
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, February 9, 2004 

1:15 - 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Gary Balas (chair), Darryn Beckstrom, Victor Bloomfield, Christopher Cramer, Dan 

Dahlberg, Sharon Danes, Kathy Ensrud, Steven Gantt, David Hamilton, Michael Hughey, 
Paul Johnson, James Luby, Mark Paller, Maria Sera, Charles Spetland, Barbara 
VanDrasek, Jean Witson 

 
Absent: Dianne Bartels, Kathleen Conklin, James Cotter, Robin Dittman, Katherine Klink, 

Andrew Koch, Phillip Larsen, James Orf, Virginia Seybold, Thomas Schumacher, 
George Trachte, Michael Volna 

 
Guests:  Professor Patricia Albers (American Indian Studies), Joel Helfrich (Graduate student, 

History), Professor Margaret Kuchenreuther (Chair, Senate Committee on Social 
Concerns), Professor Len Kuhi (Astronomy), Professor Lawrence Rudnick (Astronomy), 
Win Ann Schumi (Office of Oversight Analysis and Reporting) 

 
Other: Brenda Child, Professor Carol Miller, Jean O'Brien, Claire Walter-Marchetti, others 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) update on international students; (2) Minnesota Data Practices act and research; (3) 
student intellectual property license; (4) telescope project on Mt. Graham] 
 
 
1. Update on International Students 
 
 Professor Balas convened the meeting at 1:15 and turned first to Dean Bloomfield for a report on 
international students.  Dean Bloomfield distributed a two-page handout and spoke from it; it is 
reproduced below, in which are interwoven comments during the discussion. 
 
Minnesota Application Information 

• Continuing trend from last year 
• As of  January 30, 2004 , applications from US citizens and permanent residents are up 11% over 
last year, same date.  Greatest increases are in doctoral applicants. Dean Bloomfield said they do not 
know what ENROLLMENTS will be next year; these data are for applications.   

 • Increase is across all Policy and Review Councils 
• As of January 30, 2004, international applications down 18% over last year, same date.  So 
domestic applications are making up for the drop in international applications.  
• Drop is across all Policy and Review Councils, except a 1% rise in Biological Sciences 
• Largest drop in both actual number and percent is in Engineering, Mathematical and Physical 
Sciences P and R Council, especially at the Masters level. 
• Drops in Computer Science and Electrical Engineering alone account for 53% of total drop for all 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
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represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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international applications 
• Result is small decrease in applications overall (4%) 
 
National Comparisons 
• Nationally, drop in international applications started this year, while the UM started last year 
• Five CIC schools recently reported drops in applications ranging from 30% to 51% 
• Significant drops also reported by Duke, Georgetown, Princeton, and Georgia 
• From 1998-2002 total enrollment of international students in CIC schools increased by about 
2,000 each year from 23,500 to 31,800; Dean Bloomfield said he did not know if these CIC numbers 
included undergraduate students. 
 

CIC INTERNATIONAL NEW GRADUATE STUDENT ENROLLMENT:  1998-2003 
 
UNIV 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 ∆% 02-03 
MSU   433 449 398 386 -3% 
OSU 503 554 658 642 585 517 -12% 
PSU  537 578 630 698 599 -14% 
PURDUE 618 699 723 680 716 705 -2% 
UIC 462 525 568 505 430 361 -16% 
UIUC  768 925 975 902 810 -10% 
IOWA 263 262 308 285 264 219 -17% 
U MICH 374 464 656 788 814 716 -12% 
UMTC 545 519 642 653 543 458 -16% 
UW  554 523 594 536 520 -3% 
 

• There has been a significant drop in International GRE volumes this year (July 1 - June 30). 
Presented below are the projected changes in volumes between FY03 and FY04 for the 5 largest 
volume areas and the rest of the international volumes.  

  China  -50% 
 India -37% 
 Korea -15% 
 Taiwan -43% 
 Japan  -6% 
 All other areas -10% 

 
Possible Explanations for the Drop Being Suggested Nationally 
• Homeland Security issues: lengthy delays in getting visas due to extended security checks, the 
Technology Alert list, and SEVIS process, the U.S. government projects a hostile climate toward 
international students 

 • Canada, Australia, New Zealand, the UK, and Western European countries have been courting 
international students with fast, easy visa processing, and lower tuition; the United States is probably 
still be the gold standard but one could not demonstrate that these countries offer worse higher 
education than the U.S. and it cannot be said of those students that it was a bad choice to go 
elsewhere  

 • Several GRE testing format changes in China, Taiwan, Korea, and Hong Kong due to fraudulent 
tests may have disadvantaged students wanting to take the GRE 
• University web sites are being blocked intermittently by the Chinese government. ISSS just 
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learned of the first case of this with Minnesota; given that the University relies on on-line 
applications, the blocks could be having an effect on applications. 

