
Minutes* 
 

Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee 
Friday, March 23, 2012 

10:00 – 12:00 
300 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Barbara Elliott, Christine Marran (co-chairs), Arlene Carney, Teresa Kimberley, Jessica 

Larson, Paula O'Loughlin, Gary Peter, Paul Porter, Terry Simon, Carol Wells 
 
Absent:  Yusuf Abul-Hajj, William Craig, Joseph Gaugler 
 
Guests: Professor Naomi Scheman (President, Twin Cities Chapter, American Association of 

University Professors)(AAUP) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) rationale for a policy on college personnel plans; (2) white paper on academic 
freedom:  further questions] 
 
 
1. Rationale for a Policy on College Personnel Plans 
 
 Professor Marran convened the meeting at 10:00 and asked Vice Provost Carney to provide her 
thoughts about the policy on college personnel plans [the existing policy is here:  
http://policy.umn.edu/Policies/hr/Hiring/TEACHING.html].   
 
 Vice Provost Carney said she would like to talk about taking a new look at the policy, which is an 
old one.  Part of the title refers to teaching, so even the title is misleading.  It will be a major effort to 
change the policy, and Ms. Gross, who runs the policy office, will need to be involved, and any changes 
must go to the Policy Advisory Committee for review and to the President's Policy Committee for final 
adoption.  So this Committee cannot simply rewrite the policy.  But before any draft is prepared and sent 
through the technical steps, it is important to conceptualize what the Committee wants to see in a policy 
and what would be best for the University. 
 
 The existing policy requires that each college have a personnel plan, Dr. Carney noted.  Her 
question:  What does that mean?   What is it that is important and that should be included in such a plan?  
What is the Committee looking for?  A discussion about those questions needs to be had before there is 
any attempt to change the policy. 
 
 The policy should not just be tweaked, Dr. Carney maintained.  This Committee has been 
unhappy with some college personnel plans, given the numbers that have been agreed on in the policy.  
[The policy requires that no college may have a total number of P&A instructional staff plus contract 
faculty that exceeds 25% of the number of tenured/tenure-track faculty.]  It is not so important to know 
the history behind the current policy; more important is what should be incorporated in policy now, taking 
into account where the University is now.  The Committee has been concerned about preserving tenured 
and tenure-track (TTT) faculty positions, but academic health centers have shifted patterns since the 
policy was written; the trends in Dentistry, for example, were highlighted when the Committee met with 
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Interim Dean Buchanan.  The TTT faculty are core, but there are more and different kinds of people 
needed, different appointment tracks, for people who do not want a TTT faculty appointment. 
 
 The Committee has not spoken with Medical School Dean Friedman about trends in medical 
schools, trends that are even more striking in terms of the different kinds of faculty members who are 
needed. 
 
 If the Committee wishes to change the policy substantially, it will probably wish to look at trends 
in various colleges.  The Academic Health Center, Dr. Carney pointed out, has the vast majority of the 
contract faculty who have been hired at the University.   
 
 The college personnel plans required by the existing policy identify TTT faculty, contract faculty, 
P&A instructional staff, Dr. Carney observed. 
 
 The Committee needs to work on the reasons for its concern, Dr. Carney suggested.  Is it involved 
because it wants to preserve tenure at the University?  There are people who are gone each year, on 
medical leaves, sabbaticals, etc., and there may be entrepreneurial leaves approved, so a policy must be 
flexible to allow replacement of TTT faculty with someone who is not permanent.  Vice President Brown 
and Ms. Wilhelmson can meet with the Committee to talk about the various Human Resources categories; 
she only deals with the 9400 series of appointments (9401, 02, 03, and P [tenured] or N [tenure-track], 
which are faculty, Dr. Carney said, but there are many other positions with faculty classifications (I, W, 
X, K, J, and the new teaching track in the Medical School).  The Committee should discuss and then 
define in a policy the different roles for faculty (e.g., people who have a primary appointment at the VA 
Hospital or North Memorial but who are critical to the teaching mission but who are not like contract 
faculty).  The world is more complicated than it was when the policy was written. 
 
