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This document aims to articulate the standards and guidelines for tenure reviews in the
Department of English; it also provides supplementary context for the understanding of those
standards within each of our four constituent programs. Our guidelines for tenure conform with
the criteria detailed in the Kenneth P. Dietrich School’s Criteria for Promotion or Appointment
to Tenured Rank (http://www.as.pitt.edu/fac/governance/criteria-promotion-or-appointment-

tenured-rank) and the university-wide tenure policies
(https://www.facultyhandbook.pitt.edu/bylaws-chapter-ii-faculty). All candidates and all voting
faculty should read the Dietrich School’s criteria and the university policies thoroughly before
tenure considerations Candidates who pursue early tenure should be aware of the provost’s
criteria for “exemplary” cases (http://www.pitt.edu/~provost/personnelc.html). This tenure
guidelines document interprets the above criteria and policies through professionally-recognized
standards within the disciplines and fields that the Department of English includes. We seek to
establish guidelines that take into account the precedents of previous tenure cases in the
department, that are clear and meaningful in the present, and that are capacious and flexible
enough to treat emergent and new forms of scholarship in the future.

The general guidelines below apply to all tenure candidates in the Department of English. The
appendices that follow explain expected timelines (Appendix 1) and details specific to each
program, discipline, genre, and field (Appendices 2-5). The program-specific appendices are
meant to supplement and contextualize, but not supplant, the departmental guidelines. Because
many of our colleagues work across programs and fields, all tenure candidates and all voting
faculty should read all five appendices and should familiarize themselves with the various norms
and paths to tenure. It is possible that the paths articulated in one program’s appendix will
inform the work of a candidate from another program, so all faculty should understand the
department’s constituent programs’ appendices holistically.

In the Department of English, candidates for tenure must demonstrate excellence in research and/
or creative work, teaching, and service:

I. Research and/or creative work: The key milestone for a candidate’s research
and/or creative profile is a body of sustained, original work that contributes significantly
to the candidate’s field(s). As the cornerstone of this work, the most common (but not
exclusive) benchmarks for tenure judgments in the department are:



a. A research monograph for which the candidate is a principal (typically, the
sole) author, published by a press that meets the norms and expectations of the
candidate’s field

b. A full-length creative work, such as a novel, poetry collection, nonfiction
text, or graphic novel, published by a press that meets the norms and expectations
of the candidate’s field

c. A full-length feature film, documentary film, or series for which the
candidate is a principal creator, director, or other equally prominent role
d. A full-length, comprehensive, or serial work of digital media, such as a

podcast, or interactive or multi-modal composition, for which the candidate is a
principal creator, director, or other equally prominent role

A candidate could also produce another form of individual or collaborative work, or a
coherent and substantial portfolio of work, in any of the forms listed above, or another
form that meets similar criteria as listed in points a-d above, and for which the
candidate’s contributions are equivalent to the scope and scale of sustained, original, and
important work as necessitated by a-d.

Whatever forms it takes, the candidate’s dossier must demonstrate the same qualities of
excellence, originality, and vitality, along with scope and scale, required of the traditional
disciplinary standard of the single-author research monograph. This dossier must have
advanced substantively beyond the candidate’s dissertation or thesis, and it must be
judged as significant and well-constructed by qualified figures in the candidate’s field(s).

The formats and platforms listed above are not the only paths to demonstrating
excellence in research and/or creative work; rather, they represent legible forms of
typically peer-reviewed vetting of a given project. We note they represent a necessary
condition for the awarding of tenure, but not a sufficient condition alone. In order to
meet the requirements set by the Dietrich School, candidates must show evidence of
engaged scholarly activity beyond their cornerstone project. That activity can take
various forms, including successful external and nationally-competitive fellowship and
grant applications, refereed journal essays or book chapters that do not only reproduce
material included in the book, participation in collaborative projects with promising
future payoffs, invited lectures, editing of essay collections or special issues of journals,
and other similar activities. These activities, too, are crucial components of a broader
tenure dossier, but are not enough on their own to merit tenure.

The Department of English values research impact and therefore supports both open
access publication and digital repository archiving of research/creative products including



monographs, essays, book chapters, preprints, conference papers, software, code, and
audiovisual works and performances.

The Dietrich School also judges cases based on future potential for continued high-
quality research and/or creative work. The department will therefore look for evidence of
a candidate’s promising future profile in the dossier.

2. Teaching: In the area of teaching, candidates for tenure must demonstrate
consistent excellence in teaching undergraduates and readiness to advise graduate
students and to mentor them toward successful professional careers. Teaching excellence
is primarily demonstrated through courses that are well-designed and well-executed, and
through peer evaluations by departmental colleagues. Student evaluations are considered
thoroughly and in holistic context. Other teaching activities through which candidates
might demonstrate their pedagogical value include: making contributions to the
curriculum (such as creating and/or piloting new courses, revamping existing courses, or
helping build clusters or rubrics of study), overseeing individual research projects,
sharing course materials and presenting in pedagogy sessions, and otherwise helping to
build the department’s investment in pedagogy. Inadequate teaching will not be offset by
excellence in research and/or service. Please see the departmental Statement on the
Evaluation of Teaching for more detailed information.

3. Service: The department recognizes and values involved, engaged service to the
department, the university, the community, and the field/discipline as a core component
of the profession. Service often amplifies and extends one’s teaching and scholarship.
This can include activities such as school- and university-wide committees, public
humanities and engagement/outreach, engaged community service, and service on boards
of professional societies or journals. The department expects all candidates for tenure to
have provided an appropriate level of service to the department by participation on
committees and at department meetings, including democratic participation in faculty
actions and measures. An appropriate level of service for an assistant professor need not
be equal to what is expected of tenured faculty.



