
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee (AF&T)
February 26, 2021
Minutes of the Meeting

These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported in these minutes reflect the views of, nor
are they binding on, the senate, the administration or the Board of Regents.

[In these minutes: Call to Order and Welcome; Vote to Approve the AF&T Statement on
Teaching Evaluation and SRT Forms; Administrative Policy Review: Academic Appointments
with Teaching Functions; Discussion of Topics Previously Considered by the AF&T; Discussion
of Administrative Policy: Student Travel and Education Abroad: Health and Safety]

PRESENT: Gopalan Nadathur (chair), Brian Bix, Bruno Chaouat, Hon Ki Cheung, Cameron
Cook, Sumanth Gopinath, Danya Leebaw, Yuichiro Onishi, Gary Peter, Karen Quick, Rebecca
Ropers, Rachna Shah, Clifford Steer, Benjamin Tansi, Timothy Wiedmann

REGRETS: Vladas Griskevicius, George Wieblen, Becky Yust

GUESTS: Teri L. Caraway, professor, Department of Political Science, College of Liberal Arts,
Ole Gram, associate vice president, Faculty and Academic Affairs

OTHER: Bobbie Erichsen, senate associate, University Senate Office

1. Call to Order and Welcome
Gopalan Nadathur, chair, welcomed everyone to the meeting, ran through the agenda, and moved
to the second item.

2. Vote to Approve the AF&T Statement on Teaching Evaluation and SRT Forms
Nadathur asked committee members to review the AF&T Statement on Teaching Evaluation and
SRT Forms. After a brief discussion, committee members voted unanimously to approve the
statement.

3. Administrative Policy Review: Academic Appointments with Teaching Functions
Nadathur then invited Ole Gram, associate vice president, Faculty and Academic Affairs, to
continue a discussion started at the January 29, 2021, AF&T meeting regarding Administrative
Policy: Academic Appointments with Teaching Functions. Gram briefly reviewed the policy’s
main components. He added that thus far, the suggested revisions to the policy have been minor,
with the exception of the recommendation to add the Academic Personnel Plan Template, in
order to provide clearer guidance to colleges about what should be included in the plans. Gram
then invited committee members to share their thoughts and questions.

Nadathur recommended the following changes to the policy with the caveat that he understands
additional revisions may be needed for “accuracy and appropriate inclusiveness”:
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● Replace the sentence that reads - The plan is to indicate the appropriate balance of
responsibilities carried out by faculty and those carried out by academic staff (e.g., types
of courses, advisement, clinical supervision, etc.) for which members of each group will
be responsible with the following language:

○ The plan is to indicate the necessary qualifications for the different teaching
functions and the appropriate balance of responsibilities carried out by faculty
and those carried out by academic staff (e.g., types of courses, advisement,
clinical supervision, etc.) for which members of each group will be responsible.

● Additionally, add after the above the following sentence:
○ The plan should also indicate opportunities for professional development and

mechanisms for protecting academic freedom for fixed-term faculty.

Gram and Rebecca Ropers agreed that making such changes and adding language from the
template to the policy was appropriate. Ropers said she and Gram would work with Nadathur to
incorporate the suggested changes into the policy. She then asked if committee members were
comfortable reviewing and approving the updated language electronically. Committee members
agreed to an electronic review and asked that a red-lined version of the policy be provided.
Ropers suggested a timeline of incorporating the changes and getting committee approval within
the next two weeks.

4. Discussion of Topics Previously Considered by the AF&TNadathur recapped topics the
committee discussed at previous AF&T meetings and asked the committee which topics it would
like to revisit during the remainder of the academic year. Committee members had a robust
discussion regarding fixed-term faculty and issues regarding academic freedom and
responsibilities, especially as the number of fixed-term faculty has increased substantially at the
University of Minnesota. The discussion centered around language in the Board of Regents
(BOR) Policy: Faculty Tenure section 3.3 which states that the AF&T must be alerted to any
fixed-term faculty approaching their seventh consecutive year of employment.

Questions from committee members included:
● What was the chief purpose of section 3.3 language when it was drafted?
● If the language were taken out of Faculty Tenure, could it be put into the Academic

Personnel Plan documents thereby creating a mechanism that would alert departments
when a fixed-term faculty member reached seven consecutive years of employment?

