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PROPOSED AGENDA 

University Senate  

Friday, December 13, 2024 at 1:15 p.m.  

In Person Only | Pupin Hall, Room 301 

Registration Required 

1. Adoption of the agenda

2. Adoption of the minutes of November 22, 2024

3. President’s report and questions

4. Chair’s report and questions

5. New business:

a. Resolutions:

i. Resolution to Amend the University Senate By-Laws to Reflect the Number of Students on the

Student Affairs Committee (Structure and Operations)

ii. Resolution to Amend the University Senate By-Laws to Correct the Language of the Campus

Planning and Physical Development Mandate (Structure and Operations)

iii. Resolution to Amend the University Senate By-Laws to Add a Vice Chair to the Executive

Committee (Structure and Operations)

b. Committee updates and reports:

i. Statement About Community (Student Affairs)

c. Other reports and updates:

i. Petition under Section 1.m. of the University Senate By-Laws (Sen. S. Bernofsky)

ii. Update from Rules Administrator Gregory Wawro

6. Adjourn
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University Senate Proposed: December 13, 2024 

Adopted: December 13, 2024

Minutes of the Meeting of November 22, 2024 

Eighty out of 108 Senators were present 

Senator Jeanine D’Armiento (Ten., P&S), Executive Committee Chair, called the plenary to order at 

1:16pm on Zoom. Sen. D’Armiento welcomed Senators and guests to the third Plenary of the 2024-2025 

session. Sen. D’Armiento reminded attendees of the Parliamentary procedures for the Zoom meeting. 

Senators adopted the agenda for the plenary. Senator Brent Stockwell (Ten., A&S/NS) stated that he did 

not find it acceptable that Senators received the plenary materials at 4:44pm the day before the plenary. 

He stated that it did not allow enough time for Senators to review the materials. He stated that he disagreed 

with the continued practice of the Chair of releasing plenary materials in this way. Sen. D’Armiento 

responded that she will speak to the Senate staff about this as she has done in the past and that Sen. 

D’Armiento does not release the plenary material. 

Senators then adopted the minutes of the October 25, 2024 Plenary. 

Sen. D’Armiento then turned over the meeting to Interim University President Katrina Armstrong. 

Updates from President Armstrong 

President Armstrong began her updates by discussing what it means to embody the principles and mission 

of the University at this time and that she is deeply committed to sharing these principles with the 

University community. She added that she will be sharing more thoughts in an email to the University 

community next week but wanted to bring them to the University Senate first. She emphasized the 

importance of the intellectual growth and development of students at the University. President Armstrong 

recounted her experiences with students at the Columbia Vagelos College of Physicians and Surgeons. 

She added that the mission of educating students is a crucial part of the mission of the University and that 

she hoped that, going into the next semester, members of the University community can focus on that 

mission. President Armstrong stated how students frequently discuss the impact that faculty have had on 

them and the importance of having an open debate in class modeled by the leadership of faculty inside 

and outside of the classroom. She added that the faculty need resources and support to continue the work 

to help students. President Armstrong continued by stating that not all members of the University 

community will agree and that she has witnessed many instances of dialogue for members across the 

community that have resulted in relationships and understanding of different perspectives. She 
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emphasized that many of these principles have been shared by Sen. D’Armiento and the University Senate 

and that she sees the University having an opportunity to continue to support free expression. 

President Armstrong thanked Professor Gregory Wawro for serving as the Rules Administrator for the 

Rules of University Conduct and for the work to continue clarifying the Rules. President Armstrong stated 

that she looks forward to figuring out ways to continue opening up dialogue and creating opportunities for 

that. She also added that she acknowledges that members of the University community have felt unheard 

and have not received sufficient acknowledgement of the distress that they feel on campus and that she is 

committed to ensuring that everyone on campus feels that they can thrive at the University. President 

Armstrong added that one of the best parts of her jobs is to be able to see moments where the community 

has come together to create a more resilient community. She acknowledged that there were many events 

occurring that are putting stress on the trust that community members have for each other but that she is 

focused on building the type of University community that all community members can believe in. She 

recalled her first University Senate meeting and how much she has learned about the University 

community since then. She ended with her intention to redouble the focus on students, faculty, and the 

community. President Armstrong then took questions. 

Senator Melinda Aquino (Admin. Staff, Morningside-Lamont) asked what the administration was going 

to do to support particularly vulnerable populations of students such as undocumented and trans students 

in the aftermath of the presidential elections. Sen. Aquino asked if the University administration had any 

plans to create a statement of affirmation in support of these students. President Armstrong responded that 

there was a group of student-facing professionals and others working to put together the appropriate 

resources in order to address those concerns. 

Senator Jeffrey Wayno (Libraries) asked about campus access. Sen. Wayno mentioned that, at the 

September plenary, President Armstrong stated that campus access restrictions would be reconsidered 

after the November elections. Sen. Wayno added that there are individuals such as international scholars 

who needed to access the libraries more easily but faced difficulties currently. President Armstrong 

responded that she is assembling a group to consider campus access changes and related timing. 

Senator James Applegate (Ten., A&S/NS) commented that faculty are nervous about the risk of being 

deemed responsible for creating a hostile environment when leading educational discussions.  

Sen. Applegate asked how the administration will support faculty in continuing their mission to have 

dialogue and discussion. President Armstrong responded that she is in agreement with Sen. Applegate and 

that she wants to ensure that the University can embody the principles that Sen. Applegate had shared. 

Senator Joseph Slaughter (Ten., A&S/HUM) asked about if there is a process underway for the University 

to name a non-Interim University President. President Armstrong responded that she would like to ask the 

Trustees first and she would get back to the Senate with more information. Sen. D’Armiento stated that 
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there was an upcoming Trustee meeting where she hoped to ask about this and bring the answer to the 

University Senate at the next plenary.  

Senator Jeffrey Gordon (Ten., LAW) addressed the U.S. House of Representatives Republican Staff 

Report, specifically the report’s criticism of Columbia’s disciplinary procedures. Sen. Gordon asked 

whether the University planned to respond to the Report or to comment on the accuracy of its’ claims 

President Armstrong responded that the University is working on addressing concerns raised by the 

Congressional Report and that she is soliciting feedback on how to make that response as effective as 

possible. 

