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Appendix A:
Horowitz’s Academic Bill of Rights

Adapted from http://www.studentsforacademicfreedom.org

I. The Mission of the University

The central purposes of a university are the pursuit of truth, the discovery of new knowledge through
scholarship and research, the study and reasoned criticism of intellectual and cultural traditions, the teaching
and general development of students to help them become creative individuals and productive citizens of a
pluralistic democracy, and the transmission of knowledge and learning to a society at large. Free inquiry and
free speech within the academic community are indispensable to the achievement of these goals. The
freedom to teach and to learn depends upon the creation of appropriate conditions and opportunities on
the campus as a whole as well as in the classrooms and lecture halls. These purposes reflect the values—
pluralism, diversity, opportunity, critical intelligence, openness and fairness—that are the cornerstones of
American society.

II. Academic Freedom

1. The Concept. Academic freedom and intellectual diversity are values indispensable to the American
university. From its first formulation in the General Report of the Committee on Academic Freedom and
Tenure of the American Association of University Professors, the concept of academic freedom has been
premised on the idea that human knowledge is a never-ending pursuit of the truth, that there is no humanly
accessible truth that is not in principle open to challenge, and that no party or intellectual faction has a
monopoly on wisdom. Therefore, academic freedom is most likely to thrive in an environment of
intellectual diversity that protects and fosters independence of thought and speech. In the words of the
General Report, it is vital to protect “as the first condition of progress, [a] complete and unlimited freedom
to pursue inquiry and publish its results.”

Because free inquiry and its fruits are crucial to the democratic enterprise itself, academic freedom is a
national value as well. In a historic 1967 decision (Keyishian v. Board of Regents of the University of the
State of New York), the Supreme Court of the United States overturned a New York State loyalty provision
for teachers with these words: “Our nation is deeply committed to safeguarding academic freedom, [a]
transcendent value to all of us and not merely to the teachers concerned.” In Sweezy v. New Hampshire
(1957), the Court observed that the “essentiality of freedom in the community of American universities
[was] almost self-evident.”

2. The Practice. Academic freedom consists in protecting the intellectual independence of professors,
researchers and students in the pursuit of knowledge and the expression of ideas from interference by
legislators or authorities within the institution itself. This means that no political, ideological or religious
orthodoxy will be imposed on professors and researchers through the hiring or tenure or termination
process, or through any other administrative means by the academic institution. Nor shall legislatures
impose any such orthodoxy through their control of the university budget.

This protection includes students. From the first statement on academic freedom, it has been recognized
that intellectual independence means the protection of students—as well as faculty—from the imposition of



any orthodoxy of a political, religious or ideological nature. The 1915 General Report admonished faculty to
avoid “taking unfair advantage of the student’s immaturity by indoctrinating him with the teacher’s own
opinions before the student has had an opportunity fairly to examine other opinions upon the matters in
question, and before he has sufficient knowledge and ripeness of judgment to be entitled to form any
definitive opinion of his own.” In 1967, the AAUP Joint Statement on Rights and Freedoms of Students
reinforced and amplified this injunction by affirming the inseparability of “the freedom to teach and
freedom to learn.” In the words of the report, “students should be free to take reasoned exception to the
data or views offered in any course of study and to reserve judgment about matters of opinion.”

Therefore, to secure the intellectual independence of faculty and students and to protect the principle of
intellectual diversity, the following principles and procedures shall be observed.

These principles fully apply only to public universities and to private universities that present themselves as
bound by the canons of academic freedom. Private institutions choosing to restrict academic freedom on
the basis of creed have an obligation to be as explicit as is possible about the scope and nature of these
restrictions.

1. All faculty shall be hired, fired, promoted and granted tenure on the basis of their competence and
appropriate knowledge in the field of their expertise and, in the humanities, the social sciences, and
the arts, with a view toward fostering a plurality of methodologies and perspectives. No faculty
shall be hired or fired or denied promotion or tenure on the basis of his or her political or religious
beliefs.

2. No faculty member will be excluded from tenure, search and hiring committees on the basis of
their political or religious beliefs.

3. Students will be graded solely on the basis of their reasoned answers and appropriate knowledge of
the subjects and disciplines they study, not on the basis of their political or religious beliefs.