 
 This is not a pretty picture, Dean Bloomfield concluded.  The programs that receive a large number of 

applications may not be unhappy because the reductions mean they have fewer applications to deal 
with; the question is when will the applicant pool shrink to the point that they cannot get the students 
they want.  This is a dangerous trend. 

 
Update on Continuing Students Who Can’t Come Back from Home After the Holidays 
• As of Jan. 29, 19 students were still unable to leave their home country, many from China.  Dean 
Bloomfield said he did not know if the students were stuck permanently; some will get back.  All the 
students are in fields that are somehow related to national security. 
• Most are Chinese but the other countries are Viet Nam, Israel, Brazil, and Iran 
• Largest number is from Chemistry but other fields are Epidemiology, Physics, Social, 
Administrative, and Clinical Pharmacy, Materials Science and Engineering, Electrical Engineering, 
and Computer Science 
• ISSS says most of the delays are security related 
• One Chinese Educational Psychology student who graduates this term was delayed for 2 weeks 
and most of the questions were about her returning to China 
• There were 75 deferrals from fall 2003 to spring 2004. 23 from China and 21 from India so it 
could be assumed the Chinese deferrals were visa related 
• Chinese Embassy called meeting which Rep. Betty McCollum attended. Chinese wanted to know 
how many students the US was holding up, and what fields they were in. They were especially 
concerned about delays for continuing students. Wanted to know if those students could be pre-
screened by Homeland Security before they leave US 
• McCollum’s office offered to try to help the University and ISSS has sent them relevant 
information 

 
 Professor Balas asked about the number of funded versus unfunded offers to international 
graduate students.  Dean Bloomfield said he believed the number of offers were down; some departments 
decided international students probably could not get in so made fewer offers.  The percentage of offers 
that were accepted is about the same. 
 
 The University is now below the level of international graduate students it had in 1998; is there 
anything financial driving that decline?  The cost for an international student to attend the University has 
increased dramatically the last three years; has that affected the numbers?  It could, Dean Bloomfield said, 
although they have no data on the point. 
 
 With respect to the number of students who have been made offers but not allowed to come to the 
United States, Dean Bloomfield reported, the number nationally is only .05%.  But stories get around, 
independent of the statistical weight, and students learn that others are being denied entrance to the U.S. 
but Australia recruited them, for example, and those stories have a magnifying effect. 
 
 Has he had any interaction with the University's representatives about the situation, Professor 
Balas asked?  He has talked with Representative McCollum's staff and with the University's federal 
representative, John Engelen; Mr. Engelen is in touch with other offices.  There are a lot of national 
efforts underway, led by the Council of Graduate Schools and the AAU, to influence government policy; 
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there is, however, no evidence that they are being successful.  Those in office likely do not see .05% as a 
problem. 
 
 Are enrollments in other countries up, Professor Sera asked?  They are, Dean Bloomfield said.  
Professor Cramer said that at a recent conference with international participants, he was thanked by 
colleagues for U.S. security because it has meant they got students who would otherwise have come to the 
United States. 
 
 The United States is damaging its national security by these practices, Dean Bloomfield 
maintained. 
 
2. Minnesota Data Practices Act 
 
 Professor Balas distributed copies of a draft statement concerning the Minnesota Data Practices 
Act and a message from Professor Deborah Swackhamer in the School of Public Health.  This is for 
information today, he told his colleagues, but something to think about for a future meeting. 
 
 The draft statement noted that those who oppose particular lines of research at the University can 
use the Data Practices Act as a tool to harass faculty members by burdening them with enormous 
demands for information.  Professor Swackhamer was the recipient of such demands by outsiders 
opposed to research she was conducting.  The draft statement requests the administration to consider 
refusing to comply with a request for information that any reasonable people would conclude is 
harassment and to seek a change in the law that would permit a narrowing of the requests, parallel to what 
already exists in the federal Freedom of Information Act.  This is an issue the Committee should think 
about, Professor Balas concluded. 
 
