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I.  Antecedents: The “Academic Bill of Rights”
(A)
The birth of the “Academic Bill of Rights.”  From Jennifer Jacobson, What Makes David Run—David Horowitz Demands Attention for the Idea that Conservatives Deserve a Place in Academe, Chron. of Higher Ed., May 6, 2005, p. A9:

David Horowitz, one of the country’s most famous converts to conservatism, is waging a one-man war against the academy. Liberal college students, he says, see their views reflected in textbooks. His kids, as he calls conservative students, have to subscribe to The National Review to get a balanced view of the world. So nearly every day, he is on the road, promoting his “academic bill of rights”—a set of principles that he says will make universities more intellectually diverse and tolerant of conservatives. …

David Horowitz is a former leftist turned conservative activist. At 66, he has … written more than 20 books, nearly all of which denounce the faulty logic of the left. A popular campus speaker among college Republicans, he is a deeply polarizing figure. In April a student threw a pie in his face as he gave a speech in Indiana.

Nearly 20 years ago he co-founded the Center for the Study of Popular Culture, a nonprofit organization based in Los Angeles that promotes conservatism. The center runs an online advocacy journal, Frontpagemag.com, where Mr. Horowitz writes a blog.

He is also the founder of Students for Academic Freedom, a national watchdog group that helps college students document when professors introduce their politics in the classroom. And he is the creator of Discoverthenetworks.org, an online database that purports to catalog all the organizations and individuals that make up what he calls “the left.”

But his major focus now is his academic bill of rights, which calls on public universities to expose students to a greater diversity of views in curricula, reading lists, and campus speakers. The document, which Mr. Horowitz wrote to stop what he sees as the rampant abuse of conservative students by liberal professors, also prohibits the grading of students and the hiring or firing of professors based on their political or religious beliefs.

The academic bill of rights may have its genesis back in Mr. Horowitz’s grade school, but it really started to take shape after a December 2002 meeting with some fellow Republicans in New York. He met with Thomas F. Egan, chairman of the Board of Trustees of the State University of New York System; Peter D. Salins, the system's provost; and Candace de Russy, a member of the board, to discuss the problem of leftist indoctrination in college classrooms and how to solve it.

“I was among sort of friends,” Mr. Horowitz says. “It allowed me to think aloud.”

Based on their conversations, Mr. Horowitz drafted the bill, which he modeled on the AAUP’s own academic-freedom statement, written in 1940. The AAUP statement says professors “are entitled to full freedom in research and in the publication of the results,” as well as in classroom discussions of their subject, “but they should be careful not to introduce into their teaching controversial matter which has no relation to their subject.”

Mr. Horowitz says the academy has failed to enforce that guideline for years, allowing liberalism to dominate college campuses and suppress dissenting views.
(B)
The substance of the “Academic Bill of Rights.”  David Horowitz’s “Academic Bill of Rights” is about 1,100 words long. The text, which appears at several locations in cyberspace, is reproduced as Appendix A.
 It is divided into three sections: (1) a short, one-paragraph introduction titled “The Mission of the University,” (2) an almost-as-short two-paragraph passage on “[t]he concept” of academic freedom, and (3) the operative heart of the document—a lengthy, enumerated set of “principles and procedures” that institutions of higher education are urged to adopt “to secure the intellectual independence of faculty and students and the protect … intellectual diversity.” 
The hortatory language in the introductory and middle sections has not generally occasioned controversy or opposition. The extended third part, however, is viewed within segments of the academy as a conservative overreaction to perceptions that campuses are hostile to faculty members and students who espouse conservative views. Many learned societies, professional associations and organizations representing faculty members, including the American Association of University Professors, have expressed fears that the “Academic Bill of Rights” tangibly threatens traditional notions of academic freedom.  From the AAUP’s Committee A on Academic Freedom and Tenure, AAUP Statement on the Academic Bill of Rights (December, 2003), www.aaup.org/statements/SpchState/ Statements/billofrights.htm:
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. …