Senator Helen Han Wei Luo (Stu., GSAS/HUM) restated some of the concerns about campus access, 

specifically around bringing guests onto campus for research as well as instances of graduate students 

with legitimate academic reasons being denied access. Sen. Luo stated that she sees no continued reason 

for continued access restrictions. Sen. Luo emphasized that, in the September plenary, there was a 

commitment to open campus after the November elections and that there may have been a worry that there 

would be continued protests in response to the election results, which she believes is no longer a legitimate 

concern. President Armstrong stated that the administration will be revisiting the campus access 

restrictions as she had previously mentioned. 

Senator Joseph Howley (Ten., A&S/HUM) raised questions brought to him by concerned students. Sen. 

Howley stated that he told these students that normally these questions should be brought to student 

Senators but that, because individual Senators are being doxed and targeted, Sen. Howley agreed to ask 

the questions on behalf of the concerned students. Sen. Howley began by stating that these questions were 

in part raised by the letter from the Student Affairs Committee that would be discussed later but that, since 

other Senators had already raised the issue and that President Armstrong needed to leave early, he would 

like to discuss the student concerns now. Sen. Howley first read a concern from students that Columbia 

Deans may have been collecting information on Arab students or students based on ethnicity and 

transferring it to the administration and the concern that students have regarding how this information is 

being used and whether it complies with anti-discrimination policies. Sen. Howley also raised concerns 

from students about Trustee involvement in individual student disciplinary cases and the risk of FERPA 

violations for providing this information to the Trustees. Finally, Sen. Howley raised concerns from 

students that the House Report contained many reported alleged incidents of antisemitism that concerned 

students mentioned were fabricated and that student information was identifiable and published by the 

House of Representatives. Sen. Howley stated that the concerned students wanted to know how the 

administration would respond. President Armstrong responded that she wants to be clear about the 

administration’s principles moving forward as she previously stated. She also mentioned that the 

University needs to address a lot of misinformation contained in the House Report. President Armstrong 

stated that she had met with the Student Affairs Committee to understand the concerns raised by the House 

Report. She ended by restating that she is committed to protecting the privacy of students and that she 

acknowledges the distress of students. 
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Sen. Stockwell mentioned that yesterday national Students for Justice in Palestine (SJP) had issued a 

takeover challenge and that two buildings had been taken over at other universities. Sen. Stockwell asked 

whether the administration was concerned about that with the closure to campus the night before. President 

Armstrong responded that the University has a group that assesses risk in order to safely ensure the 

University can continue its mission of research and education. She stated that this group makes decisions 

on campus closures. Sen. Stockwell wanted to know if posts and protests by groups such as national SJP 

and CUAD had contributed to campus closures. President Armstrong responded that the administration is 

assessing how to best continue academic activities and that access is a multidimensional set of 

considerations. Sen. D’Armiento stated that President Armstrong has come to the Senate Executive 

Committee frequently on issues of campus safety and access in the spirit of shared governance. 

Senator Lisa Rosen-Metsch (Dean of the School of General Studies, Adm.) responded to Sen. Howley’s 

earlier comments. Sen. Rosen-Metsch raised a text conversation referenced in the House Report between 

herself and then-University President Minouche Shafik regarding the Tel Aviv Dual Degree program with 

the School of General Studies. 

Sen. Rosen-Metsch said that there had been a personal smear against her on a student website surrounding 

the disclosure of information on Arab students since the report was released Sen. Rosen-Metsch said that 

President Shafik had asked her for the percentage of Arab students at Tel Aviv University, which Sen. 

Rosen-Metsch shared was approximately 16 percent. She added that Tel Aviv University’s student 

population includes both doctoral students who are Palestinian and from the West Bank.  

After providing this explanation, Sen. Rosen-Metsch asked Sen. Howley to clarify his earlier comments. 

Sen. D’Armiento reminded Sen. Rosen-Metsch that Sen. Howley had received those concerns from 

students and not stated them himself. Sen. Rosen-Metsch responded that she wanted Sen. Howley to 

clarify in case the questions he asked were regarding a different section of the House Report. Sen. 

D’Armiento stated that she was glad that Sen. Rosen-Metsch clarified this at the Senate and that she hopes 

that Sen. Rosen-Metsch could address this to the GS student community directly. Sen. Rosen-Metsch 

stated that no student had brought this up to her directly and that she wanted to hear from Sen. Howley. 

Sen. D’Armiento reemphasized that she was glad that Sen. Rosen-Metsch was clarifying this issue and 

that the concerns were raised by students and not Sen. Howley. Sen. Rosen-Metsch responded that she 

would have liked to have these issues raised to her directly rather than to have heard about this through 

the Senate. Sen. D’Armiento agreed with Sen. Rosen-Metsch but stated that the University was in a time 

where students feared being identified. Sen. Rosen-Metsch stated that she appreciated the opportunity to 

speak to this issue and wanted Sen. Howley to respond. Sen. D’Armiento shared that she understood how 

statements can be misrepresented. Sen. Rosen-Metsch mentioned that she is an administrative appointee 

to the Senate as a Dean and normally does not speak up in the Senate but felt the need to here. Sen. 

D’Armiento added that administration appointees to the Senate are full members of the Senate and have 

the right to speak as much as they would like. 
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Senator Susan Bernofsky (Ten., ARTS) wanted to share that she has also been smeared by students and 

in the House Report. She added that this document from the House of Representatives contained many 

harmful and inaccurate portrayals of members of the community, including herself and other faculty 

members. Sen. Bernofsky stated that there was a difference between members of the community being 

mentioned negatively by students and being mentioned negatively by those holding political power. 

After expressing sympathy with colleagues mentioned in the Report, Senator Oren Pizmony-Levy (Ten., 

TC) asked for confirmation that, given the experiences of students, staff, and faculty, no one is claiming 

that antisemitism is not real and is not happening on campus. Sen. D’Armiento responded that 

unequivocally antisemitism is an issue and needs to be addressed regardless of misinformation contained 

in the Report. Sen. D’Armiento reaffirmed the Senate’s commitment to addressing antisemitism. Sen. 

Pizmony-Levy noted his appreciation for Sen. D’Armiento’s explanation, reiterating that antisemitism is 

real and is happening. President Armstrong responded that, as she had stated in addressing the Report 

earlier, that the University is committed to ensuring that everyone can thrive. 