 Ms. Schumi said this has been a problem ever since the Data Practices Act was enacted.  There 
are continual requests for files from Sponsored Projects Administration.  She agreed that the University 
should seek a change in the law so it is more in line with the federal law, but no one has taken on that 
challenge.  At one point the DAILY asked for ALL the files in SPA.  The reporters came and sat in their 
offices for a long time; the SPA staff had to go through them all first because the University can protect 
trade secrets.  They also had to check with every investigator about possible trade secrets in their 
research.  "It was awful," she said. 
 
 Professor Sera said she was concerned about confidentiality; she deals with human subjects and if 
the request is for confidential data, that would mean breaking other rules.  That would run into HIPAA, 
Dr. Hamilton commented; someone requesting information can only have data as long as it is "de-
identified."  That can difficult, Professor Sera said; if they are studying three students from a foreign 
country in a nursery school, they could easily be identified.  Then the University would not give out the 
data, Dr. Hamilton asserted.   
 
 Did the Office of the General Counsel come to their aid, Professor Balas asked Ms. Schumi?  
They did, but told SPA that it had to give out the information.  Eventually the DAILY got tired and quit.  
They still receive requests from people who want everything on a particular topic; SPA policy is to notify 
the investigator and someone from SPA will go through the papers to be sure that nothing released would 
jeopardize research.   
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 It was agreed that the Committee would take up this subject at a future meeting, and would invite 
Ms. McKinney, the documents custodian, and someone from the Office of the General Counsel. 
 
3. Student Intellectual Property License 
 
 Professor Balas next drew the attention of Committee members to a copy of a form students can 
be required to sign before they enroll in a course.  The form was prepared by the Office of the General 
Counsel and requires the student to give up all claims on any intellectual property he or she might develop 
in the context of a course.  Professor Balas said he thought this went against the grain of University 
intellectual property. 
 
 Initially the University owns all intellectual property created by faculty, staff, or students, Dr. 
Hamilton said, but it gives back the rights to faculty and staff for "regular work products."  If a faculty 
member writes a book, the University gives the rights to that faculty member.  It specifically says that 
things created by students in the classroom are exempted--that the University does not own them.  There 
are units of the institution, however, where work done in the classroom is used by faculty in other work 
(e.g., architecture).  Their work is used as a mechanism for teaching. 
 
 The tone of this statement is clearly opposed to the provisions that cover faculty, Dr. Paller 
observed.  Dean Bloomfield commented that for graduate students, the University's intellectual property 
policy makes a distinction that it is difficult to get a grasp on:  The student owns the copyright on a thesis 
but ideas that may be patentable belong to the University. 
 
 Are there specific courses that require the form, Ms. Witson asked?  It was provided to the 
Committee by a faculty member who was told to use it.  Neither Vice President Hamilton nor any 
Committee members had ever seen the form before.  Professor Balas said he thought it was unacceptable 
to say that the student does the work and the University owns it.   
 
 Dr. Paller said that there are places in the University where students knowingly get involved in 
something (e.g., developing a business plan) where they do not own anything.  There are circumstances 
where this kind of form would be legitimate.  There was debate about this point when the intellectual 
property policy was adopted in 2000, Dr. Hamilton recalled; Dr. Van Drasek said it would be helpful to 
know the rationale behind the form--do students not own the intellectual property because University 
facilities and funds went into their training?   
 
 It was agreed that the Committee would be provided more information and the topic would return 
at a future meeting. 
 
4. Mt. Graham Telescope Project 
 
 Professor Balas now welcomed a number of guests from the American Indian Studies 
Department, the Astronomy Department, and the Senate Committee on Social Concerns.  He explained 
that Faculty Consultative Committee has asked the Senate Research Committee and the Senate 
Committee on Social Concerns to reconsider the Mt. Graham issue in light of the resolution that the 
Social Concerns Committee presented for information to the Senate last fall.  Professor Martin, Chair of 
the Faculty Consultative Committee, asked that the two committees develop a resolution, or resolutions, 



Senate Research Committee 
February 9, 2004 
 
 

6

for the March meeting of the Senate.  He thus invited the representatives to the meeting today in order for 
the Committee to be provided with more information. 
 