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. … 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. … 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.
(C)
Efforts to enact legislative versions of the “Academic Bill of Rights.”  The “Academic Bill of Rights” contains no suggestion that its terms should be construed as anything other than a set of guidelines or operating principles. Nevertheless, soon after Mr. Horowitz drafted the “Academic Bill of Rights” he assigned to a staff member—a man named Bradley Shipp, a North-Carolina-based former political consultant with ties to retired Senator Jessie Helms—to “arrang[e] … meetings with Republican legislators” interested in sponsoring bills compelling colleges and universities to adopt the rules and standards contained in the “Academic Bill of Rights.” In 2004 and the early part of 2005, Mr. Horowitz dedicated a large portion of his efforts and those of the organizations affiliated with him to the task of persuading Congress and state legislatures to adopt legislation incorporating the features in the “Academic Bill of Rights.”

By the spring of 2005 legislation inspired by the “Academic Bill of Rights” had been introduced in more than a dozen state legislatures and in the United States Congress.
 In some states, Mr. Horowitz’s draft language was glossed or expanded in ways that caused heightened concern among defenders of academic freedom.

II.   Legislation and Hearings in Pennsylvania
(A)
House Resolution 177.  In March, 2005, a group of 39 members of the Pennsylvania House of Representatives—all but nine of them Republicans—introduced House Resolution 177, titled—

A resolution [e]stablishing 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.

The resolution’s principal sponsor was Representative Gibson Armstrong, a Republican from central Pennsylvania’s Lancaster County. Representative Gibson told reporters that he had received fifty complaints from Pennsylvania college students “who felt aggrieved by what they felt were inappropriate actions taken during their coursework.”
 Representative Armstrong called for “an investigation … [to] determine whether a problem with academic freedom exists on the Commonwealth’s college campuses,” and suggested that the investigation would form the foundation for passage by the Pennsylvania General Assembly of “a student’s bill of rights to address the problem.”

As originally introduced, the resolution was fairly short. It would have required the Pennsylvania House to appoint a seven-member select committee to examine faculty hiring and promotion, student learning, and other issues relating to “academic freedom and the right to explore and express independent thought” on campus. But in June, the Higher Education Subcommittee of the House’s Standing Committee on Education reported out a longer amended version that bore an unmistakable resemblance to the “Academic Bill of Rights.”
 On July 6, 2005, after contentious floor debate, that version was amended in minor respects and approved by the House on a close party-line vote (Republicans voting overwhelming in favor, Democrats against). A copy of the enacted resolution is reproduced as Appendix B.
House Resolution 177 begins with three “Whereas” clauses drawn almost verbatim from the opening paragraph of the “Academic Bill of Rights” and a fourth “Whereas” clause adhering loosely to language in other paragraphs. The resolution designates a select committee consisting of the Subcommittee on Higher Education of the Education Committee plus two additional members, one appointed by the Republican Speaker of the House and one by the Democratic Minority Leader. The select committee is authorized to hold hearings and take testimony, and is required to “make a report of its findings and any recommendations for remedial legislation” by no later than November 30, 2006—a few weeks after Pennsylvania’s next legislative elections.
(B)
Hearings.  The select committee—which designated itself as the “Pennsylvania House Select Committee on Student Academic Freedom”—scheduled hearings at three locations around the state. Hearings were held in Harrisburg on September 19, 2005; at the University of Pittsburgh on November 9 and 10, 2005; and Temple University in Philadelphia on January 9 and 10, 2006. Although the select committee has not scheduled additional hearings, the chairman, Allegheny County Republican Representative Tom Stevenson, used the Harrisburg hearing to promise that “at least five hearings” would be scheduled prior to the completion of the committee’s work,
 and a story that appeared in the Chronicle of Higher Education earlier this month indicated that an additional day of hearings will be held at a yet-to-be-identified location in March.

