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Objective. To describe criteria for evaluating faculty scholarship within the promotion and tenure
guidance documents of US schools and colleges of pharmacy.
Methods. Promotion and tenure documents were obtained from the websites of US pharmacy schools
or requested via electronic mail, and institutional characteristics were collected from publicly available
online data. A qualitative content analysis was conducted to systematically catalogue document char-
acteristics and criteria for promotion and tenure.
Results. Promotion and tenure guidance documents from 121 (85%) of 142 pharmacy schools were
analyzed. Institutions were 55% public and equally distributed across Carnegie institutional classifi-
cations as well as geographic and extramural funding stratifications. Publications (94%) and grants and
contracts (87%) were the most frequently included criteria for faculty advancement. More than 50% of
schools recognized the criteria within promotion and tenure guidance documents but did not explicitly
require faculty to achieve them before receiving promotion and/or tenure. For institutions that required
publications for advancement, the most frequently required criterion was publication in peer-reviewed
journals (47%). Few schools (22%) documented a specific number of required publications.
Conclusion. This analysis provides a comprehensive review of scholarship criteria in academic phar-
macy promotion and tenure guidance documents. There was wide variability among scholarship cri-
teria, and documents often lacked specific language defining scholarship requirements. As a result,
faculty may find the documents less helpful for self-assessment and preparation toward promotion and/
or tenure. These benchmark data can assist pharmacy faculty and administrators in developing and
revising promotion and tenure guidance documents to include clear criteria and better align with peer
institutions.
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INTRODUCTION
Together with teaching and service, scholarship is an

essential component of the tripartite mission for all
pharmacy faculty members. Scholarly achievements,
such as pursuing and securing funding, presenting data,
and publishing completed projects and innovations, are
integral parts of faculty success. As faculty build upon
these scholarly successes, alongwith accomplishments in
teaching and service, they look for guidance from

institutional policies, mentors, and administrators about
their readiness to seek promotion in academic rank and/or

tenure. One of the most critical resources for both faculty

and administrators to use in assessing faculty progress

toward promotion and/or tenure is their school’s promo-

tion and tenure guidance documents. These documents

are school-specific and may vary greatly in their re-

quirements, clarity, specificity, and overall structure.1-3

To assist faculty in their pursuit of academic ad-
vancement, a clear, specific definition for all areas of

scholarship is necessary within promotion and tenure

guidance documents.4 The definition of scholarship has

changed over the years from one focused on bench-based
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research to that of Boyer’s expanded definition, which
includes four areas of scholarship: discovery, integration,
application, and teaching.5 Existing data on scholarship
requirements within promotion and tenure documents are
scarce and were published more than a decade ago.6-8

Since then, the number of pharmacy schools in the United
States has greatly increased, leading to subsequent ex-
pansion in the number of pharmacy faculty. Further, the
educational and training backgrounds of pharmacy fac-
ulty have become more diverse, with a shift toward more
clinical faculty positions in academic pharmacy.6 These
positions often add responsibility for maintaining a clin-
ical practice in addition to the more traditional faculty
roles of scholarship, teaching, and service. Nutescu and
colleagues previously reported that clinical faculty were
expected to spend an average of 11.7% of their time on
scholarship and/or research, whereas 51.2% of time was
intended for clinical practice and clinical teaching.9 In
preparation for these roles, more faculty are now clini-
cally trained, having completed a PharmD degree pro-
gram and one to two years of residency training, than in
previous years when the academy primarily included
faculty with PhD or other graduate degrees.10 Accord-
ingly, the scholarly publishing productivity of different
types of faculty ranged from 0.82 to 2.2 publications per
faculty per year as assessed by several studies between
2011 and 2017.11-14 These trends raise questions about
how differing faculty backgrounds and position respon-
sibilities might influence promotion and tenure scholar-
ship requirements at schools and colleges of pharmacy.

