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Introductions 

Admin Team:  Rob Craddock (Asst. Director for LER), Leslie Arvan (Director University LER), 

Drew Slaucher (Admin aide), Heather Horn (LER), Deb Huisiuga (University Asst Dean, Social 

Work), Paul Redman (Asst Dean FAA), Sharon Reynolds (Academic HR) 

BTeam:  Kay Emmert, Dennis Dullea, Charlie Webster, John Rubins, Kristin Bouton, Theo 

Malekin, Marie Henehan, Christina DeAngleo, Jon Nadler (IFT), Kirstin Wilcox, Mary McGrath, 

Daniel Steward, Kostas Kourtikakis, Jen Burns, Dorothee Schneider. 

Overserves:  Anne Dietz (AFT), Wren Keturi (AFT), Meghan Bohardt (AFT) 

 

Kay:  So, first we just wanted to discuss dates, again confirming that was have summer dates at 

1:30 on May 27, June 10 and 25, July 15 and 29.  And then you were going to come back with an 

alternative August date. 

Leslie: August 11th? 

Kay:  We will look at our schedules and get back to you.  Do you have any economic proposals? 

Leslie: No. 

Kay:  Do you know when you’ll have them? 

Leslie:  We do not.  As we’ve discussed several times, we want to discuss and TA all the non-

economic items before we move forward. 

Kay:  That’s interesting, because you said you wanted to see our entire proposals before we 

begin TA’ing anything. 

Leslie:  We never said that. 

Kay:  Okay.  This is a concern for our members, so we’d like to move forward.  We have some 

memos for you, and then some of the counters to what we discussed last time. 

[Hand out memos and counters] 

Kay:  I figured that we’d discuss this further next time, but one of our team members did want 

to speak on the importance of the preamble.  Dorothee? 



Dorothee:  The preamble that you thought was unnecessary is very important to us.  [Begin 

reading memo on the preamble and purpose].  Why would you not subscribe to this common 

purpose?   

Leslie:  Okay. 

Kay:  We wanted to focus mostly today on academic freedom.  We have a few extra people 

with us today. We felt that it would be important for some of our members to speak to this and 

inform our bargaining today.  For the most part, we are bargaining with a team that are not 

faculty or supervise faculty, so we’ve seen a few instances already a need to explain what some 

of the these subjects mean to us as faculty, on our ability to do our jobs, on our students ability 

to learn, and our University’s ability to maintain its mission and structure.  This is something 

that impacts our daily ability to do what educators do to the best that our professions allow.  

There is no way we can see eye-to-eye on this unless we both see academic freedom as 

essential to our profession.  I do want to begin with questions from our members.  Mary, would 

you like to begin? 

May:  I come from a C&I background, so when all of my methods of instruction, undermines my 

discipline of expertise and sets a dangerous precedent. 

Kay:  Kostas? 

Kostas:  My question has to do with the treatment of NTT faculty and TT/T faculty and whether 

under this language there are going to be any differences? 

Kay:  I would like to hear if there are any responses? 

Leslie:  I think I need to consult with my team first. 

Kay:  Charlie? 

Charlie:  I come from a foreign language department, a community of linguist scholars.  It would 

be inappropriate for someone not coming from that area of expertise to dictate what I need to 

do to meet the requirements of that course. 

Kay:  Theo? 

Theo:  Apart from anyone else, I see that this proposal looks highly impractical.  I don’t see 

anyone at that table who has the expertise to tell me how to teach my field.  I find this mind-

boggling.   

Leslie:  What proposal are you talking about? 



Kay:  Academic freedom.  I think what Theo and Charlie are talking about is who has the sole 

control to decide what is taught and who decides the focus of the classroom.  I believe Dan is 

going to speak to this. 

Dan:  I would like to speak to how we cultivate learning and teaching.  This seems like a top 

down model to me and I don’t see how it would practically work.  I do a lot of online teaching, 

and I don’t see how I would be able to do that if I had to follow the University from top down 

on how I was going to develop and teach this course.  There needs to be a lot of flexibility to 

decide, given the changing nature of the classroom and what you classroom needs.  I don’t see 

any room for the innovation of teaching in this language here. 

Kay:  Dan discusses online teaching.  Many of our members develop online classes while also 

teaching a full load.  There is some issue that sticking to a standard practice gets in the way of 

being effective teachers.  Some of this comes back to the initial question that Kostas asked:  

How do you envision academic freedom different from NTT faculty from TT/T faculty?  For 

instance, looking at your language, the last sentence giving us the freedom within our 

member’s area of “scholarly interest.”  We have creative writing courses that go beyond our 

scholarly pursuits. 