 Professor Balas announced that he had allotted 60 minutes to the issue and that the two sides 
would have the same amount of time, approximately 20 minutes, to make presentations, respond to what 
the other presented, and answer questions, after which the Committee would debate the issues and try to 
reach a conclusion.  Presenters were restricted to University of Minnesota faculty, staff, and students.  He 
turned first to Professor Kuchenreuther, Chair of the Senate Committee on Social Concerns. 
 
 Professor Kuchenreuther told the Committee that she is  a member of the Biology faculty at the 
Morris campus and chairs the Social Concerns Committee, and provided a brief overview of how the 
situation came to this point and how the Social Concerns Committee got involved in the issue.  In the 
spring of 2002 then-President Yudof asked the Social Concerns Committee to comment on the potential 
University involvement in the Mt. Graham Large Binocular Telescope project.  The Committee took an 
intensive three-month look at the issues, and in the course of their inquiry they heard from Professor Kuhi 
(Astronomy), the Mt. Graham Coalition, American Indian Affairs Committee, and Native American 
elders.  They also did their own research, including affidavits from experts, interviewed biologists 
working in Mt. Graham and considered the matter of endangered species (the Mt. Graham red squirrel) on 
this "sky island," which has unique attributes, and noted the opposition of national groups, such as the 
Society for Conservation Biology, the National Resources Defense Council and Sierra Club, to the 
project. 
 

The Social Concerns Committee noted that the Astronomy Department had a legitimate interest 
in the project, that there was conflicting evidence about the harm to the red squirrel, and heard conflicting 
testimony from Native Americans.  But they concluded without reservation that the project was offensive 
to traditional American Indians.  They counseled that on political, cultural, and social grounds the 
University of Minnesota should not participate in the project because doing so constitutes the University’s 
approval of the history of oppression endured by the Apache people and because it is a symbol of 
continuing oppression.  The Social Concerns Committee warned that if the University did participate, it 
would see continued opposition, which it has.  The participation has had a serious effect on the American 
Indian Studies Department.  The Diversity Committee of the College of Education and Human 
Development recently issued a statement in support for the Social Concerns position. 
 
 This brings the history up to the point before the University had decided to participate in the 
project, Professor Kuchenreuther concluded.  She turned to Mr. Helfrich, who, she said, is a doctoral 
candidate in History and knows most about the long-term history of Mt. Graham. 
 
 Mr. Helfrich made the following comments to the Committee. 
 

My name is Joel Helfrich. I am a PhD candidate in the Department of History whose 
dissertation focuses on the numerous struggles over Mount Graham since 1871.  I am also a two-
year member of the Senate Social Concerns Committee. 

 
I have been asked to offer an update about the opposition to the Mount Graham telescope 

project, discuss what prompted the second resolution, and what are some concerns about the San 
Carlos initiatives and programs. 

 



Senate Research Committee 
February 9, 2004 
 
 

7

Since 2002, when the University decided to join the telescope project on Mount Graham 
in Arizona, opposition to the project has not diminished here or in Arizona. Mount Graham, as an 
issue, has been raised in the student newspaper nearly every month since 2002—in columns, 
editorials, and news articles.  The National Congress on American Indians has a resolution 
against the telescope project that should be approved sometime this month.  NCAI is the oldest 
and largest tribal government organization in the United States.  It serves as a forum for 
consensus-based policy development among its membership of over 250 tribal governments from 
every region of the country.  Recently, the White Mountain Apache Tribe has reasserted its 
steadfast position regarding the telescopes in a resolution dated December 17, 2003.  Joe Day, the 
Executive Director of the Minnesota Indian Affairs Council, representing all 11 federally 
recognized Indian Tribes in Minnesota, told me on October 30, 2003, that his organization still 
opposes the University's investment in the Mount Graham telescope project. 

 
When Mark Yudof was the President of the University of Minnesota, he requested the 

input of the Social Concerns Committee and the President's American Indian Advisory Board. 
Our committee voiced our opposition in a position report of March 2002. When the University 
joined the project in October of 2002, the Social Concerns Committee knew that its advice had 
not been given the credence it was lead to believe it would.  Committee members realized that the 
Regents never received its position report from March 2002.  Many Committee members called 
the institution's possible part ownership of the controversial Arizona telescope observatory, an act 
of "violence against indigenous culture."  We therefore put this resolution forward as an effort to 
speak with a stronger voice on this particular issue. We did not solicit the opinions of the 
Department of Astronomy, the Department of American Indian Studies, Apaches, or 
environmentalists as we had the year before.  Instead, we wrote a resolution to strengthen our 
own committee's voice on what is a social concern. 