Considering the major changes to the demographics
of pharmacy faculty over the previous decades, it is im-
portant to examine scholarship requirements for promo-
tion and tenure in US pharmacy schools. Similarly,
promotion guidelines developed by the Society of Gen-
eral Internal Medicine highlight the need to recognize
scholarship in addition to clinical practice activities per-
formed by physician clinician-educators.15 The guide-
lines advocate for clear, specific criteria for promotion
that are consistent with the primary expectations of fac-
ulty positions. However, although clinician-educators
spend substantial time in clinical teaching and practice,
the evaluation of scholarly contributions is critical in the
advancement of all faculty.15 This balanced approach
to promotion applies to pharmacy practice as well.
According to their 2016 Standards, the Accreditation
Council for Pharmacy Education (ACPE) requires that
schools and colleges of pharmacy “develop mechanisms
to assess both the quantity and quality of faculty scholarly
productivity.”16 The scholarship requirements outlined in
guidance documents for promotion and tenure, both in
general and as they apply to clinical, teaching, and other

specific types of faculty appointments, should provide
direct guidance to faculty in their pursuit of promotion
and tenure. This clarity of expectations also benefits insti-
tutions by facilitating optimal productivity and achieve-
ment from their faculty members.1

To date, no broad-scale characterization and analysis
of the content of promotion and tenure guidelines has
been published. The purpose of this study was to examine
the scholarship requirements for promotion and/or tenure
in US academic pharmacy institutions. These data were
collected to better understand current requirements and
guidance provided for faculty seeking promotion and
tenure and compare these requirements across different
institutional characteristics. In addition, data generated
from this study provide a benchmark for consideration by
schools and colleges of pharmacy when evaluating, re-
vising, or creating their own promotion and tenure guid-
ance documents. These national-level benchmark data
can also provide valuable information regarding the
promotion and tenure requirements of peer institutions.

METHODS
A list of all US-based schools and colleges of phar-

macywas retrieved from the 2018member institutions list
on the American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy
(AACP) website, including those with ACPE pre-candi-
date, candidate, and accredited status.17 Promotion and
tenure guidance documents were obtained by searching
the website of each school. When documents were not
available online or required login credentials for access,
email requests were sent to a faculty contact at the insti-
tution. If the obtained promotion and tenure guidance
documents referred to more specific policies (eg, de-
partment/unit criteria or supplementary materials), these
additional policies were requested via email to a faculty
contact at that institution. All emailed requests were re-
peated once if the first request did not receive a response.
In all correspondence, investigators assured confidenti-
ality of materials and reporting of data in aggregate form
only. Promotion and tenure guidance documents were
collected between October 2017 and July 2018. When
multiple separate but relevant promotion and tenure
guidance documents for a single institution were ob-
tained, they were merged into a single document file for
that institution. Promotion and tenure guidance docu-
ments were housed within a qualitative analysis software
program, MAXQDA, version 12 (VERBI GmbH).

Institutional characteristics were collected for each
school and college from the most recent online data
available, including number of students enrolled for
most recently reported class,18 public or private status,19

2017 funding rank for all extramural grants,20 number of
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full-time pharmacy faculty during 2017,17 ACPE accredi-
tation status,21 geographic region according to the National
Association of Boards of Pharmacy (NABP) district,22 and
the 2018 Carnegie Classifications.23 Institutional data were
housed in anExcel spreadsheet and linked to promotion and
tenure guidance documentswithinMAXQDAusing unique
institutional identifier numbers.

Qualitative Content Analysis
Using MAXQDA software and methods consistent

with best practices in qualitative research and systematic
reviews,24,25 we conducted a qualitative content analysis
of all available promotion and tenure guidance docu-
ments. A coding scheme was developed by the research
team to characterize each document and capture specific
information within documents. The initial coding scheme
included codes describing quantitative and qualitative
criteria by which faculty scholarship would be reviewed
for promotion and/or tenure, such as publications, pre-
sentations, funding, and honors and awards. Three de-
scriptor categories (Table 1) were used to further
characterize scholarship criteria within the documents:
level of requirement (required vs not required but credit
given); purpose of review (for promotion, tenure, or no
distinction between promotion and tenure); and type of
evidence in criteria (quantitative vs qualitative). Addi-
tionally, the frequency of the inclusion of the scholarship

of teaching and learning (SOTL) was evaluated because
of the traditionally lesser acceptance of this type of
scholarship, the growing interest in it among pharmacy
educators, and the repeated calls for defining its value
within promotion and tenure criteria.26-29

The initial coding scheme was independently tested
by the authors and subsequently refined by the research
team using an iterative process. Once the coding scheme
was finalized, documents were randomly assigned for
coding by one of the authors, and each document was
coded in MAXQDA (coding scheme available upon re-
quest from the corresponding author). When coders had
questions about how to apply the coding scheme to par-
ticular content within a document, they sought the con-
sensus of the full coding group to ensure accuracy and
reproducibility of coding. An additional author periodi-
cally reviewed the codes and settled discrepancies in
coding definitions among coders.24 Descriptive statistics
were reported for general characteristics of the docu-
ments, institutional characteristics, and scholarship cri-
teria for promotion and tenure. The investigators’
university institutional review board determined this
study was not human subject research.

