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Room 220, Clayton Hall 
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NOTES 

 

Present:  Steve Anthony (retired, Georgia State University), Matt Boedy (University of North 

Georgia), Virginia Bonner (Clayton State University), David Broad (University of North 

Georgia), Pat Carter (Georgia State University), Joe Corrado (Clayton State University), Ian 

Fletcher (Georgia State University), Michelle Haberland (Georgia Southern University),  Mary 

Hollowell (Clayton State University), Tim Hynes (Clayton State University), Rick Lakes 

(Georgia State University), Brad Lathem (University of North Georgia), Mark May (Clayton 

State University), Noelle McAfee (Emory University), Peggy Moch (Valdosta State University), 

Fran Norflus (Clayton State University), Hank Reichman (First Vice President, national AAUP), 

Bill Reese (retired, Augusta University), Barry Rhoades (Wesleyan College), Anne C. Richards 

(retired, University of West Georgia), Chris Ritter (Clayton State University), Kathryn Russell 

(Clayton State University), Carol Scott (observer), Robert (Scotty) Scott (Augusta University), 

Amber Smallwood (University of West Georgia),  Randy Stuart (Kennesaw State University), 

Hasson Tavossi (Savannah State University),  Craig Turner (Georgia College & State 

University), Felix Tweraser (University of West Georgia), Mark Watson (Clayton State 

University), Cindy Wheeler (Georgia Highlands), Carol White (Clayton State University), Chris 

Ziegler (Kennesaw State University).  

 

1.  President Scotty Scott called the meeting to order at 9:30 am and introduced Joe Corrado, 

President of the Clayton State University chapter of the AAUP. 

 

2.  Joe Corrado introduced Tim Hynes, President of Clayton State University and a former 

member of the AAUP. 

 

3. Remarks:  Tim Hynes. 

    President Tim Hynes thanked those in attendance for being at today's meeting and for what 

they do in higher education.  For those who had not been on the campus before, he recommended 

taking a 2/3 of a mile walk around what is affectionately referred to as "Swan Lake."  It got its 

name because a former faculty member acquired swans and the tradition has continued since that 

time. He said he thought visitors would find Clayton State University an incredibly friendly 

location for today's meeting as well as a place they could find some peace in a world that has 

become quite complex.   

   He reported that, in the past year, the Chronicle of Higher Education identified Clayton State 

University (CSU) via survey as one of the best in the US with regard to such characteristics as a 

commitment to shared governance and the institutional climate for doing the core "business" of 

promoting learning.  He said he was especially pleased because these two characteristics were 

part of the identified vision/mission at CSU. 

   After many years of reading the AAUP Redbook, Hynes noted that "Not all of us get to 

announce what our shares are" with respect to shared governance.  The first week he became 

president of CSU, however, he was asked what he would do with a particular academic program.  
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He responded that a conversation about this "should begin with the Academic Programs 

Committee" of the Faculty Senate and the Provost on the campus.  In his view, "there are shares 

and there ought to be conversations about the shares and the communication systems that come 

into place regarding them."  He explained that budgetary responsibilities are assigned to him, but 

this comes with an associated responsibility to disseminate information among colleagues about 

this particular share in order to allow for an understanding of how various shares are negotiated 

and why things happen as they do. 

 

Hynes explained that he still teaches an introductory Public Speaking class once a year, while 

leaving the teaching of advanced courses in this area to his colleagues.  In his class, he stresses 

the 3 B's of a good speech:  Be Present, Be Brief, and Be Gone.  He then thanked those in 

attendance for their good work and their commitment to our shared enterprise of learning, and 

made his exit. 

 

4.  Introduction of Attendees. 

   President Scotty Scott asked all those in attendance to state their name and their institutional 

affiliation [see list of those present on p. 1]. 

 

 5.  Scotty Scott reviewed the agenda and explained the traditional flexibility of our schedule 

with regard to when we take a break for lunch. 

 

6.  All in attendance were encouraged to take a ticket for a drawing for a copy of the latest 

edition of the  AAUP Redbook. 

 

7.  Minutes from Spring 2017 General Membership Meeting.  Randy Stuart noted that the 

agenda listed the minutes needing approval as the Fall Meeting minutes, but they were actually 

the minutes from the Spring, 2017 General Membership Meeting. 

   MOTION (Moch, Anthony): to approve the minutes of the Spring, 2017 meeting as distributed 

on line in advance of today's meeting.  There being no additions or corrections noted, these were 

passed on a voice vote. 

 

8.  Keynote Speaker:  Dr. Hank Reichman, First Vice President, national AAUP. 

   

Topic:  Academic Freedom Under the Trump Regime 

 

President Scott introduced Dr. Reichman as a Professor Emeritus from California State 

University, East Bay (formerly Hayward).  Russian History is his specialty.  He also serves as 

Chair of Committee A, frequently tweets about his perspectives on AAUP matters, and currently 

works full-time for the national AAUP. 

 

Dr. Reichman stated that it was a pleasure for him to attend this meeting.  "With respect to the 3 

B's" President Hynes had spoken of, however, he said he wasn't sure he would "Be Brief."  He 

said he had much to say and what he would say might not be what all people want to hear 

because it was not all good news. 

 

What follows is the text of his remarks. 
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On November 9, we all awoke to the shocking - and for many of us terrifying - realization that 

Donald J. Trump would be the next President of the United States.  Many people wondered what 

this would mean for our country.  What would Trump do after he so unexpectedly won the 

election? 

 

We are now well into the Trump regime and it is becoming crystal clear that president Trump 

will in fact do exactly what candidate Trump promised:  try to enact an extremist version of the 

Republican Party's recent program; launch assaults on Muslims and immigrants; build some 

sort of "wall" between the U.S. and Mexico; and overall promote an agenda that its own 

proponents proudly call "white nationalism." 

 

Within twenty-four hours of Trump's electoral college victory, the AAUP issued a statement to its 

members.  While acknowledging that our Association does not engage in partisan politics and 

has never endorsed a candidate for national office, we also recognized the widespread fear that 

Trump's campaign had "threatened some of the core institutions of our democracy and may be 

the greatest threat to academic freedom since the McCarthy period."  We noted in particular that 

Trump's remarks about minorities, immigrants, and women on some campuses had a chilling 

effect on the rights of students and faculty members to speak out.  At some events Trump held on 

college campuses, students who opposed him said they had been harassed or threatened.  We 

noted as well that Trump's call for an "ideological  screening test" for admission to the United 

States could make it difficult for colleges and universities to attract students and scholars from 

other countries and to engage in the international exchange of ideas so vital to academic 

freedom and the pursuit of knowledge.  And lastly we noted with alarm that the Republican 

denial of climate change and, indeed, of the very validity of science itself represents a dangerous 

assault on the essential core of higher education's mission. 

 

In response, the AAUP pledged to redouble our efforts in four areas.  We vowed to 

1. Oppose the privatization of our public higher education system and fight for higher education 

as a common good, accessible and affordable to all. 

2. Oppose discrimination on the basis of race, gender, sexual orientation, disability, religion or 

national origin and fight for an equitable and welcoming educational environment in which all 

can freely and safely learn, discuss, differ, debate, and grow. 

3.  Oppose attacks on unions and the economic security of college and university faculty and 

staff and fight for expanding and strengthening the rights of all faculty members - tenure-track, 

contingent, and graduate employees - to organize and bargain collectively. 

4.  Oppose violations of academic freedom and of the broader rights to free expression in the 

academic community and fight for strengthened protections for and renewed commitment to the 

principles of the 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure and the 1966 

Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities. 

 

We also emphasized that "the problems facing higher education today and the growing assault 

on the professionalism and freedoms of faculty members over the past several decades can 

hardly be attributed to the results of a single election.  Many of these problems stem from ill-

conceived policies developed and implemented on a bipartisan basis."  However, it is clear 

today, in the light of Trump's appointments and executive orders, as well as his proposed federal 

budget, that under his presidency these assaults will surely intensify. 
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I want to focus on each of these four pledges in turn, shedding some light, I hope, on what has 

already occurred, what may yet occur, and on what the AAUP is trying to do in response. 

 

Opposing the Privatization of Public Colleges & Universities 

 

Well before Donald Trump emerged as a national political figure, the AAUP was concerned 

about the now decades-long movement to privatize our public colleges and universities and the 

concomitant tendency to "corporatize" management of many private institutions.  In his terrific 

new book, The Great Mistake:  How We Wrecked Public Universities and How We Can Fix 

Them, University of California professor Christopher Newfield wrote: 

 

  Submitting public universities to private sector standards hasn't increased 

  their overall wealth and made their education more efficient.  It has  

 increased their costs and shifted resources from the educational core. . . . 

 Private sector "reforms" are not the cure for the college cost disease - 

 they are the college cost disease. 

 

Some thirty years of privatization have yielded only declining quality, decreased access, and 

burgeoning student debt.  Underlying these developments has been a fundamental abandonment 

of the foundational principle that the AAUP has stressed since its founding in 1915:  higher 

education, both public and private, is a common good, not a private commodity. 

 

Today, however, higher education is increasingly treated as simply a private benefit available 

only to those able to pay for it, or those willing to amass crushing debt to gain its benefits. 

 

To be sure, there have been important signs that the mood is changing.  In January I attended 

the annual meeting of the American Association of Colleges and Universities (AACU) where a 

remarkable opening plenary focused precisely on the need to defend higher education as a 

public good.  Indeed, the necessity of conceiving higher education as a public good and not a 

private benefit was the central message of AACU president Lynn Pasquerella's splendid opening 

remarks.  Another member of the plenary panel, Temple University professor Sara Goldrick-

Rab, author of a must-read book on the student debt crisis, noted that colleges and universities 

promote the idea that we can regularly increase tuition so long as we also increase financial aid.  

But, she concluded, "we've failed to actually implement that model.  We told ourselves a story 

over and over where our students are actually all right, or they must be, or we wouldn't be able 

to sleep at night, quite frankly." 

 

But our students are NOT all right.  Now, as previously underserved populations - ethnic 

minorities, the poor, immigrants - have entered higher education, the resources provided to 

serve them have diminished.  As some have put it, as the students get browner, the funding gets 

lower. 

 

Attending that AACU meeting, I began to feel for the first time in years some optimism that 

maybe college and university administrators and we faculty members, who so frequently find 

ourselves in conflict with each other, may yet be able to make common cause around the defense 
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of higher education as a public good and in defense of academic freedom (about which more 

shortly). 

  

And we'd better make common cause against the privatization agenda - and quickly - if higher 

education as a public good is to survive under the Trump regime.  For although Trump has yet to 

articulate even the vague outlines of a program for higher education, I don't think it's too 

audacious to say that his administration is most likely to embrace and accelerate rather than 

resist the privatization agenda, with its ominous implications for educational quality and 

ultimately for the survival of academic freedom and shared governance.  For one thing, the deep 

cuts to public higher education under Republican governors like Scott Walker in Wisconsin, 

Bruce Rauner in Illinois, John Kasich in Ohio, and, yes, Mike Pence in Indiana, and by the 

Republican legislature in Iowa, suggest the likelihood of similar cuts in federal aid, including 

student aid, under Trump. 

 

Trump's choice to lead the Department of Education, Betsy DeVos, initially appeared to be a 

blank slate and woefully ignorant about higher education (among other things), but her 

demonstrated devotion to extreme privatization of K-12 education in Michigan through largely 

unregulated charter schools hardly bodes well for our sector.  And it now appears that under 

Trump and DeVos efforts begun under President Obama to rein in the abuses characteristic of 

so many for-profit institutions will be seriously diminished, if not entirely eliminated. 

