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Abstract

This paper attempts to take a broad look at post-tenure review by examining why institutions are
doing post-tenure review, looking at some different approaches for such reviews and suggesting
some different elements of the review process. It is hoped that in doing so, institutions currently
doing post-tenure reviews might improve their processes and those who are planning on instituting
post-tenure review would have the basic background necessary to develop an appropriate process.

Introduction

Weber State University has recently mandated post-tenure review for all tenured faculty. Wein
the College of Applied Science and Technology have been struggling with the issue of how to do
these reviews such that they will serve the best interests of both the faculty and the institution.
The purpose of this paper is to examine some of the whys and wherefores of post-tenure review
especialy as it might relate to engineering technology faculty. Thisin turn might provide ways for
programs to improve their review processes or provide and approach for starting a post-tenure
review process. If aninstitution is going to do post-tenure review, one of the major concernsis
always how to make certain that the process provides the maximum benefit for the least
expenditure of time and effort on the part of both the reviewer and the person being reviewed. If
an institution is just starting a post-tenure review process, particularly if it is one where only a
portion of the faculty get reviewed each year, it may take several years before it can be determined
if the processis achieving the desired goals. If modifications are made to the process, it may take
several more years to see if such modifications are effective.

Rationale

There are anumber of reasons colleges and universities are now doing post-tenure review. In
general, these reasons fall into two main categories; either they were mandated to do so by some
external agency or they choose to do so themselves and hence it was an internal mandate. At
Weber State, we have been required to do post-tenure review by our accrediting agency, the
Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges. In their Accreditation Handbook, one of the
requirements for accreditation as stated in their Policy on Faculty Evaluation “.....is that every
faculty member at every institution be subject to some type of substantive performance evaluation
and review at least every third year.” The interpretation of thisis clearly taken to mean the
inclusion of some kind of formal review mechanism even after a faculty member receives tenure.

In addition to accrediting agencies, there has been a push for post-tenure review from a number of
quarters typically based upon the “accountability” catchword. Groups calling for accountability
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and as a consequence post-tenure review include Boards of Regents or other types of governing
boards, legislatures and the public. Further, court cases which have declared that post-tenure
review is not athreat to the tenure system have buttressed the case for post-tenure review.

The public has started to demand post-tenure review because they see tenure as a mechanism for
providing life-time employment without the attendant requirement for some type of formal review
once tenure has been achieved. They tend not to see it as an approach for protecting academic
freedom but rather as a means to keep unproductive faculty employed. While certainly not a
panacea, awell thought out and appropriately administered post-tenure review program can help
ameliorate these kinds of concerns.

Particularly in engineering technology, a case could be made for post-tenure review just in view of
the rapid changes in technology. Thus such areview might be considered necessary just to help
faculty stay current with these changes. As an extreme example, just because someoneis
knowledgeable about vacuum tubes and teaches about vacuum tubes very well, does not mean that
person is making a valuable contribution to his or her program. Also in engineering technology,
the faculty all come out of industrial backgrounds and have had industry experience. Ongoing
periodic reviews are the industrial norm, and are typically done annually. Certainly periodic
reviews should not be something new to engineering technology faculty.

One final note regarding rationale. A very reasonable argument can be made that the faculty are
the heart and soul of the educational enterprise. Any mechanism, including post-tenure review,
which helps them to continue to be productive and motivated throughout their careers should be a
basic part of institutional policy and practice.

Approaches

Broadly speaking, all employee reviews including those of tenured faculty, fall into two main
categories, summative and formative and may contain elements of both. Summative reviews are
for the purposes of some kind of personnel decision including such things as promotion, pay
raises, or tenure. Such reviews may also result in some type of recommendation for remediation
which if not followed through on, may eventually lead to termination. Formative reviews on the
other hand, are for the purposes of faculty development. Part of the development process may
include goa setting and/or the review of goals which were established in aprevious review. They
may also be a mechanism by which resources are alocated to faculty in order for them to achieve
these goals.

Licataand Morreale' in their paper on post-tenure review identify five different approaches to
post-tenure review. While these may appear to be separate and distinct, in practice they may be
combined in anumber of different ways to achieve avariety of purposes. These are annual
reviews, periodic/consequentia reviews, triggered/consequential reviews, formative departmental
reviews and formative individual reviews. Let’s briefly examine each of these.