RESULTS
Promotion and tenure guidance documents were

obtained from 123 (87%) of 142 US schools and colleges

Table 1. Key Descriptors of Scholarship Criteria Described in the Promotion and Tenure Guidance Documents of US Schools and
Colleges of Pharmacy

Category
Code

Descriptor Definition Example Statement

Level of Requirement Required Criteria must be met for advancement. “evidence of publication in peer-
reviewed journal is required”

Not Required
(credit given)

Not specifically required; criterion was
presented as example or within list of
activities that would provide evidence of
scholarship.

“scholarly activities include, but are not
limited to: publication of original
research, publication of review article,
publication of case series, etc.”

Purpose of Review
Criteria

Promotion Criteria were described specifically for use
in evaluating faculty member for
advancement in faculty rank.

“Criteria for the evaluation for promotion
for all faculty are as follows. . .”

Tenure Criteria were described specifically for use
in evaluating faulty member for tenure.

“Criteria for positive recommendations
concerning tenure. . .”

Promotion and/
or
Tenure (no
distinction)

No distinction is made between
descriptions of criteria for promotion
and criteria for tenure, suggesting that
criteria are not different for the two
reviews.

“Evaluation for tenure and/or promotion”

Evidence Type Quantitative Criteria are described using numbers or
minimums.

“at least two publications per year”

Qualitative Criteria indicating the quality of the work
are included.

“. . .must be in indexed refereed
professional journals. . .”
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of pharmacy with AACP institutional membership.
Documents were not obtained from the remaining 19
institutions for the following reasons: the document was
under revision or not yet developed (n56), no response
was received from the institution after two requests
(n510), and the institution declined to send the docu-
ment (n53). The documents received from two schools
had to be excluded from the analysis because not enough
information was included (n51) and the document was
not in English (n51). The remaining promotion and
tenure guidance documents from 121 (85%) schools
were included in the analyses. The institutional charac-
teristics of the schools are presented in Table 2. The
median student enrollment of the institutions was 102.5
students, and the median number of faculty at each in-
stitution was 45. Fifty-five of the institutions were

public, 33% were Carnegie Classification R1 (very high
research activity), 39% received extramural funding
between $0-$1 million, and 26% received extramural
funding .$10 million.

Qualitative Content Analysis
Scholarship was frequently included as a component

of promotion and tenure guidance documents (Figure 1).
The most frequently included scholarship criteria were
related to publications (94.2%) and grants (86.8%). The
least frequently included criterion was SOTL (40.5%).
Scholarship criteria was designated as not required for
promotion and tenure by more than 50% of schools;
however, all schools took a faculty member’s achieve-
ment of these criteria into consideration in the promotion
and tenure evaluation (ie, credit was given).

Table 2. Institutional Characteristics of US Schools and Colleges of Pharmacy Included in an Analysis of Promotion and Tenure
Guidance Documents

Colleges or Schools Reporting

Characteristic No. (%) or Mean (SD) N=121 Median Range

Student enrollment per college/schoola 115.6 (56.9) 102.5 35-340
Full-time faculty per college/school 49.4 (22.6) 45 20-171
Institution Type

Public 67 (55.4)
Private 54 (44.6) n/a n/a

Institution Type (Carnegie Classification)23

Doctoral universities, very high research
activity (R1)

40 (33.1)

Doctoral universities, high research activity
(R2)

19 (15.7)

Doctoral/professional universities 27 (22.3)
Other 35 (28.9) n/a n/a

Extramural funding, fiscal year 2017
$0 to ,$1M 34 (28.1)
$1M to ,$10M 30 (24.8)
$$10M 23 (19.0)
No data 34 (28.1) $2.5M $0-64M

Accreditation Status
# Accredited 113 (93.4)
# Candidate 5 (4.1)
# Pre-candidate 3 (2.5) n/a n/a

Geographic locations by NABP district
District 1 8 (6.6)
District 2 21 (17.4)
District 3 23 (19.0)
District 4 22 (18.2)
District 5 7 (5.8)
District 6 18 (14.9)
District 7 6 (4.9)
District 8 16 (13.2) n/a n/a