Dan:  Yes, what we do in creative writing is create a safe environment for students so that they 

can express in writing what is concerning to them.  It makes it difficult if there is, basically 

censorship, in what we can discuss in the classroom. 

Kay:  If we are censored in our classrooms, writing for example, covers many subjects that are 

not our scholarly research fields, but that may cover many subjects.  Right now, I have 50 

different students with 50 different subjects, if I cannot speak to these, especially controversial 

subjects that we encourage students to tackle, then how can I be confident in the work I’ve 

been doing.  We have some concerns about some scary precedents in the last year, when 

someone who has been teaching here for many years, is worried to utter words that may have 

them reprimanded.  If an instructor is scared to be critical, then how can we effectively teach 

these subjects?  There have been some documents recently that speak to that subject. 

Dorothee:  This morning, the AAUP released their report on the Salaita case.  NTT’s and their 

bargaining unit are mentioned in the report.  [Begin reading expert from the report].  In sum, 

the AAUP heard from a significant group of NTT faculty who are concerned about academic 

freedom on this campus. 

Kay:  We see reasons every day for moving students, to think and discuss subjects, outside their 

comfort zones.  If our faculty are looking over their shoulders, then how can they possibly do 

teaching effectively?  The idea is that as a profession, faculty should be supported in doing their 

job better.  This is one of those things that faculty need to do their job.  To push students 



outside their comfort zones and to help students tackle more important subjects.  If we don’t 

protect academic freedom, we are saying that politeness is more important than scholarship, 

research, and education.  We have a few specific questions, how is this proposal for academic 

freedom different from what is offered to TT/T faculty?  Are the rights to academic freedom 

different for NTT’s?   

Leslie:  We have to discuss.  What is the one example that you cited where it might not be 

appropriate. 

Kay:  Last line, where you cite academic freedom being solely restricted to “area of scholarly” 

interest.  Creative writing is an example.  Students come to creative writing to cover any 

number, sometimes risqué subjects, and our students and faculty need the specific protections 

to foster safe environments.  Someone mentioned that we need the ability to be flexible.  The 

phrase “teaching moment” was developed to address the flexibility needed to address the 

classroom.  The instructor becomes an example of critical thinking, and if we are going to tech 

critical thinking to adults, you are not going to be able to dictate that.  Especially in the 

humanities, critical thinking is the skill businesses are looking for.  And regarding language, in 

line 6, we mention the AAUP Statement on Academic Freedom.  Your language does not 

mention this principle, even though in other documents you mention it.  Why in a binding 

agreement you choose to leave it out? 

Leslie:  Again, we’ll get back to you with answers. 

Kay:  In line 8, we say “their subject.”  We wanted to make it clear that there is freedom in the 

classroom to speak to the subject, not just of the class, but of the lesson of the day.  In a class 

called research and writing, you can’t just discuss writing, but have to discuss the subject 

matter that students are writing about.  We did have some questions about some of your 

language.  I feel that some of this is pretty similar in spirit…. Full freedom within the law of 

inquiry… we’ve seen that language in other places, but felt it is a little confusing.  What laws are 

you referring to? 

Leslie:  I’d like to consult with my team. 

Kay:  We proposed slightly different language.  If you know exactly what laws, perhaps we can 

look at different, more specific language. 

Jen:  I think these have been great examples, I wanted to one other routine example.  Often we 

are called-upon to provide service classes, which are into classes for anyone with no prior 

experience in that area.  For example, my area is modern and contemporary art, but my survey 

course could call on me to teach cave painting to contemporary art, and as a PhD in Art History, 

I am expected to be able to teach that range of material.  That’s an example that would come 



up for Dorothee, who teaches Modern U.S. History, but area of scholarly research is 

immigration history.  That is just another example of what this language does not teach. 

Christina:  My background is in second language acquisition.  We cover a range of topics, 

because my job is to help students develop critical thinking skills, and teach students to speak 

on those topics in a second language.   What we are trying to do is teach greater fluency in a 

second language.  In composition, we discuss media, analytical writing, and different political 

ideas, it would be very challenging if I was not able to discuss these issues with my students, so 

that I could discuss the topics that they choose, rather than my area of research. 