APPENDICES

The following appendices aim to explain by program, discipline, and field the respective
specifics for tenure judgments, keeping in mind that the judgment is still made by the full voting
body on the department-wide guidelines and standards. There is a good deal of overlap between
some of the appendices, but they have been nuanced carefully by each program, so please read
accordingly. The final appendix reproduces the 1999 tenure guidelines of the department.

APPENDIX 1
Timelines

A candidate’s dossier is typically sent out to external reviewers by mid-to-late spring of the fifth
year of the candidate’s tenure clock. At this stage, the project should be in the final form that
will be published, not a work in progress. Timelines for production vary greatly depending on
the candidate’s discipline and field. We give only one example here, drawn from the what
remains the most legible and reliable (for now) of timelines: scholarly book production. We
hope to add in future years projected timelines for other types of productions. Because these
timelines bear on how and when tenure judgments are made, however, we offer the following
guidance.

An academic book manuscript that is approved by a press’s editorial board and placed under
final (i.e., not advance) contract can be understood to meet the minimum standard for
completion. Advance contracts, per publishing industry standards, are not binding. The
judgment of outside experts in the candidate’s subfield, including reception and
acknowledgement in the subfield, is critical to the department’s evaluation of the excellence,
significance, and impact of the candidate’s research trajectory. This judgment will be based on
the dossier as presented at the time of soliciting reviewers. However, when the department votes
on a tenure dossier, in early fall of the candidate’s sixth year, it does so on the basis of the most
advanced version then available of the candidate’s publications in progress.

Below is a rough timeline for the process of publishing a research monograph with an academic
press at present (2021), with thanks to the Department of History, along with notes on
terminology. Manuscripts are considered “in progress” prior to this process:

- Submission to an interested acquisitions editor of a completed ms (“submitted/under
review”

- Internal review by press and decision to send out for review: 1-2 months

- External readers reports: 4-6 months; if positive, -

- Author makes revisions in response to reports, writes response letter: 6-18 months



- [(If necessary) Second review by outside readers: 2-6 months]

- Author finalizes ms for submission for copyediting: 2-6 months

- Press accepts final ms and offers final contract with anticipated publication date
(“under contract, forthcoming [date]”)

- Copyediting by press: 2-4 months (“in production/in press, forthcoming [date]”)

- Author reviews copyedited ms: 1-3 months

- Design and typesetting, page proofs delivered to author: 2-4 months

- Author reviews page proofs, creates index: 1-2 months

- Press publishes book: 2-6 months

Thus, even assuming positive responses throughout, publication will often occur no sooner than
24 months after the initial submission of a completed manuscript to an interested press; it is not
unusual for the process to take longer. Variance from press to press is significant, too. These
dates are very flexible estimates. For example, some authors revise very quickly; some much
slower. Some presses hold final publication for a seasonal catalog, some move a publication date
up for other reasons. Colleagues should speak candidly with their acquisitions editor and the
press’s production team about their timelines and about the experiences of authors who have
published with them.

APPENDIX 2
Writing Program

Responding to the changing literary/media landscape, the Writing Program has expanded its
purview to make room for a broader range of language-based artforms, including audio, visual,
and interactive media. This shift has manifested itself through diversified forms of creative
production among existing tenure stream faculty in established genres, as well as in the pursuit of
new tenure stream hires in creative media-based subdisciplines. In this context, it is important to
expand and clarify our guidelines for tenure and promotion to account for a fuller range of media
forms, production practices, and distribution channels that characterize this work.

The following document outlines key factors to consider when evaluating creative media
production for tenure and promotion. The document draws on suggestions made by the
University Film and Video Association (UFVA) in 2018, and is aligned with current guidelines
for audiovisual scholarship being set forth by the University of Pittsburgh Film and Media
Studies Program. This document is a set of guidelines and not a policy statement.



Research/Creative Work

Candidates for tenure in the Writing Program should have completed and
forthcoming, in final published form, a substantial body of creative work that may
include poetry, fiction, nonfiction, graphic novel or memoir, or new or interactive media
(e.g podcast series, installation, webcast) between the start of their employment at the
University and the time their case goes to the English department. The work may take the
form of a book or a series of published works or a series of podcasts, installations, or
other audiovisual work whose constituent element is language. Projects should represent
original, sustained, creative work that is peer-reviewed and that offers a significant
creative contribution to the particular field. An additional creative work of quality
comparable to the previous one is necessary for promotion from associate to full
professor.

We note that in the changing ecology of trade and literary publishing, quality does
not necessarily equate with the prominence of a given press, especially relative to the
significant narrowing of venues for serious literary work. Reviewers should pay
particular attention to the quality of smaller, independent presses, as evidenced by the
other authors on those presses’ lists, reviews in popular and independent media, and the
type and number of literary prizes and awards those works receive.

The Writing Program will take care to establish achievement expectations for
tenure for candidates whose work is interdisciplinary, collaborative, multidisciplinary or
translational in character, or whose intellectual contributions and innovation are
registered in part through significant societal impact. Evaluation processes will take
account of unique aspects of those expectations.

1. Understanding Creative Media in the Context of Traditional Scholarship

Traditional fine arts disciplines have clearly established a precedent for the consideration of
creative work as a part of the evaluation process for tenure and/or promotion. The same is true of
creative work by faculty members in media-based disciplines. A key factor in all of these fields
is the importance of peer review of published and/or exhibited work (through festivals,
broadcasts, podcasts, webcasts, competitions, distribution, galleries etc.), as well as awards and
recognition and the professional stature of the production. In addition to juried venues, curated
and invited exhibitions also play a role in the dissemination of creative media productions, and
those should be evaluated according to the scope of distribution (e.g., international, national,
regional, or local), the status of the project as a solo or group exhibition (taking into account the
stature of the other artists if any), and the exhibition’s impact and prestige, typically verified by
outside referee letters during the review process.