Annual reviews are typically summative in nature and are done, as the name implies, on an annual
basis. They are often done for the purposes of determining any pay raises for the coming year.
Because they occur so frequently relative to the length of time required to fully evaluate faculty
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development projects, they are of questionable value for any kind of formative evaluation. In
addition, the evidence elements needed for a thorough evaluation are usually missing and as a
result, these evaluations tend to be fairly perfunctory. They do have the advantage however of
alerting both the faculty member and the administration to any potential problems annually rather
than waiting for aformal review severa yearsinto the future.

The periodic/consequentia review is onein which all tenured faculty are reviewed on a periodic
basis, typically every threeto five years. Asthe nameimplies, poor performance can result in
specific consequences with formal sanctions occurring if performance does not improve after a
certain period of time. However, with this review process there can also be some formative
elements such as the development of a professional growth and development plan. Because
sanctions are permitted, there is usually an appeals process available. Sometimes the periodic
review is combined with annual reviews and is frequently done by a peer review committee and/or
administration.

The triggered/consequential review is done only of selected faculty members and is usually done
as the result of unsatisfactory performance as indicated by some other review, frequently an annual
review. Becauseit isconsequential, the potential sanctions are usually made clear and again, an
appeals processis available. The features are almost the same as for the periodic/consequential
review but frequently this type of review is seen as more palatable to faculty as only the
substandard performers get reviewed. On the other hand, it might be argued that it does not
provide an opportunity for the other faculty to be involved in any kind of formal development
process nor does it support the notion of continuous improvement.

The formative departmental reviews puts an emphasis on establishing and periodically revising a
professiona development plan which attempts to match the needs of the department with the
career interests of the individual. Thisreview, sinceit is departmental, is done by the faculty
member’s immediate supervisor, usually his department chair. The review requires that the
department or program have clearly defined goals which then allows the reviewer a basis upon
which to judge how well the faculty member’s development plan matches these goals.

Finally, the formative individual plan involves a periodic review of al tenured faculty and isa
review intended to develop the individual and is not intended to assess competence. It usually
involves peer review and the formulation and review of an individual development plan. In

addition, institutional support is made available to assist in the faculty member’s development.

It can be seen that post-tenure review may contain elements from each of these. Any final plan
will be particular to agiven institution and be dependent upon factors and conditions present in
that institution. These would include such things as institutional size, the size of the individual
departments, requirements from external agencies, bargaining agreements and others.

Guidelines and Cavests

In putting together or revising a post-tenure review process, several things need to be kept in mind.
First, the plan needs to be developed with both faculty and administrative input. Any plan just
developed by the administration will typically be viewed negatively by the faculty and any plan

just developed by the faculty could be seen by the public as afox guarding the hen house situation.
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In addition, a collaborative effort preserves the long standing tradition of shared governance in
higher education in this country.

The plan should have a clearly articulated purpose and specifically defined consequences. In the
authors view, it needs to have both a formative purpose and a summative purpose. The formative
aspect should include an ability to trigger appropriate mechanisms to provide resources’ for faculty
development and to help those who are not performing as they should. The summative aspect
should have the capability to trigger the mechanism used to remove those who continue to be non-
performers. Thus there also needs to be included in the process the preservation of faculty due
process rights.

Any plan should provide useful information to both the faculty member and the institution. Thus
multiple methods of data gathering should be used including student evaluations, peer review and
self-reports. While some might argue that such comprehensive data gathering would consume too
much time and take too much effort, a counter argument could easily be made that the faculty are
the front line of the educational enterprise and this process is one designed to help them improve.
In addition, we are talking about a review which only occurs every three to five years.

Finally, the plan should give latitude to the individual units regarding criteria and standards and
allow for a degree of flexibility to match the needs of the unit and of the faculty member. Again
there needs to be some measure of institutional support available to help faculty develop which
could include money for travel, workshops, sabbaticals, specialized equipment and so on. Faculty
development is atwo way street and there needs to be a willingness on both the part of the faculty
member and the institution to work together towards a common goal.

