Report

Academic Freedom and Tenure:

Philander Smith College
(Arkansas)

This report concerns (a) the dismissal, effective November 6,
2002, of Professor Janice S. Chaparro from the faculty of
Philander Smith College on stated grounds of insubordination;
(b) the termination of the appointments, eftfective December
31 that year, of four other full-time faculty members on stated
grounds of need to reduce the size of the college’s faculty and
staff; and (c) the earlier termination of the services of a program
director who sought the assistance of the Association based
upon her faculty function of teaching courses at the college.

Philander Smith College, the oldest historically black col-
lege in Arkansas, was founded in Little Rock in 1877 as
Walden Seminary. Renamed in honor of a major donor, it
was chartered in 1883 as a four-year, coeducational liberal arts
college and has been accredited since 1949 by the North
Central Association of Colleges and Schools. The college is
affiliated with the United Methodist Church, and the bishop
of the United Methodist Church of the Arkansas area sits on
the college’s goveming board.

At the time of the events discussed in this report, the stu-
dent enrollment was approximately eight hundred, and the
faculty numbered forty-five. Dr. Trudie Kibbe Reed, the first
woman to become president of Philander Smith College, was
appointed to that office in 1998. Dr. Reed received the BA
and MSSW degrees from the University of Texas at Austin
and the EdD degree in adult and higher education from
Columbia University. Prior to going to Philander Smith, Dr.
Reed served as director of leadership studies and dean of the
Leadership Institute at Columbia College in South Carolina.

During the academic year 1978-79, the Association investi-
gated the dismissal of three professors at Philander Smith
College and found the administration’s actions to be in viola-
tion of the 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and

1. The text of this report was written in the first instance by the
members of the investigating committee. In accordance with
Association practice, the text was then edited by the Association’s
staff, and, as revised, with the concurrence of the investigating com-~
mittee, was submitted to Committee A on Academic Freedom and
Tenure. With the approval of Committee A, the report was subse-
quently sent to the faculty members at whose request the investiga-
tion was conducted, to the administration of Philander Smith
College, and to other persons directly concerned in the report. In
light of the responses received, and with the editorial assistance of the
staff, this final report has been prepared for publication.

Tenure and the 1958 Statement on Procedural Standards in Faculty
Dismissal Proceedings. Censure was imposed by the Association’s
annual meeting in 1980. The following year, with a new
administration in office, settlements were reached with the
three dismissed professors, and college policies were revised to
comport with Association-supported standards. Censure was
lifted by the 1981 annual meeting.

I. Background

The dismissal of Professor Janice Chaparro and the termination
of the appointments of other faculty members to be discussed
in this report grew out of events surrounding a condition of
financial exigency announced by President Reed in September
2002. On September 3, the college received notice from its
health insurance vendor of a sharp increase in insurance premi-
ums that, in the view of President Reed and the board of
trustees, put the college’s financial stability at risk. In a
September 25 memorandum to faculty and staff, the president
provided details of the financial shortfall and announced the
appointment of a four-member budget task force to develop a
plan to deal with the college’s financial crisis. Among the
actions necessary “to maintain a balanced budget and to con-
tinue the operations of the College,” according to President
Reed’s memorandum, were the freezing of new positions, the
elimination of faculty and staff positions, and the reduction of
some faculty and staff salaries. Carolyn Valdez, the chief finan-
cial officer, and Maxine Allen, dean of chapel, were charged
with making recommendations concerning staff positions and
administrative reorganization. William Lindsey, dean of
instruction, and Professor William Woods, the faculty repre-
sentative to the board of trustees, were charged with develop-
ing criteria to evaluate faculty positions and with identifying
faculty positions to be eliminated. Dr. Louise Miller, an exter-
nal consultant, was hired to work with the budget task force as
it formed its recommendations.

Over the course of the next several weeks, according to fac-
ulty members interviewed by the undersigned investigating
committee, members of the staff were asked to submit answers
to a questionnaire concerning their views about the direction
of the college under President Reed’s leadership. Academic
administrators were also asked in some cases to submit perfor- -
mance evaluations of faculty members. According to their final
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report to the president, Dean Lindsey and Professor Woods
met privately on October 4 to “set criteria by which to evalu-
ate faculty for possible elimination or reassignment” and to
“identify those faculty whose positions may need to be elimi-
nated or reassigned.”

President Reed accepted the recommendations of the budget
task force to eliminate six faculty positions and nine staff’ posi-
tions and to adjust salaries identified by the task force as out of
line with the salaries of others. As part of this process, the salaries
of the four social work faculty members, including Professor
Janice Chaparro, were each to be reduced by $10,000. The rec-
ommendations of the budget task force were approved by the
board of trustees on October 30 and announced by President
Reed to the faculty and staff on October 31.

Within days of the president’s announcement, the media
began to report on the financial crisis at the college and the
attendant layoffs of faculty and staff. After receiving telephone
calls from the media and accrediting bodies that, according to
President Reed, had been given inaccurate information about
the college’s financial problems and the steps taken to address
them, she drafted a November 4 “presidential directive”
requiring that employees’ communication with the media and
other agencies about internal college business first be approved
by her office. Failure to comply would be considered insubor-
dination and grounds for immediate dismissal. The directive,
which the president contended was merely a restatement of a
long-standing policy at Philander Smith College, was
approved by the college’s attorney and the chair of the board
of trustees before its distribution to faculty and staff.

II. The Chaparro Case: A Brief History
Professor Janice S. Chaparro received a bachelor’s degree
from the University of Chicago and the MSW degree from
the University of Pennsylvania. Before going to Philander
Smith College in March 1997, she served on the faculties of
Rutgers University and the University of Arkansas at Little
Rock. At Philander Smith, she held an appointment as assis-
tant professor of social work from March 1997 to September
1998, served as an adjunct professor in the spring of 1999, and
returned to a full-time appointment as an assistant professor in
November 2000.

On October 31, 2002, Professor Chaparro and the three
other faculty members in the social work department received
notice from President Reed that, as part of the college’s plan
to address the financial exigency created by an unanticipated
rise in health insurance costs, their salaries would be reduced
by twenty-five percent. On the next day Professor Chaparro,
who states that she had become aware of a college press release
just issued that addressed current “reorganization” in terms of
positive developments, sent an e-mail to the Arkansas Times
and the Arkansas Democrat-Gazette emphasizing negative
aspects of the reorganization for faculty, staff, and students.
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Believing that members of the social work faculty had been
the source of misinformation reaching the press, President
Reed called the department’s faculty members to her office on
November 4. The president, who was herself initially absent
from the meeting, had instructed Professor William Woods
and Professor Learmond Chapman, chair of the Social
Sciences Division, to provide those faculty members with
copies of the presidential directive that forbade contact with
the media without her prior approval.

