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Dear President Hatch,  

 We are attaching the two AAUP documents, Summary of Recommendations: 56 
Principles to Guide Academy-Industry Engagement and AAUP Recommended 
Principles & Practices to Guide Academy-Industry Relationships we referred to in our 
conversation and are referenced by the Committee on Academic Freedom and 
Responsibility (CAFR) in their report to the Faculty Senate. We also attach one 
additional document, the Medical School’s Conflict of Interest Policy.  

 With regard to your comment that the AAUP principles and guidelines do not 
apply in the case of the CGKF funding because it is a foundation and not an industry, 
please note especially these two passages near the beginning of the Document. The 
concern of the Senate and the overall concern addressed in the AAUP documents is to 
prevent outside influence, from any source, private or public. 

Summary of Recommendations: 56 Principles to Guide Academy-Industry 
Engagement 
 
The AAUP seeks to promote deeper awareness of how commercial 
relationships—though often highly beneficial—may have far-reaching 
consequences for the university, its missions, and its constituents (students, 
faculty, colleagues, patients, the public) as well as on the academic profession 
(in areas ranging from research integrity and reliability to knowledge sharing, 
public health, and public trust). Although the report focuses primarily on 
academy-industry relationships, it addresses government- and nonprofit-
sponsored research when related and appropriate (13). 

 
PRINCIPLE 1 
Faculty Governance: 

The university must preserve the primacy of shared academic  
governance in establishing campus-wide policies for planning,  
developing, implementing, monitoring, and assessing all donor  
agreements and collaborations, whether with private industry, 
government, or nonprofit groups. Faculty, not outside sponsors,  
should retain majority control over the campus management of such 
agreements and collaborations (16). 

 
1. Regarding our recommendations #1 and #3:  

# 1: The Charles G. Koch Foundation (and other funders) should be identified as 
donors on the EI website and all materials that are produced by the Institute, so 
that grant recipients can do the same.  
 
# 3: Disclose the donor agreement with the CGKF or end it. The AAUP principles 
of academic freedom and responsibility require that the CGKF be listed on all EI 
materials. 
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 The AAUP Redbook lists five recommendations the faculty should undertake "to 
ensure that conflict of interest policies are properly implemented” (275). The second 
point is the most relevant to our discussion and reads: 
 

The faculty should work to ensure that the university's plan  
for monitoring conflict of interest policy is consistent with the  
principles of academic freedom. There should be emphasis on  
ensuring that the sources and purpose of all corporate-funded  
research contracts can be publicly disclosed (275). [Note, again that the  
Summary of Recommendations: 56 Principles to Guide Academy- 
Industry Engagement, cited above include government and nonprofit  
groups, such as the CGKF, pp. 13; 16] 

 
 As we discussed in our meeting, full disclosure of funding has become required, 
not just a matter of grateful acknowledgment (e.g., humanities) for journals, publishers, 
grant applications and conference submissions. This is particularly true of the natural 
sciences and many social sciences. Since the EI is a university-wide initiative, non-
disclosure of its funding sources excludes some scholars from participation (e.g., 
Professor Knudson) and prevents others from fulfilling their academic responsibility of 
full disclosure. We attach the Medical School’s Conflict of Commitment and Conflict of 
Interest Policy. Note there especially, “Reportable conflicts of commitment” in II.G.1 
“….Other reportable activities are fiduciary and management roles in organizations 
outside the Institution, including board of directors, officer, manager, or medical director 
of a for-profit company, non-profit organization or charitable foundation.” (4)  
 
 With regard to research, see II.H:  

Conflict of Interest: in professional and scientific endeavors refers  
to a situation in which financial or other personal considerations  
may compromise, or have the appearance of compromising, an  
individual's professional judgment in conducting or reporting research, 
patient care, or carrying out or directing other types of institutional  
programs.  The bias that may result from such conflicts could impact  
not only the collection, analysis, interpretation and reporting of data,  
but also the hiring of staff, the procurement of materials, or the  
conduct of other activities supporting the institution's objectives. 

 
There are, in addition, conflict of interest policies you mentioned in our meeting more 
narrowly focused on individual financial interest through Outside Employment (II.M.) 
including “board member appointments” for “non-profit organizations or charitable 
foundations,” as well as other Outside Interests, defined as, “a personal professional 
relationship with any domestic or foreign, public or private, entity (excluding a Federal 
agency) with which an Individual has a financial interest or regular time commitment.” 
 
2. Regarding our Recommendation # 2:  

We recommend removing Professor James Otteson from the Faculty Advisory 
Board of the EI because his presence compromises the independence of a board that, 
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even now, is not composed of elected representatives of the faculty with no personal 
interest in the EI.  
 

