held by senators with their constituents across the faculties. A senator asked
whether any votes would be taken today and the President said, “No, this will be a non-voting
meeting.”
The Provost initiated the discussion by asking Zaher Dawy, co-chair of the TDC, to give a
presentation focused on the challenges and concerns that had been identified in the various
meetings referred to above. (See index 1 for the PPT slides of that presentation.) The nine main
areas of concern were these:
I.
II.
III.
IV.
V.
VI.
VII.
VIII.
IX.

Privileges of non tenured faculty members
Voting rights of professorial faculty members
University Tenure and Promotion Committee (UTPC) composition
Clock extension for associate professors
In-post full professors
Tenure promotion and criteria
Transition and implementations timeline
Why evolve the workload policy?
Workload guidelines: Policies and procedures

At the end of the TDC co-chair’s presentation, the Provost opened the floor for discussion with a
request that senators please try to be constructive in their comments and to remember that the
attempt to reinstate tenure is something that is being in the interest of the faculty, and it should by
no means be viewed as something that is being imposed by the administration.
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One senator raised the concern that the timeline for the transition implementation (slide seven) was
too ambitious and it asked the UTPC to do too much work in too little time. The Provost said that
the workload in the first years will not be as large as in some years both because only full professors
are eligible to apply and only those who are very confident of their chances of securing tenure are
likely to apply. The President added that he thought the timeline was realistic, in part because he
expects only about twenty-five people to apply in the first year, and that those are people who
would be stars at any academic institution.
One senator commented that it was not clear from the current version of the TDC report or from the
sixth slide of the presentation we had just seen whether the research that would be assessed for
tenure is cumulative or if it would be just what was produced in the applicant’s current rank. The
TDC co-chair replied that it would be cumulative and that the TDC’s report will be updated to make
that clearer.
Another senator said that, although this was not mentioned in today’s presentation, she was aware
of significant concerns among her constituents about shortcomings in the mentorship of junior
faculty in the way things are currently being done. This senator asked whether implementing a
better mentorship regime will be part of the transition to the tenure system. The President replied
that he intends for AUB to develop a culture of mentorship and that, eventually, department and
program chairs will be evaluated, in part, on whether faculty in their units achieve promotion and
tenure during their terms as chair. He added that he conceives of this as a reward-based program:
i.e., it will count as a positive factor in a chair’s evaluation if those under him or her achieve
promotion and tenure. The President concluded this line of thought with the assertion that the bar
for mentorship will rise faster than the bar for tenure.
Referring to the sixth slide again, the Dean of FAS raised the concern that there are potential
conflicts of interest in asking in-rank, non-tenured faculty to be involved in developing new criteria
for promotion and tenure. The President agreed that this was a concern, but pointed out that we
have to rely on our own faculty because although we have access to external standards for
promotion criteria at institutions where tenure is in place, there is almost no precedent for the
reinstating of tenure at a major research university. A member of the TDC urged that it was
appropriate to trust faculty to maintain a sense of quality control, because it is their institution. The
Dean of OSB expressed agreement with the concern raised by the Dean of FAS and added that there
is likely to be cross-faculty disagreement about what constitutes appropriate criteria. The President
said that external consultants can and will be made available to assist the relevant committees with
developing the criteria for promotion and tenure.
Another senator related a concern raised by a constituent who, under the old promotion system,
was due to go up for promotion from Assistant to Associate Professor in 2017. This senator
suggested that current Assistant Professors be allowed to apply for promotion in 2017 under the old
criteria. The President replied that the transition to a system of tenure cannot be done as a series of
half-measures. There are two choices for how to handle this aspect of the transition: we either raise
the bar and give more time for applicants to adjust to the new criteria, or we simply raise the bar
without giving more time. A second senator concurred with the suggestion of the first senator. The
President said trying to implement that suggestion would disrupt the transition and would very likely
lead the BoT to reject the whole proposal to reinstate tenure because it would create the
appearance of trying to get tenure without being willing to accept any additional expectations. A
third senator made the observation that if we implemented this suggestion for those up for
promotion in 2017, then those up for promotion in 2018 will claim the same disadvantage and we’ll
be at risk of never getting started with the transition. A member of the TDC said that the committee
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spent a good deal of time discussing the category of faculty who had been due to apply for
promotion in 2017. First, this member of the TDC concurred with the third senator (above) and
argued that there would be a risk of a slippery slope because the same argument could be made in
each successive year. Second, he pointed out that, in order to avoid the appearance of conflict of
interest, members of the TDC had to agree to give up their eligibility to apply for tenure until after
their work on the committee is completed. They did not complain about this because they saw it as
an acceptable cost of facilitating the transition to the reinstatement of tenure.
A senator from FAS raised a number of issues about the workload policy. First, he said that it is good
to allow for flexibility to make it possible for faculty to contribute to the university in the ways that
are best suited to their abilities and interests. Second, he thanked the administration and the TDC
for changing course on the previously favored plan to introduce an officially designated distinction
between a research-oriented track and a teaching-intensive track. Third, and most importantly, he
said that this “flexibility” should not be used as a kind of Trojan Horse to continue to have unfair
distribution of teaching workload across faculties: in particular, this flexibility should be used to
remove, and not to maintain, the currently extant discrimination against faculty in FAS. The Provost