 

Opposing Discrimination 

 

Let me turn now to the issue of discrimination.  In recent years student demands, mainly at elite 

institutions, for so-called "safe spaces" have come under criticism, with a few voices charging - 

quite inaccurately in my opinion - that such student demands have become the principal threat to 

academic freedom and free expression more generally on campus. Now, to be sure, most of us 

can think of demands raised by student activists that are too extreme, illiberal, or even just 

wacky.  However, as the libertarian scholar Jacob Levy has observed, "It turns out that 18-year-

olds seized of the conviction of their own righteousness are prone to immoderation and simplistic 

views.  Who knew?" 

 

Far more dangerous, however, have been those who would deny that college and university 

campuses must be, as the UC Berkeley economist Bradford DeLong put it, "first of all, a safe 

space for ideas; second, a safe space for scholars."  Increasingly it is the safety of scholars - 

both students and their faculty - that is truly endangered.  And if assaults on such safety are not 

resisted as forcefully as possible, it will not be very long before ideas themselves will be even 

more threatened. 

 

In the immediate wake of the election U.S. college and university campuses experienced an 

unprecedented spike in hate crimes, both physical and verbal.  These were directed against 

African Americans, immigrants, members of the LGBTQ community, religious minorities, 

women, and people with disabilities.  In some instances the perpetrators invoked the president-

elect in support of their heinous actions. 
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In response, the AAUP national Council, at its November meeting, passed a resolution to 

unequivocally condemn these attacks and to call on college and university administrators, 

faculty, staff, and students to unite against them. "Violence, threats of violence, and harassment 

have no place on campus," we declared. 

 

Nevertheless, as campuses reopened this Fall we saw yet another wave of racist incidents.  These 

included the physical assault of a student at Cornell University; the hanging of Confederate flags 

festooned with balls of cotton at American University; a swastika carved into a campus elevator, 

and the N-word written on a whiteboard belonging to a black student at Drake University; the N-

word scrawled on door name tags of black students at the University of Michigan; fliers 

encouraging students to join openly "white nationalist" groups at the University of Louisville, 

Stockton University, and Purdue University. 

 

The AAUP Council resolution also noted the special importance of attacks on "those among our 

students who are undocumented, many of whom have been in this country since early childhood" 

and declared AAUP's support of the movement for sanctuary campuses. 

 

"While colleges and universities must obey the law," the resolution declared, 

 

 administrations must make all efforts to guarantee the privacy of 

 immigrant students and pledge not to grant access to information 

 that might reveal their immigration status unless so ordered by a 

 court of law.  Nor should colleges and universities gather information 

 about the citizenship or immigration status of people who have 

 interactions with the administration, including with campus police. 

 College and university police should not themselves participate in 

 any efforts to enforce immigration laws, which are under federal 

 jurisdiction.  Faculty members should join efforts to resist all 

 attempts to intimidate or inappropriately investigate undocumented 

 students or to deny them their full rights to due process and a fair 

 hearing. 

 

The Trump administration has now announced its intention to terminate the rights of the 

"dreamers," those students who came to this country illegally as children with their families by 

terminating the Obama administration's DACA program.  In the face of widespread criticism 

Trump announced that he was open to a deal with Congressional Democrats to reestablish the 

program legislatively, but that has yet to occur and conditions for such an agreement announced 

last week by the president do not bode well for an agreement.  The overwhelming majority of the 

"dreamers" are college students.  We therefore have a special obligation to persist in opposing 

Trump's attacks on their status and pressuring the Congress to act. 

 

Last month the AAUP joined over 75 higher education associations in a letter to Congressional 

leaders urging Congress to "pass bipartisam legislation as soon as possible that will include all 

the protections currently provided under DACA and allow these young people to continue 

contributing to our society and economy by working, serving in the military or attending 
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college."  A week earlier AAUP President Rudy Fichtenbaum issued a statement denouncing the 

administration's decision "in the strongest possible terms." 

 

Then there are the dramatic events centering around the president's notorious executive orders 

banning immigration from a number of Muslim countries that hardly bode well.  In response to 

Trump's most recent executive order the AAUP issued a statement that said, in part: 

  Those being excluded from the US will doubtless include faculty 

  and students who seek to travel here to speak, participate in 

  conferences, or conduct other academic work.  Their exclusion 

  is at odds with fundamental AAUP principles and with our 

  nation's historic commitment to the free exchange of ideas. 

 

Last month the AAUP entered the legal fight against the ban by joining with the American 

Council on Education and 28 other organizations in an amicus brief to the U.S. Supreme Court 

opposing the travel ban.  The brief argued that Trump's executive order "sends a clarion 

message of exclusion to millions around the globe that America's doors are no longer open to 

foreign students, scholars, lecturers, and researchers" and "severely undermines the ability of 

American colleges and universities to fulfill their commitment to serving their students, their 

communities, the United States, and the world through innovative teaching and research."  

Because the administration has now issued new regulations that case is no longer on the Court's 

docket. 

 

I fear, however, that Trump's actions on immigration are only the beginning.  I believe we need 

to be prepared for further assaults by the Trump regime on the rights of a broad array of 

minority groups on our campuses.  We will need to stand firmly in defense of the rights of those 

so assaulted.  We must also be prepared for efforts by individuals and groups who support the 

Trumpist "white nationalist" agenda to intimidate and silence opposition on campus.  To be sure, 

efforts to deny such individuals, for instance even the notorious and noxious provocateur Milo 

Yiannapoulos, their own right to speak are misguided, if perhaps understandable.  But we cannot 

let legally protected, if invidious speech, become genuine harassment and intimidation.  The 

rights of all members of our campus community not only to speak freely but to develop, test, and 

debate their views in safety must be protected. 

 

Attacks on Unions and the Economic Security of Faculty and Staff 

 

I turn now to the third pledge we made on November 9, to oppose attacks on unions and the 

economic security of faculty and staff and to expand and strengthen the right of all faculty 

members to organize and bargain collectively.  You are probably aware that ever since the U.S. 

Supreme Court's 1980 decision in the Yeshiva University case most tenure-track faculty in 

private institutions are considered to be "managers" under the National Labor Relations Act and 

hence ineligible for federal protection of efforts to organize unions and bargain collectively.  

And in a majority of states faculty in public institutions also lack such rights. 

 

Still, as the use - and widespread abuse - of faculty on short-term, often part-time, contingent 

contracts has expanded exponentially - what some have labeled the "adjunctification" of the 

faculty - efforts to organize faculty into unions have intensified.  Indeed, for the growing 
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numbers excluded from the tenure system - which for over a century the AAUP has seen as the 

best and most important protection for academic freedom - unionization is perhaps the only way 

such freedom can be effectively defended. 

 

Before the election it seemed the legal environment for organizing, at least at the federal level, 

was improving.  In several key decisions the National Labor Relations Board made it easier for 

instructors at private institutions, including graduate student employees, to organize. And I can 

recall sitting in a hotel lobby in San Diego in February 2016 where I learned of the passing of 

Justice Antonin Scalia, which ensured that the U.S. Supreme Court would not be able to muster a 

majority in the Friedrichs case and overturn forty years of precedent to rule that the practice in 

the public sector of collecting agency fees - obligatory fees paid by non-union members to a 

union to cover the costs of representation - violates the First Amendment and is hence illegal in 

all states. 

 

Now, however, the situation is quite different.  During the campaign Trump pledged to nominate 

Supreme Court justices like Scalia - which is precisely how Trump described his appointee to 

Scalia's seat, Neil Gorsuch.  The Court has now decided to accept a case very similar to 

Friedrichs, Janus v. AFSCME.  And it is highly likely that by June they will rule to overturn 

precedent and bar agency fee in the public sector, posing a near-existential threat to public 

employee unions, including the AAUP, which stands to lose as much as a million dollars in 

annual income within a year, with even more erosion possible later. 

 

And Trump is also likely as would any Republican president, to appoint individuals hostile to 

labor to the NLRB, making the reversal of the important Obama-era decisions of that board a 

real possibility, if not a strong likelihood.  Indeed, this is what the trustees and administrators at 

elite private research institutions like Columbia, the University of Chicago, and Yale are 

counting on in their effort to derail the efforts of their graduate student employees to unionize.  

In 2015 the NLRB reversed a Bush-era decision and ruled that such students are employees and 

entitled to union representation.  Now these universities - despite their often lofty language in 

opposition to Trumpism and on behalf of free expression - are counting on Trump to appoint new 

members of the board who will overturn that decision before the universities are compelled to 

sign contracts. 

 

Of course, assaults on unions and collective bargaining in states where Republicans dominate 

legislature and governorships predate the Trump electoral victory. Wisconsin is clearly the 

model.  There, as you'll recall, Governor Scott Walker successfully pushed through legislation 

that almost entirely destroyed public employee unions, including unions of public university 

faculty.  And this was followed as I will discuss in a few minutes, by an assault on the tenure 

system.  Now, however, as Professor Goldrick-Rab put it at the AACU meeting, "We're all living 

in Wisconsin." 

 

In Iowa we have already seen legislation enacted under which most public-sector union contract 

negotiations will be limited only to base wages.  Unions are now barred from negotiating with 

their employers over issues such as health insurance, evaluation procedures, staff reduction and 

leaves of absence for political purposes.  All unions are barred from having union dues deducted 

from public employees' paychecks and unions now need to be recertified prior to every contract 
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negotiation. The legislation also changed the arbitration process when contract talks reach an 

impasse.  Currently, the union and management would make their best offers and an independent 

arbitrator would be required to choose the most reasonable of the two.  The legislation now 

requires an arbitrator to consider the employer's ability to finance any wage increase.  It also 

puts a cap on how much an arbitrator can raise wages.  The wage increase cannot exceed 

whichever is lower:  3 percent, or a percent equal to the cost of living increase outlined in the 

consumer price index. 

 

Such efforts can, however, be resisted. In Wisconsin, the devastation of the unions was followed 

by a remarkable growth of interest in the AAUP, with new advocacy chapters and growing 

membership emerging at multiple University of Wisconsin campuses.  And Ohio Governor 

Kasich's effort a few years ago to destroy public employee unions in that state was reversed by 

an overwhelming 2/3 majority in a public referendum, in which the Ohio AAUP chapters, I'm 

proud to say, played a critical and highly public role.  Still, the AAUP and other faculty unions 

must now be prepared to absorb the blows to our finances and our ability to organize that 

Trump's potential appointments are likely to bring. 

 

Opposing Violations of Academic Freedom  

 

Finally, in November, we pledged to 

 

 Oppose violations of academic freedom and of the broader rights to free 

 expression in the academic community and fight for strengthened 

 protections for and renewed commitment to the principles of the 1940 

 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure and the  

 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities. 

 

It is clear, however, that such violations are now likely to be part and parcel of a broader assault 

on learning itself.  The budget proposal issued in March by the Trump administration contained 

deep cuts that would severely damage scientific research, the arts and the humanities, and 

access to higher education.  As a statement released by the AAUP at the time noted,  

 

 the budget proposal includes a cut of nearly 20 percent to National 

 Institutes of Health funding and deep cuts to research programs at 

 the Department of Energy, Department of Education, and other 

 government agencies.  It decimates funding for climate change 

 research and programs within the Environmental Protection Agency 

 and completely eliminates the National Endowment for the Arts and 

 the National Endowment for the Humanities.  The repercussions of 

 these cuts, if enacted, would be very serious for faculty, our students, 

 and the public. 

 

  Cuts to student aid are also severe, and disproportionately affect 

 students of color and working class students.  The proposal slashes 

 work-study programs, grants for low-income college students, and 

 programs that prepare disadvantaged students for college.  It robs 
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 Peter to pay Paul by moving $3.9 billion in surplus Pell Grant 

 funds to noneducational uses. 