There is no simple numerical equivalency between creative media projects and traditional
literary or scholarly publications in regard to expected faculty output. Creative media work
varies considerably in complexity, and often includes a reliance on collaborators. Given the
variance in length and format implicit in creative media productions, cohesive portfolios of
shorter media works may sometimes be more appropriate measures than blanket expectations for
a single "book-length" or "monograph-equivalent" work. When peers evaluate creative work, it
is important that they determine the difficulty and complexity of particular projects on a case-by-
case basis.

Creative media works are frequently collaborative endeavors. Thus, it is equally important to
know what role a faculty member played or what contributions they made on a particular work.
In many cases, the faculty member will have had significant responsibility for a major area of the
production such as producing, scriptwriting, directing, editing, sound design, etc. The
collaborative nature of video/audio/graphic/new media production is complex and synergistic,
and one role or area is not necessarily more important than another. Each of these categories
must be considered as valuable in their artistic and/or educational contribution to the overall
piece. In some cases, a single faculty member may be a contributor in more than one area, but
that does not lessen the artistic contribution made by any of the other primary creators.

Another critical component of evaluation for creative production work is funding. Media
production is inherently costly either in the production process or during dissemination (e.g.,
festival entry fees). Thus, it is usually necessary for faculty members to seek financial support
for their own creative work. This can be a labor-intensive process, as it requires clear articulation
of creative goals and methods, detailed budgetary information, and extensive production plans in
order to secure funding. The acquisition of internal or external grants should be recognized as a
significant indication of the value of creative work to the institution and to the field. Credit
should be given in the promotion and tenure process for the seeking of grants or other financial
support, as well as for any grants/support received. Most grants are highly competitive and the
award of a grant for a creative production project is in and of itself a noteworthy achievement.

2. Dissemination and Evaluation of Creative Media Works

Certain forms of audio and new media art can be adjudicated in festival competitions and other
such venues (e.g. museum exhibitions, television showings, radio broadcasts, selective Internet
streaming, etc.) Like print journals, festivals have acceptance rates that are indicative of the
quality of the submission. Acceptance of a faculty member’s creative work for screening by a
highly selective festival or network is indicative of the quality and importance of the work.

Festivals and other exhibition venues can be of local, regional, national, or international
importance. It is important for the reputation of a pertinent venue to be specified in any



promotion and tenure dossier, as well as the number of significant venues in which work has
been selected and presented. Additionally, some festivals and exhibitions may be very
prestigious in some arenas and art forms, but little known in other circles. For example, an
exhibition space might be considered “top tier," but if that particular festival virtually rarely
prioritizes experimental or queer works, it would not be reasonable to expect experimental or
queer-focused work to exhibit there. Similarly, a festival might be considered legendary for
avant-garde art but be virtually unknown in popular media. Discerning the levels of prestige in
exhibitions or other venues is an important consideration. This analysis can include acceptance
rates and the caliber of the jury but may also include more qualities such as the general
professional status and prominence of a particular festival, broadcast network, or website.

Festival and other creative awards, special screenings, and invited submissions are evidence of a
positive competitive judgment about the quality and importance of the work. In evaluating the
importance of these honors, it is important again to consider the current reputation of the festival
at which the recognition was received. Recognition by high-profile festivals is valuable and is
often better than winning the top prize at a low-tier festival. It is essential to consider peer
review, prestige of venue, and scope of impact.

2a. Academic exhibitions:
Public exhibitions of a creative media work to informed audiences (such as peers, conferences,
festival panels, etc.) should be considered dissemination of the work that is equivalent to
scholarly publication. In many cases such dissemination may result in a written critique of the
work which can be added to the faculty member’s dossier prior to review. Such exhibitions are
often juried, and the selectivity of the process should be a consideration in the review process.
This is similar to the traditional acceptance of a performance for a knowledgeable audience or
the equivalent of editorial review prior to print publication.

It must be noted that there are certain types of creative works for which appropriate means of
dissemination and evaluation have not yet been devised. Multi-image pieces, virtual and
augmented reality and some types of experimental work fall into this category. In such cases, it is
necessary to rely on peer evaluations to establish the value and importance of faculty creative
work.

Museums and galleries may also include works of new media art and media production in their
collections. These instances should be evaluated in the same manner as any exhibition, with
consideration given to the reputation, scope, and impact of the collecting organization.

2b. Commercial distribution:
The merit of a moving image work may also be indicated by its having been publicly released
via television or Internet platforms. Audio works may reach wide audiences through podcast



distributors or radio broadcasts. New media productions may see wide commercial release on
video game platforms and app stores. Regardless of genre, work might be shown on commercial
and/or public radio/television, aired on cable systems, and/or streamed via existing and emerging
podcast apps, webcast sites, and web platforms. Greater weight is often given to works that reach
national/ international audiences than to those carried in only local markets. In all cases, it is
important to consider the level at which the work has had public exposure.

It must be acknowledged that television/cable/radio releases are not equally accessible to all
types of work because of strict requirements regarding the length of the work. It is also important
to note that while commercial distribution may be considered a form of peer review, the
exclusion of a faculty member’s work from such distribution is not necessarily an indication that
it has little or no artistic or social value. Some distributors are highly selective, and the inclusion
of a faculty member’s work within their inventories can be considered an indication of quality
and importance. However, faculty works must compete for distribution with projects produced
by individuals whose careers are exclusively dedicated to creative film, audio, and video
production, and whose motives are strictly commercial in nature.