 So what are the underlying reasons and metrics the Committee wants in order to look at a 
potential problem?  Dr. Carney said the Committee might better identify concerns and principles and then 
translate them into policy, rather than engage in a line-by-line review of the current policy.  The 
Committee could ask the colleges to provide data so that it can see the national trends.  There was also a 
report on clinical faculty in the AHC but it has not served as the impetus for any specific actions; the 
Committee could also review that report again. 
 
 Professor Wells asked when the policy was last reviewed.  Sometime in the 1990s, Dr. Carney 
said.  Was there participation by faculty committees, Professor Wells asked?  There were two primary 
committees, one chaired by Professor Kent Bales and one chaired by Dean John Brandl. 
 
 Professor Wells commented that a specified percentage of the members of the Faculty Senate 
should be tenured or tenure-track.  If the Medical School faculty were to be represented proportionally in 
the Faculty Senate, 43% of its senators would be contract faculty.  Many are uncomfortable with that 
possibility—half of their faculty senators on annual appointments that could be terminated without cause.  
It is a tangential issue, but a policy change could have far-reaching implications.  Dr. Carney concurred 
and said that is why she believes the Committee should focus first on principles. 
 
 Professor Marran agreed that the Committee need not look at history for the numbers, but said it 
should look at why the policy requiring personnel plans was developed in the first place.  Is there a desire 
to rethink the plans because there are different trends in different colleges because of national trends, in 
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order to make the policy fit better?  So the policy would both serve as a guide and better represent what is 
happening?  She said she is interested in the process; did faculty committees develop the policy?  How are 
they to determine what is working for clinical and regular faculty members?  She said she would like to 
hear from them what they envision for their college.   
 
 Dr. Carney said the policy should reflect the fact that the world has changed in 20 years and 
agreed it would be good to know what people were thinking when the policy was established.  Changes to 
the policy, however, must be made within the context of the realities of higher education today rather than 
developing ideals that cannot be achieved in 2012.  It is not as if the University is not committed to 
tenure, Dr. Carney observed (if it were not, why is she spending as much time as she is on reviewing the 
files of probationary faculty members who are candidates for tenure?).  One question the Committee 
might pose is "When is a college too tenure-low?"  In the seven years she has been in her position as vice 
provost and ex officio on this Committee, she has seen more interest in college personnel plans in recent 
years.  Why has the level of interest changed?  What should the Committee do to reflect concerns? 
 
 Professor O'Loughlin offered a couple of observations.  First, it is difficult to think about an 
overall percentage of TTT faculty.  If there are not enough TTT faculty, what can't be done in the 
University or in a unit?  No unit can have everyone tenured.  Second, what is different now is the 
differentiation of units; they are less like each other than they were 20 years ago.  The Academic Health 
Center is very different.  As is the College of Design, Professor Kimberly said.  What about other Big Ten 
schools, Professor O'Loughlin inquired?  The University does not want only 50% of its faculty to be 
tenured or tenure-track but said she doubted the Committee could identify an ideal threshold criterion for 
all units, given the variance among units. 
 
 Are the personnel plans ever used to warn a college, Professor Marran asked?  Do they have any 
teeth?  Dr. Carney said she believes that sometimes the colleges have not been given enough reasons or 
information to prepare the plans.  The deans make a report to the provost's office, but in the past, she has 
not been  asked to monitor the plans.  The data are reported, people look at them, but it was not initially 
the intent that colleges should be warned.  The policy created a threshold that required a new plan if that 
threshold were exceeded, but new deans were probably not as informed as they should be about the 
importance of the plans.  The policy is not written to be punitive, it is more a matter of data reporting.  If 
the policy is written so that deans must monitor the numbers, the deans must be made aware that the 
policy is important.  The emphasis on the policy has ratcheted up quickly, Dr. Carney said, and may have 
caught some deans off guard.  Calling the deans before this Committee is a big change and the Committee 
may not realize how different that process is.  If there is to be a change in the import of the policy, that 
change must be made clear to the deans in advance.  The deans are not manipulating the data and most of 
the numbers are fine.  The Academic Health Center has changed, the arts and sciences have changed less, 
and (for example), Design and the Law School are different. 
 