According to Professor Chaparro, a reporter from the
Atkansas Times telephoned her that evening seeking further
comment on the recent cutbacks at the college. She declined
to comment, reading instead the text of President Reed’s
directive. Subsequently, she sent a facsimile copy to the
Arkansas Times.

Upon learning of Professor Chaparro’s release of the direc~
tive to the media, President Reed instructed Dean Lindsey on
the morning of November 7 to deliver a letter to Professor
Chaparro notifying her of her immediate dismissal from the
faculty, eviction from her office, and banishment from further
contact with the campus or its students. Dean Lindsey was
accompanied by the assistant dean and an officer of the campus
security force, who remained with Professor Chaparro until
she left the campus. Salary payment to her ceased on
November 6, the effective date of her dismissal.

Having learned of Professor Chaparro’s dismissal and of the
faculty appointments that were being terminated on grounds of
financial exigency, the Association’s staff wrote to President
Reed on November 19. The letter expressed the Association’s
concern that none of the procedures called for in the 1958
Statement on Procedural Standards in Faculty Dismissal Proceedings or
in Philander Smith College’s own regulations appeared to have
been followed in the dismissal of Professor Chaparro. Adding to
the concern over the lack of academic due process was the pos-
sibility that the action against her may well have been taken in
violation of her academic freedom. The letter urged President
Reed to reinstate Professor Chaparro to her faculty position and
to afford her requisite academic due process.

On November 22 and again on November 25, President
Reed responded with a lengthy and strenuous defense of her
actions in dismissing Professor Chaparro. She contended that
the dismissal did not violate Professor Chaparro’s academic
freedom, nor did the action violate the institution’s regula-
tions. Her two letters, supplemented by enclosed testimony
from other officials at the college who supported her, provided
an account of incidents related to the dismissal that differed
from the account provided by Professor Chaparro to the
Association, President Reed challenged Professor Chaparro’s
statement that notice of her dismissal was delivered to her
while her class was in session. She also challenged Professor
Chaparro’s assertion that she had not initiated the communica-
tion with the reporter on the evening of November 4.



President Reed stated to the Association’s staff that Professor
Chaparro was directly responsible for inaccurate information
that subsequently appeared in an Arkansas Times article. Her
letter of November 25 characterized Professor Chaparro’s
alleged contact with the press as “retaliation against my admin-
istration” in order to “confront my leadership.”

President Reed’s November 25 letter did offer assurance
that Professor Chaparro’s right to a grievance hearing would
be respected. Accordingly, on December 2, Professor
Chaparro filed a request for a hearing before the Faculty
Grievance Committee with Professor Chapman, who at that
time chaired the committee. She referred in that request to her
right under college regulations to a2 verbatim record of the
proceedings and asked that she be notified of any changes in
the published membership of the committee.

In a telephone conference with President Reed on
December 10 regarding the requested hearing, 2 member of
the Association’s staff made several recommendations in the
interest of due process. While acknowledging that current fac-
ulty handbook provisions for grievance proceedings allow the
faculty member to be accompanied only by “a non-legal rep-
resentative who is currently an employee,” the staff member
urged President Reed to afford Professor Chaparro the right to
counsel of her choice in accordance with the 1940 Statement of
Principles. The staff member also urged President Reed to
allow the presence of an AAUP observer at the proceedings
and to consider reinstatement of Professor Chaparro to faculty
status and to the payroll pending the result of the proceedings.
Finally, the staff member encouraged President Reed to con-
sider the advantage of withdrawing Professor Chaparro’s dis-
missal in favor of nonreappointment, an alternative that could
spare Professor Chaparro and the college a formal hearing and
potential litigation.

Writing on December 11 and again on January 15,
President Reed rejected the Association’s recommendation to
afford Professor Chaparro the right to counsel of her choice
on grounds that handbook policy prohibited the presence of
legal representation. Allowing exceptions in Professor
Chaparro’s case, she stated, would be unfair to others not
afforded that exception and could expose the college to poten-
tial litigation. The president, however, affirmed Professor
Chaparro’s right to appoint a current college employee as a
voting representative on the grievance committee. With
respect to reinstatement of Professor Chaparro, President Reed
stated that “the best course at this point is to await the recom-
mendation of the Faculty Grievance Committee.”

On January 16, the Faculty Senate voted on a reconstituted
Faculty Grievance Committee, a vote made necessary by
President Reed’s termination of the faculty appointments of
two members of the comumittee as of the end of the fall semes-
ter. The newly reconstituted committee elected Professor
Andrew Nwanne as its chair.

On February 6, three months after Professor Chaparro’s dismis-
sal and removal from the payroll, Professor Nwanne notified her by
telephone that a hearing with the grievance committee was being
scheduled for February 11. According to Professor Nwanne,
Professor Chaparro did not contact him until February 10 to re-
quest a delay and gave no rationale for her request. A February 7
electronic message from Professor Chaparro to Professor N'wanne,
however, copied to the Association’s staff, requested that the
hearing be delayed until the week of March 3 in order to pro-
vide her the opportunity, as called for in the faculty handbook,
to receive and review the president’s detailed statement of reasons
for dismissing her preceding the grievance committee hearing.

Because Professor Nwanne had been among those making
public allegations that Professor Chaparro had intentionally
given inaccurate and damaging information to the media,
Professor Chaparro also requested that Professor Nwanne
recuse himself from the grievance proceedings. Supporting her
concern about Professor Nwanne’s lack of objectivity in the
case was a November 11, 2002, memorandum to accrediting
agencies from Professor Nwanne and his nephew, Utomi
Nwanne, a former student government president at Philander
Smith College. Written on stationery of the office of the presi-
dent, the memorandum referred to Professor Chaparro as “a
disgruntled faculty member” and claimed that she “contacted
the press and has falsely alleged that the administration was
using its power to get rid of people they did not like with an
intention of damaging the integrity of the school.”