questioned the claim of discrimination and noted faculty in FEA all supervise final year projects
which means that they also teach more than a 2-2 load. The President said that things work best
when deans and departments are empowered to come up with solutions together and that the
worst-case scenario is when the Provost and the President just step in and impose a “solution” on
the faculties. The co-chair of the TDC said that the committee discussed this a great deal, and that
there was a consensus that the fact that FAS is the lone faculty with a 3-2 as the standard is indeed a
problem that needs to be addressed; but they considered this to be outside the purview of the TDC.
A senator from FM raised another issue of potential discrimination. Physician-Educators are faculty
members who educate, do clinical work, and do research; but they are not eligible for tenure. This
senator noted that in her experience at other universities, the perception of inequality was strongest
in those situations in which non-tenure track faculty lines were set up for financial reasons and those
non-tenure track lines existed in one faculty only. This senator said AUB could go a long way toward
mitigating the perception of inequality by avoiding that sort of arrangement. Finally, this senator
stated that parity of tenured and non-tenured full-time professorial ranked faculty on benefits as
well as eligibility to university governance were of paramount importance for FM faculty and their
support of the TDC proposal. The President replied that no one is proposing changing benefits for
full-time non-tenure track faculty. But he also noted that almost no US universities have tenure as
an option for Physician-Educators. He continued by saying that proposals for non-tenure track
faculty to be allowed to vote on tenure promotion cases are non-starters but that the administration
will work very hard to preserve all other privileges of shared governance. A second senator
concurred with the first senator’s comments. A third senator said that the point about equal
benefits should be put into writing. Both VP Sayegh and President Khuri affirmed their commitment
to parity on benefits but felt that this issue did not belong in the TDC. VP Sayegh suggested adding
wording along the following lines to the faculty manual: “full-time tenure track and non-tenure track
faculty will get the same benefits.” President Khuri suggested amending the TDC slide to read “nontenured faculty.....are eligible and expected to continue to participate actively at all levels of
university governance and are eligible to retain all current privileges, except for serving on UPTC and
voting on tenure decisions.” The interim Dean of FEA asked why Physician-Educators are not eligible
to apply for tenure. VP Sayegh responded that tenure decisions are based on research and so, given
the breadth of the job description of Physician-Educators, it would be unfair to judge them on such
research-centric criteria. The senator from FM who first raised this topic noted that one of the
primary purposes of tenure is to provide professional protection and job security for faculty engaged
in research that is likely to meet with controversy. This senator gave the example of research
focused on end-of-life care. Given the religious context in Lebanon, and the way that this context is
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inextricably intertwined with the country’s political structure, this is a paradigm case of research
where the protections of tenure would be of benefit to AUB’s medical research culture and, by
extension, to the society at large.
A senator said the TDC report’s stated criteria for tenure involved terms that are vague and poorly
defined and gave “excellence” as an example. This sort of ambiguity could contribute to the
tendency for different standards to be developed in different faculties. This senator asked if it might
be possible to have presentations to the senate from representatives from each faculty with an eye
toward coming to broad agreement about criteria. The Provost suggested this might be better
facilitated by external bench-marking.
A number of senators raised concerns about the makeup of the UTPC. One senator noted that the
proposed composition of AUB’s UTPC will be 15 appointed and 2 elected. That senator noted that
while Villanova University has a promotion and tenure committee that is composed entirely of
appointed members, that is the exception rather than the rule. He asked: why is appointment
presumed to be better than election? What is the rationale? The President replied that caution is in
order when making dramatic transitions and that in the absence of an existing culture of tenure
assessment at AUB, subjecting the selection process of UTPC to a voting process, particularly when
there is little reason to expect the voters to know what qualities or traits are relevant to performing
well as an UTPC member, would expose the process to unforeseeable risks. A member of the TDC
concurred with this point by expressing the worry that lobbying and special interest groups might
both become factors. He continued by saying that the committee has tried to come up with a
middle ground. The Dean of OSB urged his fellow senators to give the benefit of the doubt to the
nomination process and expressed optimism that the President and Provost will use their judgment
and avoid appointing untrusted or particularly unpopular faculty members to the UTPC. After more
discussion, a proposal was made to add wording to the TDC report along the following lines: “All
UTPC members will be nominated by the Deans, after consultation with the advisory committee of
their respective faculties, and will then be approved by the Provost and the President.” Since this
was a non-voting meeting, this senate did not vote on this proposal.
A senator asked what tenure does for international faculty given that residence permits are issued in
one-year installments, Lebanon has no analog of the US green card system, and there is no path to
citizenship. This senator noted that all the models of tenured institutions AUB is looking at are in
very different situations in this regard. A member of the TDC said the committee is very aware of
this problem and that they encourage the administration to look into this. The President said that
this will take a while, but that once (a) AUB has tenure and (B) Lebanon has a functioning
government including a president and a full cabinet, the administration will try to make some
progress here, starting with asking for 3-year residence and work permits.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 p.m.
(Minutes recorded by H. Muller, Secretary of the Senate)
Appendix: TDC Slides

Tenure Design Committee (TDC)
Chair: Mohamad Harajli
Co-chairs: Michael Collins, Zaher Dawy
Members: Bizhan Azad, Carol Bellamy, Ronnie Coffman, Arne Dietrich, Jocelyn DeJong,
Nabil Habayeb, Steve Harvey, Bashshar Haydar, Huda Huijer, Rabih Jabr, Ammar Olabi,
Boushra Rahal, Nemeh Sabbagh, Najat Saliba, Ramin Sedehi, James Wei, Drew Wickens,
Philip Winder, Fuad Ziyadeh
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