 Professor O'Loughlin inquired if the plan a goal or a guideline to start with?  It is a goal, 
Professor Marran said.  Professor O'Loughlin said that is fine, but colleges cannot achieve the ideal with 
budget cuts for years.  So the plans can be described as a goal, or a best practice, and if not, colleges need 
to explain why not.  Professor Kimberly said she is not sure a plan is a goal; a percentage is not a goal but 
an overarching principle is:  An adequate number of TTT faculty, people who are not afraid of being 
fired.  She said she was not sure the Committee could identify goals for each of the units. 
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 Another goal is that units must have enough TTT faculty for cohort replacement, Professor 
O'Loughlin said.  There must be a balance between tenure and tenure-track faculty.  Flexibility should be 
another goal, some error term that will allow people to move around.  The primary goal, Professor 
Kimberly said, must be to meet teaching and research needs of the unit and be fiscally sound.  If a policy 
imposes certainly personnel rules on units, they may not be able to operate in a financially sound manner. 
 
 Dr. Carney said that people here talk about TTT faculty, contract faculty, and P&A instructional 
staff.  The bigger problem, at other institutions, is the large number of instructors who teach perhaps one 
course and who have little connection to the institution.  (College of Design Dean Fisher told the 
Committee that they need practitioners teaching and the students like to have them.)  In many institutions, 
contract faculty members and P&A instructors do not receive fringe benefits.  The University stresses 
one-year appointments, but many at other institutions do not receive retirement or other benefits.  If a 
large number of people at an institution are part-time and receive no benefits, that is an unhealthy 
academic culture.  The University of Minnesota has long-term P&A staff, who are annually renewable 
and long-term contract faculty who are annually renewable.  Another erosion that causes concern at many 
institutions, the loss of long-term committed NTTT faculty and staff, does not appear to be an issue here.  
That is another important metric, and while it is important to have people teaching one or two courses in 
architecture, it is not likely a practice that would be desirable in other fields. 
 
 Professor Marran commented that architecture is an interesting case.  They want professionals 
teaching courses, but are the TTT faculty involved in the development of the courses?  Dr. Carney said 
the College of Design won a national award for its architecture curriculum, which was developed by the 
TTT faculty. 
 
 In terms of the different personnel plans, Professor Marran asked, who articulates the vision of 
the breakdown of employment categories in each college?  How does a college get an internal 
conversation going?  Faculty are interested in the balance and it is relevant to have questions emerge from 
the faculty about what they see as a good mix for the success of the college.  Professor Simon responded 
that that is related to trying to write a document for the entire University; it would not be desirable to 
impose requirements on everyone but instead would be better to have the college frame a response to a 
question about what it needs to do, a response to a general statement from the Committee.  Professor 
Kimberly said the statement can be general about principles and curriculum development.  That would 
make it useful, Professor Simon agreed, but it would also make it difficult to put teeth in the policy.   
 
 Professor Marran said the Committee could not deal with the financial aspect—it can only 
identify criteria for healthy units and then they must deal with the financial issues.  It would help to have 
a financial picture from the unit, such as where it expects to go in the next five years, Professor Porter 
commented. 
 
 Professor Marran thanked Vice Provost Carney for her questions and suggestions. 
 