Mary:  I teach the basic comm. course, where students, who can speak on anything they feel 

passionate about.  I also teach a patricianly section, in which “at risk” students will discuss on-

going, contemporary subjects such as the Baltimore protests.  We really are setting a scary 

precedent when we set limits on the academic freedom to address in the classroom some of 

the pressing issues in our country right now. 

Kay:  What do you see as covered under the academic freedom of teaching and research?  For 

future interactions, and an ability to make sure there are fewer understandings, we need to 

make it clear for the administrators and faculty in the future.  Any general responses? 

Leslie:  I need to consult with my team.  Looking at our proposal on academic freedom, I don’t 

see what restricts any of the examples you brought up. 

Kay:  Academic freedom on its own doesn’t, but when paired with Management Rights Part B, 

which gives the management rights to control academic freedom of teaching and research.  

This specific list in Part B would make it difficult for us to defend academic freedom in 

arbitration or with CAFT.  If you make all judgements of materials, content, exams, grading 

policies and practices, then we need a clear understanding of what rights are protected as 

educators.  That’s where these comments are coming from.  Academic freedom might not see 

very flashy for those who do not have to deal with it every day, but for some of our members, it 

is our sole job to ask our students to challenge the status quo.  I would like to draw your 

attention to the second paragraph of academic freedom.  Your language said that it is not 

grieveable, but that the only remedy would be to go to CAFT and they would make a report to 

the President and Senate if they so choose.  We have a big question about how we can protect 

members when the only remedy is from within the University.  The only reason we came 

together to form a union is so that we could have a true grievance process.  This is very 

concerning because it means that the only remedy available is advisable or through the 

litigation process, which is overall not available to NTT faculty who have less job security and 

lower paychecks.  And they may not even be pursued after they have not been renewed, as we 

have seen this last year.  How can we protect academic freedom if it is not grievable?  And that 



does begin within the system with the supervisor, but gives a clear pathway to arbitration.  My 

question again, how do you see this being protected if there is not an ability to do this in the 

most inexpensive and clear-cut way?  Initially I know that you want to caucus and confer, but 

we would like to know what you were thinking in making academic freedom not grievable? 

Leslie:  We will caucus, and then respond. 

Kay:  That brings us down to our item B, you didn’t include any language on this, but includes a 

faculty member’s right to speak in all available forms and engage in community activities free 

from censorship.  You said it would be appropriate to address it in academic freedom.  We have 

an extreme interest in addressing this.  As the AAUP report suggests, the University has an issue 

with censorship and the right of scholars to speak in other available forms.  Scholars from 

around the country are concerned about how this affects freedom of speech.  Would you be 

willing to include language to the effect that includes the individual’s right to speak on available 

forums and engage in community affairs free from censorship or discipline? 

Leslie:  Again, I would like to consult with my team. 

Kay:  When you do consult, I would like to point to the fact that much of this language is taken 

from the AAUP Statement on Academic Freedom.  We felt that this language was important to 

echo.  We know that University already supports it, we are just looking for you to confirm that 

the University does support it.  Those are all the questions I have. 

Leslie:  Okay. 

Kay:  Do you have any questions? 

Leslie:  I think not. 

Kay:  So, I assume you’ll want to caucus.  We will discuss the August 11th Date.   

Leslie:  Would you like to discuss the memorandums? 

Kay:  Dorothee spoke to the memo on purpose, and we also provided one on non-

discrimination.  We can leave those for next time.  Today we would like to focus on academic 

freedom. 

Leslie:  Okay.   

Caucus at 9:39 

Caucus ends at 10:56 



Leslie:  Thank you for your patience.  We have spent a lot of time thinking about the comments 

today.  We appreciated hearing the different examples.  We agree that this is a very important 

issues, and goes to the heart of what our mission should be.  Because you’ve given us so many 

examples, we need to go outside of our team today to give a better response.  We need to go 

to all the colleges, to understand how differences in instructional content, we do need to go 

broader.  It is clear that you spent a lot of time, and have had the benefit of reading the AAUP 

report that was issued this morning, and we’d like to read it too.  But I do think that one point 

that we want to leave you all with today, I believe there is more agreement between our two 

sides than disagreement.  I would hate for the direction of this conversation and dialogue to go 

“us vs. them.”  We do share some things when we think about academic freedom and what it 

means for our specialized faculty.  We look forward to engaging in dialogue on this.  We 

certainly won’t get it done today and maybe not next time.  We share more than we disagree 

on that topic.  

Kay:  I wanted to clarify which colleges are represented here today. 