Sen. Luo said that to characterize student activities as violent is unwarranted and unfair and excludes the 

involvement of outside interest groups, including Congress, that do not have students’ best interests at 

heart. She said that the anger from the students was an understandable response to failures to protect 

students’ privacy, freedom of speech, and the freedom to protest. Sen. Luo said that speaking about 

antisemitism as a particular ill on campus is not the right approach. Rather, Sen. Luo stated the University 

should be looking to protect students as a body, as a whole, and that means looking beyond this particular 

set of grievances. Sen. Luo recognized the seriousness of these grievances but argued that focusing only 

on them left out many other legitimate concerns, including those of anti-Zionist Jewish students. 

Chair’s Report and Questions 

Sen. D’Armiento began her report by addressing the recent U.S. national elections by stating the 

following: “President Armstrong, her leadership team, and the Offices of Public Affairs and Government 

Affairs are closely monitoring developments with respect to the Presidential transition and the incoming 

119th Congress. For much of the last year, Columbia’s Government Affairs team has been working with 

internal stakeholders, with our lobbyists and consultants based in DC, and with the broader higher 

education advocacy community to plan for the scenario of a second Trump presidency and unified GOP 

control of Congress. These teams are now fully mobilized and working to prepare the University for all 

eventualities, including a potentially challenging regulatory, legislative, and policy landscape. As the new 

Administration and Congress identify and execute their respective policy priorities, this work will remain 

a top priority as the University advocates on behalf of the Columbia community. Last month, the House 

Education & Workforce Committee released a comprehensive report addressing anti-Semitism on US 

College campuses. As expected, Columbia was among 11 institutions featured in the report, which was 

the culmination of a year-long investigation by Chairwoman Virginia Foxx and her Committee. Columbia 
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received a subpoena from the Committee in connection with its inquiry and cooperated extensively 

throughout this investigation by providing documents and information to the Committee.” 

Sen. D’Armiento then summarized the agenda items for the plenary. Sen. D’Armiento added that there 

was a second petition submitted to the Senate under Section 1.m. of the By-Laws and would be verified 

by the Executive Committee before being sent, if validated, to the appropriate Committee for review. 

There were no questions for the Chair. 

Report on the Proposal to Institute Professor of Practice Appointments in the Mailman School of 

Public Health (Faculty Affairs, Academic Freedom and Tenure) 

Sen. D’Armiento introduced Senator Letty Moss-Salentijn (Ten., CDM) to lead the report on the proposal 

to institute Professor of Practice appointments in the Mailman School of Public Health, and Sen. 

D’Armiento thanked Senator Elizabeth Corwin (Ten., NURS) and Dr. Jonathan Susman for their work on 

the proposal. Sen. D’Armiento mentioned that the Faculty Affairs Committee had already approved the 

appointments and that no action was needed from the Senate. Sen. Moss-Salentijn gave an overview of 

the report, emphasizing that Professor of Practice appointments are the only faculty appointments 

requiring the approval of the Faculty Affairs Committee in order to acquire faculty that are highly trained 

professionals in their field. Sen. Moss-Salentijn mentioned that other Columbia Schools had Professors of 

Practice and that the Mailman School of Public Health could benefit from having Professors of Practice. 

She mentioned that the number of Professors of Practice shall not exceed 10% of the number of tenured 

and tenured-line faculty across the University with the exception of the School of the Arts and the 

Journalism School.  

Letter Concerning the Committee on Education and the Workforce, U.S. House of Representatives 

Republican Staff Report (October 31, 2024) (Student Affairs) 

Sen. D’Armiento next gave a summary of a letter from the Student Affairs Committee regarding the U.S. 

House of Representatives Republican Staff Report from October 31st, 2024. Sen. D’Armiento said that 

she would be presenting an overview of the letter because student Senators were fearful of speaking out 

on contentious issues at the moment and that some student Senators had already faced consequences for 

bringing their fellow students’ concerns to the Senate. Sen. D’Armiento shared the main concerns that the 

Student Affairs Committee had regarding the information contained in the House Report: alleged betrayal 

of students’ right to privacy and confidentiality by the University’s Board of Trustees, alleged improper 

influence on student disciplinary processes by Trustees. Sen. D’Armiento emphasized that the full letter 

voted on by the Student Affairs Committee was located in the plenary materials. Sen. D’Armiento then 

opened the floor for questions or comments. 

Senator Heidi Allen (Ten., SSW) read aloud a statement sent to her from a faculty member in the School 

of Social Work, stating the following: “As a faculty in the School of Social Work, I am troubled by reports 

that any member of the Board of Trustees accessed student records, a violation of FERPA. This incident 

highlights the significant power differentials within our institution, raising concerns for both students and 
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faculty. Trustees have a crucial responsibility to uphold the highest ethical standards, especially regarding 

student privacy, the foundation of our university. I urge our administration to address this matter 

transparently, implement safeguards against future breaches, and reaffirm its commitment to ethical 

governance that prioritizes the well-being of students and the broader university community. I am grateful 

for the University Senate, which remains the only platform for sharing my concerns on such important 

issues.” 

Sen. Stockwell commented that the Trustees have a fiduciary responsibility to the University and asked 

what information the Trustees were entitled to and whether the Office of General Counsel should give 

input. Sen. D’Armiento stated that this question was valid and is one of the reasons that the Student Affairs 

Committee wrote the letter in order to understand what role the Trustees have in general and with regards 

to these specific disciplinary cases. President Armstrong stated that everyone in the administration is 

committed to meeting with members of the Student Affairs Committee to rebuild trust between students 

and administration and that she wished to reaffirm this commitment before leaving the Senate meeting 

due to another conflict. 

Sen. Gordon emphasized that he agreed that the Trustees needed to respond to the concerns raised by the 

Student Affairs Committee. Sen. D’Armiento responded that she will get back to the Senate with a 

response if given in the future. 

Sen. Slaughter agreed with Sen. Gordon that students deserved a response from the Trustees given the 

severity of the allegations. Sen. Slaughter stated that he was slandered in the House Report as well and 

that it was clear to him that the House Report did not care about facts and accuracy of anything stated. 

Sen. Slaughter stated that he felt that the Report was crafted in order to create distrust between the Trustees 

and Senators and nothing in the Report was given any context and cited disreputable and discredited 

publications as trusted facts. Sen. Slaughter stated that the anger produced by this Report was its’ intention 

Sen. Slaughter mentioned that it was not the point to have individuals on the Senate attempt to defend 

themselves from representations in that Report. Sen. D’Armiento stated that she believes that the 

University community needs to commit further to the system of shared governance between the Trustees, 

President, and the Senate moving forward.  

