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Tea Vellamo, Jonna Kosonen, Taru Siekkinen,
and Elias Pekkola

Introduction

Finnish higher education policy has followed the global trend of provid-
ing more autonomy to universities, including independent personnel
policies. In the 2010 higher education reform, the status of Finnish uni-
versities was changed from public bureaus to foundations and corpora-
tions under public law. Meanwhile, the status of university personnel was
changed from civil servants to employees. Universities were granted inde-
pendent status as employers, and they were empowered with their own
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human resource management (HRM) practices independent from state
human resource policies (Kivisto et al., 2019; Siekkinen et al., 2016).

During the 1990s and 2000s, in most Finnish universities, personnel
and financial decision-making were gradually transferred from collegial
(tripartite) multimember bodies to rectors and deans. This resulted in the
managerialisation, centralisation and professionalisation of decision-
making in personnel affairs. Simultaneously, tenure track systems were
introduced. Consequently, the role of internal academic bodies was
weakened while that of institutional managers and external scientific
evaluation was strengthened (e.g. Pekkola, 2014; Siekkinen, 2019). At
the same time, with their new organisational form, universities were
becoming more goal-oriented with unified strategies, more managerial
central coordination and control, and building organisational identities
related to these practices (Pietild, 2015).

In this chapter, we are interested in tenure recruitment at a technical
university. We analyse how tenure track recruitment in similar fields
reveal differences between a technical foundation university and a multi-
disciplinary corporate university. For this, we compare the tenure track
recruitment process of Tampere University of Technology (TUT) and the
University of Tampere (UTA). TUT and UTA are an interesting pair to
compare as they represent very different kinds of universities organisa-
tionally and discipline-wise. The two universities merged in 2019 and
their different recruitment processes are now being formed anew. Since
2010 most recruitments have still been open vacancies; less than 10% of
the recruitments at TUT were international tenure track recruitments,
whereas at UTA the ratio was less than 5% (statistic from 2010-2014,
Vilimaa et al., 2016). In UTA, tenure track recruitments were limited in
number, but they were open in varied fields from education and medicine
to game culture.

We specifically focus on the recruitment process and criteria, the dif-
ferent powers within the process and the way they are related to the
organisational identity of the technical foundation university as com-
pared to the multidisciplinary university. The analysis was conducted on
the practices of the two universities prior to their merger, examining
documents from 2011 to 2017. Concerning the recruitment process and
criteria, we ask the following question:
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* How are bureaucratic, managerial and professional powers manifested
in the tenure track recruitment processes?

It is interesting to analyse the tenure track recruitment process in simi-
lar fields, and therefore we chose our cases from Computer Science
(TUT) and Information Technology (UTA). As the fields are similar, the
way these different powers are present in the recruitment process may be
related to the organisational form and organisational identity of the two
universities. This hypothesis is supported by (currently scarce) empirical
evidence on the differences between Finnish comprehensive universities
and technical universities, which suggests that the management culture
in technical universities is more managerial (Pekkola, 2011, 2014) and
the identity of its staff members is more entrepreneurial (Vellamo et al.,
2019). We would anticipate that these aspects are visible in the recruit-
ment process as well. Our analysis may contribute to increasing transpar-
ency in recruitment processes by disclosing information on the agents,
their power balance, their criteria and their evaluation and decision-
making processes.

Selection and Recruitment of Candidates:
A Regulative Perspective

All Finnish universities are regulated by the same legislation concerning
their personnel, primarily defined by labour law, which, however, does
not regulate the selection of employees or the evaluation of competency.
All universities are regulated by the Universities Act (558/2009), accord-
ing to which universities define the qualification requirements of staff
and the procedures for recruitment in the university rules (Section 31).
Professors can be recruited either through an open vacancy or by invita-
tion. Invitation without public notice of vacancy is an exception and can
be utilised only if the invited professor is an academically distinguished
person who indisputably fulfils the qualification criteria or if the position
is non-permanent (cf. Pietild, 2017; Universities Act 33 §). In addition to
traditional vacancy-based recruitment (open vacancy), universities may
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decide on tenure track procedures. However, external evaluation of the
candidates’” qualifications is required by legislation in both cases, although
the university has freedom in choosing the evaluators (Universities Act 33
§). Generally, decisions regarding the competency and selection proce-
dures of employees fall within the scope of university autonomy, and the
law grants the same autonomy in the recruitment processes for both uni-
versities under public law and foundation universities. However, the
foundation universities were the first to adopt the tenure track process,
introduced later to some of the universities under public law.

Labour law does not obligate universities to make administrative deci-
sions on personnel selection, and thus they are not required to justify
such decisions. However, a university must be prepared to demonstrate
why the appointed person was regarded as the most qualified for the task.
Universities are also obliged to demonstrate the non-discriminatory
nature of recruitment under the Non-discrimination Act (1325/2014)
and the Act on Equality between Women and Men (609/1986). An
employer may not discriminate against applicants based on age, gender,
or other similar personal characteristics. For example, the Finnish
Ombudsman for Equality reminded UTA in 2011 that the university
must always carry out a comparison of merits when there are both male
and female applicants (13.6.2011 TAS432/2010, dnro 473/2009).

Whether selection for academic tenure is seen as falling under labour
law or being an administrative decision, the university must factually
compare the applicants’ merits. The job description, confirmed in advance
by the employer, plays a central role in this comparison. The comparison
should be based on objectively demonstrable merits, and the merits under
comparison should be apparent in the application documents (HE
19/2014 vp, p. 73-76). Typically, the following merits are compared in
universities’ selection procedures: research, teaching and societal services
(Clark, 1987). According to Levander et al. (2019), administrative profi-
ciencies are sometimes included in tenure track evaluation. Different
merits can be given different weights, especially concerning the job
description.