Also dated February 7 was a letter from Professor Nwanne
to Professor Chaparro, which she has stated she received on
February 10. His letter reaffirmed that the hearing would take
place as scheduled on February 11. He enclosed President
Reed’s statement, this too dated February 7, of reasons for the
dismissal. Writing to Professor Chaparro on February 10,
however, Professor Nwanne informed her that her request for
an extension had been taken into account and that the hearing
would be held on February 17. Professor Chaparro wrote to
Professor Nwanne on February 12, informing him that she
would be away from Little Rock and unavailable on February
17. She again requested an early March date for the hearing
and again called for his recusal from the proceedings.

Professor Nwanne replied by letter of February 14 that the
grievance committee would convene as scheduled and that
Professor Chaparro’s failure to attend would end the grievance
process. Then, by letter of February 18, Professor Nwanne,
without reference to Professor Chaparro’s repeated requests for
an early March hearing, informed her that the hearing would
be conducted on April 21. Citing the absence of a handbook
provision allowing for recusals and asserting his ability to eval-
uate objectively the merits of her case, he informed her that he
would not recuse himself from the proceedings.

A hearing by the Faculty Grievance Comumittee was held on
April 21, with the committee expected to meet the following
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week to formulate its report. Professor Nwanne later informed
Professor Chaparro that the second meeting would be post-
poned until May 15 because she had failed to provide the
committee with a copy of a local newspaper editorial to which
she had referred during the hearing. On May 14, however,
Professor Nwanne notified Professor Chaparro that unavoid-
able conflicts would make it impossible for some members of
the committee to meet again until after the beginning of the
fall term.

Professor Chaparro filed two complaints with the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), one on
March 7 alleging violation of the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990, and a second on March 19 alleging violation of
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as amended. The
regional EEOC director issued Professor Chaparro a “right to
sue” letter in each case. In June, having reached the “right to
sue” deadline, Professor Chaparro filed a lawsuit against the
college in federal district court.

Correspondence between the Association’s staff and
President Reed had continued during the early months of
2003, with the staff notifying the president of complaints
received from other college faculty members suffering termi-
nation of their services and of its concern regarding the delay
in affording Professor Chaparro a hearing. By letter of March
14, after the staff learned that a hearing expected in February
was not to occur until April 21, the staff informed President
Reed that the Association’s general secretary had authorized a
formal investigation of issues of academic freedom and tenure
at Philander Smith College, but, in order not to seem to be
interfering with the hearing scheduled for April 21, the inves-
tigating committee would not be activated until after that date.
Upon later learning that there would be no report from the
hearing committee until after the end of the summer, the staff
notified President Reed by letter of May 19 that the
Association’s investigation would go forward in June.
Replying on May 23, President Reed informed the staff that
the investigating committee would not be welcome on cam-
pus and that complaints filed by Professor Chaparro with gov-
ernment agencies would prevent the president and others affil-
iated with the college from participating in the investigation.?

2. Stephen W. Jones, Esq., counsel for Philander Smith College, did
respond to the draft text of this report that was sent to the administra-
tion with an invitation for corrections and comments. Mr. Jones
expressed disappointment with the report’s going forward, stating that
pending litigation made it inappropriate “to publicly discuss events
involved” and that responding to many allegations in the report
would require “disclosing private facts” and thereby risking accusa-
tion of invasion of privacy. He went on to specify some alleged inac-
curacies “by way of example only.” The Association’s staff informed
him that the specific references to inaccuracies he offered were being
taken into account and that others he might be willing to provide
would be most welcome. Replying, Mr. Jones reiterated his previous
position.
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The undersigned investigating committee visited Little
Rock on June 23 and 24, 2003, and met off campus with
more than a dozen concerned individuals. Previous to its visit,
the committee had received and examined extensive docu-
mentation, much of it provided to the Association by
President Reed. While regretting the lack of opportunity to
discuss the issues directly with the president, the committee
believes that it has ample documentation for the writing of this
report.

III. The Chaparro Case: Procedure
This section deals with the issues of procedure relating to
Professor Chaparro’s case.

1. INITIAL ACTION TO DIsMiss

By letter of November 6, 2002, President Reed dismissed
Professor Chaparro and stopped her salary as of that date. The
next morning the letter was delivered to her, and she was
evicted from campus. Under the widely accepted 1958
Statement on Procedural Standards in Faculty Dismissal Proceedings,
issued jointly by the AAUP and the Association of American
Colleges and Universities, before a dismissal can be effected
the administration is to provide a written statement of cause
“with reasonable particularity” and afford opportunity for a
hearing on adequacy of cause before an elected body of faculty
peers.

Although the November 6 letter stated the cause for dis-
missal—insubordination through noncompliance with the
presidential directive—meeting the “reasonable particularity”
standard awaited the president’s detailed letter of February 7,
2003, which was issued as a requirement under the college’s
faculty handbook preceding a hearing before the Faculty
Grievance Committee. The applicable faculty handbook pro-
visions refer to a recommendation for dismissal, followed by
an adjudicative hearing upon the professor’s request, followed
by final action on dismissal by the president or the board of
trustees (the handbook is inconsistent as to which). The
November 6 letter carried no suggestion that dismissal with
cessation of salary on that date was other than final, and it said
nothing about Professor Chaparro’s right to a hearing. The
investigating committee finds that the letter, taken on its face,
constitutes a summary dismissal, disregarding academic due
process as set forth in the 1940 Statement of Principles on
Academic Freedom and Tenure, the 1958 Statement on Procedural
Standards, and the college’s own faculty handbook.

2. SUSPENSION

Despite the asserted finality of President Reed’s November 6
action, soon thereafter the president acknowledged Professor
Chaparro’s right to a hearing on dismissal. In January she
informed the AAUP staff, which had recommended the rein-
statement of Professor Chaparro to the payroll and to faculty



status pending the outcome of the hearing, that she would
await the hearing body’s recommendation before taking any
action on the matter. The investigating committee accordingly
considers it appropriate to view Professor Chaparro as having
been placed on suspension without pay until a final decision
was reached on the president’s move to dismiss her.

The 1958 Statement on Procedural Standards considers suspen-
sion pending affordance of due process to be justified “only if
immediate harm to the faculty member or others is threatened
by the faculty member’s continuance.” The college’s faculty
handbook also allows for suspension prior to a hearing when it
is judged necessary to ensure “the safety of personnel” and
additionally when it is needed “to uphold the good name and
reputation of the College.” The investigating committee has
encountered no evidence, and indeed no one has suggested,
that the Chaparro suspension was warranted by concern for
anyone’s personal safety. The committee thus finds that her
suspension was not justified under the criterion set forth in the
1958 Statement on Procedural Standards and the first of the two
faculty handbook criteria. The investigating committee finds
the second handbook critetion, relating to the need to uphold
the college’s “good name and reputation,” so loose and so
open to differing interpretations as to be nearly meaningless. It
could be used to justify the suspension of members of the fac-
ulty who say or do anything of which the administration does
not approve.