 
In early November 2003, the Office of the General Counsel permitted me to look through 

a box of letters, faxes, and emails regarding the telescope project on Mount Graham.  Citizens 
and groups sent these materials to the Board of Regents headquarters before Regents' October 
2002 meetings.  In the box, I found literally hundreds of letters from all over the United States—
and even a few letters from France. One letter was from the Sierra Club, another was from several 
members of the Minnesota House of Representatives.  More than half of the Medical School 
Class of 2005, or over 80 students, signed a unique letter of opposition that discussed Apache 
health vis-à-vis the telescope project.  Several Apaches wrote passionate letters.  Some 
environmentalists wrote letters and sent large bound packets of information.  Other organizations 
such as Honor the Earth and the Center for Cross-Cultural Health sent letters.  Church groups 
such as the Sisters of St. Joseph and the Native American Connections Committee of the First 
Universalist Church sent letters.  There were dozens of phone messages on the Board of Regents' 
voicemail system. For example, representatives from organizations such as the Indigenous 
Tourism Rights International, Danza Mexica, and others called.  

 
It is important to note that the opposition was not from a few disgruntled Apaches and 

environmental activists living in Arizona.  The box included dozens of letters and emails from 
faculty, staff, and students who represent various colleges and departments right here at the U. 
Nearly all of the correspondence was rather long and heartfelt. 
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So, if the opposition was so strong, what happened? What is clear is that the Regents did 
not receive the HUGE packet of information until they reached the Board office on October 10, 
2003—the day that they were expected to approve the $5 million project in committee. And, 
according to the memo from the Regents’ Secretary, dated October 9, 2002, the packet only 
included information that reached the Board office before June or July of 2002.  The Secretary 
advised the Regents to go through the files at the Board of Regents headquarters if they needed to 
see the correspondence that arrived prior to June or July. 

 
In other words, the Regents received a huge packet of information when they reached the 

offices.  It was not a complete record.  And, Regent Keffeler, who was on the conference call and 
yet voted for the project, might not have received any information about the telescopes, aside 
from what people sent directly to her.  So, the ONLY information that they had to make their 
decision was: 1) the Letter from President Robert Bruininks that was penned by Sandra 
Gardebring and then read (apparently the Regents could not read the letter by themselves) by 
Provost Christine Maziar; and 2) the audience support and the testimony from San Carlos 
Apaches Sandra Rambler and Wendsler Nosie. 

 
There was little discussion about the telescope project during the full meeting of the 

Board the next day. 
 
About the major research University with whom we have now partnered:  The University 

of Arizona can claim many firsts.  By the mid 1990s, the University of Arizona became the first 
university to lobby against the listing of an endangered species.  It became the first university to 
fight in court against the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978. Arizona is the first 
university to arrest an Apache man for praying on Mount Graham.  It is also the first university to 
require prayer permits for Apaches who wish to pray on the mountain. 

 
Most importantly, given the programs that Minnesota, Virginia, and Arizona have 

initiated within the since the beginning of last summer, Arizona is the first University to devise a 
written plan for how to divide and conquer a sovereign nation with the Booz-Allen-Hamilton 
report.  That report, created by one of the world’s largest lobbying firms, told the University of 
Arizona:  You have two options with regards to Mount Graham. Either get off the mountain.  OR, 
make outliers of those members of the San Carlos Apache Tribe who disagree with you and 
create so-called programs for the Tribe while you are at it.  However, the report noted, the 
programs "must be done in the context of a renewed commitment and sensitivity to Indian needs, 
not as payment to be allowed to stay on Mt. Graham."  Thus Arizona was to conceal its bribery 
program in this fashion. 

 
My question: How is the University of Minnesota’s recent interest in the San Carlos 

Apache Tribal Council, as well as the Tribe’s education, law, and well-being anything new and 
different? 

 
This is merely one example of the ways in which Arizona—the university with which we 

have allied ourselves—continues to do illegal things. Even with merely a 5 percent share in this 
project, we are still implicated in the illegal activities and noted shady dealings of the University 
of Arizona. 
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At your May 13, 2002, meeting, a member of your committee—Ms. Goldberg—noted 
that science does not take place in a vacuum.  She then suggested that Committee members ask 
themselves how they would feel about this work taking place in the vicinity of the graves of loved 
ones? 