At the end of July, Chairman Stevenson was said to have circulated a letter to college and university leaders requesting the production of documents in advance of the committee’s first meeting in Harrisburg later that summer:
What this select committee requests from you in order to get this inquiry initiated are several things:

· a copy of your institution's statement of principles regarding student academic freedom[;]

· a copy of your institution's policy (or policies) describing the resolution of complaints by student's regarding violations of academic freedom[;]

· a copy of your institution's procedure for dealing with complaints, including a step-by-step description of the office or person handling the complaint, the make-up of the board that decides the validity of the complaint, the deadline for filing and the necessary content of a document of complaint …[;]

· data documenting the number of students in the past five years who have filed complaints related in any way to academic freedom, the means of determining the validity of complaints and the outcome of these complaints … [; and]

· any action taken by the institution to correct the problem(s) that created the complaints.

The Harrisburg hearing was primarily an organizational meeting but the select committee heard testimony from one witness—David French, President of the Foundation for Individual Rights in Education (“FIRE”) and coauthor of FIRE’s Guide to Free Speech on Campus. His remarks, including questions from committee members and the witness’s answers, were subsequently reproduced on the Website of a Horowitz-affiliated organization, Students for Academic Freedom.
 Excerpts are reproduced below, primarily to illustrate strategies some members of the select committee adopted in expressing opposition to the need for a legislated “Academic Bill of Rights.” My little takeaway is indicated in brackets at the beginning of each excerpt.
[In his testimony, Mr. French’s largely unobjectionable recommendations do not include enactment of “Academic Bill of Rights” legislation—or legislation in any form.]
MR. FRENCH: So what I would suggest as the true constitutional obligation of a university going forward is to, No. 1—this is very basic—protect the constitutional rights of your students. Make sure they have a right to free speech, the same right they’d have to free speech if they stepped off the university campus; 

Number 2, in addressing any perceived constitutional violations against the students, do not violate the constitutional rights of professors, who do have a right to challenge students, who do have a right to even offend students on occasion; 

Number 3, in the quest for intellectual diversity on campus, since I would presume that intellectual diversity, differing viewpoints on campus, is a good thing and the quest for intellectual diversity on campus, do not violate the academic freedom rights of any individual. 

And look hard at the reasons for the disparity. Is self-selection at play? Are there actual unconstitutional actions being taken? Take a close look at not just what exists, but why it exists. …




    * * * * * * * * * *
[Is there really a problem here?]
REPRESENTATIVE SURRA
: … [J]ust so you know, I am vehemently opposed to the formation of this select committee; and your testimony pretty much verifies what my concerns were. This is a colossal waste of time, of staff, members. … [T]his huge problem that we have to have a standing committee [for], your organization nationally deals with five or six cases that actually go to trial and only one ever in Pennsylvania; is that correct? … As a state representative representing rural districts whose constituents call me for every time they have any bump in the road with state-related school or state university, I can tell you that I have never once in 15 years had somebody call me about their academic freedoms being abused. …





    * * * * * * * * * *

[Isn’t heavy-handed government interference inconsistent with your principles?]
I find it interesting that throughout your statement how you talked about they should be free from state oversight, the state should not dictate what’s appropriate, and here we are with a standing committee talking about what's appropriate.




    * * * * * * * * * *

[Is legislation really the answer? What would be achieved through legislation? Note how meandering Mr. French’s response is.]
REPRESENTATIVE QUIGLEY
: … [The select committee plans to hold] three or four hearings, what would you hope that would come out of—as a result, what would you think that the Legislature should do, if anything? 

MR. FRENCH: That's a very good question. So much of it depends on what is discovered. But with respect to what we know, for example, the speech codes, I don't see any—we know for a fact that the Pennsylvania—the non-discrimination rules enacted by the Pennsylvania legislature that apply, for example, to the workplace are constitutionally appropriate. What’s the impediment to making sure that the nondiscrimination rules of the State university system mirror, for example, the constitutional nondiscrimination rules that apply to everyone else in the state? That would by itself eliminate virtually every speech code. So, you know, that's just one thing that I think would be of enormous value, a way to end the violation of the constitutional rights for thousands of Pennsylvania citizens. Regarding the other issues, so much of it depends on what is discovered. Is it, in fact, that job descriptions or job performance evaluations are ideologically tinged in any way? You know, not knowing what exactly will be discovered if anything, it's hard to project beyond that.