One Faculty Advisory Board member, who resigned from the FAB, had several very 
good suggestions for the Ad Hoc Senate Committee about how to structure the 
governance of the EI, bringing more meaningful faculty input and oversight. In this 
interim period until the Senate Committee on Conflict of Interest brings its report and 
recommendations in the coming academic year, we agree with the Ad Hoc Committee’s 
preliminary recommendations: “Based on our very preliminary review, we would 
endorse these recommendations regarding the advisory board for all institutes. They 
include:  

a) Meet in executive session (meaning only advisory members meet).  
b) Have a lead advisory board member conduct all meetings.  
c) Distribute materials at least a week in advance so members can do their own 

thinking and research.  
d) Create an executive committee of four to five advisory board members to serve 

as an executive board to increase accountability and oversight.  
e) Conduct annual evaluations of the board with respect to the Institute's strategy 

and its success in achieving its stated goals.  
f) Enhance advisory board oversight, consider fiduciary responsibility to the 

University for all board members.” (Senate Ad Hoc Report, 14-15) 
[Note: Recommendations a. and b. assume that the Executive Director would not be 
a voting member of the FAB, nor would the Executive Director conduct the meetings 
of the FAB, assuring more independence for the Board in its advisory capacity. 
Though we note again that it is strictly an advisory board that has no governing 
power.]  

 
A thorough review of policies and procedures governing institutes/centers at other 
universities—beyond the time parameters of the Ad Hoc committee—will no doubt yield 
numerous other ideas for the governance and oversight of all WFU institutes. Following 
the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Committee, the Faculty Senate will create such an 
ad hoc committee in the Fall Semester 2017 for the purpose of such a review. We will 
communicate to that Ad Hoc COI Committee our understanding that current FAB 
members have received grants from the EI. Even if they recused themselves from 
consideration of their own applications, we believe, in accord with AAUP principles and 
guidelines, that faculty members with financial interests in the EI should not be involved 
in advising or evaluating the Executive Director or the EI, or have any role in the 
approval of the EI, as the Provost has stated the FAB did.  
 
3. Regarding our recommendation #4:  

Rework the Gift Acceptance Committee to make it adhere to AAUP guidelines. 
The guidelines recommend that Gift Acceptance Committees should be composed of a 
majority of faculty. We agree that not all donations require faculty input, but those 
flagged as having the potential for "outside influence" require, according to the AAUP, 
substantial, even majority, faculty participation. 
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We understand that from where you sit it may look as though some faculty members 
have unfairly viewed Professor Otteson through a “conspiratorial” lens. However, it was 
Professor Otteson himself who was quoted by the New Yorker saying at the 2014 Koch 
retreat that he intended to bring the Koch agenda to Wake Forest under the guise of 
“well-being.” The authors of the Ad Hoc Senate Report “…highly recommend a full 
reading of the transcript   
(https://archive.org/stream/FreedomPartnersLeveragingScienceAndUniversities/Freedo
m%20Partners%20Leveraging%20Science%20and%20Universities_djvu.txt) from this 
recorded panel session. It provides a unique glimpse into these secretive summits (and 
reveal intentions that are not in line with our university’s functions). And one must 
wonder: if everything is above-board, why hold secret meetings and prepare secret 
agendas? For the purposes of this presentation, here are the key aims of CGKF efforts 
in higher education as outlined by [Ryan] Stowers, [Vice President, Higher Education, 
CGKF]: 
● Build a robust freedom-advancing network of professors to produce research at 

university centers across the country; this research provides the ‘intellectual fuel’ 
on the most important policy base, both the national and state level. 

● Educate thousands of students in the ideas of a free society…and then help 
those students see the message to fight for freedom. 

● Foster a ‘talent pipeline’ by referring ‘the most passionate students from these 
programs’ and train the ‘next generation of the freedom movement.’ As many as 
5,000 ‘free market‘ scholars teaching hundreds of students each, Stowers 
concludes, can influence the thinking of millions of young Americans every year. 
‘This cycle constantly repeats itself,’ he emphasizes to his audience of potential 
patrons, ‘and you can see the multiplier effect it's had on our network since 2008.’  