Sen. Applegate thanked Sen. Slaughter for his words. Sen. Applegate mentioned that there are many things 

that the University deems confidential that are not confidential in the wider world, such as letters of 

evaluation for tenure decisions. Sen. Applegate stated that he did not know the exact relationship between 

the fiduciary responsibility of the Trustees in relation to student disciplinary hearings but that 

confidentiality at the University may not apply in the case of lawsuits or other matters. 

Sen. Howley agreed with Sen. Slaughter and added that University community members are subject to 

national political scrutiny that is not interested in the well-being of Columbia. Sen. Howley mentioned 

that the Senate is the best place to handle these sorts of discussions, even if not always completely ideal. 
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Sen. Howley mentioned that the attacks on the Senate are counterproductive to this mission and that he 

hopes that the Senate can address inaccuracies and misinformation without spending all of its time 

addressing lies about the Senate. Sen. D’Armiento noted the high volume of requests being sent to the 

Executive Committee, which have slowed down the plans for the Senate to have smaller, in-person 

conversations with different constituencies. Sen. D’Armiento said that the community will need to rally 

around many of the changes that will potentially come in the spring. 

Sen. Stockwell mentioned that he agreed with much of what Sen. Howley and Sen. Slaughter had 

mentioned, adding the University has a significant target on its back at the moment. Sen. Stockwell asked 

if there was a consideration to form a committee to look at institutional risk. Sen. D’Armiento responded 

that the administration has already been doing this work and that, when the administration updates the 

Executive Committee, it will be brought to the Senate. Sen. D’Armiento added that she expects updates 

from the administration soon, particularly for the Budget Committee to understand the financial 

implications the new administration might have.  

Update on Section 1.m. Petition from Professor J. Mitts (Structure and Operations) 

Sen. D’Armiento turned the meeting over to Provost Angela Olinto to chair the discussion of the petition 

submitted to the Senate under Section 1.m. of the Senate By-Laws and validated by the Executive 

Committee. Provost Olinto introduced Professor of Social Work and member of the Structure and 

Operations Committee Susan Witte to lead the presentation on the petition. Susan Witte began a 

presentation updating the Senate on the findings of the Structure and Operations Committee. Professor 

Witte gave a presentation (see also report in the plenary packet). Professor Witte stated that this report 

addressed the concerns of allegations of partiality in the report under Section 1.m of the By-Laws. 

Professor Witte stated that the Structure and Operations Committee is not a judiciary committee and only 

responded based on the facts at hand. Professor Witte mentioned that the report has no summary or 

conclusion. Professor Witte walked through each allegation in the petition and the response from Structure 

and Operations, which can be found in the full report. Provost Olinto opened the floor for comments or 

questions. 

Sen. Stockwell commented that he wanted to get to the origin of the orange-jacketed faculty at the April 

encampment and that he wanted clarification from the administration on this matter and whether the 

administration provided the orange jackets. Sen. Stockwell stated that many in the community felt that 

those faculty were intellectually aligned with the encampment protesters and wanted the administration to 

clarify this. Sen. Stockwell asked why the Chair did not ask the “All Out for Lebanon” protesters to move 

rather than the counter-protesters and why the Chair was acting as a University Delegate when she herself 

is not one. Sen. Stockwell questioned what the sanction or penalty is for not giving notice for a protest. 

Sen. Stockwell asked why the Senate leadership shut down the Zoom chat in a May plenary. Finally, Sen. 

Stockwell requested that the Chair publicly apologize for muting a faculty Senator in the May 3, 2024 

plenary, as this had not been done on the record. 
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Sen. D’Armiento made a general statement about the petition. Sen. D’Armiento stated that in advance of 

the petition in front of us that she had been asked by Senator Marks to meet with Professor Mitts in order 

to address many of the issues stated in the petition. She met with Professor Mitts, Sen. Marks and was 

accompanied by Professor David Pozen, a member of the Rules Committee. She was then surprised to see 

the petition subsequently submitted after she had already met with Professor Mitts to address his concerns. 

Sen. D’Armiento expressed she had never experienced a situation like this in dealing with her professional 

colleagues. Sen. D’Armiento addressed the orange-jackets by stating that during the second encampment, 

there was a concern from administration that non-University affiliates may be entering the encampment. 

In response to this concern, faculty with the yellow jackets were speaking with individuals entering the 

encampment to assure that they were affiliates. Dr. D’Armiento, Chief Operating Officer Cas Holloway 

and Vice President of Public Safety Gerald Lewis had gone to the encampment to observe the system 

which was serving to deescalate and prevent non-Affiliates from entering. Sen. D’Armiento mentioned 

that, for the “All Out for Lebanon” protest, she and members of the administration had received an email 

expressing concern that the protestors and counter protestors were close together and this could cause 

issues. President Armstrong called Sen. D’Armiento after receiving the email to ask her to go to the protest 

and see what could be done. Sen. D’Armiento stated that she therefore went to the protest and observed 

that the two groups were close to each other. Sen. D’Armiento stated that there were no Delegates that 

were willing to tell the two groups to separate and that, given the email and the request from President 

Armstrong, she told the counter-protesters to move back away slightly from the protestors. Sen. 

D’Armiento stated that she did not tell the protesters to move because they had signed up for a 

demonstration and had been assigned to the sundial and that the counter-protest was assigned a space 

farther away and had not followed that notice. She told the counter protestors that she understood they did 

not want to be so far away but that they had to allow some distance from the protestors. Sen. D’Armiento 

mentioned that she is not in charge of the Rules Committee and does not enforce the Rules and that 

concerns regarding the Rules of University Conduct should be directed to the Rules Committee and their 

listening sessions. Sen. D’Armiento stated that she was not aware of any letters posted in the Zoom chat 

at the May 8 plenary and that she had sent the letter she had received to both the Student Affairs Committee 

and the Diversity Commission, following up with them later to see if they were raising any items or 

statements in response to those letters. She said that this is the procedure she follows when receiving letters 

in the Senate as they are referred to the proper committee. Sen. D’Armiento stated that she has no control 

over how committees respond to materials sent to them. She added that there had been issues with the 

Zoom chat and that the chat has been shut down. Sen. D’Armiento stated that she did apologize to the 

faculty Senator she had muted in the May 3 plenary, made a mistake, and that some of the online comments 

about the situation were not in response to the faculty Senator but in response to other Senators 

interruptions. 