SD5standard deviation
a The most recently available enrollment numbers as reported by the college/schoool18
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The number of papers a faculty had published was
the most common quantitative requirement (21.5%).
There was variation among documents regarding the
minimum required publications specified, with some
schools quantifying the cumulative number of all publi-
cations at the time of promotion and tenure evaluation,
and others specifying cumulative numbers for first, se-
nior, and/or corresponding author publications. Although
difficult to reduce these requirements to standard no-
menclature and timeframes, we attempted to do so in a
post-hoc analysis using the numbers from the small group
of schools that provided their quantitative requirements.
In this analysis, we assumed a six-year timeframe for
promotion and/or tenure (eg, a requirement of one pub-
lication per year multiplied by six years would result in a
requirement of six cumulative publications). Using the
minimum requirements reported within the promotion
and tenure guidance documents, medians of 3.5 cumula-
tive publications (range 2-12) were required during the
six-year evaluation period for promotion, 7.5 cumulative
publications (range 3-10) were required during the six-
year evaluation period for tenure, and 5 cumulative pub-
lications (range 1-15) were required during the six-year
evaluation period when there was no distinction between
promotion and/or tenure in the document. For first, senior,
or corresponding author publications, a median of 2 cu-
mulative publications (range 1-3) were required for pro-
motion, 3 cumulative publications (range 3-4) were
required for tenure, and 5 cumulative publications (range
3-6) were requiredwhen there was no distinction between
promotion and/or tenure.

The most commonly required qualitative criteria
related to publications was publication in peer-reviewed
literature (47.1%). Other qualitative requirements for

publishing included authorship criteria (18.2%) and
publication of original research (18.2%). Qualitative re-
quirements for other areas of scholarship (eg, presenta-
tions, grants, etc) were infrequent. The majority of
institutions either designated these achievements as not
required (credit given) or did not include them in their
promotion and tenure guidance document at all. Fre-
quencies of specific criteria in the promotion and tenure
guidance documents are shown according to Carnegie
classification in Table 3. We did not observe broad-scale
trends indicating differences between different classifi-
cations of institutions.

Promotion and tenure guidance documents infre-
quently differentiated specific scholarship criteria for the
evaluation of tenure vs promotion in academic rank.
There were few explicit statements of scholarship criteria
needed for tenure, with less than 20% of documents in-
cluding them (Figure 2). More often, schools did not
differentiate between promotion and tenure in descrip-
tions of required or recognized achievements.

DISCUSSION
We present the first comprehensive qualitative con-

tent analysis of the scholarship criteria within promotion
and tenure guidance documents from US schools and
colleges of pharmacy. We found wide variability among
the documents, and specific requirements or recommen-
dations to assist in faculty self-assessment were often
lacking. Although the majority of institutions included
scholarship criteria related to publications (94%), grants
or contracts (87%), and presentations (78%), less than
half included any quantitative or qualitative requirements
for these criteria. Of those that included a specifically
defined requirement, publication in a peer-reviewed

Figure 1. Frequency of Scholarship Criteria Included in Promotion and Tenure Guidance Documents
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Table 3. Scholarship Criteria Requirements of US Schools and Colleges of Pharmacya

Total No. (%)
(N=121)

R1 No. (%)
(N=40)

R2 No. (%)
(N=19)

D/PU No. (%)
(N=27)

Other No. (%)
(N=35)

Publications
Required Quantitative Criteria for

Publications
Number of total publications 26 (21.5) 9 (22.5) 6 (32.6) 4 (14.8) 7 (20.0)
Number of total first/senior
authorship

12 (9.9) 4 (10.0) 5 (26.3) 2 (7.4) 1 (2.9)

Other quantitative criteria for
publications

4 (3.3) 1 (2.5) 1 (5.3) 0 2 (5.7)

Required Qualitative Criteria for
Publications
Authorship criteria (eg, first
author)

22 (18.2) 8 (20.0) 4 (21.1) 3 (11.1) 7 (20.0)

Citation metrics 8 (6.6) 5 (12.5) 1 (5.3) 0 2 (5.7)
Peer-reviewed/refereed journal 57 (47.1) 22 (55.0) 9 (47.4) 9 (33.3) 17 (48.6)
Original research 22 (18.2) 11 (27.5) 3 (15.8) 1 (3.7) 7 (20.0)
Book/book chapter 3 (2.5) 0 0 1 (3.7) 2 (5.7)
Specific publication types were
weighted according to
importance