It should be noted that the purpose of regulations targeting universi-
ties is not to restrict the employer’s right to choose the most suitable and
best person for the position; rather, to ensure decisions are made on a
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non-discriminatory basis and on comparison of merits (Bruun & von
Koskull, 2012). The subjects of discrimination and merit evaluation in
recruitment are controversial; there is a certain level of resistance to
addressing gender and equality issues outright in the recruitment process
as recruitment has always been considered solely based on merits (van
den Brink et al., 2010). In this view, merit is not problematised as an
objective criterion. There are studies on the paradox of meritocracy and
the difficulties of defining and quantifying merit as well as on discrimina-
tion in recruitment processes and merit evaluation (Castilla & Benard,
2010; Nielsen, 2016; van den Brink et al., 2010). Despite claims that “in
true meritocratic systems everyone has an equal chance to advance and
obtain rewards based on their individual merits and efforts, regardless of
their gender, race, class, or other non-merit factors,” meritocratic organ-
isational values have been shown to favour males over equally qualified
females and other under-represented minorities (Castilla & Benard,
2010, p. 543). Recently there has been a tendency to measure, rationalise
and access academic activities, despite the unquantifiable character of
academic results and work such as publications or teaching (Musselin,

2007, p. 11).

Recruitment and Tenure Track Systems
in Finland

The tenure track system originates from, and has been mostly adopted by,
universities and colleges in the United States, where tenure was initially
intended to promote academic freedom from external accountability in
exchange for serving the greater public good (Finkin, 1996; Kezar &
Sam, 2011; Rhoades, 2010), but the tradition of academic freedom asso-
ciated with tenure has cracked lately as, especially public universities,
have decreased the number of tenure positions and increased other, more
flexible contracts (Ehrenberg, 2012; Siekkinen, 2019). In Finland, how-
ever, the still recent tenure track is viewed as a privilege granted to those
who undergo a peer review process to prove themselves as scholars, even
though criticism has been leveraged by the Finnish Union of University
Professors (Pietild, 2015).



376 T. Vellamo et al.

In many European countries, tenure track implementation is related to
internationalisation, competition, profiling and the evaluation of
(research) performance. Two recent trends are particularly important in
this context. First is the increasing competition among European univer-
sities to become top-level academic institutions. Second, because of this
competition, universities are now trying to recruit the best scholars inter-
nationally, which has increasingly globalised the academic labour market
(Mohrman et al., 2008; Pietild, 2015; Regets, 2007; Vilimaa et al., 2016),
a trend that has also led to universities attempting to become more com-
parable to other academic institutions. When attracting international
scholars, for instance, having a career progression model that is familiar
across national borders is particularly important (Arnhold et al., 2018).

In Finland, the introduction of the tenure track system has been justi-
fied by competition by and comparability with other higher education
systems (Kivistd et al., 2019). It has been implemented in Finnish univer-
sities in an attempt to increase attractiveness among international appli-
cants. The system was introduced, coincidentally, alongside the new
university law in 2010 and was first adopted by Aalto University, fol-
lowed soon by others. However, so far, only Aalto uses tenure track as its
dominant recruitment model (Kivisté et al., 2019), while other Finnish
universities fill most positions through other recruitment methods. There
are organisation-specific differences in tenure track recruitment, whose
model has been developed over the last decade (Kivisto et al., 2019;
Pietild, 2017; Vilimaa et al., 2016), the main difference being related to
the entry and exit phase, as well as promotion (Arnhold et al., 2018). In
the tenure track, the possibility of progressing to full professorship is
defined with set targets and a schedule; in the open vacancy model, the
only possibility to advance is to apply for another position in an open
call. Positions in teaching and research outside the tenure track can be
varied, from fixed-term researcher positions to teaching specific lecturers
or full permanent professorships. This has led to a situation where many
academics are stuck in a position without advancement opportunities.
Accumulating merits might also be difficult in other positions, whereas in
tenure track positions it is part of the job description. Many entry-level
open vacancy positions are fixed term, and the evaluation of the candi-
dates is based on requirements of the task and not potential, as in the
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tenure track. The more senior fixed-term vacancies are considered as posi-
tions from which the employee either retires or resigns. The major differ-
ence can be summarised in that tenure track positions include the aim of
becoming more merited and advanced within the position, whereas in
other tasks there is no such definition inherent to the position. Tenure
recruitment should thus focus on the potential of the candidate, whereas
open vacancy focus on the merits and the requirements defined in the call
for the particular position. From a legal perspective, the differences are
related to the question of how potential can be evaluated. The evaluation
of set requirements can be more easily questioned or justified based on set
criteria (See Kivisto et al., 2019; Siekkinen et al., 2016).

Both recruitment processes usually involve external evaluation,
although there may be some exceptions in filling an open vacancy. The
evaluation typically considers teaching, research and societal service
which are differently emphasised and valued across universities and by
different people within the university. Macfarlane (2005) argues that
some academic responsibilities are emphasised, while others are neglected
in the hiring and promotion criteria. Although external evaluators do not
make the decisions, their evaluations may have a significant impact
(Pekkola, 2014). Those making the recruitment decisions for academic
positions in the university serve as institutional gatekeepers, and their
role in emphasising the different evaluation criteria is crucial in the pro-
cess (Levander et al., 2019; Merton, 1973). Different actors, such as aca-
demics, administrators and high-level management, exert different kinds
of power in the process. Our interest is not in evaluating the actual quali-
fications of the applicants, rather in examining how they have been evalu-
ated in the recruitment process to theoretically define what kind of power
these instances represent.

Collection and Analysis of Data

To examine the processes, we obtained data on the tenure track recruit-
ment 2011-2016 in specified fields. Due to the limited scope and focus
on a particular field, we acquired only five case studies as examples of the
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recruitment process in the two universities at different times during
the period.

