
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, March 4, 2004 

2:00 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Judith Martin (chair), Jean Bauer, Charles Campbell, Tom Clayton, Arthur Erdman, John 
Fossum, Marvin Marshak, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin Sampson, Carol Wells 

 
Absent: Gary Balas, Susan Brorson, Gary Davis, Dan Feeney, Emily Hoover, Marc Jenkins, Fred 

Morrison 
 
Guests:  none 
  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the Chief of Staff) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) academic bill of rights; (2) nominee for the Faculty Academic Oversight 
Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics; (3) academic freedom and the role of the Committee as a steering 
committee] 
 
 
1. Academic Bill of Rights 
 
 Professor Martin convened the meeting at 2:00 and asked Committee members their thoughts 
about the "academic bill of rights" movement that is going on around the country.  The effort is inspired 
by David Horowitz, who believes that institutions of higher education do not present balanced views in 
the classroom.  Professor Clayton urged that the Committee talk about the issue and, if needed, do 
something about it. 
 
 This is not an inconsequential issue, Professor Marshak agreed.  There have been national surveys 
of faculty; there is no doubt that faculty on the whole are somewhat more to the political left than the 
country as a whole.  That point is probably not debatable.  There is a difference between saying that as a 
descriptor and saying that faculty espouse views in their classes without any opportunity to hear the other 
side, Professor Martin observed.  If faculty tend to be more on the left, then the question arises, what is an 
institution going to do, Professor Marshak continued.  Have a rule that faculty can express no political 
opinions in class?  It is difficult to imagine how one would write or enforce such a rule, and it would a 
disadvantage for students.  Say that for every Democrat that is hired, there must also be a Republican 
hired?  That is not practical. 
 
 What does the Committee say to its colleagues, Professor Marshak asked?  It could say to them 
"use common sense and identify opinions as your own."  There will be extremes--with 2800 faculty, one 
can find anything one wants to look for.  All the disputes come at the extremes.   
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The academic bill of rights movement also assumes that people listen to faculty, which is 
optimistic, Professor Sampson said.  He said he finds it insulting to say that faculty cannot or would not 
support the growth of a student's analytic skills and knowledge of a field because the student's political 
views differ from those of the instructor.  No student is likely to have exactly the views of the instructor.   
Professor Sampson mentioned a case in his own teaching of working with a student to help her get a job 
with a lobby organization whose views he opposes.    
 

The examples that Horowitz cites are students who are prevented from expressing their views 
because they oppose the views of the instructor or students whose views are belittled by the instructor, 
Professor Martin said.  There may be an issue with respect to professional behavior; as faculty members, 
we should all be open to different points of view. 
 
 There are mechanisms in place to deal with the egregious examples, Professor Fossum said.  If an 
instructor makes inappropriate use of a student's political views in determining a grade, the student can 
file a grievance.  If an instructor is only expressing political views in a classroom, and not teaching, that 
will be apparent in teaching evaluations and be taken into account in performance evaluation.  He said he 
believes there are checks in place that prevent faculty from pursuing a political agenda in the classroom.  
He recalled that when he attended St. Olaf, there were 400 members of the student Republican club; there 
are still 400 members of the club.  If the proponents of the academic bill of rights are claiming that 
student belief systems are so fragile they will be overrun by the faculty, that is simply not the case.  His 
experience as an undergraduate was that he encountered faculty with political views different from his 
own and faculty with different values; it is of value to a student to encounter different views because it 
may force them to sharpen their own views.  There was NEVER a reprisal for holding different views and 
he benefited greatly from being taught by faculty with different views. 
 
 Professor Wells suggested the Committee should go on the offensive on the issue.  She related 
that she sees a deference in international students because they are often taught that the professor is not to 
be argued with.  She tells these students it is their JOB to disagree with her and to say why.  It is this 
approach that makes American academic institutions strong. 
 
 Professor Bauer related that in her department, there is zero tolerance for a negative discussion of 
diversity.  That underscores an explicit institutional value, Professor Martin pointed out.  And the 
standards of the broader society, Professor Bauer added. 
 