8 (6.6) 2 (5.0) 0 1 (3.7) 5 (14.3)

Publication Required but Specific
Criteria Not Defined

18 (14.9) 9 (22.5) 3 (15.8) 3 (11.1) 3 (8.6)

Publication Not Required, but Credit
Given

77 (63.6) 25 (62.5) 12 (63.2) 20 (74.1) 20 (57.1)

Presentations
Required Quantitative Criteria for

Presentations
Number of total presentations 9 (7.4) 2 (5.0) 3 (15.8) 2 (7.4) 2 (5.7)
Number of specific types of
presentation

2 (1.7) 0 0 1 (3.7) 1 (2.9)

Other quantitative criteria for
presentations

2 (1.7) 0 0 0 2 (5.7)

Required Qualitative Criteria for
Presentations
Presentation type was specified or
weighted

11 (9.1) 4 (10.0) 1 (5.3) 3 (11.1) 3 (8.6)

Meeting type for presentation was
specified or weighted

8 (6.6) 6 (15.0) 0 1 (3.7) 1 (2.9)

Other qualitative criteria for
presentations

8 (6.6) 3 (7.5) 1 (5.3) 0 4 (11.4)

Presentations Required, but Specific
Criteria Not Defined

16 (13.2) 6 (15.0) 2 (10.5) 4 (14.8) 4 (11.4)

Presentation Not Required, but
Credit Given

71 (58.7) 19 (47.5) 14 (73.7) 16 (59.3) 22 (62.9)

Grants/Contracts
Required Quantitative Criteria for

Grants
Number of funded grants and/or
amount of grant funding

6 (5.0) 4 (10.0) 1 (5.3) 1 (3.7) 0

Number of reviewed/scored
grants

0 0 0 0 0

Number of submitted grants 3 (2.5) 0 1 (5.3) 0 2 (5.7)

(Continued)

American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education 2021; 85 (3) Article 7983.

201

 b
y 

gu
es

t o
n 

M
ay

 2
3,

 2
02

3.
 ©

 2
02

1 
A

m
er

ic
an

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

of
 C

ol
le

ge
s 

of
 P

ha
rm

ac
y

ht
tp

://
w

w
w

.a
jp

e.
or

g
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 

http://www.ajpe.org


journal was the one most cited. The most common
quantitative criterion was the number of total publica-
tions, but only 22% of institutions included this
requirement.

Faculty have long recognized the importance of
scholarship in fulfilling their institutional commitment.
When asked in 1995 what was perceived as the most
important factors when evaluated for promotion and

tenure, scholarly activities such as publications, extra-
mural funding, and scholarly presentations ranked above
criteria involving service or teaching.8 Similarly, excel-
lence in scholarship was found to be the area of highest
priority for promotion among pharmacy faculty in 2006.7

In spite of these observations, faculty have expressed
dissatisfaction with the perceived disconnect between
expectations necessary for promotion and tenure and the

Table 3. (Continued )

Total No. (%)
(N=121)

R1 No. (%)
(N=40)

R2 No. (%)
(N=19)

D/PU No. (%)
(N=27)

Other No. (%)
(N=35)

Required Qualitative Criteria for
Grants
Grant sources specified/weighted 7 (5.8) 5 (12.5) 0 1 (3.7) 1 (2.9)
Extramural funding 35 (28.9) 16 (40.0) 6 (31.6) 4 (14.8) 9 (25.7)
Investigator role specified/
weighted (eg, principal
investigator)

24 (19.8) 9 (22.5) 1 (5.3) 4 (14.8) 10 (28.6)

Other qualitative criteria for
grants

9 (7.4) 4 (10.0) 1 (5.3) 1 (3.7) 3 (8.6)

Grants Required, but Specific
Criteria Not Defined

12 (9.9) 6 (15.0) 1 (5.3) 1 (3.7) 4 (11.4)

Grants Not Required, but Credit
Given

72 (59.5) 21 (52.5) 13 (68.4) 17 (63.0) 21 (60.0)

Scholarship Honors/Awards
Required Quantitative Criteria for

Scholarship Honors/Awards
0 0 0 0 0

Required Qualitative Criteria for
Scholarship Honors/Awards

5 (4.1) 2 (5.0) 0 1 (3.7) 2 (5.7)