3. HEARING

As has already been noted, the standards supported by the
Association and widely adopted in the academic community
require opportunity, before a dismissal can become effective,
for a hearing at which the administration demonstrates ade-
quacy of cause for its intended action. By abruptly dismissing
Professor Chaparro and only afterward referring to her right
to a hearing, President Reed acted in disregard not only of
these generally accepted standards but also, the investigating
committee finds, of college policy as set forth in the faculty
handbook.

Professor Chaparro requested a hearing once its availability
became known, yet she had to wait four and a half months
after she was removed from teaching and her salary was
stopped before a hearing was convened. Two members of the
elected hearing body, the Faculty Grievance Committee, had
been notified of the termination of their own appointments
shortly before the action against Professor Chaparro, and the
investigating committee appreciates that the election of
replacements was needed. The election took place on January
16, but more than three additional months went by before a
hearing was finally held on April 21. The Faculty Grievance
Committee had indicated that it would report its findings
promptly after the hearing, but it subsequently stated that it
would not be in a position to meet to decide on the content

of its report until after the summer respite and the start of the
next academic year late in August. The committee chair,
Professor Nwanne, wrote to Professor Chaparro by letter of
September 18, noting that her case was being litigated and ask-
ing her to advise him within one week on whether she want-
ed the committee to reconvene and deliberate on her case.
The letter was forwarded to her current address and she
replied to it on September 26, stating that she did indeed want
the committee to proceed. As of this writing, the hearing body
has yet to issue a report. The investigating committee finds
that the failure of the Faculty Grievance Committee to bring
the hearing to closure leaves Professor Chaparro’s case, nearly
a year after she was removed from teaching and the payroll
and banned from campus, one of summary dismissal in viola-
tion of the 1940 Statement of Principles.

With respect to the hearing that took place on April 21,
adherence to Professor Chaparro’s request that she be accom-
panied by an attorney, while permitted under the 1940
Statement of Principles, would have required an exception to the
college’s current faculty handbook provision against allowing
the presence of legal counsel. The investigating committee is
unconvinced by President Reed’s explanation, in rejecting the
request, that making an exception in this case would have dis-
criminated against others who had not asked for or received
special treatment. The committee is unaware of any other
cases of dismissal for cause that have come before the Faculty
Grievance Committee during President Reed’s tenure in
office.

Another issue of procedure relating to the hearing was
Professor Nwanne’s rejection of Professor Chaparro’s request
that he not serve on the hearing body. Professor Nwanne, in
refusing to step aside, contended that he could render objec-
tive judgment. He was certainly not a disinterested party,
however, having made public statements, distributed by
President Reed, supporting the president and accusing
Professor Chaparro of misconduct.

It can be argued that objectivity and conflict of interest in
this case at Philander Smith College are matters of degree. The
previous Faculty Grievance Committee chair was Professor
Chaparro’s division chair, who supported her, who in

- November declined to participate in delivering the dismissal

letter, and who might not have been significantly less suscepti-
ble than Professor Nwanne to criticism for conflict of interest.
It can be further argued that many if not most of the members
of the college’s small faculty are identifiable as having taken
sides in the dispute and that an independent-minded hearing
body was not a reasonable expectation.

Association-supported standards in a dismissal proceeding,
as specified in Regulation 5 of the Recommended Institutional
Regulations on Academic Freedon and Tenure, lessen problems of
this kind by allowing each party a maximum of two chal-
lenges to hearing committee membership without stated
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cause. Had there been provision for peremptory challenges of
this kind in the Philander Smith College procedures, Professor
Chaparro’s challenge would have resulted in Professor
Nwanne’s removal from the hearing committee.

4. TERMINAL SALARY

As stated earlier, salary payment to Professor Chaparro ceased
on November 6, 2002, the date of President Reed’s notifica-
tion of her dismissal for cause. The provisions on dismissal in
the college’s faculty handbook, however, state that “final adju-
dication of the matter” follows a hearing before the Faculty
Grievance Committee and that the faculty member’s salary
“shall continue until the matter is resolved.” Under these pro-
visions, payment of Professor Chaparro’s salary should not
have been stopped, and her salary should continue at least until
the hearing body submits its report and action is taken on it. If
and when a final decision on dismissal is reached, the 1940
Statement of Principles calls for payment of severance salary for at
least a year in the case of a faculty member who had tenure.
The Association’s derivative Recommended Institutional
Regulations, in Regulation 8, also requires a year of salary upon
dismissal for a nontenured faculty member like Professor
Chaparro who has served at least eighteen months prior to
being dismissed. (These documents allow an exception to pay-
ment of terminal salary if the dismissal is found to have been
based upon conduct amounting to moral turpitude. Although
President Reed may allege that Professor Chaparro’s alleged
“insubordination” relating to the “presidential directive” con-
stituted moral turpitude, any such determination would be
appropriate only after consideration of the hearing body’s
report that has yet to be issued.) The investigating committee
finds that the college administration acted in violation of the
1940 Statement of Principles and in disregard of the college’s
own stated policy by ceasing further salary payment to
Professor Chaparro with the president’s initial notification of
distmissal.

IV. Issues of Academic Freedom

Because of the centrality of President Reed’s November 4,
2002, directive to the consideration of academic freedom
issues in the case of Professor Chaparro and, more broadly, to
the climate for academic freedom on the Philander Smith
College campus, the full text of the directive follows.

Presidential Directive

It is imperative that communications with accrediting
bodies, media, state agencies and like bodies be made in a
coordinated fashion in order to avoid misunderstandings
and to ensure that there is no confusion regarding the
College’s position and message. Therefore the following
policy is to be observed: All communications with
accrediting bodies and agencies, state agencies, newspa-
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pers and other media discussing the professional and
internal business of the College shall be coordinated
through the President’s Office. It will be considered an
act of insubordination for any faculty or staff person to
contact any such entity without the prior approval of the
President of the College and will be grounds for immedi-
ate termination.

