
The procedures set forth in the paragraph on page 2 that you highlighted in orange are fundamentally inconsistent 

with Association-supported standards. In order to provide you with comment on the glaring defects in these 

procedures, I can do no better than to cite the pertinent passages from the published report of an AAUP 

investigating committee on the dismissals of two tenured faculty members at Virginia State University for having 

"failed" a post-tenure review. (The full text of the report can be found 

here:  http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/protect/academicfreedom/investrep/2005/VSU.htm 

<http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/protect/academicfreedom/investrep/2005/VSU.htm> .)  

  

  

1. Post-Tenure Review 

 

In 1983, the Association adopted a policy that sharply criticized systems of periodic review of the performance of 

tenured faculty members: 

 

"The Association believes that periodic formal institutional evaluation of each postprobationary faculty member 

would bring scant benefit, would incur unacceptable costs, not only in money and time, but also in dampening of 

creativity and of collegial relationships, and would threaten academic freedom." 

 

The Association emphasizes that no procedure for evaluation of faculty should be used to weaken or undermine 

the principles of academic freedom and tenure. The Association cautions particularly against allowing any general 

system of evaluation to be used as grounds for dismissal or other disciplinary sanctions. The imposition of such 

sanctions is governed by other established procedures, enunciated in the 1940 Statement of Principles on 

Academic Freedom and Tenure and the 1958 Statement on Procedural Standards in Faculty Dismissal Proceedings, 

that provide the necessary safeguards of academic due process. 

  

In a 1999 report, Post-Tenure Review: An AAUP Response, the preparation of which was prompted by the 

widespread consideration and adoption of post-tenure review policies in the academic community, the Association 

declared that "post-tenure review ought to be aimed not at accountability, but at faculty development." The 

report continued: 

 

"Post-tenure review must be developed and carried out by faculty. Post-tenure review must not be a reevaluation 

of tenure, nor may it be used to shift the burden of proof from an institution's administration (to show cause for 

dismissal) to the individual faculty member (to show cause why he or she should be retained). Post-tenure review 

must be conducted according to standards that protect academic freedom and the quality of education." 

 

The document went on to set forth "practical recommendations for faculty at institutions where post-tenure 

review is being considered or has been put into effect." The report emphasized that in the event that recurring 

evaluations reveal continuing and persistent problems with a faculty member's performance that do not lend 

themselves to improvement after several efforts, and that call into question his or her ability to function in that 

position, then other possibilities, such as a mutually agreeable reassignment to other duties or separation, should 

be explored. If these are not practicable, or if no other solution acceptable to the parties can be found, then the 

administration should invoke peer consideration regarding any contemplated sanctions. 

 

The report concluded that the standard for dismissal or other severe sanction remains that of adequate cause, and 

the mere fact of successive negative reviews does not in any way diminish the obligation of the institution to show 

such cause in a separate forum before an appropriately constituted hearing body of peers convened for that 
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purpose. Evaluation records may be admissible but rebuttable as to accuracy. Even if they are accurate, the 

administration is still required to bear the burden of proof and demonstrate through an adversarial proceeding not 

only that the negative evaluations rest on fact, but also that the facts rise to the level of adequate cause for 

dismissal or other severe sanction. The faculty member must be afforded the full procedural safeguards set forth 

in the 1958 Statement on Procedural Standards in Faculty Dismissal Proceedings and the Recommended 

Institutional Regulations on Academic Freedom and Tenure, which include, among other safeguards, the 

opportunity to confront and cross-examine adverse witnesses. 

  

I hope that these passages from our VSU report along with our official policy statement on Post-Tenure Review 

(see http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/pubsres/policydocs/contents/PTR.htm) are helpful to you and your colleagues 

who are seeking to challenge the proposed policy. Please feel free to contact me again if I can be of further 

assistance. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Robert Kreiser 

B. Robert Kreiser, Ph.D. 

Associate Secretary/Senior Program Officer 

Department of Academic Freedom, Tenure, and Governance 

American Association of University Professors 

1133 Nineteenth Street, N.W. 

Suite 200 

Washington, DC 20036 
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