
 1

January 15, 2010 
 
 
The Board of Regents 
University of the Philippines 
Quezon Hall, Diliman, Quezon City  
 
 
 
Subject: Appeal for tenure as faculty member of the University 
  
 On January 4, 2010, I received President Emerlinda Roman's decision 
denying my appeal for tenure. Earlier, Chancellor Sergio Cao, likewise denied my 
appeal to his Office. It is with deep disappointment and great alarm that at both 
levels, the University’s official criteria for granting tenure were undermined by 
indefensible, vague, and unwritten criteria that violate my civil and labor rights. I 
believe that the denial of my appeal for tenure also impacts on the University’s 
cherished principles of justice, fairness and good governance.  
 
 I am making my appeal to the Board of Regents despite President 
Roman’s forewarning that doing so implies my desire “to substitute their [the 
BOR’s] judgment for that of the members of the faculty of a department, unit, 
college or university.” Such, according to her, “is fraught with danger as it may 
transform a purely academic function to a political exercise.”  
 
 The Board of Regents remains the highest policy-making body of the 
University which makes it the body that ultimately grants tenure to faculty 
applicants. Therefore, the President’s apprehension about turning a purely 
academic function into a political exercise is unwarranted. I remain hopeful that 
the Board of Regents, a body that embraces the positions of many concerned 
sectors of the UP community and the academe-at-Iarge will exercise its collective 
wisdom in a manner befitting its esteemed position and in accordance with the 
principles of the University.  
 
  Please allow me to reiterate the following points for the Board of Regents’ 
consideration in judging my appeal: 
 
1) After serving the University for over nine years, I maintain that I am 
qualified to be granted tenure on the grounds set by your office and cited 
below:  
 

“d. The minimum qualifications for tenure shall be the following. Units 
may impose stricter standards. 

• At least a master’s or equivalent degree or a professional 
degree; 

• Satisfactory or better teaching performance; and 

• Sole or lead authorship of a refereed journal article (local or 
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international) or academic publication by a recognized academic 
publisher… (Art. 178; amended at 834th BOR meeting, June 28, 
1973; 1017th BOR meeting, Dec. 8, 1988; 1153rd BOR meeting, 
Aug. 30, 2001)” (5.3.2.d, UP-Diliman Faculty Manual soft copy, 
p.51) 

  
 As for the provision allowing for the imposition of stricter standards, allow 
me to point out that the Department of Sociology employs no such additional 
requirements. 
 
2) As of April 2008, I have already garnered the majority of votes in favor of 
a grant for tenure (7 in favor, 3 against) in a decision of the tenured members 
of the Department of Sociology. The justification for my tenure forwarded by the 
Department cited my academic achievements, which include my work in the 
areas of teaching, research and extension since 1999.    
 

“Through the years, Prof. Raymundo has consistently been ranked as 
among the top three of an average of eight to twelve candidates for 
hiring and renewal […] Prof. Raymundo’s excellent quality of mind, 
expansive intellectual interest and competence in current and emerging 
academic discourses are reflected in her teaching […] Her commitment 
to continuously enrich academic discourse especially in social theorizing 
and her passion to infuse dynamism into the discipline of Sociology have 
led her to an in-depth examination of current developments in Modern 
and Postmodern Social Theory, Feminist Theory and Cultural Studies 
[…] Some members of the faculty raised a few concerns pertaining to 
Prof. Raymundo’s political commitment (vis a vis her academic 
responsibilities) and her participation in department committee 
assignments, particularly the handling of work in the undergraduate 
Committee. After long and passionate discussions which touched on 
among others, the theory and practice of democracy, academic freedom 
and professional ethics, seven out of ten tenured faculty members 
(excluding the Chair and Dr. Walden Bello who is on leave without pay) 
decided that her academic qualifications and achievements far 
outweigh the perceived shortcomings.”  [emphasis supplied] (Taken 
from ‘Justification for the Recommendation of Tenure,’ April 18, 2008. 
see attachment) 

 
3) There has been no valid challenge regarding my academic credentials among 
the various units of the University that deliberated on my tenure case. Not even at the 
level of the Department was this issue raised.  As stated by the rules governing tenure 
deliberations, decisions on the grant or refusal of tenure must be made solely on 
academic grounds.  