 
I think that the members of the Research Committee should do more than what Ms. 

Goldberg suggested. I suggest that, whatever all of you decide to do, you need to listen to your 
hearts. Ultimately, you will have to vote for or against this resolution based not on what your 
heard is telling you. 

 
At this time, I would like to turn to Professor Patricia Albers.  She is Chair of the 

Department of American Indian Studies, as well as a faculty member in the Departments of 
American Indian Studies, Women’s Studies, American Studies, and Anthropology. 

 
 Professor Albers, the Chair of American Indian Studies, spoke next.  She reported that her 
department supports the Social Concerns Committee resolution and she urged the Senate Research 
Committee to do the same.  She said she was not opposed to the Astronomy Department, its methods, or 
its right to conduct research; she was opposed to the use of this site for its work.  It is a highly religious 
site for Apache Indians; Mt. Graham was part of their land in 1871 but then removed later.  Earlier they 
had access to the land for religious purposes; now they do not.  The telescope project desecrates the site 
and fuels conflict in the ranks of the Indians.  [Professor Kuhi maintains this is inaccurate.  "The literature 
of the protesters indicates that Mt. Graham was within the original 1871 boundaries but on the map 
showing this they have moved Mt. Graham to the southeast of the city of Safford.  It is actually located to 
the southwest of Safford outside the original reservation boundaries."] 
 
 Arizona was given access to the site because it was exempted from federal law.  The University 
only has a small percentage of the project but is complicit in what has been done.  In December, 2003, the 
White Mountain Apache tribe passed a resolution opposing the telescope and invited the University of 
Minnesota to discontinue its participation. 
 
 The Department of American Indian Studies believes that research must be conducted in a 
socially responsible way; the social cost must be evaluated.  If the research brings harm, it must be 
reconfigured.  Through its involvement in the Mt. Graham project, the University is seen as having no 
regard for American Indian religion, and the involvement will have a deleterious impact on the University 
in terms of recruiting faculty and students, Indian outreach programs, and the willingness of American 
Indian donors to contribute (two donors told the Department they would not have given money if they had 
known about the telescope decision).  After the University's decision, the Department has spent time 
consoling ashamed and distraught students here.  Allowing one unit to do research that inflicts harm on 
another should not be acceptable.  Professor Albers asked the Committee to consider the balance between 
harm and research, and said that this issue raises broader questions about research at the University and 
related ethical questions about harm to communities. 
 
 Professor Balas called next on Professor Lawrence Rudnick from the Astronomy Department.  
Professor Rudnick began by saying that it was not easy to hear about the anguish of the Department of 
American Indian Studies and others and it was not the intent of the Astronomy Department to cause such 
anguish.  They need to hear more as they move forward with their activities on Mt. Graham, he said.  
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(The following summary of Professor Rudnick's presentation relies heavily on the language contained in 
the slides he presented, copies of which were distributed to Committee members.) 
 
 The project is more extensive than Mt. Graham, Professor Rudnick explained.  It not only 
includes access to the world's largest optical/IR telescope but also to a large suite of other telescopes and 
instruments to meet the Department's diverse research needs.  The project is essential to the research 
programs in Astronomy and their funding, to their ability to attract high-quality graduate students and 
faculty, and for the long-term viability of the program.  They are facing a demographic trend they must 
deal with:  in the next 10 years, most of the faculty will retire; the question will be the survival of the 
department.  In National Research Council rankings of Astronomy Departments in 1993, the University 
ranked 24th, but it was 11h in the country in faculty citations; the lack of a large facility (which all but one 
of the top 20 have) has kept it out of the top ranks.  With the access to the Mt. Graham and related  
Steward Observatory telescopes, it is now in a better position to attract both funding and students. 
 
 The Regents approved the project in October, 2002, and signed contracts to provide $5 million in 
capital support and a $5 million endowment for operating funds.  Based on these agreements, the Institute 
of Technology has begun payments and University astronomers have competed successfully for federal 
research grants; the astronomers are currently using the other telescopes to which they have access. 
 