4. Curricula and reading lists in the humanities and social sciences should reflect the uncertainty and
unsettled character of all human knowledge in these areas by providing students with dissenting
sources and viewpoints where appropriate. While teachers are and should be free to pursue their
own findings and perspectives in presenting their views, they should consider and make their
students aware of other viewpoints. Academic disciplines should welcome a diversity of approaches
to unsettled questions.

5.  Exposing students to the spectrum of significant scholarly viewpoints on the subjects examined in
their courses is a major responsibility of faculty. Faculty will not use their courses for the purpose
of political, ideological, religious or anti-religious indoctrination.

6. Selection of speakers, allocation of funds for speakers programs and other student activities will
observe the principles of academic freedom and promote intellectual pluralism.

7. An environment conducive to the civil exchange of ideas being an essential component of a free
university, the obstruction of invited campus speakers, destruction of campus literature or other
effort to obstruct this exchange will not be tolerated.



Knowledge advances when individual scholars are left free to reach their own conclusions about
which methods, facts, and theories have been validated by research. Academic institutions and
professional societies formed to advance knowledge within an area of research, maintain the
integrity of the research process, and organize the professional lives of related researchers serve as
indispensable venues within which scholars circulate research findings and debate their
interpretation. To perform these functions adequately, academic institutions and professional
societies should maintain a posture of organizational neutrality with respect to the substantive
disagreements that divide researchers on questions within, or outside, their fields of inquiry.



Appendix B:
Horowitz's Student Bill of Rights

Adapted from http://www.studentsforacademicfreedom.org

I. The Mission of the University

The central purposes of a university are the pursuit of truth, the discovery of new knowledge through
scholarship and research, the study and reasoned criticism of intellectual and cultural traditions, the teaching
and general development of students to help them become creative individuals and productive citizens of a
pluralistic democracy, and the transmission of knowledge and learning to a society at large. Free inquiry and
free speech within the academic community are indispensable to the achievement of these goals. The
freedom to teach and to learn depends upon the creation of appropriate conditions and opportunities on
the campus as a whole as well as in the classrooms and lecture halls. These purposes reflect the values—
pluralism, diversity, opportunity, critical intelligence, openness and fairness—that are the cornerstones of
American society.

II. Academic Freedom

1. The Concept. Academic freedom and intellectual diversity are values indispensable to the American
university. From its first formulation in the General Report of the Committee on Academic Freedom and
Tenure of the American Association of University Professors, the concept of academic freedom has been
premised on the idea that human knowledge is a never-ending pursuit of the truth, that there is no humanly
accessible truth that is not in principle open to challenge, and that no party or intellectual faction has a
monopoly on wisdom. Therefore, academic freedom is most likely to thrive in an environment of
intellectual diversity that protects and fosters independence of thought and speech. In the words of the
General Report, it is vital to protect “as the first condition of progress, [a] complete and unlimited freedom
to pursue inquiry and publish its results.”

Because free inquiry and its fruits are crucial to the democratic enterprise itself, academic freedom is a
national value as well. In a historic 1967 decision (Keyishian v. Board of Regents of the University of the
State of New York) the Supreme Court of the United States overturned a New York State loyalty provision
for teachers with these words: “Our nation is deeply committed to safeguarding academic freedom, [a]
transcendent value to all of us and not merely to the teachers concerned.” In Sweezy v. New Hampshire
(1957), the Court observed that the “essentiality of freedom in the community of American universities
[was] almost self-evident.”

2. The Practice. Academic freedom consists in protecting the intellectual independence of professors,
researchers and students in the pursuit of knowledge and the expression of ideas from interference by
legislators or authorities within the institution itself. This means that no political, ideological or religious
orthodoxy will be imposed on professors, researchers and students through the hiring or tenure or
termination process, or through the grading system or through the control of the classroom or any other
administrative means. Nor shall legislatures impose any such orthodoxy through their control of the
university budget.



From its very first statement on academic freedom, the university community has recognized the
vulnerability of students in particular to political and ideological abuses of the university as an institution.
The 1915 General Report admonished faculty to avoid “taking unfair advantage of the student’s immaturity
by indoctrinating him with the teacher’s own opinions before the student has had an opportunity fairly to
examine other opinions upon the matters in question, and before he has sufficient knowledge and ripeness
of judgment to be entitled to form any definitive opinion of his own.”