We collected the following documents for each case analysed:

* Setting the open tenure (establishing the need)

* 'The recruitment call

¢ Evaluations of qualifications (including a trial lecture)

* External expert evaluations

* Memos of the working group evaluating teaching skills, research mer-
its, and candidate suitability

* Summary of the applicant’s evaluation

¢ 'The dean’s proposals for the board, with justifications

e The board decision

We excluded the application documents and their annexes from our
examination, as we did not aim to evaluate the candidates as such. Other
proposals, materials, and decisions related to the process and the selection
decision were also used to support the analysis. The material available for
each tenure recruitment case was similar, but there were differences
between the universities and in some cases; for example, applicant sum-
maries were more detailed than in others.

The analysis was conducted by examining the documents using the
chosen theoretical approach of the three different powers—bureaucratic,
professional and managerial—and defining the instances of use of the
different types of power.

As the data set consists of few cases, no broad conclusions can be
drawn, but we believe the cases are representative of their organisations at
the given time. We looked at three cases from TUT, 2011-2016; these
represent a change in the TUT tenure process (as they are from different
times for the same department). The development of the tenure process
is also manifested in the institutional-level documents and instructions
we used as background material. We examined two tenure track recruit-
ment cases from UTA 2013-2015. These five cases represented all the
tenure track recruitments in the specified fields since tenure track had
been introduced in these universities.
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Influence and Actors in Recruitment:
Bureaucratic, Managerial
and Professional Powers

Following Pietild (2017) and van den Brink et al. (2010), we approach
tenure track recruitment as a “site of political struggle.” We define the
different powers that compete in the recruitment process as bureaucratic,
managerial and professional. Their goals, and the people who exert
them, differ.

Bureaucratic power (Weber, 1978) may be defined as the legal power
related to rules and regulations. Administration follows the administra-
tive tradition, primarily adhering to the process and definitions of the
university and unit-level recruitment instructions. Being impartial and
following regulations are the main virtues; the aim is to ensure that the
process is fair, objective, transparent and follows the rules and legislation.
Tenure track committees represent new controlling bodies through which
universities influence their research fields and the recruitment of academ-
ics (Pietild, 2015). The administrators and HRM experts typically act as
gatekeepers, as applying the tenure track model is said to require strong
HRM (Kivisto et al., 2019). Bureaucratic power cannot be ignored in
any recruitment process as that could cause the recruitment to be illegal.
By creating more detailed tenure instructions, universities have become
stronger organisational actors, but, at the same time, these bureaucratic
powers can “limit the freedom of departments to respond to field-specific
needs” (Pietild, 2015, p. 387).

Managerial power (Parsons, 1991) in higher education belongs to high-
level managers, such as deans and department heads. Managerialism,
describing the ideology of management, spread to universities and other
public sector organisations from business, emphasising competition,
marketization of public sector services, monitoring performance and out-
come measurements (Deem, 2004; Deem & Brehony, 2005; Klikauer,
2015). As management turned into an ‘ism’, it had to have a proper ide-
ology, one targeted at the future: “It has become common to see ideology
as a set of ideas that constitute goals, expectations and actions™; it is a
vision (Klikauer, 2015). Therefore, managerialism and managerial power
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in recruitment emphasise future potential. The managerial ethos (Kallio
et al., 2016) is based on the basic assumption that managers should have
freedom to manage because they are accountable for organisational per-
formance (Vedung, 2010). The approach also emphasises the role of
management in setting systems and metrics related to organisational
goals and for allocating resources (Kallio et al., 2016).

The change towards more managerial practices in personnel policies in
Finnish universities has occurred gradually with the introduction of prac-
tices related to performance-based management (Deem, 2004; Kallio
et al., 2016). The first culmination point was a change of legislation on
civil servants in 1992, when universities were granted the right to termi-
nate, establish and alter the positions and vacancies of their own staff
members. Further steps were taken until 2010, when universities were
given the independent status of an employer (Kuoppala et al., 2015;
Pekkola, 2014). New public management and managerial practices were
introduced into higher education institutions, also with the assumption
that a managerialist approach was more effective in carrying out strategies
and organisational change, a view especially embraced by polytechnics
and corporate higher education institutions where managerial practices
were adopted more eagerly than in more traditional universities (Allen,
2003; Gibbons et al., 1994, p. 82; Santiago & Carvalho, 2012).

Managerial power is primarily applied by university managers and is
therefore associated with institutional or disciplinary strategies. Deans
and department heads represent the organisational culture and are
inclined to define and adhere to the profiling and strategic aims of the
university. Deans are identified as key persons using power, particularly
in the recruitment of more senior-level positions (Vilimaa et al., 2016).
However, Pietild (2015) found that with hierarchical governance struc-
tures, deans and department heads faced tensions, especially if the tenure
track procedures and instructions were not well defined.

The managerial approach has been contrasted with the traditional aca-
demic collegial practices at universities to the extent that some claim that
more business-like and managerial approaches fragment higher educa-
tion institutions and set academics against professional managers (Allen,
2003). If we consider managerial power to be more strategically focused
and future oriented in the recruitment process, recruitment decisions
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would be based on the profiling of disciplines and fields according to the
university’s mission. Tenure track is said to entail a stronger role of uni-
versity management and to be committed to the institutional mission
(Kivisto et al., 2019, p. 121; Pietild, 2015) and has been identified as a
means to “introduce and strengthen strategic research fields” (Kivisto
etal., 2019, p. 133). (See also Arnhold et al., 2018; Vilimaa et al., 2016.)
Often, this strategic defining of the position is made before opening the
call, but it also occurs when justifying the choice of a particular candi-
date. It should be noted that academic excellence is entwined in this dis-
cussion, so the profiling areas of the institution are those where there is
(an expectation of) world-class research.