The November hearing in Pittsburgh allowed Democratic critics to hone their argument that the problem was nonexistent and the need for legislation illusory. “This is the educational equivalent of the committee searching for Bigfoot,” Representative Surra told the media after the hearing. Another Democratic committee member, Representative John Pallone of rural Armstrong County, added, “It’s plain and simple a witch hunt, looking for a problem so maybe we can create a solution.”
 Also testifying was Professor Joan Wallach Scott, a fellow at the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton University and former chair of the AAUP’s Committee A on Academic Freedom and Tenure. Her thoughtful views on the counterproductive nature of the “Academic Bill of Rights” are worth reading in full and are reproduced as Appendix C. From Professor Scott’s testimony:
AAUP believes that  the [“Academic Bill of Rights”] threatens to impose legislative oversight on the professional judgment of the faculty, oversight which is not only unnecessary because self-regulating governance procedures already are in place and work very effectively, but also dangerous—it recalls the kind of government intervention in the academy practiced by totalitarian governments (historical examples are Japan, China, Nazi Germany, Fascist Italy, and the Soviet Union) who seek to control thought rather than permit a free marketplace of ideas.   Here I will quote the historian of education and distinguished educator, Walter Metzger, on the question of academic freedom:

[* * *] [C]enturies of history tell us that it invades the very core of academic freedom...when [a state legislature] dictates the contents of any course at any level or for any purpose.  When it does that, it converts the university into a bureau of public administration, the subject into a vehicle for partisan politics or lay morality, and the act of teaching into a species of ventriloquism. ...The central precepts of academic freedom...are that professors should say what they believe without fear or favor and that universities should appoint meritorious persons, not followers of a diversity of party lines.
The select committee reconvened at Temple University in Philadelphia two weeks ago for two more days of testimony. The January 9-10 hearing was well covered by Philadelphia’s principal daily newspaper, the Inquirer, and by the Chronicle of Higher Education. News reports contained indications of skepticism and impatience about the select committee’s activities. Here, for example, are the opening paragraphs from the story that appeared in the Inquirer after the first day’s testimony:
Yesterday’s hearing on academic freedom at Pennsylvania’s public universities was hyped by conservative activists as a “historic moment,” in which school administrators would finally be “called to account” in front of state legislators for allowing student “indoctrination and abuse” by leftist professors.

But the hearing at Temple University did not live up to that billing.

A professor scheduled to testify about alleged rampant liberal bias at Temple canceled. The sole student to appear before the legislative committee acknowledged he had never filed a formal grievance.

And Temple president David Adamany testified that in fact no student had made an official classroom bias complaint in at least five years, despite well-developed policies and procedures for doing so. [Patrick Kerkstra, Hearing into Bias Falls Short of Billing—The Probe of Professors Said to Inject Politics into Classes at Pa. Public Colleges Drew Just One Student Speaker, Phila. Inquirer, January 10, 2006, posted online at www.philly.com/mld/inquirer/ news/local/states/pennsylvania/counties/philadelphia_county/philadelphia/13588041.htm.]

III.  Some Conclusions and Strategic Advice
(A)
Avoid overreaction.  Although “Academic Bill of Rights” legislation has been introduced in a dozen state legislatures and the U.S. Congress, the only measure enacted anywhere in the country so far is the Pennsylvania resolution creating a “select committee” to study the issue.
(B)
Exploit the partisan nature of the debate.  David Horowitz is an avowed conservative. His organizations derive financial support from conservative philanthropies closely tied to the right wing of the Republican Party. In Pennsylvania (and presumably in other states as well), the strongest supporters of the “Academic Bill of Rights” are Republicans. In states with Democratic points of veto (a Democratically controlled legislative body or a Democratic Governor willing to yield the veto pen), the legislative strategy is obvious. 