 There have been questions about whether the Mt. Graham site is suitable for astronomical 
research.  Professor Rudnick explained why it is one of the TOP sites in the country (because of  stable 
atmospheric conditions--clarity of skies and atmospheric transparency).  In addition, there was already a 
well-developed infrastructure that included paved roads to recreation areas, summer homes, and previous 
lumbering.  The telescope and back-up structures are close to completion and astronomical observations 
will begin in fall, 2004.  The University of Minnesota is a 5% partner in the project, and while it could get 
out, any University exit would have no effect on the project or on the mountain peak.  The symbolic 
effect of a withdrawal cannot be dismissed, Professor Rudnick said, but the University is a minor partner 
and such a withdrawal would have no effect on the ground in Arizona. 
 
 The Astronomy Department and the University recognized the concerns of traditional Apaches 
regarding research activities on the peak; this led to the Regents requiring that the University work with 
the University of Arizona and the University of Virginia to assist the Apaches in a number of ways.  
These include economic development, legal system assistance, high school library computers, a 
Rockefeller education proposal, summer Head Start planning, and the formation of a cultural advisory 
committee; the latter is in formation and will be chaired by Robert Williams, a Lumbee Indian from the 
Indigenous Peoples Law Program. 
 
 The Astronomy Department originally started with expectations that in research the project would 
provide cutting-edge facilities and make the faculty highly competitive, that the Apache concerns had 
been settled by the University of Arizona in the mid-1990s, and that there would be programs provided to 
Minnesota American Indians.  At present, the research expectations remain the same, the cooperative 
programs are underway, and the opportunity for cooperative programs with Minnesota American Indians 
remain.  If the Social Concerns Committee resolution were adopted and implemented, the Department 
would face a major loss of funds, competitiveness, and its long-term survival would be in question. 
 
 The Astronomy Department is committed to remaining in the project, Professor Rudnick said, 
and also to working actively with the Apaches and other communities. 
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 Professor Balas called for questions from Committee members. 
 
 Dr. Paller said he was confused about where things stand with the Apache community in Arizona.  
The last page of Professor Rudnick's handout was a letter from the Tribal Chairwoman of the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe expressing appreciation for support from the University of Minnesota (and Virginia and 
Arizona) and for working with the tribe.  He said he understood that may not be all of the story, but is that 
letter official?  Are there dissenters in the tribe?  This is not the whole story, Professor Rudnick agreed, 
and there are a lot of questions about the University's participation in the project.  There are an enormous 
number of complications.  The tri-university initiative, however, is working with the official 
representatives of the tribe. 
 
 Professor Albers said that there are three separate tribes among the west Apaches, Fort 
McDowell, White Mountain, and San Carlos.  When the reservation was originally established, all three 
were in it.  In 1896 the reservation was divided, with the San Carlos and White Mountain tribes in 
different sections.  They are closely related in their cosmological perspectives and consider Mt. Graham 
to be sacred.  The White Mountain tribe adopted a resolution opposing University participation in the 
project.  The San Carlos Apaches passed resolutions opposing the project through 1995.  There are 
questions about the letter, she said.  Mr. Helfrich said the questions have to do with the legitimacy of the 
letter.  Is it a forgery, Dr. Paller asked?  It was not signed by Robert Howard, the vice chair of the tribe, 
Mr. Helfrich explained.  But it has been in the public eye since it was presented to the Senate last fall, 
Professor Balas commented. 
 
 Are there other activities on Mt. Graham, Professor Johnson asked?  There are parks and 
recreation areas, Professor Rudnick said.  Are they also controversial and things to which the Indians 
object, Professor Johnson asked?  They are, Professor Albers said.  Many areas at the base of the 
mountain have been developed and the Indians object.  What is most serious is the peak.  To conduct their 
religious ceremonies, they need to use the highest series of peaks.  Professor Albers spoke about the 
importance of the peaks and they role they play in the ceremonies. 
 
 Other areas are also controversial.  The Apaches have not had the power to influence the 
activities of others; they have protested but have rarely been heard before the 1970s and the civil rights 
movement.  In the last 20 years Congress has passed acts to protect American Indian religious sites.  A 
midnight rider passed for Arizona exempted it from all legislation that speaks to the cultural and religious 
interests of American Indians, allowing things to happen at Mt. Graham that are not permitted elsewhere. 
 