The third power is professional power (Goode, 1957; Weber, 1919),
utilised by professors and academics and which in the recruitment pro-
cess is anticipated to focus primarily on academic excellence and evaluat-
ing (past) academic merits. The prevalent assumption is that decisions
should be made by academics. This view permeates the attitudes and
behaviour of many of the senior academics who also might resist the
strategic organisational approach through managerial power, partially
because it is perceived as an attack on their professional identity and
power (Allen, 2003, p. 85). The open vacancy model is said to promote a
“stronger role of the academic profession in recruitment” (Kivisto et al.,
2019, p. 121). In the recruitment process, professors represent the disci-
plinary tradition, and they also largely define what the discipline is about
when they act in the tenure group. The disciplinary definition of power
is often located outside of the organisation in an international commu-
nity of scholars. These senior academics of a particular discipline also act
as gatekeepers for the discipline. Similarly, the external academic peer
review evaluation is one form of professional power. Although it empow-
ers academics, it is also used by university managers (Musselin, 2013).

The picture below (Fig. 16.1) illustrates how these three powers can
occur simultaneously in the recruitment process but still conflict in prac-
tice. Bureaucratic power emphasises the rules and regulations of the
recruitment process and supports the merit-based evaluations of the can-
didates. Managerial power is applied by the university managers, who
emphasise the strategic goals of the organisation in the recruitment pro-
cesses and thus pay more attention to the potential of the candidate;
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Pure merit-based Strategic recruitment
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Profiling disciplinary
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Fig. 16.1 Different powers and persons utilising power in university recruitment

recruitment is strategic and aims to find future talent. Professional power
counts on scientific evaluation based on the disciplinary tradition made
by professors; recruitment is directed towards disciplines aiming to secure
continuity in the faculty.

These powers have implications for recruitment. A combination of
bureaucratic and managerial power can be associated with strategic
HRM, in which the academic managers and HR professionals play an
important role in recruitment. In theory, with the combination of
bureaucratic and professional power, recruitment can support the aca-
demic oligarchy. Merit is defined by professionals and verified by the
bureaucratic process (Clark, 1983). Further, this combination of mana-
gerial and professional recruitment could lead to merit-based recruiting
that supports the disciplinary profiling planned by academic managers.
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However, it should be borne in mind that the different powers may have
different interests and compete rather than complement each other.
Merit-based recruitment supports the selection of senior academics with
accumulated merits, talent recruitment supports the selection of “hun-
gry” academics with verified potential (e.g. external funding, networks
and top publications) and profiling recruitment supports the selection of
candidates within the right field of study.

The Recruitment Process in Tenure Track

In TUT and UTA, different recruitment processes have generally been
used, with positions filled through both open vacancy and tenure track
recruitment. Our main focus is on the tenure track process at TUT with
comparisons on the tenure track used at UTA. In the following, we will
look at the process at TUT and UTA, starting with the opening of the
position to the justification of the selected applicant.

Defining the Position

The tenure track process starts with defining the need for recruitment
and defining the specific (sub) discipline in which the recruitment is tar-
geted. The definition of the academic discipline comes from the unit level
(the department, in our cases), but it must be confirmed at the institu-
tional level. At this stage, this is already a strategic allocation of resources
and a possibility for negotiating the needs between the department and
the organisation. These aims may be parallel, but there may also be con-
flicting interests as the opening of the position is “a political endeavour,
involving negotiations between multiple actors” (van den Brink et al.,
2010, p. 1463). Collegial tripartite bodies have lost their importance in
the recruitment processes. Who has the power to define the open posi-
tion depends on the level of the position. Postdoctoral researcher and
university lecturer positions are mainly defined by the head of the depart-
ment, whereas the working group has an important role in higher-level
open vacancies and tenure track recruitments (Vilimaa et al., 2016). In
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any case, the definition of the open position is a negotiation between dif-
ferent level managers (e.g. department heads and the dean) and within
the working group. Pietild (2015) found that, with hierarchical gover-
nance structures, deans and department heads face tensions, especially if
the tenure track procedures and instructions were not well defined.
Tenure track committees represent new controlling bodies by which uni-
versities influence their research fields and the recruitment of academics.
By creating the tenure instructions, universities become stronger organ-
isational actors, but at “the same time they limit the freedom of depart-
ments to respond to field-specific needs” (Pietild, 2015, p. 387). The
recruitment process rules need to be followed, and thus each open posi-
tion needs to be justified. The powers utilised at this point can be studied
by looking at the justification of opening a (new) position, whether it is
filling a position that has been left vacant due to retirement or job change
(as usual with vacancies) or a new tenure position based on institutional
profiling. When the position is opened for tenure track, the tenure level
is not strictly defined but set on a broader scale as it can be targeted at
assistant, associate or full-professors or all levels at the same time. The
level of recruitment can be defined more exactly according to the qualifi-
cations of the applicants. The level of the tenure recruitment may also
vary depending on the reasons why the position has been opened. When
tenure track was recently adopted at TUT, there was also tenure recruit-
ment at more senior levels (full professor). A more senior applicant might
be desired due to retirement. In this case, the tenure track recruitment
can resemble an open vacancy. Recruiting tenure track at the assistant
professor level would seem to be a more strategic approach for a long-
term staff development plan.

For tenure track recruitment, a tenure working group is set up to con-
duct the recruitment process, a practice similar in most open vacancy
recruitment at similar levels. At TUT the tenure working group included
internal representatives, such as department heads, professors from the
field, HR experts, external academics and also industry representatives.
The industry representative was a peculiarity of the technical university,
not used at UTA.
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Advertisement and Application

The field of the open position and the applicant criteria should be clearly
stated in both the open vacancy and the tenure recruitment call. The
criteria are important as they are used for evaluating the applicants, and
the recruitment decision needs to be justified. After the decision is made
to open a tenure track position, the bureaucratic power of the administra-
tion and HRM takes on the process. The opening of the position, adver-
tising the call, receiving applications and so on are part of normal
recruitment and HR processes, regulated and managed similarly in most
organisations.