 Faculty have different abilities to stay within the boundaries, Professor Erdman said.  How do 
new faculty know the boundaries?  Professor Martin said that the faculty hired in CLA typically arrive 
with considerable teaching experience; that may not be true in other units.  And most new faculty in CLA 
are paired with a mentor.  Professor Marshak said that IT likely has less formal mentoring. 
 
 Professor Martin concluded that the Committee would continue to pay attention to the issue and 
would make a statement as needed.  It would also await the report of the Task Force on Academic 
Freedom to see what it might say about the matter. 
 
2. Faculty Academic Oversight Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics 
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 The Committee discussed the names of a number of individuals who might be appointed to the 
vacancy on the Committee.  Professor Martin agreed to make inquiries about the individual whom the 
Committee agreed on. 
 
3. Role of the Committee as a Steering Committee 
 
 Professor Martin next brought up the role this Committee should play in terms of setting the 
docket of the Faculty Senate (and, in parallel, the role the Senate Consultative Committee should play in 
setting the docket of the University Senate).  Committee members expressed concern about the ruling of 
the Parliamentarian at the last Senate meeting, which (it was believed) held that in the case of a dispute or 
disagreement between two committees of the Senate, the matter would be referred to the President, and 
that in the case of a dispute between an academic unit (a department or college) and the Senate or one of 
its committees, the matter would also be referred to the President.  It was the view of some that this ruling 
would remove from the Senate that business that belongs in the Senate (a dispute between two 
committees), not in the hands of the President. 
 
 Professor Marshak said that the second part of the ruling, about a dispute between the Senate/a 
committee and a college/department, was dangerous because it would mean any dean could veto Senate 
action by disputing it and thus causing it to be taken out of the Senate and referred to the President.  The 
issue in the case that prompted the discussion is whether the Senate can attack the faculty's right to 
conduct legal research.  The Senate has no power to control deans, Professor Fossum said; it only has the 
power of persuasion. 
 
 Professor Campbell said the Senate cannot be put in the position of being ruled out of order and 
thus prevented from having a discussion.  It is, in any event, only advisory to the President and Board of 
Regents, who make the final decisions.  Faculty would be very upset if they were prevented from 
discussing issues. 
 
 The question is whether the Senate is the appropriate forum for these complex discussions, 
Professor Erdman said.  It was embarrassing last year when people traveled long distances to speak for 
only a short time to a group of 200 people who were not fully informed about the issues.  There is a need 
for some way to discuss issues, and not first on the floor of the Senate.  One possibility is for full 
discussions to take place in Senate committees, which this Committee/the Senate Consultative Committee 
have the authority to require.  What this Committee can do is be sure that issues are ripe for Senate 
discussion, Professor Sampson said, and bring them to the floor with a commitment to open discussion.  
The Committee can defend the principle that the Senate can discuss controversial issues, but it must 
recognize the Senate is only advisory.  That advisory role can be extremely important and the Senate's 
influence must not be squandered.  Should the Senate squander its influence on an issue that has already 
been resolved? 
 
 Professor Wells said that in her view nothing trumps academic freedom.  As long as faculty are 
doing legal research and have gone through the appropriate oversight, there is NO issue where the Senate 
may override the research.  This is not an issue on which the Senate can vote.  Professor Fossum said that 
the Senate can discuss matters all it wishes, but that academic freedom trumps the ability of the Senate or 
any of its committees to regulate the subjects of research; that is off the table. 
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 Academic freedom comes into play in lots of ways, such as decisions about what kind of work is 
good work, Professor Sampson said, and it is healthy for academics to keep talking among themselves 
about academic freedom. 
 
 The Committee clearly needs to be more thoughtful about setting the Senate agenda, Professor 
Martin said.  If there are to be discussions of conflicted issues, the Committee must be sure they are ready 
for informed discussion.  And if there are items that make the Committee uncomfortable, it must say so.  
One option in the future may be to put items on the Senate docket and also send to the Senate a 
recommendation (e.g., it votes to put the item on the docket and recommends the Senate vote AGAINST 
it). 
 
 Professor Martin adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