 Ms. Witson asked who negotiated the economic development programs; are they in exchange for 
the use of the mountain?  Professor Kuhi said that religious traditionalists among the tribes constitute only 
a fraction of the Apaches.  The three universities are dealing with other members of the tribe and 
sometimes feel caught in the middle of a family feud:  some want to work with the universities, others are 
completely opposed to the project.  The Department is following through on the rider the Regents 
attached to approval of the project calling for programs with the Apaches. 
 
 In many places around the world, Dean Bloomfield commented, there are serious conflicts 
between traditional religious communities and more modern communities.  Sometimes when they arise it 
is not a matter of spirituality versus commercialism, but rather a conflict between two sets of spiritual 
values, and this seems to be an example.  What is the reason to privilege the traditionalist religious 
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position?  Professor Albers said she would speak for herself on this point.  It is the same reason there is 
privilege for sacred sites of mainstream religion.  She said she is not a traditionalist but some members of 
her family are (Catholic, Baptist, etc.) and she would defend their places of religion if they were under 
attack or being desecrated.  The University is using a different set of standards with respect to the 
Apaches than it would with mainstream religion; it would not ask to allow astronomical work to take 
place on the dome of the St. Paul cathedral. 
 
 Dean Bloomfield said his question was not about religion versus religion; it was about other 
spiritual values society may hold.  Professor Albers said there has been no study of the percent of San 
Carlos Apaches who are traditionalist; talks with colleagues she respects would suggest to her it might be 
in the 40-60% range.  Even those who do not respect those who do adhere to traditional beliefs.  Many 
young women, for example, participate in a sunrise ceremony at Mt. Graham even if they are not 
traditionalists. 
 
 Astronomy is no stranger to controversy, Professor Rudnick told the Committee.  Some virulently 
object to the study of cosmology.  They must battle creationists in the legislature and the schools.  They 
have to find a modus vivendi in order to do their work.  There are concerns in Hawaii about astronomical 
work on the mountain peaks. Astronomers struggle to find a way to do their work and respect the issues 
that others raise.  The irony, he said, is that when astronomers get to a mountain peak, they don't want 
anyone else there and don't want development.  They are often the last thing that happens to a mountain 
peak. 
 
 Professor Balas said that this issue is similar to stem cell research, genetically-modified foods, 
and work with the military-industrial complex (which he does)--there are groups opposed and groups that 
support it.  How are they to be dealt with in a university?  Does academic freedom play a role?  It does, 
Professor Albers said; they respect the rights of colleagues to carry on research unless it has potentially 
damaging consequences.  As an anthropologist there are a number of burning questions that she cannot 
address because of ethical considerations; she may not create conflicts in the community about which she 
is doing research.  One must evaluate scientific research gains with respect to the cost.  One cannot weigh 
these absolutely, but there are clear social costs the institution must pay for the Mt. Graham project.  She 
said she respects the work of the astronomers and felt bad that she and Professor Rudnick were on the 
opposite sides of the table on this issue. 
 
 Professor Rudnick said he agreed with Professor Albers, but the project is up and running and the 
University is a participant.  The question is where to go from here.  There is the potential to do good and 
he asked the Committee to consider that outcome.  They will continue to be a participant in the 
discussions, but that will be fruitful only if everyone is at the table and talks respectfully. 
 
 Ms. Witson asked if there is any possibility that the telescopes can be on Mt. Graham and the 
Indians can also pray there.  There can be, Professor Albers said.  She said that she had more experience 
with the Black Hills, where the Indians have objected to structures on the mountains because they 
undermine the ability to be spiritual.  All spiritual observances require solitude and no development. 
 
 Were there other astronomical observatories on Mt. Graham before this one, Dr. Walter-
Marchetti asked?  There are, since 1993, Professor Rudnick said.  Professor Kuhi asked if the two groups 
could work together and some compromise were possible.  He said there can be; the observatory, while 
under construction, did not meet the needs of solitude, but once completed it will and they do not WANT 
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development.  They will become good neighbors.  He also said that the telescope is not on the highest 
peak and that the peak of Mt. Graham is quite large, providing plenty of room to work together.  They can 
work together with good intentions and can share the space without hurting anyone.  He also said that it 
was the U.S. Forest Service that required the permits to enter the refuge for the red squirrels for prayers, 
not the University of Arizona. 
 
 Professor Balas thanked everyone for coming; given the lateness of the time, the Committee 
decided it would return to this issue at its next meeting. 
 
 Professor Balas adjourned the meeting at 2:55. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