 
“academic freedom, which requires that faculty appointments be made 
solely on academic grounds—performance in teaching, potential to 
contribute to the discipline, and ethical conduct of the profession” 
(I.B.2.2.a p. 5) (Shaping our Institutional Future: A Statement on Faculty 
Tenure, Rank, and Promotion,” OVPAA, 2004) 
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President Roman’s letter denying my appeal for tenure overlooks the 
Department’s initial decision as well as the subsequent irregularities that 
followed, which include:  
 

a) the remanding of my tenure application back to lower offices after some 
members of the faculty forwarded a thoroughly dubious and insubstantial 
minority report, which iterated concerns and objections already discussed 
and ultimately considered negligible in the April 2008 meeting of tenured 
faculty as referred to below: 
 
“…her academic qualifications and achievements far outweigh the 
perceived shortcomings.” (Taken from ‘Justification for the 
Recommendation of Tenure,’ April 18, 2008. see attachment) 

 
b) the subsequent staging of new deliberations where new votes were cast 

without first allowing me to respond to the allegations (already considered 
void) made in the minority report, thus constituting a breach of due 
process 

 
     Most of all, what makes the latest denial of my appeal for tenure flawed and 
unjust is that instead of observing the integrity of the tenure process by upholding 
the academic criteria for tenure, the President’s decision reinforced a very 
questionable departmental position of granting or denying tenure on grounds 
other than those cited above with nothing but departmental autonomy as ersatz 
justification. Needless to say that this sets a very dangerous precedent whose 
irregularities are too glaring for a claim to departmental autonomy.   
 
 While it may be the case that the conventional practice in the Department 
of Sociology is to decide on tenure applications on consensus, this practice does 
not negate the requirement that decisions on tenure be made solely on academic 
grounds.  Hence, a decision coming from a higher office cannot be predicated on 
such a lack of consensus within a department, especially given that the 
Department of Sociology has shown a remarkable inability to provide any 
concrete grounds for denying the grant of my tenure.   
 
 Autonomy is indeed a well-cherished academic principle fought for and 
won by many in the University before us against State intrusion into academic 
life. I believe, however, that it cannot be used to justify the denial of my right to 
tenure. I am an activist educator and I wield beliefs about the discipline of 
Sociology that may not sit well with the other members of the Department. 
Nevertheless, departmental autonomy cannot be used to cover up and justify the 
political persecution that a faculty member experiences because of her academic 
and political convictions.  
      
 When an autonomous department has committed a series of mistakes in a 
matter that could easily have been resolved by following established rules, a 
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university community of responsible and decent scholars can tell the difference 
between a legitimate use of the claim to departmental autonomy and using such 
a claim to obscure the exercise of biases that have no place in a respectable 
academic institution. 
 
 I am in full agreement with President Roman when she holds to the belief 
that the granting of tenure should be maintained as a purely academic affair. 
However, the anomalous events surrounding my tenure application process 
despite my evident qualifications have led me to believe that this may not be the 
case within my Department.  This in turn has led me seek redress by appealing 
to higher office after higher office only to have justice elude me at every turn. The 
implications for granting merit to the Department of Sociology’s insistence on 
departmental autonomy despite a glaring lack of concrete bases for its decision is 
itself fraught with danger.  There comes a point when what is sacrosanct 
becomes suspect and this is precisely when a higher body must intervene. 
 
 Upholding the principles of justice and fairness, the Board in the past has 
exercised its duty to act on matters of tenure. As the last venue for appeal within 
the University system, I place my trust on the members of the Board that I may 
be finally given the justice and tenure I deserve. 
 
 
Respectfully yours, 
 
 
Sarah Jane S. Raymundo 
 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Chronology 
2. Justification for tenure recommendation 
3. Basic Papers for tenure  