(C)
Trivialize the extent of the problem.  Democrats, academic leaders and others in Pennsylvania have done an effective job of suggesting that proponents of legislation exaggerate the extent of the abuses they complain of. An example is the response of the University of Pittsburgh’s Provost, Dr. James Maher, when questioned by the principal sponsor of House Resolution 177, Representative Gibson Armstrong, during the November hearing at Pitt:
Mr. Armstrong also asked if Mr. Maher was concerned that, among Pitt profes-sors who contributed to recent political campaigns, 119 contributed to Democratic candidates, while only 33 supported Republicans. Mr. Maher reminded Mr. Armstrong that Pitt has 4,000 faculty members, so the number who are politically motivated enough to contribute to a campaign is actually quite small.

(D)
Question the need for legislation.  Without admitting that student freedom of expression is imperiled on campus or liberal faculty members suppress the expression of their conservative colleagues, Democrats in Pennsylvania scored points with the media by questioning whether the problem is sufficiently pervasive and severe to require ham-fisted legislation. 
(E)
Point out to wavering Republicans the ideological inconsistency between, on the one hand, their commitment to small government and, on the other, support for legislation that would inject government regulators into sensitive First Amendment spheres.  
(F)
Remind legislators that self-regulation appears to be working.  Most institutions of higher education have implemented procedures for adjudicating student complaints about intimidating or biased classroom instruction. According to the testimony elicited from academic administrators during the Pennsylvania hearings, those procedures appear to be working satisfactorily. Many institutions have simultaneously reaffirmed their commitment to tolerance and diversity of views through endorsement of the AAUP’s influential Joint Statement on Rights and Freedoms of Students and its widely recognized standard for the protection of students’ free expression rights in the classroom.
 In recent months other organizations, including a large consortium led by the American Council on Education, have formulated thoughtful policy statements.
 Just a month ago, the Association of American Colleges and Universities issued its own Statement on Academic Freedom and Educational Responsibility, an eloquent 13-page document making the case for intellectual diversity without the compulsion of state legislation or legislative interference. A copy of the new AAC&U policy statement is attached as Appendix D.
� This version was taken from a Horowitz-affiliated Website titled “Students for Academic Freedom” (www.studentsforacademicfreedom.org). The text appears at www.studentsforacademicfreedom.org/abor.html.


� The quotations and other information in this paragraph about Mr. Shipp and his role in promoting legislation mandating compliance with the “Academic Bill of Rights” is from Jennifer Jacobson, What Makes David Run—David Horowitz Demands Attention for the Idea that Conservatives Deserve a Place in Academe, Chron. of Higher Ed., May 6, 2005, p. A9. 





� For a list of states in which legislative proposals are pending and links to the texts of those proposals, see “National and State Legislation Texts” at www.studentsforacademicfreedom.org. 





� Colorado’s version of “Academic Bill of Rights” legislation, for example, originally contained this provision:





To achieve the intellectual independence of students, teachers should not take unfair advantage of a student's immaturity by indoctrinating him 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 course of study and to reserve judgment about matters of opinion. 





This language was singled out by the AAUP for particular opprobrium in its 2003 statement on the “Academic Bill of Rights”: “… [T]he 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.” AAUP Committee A on Academic Freedom and Tenure, AAUP Statement on the Academic Bill of Rights (December, 2003), www.aaup.org/statements/SpchState/ Statements/billofrights.htm.


� Representative Gibson has not made copies of the alleged student complaints public, and Democrats have expressed suspicion about the circumstances under which Mr. Gibson obtained student complaints: “Democrats … wonder why 50 students statewide sought out Mr. Armstrong to complain about liberal professors, but didn’t complain to any other lawmakers. ‘I am always suspicious when I suspect someone is cooking the books,’ said Rep. John Pallone, D-Westmoreland.” Bill Toland, Pitt Provost: Political Bias Not a Problem, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, November 11, 2005, www.post-gazette.com/pg/05315/604712.stm. 





� The phrases in quotation marks in this paragraph are taken from Education Policy and Leadership Center, EPLC Education Notebook, July 1, 2005, www.eplc.org/notebook/July1,2005.html.





Representative Armstrong’s introduction of proposed resolution on March 29, 2005, marked the first time in Pennsylvania history that either house of the General Assembly considered legislation on this subject. 