In the 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure, the American Association of
University Professors declared: ““Teachers are entitled to freedom in the classroom in discussing their
subject, but they should be careful not to introduce into their teaching controversial matter which has no
relation to their subject.” In a 1970 clarification and re-endorsement of this principle, the AAUP said: “The
intent of this statement is not to discourage what is ‘controversial.” Controversy is at the heart of the free
academic inquiry, which the entire statement is designed to foster. The passage serves to underscore the
need for teachers to avoid persistently intruding material which has no relation to their subject.” [“1970
Interpretative Comments,” endorsed by the 56th annual association meeting as association policy.]

In 1967, the AAUP Joint Statement on Rights and Freedoms of Students affirmed the inseparability of “the
freedom to teach and freedom to learn.” In the words of the report, “students should be free to take
reasoned exception to the data or views offered in any course of study and to reserve judgment about
matters of opinion.”

Professors are hired to teach all students, not just students who share their political, religious and
philosophical beliefs. It is essential therefore, that professors and lecturers not force their opinions about
philosophy, politics and other contestable issues on students in the classroom and in all academic
environments. This is a cardinal principle of academic freedom laid down by the American Association of
University Professors.

In an academic environment professors are in a unique position of authority vis-a-vis their students. The use
of academic incentives and disincentives to advance a partisan or sectarian view creates an environment of
indoctrination which is unprofessional and contrary to the educational mission. It is a violation of students’
academic freedom. The creation of closed, political fiefdoms in colleges, programs or departments, is the
opposite of academic freedom, and does not deserve public subsidy or private educational support.

Therefore, to ensure the integrity of the educational process and to protect the principle of intellectual
diversity, the following principles and procedures shall be observed. These principles fully apply only to
public universities and to private universities that present themselves as bound by the canons of academic
freedom. Private institutions choosing to restrict academic freedom on the basis of creed have an obligation
to be as explicit as is possible about the scope and nature of these restrictions.

1. Students will be graded solely on the basis of their reasoned answers and appropriate knowledge of
the subjects and disciplines they study, not on the basis of their political or religious beliefs.

2. Curricula and reading lists in the humanities and social sciences should reflect the uncertainty and
unsettled character of all human knowledge in these areas by providing students with dissenting
sources and viewpoints where appropriate. While teachers are and should be free to pursue their
own findings and perspectives in presenting their views, they should consider and make their
students aware of other viewpoints. Academic disciplines should welcome a diversity of approaches
to unsettled questions.



Exposing students to the spectrum of significant scholarly viewpoints on the subjects examined in
their courses is a major responsibility of faculty. Faculty will not use their courses for the purpose of
political, ideological, religious or anti-religious indoctrination.

Selection of speakers, allocation of funds for speakers programs and other student activities will
observe the principles of academic freedom and promote intellectual pluralism.

An environment conducive to the civil exchange of ideas being an essential component of a free
university, the obstruction of invited campus speakers, destruction of campus literature or other
effort to obstruct this exchange will not be tolerated.

Knowledge advances when individual scholars are left free to reach their own conclusions about
which methods, facts, and theories have been validated by research. Academic institutions and
professional societies formed to advance knowledge within an area of research, maintain the
integrity of the research process, and organize the professional lives of related researchers serve as
indispensable venues within which scholars circulate research findings and debate their
interpretation. To perform these functions adequately, academic institutions and professional
societies should maintain a posture of organizational neutrality with respect to the substantive
disagreements that divide researchers on questions within, or outside, their fields of inquiry.



Appendix C:

Reply of the American Association of University
Professors

Adapted from http://www.aaup.org/statements/SpchState/Statements/BillofRights.htm
(December 2003)

The past year has witnessed repeated efforts to establish what has been called an “Academic Bill of Rights.”
Based upon data purporting to show that Democrats greatly outnumber Republicans in faculty positions,
and citing official statements and principles of the American Association of University Professors, advocates
of the Academic Bill of Rights would require universities to maintain political pluralism and diversity. This
requirement is said to enforce the principle that “no political, ideological or religious orthodoxy should be
imposed on professors and researchers through the hiring or tenure or termination process.”’ Although
Committee A endorses this principle, which we shall call the “principle of neutrality,” it believes that the
Academic Bill of Rights is an improper and dangerous method for its implementation. There are already
mechanisms in place that protect this principle, and they work well. Not only is the Academic Bill of Rights
redundant, but, ironically, it also infringes academic freedom in the very act of purporting to protect it.