Sen. Luo mentioned that she was surprised to see this petition submitted to the Senate and that she felt 

that it was a waste of time both institutionally and individually. Sen. Luo stated that she felt that this 

petition was ill-spirited and represented an inability to move forward as a University. Sen. Luo stated that 

she felt that some of the alleged instances that were stated to have occurred at meetings she was present 
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for did not actually occur, highlighting the allegation of giving more time to respondents to the Task Force 

on Antisemitism than to the Task Force itself. Sen. Luo encouraged University members to stop litigating 

what she felt are these minor issues in order for the institution to move forward. 

Senator Andrew Marks (Ten., P&S) stated that Sen. D’Armiento had implicated him in being involved 

with the petition because he had arranged the meeting with Dr. Mitts and that he had nothing to do with 

the petition. He stated that he had only set up the meeting between Sen. D’Armiento and Professor Mitts 

but knew nothing of the petition at the time. Sen. Marks stated that he visited the faculty wearing the 

orange-jackets outside the encampment and that he felt that they were there to support the students in the 

encampment, which was their right, but that everyone should be honest about that. 

Sen. Slaughter agreed with Sen. Luo about her thoughts on the petition. Sen. Slaughter stated that, while 

he was going to address particular allegations, that some of the allegations were repeated and exacerbated 

by the Congressional House Report. Sen. Slaughter mentioned that he can’t speak to the orange-jackets 

and the faculty wearing them but that there was a picture of him holding an orange-jacket but not wearing 

one that was turned into a defamatory story about him keeping out community members from the 

encampment. Sen. Slaughter stated that he was there monitoring the protest around the encampment and 

that he goes out to monitor any protest and that this picture has been used to defame himself and the work 

of the Senate in general. He restated that he does not know whether his reasons for holding the vest or 

wearing the vest, which were accidental, were the same as other faculty members. Sen. Slaughter stated 

that he was in the video when Sen. D’Armiento asked the counter-protesters to move and that he would 

be willing to motion to allow the sender of the email to the Senate to have the floor to speak to address 

their email. Sen. Slaughter recounted that he was walking home from his office and a senior administrator 

asked Sen. Slaughter to go stand with Sen. D’Armiento as she was asking the counter-protesters to move 

back to create more room between the two groups, which he agreed to do. Sen. Slaughter then stated that 

the photograph and video taken of him led to accusations that he was taking a stance on promoting or 

demeaning certain viewpoints expressed in the protests. Sen. Slaughter ended by stating that Sen. 

D’Armiento had already apologized for the only thing he actually found to be inappropriate, which was 

the muting of a faculty Senator. 

Senator Henry Ginsberg (Ten., P&S) stated that he is a member of the Structure and Operations Committee 

and helped contribute to the presentation that Professor Witte made. Sen. Ginsberg stated that, speaking 

for himself, that the proposal submitted to limit the number of times for someone to be the Chair was used 

as a foundation to be a personal attack to the current Chair and he found that to be inappropriate. 

Senator Amy Hungerford (Executive Vice President for Arts and Sciences and Dean of the Faculty of Arts 

and Sciences, Adm.) stated that she was present on the plaza during the counter-protest incident and that 

there were not available Delegates to help with separate the two groups. Sen. Hungerford stated that many 

people were worried and that she herself was prepared to get involved to separate the groups and that Sen. 
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D’Armiento was acting on the same concern. Sen. Hungerford added that, in that moment, everyone was 

thinking about getting a few more feet of distance between the protesters and counter-protesters. 

Senator Greg Freyer (TTOT, SPH) stated that he felt, with all of the attacks leveraged at the University 

from external sources, that the Senate was spending time discussing attacks leveraged at the Chair who 

has devoted immense time to the institution, the Senate, and has done an amazing time. Sen. Freyer hoped 

that attacks leveraged at the Chair by other faculty immediately stop. Sen. Freyer added that the proposed 

amendments to the By-Laws were coming out of the spirit of seeing how much work the Chair of the 

Executive Committee takes on and that the interpretation of those proposed amendments were done in bad 

faith against the Chair. 

Provost Olinto concluded the discussion on the petition and passed the meeting back to Sen. D’Armiento. 

Sen. D’Armiento adjourned the meeting and wished all of the Senators a happy holiday. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Senate staff 



University Senate Proposed: December 13, 2024            

Adopted:  Postponed to February 7, 2025

RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE UNIVERSITY SENATE BY-LAWS  

TO REFLECT THE NUMBER OF STUDENTS ON THE STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

BE IT RESOLVED that the University Senate approves the updates to the University Senate-By-
Laws, as set out, below. 

SEC. 4: COMMITTEES. 

k. The composition and jurisdiction of the several standing committees shall be as follows:

vi)  Committee on Student Affairs: The Committee on Student Affairs shall consist of all 24 25

student Senators, as well as one non-Senator observer from Union Theological Seminary. One

of its members shall also be a member of the Committee on Rules of University Conduct. Its

jurisdiction shall cover matters of student life including, but not limited to, student

organizations, student housing, extracurricular activities and student concerns in the

community. The Committee shall have jurisdiction to consider matters of University-wide

student concerns and concerns of students in more than one faculty or school. Where student

interests are closely related to the interests of other groups in the University, the Committee

shall cooperate with other appropriate committees of the Senate.

Proponent: 

Senate Structure and Operations Committee 



University Senate Proposed: December 13, 2024 

Adopted: Postponed to February 7, 2025

RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE UNIVERSITY SENATE BY-LAWS 

TO CORRECT THE LANGUAGE OF THE CAMPUS PLANNING AND PHYSICAL 

DEVELOPMENT MANDATE 

BE IT RESOLVED  that the University Senate approves the updates to the University Senate-By-Laws, 

as set out, below. 