 

In the end it is unlikely that the Congress will ever go along with these proposals; indeed, they 

have already been ignored.  Nonetheless the administration's priorities are now clear.  And 

nowhere is this more apparent than in the sphere of climate change.  This summer the Union of 

Concerned Scientists released an exhaustive and important report, Sidelining Science Since Day 

One, which described in detail the administration's assault on science, especially climate 

science.  It concluded: 

 

 A clear pattern has emerged over the first six months of the Trump presidency: 

 multiple actions by his administration are eroding the ability of science, facts, 

 and evidence to inform policy decisions, leaving us more vulnerable to threats 

 to public health and the environment.  The Trump administration is attempting 

 to delegitimize science, it is giving industries more ability to influence how and 

 what science is used in policymaking, and it is creating a hostile environment  

 for federal agency scientists who serve the public. 

 

In two weeks AAUP's Committee A on Academic Freedom and Tenure, which I chair, will meet.  

On our agenda will be our own report on "National Security, the Assault on Science, and 

Academic Freedom," which I hope will be published before the year's end.  That report will 

document not only challenges to the academic freedom of climate scientists but also assaults on 

international scientific exchange, especially attacks on Chinese-born and Chinese-American 

scientists that pre-date the Trump administration. 

 

With respect to attacks on science and scientists I am pleased to report a recent victory.  Last 

month the Arizona Court of Appeals rejected attempts by a "free market" legal foundation to use 

public records requests to compel faculty members to release emails related to their climate 

research.  In an amicus brief in support of the scientists, the AAUP had argued that Arizona 

statute creates an exemption to public release of records for academic research records, and 

that a general statutory exemption protecting records when in the best interests of the state, in 

particular the state's interest in academic freedom, should have been considered.  The appeals 

court agreed.  The case involves public records requests targeting two University of Arizona 

faculty members.  The appeals court's decision reversed a decision requiring release of the 

records and returned the case to the trial court. 

 

That case demonstrates that Trumpist threats to academic freedom come not only from the 

government directly.  Indeed, I expect the kinds of threats we have always seen from various 

sources - politicians, donors, media, for examples - to continue, but that private individuals and 

groups who threaten the faculty's rights and responsibilities now will be emboldened by the 

administration's rhetoric and its policy decisions. 

 

Six years ago the AAUP conveyed its concern that "the war on terror, the conflict in the Middle 

East, and a resurgence of the culture wars in such scientific fields as health and the 

environment" had created an atmosphere "in which partisan political interests threaten to 

overwhelm academic judgment."  Since the election, we have seen a resurgence of politically 
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motivated witch hunts, up to and including death threats, against academic scientists working in 

fields such as climate change and fetal tissue research, where the implications of scientific 

findings are perceived as threats by entrenched interests and partisan ideologues.  In addition to 

the "danger zones" for academic freedom enumerated in 2011, issues related to racial justice 

have also come to the forefront in the course of the last two years and played a prominent role in 

the escalation this year of targeted online harassment. 

 

Against this backdrop, ongoing and new efforts by private groups to monitor the conduct of 

faculty members have heightened concerns about the impact of the political climate on academic 

freedom.  Thirteen years ago the Association's Special Committee on Academic Freedom and 

National Security in a Time of Crisis remarked that such groups, "parading under the banner of 

patriotism or acting to further a specific cause, have been monitoring academic activities and 

have denounced professorial departures from what these groups view as acceptable." 

 

Now we have the so-called Professor Watchlist, which is nothing less than a McCarthyite 

blacklist of professors that purports to expose faculty who "advance leftist propaganda in the 

classroom."  This comes on the heels of other blacklists of scholars whose positions on the 

Israeli-Palestinian conflict run counter to a presumed pro-Israeli orthodoxy, most notoriously 

the so-called Amcha Initiative and Canary Mission sites, which have encouraged harassing 

emails and efforts to deny employment both to established scholars and graduate students. 

 

It is encouraging, however, that faculty members have resisted these efforts.  In 2014, a broad 

group of prominent scholars in Jewish Studies declared that the Amcha Initiative "closes off all 

but the most narrow intellectual directions and has a chilling effect on research and teaching."  

They concluded that, "AMCHA's tactics are designed to stifle debate on issues debated in Israel 

and around the world, and the presumption that students must be protected from their own 

universities is misguided and destructive.  Efforts such as these do not promote academic 

integrity, but rather serve to deaden the kind of spirited academic exchange that is the lifeblood 

of the university." 

 

More recently the AAUP, inspired by an independent action taken by faculty members at Notre 

Dame, initiated an open letter to the sponsors of the Professor Watchlist and invited our 

members and supporters to sign.  The letter concluded, "We support and stand with our 

colleagues whose academic freedom your list threatens.  Therefore, we, the undersigned, ask 

that you add our names to the list."  We gathered more than 12,000 signatures. 

 

Some have suggested that this response actually gave this rather amateurish blacklisting effort 

more publicity and credit than it merits.  We have been told by some that the Professor Watchlist 

is best ignored.  I disagree.  That was the approach, unfortunately, that the AAUP took in the 

1950s when blacklists of alleged Communists resulted in the dismissals of dozens of faculty 

members across the country.  The position of silence taken by the AAUP at the time was a 

disgraceful mistake.  And so long as I am an officer of the Association it is a mistake we will not 

repeat. 

 

But even without blacklists, attacks on the rights of faculty to speak as citizens are intensifying, 

with targeted online harassment a growing and deeply dangerous phenomenon that threatens to 
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chill the right to speak of all in the academy.  You've probably heard of some of the cases:  

Johnny Williams at Trinity College, Keeanga Yamahtta-Taylor at Princeton, Lisa Durden at 

Essex County College, Dana Cloud at Syracuse University, Sara Bond at the University of Iowa, 

Tommy Curry at Texas A&M University, and George Ciccariello-Maher at Drexel University. 

*More recently, he [?] was suspended a second time for tweets, supposedly to protect him from 

threats.  Suspending someone allegedly for his or her own protection encourages future threats, 

however. 

 

In response to these efforts last month the AAUP issued a statement jointly with the American 

Federation of Teachers and the Association of American Colleges and Universities that called 

on college and university administrators and trustees to stand up to these assaults.  The 

statement said: 

 

 [T]hese campaigns of harassment endanger more than the faculty member 

 concerned. They pose a profound and ominous challenge to higher 

 education's most fundamental values. The right of faculty members to 

 speak or write as citizens, free from institutional censorship or discipline, 

 has long been recognized as a core principle of academic freedom. While 

 colleges and universities must make efforts to provide learning environments 

 that are welcoming, diverse, and safe for all members of the university 

 community and their guests, these efforts cannot and need not come at the 

 expense of the right to free expression of all on campus and the academic 

 freedom of the faculty. 

 

The three groups called on college and university presidents, members of governing boards, and 

other academic leaders to "resist this campaign of harassment by endorsing this statement and 

making clear to all in their respective institutions that threats to individuals members of the 

academic community, to academic freedom, and to freedom of expression on campus will not be 

tolerated."  We have now asked our local chapters and state conferences to take this statement to 

their administrative leaders and boards and challenge them to endorse it. I hope that here in 

Georgia you will join us in that effort. 

 

I am also encouraged by the participation in this statement of the AACU and especially its 

president, Lynn Pasquerella, formerly president at Mount Holyoke College. I am pleased to 

report that three members of the AAUP's Committee A on Academic Freedom and Tenure - 

feminist historian Joan W. Scott, the remarkable young historian of racism, Ibram X. Kendi, and 

I - have been invited to lead a special session for college and university presidents on academic 

freedom and targeted harassment at the AACU's annual meeting in January.  At the Committee A 

meeting later this month we will also discuss preparation of a "best practices" document that can 

be shared with administrators compelled to deal with threats to outspoken faculty members and 

their institutions themselves. 

 

In recent years the AAUP has argued that the single greatest threat to academic freedom has 

been the erosion of the tenure system resulting from the overreliance on part-time and contingent 

faculty, a product, I would argue, of corporatization and privatization.  But now we are seeing 



 13 

once again a frontal assault on tenure that I fear will only intensify under the Trump regime, 

even if the new president is not directly implicated. 

 

It begins, once again, in Wisconsin, where prior to Scott Walker tenure for public college and 

university faculty members was enshrined in statute.  Walker successfully removed this provision 

from the state's laws, leaving it to the University of Wisconsin's governing board to ensure 

tenure protections via university policy.  But last year the policy adopted by that board, which 

was already flawed, was amended further to provide for the dismissal of faculty members after 

post-tenure review without any appeal and on the sole initiative of an administrator.  In other 

words, although tenure exists in principle, in practice any tenured faculty member may now, in 

Wisconsin, be dismissed without a faculty hearing or even a reasonable explanation.  Now, at the 

University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point, these new rules are being employed in an effort to 

remove multiple tenured faculty in the school's highly regarded - but politically radical - 

Geography department. 

 

The Wisconsin moves were followed by even more direct assaults on tenure in Iowa and 

Missouri.  Proposed legislation in both states would, if adopted, bar any public college or 

university in those states from providing tenured status to any faculty member. In a public 

statement, the AAUP called these bills "a concerted attack on academic freedom." Also in Iowa, 

a bill was introduced that would prohibit the hiring of a professor or instructor at a public 

university or college if his or her most recent party affiliation would "cause the percentage of the 

faculty belonging to one political party to exceed by 10 percent" the percentage of the faculty 

belonging to the other dominant party.  In North Carolina, legislation was introduced that would 

require tenure-track and tenured faculty members to "reflect the ideological balance of the 

citizens of the state," so that no campus "shall have a faculty ideological balance of greater or 

less than 2 percent of the ideological balance" of North Carolinians.  By requiring all faculty to 

disclose their personal political affiliations and views, such proposals revive the very essence of 

what made McCarthyism so dangerous. 

 

The good news is that these odious proposals did not succeed.  Still, there is good reason to be 

concerned that such efforts may merely be opening salvoes in an all-out attack on a tenure 

system - and hence on academic freedom itself - already dangerously weakened by 

adjunctification. 

 

And speaking of so-called adjuncts, I want to alert you to an investigation report from AAUP's 

Committee A that we released earlier this year. The case involves a part-time contingent 

instructor, Nate Bork, who teaches philosophy at several Colorado community colleges. Bork is 

an active member of the AAUP. At Aurora Community College he was assigned to teach an 

introductory philosophy course, the curriculum of which had recently been modified in 

accordance with a facilitating graduation initiative in ways that Bork found troubling. Nate 

agreed to adopt the new curriculum, but he also raised questions about it in a letter he proposed 

sending to the college's accrediting agency. After he shared his letter with administrators, 

however, he was summarily dismissed. 

 

I won't take time now to go into the details revealed by our investigating team, but I think you 

can already see that this case brings together several important aspects of the current struggle to 
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defend both academic freedom and educational quality:  the rights of faculty off the tenure track; 

the right of all faculty to speak publicly and critically about institutional decisions and leaders; 

the defense of faculty activists like Nate Bork; and questions regarding the faculty's 

responsibilities in creating and overseeing the educational curriculum. In June, the AAUP 

annual meeting voted unanimously to place the Community College of Aurora on our list of 

administrations censured for severe violations of academic freedom. 

 

Almost as central to the defense of academic freedom as tenure is a system of shared governance 

as described in the 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities.  As the AAUP 

put it in our 1994 statement, On the Relationship of Faculty Governance to Academic Freedom, 

"a sound system of institutional governance is a necessary condition for the protection of faculty 

rights and thereby for the most productive exercise of essential faculty freedoms.  

Correspondingly, the protection of the academic freedom of faculty members in addressing 

issues of institutional governance is a prerequisite for the practice of governance unhampered by 

fear of retribution." 