Current Practices

Recently an informal survey of post-tenure review practices was conducted by the author using the
ETD list serve. There were atotal of 68 responses received and since the survey was rather
unscientific, no attempt was made to remove responses from the same institution. Also not
everyone answered every question so the responses won't add together to get the totals shown. Of
those who responded, there were 33 who said they offered AAS degrees in Engineering
Technology, 52 who offered BS degrees in Engineering Technology and 26 who offered BS
degrees in Engineering. Of these, 47 are currently doing some form of post-tenure review and 17
are not although 5 plan to institute some form of post-tenure review within the next three years. It
is clear from this sample that post-tenure review is here whether we want it or not.

Other data from the survey indicate that the majority of most institutions do either annual reviews
or do them every five years. Other institutions have triggered reviews based upon such things as
application for promotion or a previous negative review. 17 schools reported they use the review
for salary setting, 22 use it for goal setting, 35 for faculty development and 19 as a possible review
for dismissal. It was reported that the department chair or head conducts the review in 24 schools,
adean or division director doesit in 11 schools and 22 schools report that the review is done by a
faculty committee or some other combination of reviewers. In 37 institutions the review results go
into the faculty member’s permanent file and in 3 institutions they do not.
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14 institutions reported that they felt the reviews had been effective in achieving the goals listed
above while 17 reported that they did not feel the reviews were effective. The comments, which
are too numerous to list here, seemed to fall into three main categories. One group were those who
felt the reviews were effective, particularly in helping faculty with their professional development.
The second group reported that they had recently instituted post-tenure review and therefore did not
feel they had enough experience to determine whether or not it was effective. A third group felt the
reviews were mostly busywork and were being done to meet some external mandate and therefore
not actually providing a benefit to either the faculty or the institution.

Conclusion

This author feels very strongly in the benefits of post-tenure review. He has seen it work to both
help faculty in goal setting and with their personal development as well as to trigger the mechanism
to remove a non-performer. However, to be effective any form of post-tenure review needs to be
donein amanner which will ensure that both the faculty member and institution benefit. This
requires that the process meet several criteria. Thefirst is that there be adequate input from both
the faculty and the administration on how the review is to be conducted and how the results are to
be used. Important in the review processisthat it not be too time consuming on the part of the
participants while still using multiple sources of data. The process has to be an open one with
safeguards for both the faculty member and the institution. In addition, the process needs to be
flexible such that it meets the needs of the individual organizational units. Finally, there has to be
both the actual provision of support for faculty development and the possibility of dismissal for
those who do not perform after an adequate probationary period. With these criteria, post-tenure
review can be an effective mechanism for faculty vitality and development.

Bibliography

1. Licata, C. & Morrelag, J. Post-Tenure Review: Policies, Practices, Precautions. AAHE Working Paper Series#12,
AAHE, Washington, D.C.: March 1997

2. Chait, R. Ideas in Incubation: Three Possible Maodifications to Traditional Tenure Policies. AAHE Working Paper
Series #9, AAHE, Washington, D.C.: August 1998

References

1. Licata, C. Post-Tenure Faculty Evaluation: Threat or Opportunity. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report No. 1,
1986, Washington, D.C.: Association for the Study of Higher Education, 1986

2. Johnson, S. & Wesson, M. Post-Tenure Review and Faculty Revitaization. Academe, May-June 19913.
Subcommittee of Committee A on Academic Freedom of the American Association of University Professors. On Post-
Tenure Review. Academe, September-October 1997

4. University of Southern Colorado. Faculty Handbook, Revised 1990, pages 72-74

DR. WARREN R. HILL

Dr. Warren R. Hill is currently professor of Electronics Engineering Technology and dean of the College of Applied
Science and Technology at Weber State University, a position he has held since July, 1990. Prior to that, he was
department chair for Engineering Technology at the University of Southern Colorado for 3-1/2 years aswell as
teaching electronics engineering technology there for nine years. He holds a BSEE and M SEE from the University of
Nebraska and Wayne State University respectively and Doctor of Engineering degree from the University of Detroit.

G'G61'G abed



Page 5.495.6