SEC. 4: COMMITTEES 

k. The composition and jurisdiction of the several standing committees shall be as follows:

iv)  Committee on Campus Planning and Physical Development of the University: The Committee

on Campus Planning and Physical Development of the University shall consist of 16 members

apportioned as follows: 5 tenured faculty, 2 non-tenured faculty, 2 administrators, 3 students,

1 alumnus or alumna, 1 library staff, 1 officer of research, and 1 administrative staff. The

primary mandate of the Campus Planning and Physical Development Committee is to review

and comment upon the processes for planning, reviewing, assigning priorities and

implementing the University’s physical development and  assess how they impact the academic

mission of the University. This shall include plans and projects to change space available for

specific schools and departments as well as space for the well-being of the University

community. The Committee will report to the Senate, President, and Trustees whether major

projects have been properly reviewed and serve the best interests of the University. In addition,

the Committee will work with the administration and appropriate committees of the Trustees

in reviewing, with respect to the University’s academic goals, the long-term physical

development plans of the University, for the campus and for off-campus properties, and the

effects of those plans on the community. The Committee shall meet periodically with the

appropriate vice president and their designates to discuss the status of planned and ongoing



major capital improvements for the University. In addition, the Committee shall regularly 

receive reports from pertinent departments and committees charged with academically relevant 

aspects of physical development. The Committee may also advise the administration and the 

Trustees on faculty, student, and staff concerns, priorities and particular projects related to 

campus planning and physical development. The Committee shall work closely with the 

Committees on Education, Budget Review, and Libraries and Digital Media Resources so that 

developmental plans may bear close relationship to the fulfillment of educational policies and 

purposes. The Committee shall also work closely with the Committee on External Relations 

and Research Policy to minimize areas of conflict and maximize areas of cooperation with the 

community. On behalf of the Senate, the Committee shall also serve as a forum for reviewing 

reports of exceptional difficulties experienced with the academic physical plant, buildings, 

grounds, and maintenance. 

Proponent: 

Senate Structures and Operations Committee 



University Senate Proposed: December 13, 2024 

Adopted: Postponed to February 7, 2025

RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE UNIVERSITY SENATE BY-LAWS 

TO ADD A VICE CHAIR TO THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Senate approve the updates to the University Senate By-Laws, as 
set out, below. 

SEC.3: ELECTORAL CAUCUSES AND EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

a. Establishment of Electoral Caucuses. There shall be the following Electoral Caucuses: Tenured
Faculty Caucus, TTOT Faculty Caucus, and Student Caucus, and Research Officer Caucus.

b. Other Caucuses: Nothing in Section 3 of these By-Laws shall preclude the establishment of other
Senate entities that use the word “Caucus” in their name.

c. The composition and jurisdiction of the several electoral caucuses shall be as follows:

i) Tenured Faculty Caucus. The Tenured Faculty Caucus shall consist of all members of the
Senate elected pursuant to Section 20.b.1 of the Statutes of the University. The Tenured Faculty
Caucus shall select members of the Executive Committee, as specified in Section (4)(i)(1)
3.d.of these By-Laws, and shall conduct other business as appropriate.

ii) TTOT Faculty Caucus. The TTOT Faculty Caucus shall consist of all members of the Senate
elected pursuant to Section 20.b.2 of the Statutes of the University. The TTOT Faculty Caucus
shall select members of the Executive Committee, as specified in Section 4.i.1 3.d. of these
By-Laws, and shall conduct other business as appropriate.

iii) Student Caucus. The Student Caucus shall consist of all members of the Senate elected
pursuant to Section 20.c. of the Statutes of the University. The Student Caucus shall select
members of the Executive Committee, as specified in Section (4)(i)(1) 3.d. of these By-Laws,
and shall conduct other business as appropriate.

iv) The Research Officer Caucus. The Research Officer Caucus  shall consist of all members of
the Senate elected pursuant to Section 20.f. of the Statutes of the University. The Research
Officer Caucus shall select a member of the Executive Committee, as specified in Section 3.d.
of these By-Laws, and shall conduct other business as appropriate.



d. Composition of the Executive Committee. The Executive Committee shall consist of 13 15
members apportioned as follows: 1 tenured faculty member who shall be Chair, 1 tenured faculty
member who shall be Vice Chair, 5 additional tenured faculty, 2 non-tenuredTTOT faculty, 1
research officer, 2 administrators, and 3 students. All shall be members of the Senate. The two
administration representatives shall be the President and another officer of administration of their
choice. Elected members of the Executive Committee, except for the Chair and Vice Chair, shall
be chosen by the appropriate electoral caucuses established in Section 3.a. of these By-Laws.

e. Powers of the Executive Committee. The Executive Committee shall be the Senate’s agenda
committee and its committee on committees. It may authorize standing committees without regular
and recurring duties, if they request to be put on a stand-by basis, to meet once a semester and
otherwise be on the call of the Senate or the Executive Committee or of a majority of the
Committee concerned as the need for the activity of such committees may arise. The Executive
Committee shall have the power to call the Senate into extraordinary session, and shall have such
powers, functions and duties as the Senate may delegate to it during periods when the Senate is
not in session.

f. Liaison with central administration. The Executive Committee shall serve as a continuing liaison
between the University Senate and the central administration. The Executive  Committee may
create subcommittees and may delegate any of its powers, functions, and duties. The Executive
Committee shall participate pursuant to the Statutes of the University and the By-Laws of the
Trustees, in the selection of University Professors, the President of the University, the Provost or
Provosts, and six Trustees. In performing these functions, the  Executive Committee or the
appropriate subcommittee thereof shall act in executive session and in a confidential manner and
shall not be required to report its deliberations or actions to the Senate as a whole.

d. g. Recognition of service. To the extent possible, officers of instruction may be allowed a 
reduction in their teaching loads and students may be granted appropriate credit for serving as 
members of the Executive Committee. 

e. h. In the spring of each odd-numbered year, the Senate shall nominate and elect the Chair of 
the Committee, and shall nominate and elect the Vice Chair of the Committee,who shall take office 
fourteen days before the day of Commencement. Both officers shall take office on the following 
September 1. A candidate for Chair or Vice Chair must be a member of the Tenured Caucus at the 
time of their nomination, and he or she must have qualified to be a member of the Senate at the 
time he or she would take office. In addition, he or she they must have served on the Senate at least 
two years in the immediately preceding four years. Each nomination shall require a petition signed 
by at least six current members of the Senate, at least 3 of whom shall be members of the Tenured 
Caucus and at least 2 of whom shall not be members of the Tenured Caucus. The Elections 
Commission shall prescribe the format and timing of the  nominations. The current members of 
the Senate shall elect the Chair and the Vice Chair by confidential electronic ballot as prescribed 



and supervised by the Elections Commission. A separate ballot shall be used for each position, and 
votes shall be tallied separately for each position. Each ballot shall include an option to abstain.  