2¢. Community collaborations:
Creative production work by a faculty member may be done in collaboration with community
partners as part of service learning and civic engagement. This work can expand the reach of
academic involvement within a community and is often essential to productive
institutional/community interaction. Such work might have significant community value rather
than commercial interests. As such, it might not otherwise be produced were it not created by
someone from the academy. This type of collaborative work can be of great pedagogical value
when it includes student crews and collaborators who are then involved in powerful engaged
learning opportunities. Such opportunities also allow for student mentoring opportunities above
and beyond classroom experiences and serve to prepare students for future professional work.

2d. Multiple exhibitions:
It should be noted that multiple exhibitions or releases of the same artwork are not the equivalent
of reprints of a scholarly work. In the case of reprints of books or articles, the original printing is
often still available through libraries. Reprinting of an article is primarily for the convenience of
the readers of a particular periodical. In most circumstances, each release of a media work makes
the production available to a new, previously inaccessible audience, thus expanding the reach of
the work. Additional showings may be labor intensive if installation of a new media project is
involved, and can provide opportunities for artists to reconfigure and reinvent their projects.

2e. Distribution agencies:
Audiovisual media may be disseminated through distribution agencies and companies in
traditional media formats such as optical discs (DVDs, Blu-Rays, CDs, etc.), and also through
online distribution platforms, which are constantly evolving. An audio or interactive media work
that is distributed by distribution agencies or companies has been peer reviewed as the



distributors are within the profession and are continuously adjudicating projects submitted to
them based on their educated observations.

2f. Digital distribution:
Web channels and networks are important for the screening of short films, audio works, new
media art, VR/AR, and video games, as well as experimental and avant-garde forms. The rapid
evolution of new media is changing the concept of mass media dissemination and thus invites a
networked architecture of multiple technologies of content delivery and interactivity. Vimeo,
YouTube, Steam, Soundcloud, and other sites (including independent artist websites) that can be
used to disseminate creative production work are not always peer reviewed and might be
considered to offer a service to media artists that is similar to the self-publication of a book.
However, these distribution methods may also lead to increased viewership or audience
saturation (e.g. number of hits, views or shares of a creative work). In such cases, the number of
views, social media shares and downloads can indicate aspects of the impact of the creative
work; however, these metrics should be considered as part of, and not the sum total of, the value
of the creator's social/cultural/artistic contribution.

3. Sources of Written Evaluations of Creative Media Works
The importance of peer review for creative production work cannot be overstated, particularly in
units in which faculty are not familiar with this area. Meaningful reviews of faculty creative
work can appear in scholarly and professional publications, library media publications, print and
online newspapers, general interest magazines, online film/audio/literary/new media review sites,
and other Internet venues may also review such work.
It is common for faculty members within an academic unit to evaluate the published work and
creative output of their colleagues as part of the promotion and tenure process. It is essential that
creative production work be examined by knowledgeable outside evaluators who are well versed
in the type of work completed by the faculty member who is being considered for promotion and
tenure. In some cases, an institution might wish to include professionals from the media industry
on an outside evaluation panel. Media professionals may not be attuned to the requirements of
the academic tenure and promotion process, however, and must be given appropriate direction
and context for their evaluation(s).
Letters evaluating a faculty member’s work can be requested from responsible individuals at
museums, media centers, art galleries, colleges and universities, and other institutions at which
the work has been shown/exhibited. As in the case of scholarly or trade press reviews, it is
important to consider the reputation of the individual or institution contributing the evaluation.

4. Timing:
The candidate’s final manuscript should be in production by the press before the dossier is sent
out to external reviewers. The phrase “in production” is meant to indicate that the candidate not
only has a contract from the press but that, at a minimum, the final MS has been submitted and
accepted for publication. Similarly, by the time they are sent out to external reviewers works of
audio, audiovisual or other interactive media should distributed broadcast or streamed on a



network or platform with a national audience, or exhibited at a museum or gallery or on a curated
website.

APPENDIX 3
Literature program

The monograph is still the central component of tenure decisions at Research 1 (Carnegie R1)
English Departments. No literature faculty member has received tenure at Pitt in the last fifteen
years (or more) without a monograph. However, because it is now possible to contribute a body
of sustained, original, important scholarly work in forms other than the monograph, the
department will consider other forms, according to the following principles:

The tenure evaluation is a holistic one that takes into account the full
research record, including the book and any other works.

Given the current dominance of the monograph, anyone attempting to
meet these standards of excellence in research through other means will need to
make a judicious and strong case that their work is equivalent.

Alternative projects could meet the standards of a monograph if they
represent original, sustained, analytical research—research that is peer-reviewed
and that offers a significant scholarly contribution to the particular field.

Digital projects span many different types of scholarship. For research
published in digital formats, the gold standard remains peer-review in various
forms. This includes the use of peer referees as gatekeepers before publication
and the responses of peers after publication, which might include citations,
reviews, links, etc., along with external measures such as grant funding.

Collaborative work could qualify for tenure and promotion if it is co-
authored research that meets the same standards of excellence articulated above.
Since funding entities are increasingly moving to rewarding collaborative
research in the humanities, the receipt of significant funding as PI or project
leader could also be a benchmark for excellence in collaborative research.