Writing to the Association’s staff on November 22,
President Reed asserted that Philander Smith College “abides
by the understanding of academic freedom set forth in your
benchmark 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and
Tenure with 1970 Interpretive Comments.” She contended that
her directive “does not in any way violate or constrain the
academic freedom of faculty.” President Reed stated that her
directive had to do with “communication with the media not
about academic matters or issues, but with communication
about the internal administrative business of the College.”
President Reed further contended that such policies as her
directive are “an almost universally held practice of other aca-
demic and corporate institutions.” She also asserted in this let-
ter and in other communications that the directive was a well-
known, long-standing policy of the college and that its
issuance on November 4 served only as a reminder to faculty
and staff.

The investigating committee disagrees sharply with the
assertion that the elimination of six out of approximately forty-
five full-time faculty positions is a matter only of “internal
administrative” concern and that a faculty member’s public
comment on the matter should be exempt from the protection
of academic freedom. Indeed, these are matters directly related
to the educational mission of the institution and, in the com-
mittee’s view, matters about which members of the faculty
should be free to express their professional judgment. A policy
that allows public faculty discussion of such matters only with
“coordination through the President’s Office” can clearly stifle
the airing of views not in harmony with those of the adminis-
tration and thereby impair the academic freedom of members
of the faculty as officers of the institution.

At issue as well for the investigating committee is whether
Professor Chaparro’s release to the media of the official direc-
tive constitutes a violation of the directive itself. If the presi-
dent’s concern, as stated in the directive, is to “ensure that
there is no confusion regarding the College’s position or mes-
sage,” the committee questions whether Professor Chapasro’s
mere release of the directive could be considered hostile to
that concern or that it constitutes an act of insubordination.
Indeed, Professor Chaparro’s action to inform the press that
she could not provide comment was in keeping with the con-
straints of the directive. Even so, had Professor Chaparro cho-
sen to go beyond the release of the directive and offered her
opinion as a faculty member about the directive or about other



matters at Philander Smith College, we believe her having
done so would clearly have fallen within the ambit of aca-
demic freedom.

President Reed’s position to the contrary is captured in a
statement she is quoted as having-made to the Arkansas
Democrat- Gazette about Professor Chaparro’s dismissal: “As a
leader, just like all other CEOs, my authority cannot be chal-
lenged.” Assuming the corporate analogy were to be apt, the
investigating committee would wish to point out that society
has come generally to accept the proposition that the aftairs of
even private profit-making business enterprises are not insulat-
ed from public scrutiny and that employees who publicly raise
serious issues of their corporate employers’ policies and prac-
tices are worthy of protection. Far more important, however,
the corporate analogy is inapt. As the 1940 Statement of
Principles asserts, institutions of higher education, private as
well as public, are conducted “for the common good.” Thus,
the Association has long rejected the claim, implicit in
President Reed’s statement, that a faculty member owes a
duty of “loyalty” to the incumbent administration. Such, for
example, was the position of the president of the University of
Louisville in 1926, who asserted, in the context of dismissing a
dissident faculty member, that, “We have a right to expect a
spirit of cooperation and loyalty to the declared purposes” of
the institution. The response of the Association’s committee
of investigation is worthy of note:

The sort of “loyalty” which [the] President . . . seems to
have demanded is not loyalty, but subservience, and
somewhat resembles the disciplinary subordination of a
company to its lieutenant, or of employees to a foreman
.. .. The Committee cannot too strongly condemn the
attempt to introduce such a conception of “loyalty” into
the administration of a reputable college or university. It
is impossible, and rightly so, to suppress critical discussion
by members of a faculty, of general or special educational
policies, unless that end is accomplished by the simple
and drastic means of dismissing that faculty. The attempt
to abolish such discussion among the members of the
Faculty . . . in the center of a highly civilized communi-
ty, is not only a deplorable anachronism, but tends to
destroy the values which can be created only by patient
and tolerant effort, by free and open discussion, and by
the gradual increase of a common stock of wisdom,
which is incapable of monopolization by any administra-
tive officer.’

The undersigned investigating committee appreciates a
president’s concern that potentially harmful inaccurate infor-

3. “Report on Untversity of Louisville,” AAUP Bulletin 13 (October
1927): 451, 452.

mation might be released to the press. But there is no evidence
that Professor Chaparro made any malicious or, indeed, even
any knowingly inaccurate statements. (The assertion that a pre-
clearance directive of the kind issued by President Reed is a
commonplace in academic institutions has, to the best of this
committee’s knowledge, no basis in fact.) Suffice it to say, the
Association has long considered a faculty member’s freedom of
public utterance on matters of institutional policy to include
unfettered access to the press.*

V. Four More Terminations

On October 31, 2002, President Reed sent notices to six
members of the faculty that their appointments would termi-
nate at the end of the semester on December 31, with six
weeks of severance salary to be paid to them on January 15.
Although the notices did not explicitly refer to financial exi-
gency, they followed President Reed’s September
announcement of a condition of exigency and her appoint-
ment of a budget task force with a charge that included the
identification of faculty positions for elimination.

Four of the six faculty members sought assistance from the
Association, submitted documentation, and met with the
investigating committee during its June 2003 visit to Little
Rock. They are Professors Herbert L. Benjamin of the
Division of Business and Economics, Micheal Pelt of the
Department of Philosophy and Religion, and Kenneth R.
Andrews and Patricia Robillard of the Department of
Language and Letters. Because comments, complaints, and
accusations relating to race have occurred in several of the
cases at this historically black college, it might be helpful to
note that Professor Benjamin, like Professor Chaparro and
like Professor Wynona Bryant-Williams (whose case is still
to be treated) is black, and that Professors Pelt, Andrews, and
Robillard are white.

Common to the terminations allegedly warranted by
financial exigency is the administration’s disregard of all the
essential procedures called for by the Association in such
cases, and its failure to adhere to applicable criteria set forth
in the college’s faculty handbook.® The AAUP-supported
standards provide for participation by a faculty body in the
decision to declare financial exigency. The standards also cali
for a primary faculty role in determining where terminations
may occur, how those who will lose their positions are to be
identified, and what person or group will do the identifying.
In the cases at Philander Smith College, the only member of
the faculty who played any role was Professor Woods,
whom President Reed had appointed to her budget task
force.

4. See “Academic Freedom and Tenure: Oklahoma State University,”
AAUP Bulletin 56, no. 1 (March 1970): 72.
5. See Regulation 4(c) of the Association’s Recommended Institutional
Regulations on Academic Freedom and Tenure.
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In addition, the AAUP’s standards entitle the affected facul-
ty members to a hearing before a faculty committee at which
the administration has the burden of proving the existence and
extent of financial exigency. In the Philander Smith College
cases, officers of the college maintained that the terminations
were not subject to faculty review. Two of the affected faculty
members wrote to ask for hearings and were eventually
informed by President Reed that the requests were untimely
because they had not met a thirty-day faculty handbook dead-
line for filing such requests.