 

Unfortunately, however, at both private and public colleges and universities shared governance 

is increasingly under siege.  The poisonous notion that institutions of higher education should be 

run more like business enterprises - a concept central to the disastrous privatization and 

corporatization project - has increasingly empowered dictatorial administrators and out-of-

touch governing boards at the expense of faculty expertise and participation. 

 

The examples are legion.  The AAUP has long maintained a list of institutions censured for 

violations of academic freedom.  In the 1990s we initiated a similar list of institutions sanctioned 

for violations of governance standards.  Two such institutions on this list will serve as 

illustrations of the kinds of problems that are emerging with greater frequency. 

 

In 2011, the Idaho State Board of Education voted to suspend the operation and bylaws of the 

faculty senate at Idaho State University - and to direct the ISU president to "implement an 

interim faculty advisory structure."  The board acted on the recommendation of the president, 

one week after the faculty voted no confidence in his leadership.  When faculty members elected 

to lead the new structure the same individuals they had elected previously, the body was 

summarily dissolved and its chair, a professor of physics, now a member of the AAUP's national 

Council, was deprived of the ability to send emails to the faculty. 

 

In 2014, the administration of Union County College in New Jersey, with the apparent 

concurrence of the trustees and governors, ended, or severely restricted, the faculty's role in 

choosing its own representatives to committees; eliminated most faculty committees, including 

the key Faculty Executive Committee; and replaced departments headed by faculty-chosen 

chairs with new academic divisions headed by deans selected with little or no faculty 

involvement. 

 

We are now witnessing a major crisis in shared governance in the California State University 

system, long known for its elaborate system of campus and system-wide academic senates.  The 

promulgation over the summer of two executive orders, which would cap general education 

credits and eliminate placements tests and remedial English classes, has prompted widespread 
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opposition among the faculty.  It is not in the purview of the AAUP to opine on the merits of 

these orders.  But it is our role to note that these decisions appear to have been made without 

adequate participation by the statewide and campus academic senates and without appropriate 

consultation with the California Faculty Association, the AAUP-affiliated union that represents 

all 28,000 faculty members in the system.  The administration claims they "consulted" with 

faculty. But the 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities, formulated jointly 

by the AAUP, the Association of Governing Boards, and the American Council of Education, 

does not call for mere "consultation."  It calls for "joint effort." With regard to the faculty's role 

it states: 

 

 The faculty has primary responsibility for such fundamental areas as  curriculum, 

 subject matter and methods of instruction, research, faculty status, and those 

 aspects of student life which relate to the educational process.  On these matters 

 the power of review or final decision lodged in the governing board or delegated  

 by it to the president should be exercised adversely only in exceptional circum- 

 stances, and for reasons communicated to the faculty. 

 

Specifically, the statement adds, "The faculty sets the requirements for the degrees offered in 

course, determines when the requirements have been met, and authorizes the president and 

board to grant the degrees thus achieved." 

 

These executive orders were created not by faculty members, and certainly not by representative 

faculty bodies, but by the CSU Chancellor's Office.  As such, they should be considered 

illegitimate, at least from the perspective of good governance practice. *We now have powerful 

resistance from across the state.  

 

*Another example has surfaced in the last day or two.  The Wisconsin Board of Regents adopted 

a proposal to merge the Community Colleges with the State University system, with no public 

discussion. 

 

One especially troubling development in university governance has been the growing tendency of 

governing boards to conduct searches for college and university presidents, chancellors, and 

provosts entirely in secret, with no public vetting of finalists.  In November 2015, the AAUP 

issued a statement on presidential searches, which read in part: 

 

 at a number of colleges and universities across the country controversy has 

 emerged over decisions by governing boards to conduct searches for new 

 presidents or chancellors in secret, abandoning the previously standard 

 practice of inviting a select group of finalists to visit the campus and meet 

 publicly with faculty and other members of the campus community.  The 

 rationale for such secrecy is that open meetings discourage applications 

 from highly qualified candidates, although no evidence has ever been 

 offered to suggest that this is in fact the case. 

 

 AAUP policy statements make clear that such decisions to forgo public 

 campus visits and public forums by finalists violate longstanding principles 
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 of shared governance. 

 

However, even ostensibly open searches may be subject to abuse. Take, for instance, the search 

for a new president of the University of Iowa in 2015.  Although in that search four finalists were 

invited to campus and met publicly with faculty members and other stakeholders, in fact an 

AAUP investigation determined that, in contrast to historical practice at the university, which 

had been to involve faculty fully in presidential searches, the board designed this search process 

specifically to prevent any meaningful faculty role in the selection of the final candidate. A legal 

challenge to the appointment has now revealed that board members held secret meetings, in an 

effort to circumvent if not openly flaunt open meetings laws.  As the AAUP's investigation 

concluded, "The board acted throughout in bad faith, and not toward the faculty alone."  Indeed, 

its behavior was a "serious disservice to the people of the state as well as the institutions to 

which it owes the highest standard of care." 

 

That investigation report also warned that 

 

 there may well be an emerging crisis in American public higher education. 

 The crisis is occasioned by headstrong, thoughtless action by politically 

 appointed regents who lack any respect for the faculties of the institutions 

 over which they preside. 

 

It is difficult to imagine that, under the Trump regime, this troubling crisis will not worsen, at 

least in public colleges and universities. 

 

Concluding Remarks 

 

I want to save some time for questions and comments, so I will move now to conclude these 

remarks.  I recognize that I have not been very optimistic about the imminent future of academic 

freedom and the faculty under the Trump administration.  And, indeed, I am deeply troubled and 

even frightened. But I want to end on a more optimistic note.  If there is a silver lining for 

academic freedom in the result of last November's election it is that many faculty members are 

now more alert to the dangers we face and many of us are organizing to respond.  The 

remarkable women's marches, which involved between 3 and 4 million people nationwide, 

resonated especially on college and university campuses, as did April's unprecedented March for 

Science.  And the extraordinary rapid response of so many, including many college and 

university faculty members as well as administrators, to the proposed immigration ban is 

another reason for optimism. 

 

But outrage and protest can only go so far.  It is not the role of the AAUP to participate in the 

organization of a partisan political movement. But it is most definitely our role to organize 

faculty members to stand up and fight for our profession and our lives, for academic freedom 

and shared governance, and most centrally for higher education - public and private - as a 

common good essential to a free and democratic society. 

 

Early this year I celebrated my 70th birthday.  I have spent virtually my entire adult life in 

higher education, as student, professor, academic senator, and union activist. Never before have 
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I seen so many dangers ahead.  Never before have I so feared for the future of academic freedom 

and of scholarship itself.  But at the same time never before have I witnessed the kind of energy 

and commitment that I see emerging among our colleagues. 

 

It used to be almost a truism that only senior, aging professors like me cared about things like 

academic freedom and shared governance.  Junior faculty, it was said, were too cowed, too 

career-oriented, too cautious to get involved. I'm not sure that was ever really the case, but I 

know it isn't the case now.  Everywhere I go I meet young and mid-career faculty members eager 

to step beyond the narrow concerns of their disciplines and their departments to engage the big 

professional questions.  And this encourages me. 

 

This is no time for complacency.  But engagement alone is insufficient.  We need organization.  

And, frankly, that means we need the AAUP. I will be the first to acknowledge that the AAUP has 

made its share of mistakes and that even now we are very far from perfect.  But we have survived 

for over a century, transforming ourselves - sometimes painfully - in response to changes in our 

profession, for good reason.  I often encounter colleagues who tell me how much they admire the 

AAUP and a few among them even believe that simply by being a professor they are 

automatically members.  But running an organization demands more than admiration and 

membership is not automatic.  Applauding from the sidelines is no longer adequate - more is 

called for. 

 

If you are not yet a member of the AAUP, please join.  If you're already a member, please 

consider making additional donations to the AAUP Foundation. 

 

But we need more than members and money, we need involvement.  Become active.  Speak out. 

Organize others. As we face the coming four years, faculty advocacy and activism have never 

been more important to safeguard academic freedom, shared governance, and the programs that 

are critical to the life of the mind and the improvement and protection of the common good in a 

diverse and democratic society. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Question and Answer Period 

 

Scotty:  As you know we had a presidential search in Georgia where AAUP policy was not 

followed.  The rationale provided to us for the way it was handled was unconvincing. 

 

Reichman:  A secretive process for hiring a president doesn't work.  There are good reasons for 

doing it more openly.  Sometimes a secretive process can completely botch a number of things if 

the emphasis is on party-affiliation and not academe.  There are often calls to "bring in a 

business man" or a "politician."  Dwight Eisenhower was a fine president of an institution of 

higher education, but, by and large, searches that don't follow AAUP policies and procedures do 

not result in good outcomes. 

 

Attendee:  If the Department of Education is closed down and its authority transferred to the 

states, what would the effect be on higher education? 
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Reichman:  I can't speak to specifics.  One question I'd have, however, is what policies or 

procedures are affected in getting to this point? 

 

Attendee:  Thank you so much.  [Your presentation] was marvelous.  We just had a search for a 

president and provost.  I would appreciate if you would say again what is AAUP recommended 

policy for such searches. 

 

Reichman:  Take a look at the 1966 Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities. All 

stakeholders should be involved. How the search should be conducted is important.  A search 

committee should get feedback from constituents.  Prospective candidates should come to 

campus.  This enables both the institution and the candidates to learn whether someone will be a 

good fit.  Search committees can say all sorts of wonderful things about their institutions.  But a 

prospective applicant may not know about problems on a given campus until he or she interacts 

with others on that campus.  So an open process is important on all sides. 

 

The argument has been made that good candidates don't want to be exposed as not getting a job 

they apply for.  I'm sorry, if you can't stand the heat, get out of the kitchen.  Because institutions 

of higher education are tax-exempt, the public should have some say in what occurs there.  

There's no evidence to suggest that those who apply for positions and don't get them suffer from 

this.  This [behind closed doors approach] is the way corporate boards hire CEO's - and look at 

what's happened at Uber, with Weinstein, etc. 

 

Ian Fletcher:  At Georgia State University certain areas have been designated for exercising free 

speech and concerns have been raised about controversial speakers arriving on campus.  Do you 

have any insights in your role as to how faculty can respond constructively to these regulations? 

 

Reichman:  This is a difficult challenge.  I live 2 miles from the University of California campus 

at Berkeley, CA.  There have been controversies there over such speakers as Milo Yiannapoulos, 

Ann Coulter, Antifa.  The latter group seems to have as its main goal destroying the oppressive 

state by subsidizing the store-window industry.  An institution has the right to develop policies 

governing outside speakers.  There should be some policies for, say, graduation speakers.  

Departments and student groups should have the right to bring in speakers relevant to their 

programs.  But the university can set reasonable limits on where, when, and how speeches can 

occur. If those rules go too far, say if you need a lot of security, you may have to pay more for a 

given room.  You can have a rule that any speaker giving any presentation must have a given 

period set aside for a question and answer period regarding the presentation itself.  A policy 

might require that all speeches have an equal amount of time for questions as the speech itself. 

That would discourage some people while encouraging more debate. 

 

Some say academic institutions should not allow certain speakers to have a platform for racist 

statements.  I think those who believe otherwise may be right that preventing such speakers from 

speaking may be counterproductive.  The focus should be on why some group or individual is 

inviting someone of this nature?  I'd encourage our students to take on the content of a racist 

presentation.  You can arrange alternative content at another location.  You can protest there.  

People can "disrupt" the speech - so long as it doesn't prevent a person from making the planned 
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presentation.  You can have a rule that if you disrupt speeches twice you're suspended and if you 

do it three times you're out.  Some persons yell out.  We call that "heckling," and you have a 

right to heckle.  I'd urge persons to recognize that outside speakers have a right to be there.  

Students should be respectful of the right to speak, even if they disagree with the ideas being 

spoken.  As faculty, we should work with administrators to provide constructive alternatives to 

some noxious speakers.  