Deb:  Social Work. 

Paul:  Fine and Applied Arts. 

Leslie:  We can give you some preliminary response on the grievance language.  We just believe 

that the grievance procedure is not the appropriate mechanism.  We don’t want an outside 

third party defining for our campus what academic freedom means.  This is our campus, our 

faculty, our Senate, and we believe that is the more appropriate mechanism for defining 

academic freedom and resolving disputes. 

Kay:  I would like to respond to that.  I don’t think anyone sees the arbitrator’s job as defining 

academic freedom.  You’re right, academic freedom should be defined by faculty and the 

parties bargaining.  The role of the arbiter is to reinforce and make sure that what we agree in 

negotiations is being fulfilled.  We absolutely want to protect academic freedom, and we as a 

shared group are going to define academic freedom, and we’d like to do this collaboratively.  

We are looking forward and hoping that we are close on these issues, but we have some 

serious concerns that we are not.  I don’t think it should take an extremely long time if both 

sides come prepared to discuss the issues.  We certainly spent quite a lot of time in preparation 

for having a collaborative experience here.  It is our hope that we can have better 

conversations. It is not a surprise that we are having this conversation today.  It would be a 

great show to us if we saw more experienced members to converse with you on the subjects 

that we’ve agreed on. 

Leslie:  Okay.  We know that you’re aware that amendments to the Statutes to academic 

freedom are being proposed now. 



Kay:  Yes, the Statutes are in the process are being revised, but the types of revision are 

explanatory, and some of it is making clear when rights are open to NTT faculty as well.  At 

some point, we’ll have to have a conversation about some of the communications are going out 

with consultation with the union.  A great deal is with how some of this us, when a great deal of 

issues addressing NTT’s are in communications or memos.  How those are done has been 

independent in the past, but at some point in time, we need to have a conversation about 

communications and what happens in this room, and how to proceed in the future. 

Leslie:  Okay, that’s all we have right now. 

Kay:  We can agree to August 11th, 1:30-4:30. 

Leslie:  Okay. 

Kay:  And if you could give us an update on what rooms we need to be in, that would be 

helpful.  We are still waiting for an update on Spring new hires. 

Leslie:  We had some difficulty, we accidentally asked for the wrong salary info, and want to 

make them consistent.  We should have that in the next day or two. 

Kay:  Great.  And thanks for sending the word documents; that was very helpful.  Also, when 

you said we’d have to wait for economic proposals, what would you like us to tell our 

members? 

Leslie:  It’s not my place to tell you how to communicate to your members. 

Kay:  How would you like us to represent you? 

Leslie:  Haha, we need a caucus for that. [Pause].  Each side has presented non-economic 

issues, and there is a lot left to discuss, and as we get most of those resolved, we will be better 

able to discuss economic issues. 

Kay:  Forgive me as someone who is new to bargaining, but what exactly is the issue with 

presenting our full proposal?  You were very adamant about getting our full proposal before 

having any serious discussions.  I’m wondering why you’re now drawing the line.  I don’t 

understand. 

Leslie:  This is a very traditional method of bargaining.  This is the standard way negotiations 

proceed. 

Kay:  Why? 



Leslie:  It is easier.  You build momentum resolving non-economic issues, which are usually 

easier to resolve.  We try to get resolution to the issues that we can, knowing that we have a 

very difficult discussion of the economic issues coming.  This is a first contract, and every word 

is important, but we need to be careful and thoughtful. 

Kay:  We are going about this a similar way in TA’ing easier issues first, but that does not 

necessarily mean that we do not have the right to see what you’re proposing.  I still do not see 

the issue? 

Leslie:  I don’t know how to say it any other way.  I’ve answered the question. 

Kay:  I don’t understand why there is an issue with giving us an economic proposal now.  We’re 

okay with waiting to discuss them.  If I had proposed not showing you the full non-economic 

and economic proposal before discussing anything, you would not have been okay with that.  

You insisted on the full proposal. 

Leslie:  I don’t ever recall seeing that. 

Kay:  I still don’t think you’re answering our question about why we can’t see it and begin 

preparing. 

Leslie:  I do think I’ve answered your question.  I will discuss this with my principles and get 

back to you next time. 

Kay:  Okay.  I think that’s all.  I want to confirm that next time we’re meeting at 1:30 on May 

27th.  You have a couple of counter-proposals from us.  We’ll want to see your input on those.  

We’ll also definitely continue the conversation on academic freedom.   

Session ends 11:18 

 