A fundamental premise of academic freedom is that decisions concerning the quality of scholarship and
teaching are to be made by reference to the standards of the academic profession, as interpreted and applied
by the community of scholars who are qualified by expertise and training to establish such standards. The
proposed Academic Bill of Rights directs universities to enact guidelines implementing the principle of
neutrality, in particular by requiring that colleges and universities appoint faculty “with a view toward
fostering a plurality of methodologies and perspectives.” The danger of such guidelines is that they invite
diversity to be measured by political standards that diverge from the academic criteria of the scholarly
profession. Measured in this way, diversity can easily become contradictory to academic ends. So, for
example, no department of political theory ought to be obligated to establish “a plurality of methodologies
and perspectives” by appointing a professor of Nazi political philosophy, if that philosophy is not deemed a
reasonable scholarly option within the discipline of political theory. No department of chemistry ought to be
obligated to pursue “a plurality of methodologies and perspectives” by appointing a professor who teaches
the phlogiston theory of heat, if that theory is not deemed a reasonable perspective within the discipline of
chemistry.

These examples illustrate that the appropriate diversity of a university faculty must ultimately be conceived
as a question of academic judgment, to be determined by the quality and range of pluralism deemed
reasonable by relevant disciplinary standards, as interpreted and applied by college and university faculty.
Advocates for the Academic Bill of Rights, however, make clear that they seek to enforce a kind of diversity
that is instead determined by essentially political categories, like the number of Republicans or Democrats
on a faculty, or the number of conservatives or liberals. Because there is in fact little correlation between
these political categories and disciplinary standing, the assessment of faculty by such explicitly political
criteria, whether used by faculty, university administration, or the state, would profoundly corrupt the
academic integrity of universities. Indeed, it would violate the neutrality principle itself. For this reason,
recent efforts to enact the Academic Bill of Rights pose a grave threat to fundamental principles of
academic freedom.



The Academic Bill of Rights also seeks to enforce the principle that “faculty members will not use their
courses or their position for the purpose of political, ideological, religious, or antireligious indoctrination.”
Although Committee A endorses this principle, which we shall call the nonindoctrination principle, the
Academic Bill of Rights is an inappropriate and dangerous means for its implementation. This is because the
bill seeks to distinguish indoctrination from appropriate pedagogy by applying principles other than relevant
scholarly standards, as interpreted and applied by the academic profession.

If a professor of constitutional law reads the examination of a student who contends that terrorist violence
should be protected by the First Amendment because of its symbolic message, the determination of whether
the examination should receive a high or a low grade must be made by reference to the scholarly standards
of the law. The application of these standards properly distinguishes indoctrination from competent
pedagogy. Similarly, if a professor of American literature reads the examination of a student that proposes a
singular interpretation of Moby Dick, the determination of whether the examination should receive a high or
a low grade must be made by reference to the scholatly standards of literary criticism. The student has no
“right” to be rewarded for an opinion of Moby Dick that is independent of these scholarly standards. If
students possessed such rights, all knowledge would be reduced to opinion, and education would be
rendered superfluous.

The Academic Bill of Rights seeks to transfer responsibility for the evaluation of student competence to
college and university administrators or to the courts, apparently on the premise that faculty ought to be
stripped of the authority to make such evaluative judgments. The bill justifies this premise by reference to
“the uncertainty and unsettled character of all human knowledge.” This premise, however, is antithetical to
the basic scholarly enterprise of the university, which is to establish and transmit knowledge. Although
academic freedom rests on the principle that knowledge is mutable and open to revision, an Academic Bill
of Rights that reduces all knowledge to uncertain and unsettled opinion, and which proclaims that all
opinions are equally valid, negates an essential function of university education.