We recognize and affirm, in keeping with MLA guidelines, that “Digital
media have expanded the objects and forms of inquiry of modern language
departments to include images, sounds, data, kinetic attributes like animation, and



new kinds of engagement with textual representation and analysis. These
innovations have considerably broadened notions of language, language teaching,
text, textual studies, and literary and media objects, the traditional purview of
modern language departments.” (https://www.mla.org/About-
Us/Governance/Committees/Committee-Listings/Professional-Issues/Committee-

on-Information-Technology/Guidelines-for-Evaluating-Work-in-Digital-
Humanities-and-Digital-Media)

Suggestions for faculty working in new modes or media:

The English Department is receptive to and supportive of emerging work in new modes and media,
including significant and original collaborative projects and digital work. However, we recognize
that disciplinary and technological changes are fast-moving, generating important questions for
both tenure applicants and reviewers. We encourage new faculty to seek out guidance and
clarification as they navigate the processes of review and promotion. In addition, we follow the
recent suggestions issued by the MLA concerning the importance of appropriately framing and
advocating for one’s work in new or emerging modes and media. While the MLA guidelines
primarily refer to digital work, these suggestions have substantial relevance for collaborative
projects and public-facing or large-scale outreach projects as well:

Faculty members who work in digital media or digital humanities should be
prepared to make explicit the results, theoretical underpinnings, and
intellectual rigor of their work. They should be prepared to be held
accountable to the same extent that faculty members in other fields are for
showing the relevance of their work in terms of the traditional areas of
teaching, research, and service. They should take particular care to

describe how their work may blend, redefine, or render
obsolete the traditional boundaries between teaching, research, and
service

describe the process underlying creation of work in digital
media (e.g., the creation of infrastructure as well as content) and their
particular contributions

describe how work in digital media [and other fields] requires
new collaborative relationships with clients, publics, other
departments, colleagues, and students

Documentation of projects might include examples of success at engaging
new audiences; securing internal or external funding, awards, or other
professional recognition; and fostering adoption, distribution, or publication
of digital works, as well as reviews and citations of the work in print or



digital journals. In framing their work, faculty members should be careful to
clarify the context and venue of publications, exhibitions, or presentations
(e.g., conference proceedings are among the most prestigious publications in
computer science, whereas they are generally deemed to be a lesser form of
publication in the humanities).
(https://www.mla.org/About-Us/Governance/Committees/Committee-
Listings/Professional-Issues/Committee-on-Information-
Technology/Guidelines-for-Evaluating-Work-in-Digital-Humanities-and-

Digital-Media)

While these suggestions can only be partial in a rapidly changing environment, we emphasize the
necessity of productively describing and advocating for the importance, originality, scope, and
innovative features of one’s work when making a case for promotion, perhaps particularly when
a scholar is working in new or emerging modes and media.

APPENDIX 4
Film and Media Studies Program

The following document outlines key factors to consider when evaluating audiovisual
scholarship in film and media production. The document draws on suggestions made by the
University Film and Video Association (UFVA) in 2018.

I. Understanding Creative Media in the Context of Traditional Scholarship

Traditional fine arts disciplines have clearly established a precedent for the consideration of
creative work as a part of the evaluation process for tenure and/or promotion. The same is true of
creative production work by faculty members in media-based disciplines. A key factor in all of
these fields is the importance of peer review of published and or exhibited work (through film
festivals, telecasts, webcasts, screenings, competitions, distribution, galleries etc.), as well as
awards and recognition and the professional stature of the production. In addition to juried
venues, curated and invited exhibitions also play a role in the dissemination of creative media
productions, and those should be evaluated according to the scope of distribution (e.g.,
international, national, regional, or local), the status of the project as a solo or group exhibition
(taking into account the stature of the other artists if any), and the exhibition’s impact and
prestige, typically verified by outside referee letters during the review process.

Traditional written scholarship, like the fine arts disciplines, rely on dissemination and peer
evaluation as primary considerations when evaluating scholarship for faculty promotion and



tenure. The same is true of creative production work. However, traditional measures, such as
peer-reviewed publications, reviews, honors, awards, and prizes, do not simply translate to
creative media production and must be gauged differently. Such measures will also vary from
more visible media creation tasks (such as directing, writing or performing) to less visible but no
less crucial activities (editing, sound design, cinematography, production design, user design,
etc.). Because media creation is an inherently collaborative process, it may be difficult to
determine what decisions are directly attributable to the tenure and/or promotion candidate, or
were made by others who were involved in the project.

Traditional written scholarship, for example, is usually accomplished by means of print or online
publication. A fairly clear set of criteria have evolved for the evaluation of publications, which
are ordinarily books or peer-reviewed articles. The prestige of the publisher and the
prepublication comments of peer reviewers can signal the value and importance of a particular
book.

In the case of articles, the acceptance rate and post-publication reviews in scholarly journals can
be used for evaluation purposes. Journals, whether they are refereed or not, are rated on the basis
of their reputations, the reputations of their editors and peer evaluators, and their acceptance rate,
as well as how often their articles are cited in the literature. Invitations to a faculty member to
write particular pieces for a journal can be viewed as recognition of that faculty member’s status
within a specialization.

There is no simple numerical equivalency between creative projects and traditional scholarship
in regard to expected faculty output. Creative productions vary considerably in complexity, and
often include a reliance on collaborators. A film or multimedia production cannot be easily
equated with a journal article or a book. Pre-production and research may occur over a long span
of time, just as book research is often a multi-year process, and production (shooting) and post-
production can also be time-consuming and complicated.

Completed creative work consists of products whose forms have a greater variety in length,
format, and dissemination than is typically found in media scholarship. For example, a faculty
member might be involved in the production of a feature-length dramatic film, a half-hour
documentary, a three-minute animated work, a virtual reality project, or a work of some other
type and length. The length or size of a finished work are significant but not always fully
indicative of the complexity or effort required to complete it. A short experimental video piece or
a new media production/installation may require more time and effort to create than a relatively
straightforward hour-long documentary. Additionally, some new media artworks do not have a
temporal component and would not be comparable in scope and scale to a traditional film with a
fixed duration. When peers evaluate creative work, it is important that they determine the
difficulty and complexity of particular projects on a case-by-case basis. The task is analogous to



that of judging the importance of a multi-year longitudinal study in the social sciences; such a
study might require many years of research and effort, yet result in a high-impact article of only
modest length.