f. i. Vacancies. If the position of chair becomes vacant in an odd-numbered year at any point 
starting fourteen days before the day of Commencement and extending to fifteen days before the 
day of Commencement of the next odd-numbered year, then the remaining members of executive 
committee, voting as a whole, shall select an interim chair who shall serve until a new chair can 
be elected by the regular election procedure. the Vice Chair shall become Chair for the remainder 
of the term of the Chair. If the position of Vice Chair becomes vacant, the remaining members of 
the Executive Committee, voting as a whole, shall select an interim Vice Chair until a new Vice 
Chair is elected for the remainder of the term of the Vice Chair. The election shall be held as soon 
as possible on a date determined by the Elections Commission. In the event of any vacancies in 
the Executive Committee other than the Chair or Vice Chair, a new member shall be selected in 
the same way that the departing member was selected, and shall serve for the unexpired term. 

g. j. Term limits: No Vice Chair. A person shall be elected chair of the Executive Committee 
more than three consecutive times. A person who becomes ineligible to be elected as chair because 
of the number of consecutive times they have been elected shall not become eligible to become 
chair or vice chair until at least one year has elapsed since the completion of their previous term.  
No person shall be elected Vice Chair of the Executive Committee more than three consecutive 
times.  A person who becomes ineligible to be elected as Vice Chair because of the number of 
consecutive times they have been elected shall not become eligible to be elected as Vice Chair 
until at least one year has elapsed since the completion of their previous term. 

Sec. 1  ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURE. 
e. Presiding Officer. The President of the University shall be the presiding officer of the Senate. In
their absence, or at their request, the Chair of the Executive Committee shall preside as Speaker pro
tempore. In the absence of the Chair of the Executive Committee or at the request of the Chair of the
Executive Committee, the Vice Chair shall preside as Speaker pro tempore if the President does not
preside.

Proponent: 

Senate Structure and Operations Committee 



University Senate Student Affairs Committee 

Statement About Community 

December 8, 2024 

As members of an academic community and as public-facing individuals, we understand and accept that 

we are subject to both support and criticism. Critique is an essential part of our work and of the dynamic 

environment we foster in our institution, where diverse ideas and perspectives come together. However, 

it is important to acknowledge that certain forms of behavior extend beyond the boundaries of healthy, 

constructive dialogue and only serve to shut down open discussion. 

We are deeply concerned by recent events in which select comments made in plenary from one of our 

student Senators were shared on social media. Despite vicious racist and sexist online harassment in 

response to this post, fellow community members continued to target the Senator and provided a platform 

for further harassment. Harassment and doxing is a violation of privacy and an unacceptable form of 

aggression. Such actions, including the sharing of personal information without consent, not only harm 

individuals but undermine the core values of respect and integrity that define our community. Sexual 

harassment, cyberbullying, and other forms of harmful behavior are not, and will never be, tolerated within 

our community. These actions do not align with the values we strive to uphold and fail to meet the 

standards we expect of one another. 

In light of this, we call on all members of our community to return to a norm of respectful discourse 

without utilizing online platforms to effectively silence individuals with whom you disagree. We invite 

those who disagree with us or who seek clarification of a senator’s statements or comments to engage 

through the appropriate channels rather than resorting to actions that may generate hostility or harm. We 

must hold each other—and ourselves—to this norm of interaction, discussion, and debate. As a 

deliberative community, we must be able to engage in the type of open and productive communication 

that reflects our institution's academic pedigree and supports the growth and well-being of all individuals. 

Let us focus on fostering a climate in which dialogue, collaboration, and understanding can thrive, and let 

us remember that every space we share—whether physical or virtual—is an opportunity for respectful 

exchange and intellectual growth. 

We remain steadfast in our commitment to ensuring that every member of our community can safely speak 

without fear in a respectful and supportive academic environment. 

Student Affairs Committee 



University Senate Plenary, December 13, 2024 | Sen. Helen Han Wei Luo 

Thank you, I’d like to be the first to express my gratitude to the Student Affairs Committee for this statement, 

which I wholeheartedly endorse. My name is Helen Han Wei Luo, I represent Graduate Humanities and I am the 

most recent student leader to be targeted by individuals both within our campus community and from outside 

interest groups. My November 22
nd

 remarks were filmed, in violation of Senate bylaws, by a fellow student and 

distributed on social media with the explicit intent to incite harassment and violence.  

The student in question has deliberately misconstrued my remarks by characterizing them as minimizing 

the issue of antisemitism on campus. I reiterate now, once and for all: antisemitism is an egregious form of 

discrimination at Columbia, especially when Jewish students and faculty are intimidated for speaking critically about 

the Israeli government. This form of discrimination has been amplified through the creation of an informal system 

where individuals at Columbia are being platformed and rewarded for doxing with the support of outside entities as 

they distribute defamatory media to silence dissent. To be sure: this incident has almost nothing to do with me, or 

my role as a student leader, the intent is only to prohibit free speech.  

I am reminded of the doxing trucks that circulated campus for months last term especially during the 

encampment. They drove circles outside my apartment, singlehandedly broadcasting the names of my fellow 

students which they branded as terrorists for exercising the right to free speech and to protest. These individuals 

operated anonymously then. Not anymore. There is no secret as to who the student responsible for doxing me is, 

he apparently feels no need to hide. Columbia’s continued inaction on the matter has emboldened them to operate 

openly – they are proud, even - to hold our institutions like the Senate hostage to serve at their whims. They will 

not stop until they have ICE brought onto campus to deport our students, and I am so disappointed that even today 

our president was not able to give us assurances against this outcome.  

Here is exhibit A of our administration’s bias and ineptitude: the University has known for weeks that my 

remarks were being filmed and distributed online, thus undermining me and student leaders like myself from 

representing their constituency, and they have not taken action. Even right now they are filming me in the back of 

this very room. This is unfortunately unsurprising, doxing has now become predominant culture at Columbia and 

is symptomatic of the institutional backing for the perpetrators as Columbia fails to impose due process to hold 

them accountable, even dedicating significant institutional resources to protect them. Columbia has the resources 

to punish students for behavior on social media – but apparently not this group. Not once. Not ever. 