The only basis stated in the faculty handbook for determin-
ing terminations on grounds of financial exigency is seniority,
with terminations to occur “in the order of those who have no
tenure to those who have had tenure for the greatest length of
time.” President Reed stated in her November 25 letter to the
Association’s staff that no tenured faculty positions were elimi-
nated. The investigating committee, however, considers
Professors Benjamin and Pelt to have been entitled to the pro-
tections accruing with indefinite tenure, as will be pointed out
below. Moreover, the committee considers the question of
whether those appointments terminated on grounds of finan-
cial exigency were with indefinite tenure or for a definite term
to be essentially irrelevant in the light of requisite due process.
The appointments in all of the cases—those of definite dura-
tion as well as those of an indefinite duration—were terminat-
ed prior to their expiration. Tenute or no tenure, the hand-
book’s criterion of seniority was not among the criteria Dean
Lindsey and Professor Woods reported having used in their
recommendations for eliminating faculty positions. Prominent
among the criteria which they said guided them was adequacy
of performance, and President Reed herself stated that identifi-
cation of appointments to be terminated would be based on
faculty performance.

To the extent that the terminations were based on judg-
ments of lack of merit, whether relative or absolute, the
Association has viewed them as assuming the characteristics of
dismissals for cause, actions that cannot properly be taken
merely by rating individuals in order of strength of perfor-
mance. Whether assessment of performance determined the
selections for termination any more than did seniority can be
sharply questioned, however, as a brief review of each of the
four cases reveals.

Professor Herbert Benjamin had served on the college facul-
ty for thirty-four years when he was notified of the termina~
tion of his appointment. He had been an associate professor
with tenure until the spring semester of 2002, when a com-~
plaint of sexual harassment was lodged against him by a female
student. He was then serving as chair of the scholarship com-~
mittee, and he states that the student’s complaint followed a
meeting with her to discuss the denial of her scholarship appli-
cation. He states that the complaint, which was never provid-
ed to him in writing, was referred to an administratively
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appointed Professional Review Committee. (The investigating
committee has been unable to find information on the mem-
bership and procedures of this body in the faculty handbook or
elsewhere.) In April 2002, President Reed presented Professor
Benjamin with a series of disciplinary choices recommended
by the Professional Review Committee, all but one of which,
“tenure removal with mandatory counseling and two years
probation,” would have resulted in his separation from the
college. In order to remain, Professor Benjamin accepted the
“tenure removal” choice. (Under Association-recommended
practice, the choice offered was inappropriate. Tenure, once
bestowed, continues as long as the professor continues as a
full-time member of the faculty. The only exception would be
a demonstrated flaw in the initial granting of tenure.)

It is clear to the investigating committee that Professor
Benjamin in this incident, whatever the actual facts, had
incurred the displeasure of the administration. He has
informed the committee of a subsequent episode, in which a
question he asked President Reed at a public meeting relating
to the future of the college may have contributed further to
her displeasure with him. In any event, writing to Professor
Benjamin about disciplining him because of the spring 2002
incident, the president acknowledged both his “many years of
service” and his “overall value as an instructor.” These com-
ments suggest that neither lack of seniority nor poor perfor-
mance evaluation was a factor in her decision a year and a half
later to terminate his appointment.

Professor Micheal Pelt had served on the faculty and in vari-
ous administrative positions for thirteen years when he was
notified that his appointment was being terminated. Although
President Reed did not classify him as among the faculty
members notified of termination, the members of the budget
task force who dealt with faculty matters considered him as
holding a faculty position and, while supporting the elimina-
tion of the administrative position he held, also recommended
“his termination as a full-time faculty member in the
Department of Philosophy and Religion.”

Professor Pelt began at Philander Smith College in 1989 as
an associate professor of music and later served as the depart-
ment’s chair. He served as chair of the Division of Arts and
Humanities from 1996 to 2000, when President Reed
appointed him successively to a series of other administrative
positions: special assistant to the president in 2000; dean of
institutional research, assessment, and planning in 2001; and
executive dean in 2002. Throughout he continued to teach at
least one course, in music or in philosophy, each semester. In
2002, President Reed presented him with a Presidential Merit
Award in recognition of his contributions to the college.

Recognition of Professor Pelt’s accomplishments at
Philander Smith College did not extend to granting him
tenure. According to Professor Pelt, he applied for tenure in
fall 1995, as required by the faculty handbook after six years of



service, and the academic dean forwarded his application to
the Committee on Tenure and Promotion with a positive rec-
ommendation. After deadlines for committee action and noti-
fication had come and gone without word on the status of his
tenure application, he was told by the academic dean late in
the spring of 1996 that no action had been taken on it because
the further granting of tenure had been frozen by the board of
trustees. (In a letter to the Association, President Reed identi-
fied 1988 as the year that tenure granting was frozen.)
Contrary to the handbook’s stipulation that a terminal
appointment must be issued if a probationary faculty member
fails to apply for or to receive tenure, Professor Pelt was
retained for six more years until the termination of his
appointment. Although the president has stated that she
“unfroze” the granting of tenure after her arrival in 1998, and
although other professors have since been awarded tenure,
Professor Pelt reports having received no substantive response
to repeated inquiries about the status of his tenure application.
An incident in fall 2002 seems to have triggered an abrupt
change in Professor Pelt’s relationship with President Reed.
The previous spring, he reports, she had assigned him to
supervise the administrator of a federal grants program,
expressing concern that the administrator was obstructing the
president’s discretionary use of the grant funds and asking him
to “take charge of the situation.” According to Professor Pelt,
his close supervision of the administrator’s performance over
the ensuing months led him to regard her management of the
program as excellent and her interpretation of the restrictions
on the funds as justified. When he was asked to submit an
evaluation of the administrator’s performance to the president’s
budget task force that was considering positions for elimina-
tion, his assessment of her was positive. Believing that his
opinion may well have been contrary to what President Reed
expected of him, Professor Pelt told the investigating commit-
tee that subsequently, in a meeting of administrative officers,
she expressed her dissatisfaction with those who were loyal to
people who worked under them rather than loyal to her. On
the day that he submitted the positive evaluation of the
administrator, Professor Pelt reports, even though as executive
dean he held a position requiring close and frequent contact
with the president, she ceased all communication with him.
When Professor Pelt on October 31, 2002, received the let-
ter notifying him of the termination of his appointment, he
was escorted off the campus by a security officer. Although
allowed to return to campus to teach his class for the remain-
der of the semester, he was instructed to arrive no more than
half an hour before class and to leave immediately following it.
Eatlier in the fall, the chair of the music department, which
Professor Pelt had formerly chaired, had requested that
Professor Pelt teach a music class during the spring semester.
Although Professor Pelt’s faculty position was said to have
been eliminated as a result of financial exigency, a position in

the music department, for which he was presumably well
qualified, was advertised and was filled by someone else as of
that spring. Regulation 4(c) of the Association’s Recommended
Institutional Regulations was designed to prevent terminating an
existing appointment and appointing someone new: “If the
institution, because of financial exigency, terminates appoint-
ments, it will not at the same time make new appointments
except in extraordinary circumstances where a serious distor-
tion in the academic program would otherwise result.”