Creative production works are frequently, although not always, collaborative endeavors. Thus, it
is equally important to know what role a faculty member played or what contributions they made
on a particular work. In many cases, the faculty member will have had significant responsibility
for a major area of the production such as producing, screenwriting, directing, cinematography,
editing, sound design, production design, etc. This is especially true in larger programs in which
faculty specialization is desirable. The collaborative nature of film/video/new media production
is complex and synergistic, and one role or area is not necessarily more important than another.
Each of these categories must be considered as valuable in their artistic and/or educational
contribution to the overall piece. In some cases, a single faculty member may be a contributor in
more than one area, but that does not lessen the artistic contribution made by any of the other
primary creators.

Another critical component of evaluation for creative production work is funding. Creative
production is inherently costly either in the production process or during dissemination (e.g.,
festival entry fees). Thus, it is usually necessary for faculty members to seek financial support
for their own creative work. This can be a labor-intensive process, as it requires clear articulation
of creative goals and methods, detailed budgetary information, and extensive production plans in
order to secure funding.

Funding support for such work at many institutions is very limited. The acquisition of internal or
external grants should be recognized as a significant indication of the value of creative work to
the institution and to the field. Credit should be given in the promotion and tenure process for the
seeking of grants as well as for any grants received. Most grants are highly competitive and the
award of a grant for a creative production project is in and of itself a noteworthy achievement.

Part II. Dissemination and Evaluation of Creative Production Works

Festivals:

Certain forms of film, digital video, and new media art can be adjudicated in festival
competitions and other such venues (i.e. competitions, museum exhibitions, television showings,
selective Internet streaming, etc.). Many film festivals have rigorous selection procedures for
inclusion of films or new media (e.g. installations using digital technology, virtual reality
productions, etc.) within their programs. Like print journals, festivals have acceptance rates that
are indicative of the quality of the submission. Acceptance of a faculty member’s creative work



for screening by a highly selective festival or network is indicative of the quality and importance
of the work.

Film festival ranking as an exhibition format is rather difficult. Like periodical rankings, festivals
can be ranked by their acceptance rate. For example, in 2016, the Nashville film festival received
6,700 entries and accepted 271 films whereas the Tokyo film festival received about 1500 films.
While numerical data is helpful, it is only part of the story because quantitative analysis does not
address the quality of the content in the programming or the prestige of the festival.

Festivals can be of local, regional, national, or international importance. It is important for the
reputation of a pertinent festival to be specified in any promotion and tenure dossier, as well as
the number of significant venues in which work has been selected and presented. Additionally,
some festivals and exhibitions may be very prestigious in some arenas and art forms, but little
known in other circles. For example, an exhibition space might be considered “top tier” by a
fiction filmmaker, but if that particular festival virtually never programs experimental or queer
films, it would not be reasonable to expect experimental or queer focused films to exhibit there.
Similarly, a film festival might be considered legendary for avant-garde art but be virtually
unknown in popular cinema. Discerning the levels of prestige in exhibitions is an important
consideration. This analysis can include acceptance rates and the caliber of the jury but may also
include more qualities such as the general professional status and prominence of a particular
festival, broadcast network, or website.

It is important to recognize that most film and media festivals charge entrance fees for
consideration prior to the jury process, and thus submission opportunities are also a function of
the funds that are available to the filmmaker. However, in some cases, festival fees are waived
for films that are considered especially noteworthy. The waiving of festival fees and/or the
invitation of films to submit to festivals is a form of special recognition.

The quality of a creative work may be partially indicated by festival awards, special screening
events and/or invited festival submissions. Festival and other creative awards, special screenings,
and invited submissions are evidence of a positive competitive judgment about the quality and
importance of the work. In evaluating the importance of these honors, it is important again to
consider the current reputation of the festival at which the recognition was received. Recognition
by high-profile festivals is valuable and is often better than winning the top prize at a low-tier
festival.

The principles of exhibiting creative productions in new media are fundamentally the same as
traditional or "legacy" media productions. It is essential to consider peer review, prestige of
venue, and scope of impact.



Academic exhibitions:

Public exhibitions of a creative production work to informed audiences (such as peers,
conferences, festival panels, etc.) should be considered dissemination of the work that is
equivalent to scholarly publication. In many cases such dissemination may result in a written
critique of the work which can be added to the faculty member’s dossier prior to review. Such
exhibitions are often juried, and the selectivity of the process should be a consideration in the
review process. This is similar to the traditional acceptance of a performance for a
knowledgeable audience or the equivalent of editorial review prior to print publication.

Some academic associations and other institutions (e.g. universities, museums, archives, etc.)
schedule exhibition screenings or installations based on a preview and/or convention evaluation
of submitted works. Selection for screening or exhibition can be considered an indicator of
quality, provided the current reputation and procedures of the association are known.
Consideration of a work’s value should also be given to media projects that are purchased or
licensed by universities, schools, research centers (and other organizations) or streamed via
media databases such as Filmmakers Library. In this case, it is recommended that faculty list
library and other holdings of their creative work.

When a faculty member’s creative work is presented at a university, a festival, or an academic
association conference, it is usual for the faculty member to introduce the work and to respond to
any subsequent questions, comments, and criticisms. Although such a presentation is difficult to
document, it should be considered the equivalent of the presentation of scholarly papers for peer
critique in academic settings.

It must be noted that there are certain types of creative works for which appropriate means of
dissemination and evaluation have not yet been devised. Multi-image pieces, virtual and
augmented reality and some types of experimental work fall into this category. In such cases, it is
necessary to rely on peer evaluations to establish the value and importance of faculty creative
work.