Evaluation

After the applications have been received, the primary evaluation and
shortlisting of the candidates is first done by the tenure working group to
define which candidates are evaluated by the external experts. The exter-
nal academic evaluation is a common practice in the tenure track,
although there might be exceptions when only the working group makes
the evaluation.

We looked at the recruitment criteria, how they were evaluated and
whether there were differences in the importance placed between the cri-
teria, evaluation and emphasis in the working group or the external eval-
uation. Generally, the criteria were related to the three tasks of universities:
research, teaching and outreach activities. When comparing merit, docu-
mented attainments are considered most important, but in tenure track,
especially, potential compatibility with the working environment and
particular substance skills is also emphasised (Vilimaa et al., 2016, p. 46).
From a meritocratic perspective, we expect the academic task, research
and publications to be the most important. These are also criteria that
both the working group professors and the external experts are likely to
emphasise.

We can also ask what parts of the evaluation are considered to be an
assessment of qualifications (merits, which are public) or of the person
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(personality and character, which are confidential). The application docu-
ments are similarly public in both types of universities, and there is no
difference in whether the application documents are seen as employment-
or administrative-related preparatory documents. Only the observations of
an individual’s personal characteristics, such as psychological assessments,
are confidential (Section 24 of the Act on the Openness of Government
Activities). However, the actual practices of transparency and accountabil-
ity of these processes in organisations vary; generally, universities have been
somewhat reluctant to disclose detailed information on the actual recruit-
ment process. It is also noteworthy that, if the assessment is not open or
criteria are obscure, it increases the risk of bias in all the evaluation phases
(van den Brink et al., 2010, p. 1459). Even if the assessment criteria are
stated, some of them can be disputable, such as potential. Similarly, criteria
may vary according to the different tenure levels the candidates are evalu-
ated for. As the editors note in their introduction of this volume (Forsberg
etal. 2021), a variety of biases may affect peer review including

epistemic bias; values and beliefs (O’Meara et al. 2016); gender bias and
stereotypical judgement (van den Brink et al., 2010) and reputation of
alma mater, habitus and networks, to mention a few.

Decision and Justification

As noted earlier, the criteria set in the tenure call are important because
they not only guide candidate evaluation but also should be used to jus-
tify the selection. We also attempt to determine whether the decisions
were justified concerning the criteria set in the tenure call or in relation
to other aspects. In addition, it is necessary to justify the decision from a
legal perspective, particularly if in cases of suspicion of discrimination.
The possibility of bias in recruitment and evaluation is nowadays better
recognised, and gender aspects have been included in recruitment proto-
cols (van den Brink et al., 2010).

In the following, we will analyse the tenure track cases, focusing on the
cases of the technical university in particular, and examine the UTA cases
in order to compare them to the TUT case.
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TUT Findings

According to the TUT tenure instructions, “the aim is to attract and to
keep competent, creative and inspiring research and teaching staff at
TUT and in that way enforce the status of TUT as a high-level and inter-
national research university....” This emphasises managerial power, where
the strategy, position and ranking of the university are seen as an integral
aim of the tenure process. It may be said that this reflects the introduc-
tion of new public management, which has brought corporate culture
aspects like managerialism into higher education. According to the docu-
ments on setting up the tenure system at TUT, there is a focus on evaluat-
ing the potential of the candidates and the main criteria should be the
potential of the candidate to advance on the tenure track to more
demanding positions. This statement also reinforces managerial power as
the temporal target is in the future and potential is emphasised. The defi-
nition of tenure already establishes a certain power balance, but, in the
following, we will look at how the powers are manifested in the actual
process of three different tenure processes at TUT—one in 2012 and two
in 2016. In the 2012 and the 2016 calls, external evaluation was used,
while the 2016 instance was carried out by the tenure working group
only, which left room for managerial power, represented by the dean and
the department head, in the process.

Tenure Call

In the TUT instructions, the disciplinary boundaries are not enforced
rigidly; this is to allow for many applicants. This might further weaken
the professional power of academics (professors), who are prone to guard
disciplinary boundaries and define tenure calls in a particular (sub) field.
This is perhaps added to the tenure track instructions because the degree
of specialisation in engineering is generally high. In the TUT cases, com-
puter science also seems closely connected to another discipline: signal
processing. The division between these fields is shifting, and the 2012
tenure track was transferred to the Department of Signal Processing based
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on the suggestion of the Department of Computer Science. Based on
some of the materials during this process, the definition of the field nar-
rowed the potential applicant pool from the perspective of computer sci-
ence but broadened it towards signal processing. The desire for a broader
field might be contradictory, its aim to strategically define the recruit-
ment concerning the department and university profile. In this TUT
case, one candidate withdrew their application because the position
became so closely defined to signal processing that it did not fit their
profile. Even if the field of the open positions need to be defined so that
they attract enough applicants, defining the subfield in more detail may
be justified by the department’s profiling.

Setting up the Working Group

The tenure working group that prepares the tenure track position open-
ing usually has one or two external experts, who may be academics or, in
TUT, also industry representatives. In the TUT examples, there was one
external academic and one industry representative in the 2016 case,
where the evaluation of the candidates was performed by the working
group only. There were no external experts in the tenure group in the
2012 case. In the other 2016 case, the external academic representative
for the TUT group was chosen by UTA, maybe anticipating the approach-
ing merger or as a reflection of the thematic closeness of the fields in the
two institutions. Industry representatives should be high-level experts in
the fields but are not required to hold a PhD. In the 2016 TUT cases,
there was an industry representative who had a doctoral degree and an
expert who did not. Although experts with doctoral degrees may be seen
as knowledgeable of academic criteria, industry representatives are not
that likely to align with the professional power of academics. They are
nominated to the working group to bring a different viewpoint, that of
the industry stakeholders. Their role and views seem to be more impor-
tant in a technical university in industry-related fields than in other kinds
of disciplines. The close relationship with industry stakeholders is a par-
ticular identity feature of the technical university as an organisation

(Vellamo et al., 2019).
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Evaluation

According to TUT’s instructions, the evaluation should be open and
equal, and the evaluators should have the highest possible expertise. Let
us assume this refers to both the internal evaluation done by the tenure
working group as well as the external evaluation. In addition, fairness
and transparency may also be seen as traits of bureaucratic power and the
legality of the process. These traits are important in the justification of
the evaluation: if the evaluation is fair and transparent, it is possible to
examine how and on which explicitly stated grounds the evaluation
is based.