Scholarship Honors/Awards
Required, but Specific Criteria
Not Defined

4 (3.3) 3 (7.5) 0 0 1 (2.9)

Scholarship Honors/Awards Not
Required, but Credit Given

53 (43.8) 17 (42.5) 12 (63.2) 14 (51.9) 10 (28.6)

Other Evidence of Scholarship
Required Quantitative Criteria for

Other Evidence of Scholarship
0 0 0 0 0

Required Qualitative Criteria for
Other Evidence of Scholarship

8 (6.6) 4 (10.0) 0 2 (7.4) 2 (5.7)

Other Evidence of Scholarship
Required, but Specific Criteria
Not Defined

3 (2.5) 1 (2.5) 0 0 2 (5.7)

Other Evidence of Scholarship Not
Required, but Credit Given

70 (57.9) 22 (55.0) 11 (57.9) 16 (59.3) 21 (60.0)

Scholarship of Teaching and
Learning

Quantitative required 0 0 0 0 0
Qualitative required 5 (4.1) 4 (10.0) 0 0 1 (2.9)
Required, not defined 1 (0.8) 1 (2.5) 0 0 0
Not required, credit given 47 (38.8) 15 (37.5) 6 17 (31.6) 9 (25.7)

Abbreviations: R15doctoral universities, very high research activity; R25doctoral universities, high research activity; D/PU5doctoral/profes-
sional universities
a According to institution type as based on Carnegie Classification.23
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actual time and effort spent on these responsibilities
during their daily work.30 In the most recent AACP
Faculty Survey, the majority (61.2%) of faculty reported
that the amount of time spent on research was appro-
priate, but almost one-third (31.5%) reported that too
little time was spent on research relative to other re-
sponsibilities.31 Nonetheless, approximately 80% of
faculty agreed that their institution’s performance as-
sessment criteria were consistent with their faculty re-
sponsibilities and that the criteriawere explicit and clear,
and 73.8% agreed that their institution’s promotion and
tenure policies and procedures were consistently ap-
plied.31 However, Robles and colleagues touched on a
troublesome finding that 60% of surveyed pharmacy
practice faculty recognized scholarship was required for
advancement by their institutions, but only 32% of fac-
ulty thought scholarship should be required for ad-
vancement in academic pharmacy.32 Forty-one percent
of this group felt that scholarshipwas overemphasized.32

Together, these observations underscore the importance
of better understanding of the norms related to scholar-
ship and career advancement across the discipline.
Clarifying how scholarship is evaluated throughout US
pharmacy schools may help to further evolve the pro-
motion and tenure process and gain buy-in from faculty
who can use the current data to benchmark expectations
from one institution to another.

Excellence in scholarship is often stated as a re-
quirement for promotion and tenure, yet what defines

excellence is rarely clearly identified.30,33 Further, in-
stitutional expectations for promotion and tenure have
evolved from an expectation of excellence in at least one
of the three traditional faculty responsibilities (teaching,
scholarship, and service) to a greater emphasis being
placed on achieving excellence specifically in scholar-
ship or in all three areas.30 This finding is similar to the
evaluation of promotion and tenure guidance documents
in a small sample of pharmacy schools conducted by
Klein and colleagues.2 Although limited to the 10 in-
stitutions near the University of Michigan, their analysis
found that seven schools required excellence in schol-
arship but they were unable to identify a common defi-
nition of excellence within the documents reviewed.
Like in our evaluation, the institutions were more likely
to provide examples of how a faculty could support their
track record than to provide specific quantitative and
qualitative requirements to faculty seeking promotion
and tenure.2 The most common specific criterion in-
cluded in the promotion and tenure guidance documents
included in our evaluation was the requirement for
publication in peer-reviewed journals. In general, dif-
ferentiating between published works that are peer-
reviewed and those that are not peer-reviewed is not
debated among academics, with higher value placed on
the former.30 Schimanski and Alperin previously iden-
tified this distinction as one method to evaluate the
quality of published works in promotion and tenure
reviews.30