Some versions of the Academic Bill of Rights imply that faculty ought not to be trusted to exercise the
pedagogical authority required to make evaluative judgments. A bill proposing an Academic Bill of Rights
recently under discussion in Colorado, for example, provides:

The general assembly further declares that intellectual independence means the protection of students as well as
Saculty from the imposition of any orthodoxy of a political, religious or ideological nature. To achieve the
intellectual independence of students, teachers should not take unfair advantage of a student’s immaturity by
indoctrinating bim with the teacher’s own opinions before a student has had an opportunity fairly to examine
other opinions upon the matters in question, and before a student has sufficient knowledge and ripeness of
Judgment to be entitled to form any definitive opinion of his own, and students should be free to take reasoned
exception to the data or views offered in any conrse of study and to reserve judgment abont matters of opinion.”

On the surface, this paragraph appears merely to restate important elements of AAUP policy.’ In the
context of that policy, this paragraph unambiguously means that the line between indoctrination and proper
pedagogical authority is to be determined by reference to scholarly and professional standards, as interpreted
and applied by the faculty itself. In the context of the proposed Colorado Academic Bill of Rights, by
contrast, this paragraph means that the line between indoctrination and proper pedagogical authority is to be
determined by college and university administrations or by courts. This distinction is fundamental.

A basic purpose of higher education is to endow students with the knowledge and capacity to exercise
responsible and independent judgment. Faculty can fulfill this objective only if they possess the authority to



guide and instruct students. AAUP policies have long justified this authority by reference to the scholatly
expertise and professional training of faculty. College and university professors exercise this authority every
time they grade or evaluate students. Although faculty would violate the indoctrination principle were they
to evaluate their students in ways not justified by the scholarly and ethical standards of the profession,
faculty could not teach at all if they were utterly denied the ability to exercise this authority.

The clear implication of AAUP policy, therefore, is that the question whether it is indoctrination for
teachers of biology to regard the theory of evolution as an opinion about which students must be allowed
“to reserve judgment” can be answered only by those who are expert in biology. The whole thrust of the
proposed Colorado Academic Bill of Rights, by contrast, is to express distrust of faculty capacity to make
such judgments, and to transfer the supervision of such determinations to a college or university
administration or to courts. The proposed Colorado bill thus transforms decisions that should be grounded
in professional competence and expertise into decisions that are based upon managerial, mechanical, or,
even worse, overtly political criteria. The proposed Colorado bill also facilitates the constant supervision of
everyday pedagogic decision making, a supervision that threatens altogether to undercut faculty authority in
the classroom. It thus portends incalculable damage to basic principles of academic freedom.

Skepticism of professional knowledge, such as that which underlies the Academic Bill of Rights, is deep and
corrosive. This is well illustrated by its requirement that “academic institutions...maintain a posture of
organizational neutrality with respect to the substantive disagreements that divide researchers on questions
within...their fields of inquiry.”” The implications of this requirement are truly breathtaking. Academic
institutions, from faculty in departments to research institutes, perform their work precisely by making
judgments of quality, which necessarily require them to intervene in academic controversies. Only by
making such judgments of quality can academic institutions separate serious work from mere opinion,
responsible scholarship from mere polemic. Because the advancement of knowledge depends upon the
capacity to make judgments of quality, the Academic Bill of Rights would prevent colleges and universities
from achieving their most fundamental mission.

When carefully analyzed, therefore, the Academic Bill of Rights undermines the very academic freedom it
claims to support. It threatens to impose administrative and legislative oversight on the professional
judgment of faculty, to deprive professors of the authority necessary for teaching, and to prohibit academic
institutions from making the decisions that are necessary for the advancement of knowledge. For these
reasons Committee A strongly condemns efforts to enact the Academic Bill of Rights.

The AAUP has consistently held that academic freedom can only be maintained so long as faculty remain
autonomous and self-governing. We do not mean to imply, of course, that academic professionals never
make mistakes or act in improper or unethical ways. But the AAUP has long stood for the proposition that
violations of professional standards, like the principles of neutrality or nonindoctrination, are best remedied
by the supervision of faculty peers. It is the responsibility of the professoriate, in cooperation with
administrative officers, to ensure compliance with professional standards. By repudiating this basic concept,
the Academic Bill of Rights alters the meaning of the principles of neutrality and nonindoctrination in ways
that contradict academic freedom as it has been advanced in standards and practices which the AAUP has
long endorsed.