Based on these excerpts alone, CGKF aims in higher education include: 
● To promote its free market ideology on campuses throughout the country 

by establishing research centers and institutes. 
● To identify and fund “market friendly” scholars. 
● To influence the curriculum. 
● To propagandize and cultivate students loyal to the cause of the “freedom 

movement.” 
● To create a “talent pipeline” for future scholars, think tanks, and grass root 

political efforts. 
● To influence local, state, and federal political legislation and social 

transformation.”(Ad Hoc report, 5-6) 
 

 The Ad Hoc Report notes, “It is important to remember that CGKF has two key 
mechanisms of insurance for ‘protecting’ its investment in centers and institutes. The 
first is the institutional agreement and the terms outlined therein.” (Ad Hoc Report, 13) 
Given the agreements that the CGKF has signed with other universities, we think you 
can agree that there is cause for extra scrutiny of any agreement Wake Forest signs 
with them. We understand from our conversation with you and the Provost that extra 
scrutiny was given to this agreement. The problem is that no disinterested, elected 
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faculty representatives have had an opportunity to exercise that scrutiny—a scrutiny 
called for by the AAUP and a responsibility of our faculty.  
 
 The second mechanism to ensure the “protection” of the Foundation’s investment 
is the appointment of the Executive Director of the institute. Since encountering on other 
campuses the insistence by faculty on participation in reviewing the donor agreements 
and exercising their proper role in examining possible conflicts of interest, the CGKF 
has developed a new strategy to influence academic programs, research and teaching 
of students. All indications are that CGKF designates the occupant of this position in the 
donor agreement. That way the CGKF can be confident that the person with ultimate 
authority for spending their money understands and agrees with their agenda, shares 
their ideology, and will direct the institute accordingly. As Charlie Ruger, Director of 
University Investments at CGKF, clearly states, “The money is at the control and 
supervision of the center director and we want that person’s name in the agreement.” 
He goes on to warn, “If anyone except [director name] ends up in control of these funds, 
the next check is not going to be on the way” (Ad Hoc Report, 13)). The fact that CGKF 
demands that it designate the director of the institute seems to us a complete violation 
of academic freedom and institutional independence. 
 
 This strategy is described in the Ad Hoc Report. Jay Schalin, in his extensive 
analysis of the new trend in university academic centers, points out a recent strategy for 
donors to ensure their intent is carried out. “One method donors employ to beat the 
power grab [by faculty],” he writes, “is to avoid spelling out any perspective or course 
content in the terms of the donation, but to work through a specific professor whose 
views match the donor's.” (See “Renewal in the University.” The John William Pope 
Center for Higher Education Policy, January 2015 (12). Please note, as well, the 
implication that faculty oversight is considered a “power grab.”  
 
 The Senate Ad Hoc Committee report which we attached in our June 13th email 
to you made very clear that Professor Otteson can fill that role very effectively, as he 
has had a long-term association with the Kochs before coming to Wake Forest:  
 

(Professor Otteson’s connections with the Charles Koch Foundation trace back 
to at least 2009 when he was named the Charles G. Koch Fellow at the 
American Studies Fund. The year prior, it is reported that he received $20,000 
from CGKF for a speaker series at Yeshiva University. He has served as a 
Research Professor, Research Fellow, and visiting speaker at a number of Koch-
funded centers and institutes such as the Freedom Center at University of 
Arizona and the Independent Institute in California. He also served on the Board 
of Advisers to the Heartland Institute, also funded by Koch. As noted previously, 
he appears to have played an important role in the Koch rollout of its well-being 
initiative, suggesting close connections to key CGKF administrators such as 
Ryan Stowers, Charlie Ruger, William Ruger, and Kevin Gentry. And finally, 
Professor Otteson has been an active member in APEE, the primary organization 
that facilitates the “liberty advancing” network of scholars so central to the CGKF 
leveraging of higher education, delivering papers and even a keynote address, in 
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2010, 2012, 2014, and 2015. He currently serves on the APEE Executive 
Committee [13, n. 15]).  

 
 In our meeting you said that you “would be deeply concerned” if you thought 
“James Otteson was being directed by outside forces.” It is not a matter of his being 
“directed” by the CGKF. Given his service to CGKF initiatives and your affirmation 
that he “…is allowed to pursue whatever path he wishes,” it is clear that Professor 
Otteson does, indeed, “control” the CGKF money and is likely to pursue a path in line 
with the intent of the CGKF, thus assuring the continued flow of funds. From our 
perspective the strategy of the CGKF and the acquiescence of the administration to 
that strategy, without the kind of faculty involvement called for by the AAUP, 
effectively builds a firewall not between the EI and the CGKF, but between the CGKF 
and the WF faculty elected to participate in shared governance, including adjudicating 
conflicts of interests involving faculty who develop them while at WF or bring them 
with them.  
 
 For this reason, we restate our concern about the use of CGKF funding for 
establishing faculty lines, because doing so could easily be a threat to the academic 
freedom of anyone hired in a line, from which the CGKF could withhold funding were 
its leadership displeased with the faculty member’s publication, teaching or service.  
 