As in Professor Benjamin’s case, the investigating committee
sees considerations of seniority and of academic performance as
absent from President Reed’s decision to terminate Professor
Pelt’s faculty appointment.

Professor Kenneth Andrews joined the college faculty in fall
1998 and was serving as an associate professor in the
Department of Language and Letters when notified of the ter-
mination of his appointment. He reports having received posi-
tive evaluations of his faculty performance for the 2000-01
and 2001-02 academic years, and he asserts that his rank and
service gave him seniority over faculty members in his depart-
ment who were retained.

Professor Andrews talked with the investigating comumittee
about problems he had experienced with the college admin-
istration dating back to August 1999, when he says he
received a hostile reaction from President Reed to his com-
plaining about his low salary. Threats to rescind or abridge
his 1999-2000 appointment resulted. He reports having been
called to a meeting with the president, during which she
cautioned him against using racial terms in the classroom
even though he denied having done so except in response to
a student’s question concerning the etymology of a racial
epithet. The next day he received a letter from President
Reed notifying him that his classes would be subject to mon-~
itoring and that a decision would be made by December on
whether to continue his appointment into the spring semes-
ter. No further action or communication about the matter
followed, however.

After receiving the October 31 notification of termination,
Professor Andrews submitted requests for a hearing to the
chair of the Faculty Grievance Committee on December 3
and December 11, and again on February 7. He acknowledged
in his first request that it was late by three days under the fac-
ulty handbook’s thirty-day deadline for requesting a hearing,
but he argued for compliance with the request on grounds that
the administration had not abided by the college’s own stan-
dard for notification in its action against him. Having received
no response to his December 3 and December 11 requests,
Professor Andrews filed a complaint on December 13 with the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, alleging dis-
crimination based on age and on race. The EEOC issued a
“right to sue” letter, and Professor Andrews initiated litigation
in federal district court on March 14, 2003, alleging violation
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of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended. His
claims included receiving a lower salary than African American
and other minority professors with less seniority and suffering
termination of his position while similarly situated minorities
with less seniority were retained.

By letter of March 31, nearly four months after Professor
Andrews’s initial request for a hearing, President Reed wrote
to deny him a hearing on grounds that the request had not
been filed within thirty days following notice of termination.

Professor Patricia Robillard, like Professor Andrews, began
working at Philander Smith College in fall 1998. She reports
that she had seniority over three full-time members of the
Department of Language and Letters who were retained. Her
teaching performance had been evaluated positively. She states,
and others who met with the investigating committee con-
firmed, that she incurred the hostility of the administrative offi-
cers who were members of the president’s budget task force
over matters unrelated to her professional performance.

The preceding brief accounts of the cases of the four profes-
sors indicate that they were not released because of lack of
seniority (the sole criterion provided in the faculty handbook
for termination necessitated by financial exigency, and a legiti-
mate criterion under AAUP-supported standards), nor were
they released because of a negative evaluation of their profes-
sional performance (a criterion that is not legitimate under
AAUP-supported standards for financial exigency terminations
but that was employed in these cases, according to President
Reed and her budget task force). Before commenting on why
these particular professors were selected for termination of
their appointments, the investigating committee wishes to
express its strong doubt that the financial situation at Philander
Smith College required the termination of any full-time mem-
bers of the faculty in the middle of the 2002-03 academic year.
A thorough analysis of the college’s financial situation was
beyond this committee’s charge, and it cannot therefore cite
facts and figures. Still, the committee is aware that new faculty
members were engaged for the second semester of the
2002-03 academic year, that funds were obtained for signifi-
cant new construction on campus that semester, and that at the
end of the semester the dean of institutional advancement was
reported in the press as stating that the college was operating
with a balanced budget. The 1940 Statement of Principles on
Academic Freedom and Tenure requires that terminations because
of financial exigency “be demonstrably bona fide.” With
requests by affected professors for a hearing having been denied
by President Reed, the bona fides of the terminations clearly
were not demonstrated.

The affected professors allege that they were selected for ter-
mination of appointment because those in administrative
authority doubted their loyalty to the administration. With
hearings on terminations denied by President Reed, their alle-
gations stand unrebutted. In the case of most if not all of the
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four professors who turned to the Association for assistance,
the investigating comumittee believes that the reasons for termi-
nation lie in President Reed’s belief that she was not receiving
the loyalty that she repeatedly emphasized as being due her in
her communications to the faculty. Moreover, the committee
is concerned that the president used the September 2002 bud-
get shortfall as a convenient opportunity to terminate their
appointments in the guise of need to reduce the number of
faculty positions. Professor Pelt reports that, when he was
serving as executive dean that September and President Reed
was still communicating with him, she wrote to him as fol-
lows: “I am proposing to cull out all folks who are not wanti-
ng to work, catch the new vision, or get on board . . ..” The
investigating committee finds the administration’s actions in
those cases to have been in violation of basic principles of aca~
demic freedom and tenure.

VI. The Bryant-Williams Case

Dr. Wynona Bryant-Williams began at Philander Smith
College in January 1999 as director of a new Black Family
Studies Program and remained until her services were termi-
nated with the expiration of her appointment for the academic
year 2001-02. While as program director she had significant
administrative responsibilities, she held the academic rank of
associate professor. In addition, she reports having carried a
significant teaching load: six hours during her initial semester,
nine hours (which she says is the normal load for program
directors at the college) during each of the five semesters that
followed, and twelve hours during her final semester. Mr.
Sherman E. Tate, chair of the board of trustees, writing in
May 2002 to notify Professor Bryant-Williams of the board’s
rejection of her appeal against termination, referred to her
having fulfilled her teaching responsibilities for that academic
year. The investigating commiittee sees this reference as ample
evidence that Professor Bryant-Williams also functioned as a
member of the college faculty and was therefore entitled to the
rights afforded faculty members under generally recognized
academic standards.