 

Some institutions spend very precious resources on security.  You might find helpful the AAUP 

blog on Outside Speakers and Academic Freedom. 

 

Attendee:  I'd like to hear more about your upcoming AAUP collaboration with persons at  

AACU. 

 

Reichman:  The idea for the program is "The President's Program."  It is aimed specifically at 

presidents.  I'm hoping we can find more ways to work with AACU. 

 

Attendee:  A Campus Carry Law has passed in Georgia.  The Board of Regents of the University 

System is independent from the legislature in many ways.  But where do you see the University 

System not independent from the legislature? 

 

Reichman:  In California, when the Legislature wishes for legislation to apply to higher 

education, it writes legislation saying that it "requests" the Board of Regents in CA to do 

something.  The BOR in California is totally independent of the Legislature.  In other systems, 

legislatures might use language that indicates they "instruct" this or that to happen on college and 

university campuses in their state.  On the other hand, when the legislators in California were 

unhappy with a Labor Institute in one of the institutions, they took money out of the University 

of California budget (a cut of $85,000) in order to express their view.  In Wisconsin, the latest 

things done to higher education are being done by the Regents, not the Legislature, because all 

but one of the Regents have been appointed by Scott Walker. 

 

Felix Tweraser:  Thank you for your remarks.  One of the most vexing things to me is 

administrative bloat and resources put toward this.  Here in the University System of Georgia, a 

committee has recently been set up to look at this.  So it's a golden opportunity to have a voice in 

reviewing administrative growth.  A commission has been set up, chaired by the President of the 

University of West Georgia (Dr. Kyle Marrero).  Yesterday he rolled out for the Faculty Senate 

at UWG the two year process that will be involved in reviewing this matter.  But the data 

gathering process he described would only include administrators and faculty who have 

administrative appointments.  More broadly, how do faculty push back against administrative 

bloat? 

 

Reichman:  Even right wing administrations are taking this issue up.  You go to the Legislature 

and say you are not giving us enough money and we feel this way because some of what you 

give us is misspent on administration.  The real question is:  Are they appointing foxes to review 

the safety of the chicken house? Faculty should point out the problems.  Faculty should be 

represented on the commission.  Insist on openness, open hearings where people might be able to 

speak up about problems they've had.  And what about salaries for administrative individuals?  
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What about the doubling of the work on secretaries (who make far less money).  Where's the 

money going?  How much are faculty paid compared to others?  You can point out that there is 

over-reliance on part-time and contingent faculty, who are usually grossly underpaid.  

Administrators say this is unfortunate, but necessary.  But if you had faculty members who could 

take on the tasks that are put in the hands of administrators now, costs wouldn't be that high. 

 

Why are HR departments becoming bloated?  In part it's because if you hire so many part-time 

persons, you have a lot more paperwork and processing of employees to deal with.  And the next 

thing you know you need to hire more lawyers as well to deal with problems that arise.  No one 

seems to include those costs in the process of reviewing such matters. 

    

Faculty need to become more knowledgeable about funding and financing of institutions.  At the 

AAUP Summer Institute, Rudy Fichtenbaum (an economist) and Howard Bunsis (an accounting 

professor) provide a mini-course on how to analyze your institution's finances.  Also, we have 

economists on every faculty.  This isn't rocket science.  If I can understand such things, anyone 

can. 

 

Scotty Scott:  In my experience, the university frequently misuses the term "faculty 

representative."  AAUP's position is that a faculty representative must be elected directly or 

indirectly by the faculty.  The AAUP chapter could weigh in on this. 

 

Michelle Haberland:  With regard to "Campus Carry," the University System of Georgia has 

issued a series of "guidance" statements in which faculty and institutions are advised not to speak 

in class about this change in policy.  Does the AAUP have our back if we do this? 

 

Reichman:  What was the rationale for such guidance? 

 

Steve Anthony:  The concern was that, if faculty or institutions did this, it might result in 

"interpreting" the law in ways that could be considered interfering with the right of individuals 

who are carrying concealed weapons to do what the law allowed. 

 

Scotty Scott:  The USG wanted institutions to have a "uniform response." 

 

Michelle:  I don't understand how I could be sanctioned for speaking about my safety in the 

workplace.  

 

Reichman:  I'm not a lawyer, but I doubt that something entitled "guidance" would stand up in 

court.  You should have first amendment protections to speak your mind.  If you are in a class 

where students have the right to concealed carry, and if you said:  "Is there anyone carrying a 

concealed weapon in this class?" and no one raised a hand or spoke up, presumably they have the 

right to not inform you whether or not they are carrying. And then if you said:  "Would you all 

open your jackets?"  that might be a problem. Would what a judge say if the institution decided 

to discipline you? 
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What if you say instead:  "I find this law deeply disturbing and I want you all to be aware of how 

I feel about it.  And I hope that, whether you feel free to speak up or not, those of you who 

happen to have a gun will respect my concerns." 

 

Attendee:  I want to address an issue of academic freedom from another angle.  At the University 

of North Georgia, student evaluation of instructors is an integral part of the process of 

determining whether a teacher gets a raise or not.  And faculty with whom students disagree can 

be punished for their views with negative evaluations.  I get critical comments because I don't 

teach evolution and creationism in my classes.  So I am being punished for exercising my 

academic freedom to teach a course as I believe it should be taught. 

 

Reichman:  Is there some kind of grievance process by which you could address this issue? 

I am skeptical of student evaluation data in general, but in this specific case, it seems you are 

being punished not only for your views, but because of the subject you happen to be teaching. 

Faculty in Math are not dinged, for example, for not sharing alternative views or visions.  It 

always troubles me when student evaluations ask students:  "Did the instructor have good 

mastery of the material?"  How would the student know if what I am teaching is outdated or 

misleading in various ways?  So I believe it would be useful to broaden a campaign regarding the 

role student evaluations play in decisions made about faculty.  You're right - it is an academic 

freedom issue.  It's punishing you for views that students, but not experts in your field of study, 

might consider controversial.  

 

Academic Freedom is not simply freedom of speech.  For example, I have the right to write an 

op ed, give a speech, tweet and say "the moon is made of green cheese." I do not have the 

freedom to teach that, however, in an Astronomy class.  Scientists have determined that the 

moon is not made of green cheese.  Holocaust denial is protected speech.  But it is not acceptable 

for a Professor of History, for example, to deny that this occurred. 

 

Steve Anthony:  Student evaluation data is used in making promotion and tenure decisions, but it 

can be used partially or exclusively, depending on who's using it. 

 

Attendee:  There are other means of presenting information in support of one's teaching than 

student opinion of instruction (SOI).  You can get a colleague to do a peer-review of your 

teaching.  When you turn in information, there's literature on this.  I deal with cohort groups who 

hate math and think I'm making it too hard for them on purpose.  We have to keep the rigor of 

our discipline.  A colleague can refute what students might say in this regard.  Peers can also 

argue that students see what you're doing as punitive because what you teach is against the 

beliefs in our region.  Students have the right to their opinion, but it's not germane to our subject.  

I'd recommend including research that shows the mindset of students and creating a system 

where there are other means of being evaluated to ameliorate problems of this sort. 

 

Attendee:  I want to ask about cost of living adjustments.  Inflation is currently about 2%.  I just 

got a merit raise, but federal employees get automatic raises if inflation rises.  Why can't state 

employees get cost of living raises? 
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Reichman:  Because those making such decisions can get away with not giving cost of living 

raises.  And until they can't, they will.  When unions are in existence, they are more powerful 

and lift the boats for all.   Many say the best way to get a raise in California is to get an offer 

elsewhere. 

 

9.  BREAK FOR LUNCH. 

 

Four places were recommended for attendees (all within a few minutes driving distance): 

Atlanta Bread Company -1943 Mt. Zion Circle 

A Vietnamese Restaurant - 6363 Jonesboro Road 

Rocky's Cafe and Pizza - 2262 Lake Harbor Road 

Subway - 6681 Jonesboro Road 

 

10.  Officer Reports 

  a. President Scotty Scott discussed the 2017 annual meeting held by the national AAUP.  It 

is usually held in an expensive Washington, DC hotel, but next year will be held in Crystal City, 

VA at a DoubleTree hotel.  Attendees learned of a number of cases of universities placed on the 

AAUP censure list for violations of academic freedom, tenure policies, or shared governance 

standards.  The meetings run from Thursday to Sunday and Scotty explained that "You learn a 

lot about what ought to be the standards we each hold our universities to."  Presiding at this 

meeting are "all officers of the national organization."  There are plenary sessions, lunches with 

interesting speakers, and you get to meet others like us and exchange ideas and thoughts about 

what's going well, what came as a surprise, and what's the art of the possible.  Sometimes if you 

experience a problem as an elephant in the room, a meeting like this can give you a better idea 

about where to start to address the problem.  Opportunities for getting some part of the travel to 

these meetings subsidized do exist (for a first time attendee).  If you represent a Conference or a 

chapter, you get a vote. 

   With regard to AAUP Summer Institutes, Scotty explained that these are for anyone who is a 

member of the AAUP.  There are two plenary sessions.  They meet Thursday through Sunday.  

Locations for these institutes are rotated. The most recent one was held at the University of 

Cincinnati.  They have been held previously in Oregon, Long Island, Maine, Chicago.  They are 

typically held the last week in July. 

    Scotty explained that Mark Watson attended as a representative of our Conference this year. 

Mark explained that he got a grant from the national AAUP that covered his travel, lodging, and 

food.  He also stated that the meeting was "great," adding:  "It's the only academic conference 

I've gone to that I didn't somewhat regret."  There was a section led by Joerg Tiede about how to 

read the Redbook.  There was one on editing your Faculty Handbook, another on Organizing 

101.  You had opportunities to network with people across state lines, hear problems and learn of 

solutions.  

    Scotty added that there were so many meaningful sessions. 

 

Attendee:  Was the grant provided enough to cover costs? 

 

Scotty:  I stayed in the dorm.  It cost $10/day.  That included two meals per day.  There was a 

Friday night outing - a Boat Cruise up and down the Ohio River.  Mark was able to use the grant 
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money from the national AAUP and forgo the stipend we offered because he, too, stayed in the 

dorm so the amount he received from the national AAUP covered all of his costs. 

 

Reichman:  It hasn't been announced yet, but the word is the next Summer Institute will be held 

at the University of Vermont.  The aim of these institutes is "to make activists more effective and 

to make members more activist."   They are almost always scheduled on a Father's day weekend. 

 

President Scotty Scott also talked about the relationship between the GA Conference of 

AAUP and the University System of Georgia Faculty Council (USGFC).  The president of 

the GA Conference has been granted ex-officio, non-voting status as a member of the USGFC.  

Representatives from the staff of the Chancellor's office, and often the Chancellor also, attend 

these meetings.  Typically 80% of the time is spent listening to administrators talk to members of 

the Council and 20% of the conversations involve faculty.  The meeting to be held this semester 

will be much later than in the past (first weekend in December) but we have been asked to 

provide input to their agenda.  Ideas being considered will be brought up under New Business 

(see #12a, below, pp. 30-31). 

 

One attendee mentioned that the USGFC has considered how Faculty Handbooks could be 

revised and suggested that we can all find ways to review and improve them. 

 

One attendee asked what issues were discussed in a previous USGFC meeting. 

 

Scotty replied that the last meeting was held the day after Campus Carry legislation passed the 

state legislature.  This led to a considerable discussion regarding that. 

 

Another attendee, who has been a part of USGFC meetings in the past, indicated that other topics 

addressed were search processes and consolidations.  In particular, members of the USGFC 

expressed concern about future consolidations and the importance of having faculty input 

regarding them and presidential searches.  Other topics addressed have included faculty morale 

and the sanctuary campus issue.   