Figure 2. Frequency of Scholarship Criteria Within Promotion and Tenure Guidance Documents, Specific to Promotion, Tenure,
and Promotion and/or Tenure Without Distinction
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The relative importance of scholarship criteria in
promotion and tenure decisions varies substantially
among health sciences disciplines. In contrast to aca-
demic pharmacy, deans from nursing and allied health
programs placed higher value on teaching effectiveness
for tenure decision, with only 22% of allied health and
19% of nursing deans placing the highest value on re-
search.34 However, many of these deans (84% of allied
health deans and 41% of nursing deans) also strongly
agreed or agreed that it would be difficult for a faculty
member to achieve tenure without publishing in refereed
journals.35 Most disagreed or strongly disagreed that
publications should just be counted and not qualitatively
evaluated (66% allied health deans and 55% nursing
deans). The majority felt that the number of publications,
research grants, and professional meeting presentations
were very important or fairly important to tenure deci-
sions.35 In academic medicine, Jhala and colleagues
reviewed a sample of the promotion and tenure guidance
documents of 30 institutions for criteria considered in the
promotion of radiology faculty in clinical educator
tracks.36 Like with the current analysis, they found a high
variability of criteria across schools, with documented
criteria for meeting presentations (73%), book chapters
(63%), peer-reviewed publications (57%), quality of
publication (43%), first author publications (27%), and
specified number of publications (7%). The authors noted
that the quality of publications was more likely to be in-
cluded as a criterion than quantity of publications, with
qualifiers such as peer reviewed and author order. How-
ever, none of the 43% of institutions including quality of
publications as a criterion provided information on how
quality was defined.36

Literature has shown that unclear promotion policies
can lead to unrealistic expectations and perceived un-
fairness among employees, which can then result in
negative work outcomes, such as low job satisfaction,
increased turnover, and poor organization commit-
ment.1,37-46 Therefore, we believe that clear objective
measures and transparency in promotion and tenure
guidance documents can improve faculty members’ per-
ceptions of procedural justice, thus resulting in more
positive outcomes such as satisfaction with faculty posi-
tion and career, and a high level of organizational com-
mitment among faculty members.1,37-39,42,45 This in turn
builds clear expectations for faculty andmay also prevent
optimism bias toward the promotion and tenure process.
Although a balance between explicitly defined criteria for
promotion and tenure and more flexible holistic guide-
lines that allow faculty more leeway in making their own
individualized case for promotion and tenure may seem
ideal, Hardre and Kollman argue that many promotion

and tenure guidance documents are “largely amotivating”
in part because of their lack of specific guidance.1 Among
their recommendations is for institutions to use clear,
precise language that helps faculty align their individual
performance plans with evaluative criteria. In simple
terms, this allows faculty to knowwhat to do to succeed in
their career advancementwhile being able to set their own
personally meaningful pathway to achieve these criteria.
Further, they call for the establishment of objective and
valid standards focusing on merit, competence, and
achievement that allow faculty to self-monitor their per-
formance. Promotion and tenure guidance documents
often include vague direction for achievement such as
“high quality research,” which may lead to uncertainty
among faculty members seeking advancement and in-
consistency in the administration’s evaluation of those
candidates.1 However, the authors warn that such speci-
ficity in criteria can also affect motivation by focusing too
much on quantitative or qualitative factors, eg, specific
language for the number of publications may result in a
faculty member sacrificing quality of work to achieve the
numerical criterion rather than focusing on higher quality
work but having fewer publications.1

In our analysis, we found that promotion and tenure
guidance documents often omitted information specific to
tenure requirements. This is problematic if the expecta-
tions for tenure are not clearly defined. Although more
investigation is needed to better understand this trend, we
suggest that explicit requirements for tenure may not be
included because, for faculty in tenure-track positions,
promotion and tenure criteria may be synonymous. Even
when two separate votes are required when making pro-
motion and tenure decisions, our evaluation shows that
promotion and tenure committees often do not have
separate written criteria in place to evaluate the decisions
individually. The absence of clear delineation between
the evaluation criteria for promotion and that for tenure
decisions may suggest that differences may arise from
anecdotal and/or oral history or tradition within the in-
stitution. When these differences, if they exist, are not
described in writing within promotion and tenure guid-
ance documents, it puts the faculty member at risk of
being unaware of,misunderstanding, orwrongly applying
these separate evaluation criteria to their own record of
accomplishments, ultimately putting them at a disad-
vantage for career advancement.1 In our experience,
tenure-track and nontenure-track faculty appointments
frequently differ in the distribution of faculty effort
among the core responsibilities of scholarship, teaching,
and service. If faculty have a clear understanding of their
assigned distribution of effort and the achievements
needed for a favorable promotion and tenure review (eg,
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excellence in scholarship may be required for tenure-
track faculty), they can develop a plan to achieve what is
needed. This should be explored in future work to deter-
mine whether tenure track faculty have a clear under-
standing of the expectations for tenure or if more clearly
defined requirements for achieving tenure should be in-
cluded in promotion and tenure guidance documents.