Until August 2001, according to Professor Bryant-Williams,
her performance evaluations and her professional and personal
relationships with President Reed had been quite positive.
Then, Professor Bryant-Williams and others who met with the
investigating committee assert, she made a remark about the
college at an awards banquet which was intended to be, and
was recognized by most in the audience as being, humorous.
The remark, however, visibly annoyed President Reed.
Thenceforth, the investigating committee was told, the presi-
dent’s attitude toward her and toward the program she direct-
ed changed dramatically. Professor Bryant-Williams became
aware of meetings the president was holding about the future
of the Black Family Studies Program without including her. In
November she managed to arrange a meeting with the presi-



dent to discuss the program’s future, and she was confronted
by President Reed’s strong displeasure with the August remark
at the banquet as well as sharp questioning of the direction of
the Black Family Studies Program under its current leadership.
By letter of February 20, 2002, President Reed notified
Professor Bryant-Williams that the program was being recon-
figured and that her appointment therefore would not be
renewed beyond that academic year. This notification was sig-
nificantly late when measured against the twelve months called
for in the Association’s Standards for Notice of Nonreappointment
in the case of a faculty member who has completed three years
of service. President Reed, and subsequently Mr. Tate, attrib-
uted the action to financial pressures. Although the program
initially received federal financing through Title III funds, the
president’s explanation was silent about the possibility of
renewing the Title III funding. Whatever the alleged financial
pressures, however, the program was not ended; rather, it was
continued under a new director.

Professor Bryant-Williams was allowed to submit a written
appeal to the board but not to meet with that body. The board
rejected her appeal in May, notifying her that she would be
paid through August when her appointment expired but was
being relieved of further administrative responsibilities. She
filed a complaint in August with the Equal Employment
Opportunity Comrmission, received a “right to sue” letter in
October, and in January 2003 initiated litigation in federal dis-
trict court alleging discrimination based on sex and age and
infringement of her rights under the First Amendment.

The investigating committee finds that the Philander Smith
College administration denied Professor Bryant-Williams
essential elements of academic due process by not providing
her with adequate notice and adequate procedures for appeal.
The committee also notes a lack of adequate faculty involve-
ment in the reconfiguration of her academic program. Of par-
ticular concern to the committee is the strong possibility that
the president’s personal displeasure with a public comment by
Professor Bryant-Williams was a key reason for terminating
her services. Her case, then, would seem to constitute yet
another instance in which a position was lost and academic
freedom suffered because of perceived disloyalty to the current
administration of the college.

VII. Final Comments
The investigating committee ends this report with observa-
tions, first, on current Philander Smith College policies relat-
ing to academic freedom and tenure compared with previous
policies and, second, on the regard in which the college is held
by faculty members whom the current administration has
released.

In the course of its work, the investigating committee
became aware of instance after instance in which official col-
lege policies protective of academic freedom and tenure,

adopted in 1981 in the context of achieving removal of the
Association’s censure, had been discarded from the faculty
handbook or seriously weakened. Financial exigency, the
alleged basis for terminating six faculty appointments in 2002,
was defined in the 1981 policies by a provision adhering to the
AAUP-recommended standard: “an imminent financial crisis
that threatens the survival of the college and cannot be allevi-
ated by less drastic means.” The 1981 policies on financial exi-
gency also included a provision affording an affected faculty
member “the right to a hearing before a faculty committee to
determine if the criteria are being properly applied in the indi-
vidual case.” Both of these provisions are now absent from the
college’s policies.

Regarding dismissal for cause, had the 1981 policies been
applied in the case of Professor Chaparro, her case would have
been reviewed by a faculty committee prior to any formal
action. In addition, she would have had the “right to counsel”
at her hearing (not limited to a college employee who is not
an attorney), and her salary would have been continued
“pending a final determination by the hearing committee”
(which in her case, as of this writing, has yet to occur). Last
but hardly least among the 1981 protections absent from the
current faculty handbook is the following commitment to aca-
demic freedom: “In no case will dismissal be used to restrain a
faculty member in the exercise of academic freedom or other
rights of an American citizen.”

In its interviews with faculty members whose services were
terminated by the college administration, the investigating
committee was struck by how positively they continued to
speak about the institution. The committee was impressed by
their deep commitment to the mission of Philander Smith
College, to its students, and to the educational challenges,
despite their abrupt release by an administration that had come
to question their loyalty. The loss to the college of these dedi-
cated faculty members, some of whom had served it for most
of their professional lives and most of whom for very meager
salaties, is particularly deplored by the investigating committee
because the sense of loyalty to the college they have conveyed
is much at odds with the perceived lack of loyalty that
incurred the hostility of President Reed.

VIII. Conclusions

1. The Philander Smith College administration’s action to
dismiss Professor Janice S. Chaparro on grounds of insubordi-
nation relating to the presidential directive of November 4,
2002, violated the academic freedom to which she was entitled
under the 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and
Tenure. The mere issuance of the directive threatened the aca-
demic freedom of all members of the college faculty.

2. The administration’s dismissal action, which included
immediate cessation of salary payment and banishment from
the campus, was devoid of the basic requisites of academic due
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process as set forth in the 1940 Statement of Principles, in the
1958 Statement on Procedural Standards in Faculty Dismissal
Proceedings, and in the regulations of Philander Smith College.
Months went by after the dismissal action before a faculty body
held the hearing that should have preceded any dismissal, and
additional months have gone by without a report from the
hearing body. Both the administration and the hearing body
are to be faulted for thus allowing a summary dismissal to stand.
3. The administration terminated the appointments, before
their expiration, of Professors Herbert L. Benjamin, Micheal
Pelt, Kennneth R. Andrews, and Patricia Robillard, attribut-
ing the actions to financial exigency. A bona fide condition of
financial exigency was not demonstrated as the 1940 Statement
of Principles requires, and the professors were released neither
because of a lack of seniority nor because of a negative evalua-
tion of their professional performance. The professors have
alleged convincingly that they were released because they
were viewed as disloyal to the administration and that their
academic freedom was thereby violated. With their requests
for a hearing on termination having been denied by the
administration, their allegations stand unrebutted. &
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