2. White Paper on Academic Freedom:  Further Questions 
 
 Professor Marran welcomed Professor Scheman, President of the Twin Cities Chapter of the 
AAUP, to discuss questions raised or left unanswered by the Committee's white paper issued last year. 
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 Professor Scheman said she was present as the AAUP president and noted that she holds 
professorial appointments in Philosophy and in Gender, Women, and Sexuality Studies.  She wished to 
talk with the Committee about bringing substantive intellectual questions to bear on nitty-gritty 
administrative decisions, to infuse the principles of academic freedom throughout the University, and to 
take a more expansive view of discussions, given that this is a public, land-grant, research university—so 
the spirit of academic freedom, if not the specific, formal protections, should obtain in discussions in 
Facilities Management, the food services, and so on, as well as in academic departments. 
 
 She has joined the Committee meeting because of the response of some AAUP members to the 
white paper and concerns they expressed.  She would like to start a continuing conversation, as the 
Committee has suggested and which she appreciates, and she commended to the Committee the national 
AAUP website.  It has, she said, many thoughtful papers and information on academic freedom.  Provost 
Sullivan had previously suggested that the Committee could write something for the AAUP, and perhaps 
there could be collaboration between the Committee and the AAUP Chapter. 
 
 The comments from the AAUP members were these, Professor Scheman reported. 
 
 With respect to graduate students and travel, has the Committee recommended that they be 
treated more like faculty?  (It intends to do so, Professor Marran said.)  Professor Scheman thanked the 
Committee for taking that position and seeking to change the policy, because there have been outrageous 
cases.  In any next iteration of the white paper, however, graduate students' academic freedom should be 
addressed, because the white paper was framed for employees and graduate students as independent 
researchers fell through the cracks.  The reference to students in the white paper is to the classroom. 
 
 With respect to "work for hire," the language of the white paper left many people baffled.  Work 
for hire has not played a big role at the University, but the white paper did not clarify the questions and 
raised red flags.  It may be simply a matter of perception, and she could answer some of the questions 
raised by her colleagues, but these are thoughtful people who have raised the questions.  There may not be 
a problem, but there is a problem in perception and about the nature of relationships on a project.  If a 
project director hires someone, is he or she just carrying out the will of the director or does the University 
encourage a collaborative model of hiring people who will think for themselves?  That is an example of 
being more expansive around academic freedom—the white paper looked more at limits. 
 
 Professor Wells said that she hires people on a "work for hire" basis:  They work in a basic 
research lab on a grant to conduct experiments, and are often just out of college.  Do they have academic 
freedom?  Clearly not, Professor Scheman said.  The AAUP is interested in general climate questions, 
such how to encourage people to say what they think, not do whatever they want.  Professor Wells can 
fire people if they do not do what they are told, but cannot she encourage them to speak up?  Isn't that 
what everyone at the University does, Professor Wells asked?  She doesn't want to hire automatons. 
 
 Professor Scheman said that she did not believe the University lives the ethos as well as it can, 
such as with custodial and clerical staff.  Part of the ethos of free and open inquiry involves recognizing 
the diverse forms of knowledge and expertise that people in diverse locations and job classifications have, 
and actively seeking ways of involving them in problem-solving. It is not specifically an academic-
freedom issue, but since this is an institution devoted to free inquiry, it is important to ask how the job of 
a custodian at the University is different from that of one who works for a corporation?  Part of the 
difference is the Regents Scholarship (which the University made a bad decision about when it decided to 
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charge employees part of the cost), but an additional difference can and should be being taken seriously as 
someone who has knowledge to contribute to problem-solving. 
 
     Professor Scheman said that what counts as work for hire varies across the University; she never 
sees it in her part of the University, for example, but in other parts it occurs frequently.  The practice is 
alarming for liberal-arts faculty, who think it applies in situations where it does not, so the rules on work 
for hire need more clarity—as, for example, in the question of  who had academic freedom in the events 
surrounding the film Troubled Waters.     
 
     Another place where academic freedom arises is accreditation, Professor Scheman said, and the 
possibility of conflict between the accrediting association and the faculty members teaching the students 
who will be accredited.  Academic freedom should protect faculty members who raise protests against 
accreditors; the faculty should not be required to go along with an accrediting association because there 
can be highly-charged intellectual issues involved in accreditation.  It should be clear that the institution 
protects the rights of faculty if accreditation disputes occur. 
 