! This language derives from a Concurrent Resolution (H.Con.Res. 318) proposed in the House of Representatives
by Jack Kingston during the 108th Congress. It also appears in a proposed amendment to Article | of Title 23 of
the Colorado Revised Statutes, 24-125.5. Both pieces of legislation grow out of a version of the Academic Bill of
Rights originally drafted by columnist David Horowitz. See http://studentsforacademicfreedom.org/.




2 H.Con.Res. 318. We note, parenthetically, that, while this embrace of diversity may be reasonable in some
circumstances, it may make little academic sense in other contexts, as, for example, when a department wishes
to specialize in a particular disciplinary approach.

% H.Con.Res. 318.

* H.Con.Res. 318.

® Proposed amendment to Article | of Title 23 of the Colorado Revised Statutes, 24-125.5.

¢ “Some Observations on Ideology, Competence, and Faculty Selections,” Academe: Bulletin of the AAUP,
(January-February 1986): la-2a.

"'H.Con.Res. 318.
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Appendix D:

American Council on Education Statement on Academic
Rights and Responsibilities

Adapted from http://www.nasulgc.org/federal%20relations/INTELL.pdf (June 23, 2005)

Intellectual pluralism and academic freedom are central principles of American higher education. Recently,
these issues have captured the attention of the media, political leaders and those in the academy. This is not
the first time in the nation’s history that these issues have become public controversies, but the current
interest in intellectual discourse on campus suggests that the meaning of these terms, and the rights and
responsibilities of individual members of the campus community, should be reiterated.

Without question, academic freedom and intellectual pluralism are complex topics with multiple dimensions
that affect both students and faculty. Moreover, America’s colleges and universities vary enormously,
making it impossible to create a single definition or set of standards that will work equally well for all fields
of academic study and all institutions in all circumstances. Individual campuses must give meaning and
definition to these concepts within the context of disciplinary standards and institutional mission.

Despite the difficulty of prescribing a universal definition, we believe that there are some central,
overarching principles that are widely shared within the academic community and that deserve to be stated
affirmatively as a basis for discussion of these issues on campuses and elsewhere.

e American higher education is characterized by a great diversity of institutions, each with its own
mission and purpose. This diversity is a central feature and strength of our colleges and universities
and must be valued and protected. The particular purpose of each school, as defined by the
institution itself, should set the tone for the academic activities undertaken on campus.

e Colleges and universities should welcome intellectual pluralism and the free exchange of ideas. Such
a commitment will inevitably encourage debate over complex and difficult issues about which
individuals will disagree. Such discussions should be held in an environment characterized by
openness, tolerance and civility.

e Academic decisions including grades should be based solely on considerations that are intellectually
relevant to the subject matter under consideration. Neither students nor faculty should be
disadvantaged or evaluated on the basis of their political opinions. Any member of the campus
community who believes that he or she has been treated unfairly on academic matters must have
access to a clear institutional process by which his or her grievance can be addressed.

e The validity of academic ideas, theories, arguments and views should be measured against the
intellectual standards of relevant academic and professional disciplines. Application of these
intellectual standards does not mean that all ideas have equal merit. The responsibility to judge the
merits of competing academic ideas rests with colleges and universities and is determined by
reference to the standards of the academic profession as established by the community of scholars at
each institution.

11



Government’s recognition and respect for the independence of colleges and universities is essential
for academic and intellectual excellence. Because colleges and universities have great discretion and
autonomy over academic affairs, they have a particular obligation to ensure that academic freedom is
protected for all members of the campus community and that academic decisions are based on
intellectual standards consistent with the mission of each institution.