External scientific evaluation is used in the tenure track for the short-
listed candidates chosen by the tenure working group. External evalua-
tion can be seen as a form of peer review despite the differences in the
recruitment models. Peer review has been the primary institution of
modern science evaluation, and its use has extended to more evaluation
practices. According to Musselin (2013), scientific evaluation empowers
academics since university managers are dependent on it in many univer-
sity processes. The external evaluation peer review process is moderated
by the definition of criteria and qualifications set in the call for applica-
tion and, more generally, by the recruitment process descriptions. The
external academic evaluators are selected for their expertise in the field of
the open position, but, since they are nominated by the recruitment
group, there may internal power struggles in this process.

External evaluators are experts representing the professional power of
the international scientific community. When the tenure track system
was introduced at TUT, gender and other diversity factors were almost
completely missing from the tenure process description (TUT tenure
process Academic Board decision 22.11.2010). In TUT, the Human
Resources Strategy for Researchers (European Commission. (n.d.).
Human resources strategy for researchers HRS4R) evaluations of
2012-2014 paid attention to the gender imbalance of the external experts
and a recommendation was given to include more female evaluators and
also to pay attention to the gender balance in the tenure working group.
In our case from 2016, there was also a female evaluator, an effort to
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ensure diversity in the evaluation in practice perhaps. It is noteworthy
that the legislation does not directly require the representation of both
genders in the evaluators but refers to more generally taking into account
gender equality in all decision-making. Additionally, because of the
merger process and new joint tenure model, TUT’s tenure actions on
gender balance and addressing gaps in employment due to family leave
were postponed. In the TUT case examples, there were few female appli-
cants; in one (2016), a female applicant was sent for external evaluation
but was not selected.

Although there are set criteria for the external evaluation, there is
still considerable room for interpretation of the criteria and evaluating
the merits of each candidate. Moreover, the weight placed on each
aspect may differ according to the evaluator, and the recruitment com-
mittee may steer the selection decision in a different direction than the
external evaluators. In TUT, the tenure working group seemed to
place different weighting on the evaluation criteria depending on the
tenure level. Emphasis on a certain criterion was justified by the pro-
filed need of the department (2016), the complementarity of expertise
within the unit’s faculty (2016) or if it was mentioned in the tenure
call (2012).

According to the TUT tenure track criteria, research papers are evalu-
ated for the number and level of journal publications, and the candidates’
citations and H-index are listed. In both TUT 2016 recruitments, there
were also Excel sheets summarising applicants’ quantitative data.
However, based on these cases, it is hard to tell how much weight this had
in the recruitment. Some evaluators seemed to emphasise these aspects in
their evaluations to justify the academic research excellence (or lack of it)
of the candidate. In the 2016 case, where the external evaluators had
noted the number of high-level publications as a weakness of the candi-
date, the tenure group justified the number as “a consequence of a long
period of work in industry.”

In TUT, experience as a project leader and attained research funding
are seen as important factors for the highest tenure positions. This is also
mentioned in the evaluation of the candidates, but somewhat surpris-
ingly also at the assistant professor level (2016 case).



16 Bureaucratic, Professional and Managerial Power... 391

Related to both teaching and education, the supervision of master’s
and doctoral theses is seen as an important merit for those applying for
higher tenure or full professor positions. However, there may be different
institutional policies regarding who is allowed to supervise doctoral the-
ses, and, in one of the 2016 external evaluation statements, the candi-
date’s lack of supervision experience was reportedly due to the policy of
the university in which the candidate was currently employed.

Industrial experience seems to be important to TUT. In the 2016
external evaluation case, a candidate who had a good academic track
record but had spent an entire career in academia was evaluated as weak
in terms of industrial experience. The candidate selected by the tenure
group had strong industry experience, a moderate academic track record
and a “not very thorough teaching record” (TUT 2016 tenure track
external evaluator statement) Apparently, a lack in one category could be
compensated by achievements in another. Industry experience seemed to
be more important than academic merit and teaching skills for the tenure
working group in this case. This may be a particular feature related to the
discipline and the technical universities, and more acceptable in the engi-
neering field (Whitchurch, 2012, p. 6). However, this emphasis was also
justified by the criteria set beforehand: industry experience was specifi-
cally mentioned in the tenure call even though the importance of the
different criteria listed was not indicated in the call. Emphasising indus-
trial experience is also contradictory to the trend observed in the national
tenure track practices as, it is said, it is difficult to move to tenure track
from outside of academia (Vilimaa et al., 2016 p. 53).