 

Scotty explained that legislation passed by the Georgia Legislature stipulated that if an institution 

chose to designate itself as a "sanctuary campus," state funding would be cut off. 

 

Attendee:  How many more consolidations might be planned? 

 

Scotty:  We have not been informed of any plan so have nothing about this to announce today. 

 

b.  Executive Director's Report - Chris Ziegler 

 

Chris distributed handouts describing a proposed change in the Conference constitution, that 

would change term limits for officers of the Conference in such a way as to align the Georgia 

Conference rules regarding officers' terms with those of the national organization.  This proposed 

change had been circulated in advance of today's meeting to all chapter presidents.  Chris 

explained that the proposed change would affect the first paragraph of Article IV - Officers - 

which currently reads:  "The officers of this organization shall be a president, vice-president, 
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treasurer, and three members-at-large.  At least one of the at-large members must be from a 

private institution.  The officers shall be elected for two-year terms and no person so elected may 

serve more than two consecutive terms." 

 

The proposed change would alter the last sentence to read:  "The president and vice-president 

shall be eligible for election to their respective offices for no more than four consecutive full 

terms.  The treasurer shall be eligible for election to that office with no limit on the number of 

terms." 

 

MOTION (Rhoades/Fletcher):  to adopt the above change as written. 

 

MOTION (Turner/Richards):  to insert the following language as a "friendly amendment" in 

front of the first sentence of the proposed change:  "The officers shall be elected for two-year 

terms." 

 

MOTION (Stuart/Roades):  To call the question on the friendly amendment. 

This passed on a voice vote. 

 

The friendly amendment was then considered and passed on a voice vote. 

 

An attendee then asked if someone could explain the benefit to the organization of the proposed 

change. 

 

Chris explained that the change would bring the Conference Constitution in alignment with the 

constitution of the national AAUP. 

 

Attendee:  Is it normal to have other officers with only two two-year terms? 

 

Two others in attendance spoke of the importance of having someone with previously knowledge 

of how matters had been dealt with by the Executive Committee, to avoid confusion or 

unnecessary repetition. 

 

An attendee asked Dr. Reichman to explain what led the national AAUP to adopt its current 

policy.  He explained that this came about to avoid having elections so frequently.  These were 

costly to the organization.  They have to be done with ballots mailed to individual members.  The 

mailing costs and staff time began to be questioned.  Instead of having persons with three-year 

terms, it was decided to go to 2 year terms with the possibility of re-electing individuals for up to 

4 two-year terms. 

 

An attendee asked if the proposal, once adopted, would become retroactive? 

 

Steve Anthony stated that we were not dealing with this matter in the middle of an officer's term.  

We were addressing it prior to conducting our Fall election process. 

 

MOTION (Stuart/Richards):  To vote on this issue by secret ballot.  Passed on a voice vote. 
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  Voting then commenced.  The result was announced once ballots were counted.  The proposal 

to change the Constitution passed.  The new language in Article IV - Officers - thus reads: 

 

          The officers of this organization shall be a president, vice-president, treasurer, 

         and three members-at-large.  At least one of the at-large members must be from 

         a private institution. The officers shall be elected for two-year terms.  The 

         president and vice-president shall be eligible for election to their respective 

        offices for no more than four consecutive full terms.  The treasurer shall be 

       eligible for election to that office with no limit on the number of terms. 

 

c.  Treasurer's Report - Felix Tweraser 

   ** [Editorial note:  This report has changed since Felix distributed copies of the Treasurer's 

Report (dated October 14, 2017 and covering the period 3/26/17 to 10/14/2017) at our annual 

meeting.  The revised report is dated December 31, 2017 and covers the period 3/26/17 to 

12/31/17.]  Both reports indicate that the balance brought forward as of March 26, 2017 was 

$24,800.39. The following income was received:  $500 returned from Hasson Tavossi after he 

did not attend the National AAUP meeting as originally planned, $2677.08 from the National 

AAUP for GA Conference dues; $750 from the National AAUP in the form of an ASC Grant; 

and a check for $1,000 from Jack Derrick (on behalf of the Betty Derrick estate) to be ear-

marked for Legal Defense Fund purposes.  Total income = $4,927.08.   

   So far as expenses go, they are as follows: 

   $1,200 to Steve Anthony for Consulting Services during the legislative session;  

   $ 500 to Joe Corrado for travel reimbursement re: attendance at the AAUP national conference;  

   $ 500 to Libby Bailey for travel reimbursement re: attendance at the AAUP national  

         conference; 

   $ 500 to Robert Scott for travel reimbursement re: attendance at the AAUP national  

        conference;    

   *$500 to Hasson Tavossi for travel reimbursement re: attendance at the AAUP national 

        conference; [REPAID as noted above.] 

   * $500 to Mark Watson for travel reimbursement re: attendance at AAUP Summer Institute; 

         [TO BE REPAID once National AAUP covers these expenses for him as a first-time 

          attendee] 

    $500 to Robert Scott for travel reimbursement re: attendance at AAUP Summer Institute; 

    $  50 To University of West Georgia for Summer 2017 Newsletter production; 

    $166.25 to Robert Scott for reimbursement for purchase re: Hank Reichman keynote; 

    $409.69 to Hank Reichman for reimbursement of travel expenses. 

    $  29.39 to Joe Corrado for reimbursement for refreshments for Annual Meeting; 

    $144.43 to Mark Watson for reimbursement for refreshments for Southeast leadership 

                   meeting of AAUP held on 10-28-17; 

    *$355.57 to the national AAUP (return of unused funds from ASC Grant); 

             [NOTE:  An additional $220.61 still owed to National AAUP/paid in 2018] 

    $  64.20 to University of West Georgia for Fall 2017 newsletter production 

 

 Expenditures thus came to $5,419.53. There was a net loss of $492.45, leaving a balance of 

$24,307.94.  
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d.  Nominations/Elections.   

    Scotty explained that the position of Executive Director of the GA Conference and that of the 

Chair of Committee A will have to be filled since the person currently filling those positions 

(Chris Ziegler) is stepping out.  In addition, Shelly Elman has resigned as VP of the Conference, 

Felix has agreed to stay on as Treasurer, and Michelle Haberland, and Rick Lakes are eligible for 

another two-year term.  Barry Rhoades is in the first year of his two-year term. 

   Chris Ziegler explained that because of reports published by the national AAUP which raise 

questions about IRBs, she has found unreconcilable conflicts between continuing to serve in her 

position as Director of the IRB at Kennesaw State University and remaining as the Executive 

Director of the GA Conference and Chair of its Committee A.  There is extensive coverage of the 

AAUP position regarding IRBs on the national AAUP website. Chris maintained that it promotes 

the idea that IRB's are against academic freedom.  Hank Reichman took issue with this view, but 

did not provide a substantive response. 

    

An attendee mentioned that he assumed Chris had considered leaving her job as Director of the 

IRB instead of leaving her role as Executive Director of the GA Conference and Chair of 

Committee A.  Chris responded that she gets paid to do the job of Director of the IRB, and she is 

committed to doing the job correctly as she sees it. 

 

An attendee (from Chris' campus) stated that Chris was doing her job correctly as Director of the 

IRB. 

 

Anne Richards explained that Chris brought this issue up with members of the Executive 

Committee as far back as 2014, and at that time chose to avoid the conflict she perceived by not 

taking money from the GA Conference of the AAUP for services she rendered to that 

organization.   

 

MOTION (Anthony/Ziegler):  to hold the election of officers at this time. 

    Passed on a voice vote. 

 

Scotty mentioned that he was hoping someone might volunteer to serve as President of the GA 

Conference for the next two-year term, but he would be willing to run for the office and would 

now be eligible to do so because of today's earlier vote to change the GA Conference 

Constitution (see item #10b above, p. 25).  He also mentioned the need to elect a Vice President 

and for someone to eventually be chosen by the Executive Committee as our new Executive 

Director.  He then turned the election process over to Chris Ziegler. 

 

Chris handed out a ballot with the names of persons who had expressed a willingness to serve in 

given positions when the call for nominations first came out.  She explained that, in advance of 

today's meeting, only two persons had agreed to serve in two of the vacant positions and Felix 

had agreed to be considered for re-election as Treasurer for a second two-year term. 

 

Scotty was listed as a candidate for President. 

Peggy Moch was listed as a candidate for Vice-President. 

Felix Tweraser was listed as a candidate for Treasurer. 
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Mary Hollowell nominated Joe Corrado as a candidate for President.  He declined. 

She then asked if he would be willing to be a candidate for Vice-President, and he agreed to this. 

Steve Anthony asked for clarification  as to what the job of Executive Director entailed.  Scotty 

explained that, as stipulated in the Constitution, the Executive Director was tasked with assisting 

the president and the Executive Committee in carrying out their assigned duties; reporting 

annually to the membership at regularly-scheduled Conference meetings; and maintaining 

conference records and correspondence; calling meetings of the Executive Committee with the 

approval of the president and assisting the president in conducting all meetings; and being 

responsible for carrying out all duties assigned by the Executive Committee and the membership 

at regularly-scheduled Conference meetings.  The Chair of Committee A, he explained, is the 

"go to person" when faculty have issues around the state. 

   Peggy Moch expressed a potential interest in serving as Executive Director of the Conference. 

  A secret-ballot vote was then conducted.  The result was that Scotty was elected as President 

for a third two-year term, Joe Corrado was elected as Vice-President for an initial two-year term, 

and Felix was re-elected for another two-year term as Treasurer.  Scotty explained that he would 

let the Executive Committee know of Peggy's expressed interest and that of any others so far as 

becoming the Executive Director of the Conference is concerned. 

 

11.  Attendee Chapter Reports 

 

Augusta University.  Scotty Scott reported that the Augusta University AAUP chapter's 

challenge is to expand its membership on the medical campus.  The Faculty Senate at AU 

approved a resolution proposed by the AAUP chapter against the Muslim travel ban the Trump 

administration wanted to put into place. 

 

University of North Georgia.  David Broad reported that UNG has established its first AAUP 

chapter in 15 years.  There are 20 members.  UNG is the result of a consolidation between North 

Georgia College and State University and the two-year institution Gainesville State College.  

There are "a lot of issues" at UNG.  Two tenured faculty were summarily dismissed in the past 2 

years, which has motivated membership in the AAUP on that campus.  A couple of days ago, the 

AAUP chapter met with the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate at UNG.  Broad reported 

that this was a very productive meeting in which ways were identified for AAUP to support the 

Senate as a center of shared governance. Historically, not much along the lines of shared 

governance was in place at UNG, but Broad said he thought the existence of the AAUP chapter 

on that campus is already having a positive effect in this regard. 

 

Anne Richards asked why the two tenured faculty had been dismissed. 

 

David responded that the circumstances involved were never completely clear.  In one case there 

were whispers of inappropriate contact with a student, but nothing was ever proven or charged.  

In the other case, questions have been raised as to whether due process was followed. 

 

Wesleyan College 
  Barry Rhoades reported that the AAUP chapter at Wesleyan has 8 members. 
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Emory University 

  Noelle McAfee reported that Emory University has had a chapter for a very long time.  Budget 

cuts a new Dean inflicted in 2012 motivated her own involvement in resurrecting that chapter, in 

part because her husband's job had been affected by the cuts.  She also started her own Professor 

Watchlist, known as Professional Watchlist REDUX.  It can be found on a website she created 

and is "dedicated to satirizing sites that try to squelch academic freedom through intimidation, 

innuendo, and other sophomoric methods."  It is "an aggregated list of intellectuals throughout 

history from all political persuasions who are dedicated to open inquiry" and fights, with a sense 

of humor, for "values that help prevent tryanny and small-mindedness." Socrates, Jesus, and 

Aristotle are among those listed on her site. 