Museums, media arts centers, universities and other community organizations schedule invited
presentations of creative work, which may include an oral presentation or lecture by the creator.
The prestige of such invitational showings varies depending upon the importance of the
institution and the rigor of the selection process. As with juried exhibitions, the current
reputation of the venue should also be considered in assessing its significance. International and
national scope and reputation demonstrate the impact of creative productions; however regional,
local, and specialized exhibitions may also have significant impact, particularly when the
creative productions are intended to produce local changes or deal with local social issues.



Museums and galleries may also include works of new media art and media production in their
collections. These instances should be evaluated in the same manner as any exhibition, with
consideration given to the reputation, scope, and impact of the collecting organization.

Commercial distribution:

The merit of a moving image work may also be indicated by its having been publicly released
via television or Internet platforms. New media productions may see wide commercial release on
video game platforms and app stores. Regardless of genre, work might be shown on commercial
and/or public television, aired on cable systems, and/or streamed via existing and emerging
webcast sites and web platforms. Greater weight is often given to works selected for national/
international presentation than to those carried in only local markets. In all cases, it is important
to consider the level at which the work has had public exposure.

It must be acknowledged that television/cable showings are not equally accessible to all types of
work because of strict requirements regarding the length of the work. It is important to note that
while commercial distribution may strictly speaking be considered a form of peer review, it is
different from peer juries that consider acceptances in peer reviewed exhibition formats such as
film festivals. Some distributors are highly selective, and the inclusion of a faculty member’s
work within their inventories can be considered an indication of quality and importance.

However, most film and digital video distributors are commercial, and the exclusion of a faculty
member’s work from such distribution is not necessarily an indication that it has little or no
artistic or social value. Faculty works must compete for distribution with projects produced by
individuals whose careers are exclusively dedicated to creative film and video production, and
whose motives are strictly commercial in nature.

Community collaborations:

Creative production work by a faculty member may be done in collaboration with community
partners as part of service learning and civic engagement. This work can expand the reach of
academic involvement within a community and is often essential to productive
institutional/community interaction. Such work might be of little commercial value but have
significant community value. As such, it might not otherwise be produced were it not created by
someone from the academy. This type of collaborative work can be of great pedagogical
valuable when it includes student crews and collaborators who are then involved in powerful
engaged learning opportunities. Such opportunities also allow for student mentoring
opportunities above and beyond classroom experiences and serve to prepare students for future
professional work.

Multiple exhibitions:



It should be noted that multiple exhibitions of the same artwork are not the equivalent of reprints
of a scholarly work. In the case of reprints of books or articles, the original printing is often still
available through libraries. Reprinting of an article is primarily for the convenience of the
readers of a particular periodical. In most circumstances, each showing of a media work makes
the production available to a new, previously inaccessible audience, thus expanding the reach of
the work. Additional showings may be labor intensive if installation of a new media project is
involved, and can provide opportunities for artists to reconfigure and reinvent their projects.

Distribution agencies:

Film and other forms of moving image media may be disseminated through distribution agencies
and companies in traditional media formats such as optical discs (DVDs, Blu-Rays), and also
through online distribution platforms, which are constantly evolving. A film/video that is
distributed by distribution agencies or companies has been peer reviewed as the distributors are
within the profession and are continuously adjudicating projects submitted to them based on their
educated observations.

Digital distribution:

Web channels and networks are important for the screening of short films, new media art,
VR/AR, and video games, as well as experimental and avant-garde forms. The rapid evolution of
new media is changing the concept of mass media dissemination and thus invites a networked
architecture of multiple technologies of content delivery and interactivity. Vimeo, YouTube,
Steam, and other sites (including independent artist websites) that can be used to disseminate
creative production work are not always peer reviewed and might be considered to offer a
service to media artists that is similar to the self-publication of a book. However, these
distribution methods may also lead to increased viewership or audience saturation (e.g. number
of hits, views or shares of a creative work).

In such cases, the number of views, social media shares and downloads can indicate aspects of
the impact of the creative work; however, these metrics should be considered as part of, and not
the sum total of, the value of the creator's social/cultural/artistic contribution.

Sources of Written Evaluations of Creative Production Works

The importance of peer review for creative production work cannot be overstated, particularly in
units in which faculty are not familiar with this area. Meaningful reviews of faculty creative
work can appear in scholarly and professional publications, library media publications, print and
online newspapers, general interest magazines, online film/new media review sites, and other
Internet venues may also review such work.

It is common for faculty members within an academic unit to evaluate the published work and
creative output of their colleagues as part of the promotion and tenure process. It is essential that
creative production work be examined by knowledgeable outside evaluators who are well versed



in the type of work completed by the faculty member who is being considered for promotion and
tenure. For instance, an evaluator whose sole interest is narrative film should not be asked to
evaluate an experimental video work. In some cases, an institution might wish to include
professionals from the media industry on an outside evaluation panel. Media professionals may
not be attuned to the requirements of the academic tenure and promotion process, however, and
must be given appropriate direction and context for their evaluation(s).

Letters evaluating a faculty member’s work can be requested from responsible individuals at
museums, media centers, art galleries, colleges and universities, and other institutions at which
the work has been shown/exhibited. As in the case of scholarly or trade press reviews, it is
important to consider the reputation of the individual or institution contributing the evaluation.

APPENDIX 5
Composition program

Work in the field of Composition (ranging across Rhetoric, Composition, Literacy, Pedagogy,
and Writing Studies) is increasingly enacted in: community engaged initiatives; collaborative
authorship; and multimodalities including digital media. Some work by composition scholars is
hard to classify as traditional research, teaching, or service, and yet it raises the profile of Pitt and
our faculty, engages and professionalizes our graduate students, and upholds Pitt’s
responsibilities to our communities in Pittsburgh and beyond. We outline what such integrative
work looks like below by drawing on guidelines from MLA and Conference on College
Composition and Communication (CCCC). Given the lengthening timelines in publishing,
recognition of this work is especially important in establishing the scholarly influence and career
trajectory of faculty at the 3rd year and tenure reviews.