The shortlisted candidates also underwent psychological tests, the
results of which were utilised by the working group in their evaluation.
While could be perceived as impartial external evaluation, it also
support[s] the perception of the working group on the candidates(). Even
so, it seems unlikely that psychological evaluation would significantly
affect the final recruitment decision. In some cases, it was mentioned as
affirming the perceptions of the tenure group regarding the candidates.
In the 2012 case, the psychological tests indicated that only the selected
candidate was clearly suitable for the position. Psychological tests may be
seen as supporting managerial power and enabling the selection of the
most appropriate candidate.
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Decision and Justification

In one of the 2016 recruitment processes, although the external evalua-
tors pointed out substantial weaknesses in each candidate’s profile, the
working group chose to value industry experience over research merit.
This seems somewhat exceptional based on previous studies and might
not be a typical case, even at TUT. The emphasis was justified by the
department’s strategy and a profiling factor that sets the department apart
from all other Finnish software engineering centres. In the tenure call,
industry had a less important role: “practical experience in industry soft-
ware projects is seen as an advantage” (TUT Tenure call 2016). This
could be interpreted so that industry experience would not be a core
requirement but rather an additional asset. This is also a case where the
recruitment criteria, such as industrial experience, exceeds traditional
notions of academic merit and the tenure working group exercised its
decision power over that of the external evaluators.

UTA Findings

In UTA, the School of Informational Sciences (SIS) operated until 2017,
when it was split into two faculties, and Computer Science began operat-
ing within the Faculty of Natural Sciences. After the Tampere University
merger in 2019, it was included in the Faculty of Information Technology
and Communication Sciences (ITC). Both tenure track calls examined
took place in SIS, specifically in the field of data analysis, in 2013 and
2015 as assistant professor (2013) and as assistant professor or postdoc-
toral researcher (2015). The use of a postdoctoral researcher as a tenure
track title reflects the variations in the system nationally as even the terms
were not uniform.

Tenure Call

In both recruitment calls, the requirements were specified clearly, and the
tenure level(s) for the position was set in the call. The calls included the
same requirements: “the person appointed associate professor must hold



16 Bureaucratic, Professional and Managerial Power... 393

a doctoral degree, high-level academic qualifications and experience in
directing scientific research, be able to provide high-quality, research-
based instruction as well as to have a track record of international scien-
tific activities ... [and be] fluent in English.” (UTA tenure calls 2013
and 2015)

In the recruitment calls, research and teaching were both mentioned.
In the other call (2013), teaching was emphasised as playing a “central
role in planning this master’s degree programme and [the associate pro-
fessor] will mainly teach courses” (UTA tenure call 2013). In the other
call (2015), the focus was on research, and the recruitment targeted one
of the strategic focus areas of SIS, emphasising managerial power and the
department’s strategy. The position where teaching was emphasised does
not represent a typical tenure track position, which usually focuses on
research, but seems more like an open vacancy type of position with
emphasis on teaching. However, in the new UTA, there are plans to cre-
ate a new teaching career track parallel to the tenure track.

Evaluation

SIS had evaluation guidelines for tenure track recruitment, addressing
that evaluations were being made in three areas: (1) research, (2) teaching
and (3) activity in the scientific community and academic leadership.
How these dimensions were emphasised in each recruitment depended
on the case. In their research evaluation, publications in JUFO (Finnish
Publication Forum ranking of scientific journals)-recognised journals
were valued. In teaching evaluation, producing materials for teaching,
pedagogical training, awards and teaching evaluations were valued. In
general, those kinds of activities and merits are recognised in evaluation
required at the next level of the tenure track, but teaching seems to have
more relevance than in the TUT tenure track cases.

The assessment was based on openness, reason and eligibility in an
international comparison. The associate professor should have published
high-quality scientific research articles, designed curricula and planned
study modules. Moreover, the candidate should have had teaching expe-
rience, a recognisable personal research field, an acknowledged position
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in the research field and have supervised several theses. In addition, if
they had received (or pursued) external funding, and had started their
own research group, these were considered positively. The list was exten-
sive and similar to the expectations at TUT, except for industry or other
work experience, which are not mentioned at UTA. Supervising theses
was considered an important aspect for both universities.

In the first recruitment case (2013), the tenure working group short-
listed as many as 6 of the 20 applicants (including one woman) for exter-
nal evaluation. The evaluators completed the first round of evaluation
and selected three candidates for interview. Two of the three external
evaluators selected the same top three candidates with similar justifica-
tions, emphasising research productivity and quality, engagement with
the research community, solid research plans, involvement in research
projects and having received funding, but they also placed great value on
PhD supervisory experience. One of the evaluators placed more emphasis
on publications than the others did, and clearly reviewed the qualifica-
tions of the candidates more generally. In addition, this evaluator’s top
two was different from that of the other evaluators. Thus, it seemed that,
using the same criteria, the external evaluators ranked the applicants dif-
ferently. It is also noteworthy that teaching was not highlighted in the
external evaluation.

One evaluator (with a more general view) gave some suggestions
regarding what to ask the candidates in the forthcoming interviews. The
evaluator also pointed out the challenges of the evaluation, such as differ-
ent publishing cultures in this interdisciplinary field. Another (also with
a more general view) listed all the evaluation criteria taken into consider-
ation, saying that all six candidates submitted interesting applications, so
“the university will have to decide what is most important and how the
candidates would fit in with the rest of the school.” This accentuates the
university’s autonomy, which it legally has in the selection process.

In the second recruitment (2015), the tenure track position was
opened at two levels: university researcher and associate professor.
Commonly, a university researcher is not included in the tenure track,
showing an example of the non-standardised tenure track processes (but
standardised later). There were 23 applicants for the position: 17 applied
for the position of associate professor, the rest for the position of
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university researcher. The tenure working group, including the faculty
manager, a student, a lecturer, two professors and the HR expert, pre-
sented two candidates for the external evaluators. The minutes of the
faculty board meeting clarified that this internal group could choose the
applicants to send to the external evaluators. This group also selected the
external evaluators.

The first external evaluator emphasised research, teaching, activity in
the scientific community and academic leadership. Although academic
leadership was not mentioned in the call, these mostly aligned with the
recruitment call. The other external evaluator stated that one applicant
would be successful in the US, whereas the other would not. He stressed
the publications (H-index and citations), research and conferences in
which they had participated but also examined the applications, espe-
cially future research plans. The second evaluator mentioned he was not
able to evaluate the teaching since he lacked material (e.g. quotes from
students). Despite the differences in evaluation, both external evaluators
proposed the same applicant for the position. The assessments were in
line with the recruitment call, where the emphasis was more on research
than teaching.