   She also reported that a post-election teach-in took place on the quad at Emory in an effort to 

encourage Emory to become a "sanctuary" campus.  The President of Emory did not support this 

effort, however, due to the risks of losing funding for the institution from NSF, etc. 

   There is a campaign being waged about the number of contingent faculty at Emory.  In nine 

units of the campus (most in the School of Medicine and in Arts & Sciences) there are more 

contingent faculty than research faculty.  23% of those on the lecture track are now organized.  

They are pushing for full benefits, a full role in faculty governance.  Currently, they have no job 

security.  Arguments against their securing these benefits include that tenure would be eroded if 

this occurred.  Currently, deans decide whether a line can be had for a lecturer.  But if a faculty 

member and the chair have a conflict, the chair can drop the line and the person.  As a result, 

some faculty who have been employed 10-30 years are in fear this will happen to them.  

 

Attendee:  Does the line actually "go away"? 

 

Noelle:  Yes, it goes away.  As a result, most lecture-track faculty bite their tongues and stay. 

 

Attendee:  Valdosta State University (VSU) had full-time temporary faculty who had taught 

there 20 years.  A Chancellor even said that if you keep a person for that long, it's defacto tenure. 

The AAUP says that all full-time faculty fall into two categories - those who are tenured and 

those who are probationary.  This can only be a problem for 7 years. 

 

Scotty Scott:  At that end of that 7 year period, a person then has earned the right to have a 

hearing committee/board determine whether they can be removed if someone moves against 

them. 

 

Reichman:  Grove City College was on the AAUP censure list for a long time.  It never had a 

tenure system.  The institution dismissed a guy who would have had tenure because he had been 

a pacifist in World War II. He moved on to teach elsewhere. When the college finally said it 

wanted to get off the censure list, it was willing to apologize to him (at age 90).  The AAUP said 

the college had to adopt policies to ensure that what happened to this individual would never 

happen again.  The college would not give tenure but agreed, eventually to a "tenure-light" 

policy.  If a person did not get a renewal contract but had been at Grove City College for 7 years, 

the person would be entitled to a hearing, with the burden of proof on the institution as to why he 

or she would not be reappointed. And the institution would have to have "cause" to non-renew 

(such as criminal activity, plagiarism.) 
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Scotty Scott reminded the group that, even in cases where such a hearing committee is in place, 

it produces a recommendation and not a decision on matters that come before it. 

 

Steve Anthony mentioned that some schools in the University System of Georgia (USG) have 

such a policy in place.  Non-tenure track faculty are evaluated every year, and more intensely 

after they have been employed 3 years.  At the 5th year of employment they are reviewed to see 

if they will be kept "permanently."  If the decision is positive, it takes effect the 7th year of 

employment.  At that point an employee has appeal rights if a negative decision occurs. 

 

Attendee:  There are things a devious administration can do to get around such policies. When 

we  forced Augusta University into honoring defacto tenure, a lot of cherished and respected 

faculty left because they didn't want to be tenured.  And a few colleagues were actually rehired 

after allegedly being "cut."  The point was to "break the clock" so they wouldn't qualify for 

defacto tenure.  They were required to leave but invited to come back the following year to be 

rehired.    

 

Attendee:  The same happened at Valdosta State University (VSU).  After a person was 

employed full-time for nearly 7 years, the individual was dropped back to part-time status.   The 

clock would then start over.   

 

Georgia College & State University 

   No report provided. 

 

University of West Georgia. 

  Felix Tweraser explained that the chapter had 53 members and was pretty active.  The 

Executive Committee meets every semester with President Marrero.  Discussions have been held 

about contingent faculty being hired.  Next week the chapter plans to hold its Fall meeting.  A 

professor of Finance will talk about open enrollment issues in ways that go beyond the 

dispassionate analysis faculty tend to hear from HR personnel. 

 

 

Georgia Highlands 

    Cindy Wheeler reported that the chapter on the Georgia Highlands campus is small but is 

making an effort to increase in size.  A payroll deduction system formerly in place is no longer 

available to faculty. 

 

Valdosta State University 

   No report provided. 

 

Clayton State University 

   Joe Corrado reported that the AAUP chapter at CSU is now one year old and has 17 members 

in it.  The chapter is trying to get an adjunct position on the Faculty Senate.  An attempt was 

made on campus last Spring to eliminate the opportunity for ALL FACULTY communication.  

The chapter has been encouraging faculty to oppose this. Mark Watson added that email at CSU 

now has to be approved by the marketing persons before it's distributed campus-wide.  
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Anne Richards said the same attempt was made on the UWG campus but faculty took to email to 

complain about it. 

 

Chris Ziegler mentioned that at Kennesaw State University, a "moderated" list is now in place. 

 

Kennesaw State University 
   No report provided. 

 

Georgia Southern University 

    Michelle Haberland reported that the GSU chapter will host get-togethers for faculty in the 

Spring semester on Thursday or Friday evenings.  The chapter celebrates those recently awarded 

tenure or promotion and invites administrators to attend the event but not have a speaking role.  

AAUP members talk and remind those who are newly tenured and promoted that this is a good 

time to join the AAUP.  The chapter believes such milestone events should be celebrated beyond 

one's family.  The chapter is also gravely concerned that its Title IX office serves to protect the 

institution and not the victims of sexual assault.  In one case it took six complaints before a well-

known harasser was removed.  He did "foul things" that were "offensive in every way," but was 

not removed earlier. He has petitioned the Georgia Supreme Court in opposition to his removal.  

The chapter AAUP took the position that HR should be supporting students and, if not, the 

chapter wants to protect students. 

   The consolidation between Georgia Southern and Armstrong Atlantic is not working well.  No 

one wanted this consolidation - on either campus.  The reaching out and merging of AAUP 

members has occurred ahead of time, however, because Armstrong didn't have a chapter.   

 

Scotty Scott took the opportunity to explain how a chapter can be developed.  He mentioned that 

he gets a list from the national AAUP of all AAUP members in the state.  He is authorized to 

share this information with members of the Executive Committee of the GA Conference, but not 

with the membership at large.  What he has done, however, is to email someone who inquires 

about making contact with other AAUP members on a given campus and reply to that individual 

with blind copies going to the persons he knows are AAUP members on that campus.  He then 

asks those he is blind-copying to contact the person who wants to form a chapter.  Seven persons 

are needed to form a chapter.  The AAUP provides templates for putting together a constitution, 

etc. to make forming a chapter a rather "easy process." 

 

12.  New Business 

   a.  Scotty explained that the next meeting of the University System of Georgia Faculty Council 

(USGFC) would likely be on Friday, December 1st.  At that time, the GA Conference of the 

AAUP has an opportunity to provide input to the group.  Scotty then outlined three issues he 

might bring to their attention: 

 

   (1)  The process for changing the BOR Policy Manual and perhaps the Academic & 

        Student Affairs Handbook.  These manuals are the system's version of an  

        institution's Faculty Handbook.  What ought to be the role of faculty in submitting 

        proposed changes, or of vetting proposed changes submitted by others before they 

        become policy? 
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           With regard to this issue, Scotty said he thought the Secretary of the USGFC could put 

           together a process for faculty being able to make changes so the USGFC would have  

           an opportunity vet any being considered. 

 

    (2) The process for selecting Presidents.  Under what circumstances can it be decided 

         that a search is not necessary, and what ought to be the faculty's role in that decision? 

            Scotty pointed out that the BOR Policy Manual actually articulates a very good 

            process for the way searches are to be conducted, but its very first sentence reads, 

            "If" the Chancellor decides to launch a search, the process is to be followed. That 

            currently means the authority resides in the Chancellor's Office for determining 

            whether or not a search of the nature described will be launched. 

 

    (3)  The process for decision-making at the system level.  How can we strengthen shared 

         governance throughout the Chancellor's Office, so that decisions that are being 

         recommended, considered, and enacted at the system level reflect the same level of 

         faculty involvement as they would were they occurring at the institution level?  How 

         can we best work with the System Office so that they follow more closely the overall 

         philosophy of shared governance discussed in the joint AAUP/ACE/AGB Statement 

         on Government of Colleges and Universities? 

 

     Scotty said he himself had a preference for going for the first item (1).  Michelle Haberland 

said she thought we should take the opportunity to push back harder on the second one (2).  

Anne Richards explained that any support for (1) would make it possible to address (2).  Bill 

Reese commented that (1) seemed fundamental to him, but represented a "big problem" for the 

USGFC to address because some policies have been a "big mess" for a long time and there are 

documents in the BOR Policy Manual under sundry titles that have to be reviewed.  Also, 

decisions made at the BOR (and reported in their minutes) can be enforced as policy. 

 

It was agreed by consensus that no formal vote was necessary on this matter and that introducing 

item (1) seemed to be the best way to address AAUP concerns. 

 

b.  Hank Reichman mentioned that the national AAUP had recently hired a "Digital Manager." 

He asked the group to let him know if the national AAUP was sending its members "the 

right things" or had suggestions about what, more or less, it could do online.  He explained 

that the AAUP benefits from a passive group of members who pay dues and support the 

organization in that way. It would also like to get help from its members via an electronic list.  

As a result, it looks at potential members, lapsed members, etc. 

 

Michelle Haberland said she thought what was on the AAUP website was really helpful.  She 

especially appreciated ways in which the national AAUP provided up-to-date information about 

those fired or suspended.  She thought kudos were in order for this. 

 

Reichman mentioned that Gwen Bradley is head of the Department of External Relations. 

 

To send email to all on a given campus, the AAUP has an issue.  Personnel at the national level 

don't have the resources to buy e-lists if faculty and/or go through university catalogs.  If a given 
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chapter does have these resources, Reichman said, that would be great.  It would be important to 

check first with the national office before going to the effort. 

 

Ian Fletcher:  Do you do this with Conferences? 

 

Scotty:  I have a people update via a listserv I get from national.  Send whatever you want to me 

and I'll send the information to them. 

 

Reichman:  The AAUP has only 34 employees, most of whom are in the national office. 

 

c.  Anne Richards mentioned that she had contacted the AAUP recently to see if someone there 

was aware of whether any faculty member had served in a given institution of higher education 

for 50 years or more.  The Association of Retired Faculty and Staff on the University of West 

Georgia campus will soon honor Bobby Powell, a Professor of Physics who has taught at UWG 

since 1967 and wondered if he had set a national record in the number of years he taught at one 

institution.  Joerg Tiede sent her information indicating that one individual had taught at the 

University of Michigan for 67 years. 

 

d.  Meeting of ASC Presidents and HBI's October 28, 2017, 9:00 am, Clayton State 

University. 

  Scotty explained that a couple of years ago, he volunteered to host a meeting of AAUP 

Conference presidents in the southeast.  About 12 persons attended from various states.  

Alabama did not participate because there is no AAUP Conference in that state.  The agenda for 

the meeting was similar to the one for our General Membership meeting. 

   The next meeting of this sort has been organized for Saturday, October 28, 2017. All are 

welcome to attend.  Information will be exchanged about what's going on in each state.  The 

current national president of the Assembly of State Conferences (ASC) will be present.  All 

states invited are right-to-work states but some may have solved problems we haven't been able 

to as yet.  The only topic for the meeting is HBCU's.  Given the lack of diversity in most of our 

meetings, the presidents in the southeast region have been asked to think about this and consider 

ways to improve the situation.  The new national AAUP director of HBI's and a member of the 

national Executive Committee (Julian Madison) will also be in attendance. 

 

e.  Guns on Campus - Educators Call. 