      Some of the AAUP members also raised a question about academic freedom for administrators.  
She was at one time an associate dean, Professor Scheman recalled, and was told that vigorous debate in 
meetings was expected but that an administrator does not go public with disagreement after a decision has 
been made.  That seemed right to her.  She referred to what she calls the haberdashery theory about 
academic administrators:  When they have their administrative hat on, they have one role, and when they 
have their faculty hat on, they have a different role, but she said she was not certain how the two roles 
would always play out.  Some see the language in the white paper as stifling discussion.  If an 
administrator reports to someone, and is hired to carry out policies, but undermines them instead, the 
person is not doing the job he or she was hired to do and can be asked to step down—which is why it is a 
good idea to have tenured faculty members as administrators, because they can go back to their faculty 
position.  She said she believed the Committee did a good job but that a better explanation about the role 
of administrators is needed.  It is a matter of tone, she said; it is clear that if one is an administrator, one 
cannot undermine the way the institution has decided to proceed.  Dr. Carney agreed; she said that if she 
had a fundamental moral or ethical dilemma about an administrative decision, she would step down and 
return to the faculty.  Professor Scheman said that is the way the discussion should be framed, and the 
document should affirm the expansiveness of academic freedom. 
 
     Professor Marran suggested that chairs and heads are an interesting case because they are both 
faculty and administrators—and not all of them are the same, she added.  Dr. Carney said that if a chair or 
head said something about a dean, there may be no repercussion, but if the dean appointed the head or 
chair and the department is run inappropriately or there is a clash in values, the head/chair can be asked to 
step down.  The latter is not a case of violating academic freedom. But she agreed that there is not as 
much of a restriction on chairs and heads as there is on decanal and central administrators. 
 
     Professor O'Loughlin said that with respect to vibrant discussion, one could hope that the 
Committee's minutes would lead to a discussion with chairs and administrators so that it is not just this 
Committee and faculty members engaging in the discussion.   
 
     The Committee has also noted in its discussion that academic freedom for graduate students 
needs to be protected, Professor O'Loughlin commented; it is pre-eminent on the agenda.  Everyone on 
the Committee agrees.  The white paper, however, is less philosophy and more a pragmatic response to a 
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set of circumstances.  It can take up additional issues now.  Professor Marran agreed that the Committee 
had many conversations and needed to land somewhere.  What is most important to her now is graduate 
students who are functioning as researchers, writers, workers, and teachers, and who are being evaluated 
by the faculty.  The question is how to delineate the many hats they wear and to identify when they do 
and do not have academic freedom.  That leads her to want to provide clear signs.  Professor O'Loughlin 
said she would like to have graduate students at the table for the discussion. 
 
     A discussion with graduate students intersects with the work-for-hire question, Professor 
Scheman observed.  Is the work of a graduate Research Assistant work for hire?  Sometimes it might be, 
sometimes not.  She said she does not have the answers but the national AAUP may have language that is 
helpful.  Much has to do with who owns copyright or a patent, she said.  Including copyright in the 
discussion could go down a path that would make it more confusing, Professor Marran responded.  
Professor Scheman agreed that the term has a specific context; to what extent does the definition of work 
for hire track with what people mean?  In some cases, it could be clear who has academic freedom and 
who does not, but are there degrees of academic freedom?  With respect to graduate students, it may be 
necessary to think in degrees. 
 
     Professor Wells said she was confused about the scope of academic freedom.  At the University, 
there are two elements, the academic mission and the administrative mission.  The faculty are in charge of 
the academic mission; the administrative mission is to see that there are buildings, clean water, lawns and 
gardens maintained, etc.  It does not make sense, she said, to extend academic freedom widely to the 
administrative mission, because the purpose of academic freedom is to safeguard the knowledge of the 
ages.  (Saying that does not mean the University would not allow those carrying out the administration to 
speak up.)   
 