Based on the results of our analysis, we believe
pharmacy schools should review their promotion and
tenure guidance documents, with a focus on achieving a
higher level of transparency and specificity by which
their faculty can reliably self-assess progress toward
academic promotion. Schools should assess their own
processes to identify the unwritten requirements and
expectations for promotion and tenure that need to be
defined in their written documents. Data from our
analysis can be used to initiate this review, as findings
from the current analysis provide a comprehensive,
contemporary picture of scholarship criteria among US
pharmacy schools and can act as a benchmarking
mechanism. Faculty and administrators can use these
data to determine how well their institution reflects
national trends and identify areas in which to provide
more detail on expectations. The scholarship criteria in
Table 3 can be used to systematically compare the in-
stitution’s priorities with the criteria included in their
promotion and tenure guidance documents. At minimum,
we recommend developing specific quantitative and
qualitative criteria for those areas of scholarship most
frequently included in our sample of promotion and ten-
ure guidance documents (eg, publications, grants or
contracts, presentations, etc). Institutions could elect to
use our systemof descriptors to further enhance the clarity
of their criteria, noting the level of requirement (required
vs not required [credit given]) and the type of evidence
reviewed (quantitative vs qualitative). We also believe it
is imperative to clearly identify when criteria apply to
decisions for promotion only, tenure only, or both pro-
motion and tenure. We recommend that non-administra-
tive faculty in all stages of their career participate in this
process as their perspectives can help uncover existing
gaps in their institution’s promotion and tenure guidance
documents.

Although our data represent themost comprehensive
and up-to-date analysis of promotion and tenure guidance
documents from US pharmacy schools, we recognize the
limitations of our analysis. We carefully analyzed the
content of each institution’s document(s), but as external
reviewers, we lacked insight into the academic culture,
missions, goals, and other factors that shape a school’s
expectations and interpretation of their policies. Without
knowledge of these unwritten rules that sometimes shape

decision-making, we had limited ability to detect differ-
ences in institutional priorities, such as placing higher
value on scholarship productivity than teaching or other
mission areas. We acknowledge that these variations
between schools influence the requirements described in
the promotion and tenure guidance documents. Although
we used theCarnegie classifications depicted inTable 3 to
approximate some of the differences in the mission of
each school, we emphasize that our composite data rep-
resent the requirements from a large majority of US
pharmacy schools. Additionally, we argue that written
documents are the only guidance available to newly hired
or prospective faculty to develop their initial plans for
career advancement, so it is imperative that schools pro-
vide explicit guidance to all faculty rather than relying on
history, precedence, and cultural norms to inform them.
Similarly, the wording and language in the document,
especially in the description of criteria, influenced how
items were coded (eg, as required vs not required [credit
given] criteria) and, in some cases, might not have been
interpreted as intended. For some schools, we may have
needed to include additional documents to ensure all
promotion and tenure guidance documents were ana-
lyzed. Also, some schools may have updated their pro-
motion and tenure guidance documents following our
data collection and analysis.

CONCLUSION
Scholarship was a frequently acknowledged area of

faculty responsibility in the promotion and tenure
guidance documents of US schools and colleges of
pharmacy; however, there was wide variability in the
specific criteria that faculty had to meet to qualify for
advancement. All but a few institutions included publi-
cations and grants as scholarship criteria in these docu-
ments, but other evidence of scholarship, such as
presentations, SOTL, and honors and awards, were less
frequently included. Many scholarship criteria, includ-
ing publications, grants, contracts, and presentations,
were recognized as potential but not required criteria for
advancement. The lack of identifiable required criteria
may make self-assessment difficult for faculty seeking
advancement. Conversely, the inclusion potential rather
than required criteria may offer faculty the flexibility to
individually define how they have achieved excellence
in scholarship. Our findings provide themost up-to-date,
comprehensive qualitative content analysis of scholar-
ship criteria within the promotion and tenure guidance
documents of US pharmacy schools. These findings
provide national benchmarks to assist these schools in
creating or refining specific guidance documents for
faculty advancement.
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