Would anyone like to know what I, and other female and minority students at Columbia, have been called 

in the last week alone? Ask yourselves what kind of violence young women, young women of color, can be 

threatened with, and you will know, and your stomach should churn as you realize the kind of dehumanizing 

behavior these perpetrators are capable of. They have no appetite for civil discourse or reasonable criticism. Just 



last week Professor Shai Davidai posted a photo of me, from when I was 20 years old in a swimsuit – for his 

hundreds of thousands of followers to leer at and eroticize. This individual in particular is unsafe around female 

students and should never again enjoy the privileges of teaching. He has a proven pattern of targeting young women 

online after dozens of reports about his harassing behavior and the only reason we are talking about me today is 

because I happen to be a privileged student leader who enjoys tremendous support from my department and my 

constituents. Other vulnerable students have not had the same privilege. Columbia has failed them. Columbia could 

have stopped him, but chose not to, and even now is electing to ignore the harm they have facilitated by allowing 

these perpetrators to monopolize institutional resources.  

Finally, to the faculty, scholars, students and administrators of good faith here with me today, I urge you to 

consider that the perpetrators of this harassment at Columbia will one day grow bored of us. Their interest in our 

institution is insincere at best and only an instrument to amplify their ideological rhetoric. This is true of the recent 

House Republican report, and I imagine, true of the upcoming federal administration. These individuals will work 

to discredit, spin lies, undermine, harass, and embarrass our institution, we will cower to their intimidation by trading 

away our civil liberties and the humanity of our students, and then they will grow bored and we will be left to clean 

up the mess they make of our school, our students, our legacy as an institution. Columbia was my dream school. I 

was waitlisted for my program and I went to my department and begged to come here, and when the perpetrators 

of this harassment are gone, I, and all the scholars and leaders like me, will be left to clean up the mess they make 

of our home, the home that I love. So I urge that our administration take action today, and in the upcoming months 

and years, to not let them overtake our institution without fighting the good fight, for our colleagues, and our students. 



A PETITION IN SUPPORT OF COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY’S SENATE

We, the undersigned, state our support for the existing policies and procedures of the Columbia
University Senate, including the process by which amendments may be made to the Senate’s
governing documents, including its by-laws.

The Senate By-Laws set forth that the Committee on Senate Structure and Operations “shall
observe and review the operations and effectiveness of the University Senate and make
recommendations for the improvement of the structure and operations of the Senate, through
statutory amendment and otherwise.” The By-Laws, Statutes, and Rules of the Columbia
University Senate Sec. 4 (k)(vii) (2020). We support this Committee’s responsibility and role in
considering amendments to improve the functioning and structure of the Senate.

We express our concern that a petition has been circulated within Columbia that seeks to
undermine the well-functioning process by which changes to the Senate’s procedures and
structure take place. In the name of “best practices of corporate governance”, the petition
demands that the Senate take action on several proposed amendments. The authors of the
petition profess expertise in corporate governance, but have no expertise in non-profit
governance matters. We urge concern toward efforts to import the best-practices of the
for-profit business world into the university setting, a context in which principles of shared
governance, transparency, and measures of excellence and success are quite different from, if
not in opposition to, the principles that inform for-profit corporate governance.

While Sec. 1 (m) of the Senate’s By-Laws allows for the placement of a matter on the
appropriate Senate Committee’s agenda by petition, the petition now-circulating fails to meet the
requirements of Sec. 1 (m), and suffers a number of other deficiencies.

First, the petition fails to identify whether its signatories amount to 150 members of the
University community who are entitled to vote for members of the Senate, as required by the
By-Laws.

Second, the petition seeks to subvert the normal procedures already being pursued by the
Committee on Senate Structure and Operations. The petition’s drafters appear to be aware of
confidential deliberations from the Senate Structure and Operations Committee as it has been
considering amendments related to term limits, which may appear on the Senate Plenary’s
Agenda on October 25, 2024. The petition seeks to accomplish an end-run around that process
by making an 11th hour demand that the Senate take up a set of other measures without the
benefit of full and careful consideration by the appropriate Committee.

Third, the petition rests its demands on a set of claims that are either unsubstantiated or are
demonstrably false. The petition essentially recites talking points drawn from social media that
advance a political agenda, rather than address actual deficiencies in the Senate.



Fourth, the petition fails to acknowledge that limits on the terms that can be served by Chair of
the Executive Committee were adopted by the Senate in 2020, and that the Senate is currently
considering an amendment that has progressed through proper channels, that would clarify the
application of those existing term limits.

For this reason, we assert our confidence in the existing deliberations and processes of the
University Senate, including the integrity of the Committee process.

Signed,

(Please add your name here)

















Senate Plenary | Comments
Tue, Dec 17, 2024 at 12:38 PM

Cc: University Senate <senate@columbia.edu>

Here you go:

Please share anonymously for fear of additional doxing.

As faculty members, we are deeply concerned about the recent breach of Senate norms, where an unauthorized video of
the Senate meeting was posted online, misrepresented, and out of context, resulting in violent and abusive attacks on a
student senator. Senate norms exist to ensure open, respectful dialogue, and this violation has not only harmed an
individual but also undermined trust in Senate processes.
This incident reflects a growing environment of fear and repression on campus, silencing students and faculty alike on
contentious issues like Israel and Gaza. Faculty, too, are increasingly wary of retaliation, creating a chilling effect that
stifles open academic discourse and critical engagement.
The role of social media in amplifying this harassment has created a hostile environment, contradicting our university's
values of inclusivity and mutual respect. As faculty, we must protect the rights of all community members to express their
views, particularly on contentious issues, without fear of intimidation. I urge the Senate to reaffirm its commitment to the
dignity and safety of all members and to address the harm caused by this incident.

Please share anonymously for fear of additional doxing.

I am deeply troubled by the recent doxing of a faculty member and Senator, Joseph Slaughter. A surreptitiously recorded
lecture was taken out of context to falsely portray them as supporting terrorism. This attack was amplified by a right-wing
newspaper, the Free Beacon, which spread lies about the faculty Senator and the Rules Committee process, claiming it
undermines the student disciplinary process. This is categorically false. We have heard here in the Senate from a
spectrum of Rules committee members about the process they undertook this Summer and continue to undertake in
support of improving the Rules process.  The Rules Committee is a diverse, collaborative body committed to maintaining
transparent and fair guidelines that serve the entire university community.
Spreading misinformation about our processes undermines trust, erodes academic freedom, and fosters a hostile
environment. Should any publication be allowed to spread lies about the integrity of our work? I urge the Senate to
strongly condemn this attack, defend the integrity of our faculty and processes, and reaffirm our commitment to academic
freedom and truth.

Best,

12/17/24, 2:14 PM LionMail Mail - Senate Plenary | Comments
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[Quoted text hidden]
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