     Professor Kimberley asked if the term academic freedom has a special level associated with it 
versus a cultural dialogue or discussion.  There was a discussion about certain terms, such as collegiality 
and civility, that seem to be broader and more about culture than academic freedom.  A respectful work 
environment, Professor Wells suggested.  Is academic freedom a subset of those, Professor Kimberley 
asked? 
 
     Some would say that what an institution or unit does to promote civility or collegiality can 
infringe on academic freedom, Professor Scheman said.  She agreed on the need for clear definitions and 
protections and identification of whom academic freedom protects.  But beyond that, there is scope for an 
ethos of academic freedom that is not marked by bright lines or statutory protections.  Part of that ethos is 
the conviction that there are no boring problems.  How to heat buildings, for example: The University has 
an obligation ought to make that an interesting subject and to involve people across various job 
classifications--form faculty to custodians-- in the discussion.  When it does not make things like that a 
subject of inquiry, the institution fails in one of its tasks, which is to model democratic, inclusive modes 
of inquiry.  Academic freedom is viewed by the faculty as an umbrella that shelters others as well (such as 
students), and part of the responsibility of the faculty have in their employment is to extend academic 
freedom to others, although not without limit, to those who are not formally protected.    
 
 Professor Kimberley said she agreed that graduate students need to be protected.  If a graduate 
student and an adviser reach an impasse, the adviser can step aside and the department can provide 
another.  There are significant protections for graduate students, Professor Scheman agreed, but said that 
if the faculty of a program collectively believe that a graduate student's research is going in an 
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unproductive direction, the faculty can terminate the graduate student's participation in the program.  
Graduate students do not have the same academic freedom as do the faculty, so it is important to carefully 
spell out just what the scope and limits are.    
 
 Professor Wells said the Committee's charge is to maintain academic freedom to protect, guide, 
and expand knowledge, not provide a respectful work place at the University.  That may not be part of the 
charge to the Committee, Professor Scheman said, but it is part of the discussion of academic freedom. 
 Professor Wells confessed that she missed the link between the two.  Professor Scheman said the 
question of what grounds expertise is a difficult one, and older models of deference to academically-
accredited experts to not work very well any more.  If the faculty do not figure out how to mesh 
democracy and expertise, so that people trust what comes from the University, if it does not grapple with 
the massive mistrust of what the faculty do, "we are toast." Modeling open inquiry, involving people with 
different perspectives and forms of knowledge, welcoming critical engagement on the part of others than 
faculty are ways to build public trust in the research the faculty do. 
 
 Professor Scheman said that the discussion of Academic Responsibility in the white paper 
seemed to suggest it functions mostly as a limitation (e.g., making clear one is not speaking for the 
institution).  One must attend to restraint but she would like the language read differently.  Academic 
freedom has constructed a safety net:  Faculty members may be on a high wire but have an obligation not 
to act like there is only concrete below them; they ought to take risks and speak truth to power; the 
institution has a responsibility to be sure that the safety net is not full of holes. 
 
 Professor O'Loughlin said that the Committee intended to say that Academic Responsibility 
includes the responsibility of the faculty to protect the academic freedom of others—that apparently did 
not come across in the white paper.  With respect to sustainable inquiry, the Committee began the 
discussion with the white paper on how to protect academic freedom.  Her question is how the AAUP and 
the Committee work together to foster discussion to get sustained inquiry around academic freedom.  That 
is the most important question.  The agenda should lay out how to create an organic conversation, not just 
conversation at this Committee.  That is why it has been incorporated in New Faculty Orientation and in 
the sessions with the chairs, Professor Marran said. 
 