Decision and Justification

In the 2013 recruitment process, the applicants ranked as the top three
by two of the external evaluators were interviewed. The tenure working
group justified its selected candidate by indicating that they had “strong
potential based on scientific and teaching merits to proceed in tenure
track and become a professor.” However, the candidate withdrew their
application, so the faculty manager asked the rector to choose the second
candidate on the list. This justification was related to teaching experience,
active research activity and an innovative vision regarding a new master’s
degree programme. The candidate was said to have “promising precondi-
tions.” It seems that the first candidate had stronger research merit,
whereas the teaching experience of the second one seemed stronger, and
both criteria were sufficient to justify the selection.
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In the 2015 recruitment, the working group made its decision based
on the proposals of the external evaluators. These evaluators agreed on
the strongest applicant, both emphasising research merits, international
collaboration and the preparation of funding proposals, as well as the
applicant being graded as “good” at teaching.

It seems that in both these UTA recruitment processes, the power of
the tenure working group was strong, especially in the pre-screening of
candidates. Additionally, the actual recruitment call directed the recruit-
ment from the beginning. The power of the department head and the
working group was strong (Siekkinen et al., 2016). In the 2013 recruit-
ment, the working group sent six applications to the external evaluators
but in 2015, only two. In the latter recruitment, the power of the faculty
is manifested. They also chose the external evaluators, whose evaluations
were in line with the recruitment calls, and the working group followed
their views. Teaching was emphasised more in the 2013 recruitment than
in 2015, which showed in the evaluations. In both cases, the rector agreed
with the working group’s proposal.

Conclusions

In this article, we were interested in how bureaucratic, managerial and
professional powers were manifested in tenure track recruitment process,
especially in the technical university. We examined the differences in the
tenure track recruitment process in two universities to find out whether
the powers were different according to the organisational form and organ-
isational identity of the technical university.

Labour law regulations do not differentiate between public law univer-
sities and foundation universities. Yet, despite the legal aspect of public-
ity, the processes are not that open and transparent in either university.
They seemingly have great autonomy in defining their recruitment pro-
cesses and do not necessarily always follow their own internal regulations
in the process.

We discovered that bureaucratic power was present in both universi-
ties’ tenure recruitment processes. This could be seen as fulfilling the legal
minimum, illustrated, for example, in the impartiality of the external
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experts required by law. However, the impartiality is only related to the
personal relationship of the evaluators with the applicants and does not
consider disciplinary or scientific partiality.

Even though tenure track evaluations are based on the three tasks of
the university—research, teaching and societal impact—different people
evaluate these aspects in different ways, with varying importance placed
on different criteria. The two universities seemingly place different priori-
ties on the criteria. Based on previous research you might anticipate that
research performance and success in acquiring research funding would be
the most valued criteria for tenure track, but we discovered other priori-
ties. While we only looked at a few case examples, some differences
emerged in the recruitment processes between the two universities. Our
case study showed that, although research is important, in the examined
cases industry experience (TUT) and teaching (UTA) were also
significant.

When opening the tenure call, the (managerial) power of university-
and department-level strategy, often represented by the department head,
is emphasised, whereas the tenure working group has significant power in
shortlisting the candidates and naming the external evaluators. Often,
department heads also have a position in the tenure group. In the TUT
model and cases, managerial power seemed to play a strong part in all
these phases of opening and defining the tenure, and the same strategy-
derived aspects were used in the selection justification. There was even
one case where the tenure working group carried out the whole process,
and managerial power almost completely excluded (the external) profes-
sional academic views from the process, even though the tenure group
included two professors from the specific field (one from TUT and one
from another Finnish university). The dean and department heads are
academics themselves, but not necessarily from the discipline of the ten-
ure position, and they also are considered to implement strategy. Why
one of the TUT evaluations was carried out only by the tenure working
group was not justified in the process, except by a reference that the eval-
uation was carried out according to the TUT tenure track instruction.
The tenure group in TUT used its power, in one case, by carrying out the
evaluation itself and, in another case, by deciding against the evaluations
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of the external experts, whereas in the UTA cases, the external evaluation
group’s evaluations were followed.

The cases demonstrate that the decision of the tenure working group
can differ from external expert views. In such cases, managerial power
was used to justify the decision, with the department’s strategic profile
mentioned as the main reason for not following the evaluator’s recom-
mendations. Bureaucratic power, focusing on fairness and transparency,
might have been compromised, and thus one might question whether
institutional tenure criteria emphasising research and academic achieve-
ment were followed.

Based on our findings, the powers interact and overlap with each other
in a tense relationship. Bureaucratic power defines the minimum require-
ments for the process that must be ensured to make the process legitimate.
Within this legal frame, managerial power defines the limits of the use of
professional power. Professional power appears to have the most limited
power in the process, yet it is still the central power enabling tenure recruit-
ment since it defines merit and evaluates potential. Managerial power can
influence the way these professional evaluations are weighted in the final
decision and justification, and bring organisational strategy to the deci-
sion. All the recruitment is the result of a managerial decision in the sense
that the management team has to accept the opening of the tenure and the
board makes the final decision based on the tenure group’s proposal.

It is possible that managerial power is related to the organisational
form of the foundation university but even more so, to the identity of the
technical university, which emphasises industry relations. The identity of
the technical university is more strategically oriented and manifested in
its tenure recruitment. The use of managerial power is revealed in the
tenure process documents, but it would require further study and other
data (e.g. interviews) to determine whether other powers are more
strongly present in the non-documented aspects of the process or whether
the managerial powers are also dominant.
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