We might also add that members of the Economics Department reported to the 
Ad Hoc Committee irregularities in the hiring and tenure process of Professor 
Otteson. The fact that his doctoral degree is in Philosophy, not Economics, prompted 
the Committee's query. In addition to process anomalies, it was reported that 
conditions of his appointment included that he "will not be entitled to vote in 
Department recruiting of faculty or tenure and promotion decisions," and that he 
would teach only one course a year in the department, most likely a first-year 
seminar. Although these facts certainly raised concerns, the Ad Hoc Committee 
chose to leave these details out of its final report.  
 
 In our meeting, you remarked that our line of questioning seemed to assume 
some kind of “deep dark conspiracy.” While that mischaracterizes our concerns, the 
findings of the Ad Hoc Committee, in particular, certainly raise questions about the 
transparency of the process of creating the Institute, Professor Otteson's 
directorship/tenure process, and the securing of CGKF funding. The timeline 
suggests that the idea for this institute dates back at least to the spring of 2014, just 
prior to Professor Otteson selling the idea at the Koch Summit in June of that year. 
WFU negotiations with the Koch Foundation were clearly moving forward by the fall of 
2014, with a site visit taking place in May of 2015. All of this was well before any input 
was afforded to faculty representatives. A truly representative Faculty Advisory Board 
was not in place until perhaps the spring of 2016. Finally, the Provost has reported on 
numerous occasions that when the Jane Mayer New Yorker article was published in 
January, 2016, it was agreed that negotiations with the Koch Foundation would be 
terminated. Several administrators and even Trustees have reported the same 
understanding. When asked why this decision to terminate the negotiations was later 
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reversed, the Provost has explained to faculty representatives on several occasions 
that it was because the FAB forcefully argued that the Institute should move forward 
and that the faculty could "clean" the money as it has with other donors who had 
given “dirty money” to the university. Not all FAB members that we've spoken to fully 
concur with this explanation, however. So we remain perplexed as to why the 
administration decided to accept CGKF funding after the damaging revelations of 
Jane Mayer's investigation, which were further corroborated by the findings of the Ad 
Hoc Committee. In short, it appears to us that the creation of EI and the acceptance 
of CGKF funding was driven primarily by the administration and that substantive 
faculty involvement and review was largely an afterthought.  
 

This is why, as we indicated toward the end of our meeting with you, the trust 
and cooperative spirit between the faculty and administration have been damaged in 
this process and are need of repair.  
 
 Finally, we attach the Medical School Conflict of Interest policy, we to which we 
provided a hyperlink above is intended to safeguard the integrity of its educational 
mission, and to “protect the reputation and credibility” of the Medical School and its 
faculty and staff.  
 
 Despite the regard we have for your judgment, the issues involved here cannot 
rest on the degree to which you trust Professor Otteson. The AAUP principles and 
guidelines are intended to protect the integrity of our academic mission from undue 
outside influence and, therefore, must involve elected faculty representatives in gift 
acceptance, conflict of interest deliberations, and the establishment of such important 
academic initiatives as university-wide institutes.  
 
   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jane Albrecht, Faculty Senator; Professor, Romance Languages, 
Douglass Beets, Member Ad Hoc Faculty Senate Committee on Eudaimonia; Faculty 

Senator; Professor, School of Business 
Stephen Boyd, Secretary, WF Chapter AAUP; Co-Chair, Concerned Faculty; Faculty  
 Senator (2017-2018); John Allen Easley Professor of the Study of Religions 
Simone Caron, Member of Ad Hoc Faculty Senate Committee on Eudaimonia Institute; 

Faculty Senator; Chair, Collegiate Senators (2017-2018); Professor of History 
Stewart Carter, President, Faculty Senate, 2017-2018; Professor of Music 
Jay Ford, Chair, Ad Hoc Faculty Senate Committee on Eudaimonia Institute; Faculty 
 Senator; Chair, Department for the Study of Religions 

 Mark Knudson, Member CAFR Committee on EI; Faculty Senator; Professor, School of  
  Medicine 

Wilson Parker, Faculty Senator (and past President of the Senate); Professor, School 
of Law 
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Gale Sigal, President of WF AAUP Chapter; past President of the Senate; Chair, 
Committee on Academic Freedom and Responsibility (2017-2019); Professor, 
English Department 

Wayne Silver, Co-chair of Concerned Faculty; Faculty Senator (2017-2021); Professor 
of Biology 

Ulrike Wiethaus, Chair, Committee on Academic Freedom and Responsibility;  
 Professor, Department for the Study of Religions and American Ethnic    

Program  
 