  Michelle Haberland circulated a flyer inviting interested colleagues to participate in a statewide 

conference call (to be held Thursday, October 19, 2017 at 8 pm) that is open to all faculty to 

discuss how faculties and universities are responding to the new reality of guns on campus and to 

(hopefully) shape the future of legislative action on this issue.  Moms Demand Action-Georgia 

agreed to host the call, which will begin with a panel of experts offering legal analysis of HB280 

and its implementation.  Scotty Scott and leaders from the University System of Georgia Faculty 

Council (USGFC) will also join the panel.  There will be time for faculty to ask questions of the 

panelists and each other and to talk with one another.  Lawsuit participants will talk briefly about 

how current law vests certain powers in the Board of Regents, which the state legislature may 

have overstepped. Michelle provided additional information about how to register for the event.  

The call will enable faculty to get some ideas about where we go from here and to have tangible 

plans for things to do from this point forward.  Those organizing this call are aware that 
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legislative officials have plans to expand the provisions of the bill that became law, opening the 

door more widely to the presence of guns on campus.  The organizers want legislators to know 

that faculty are opposed to this being done.  It seems nonsensical to Michelle that you can now 

bring a gun into a lab where a cigarette is prohibited. The law permits guns to be brought to 

class, but not to a faculty office. The law has to change in some ways to get rid of anomalies of 

this sort.  Anyone wanting additional information about this matter should email Michelle at 

mah@georgiasouthern.edu 

   It was also mentioned that a campaign to keep Campus Carry off campuses in the state of 

Florida has been championed by Kathryn Grant, Southern Regional Director of the campaign.  

She can be reached at kathryn@keepgunsoffcampus.org. 

 

13.  Standing Committee Reports 

 

Committee on Contingent Faculty.  Scotty reported that he has been unable to devote as much 

time to this committee as it deserves, and made a plea for someone else to take on the job of 

chairing it. 

 

At Large/Private Institution.  Barry Rhoades explained that he has been casting about for ways 

to get more private institutions involved in the GA Conference of AAUP.  Scotty recommended 

a meeting be held at one of the private institutions of higher education in Georgia. 

 

At Large/Public Institution.  Rick Lakes reported that he didn't really understand his role as a 

representative of these institutions and didn't know who to talk with about this.  Scotty explained 

that he and Michelle Haberland serve as the "point of contact" for persons who have questions 

about how the GA Conference relates to these institutions and that Steve Anthony could be a 

help to them in better understanding their role. 

 

Committee A.  Chris Ziegler reported that several faculty contacted her.  All had very different 

issues.  Chris would begin by asking if a digital copy of their institution's Faculty Handbook was 

available and she would access that to determine if there was anything she might be able to work 

with them on to remedy their situation.  To a large extent Chris found, however, that they had not 

been reading their Faculty Handbook while their administration had.  In Chris' view, faculty 

seem "woefully unaware of what's in the Faculty Handbook" and don't realize how helpful it can 

be if passages in that handbook are written correctly.  If the AAUP statement is in there and the 

handbook says it endorses national AAUP policy, that is helpful, especially if national is being 

asked to do something in support of the faculty member with a grievance.  Chris recommended 

that all faculty rewrite their handbooks if they have the opportunity so as to put themselves in a 

stronger position to deal with various issues. 

 

Scotty  emphasized that our focus as a Conference is supporting academic freedom and shared 

governance.  Some individuals may feel wronged with regard to other matters, but at a minimum 

we can give some advice about who they might call to address these. 

 

Attendee:  Is it normal for the Faculty Handbook to be written by faculty? 
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Chris Ziegler responded that the degree to which a Faculty Handbook works is related to its 

development as a shared project between the administration and the faculty.  The problem, 

however, is that there are people who don't understand the significance of a Faculty Handbook. 

 

Scotty strongly recommended that a person at each institution go to an AAUP Summer Institute. 

At these meetings Irene Mulvey and Joerg Tiede go through Faculty Handbooks and discuss the 

importance of faculty playing a greater role in their development. 

 

Mark Watson, who had attended the  2017 Summer Institute offered to share with the attendee 

who raised this question some files regarding handbooks that he had acquired at this summer's 

event.  

 

Anne Richards mentioned that an AAUP chapter can simply begin on its own to review the 

Faculty Handbook at its institution, and make suggestions for revising it through the governance 

process on that campus.  She explained that she had been invited to an AAUP committee 

meeting organized for that purpose soon after she joined the faculty at then West Georgia 

College.  It turned out that she was invited so she could take notes on their deliberations but, in 

the process, she became aware of the significance of wording in a Faculty Handbook to the 

resolution of various matters of consequence on her campus. 

 

Membership.  Steve Anthony explained that an ad hoc subcommittee of the Membership 

Committee had put together a survey this summer in an effort to get a handle on the exact count 

of qualified members in AAUP chapters across the state.  This was seen as a necessary first step 

in any efforts to increase our overall membership.  Presidents of chapters got emails asking them 

to provide information about the number of members in their chapter and how many of these 

were eligible to and/or allowed to vote on chapter business.  Thus far, only six institutions have 

responded:  Georgia Southern, Georgia College & State University, Clayton State University, 

Emory,  Mercer, and Kennesaw State University.  Of these, only one institution (Kennesaw State 

University) permits non-qualified members to vote on AAUP business.   Anne reported that the 

current president and treasurer of the University of West Georgia chapter had gotten together and 

formulated a response to this survey and said she would follow-up to see why it hadn't reached 

Steve as yet. 

   Steve explained that some individuals hold themselves out as having a chapter when one has 

not yet been officially established.  There are a lot who think that they are members of the AAUP 

when they are not.  Some think this is true simply because they are employed by an institution of 

higher education.  Some think it's true because they pay dues to the national AAUP. 

 

Committee W. Scotty explained that Libby Bailey had agreed to chair this Committee at our 

Spring Conference meeting, but later determined she was unable to continue handling these 

responsibilities.  He also mentioned that there is a national Committee W which is very active 

and could provide assistance to anyone taking on the role of chair of our Conference committee.  

He encouraged anyone who might have an interest in assuming the responsibilities of chair of 

this committee to let him know.  

 

Committee on Economic Status of the Profession.  Ian Fletcher explained that, because his 

wife became disabled over the last year and 1/2, he has not been able to give much attention to 
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the work of this committee.  He realizes that we are in great need of membership involvement 

and said he would be willing to be part of a holding pattern on this committee until he can put 

additional effort into it and/or others can join him in addressing the issue. 

 

At Large Member/Public Institutions.  Rick Lakes said that since consolidation has merged 

Georgia State University with Perimeter College, questions have been raised as to whether to 

keep their respective AAUP chapters separate or to combine them.  Scotty reminded Rick that he 

has a spread sheet with information about which faculty are associated with which institution. 

 

Warren Akin Award Committee.  Cindy Wheeler invited anyone who might want to make a 

nomination of someone for this award to watch for the announcement calling for nominations in 

the Spring.  She explained that Warren Akin, for whom the award is named, was an English 

professor who died unexpectedly at age 38.  He was one of the first chapter members to establish 

an AAUP chapter in the state of Georgia and served as a Georgia Conference of AAUP 

President. The award named in his honor, is the highest award the Conference has to give and is 

presented when the Akin Award Committee and the Conference Executive Committee deem it 

appropriate.  It is given to someone who, like Professor Akin, has rendered outstanding service to 

academic freedom in higher education. 

 

Cindy then announced that this year's recipient of the Akin Award is Professor William A. 

Reese II. Cindy explained that Dr. Reese was credited in the following ways for his Scholarship 

and Service to Augusta State University, now consolidated into Augusta University (AU); for his 

role in formulating AU policies and AU Senate bylaws; and for his service as University 

Advocate. 

 

Dr. Reese was a professor of Sociology, Criminal Justice, & Social Work for several decades 

until his recent retirement in the summer of 2016.  He is beloved by his students and colleagues.  

He has put his expertise in criminal justice to work in service of the society throughout his 

career.  He played a major role in writing the Faculty Senate bylaws and other faculty-related 

policies of the newly-formed AU.  In a real sense, Dr. Reese is thus considered "the James 

Madison of [that] University." The policies he helped write have codified shared governance and 

academic freedom as main guiding principles of AU's governance structure.  In this regard, Dr. 

Reese helped enshrine guiding AAUP principles into the very DNA of AU's new, fledgling 

university.  In many cases, the aforementioned policies refer to AAUP by name.  As a result, 

because of Dr. Reese's work, AAUP has a formal seat at the table when it comes to the shared 

governance structure of AU.  In addition to helping create the post of University Ombudsman, 

Dr. Reese helped create, de novo, the post of University Advocate at AU.  This is a powerful 

position, independent of both the administration and the Faculty Senate, and a person serving in 

it is charged with advocating for AU faculty.  AU is believed to be one of the only two 

universities in the country (the other being Colorado State) with a formally instituted University 

Advocate. 

 

In addition to the above, since AU's inception, Dr. Reese also served as the inaugural University 

Advocate until his retirement (in fact, for several months after his retirement, until a successor 

could be found).  Dr. Reese's faculty colleagues chose him to serve in this post in recognition of 

his unique set of qualifications and stellar record of prior service.  In this capacity, for a little 
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over two years, Dr. Reese has helped countless faculty, often with seemingly intractable 

problems, beyond all call of duty of his office.  In light of his record of lifelong service to the 

principles of the AAUP, Cindy presented Dr. Reese with a plaque honoring him as a recipient of 

the Akin Award.  

 

Government Relations. Steve Anthony reported that the state budget had not yet been released 

by the Governor.  It is likely to be a 25 billion dollar budget.  Out of this the "Rainy Day Fund" 

will be fully-funded and there should be money for raises and shoring up the health insurance 

benefits for employees.  Beyond this, Steve said  he didn't have anything further to report just 

now. 

 

So far as our retirement bill is concerned, it passed out of committee for audit.  No information 

has yet been released about any of the bills sent for audit.  If it is approved, it has to be voted on 

this year.  It will be tough again, Steve noted.  It was tough in May and will be tough starting in 

the House.  Its sponsor, Stacey Evans (a Democrat), is now running for Governor and has 

resigned her position in the legislature.  Wendell Willard (a Republican) has agreed to carry the 

bill.  He will push for a formal vote of the committee and get it on the floor.  At some point, 

Steve mentioned, the Conference will inform its membership to contact members of the 

legislature. 

 

With regard to gun legislation, Steve said he has yet to see any language about amending the 

bill.  There is always a danger when this is done, since it opens the door to other changes.  

Because this is an election year, however, Steve anticipates that legislators will get in and out of 

session quickly (likely by the end of March) and avoid controversial legislation.  So they could 

avoid bills focusing on Religious Freedom and Guns.  With regard to the gun bill, Steve expects 

that the USG office could get clarification it requests related to lingering questions.  In lieu of 

legal action this may occur.  Steve stated that he doesn't have hope that any legal case will 

succeed, although this is dependent on the Judge who gets the case. 

 

An attendee asked how much of the overall budget will be allocated to higher education. 

 

Steve responded:  about 2.5 to 3 billion dollars. 

 

 

14.  Location for Spring Conference Meeting 

  Scotty explained that the Conference is looking for a room at a university, preferably in the 

Atlanta area, in Macon, or in Milledgeville.  The latter two are, geographically, in the middle of 

the state and thus most accessible for a wider range of faculty. 

 

Ian Fletcher stated that holding the Spring Conference meeting at Georgia State University, with 

the History Department there organizing it, might assist in efforts underway at GSU to 

reinvigorate their AAUP chapter. 

 

Noelle McAfee offered Emory University as a back-up plan. 
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Craig Turner suggested that both offers be accepted, with one taking responsibility for the Spring 

meeting (2018) and the other for the Fall meeting (2018). 

 

Anne reminded those making these offers that a newsletter deadline (related to our qualifying for 

an ASC per-capita grant) makes it imperative that we have the date and location for this meeting 

set within the next couple of weeks. 

 

Adjournment:  The meeting ended at approximately 3:45 pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Anne C. Richards 