● Should the language be placed in annual review documents?
● Is it still a reasonable and desirable expectation of the committee to review the

appointments of all fixed-term faculty who are approaching this milestone?
● Does the administrative burden outweigh the benefits to the University?
● Is the essential purpose of section 3.3 to guarantee academic freedom for fixed-term

faculty?
● If there are no clear mechanisms for deciding how and why a fixed-term faculty member

is non-renewed, would the situation be viewed as controversial in terms of a faculty’s
guarantee of academic freedom?

● Is the BOR Policy: Faculty Tenure mislabeled? Should it be called the academic freedom
code rather than the tenure code?

https://regents.umn.edu/sites/regents.umn.edu/files/2020-08/policy_faculty_tenure.pdf


Nadathur suggested that section 3.3 of the BOR Policy: Faculty Tenure is something the
committee would like to discuss further at a future meeting. He recommended organizing a
shared document on which committee members could comment about the many aspects of this
complex issue.

5. Discussion on Administrative Policy: Student Travel and Education Abroad: Health and
Safety
Nadathur next introduced Terri Caraway, professor, Department of Political Science, College of
Liberal Arts, to discuss the procedure section of the Administrative Policy: Student Travel and
Education Abroad: Health and Safety. Caraway noted that she and other members of her
department, as well as members of the local chapter of the American Association of University
Professors (AAUP), are concerned about imposing the same restrictions on graduate students as
are placed on undergraduate students. The topic has been discussed and addressed previously by
the AF&T, and Caraway explained that it is resurfacing now because of abrupt travel decisions
that were imposed on undergraduate and graduate students in March of 2020 in light of the
COVID-19 pandemic.

Correspondence referred to during the discussion include:
● A March 15, 2020, email message from the Associate Vice President and Dean of

International Programs Meredith McQuaid
● A March 19, 2020, email message from the Associate Vice President and Dean of

International Programs Meredith McQuaid
● A March 20, 2020, email from AAUP members to Professors Amy Pittenger and Phil

Buhlmann, chair and vice-chair, Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC)
● A March 23, 2020, response email from Associate Vice President and Dean McQuaid to

the AAUP authors of the March 20, 2020, email

Caraway said the two issues that need to be addressed are that graduate students are required to
get permission from the dean to travel abroad and that they can be called back from their work at
any time, as was seen in the early days of the COVID-19 pandemic. Caraway added that
graduate student field work abroad is far more similar to the work of faculty (who are only
required to inform the University of their intention to travel, not get permission) than to
undergraduate students on a study abroad program.

Between 2011 and 2015, Caraway’s department led an effort to challenge Administrative Policy:
Student Travel and Education Abroad: Health and Safety. The requirement for pre-authorization
from the University was considered an infringement on the academic freedom rights of graduate
students. At that time, Caraway said, the AF&T unanimously approved a proposed change to the
policy which would give final authority to a graduate student’s faculty advisor and director of
graduate studies rather than to the International Travel Risk Assessment and Advisory
Committee (ITRAAC). The proposed changes to the policy would also make the role of the
ITRAAC advisory only. The Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) then unanimously approved
a revised proposal that included a requirement for the student’s collegiate dean to sign off on the
travel.
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However, Caraway said, when Dean McQuaid issued an updated policy, none of the proposed
changes were in it. Because the policy continues to violate principles of academic freedom,
Caraway and colleagues feel it is time to revisit the policy. She then opened the floor for
questions.

The committee discussed at length possible reasons why the decision was made against updating
the policy. Questions focused mainly on the University’s liability in a situation where a student
abroad is injured or incapaciated. The committee agreed that it is an appropriate time to take up
this topic again especially in the light of further potential travel restrictions due to COVID-19.

Nadathur summarized what he had heard from committee members and proposed the following
process:

● Committee members review the correspondence and the collected ITRAAC notes
provided by Caraway to become more familiar with the issue.

● Invite former AF&T co-chairs Karen Miksch and Carl Fink to attend an upcoming AF&T
meeting.

● Invite Dean McQuaid to an AF&T meeting once the committee members have a better
understanding of the history of the proposed policy changes.

Hearing no further business, Nadathur adjourned the meeting.
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