Community Engaged Initiatives

Composition as a field values community engagement, both in short term and longer, sustained
practices and initiatives. Pitt’s award in 2020 of a Carnegie Community Engagement
Classification and initiatives with the Community Engagement Centers in Homewood and the
Hill District are outward signs of Pitt’s valuing of community engagement as well. We draw on
the CCCC Statement on Community-Engaged Projects in Rhetoric and Composition here to
articulate the value and evaluation of such work.

The CCCC defines “community-engaged projects as scholarly, teaching, or community-
development activities that involve collaborations between one or more academic institutions
and one or more local, regional, national, or international community group(s) and contribute to



the public good.” CCCC states that “effective community-engaged projects can take many forms,
shaped by local resources and needs, and can yield a variety of outcomes, including interactions,
events, or artifacts of public and intellectual value.” Examples are provided in the statement:
https://ccce.ncte.org/ceec/resources/positions/community-engaged. CCCC characterizes some of

the disciplinary expertise necessary in community-engaged work. Some community-engaged
work in our field involves partnerships with organizations situated outside of the academy, such
as community nonprofits, faith-based groups, museums, hospitals, prisons, tutoring centers, and
English as a Second Language programs. Working in such contexts requires not simply a
volunteer ethos but also considerable disciplinary expertise. Likewise, the production of effective
community interactions, events, and artifacts that differ from traditional scholarly modes of
communication involves both deep disciplinary knowledge and extensive critical and
collaborative intellectual labor.

Community engaged work put forward for a tenure case must be evaluated just as any element of
a tenure portfolio is. Suggested criteria are provided by CCCC and include: degree of community
reciprocity; the engagement with current scholarship in community-engaged work; self-
reflection of stakeholders; ethical grounding; new knowledge creation and distribution;
sustainability (for longer term projects).

Collaborative Authorship

Collaboration is standard practice in our field and more recent Dietrich guidelines specify that
we make room for collaborative work. We clarify that “monograph” means a book on one topic,
not a single-authored book. Thus, a “monograph,” by definition, could be a collaboratively
authored book on a single topic. Some important and field-shaping work is necessarily
collaborative. Thus, we recognize collaborative work, including co-authored monographs, as
work that evidences a scholar’s trajectory.

Multimodalities

Guidelines from MLA and CCCC explicitly make room for recognizing collaborative work
especially in terms of digital projects. MLA’s guidelines state:

Institutions and departments should develop written guidelines [that...] take into consideration
the growing number of resources for evaluating digital scholarship and the creation of born-
digital objects. Institutions should also take care to grant appropriate credit to faculty members
for technology projects in teaching, research, and service. Because many projects cross the
boundaries between these traditional areas, faculty members should receive proportional credit in
more than one relevant area for their intellectual work.
(https://www.mla.org/About-Us/Governance/Committees/Committee-Listings/Professional-
Issues/Committee-on-Information-Technology/Guidelines-for-Evaluating-Work-in-Digital-

Humanities-and-Digital-Media)




CCCC'’s guidelines also refer to the collaborative work of digital scholarship:

Work with technology is often collaborative. Those who work with digital media often work
closely with other departments and campus personnel, such as computing support and librarians.
In addition, teachers who work on different campuses may link their courses for collaborative
research and composition between colleagues, peers, or students in several class sections.
Collaborative scholarship is also common with digital media publications that require equal
amounts of research, writing, and digital media design.
(https://ccce.ncte.org/cccc/resources/positions/promotionandtenure)

Integrative work

The field of Composition works in ways that deeply integrate pedagogy with research, and
strives to do this work publicly and in collaboration with communities in the field and beyond.
Pitt Composition has historically been and is currently at the forefront of this integrative and
leadership work. In recognition of this work in our tenure and promotion process, we take into
account: programmatic leadership, single-authored and collaborative scholarship, strong and
innovative teaching at various levels, pedagogically innovative work that extends beyond our
program, interdisciplinary research that has impact across fields, and public work that has
influence beyond the academy.

Many Composition faculty also take on leadership roles that combine activities related to
research, teaching, and service. These leadership roles have, historically, put Pitt Composition on
the map, have helped current faculty to elevate the profile of Pitt’s Composition program in the
field and attract graduate students, and they have also been widely recognized by our field as
intellectual work. This leadership work is different from the work of teaching and mentorship,
which we also expect of our faculty in the department. The work of leadership combines
teaching, research and service in innovative ways that reach beyond our program and
department. It can influence the field as a whole and have substantial value across disciplines and
outside of the academy.

APPENDIX 6:
Tenure Guidelines (1999), optional for any colleague hired prior to Fall 2021

In the English department, candidates for tenure must present a substantial body of scholarly or
creative work—a book, a book-length manuscript, or a substantial collection of shorter forms
(essays, articles, stories, etc.). There must be evidence of a significant and sustained scholarly or
creative project, one that has been positively received and that has made a demonstrable
contribution to the field. In making judgments about the professional status of published work,



the tenure committee will consider informed opinion within its ranks, reviews and reader’s
reports, and the evaluations of external reviewers.

Candidates must demonstrate their effectiveness as teachers through the teaching dossier (to
include syllabi and course materials, student and peer evaluations) and through their
contributions to the curriculum. Inadequate teaching will not be offset by excellence in research
and/or service.

The department expects all candidates for tenure to have provided an appropriate level of service
to the department by participation on committees and at department meetings. The department
also recognizes service to the College or the University, to the local community, or in
professional organizations.

A junior faculty member who believes that the demonstrable excellence of his or her record
warrants it may at any time request to be considered for early promotion to tenured rank.