12



Appendix E:

Pennsylvania House Resolution 177
Adapted from http://www?2.leqgis.state.pa.us/WUOQ1/LI/BI/BT/2005/0/HR0177P2553.pdf

PRIOR PRINTER’S NOS. 1280, 2451 PRINTER’S NO. 2553

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF PENNSYLVANIA
HOUSE RESOLUTION

No. 177 Session of 2005

INTRODUCED BY ARMSTRONG, BARRAR, BENNINGHOFF, BIRMELIN, BOYD,
CALTAGIRONE, CLYMER, CRAHALLA, CREIGHTON, FAIRCHILD, FICHTER, FORCIER,
GABIG, GILLESPIE, GINGRICH, HERSHEY, JAMES, W. KELLER, KILLION, LEH, METCALFE,
R. MILLER, MUSTIO, PHILLIPS, READSHAW, ROBERTS, ROHRER, SCHRODER, STERN, R.
STEVENSON, E. Z. TAYLOR, TRUE, WILT, YOUNGBLOOD, DENLINGER, CIVERA, RAPP,
FLEAGLE, FLICK, BASTIAN, BROWNE, HARPER AND PAYNE, MARCH 29, 2005

AS AMENDED, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, JULY 5, 2005
A RESOLUTION

Establishing a select committee to examine the academic
atmosphere and the degree to which faculty have the
opportunity to instruct and students have the opportunity to
learn in an environment conducive to the pursuit of knowledge
and truth at State-related and State-owned colleges and
universities and community colleges in this Commonwealth.

AN OB~ WD

7 WHEREAS, Academic freedom and intellectual diversity are

8  values indispensable to the American colleges and universities;

9 and
10 WHEREAS, From its first formulation in the General Report of
11 the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure of the American
12 Association of University Professors, the concept of academic
13 freedom has been premised on the idea that human knowledge is a
14 never-ending pursuit of the truth, that there is no humanly
15 accessible truth that is not, in principle, open to challenge,
16 and that no party or intellectual faction has a monopoly on
17  wisdom; and

13
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WHEREAS, Academic freedom is likely to thrive in an
environment of intellectual diversity that protects and fosters
independence of thought and speech; and

WHEREAS, Students and faculty should be protected from the
imposition of ideological orthodoxy, and faculty members have
the responsibility to not take advantage of their authority

position to introduce inappropriate or irrelevant subject matter
outside their field of study; therefore be it

RESOLVED, That a select committee composed of the
Subcommittee on Higher Education of the Education Committee,
plus one member appointed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and one member appointed by the Minority Leader
of the House of Representatives, examine, study and inform the
House of Representatives on matters relating to the academic
atmosphere and the degree to which faculty have the opportunity
to instruct and students have the opportunity to learn in an
environment conducive to the pursuit of knowledge and truth and
the expression of independent thought at State-related and
State-owned colleges, universities and community colleges,
including, but not limited to, whether:

(1) faculty are hired, fired, promoted and granted

tenure based on their professional competence and subject

matter knowledge and with a view of helping students explore
and understand various methodologies and perspectives;

(2) students have an academic environment, quality life

on campus and reasonable access to course materials that

create an environment conducive to learning, the development

of critical thinking and the exploration and expression of
independent thought and that the students are evaluated based

on their subject knowledge; and

14
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(3) that students are graded based on academic merit,

without regard for ideological views, and that academic

freedom and the right to explore and express independent

thought is available to and practiced freely by faculty and

students;

and be it further

RESOLVED, That the chairman of the Subcommittee on Higher
Education of the Education Committee of the House of

Representatives shall be chairman of the select committee, that

committee vacancies not affect the power of the remaining

members to execute committee functions and that committee

vacancies be filled in the same manner as the original

appointment; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the committee may hold hearings, take

testimony and conduct investigations within this Commonwealth as
necessary; and be it further

RESOLVED, THAT IF AN INDIVIDUAL MAKES AN ALLEGATION
AGAINST A

FACULTY MEMBER CLAIMING BIAS, THE FACULTY MEMBER MUST
BE GIVEN

AT LEAST 48 HOURS’ NOTICE OF THE SPECIFICS OF THE ALLEGATION
PRIOR TO THE TESTIMONY BEING GIVEN AND BE GIVEN AN
OPPORTUNITY

TO TESTIFY AT THE SAME HEARING AS THE INDIVIDUAL MAKING
THE

ALLEGATION; AND BE IT FURTHER

RESOLVED, That the Chief Clerk, with the Speaker’s approval,

pay for the reasonable, appropriate and proper expenses incurred

by the committee; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the committee make a report of its findings

and any recommendations for remedial legislation and other

appropriate action by June 30, 2000, and that the committee may

extend the investigation for additional time, if necessary, but

no later than November 30, 2006.