  One big area that needs more public conversation, Professor Scheman said, is around the 
protection of the integrity of academic research, especially with much more corporate sponsorship of 
research.  The issue came up with the Markinson case, and Regent Allen said he would like to see more 
discussion.  The issue remains current with Professor Leigh Turner and Celltex; if Turner is sued, will the 
University indemnify him and pay damages?  That decision rests with the President; should there be 
advice from the Senate?  The academic freedom issue seems clear; what is not is indemnification.  And 
that gets to the question of the responsibility of faculty members.  Do they speak up in a public debate?  
Professor O'Loughlin agreed that this is clearly a matter for faculty members.  The question has come up 
in this Committee, but other more powerful groups, such as the Regents Professors and the Academy of 
Distinguished Teachers, could also speak.  They are the people with the most responsibility to protect the 
need to speak, and she said she hoped they would work with the AAUP.   
 
   Financial conflict-of-interest issues are difficult from an academic-freedom perspective, 
Professor Scheman said.  Some argue that conflict-of-interest regulations restrictions are a violation of 
academic freedom while others say, correctly, she would argue, that they protect the integrity of research. 
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 Professor Marran recalled that the chair of the Senate Research Committee, Professor Bearinger, 
brought questions about funding models vis-à-vis academic freedom to this Committee (the focus was 
different rates of indirect cost recovery).  Those are important issues because they can function to grow or 
stop a body of knowledge.  It is a question of priorities, because the Committee only meets a limited 
number of times.  She said she wondered about graduate students and asked how many Committee 
members had experience with a graduate student who felt his or her academic freedom had been impinged 
upon.  She knew of only one case, the one that came to this Committee, about the student doing research 
with the Animal Liberation Front who was subsequently indicted.  That gets to the question of 
indemnification, which probably does not happen if the graduate student is not also an employee.  The 
white paper says that protection of academic freedom is for employees, Professor Scheman observed. 
 
 The Committee knew there was a question and spoke only to the question of employees, 
Professor O'Loughlin commented.  They did not have time to get to the question of graduate students.  
There are three things it needs to do.  One, address academic freedom for graduate students (with 
graduate student participation); two, take up indemnification and similar technical issues; and three, 
discuss communication and the need for an organic discussion.  The first step in the last is having 
Professor Scheman at this meeting; next would be extending it to the Regents Professors, the Academy of 
Distinguished Teachers, and so on, so that people own the discussion and think about academic freedom. 
 
 Is the Committee trying to solve a problem that does not exist, Professor Marran asked?  It is not, 
Professor O'Loughlin said, it would be affirming rights.  She suggested the Faculty Consultative 
Committee should get a group together, perhaps next year.   
 
 Professor Elliott agreed that the Committee had talked several times about where education fits 
in.  Vice Provost Carney has helped and the Committee has prepared a statement that is to go home with 
parents. 
 
  Professor Scheman commented that she is one of the presenters for the social responsibility 
section of the Responsible Conduct of Research training and uses a case study from community-based 
participatory research.  What happens if one does research that follows all the rules but that is 
disrespectful to the community and leaves a bad impression?  Someone who follows later wants to do 
research but cannot because it would take years to rebuild trust with the community.  One cannot tell the 
first faculty member that he or she could not do the research, but the second faculty member or a graduate 
student is prevented from doing research.  That example gets into the climate/respectfulness matter and 
how to make it more likely that others can do research.  She said she did not believe the University should 
create regulations that would have stopped the first faculty member from doing the research, but the 
actions of that person precludes other research because of the behavior.  That is why a broader and richer 
conversation is necessary.   
 
 Professor Marran thanked Professor Scheman for joining the Committee.  Professor Scheman 
said there are large general issues that need continuing and open discussion, particularly with respect to 
graduate students.  She said she was not sure what to say about work for hire except that she did not fully 
understand it.  There may not need to be a lot said but it is important to be clear what it covers and what it 
does not, particularly if it involves people or situations that are not covered by academic freedom or 
where it overlaps with graduate student work.  With respect to administrator restrictions, the white paper 
did not cover chairs and heads, and it could be useful to do so, and to make clear that continuing 
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discussion and disagreement at that level is appropriate.  Not at the vice-provost level, but it is for chairs 
and individual faculty members. 
 
 Professor Marran adjourned the meeting at noon. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