� The committee debate was rancorous and partisan. “After over two hours of intense discussion, the amended resolution passed by a 13-12 party line vote with all Republicans voting for the resolution and all Democrats and one Republican voting against.” Association of Independent Colleges and Universities of Pennsylvania, Summer Wrap-Up, www.aicup.org/government/budget/summer05wrapup.htm.


� This quotation is from a briefing paper prepared by Laura Statler, Assistant Director of Governmental Relations at the Association of Pennsylvania State College and University Faculties, the collective bargaining representative for faculty members at Pennsylvania’s state-supported institutions of higher education. See www.apscufwcu.com/hr177_9-19.htm. This is perhaps the moment to say that the Pennsylvania General Assembly does a notoriously incomplete job of documenting the work of its legislative committees and subcommittees, and most of what follows in this outline is culled from media reports, the governmental affairs offices of interested constituent organizations, and press releases issued by select committee members.





� Jennifer Jacobson, Pa. House Committee Hears More Testimony on Liberal Views of State’s Professors, Chron. of Higher Ed. (daily ed.), January 11, 2006, www.chronicle.com/daily/2006/01/2006011105n.htm.


� The purported text of Chairman Stevenson’s letter was posted on the Web by an anonymous blogger at http://catdynamics.blogspot.com/2005/07/operation-academic-freedom-part-1.html. I can’t vouch for the accuracy of the text, but I can say that several blogs noted the disquieting effect the Stevenson letter had on their campuses. I cannot find any indication whether the Stevenson letter prompted colleges to produce requested information or not.





� www.studentsforacademicfreedom.org/archive/2005/October2005/DavidFrenchPAacadfreehearings testimony 02805.htm.


� Dan Surra, Democratic from Elk County.





� Thomas Quigley, Republican  from suburban Philadelphia.





� American Federation of Teachers, Guarding Against the Wrong ‘Bill of Rights,’ AFT Higher Education News, www.aft.org/higher_ed/news/2005/wrong_bill_of_rights.htm. 


� Bill Toland, Pitt Provost: Political Bias Not a Problem, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, November 11, 2005, www.post-gazette.com/pg/05315/604712.stm.





Another telling example was provided during the second day of hearings in Philadelphia, when Professor William Scheuerman, a faculty leader at the State University of New York, told the committee that “no formal complaints about political bias had been filed on any of SUNY's 64 campuses, which enroll more than 400,000 students. University officials, he said, verified that assertion with the presidents of the SUNY campuses in March 2004 after a member of the Board of Trustees began pressing the university to implement the [‘Academic Bill of Rights’] proposal, which would, supporters say, make college campuses more intellectually diverse.” Jennifer Jacobson, Pa. House Committee Hears More Testimony on Liberal Views of State’s Professors, Chron. of Higher Ed. (daily ed.), January 11, 2006, www.chronicle.com/daily/2006/01/2006011105n.htm.





� From the Joint Statement:





Freedom to teach and freedom to learn are inseparable facets of academic freedom. The freedom to learn depends upon appropriate opportunities and conditions in the classroom, on the campus, and in the larger community. Students should exercise their freedom with responsibility . . . .





...  Student performance should be evaluated solely on an academic basis, not on opinions or conduct in matters unrelated to academic standards.





1. Protection of Freedom of Expression.  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, but they are responsible for learning the content of any course of study for which they are enrolled.





2. Protection Against Improper Academic Evaluation.  Students should have protection through orderly procedures against prejudiced or capricious academic evaluation. At the same time, they are responsible for maintaining standards of academic performance established for each course in which they are enrolled.





American Association of University Professors, Policy Documents & Reports 261 (Johns Hopkins University Press: 9th ed. 2001).





� The text of ACE’s Statement on Academic Rights and Responsibilities appears on the ACE Website at www.acenet.edu/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Search&template=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=10672. More than two dozen associations endorsed the ACE statement, including the Association of American Colleges and Universities. Endorsing organizations are listed at www.acenet.edu/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Search&template =/CM/HTMLDisplay.cfm&ContentID=11077.





