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AGENDA

1.

Fix agenda.

2.

Minutes of May 6 (enclosed) •

3.

Report of the chair.

4.

Report of the student chair.

5.

Report on the student year at UMD (Bea Anderson) •

6.

Committee reports.
a.

Senate Finance

b.

SCC Subcommittee on Legislative Relations

c.

Subcommittee on Financial Emergency.

7.

Old business: Social Concerns and the Subcommittee on
Social Responsibility in Investments - continue
discussion.
(enclosed--two background documents)

8.

New business:

Steering.

Preliminary draft of University policy recommendation,
coming from President's Religious Affairs Advisory
Group, re resolution of conflict between scheduled
exams and religious holidays and sabbath observances.
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9.

Conversation with President Magrath {1:00).
{Enclosure: Prof. Pratt letter to President)
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ALL-UNIVERSITY SENATE CONSULTATIVE MEETING
May 20, 1982
12:45 p.m.
The meeting of the All-University Senate Consultative Committee was convened by
Chairman Douglas Pratt in the Regents Room, Morrill Hall. Other members present:
Robert Brasted, Nancy Brecht, Marcia Eaton, Virginia Fredricks, T. J. Grbich, John
Howe, Keith Jacobson, Dennis Kronebusch, Dave Lenander, Rick Linden, Marvin Mattson,
Richard Purple, Donald Spring, Patricia Swan, Kit Wiseman. Guests included Julie
Iverson, Carol Pazendak, and Maureen Smith.
1. Fix AgendaAdditions under new business:

1. Rec-sports

2. Motion in the Senate.
The agenda was fixed as amended.
2. Minutes of May 6The minutes were approved as written.
3. Report of the ChairFCC elections were held. Patricia Swan was elected Chair for 1982-83 and
Donald Spring, Vice-Chair.
The document on financial emergency has been successful in awakening interest
among faculty and in generating much needed discussion on the issue. Faculty will
meet with the Regents on June 10 to discuss the document.
4. Report of the Student ChairJulie Iverson, new representative from the Twin Cities campus was introduced.
Other new members will include Kathy Watson and Ann Hunt. Members re-elected are
David Lenander and Rick Linden, Twin Cities, and Dennis Kronebusch, Waseca. There
will be an orientation on June 3 for new members. The new Chair will be elected at
that meeting.
Work continues on minority representation in the Minnesota Forum.
5. Report on the student year at UMD (Bea Anderson)Bea Anderson could not be present to give this report.
6. Committee re ortsa. Finance- Swan) There will be a meeting of the Finance Committee on May 2 8
at 1:30 p.m. in the Regents Room, Morrill Hall. Agenda items will include the newly
J:l'Oposed tuition plan and reports on college budget plans.
b. Subcommittee on Legislative Relations- (Eaton, Purple) Faculty will be receiving
letters from Peter Robinson about scheduling meetings with people who are running for
state legislature. Two items for discussion at those meetings are proposals for alternative
sources of income for faculty and tuition policy.

c. Subcommittee on Financial Emergency- (Eaton) The document on financial
emergency has succeeded in stimulating discussion among faculty. General Counsel Dunham
will work with the subcommittee this summer on improving the document.
The meeting was temporarily adjourned at 1:15 p.m. for the conversation with the
President, and resumed at 2 {}. 5 p.m.
7. Old Businessa. Social Concerns and its Subcommittee on Social Responsibility in InvestmentsDiscussion continued about Professor Holt's concern that some faculty retirement funds
might be included in a University divestment policy.
Roger Paschke, University
Investment Office, reported that the University policy on divestment has evolved from
including only endowment funds (1979) to including some operating funds at present.
So far, the Regents have not discussed retirement funds. Mr. Paschke pointed out that
most of the retirement funds are pooled with the funds of other institutions and would
be difficult to treat separately.
8. New Businessa. The preliminary draft of University policy recommendation on religious
observance from the President's Religious Affais Advisory Board- A motion was made
to refer the draft document to the Senate Committee on Educational Policy. The
motion carried without dissent.
b. Committee on Recreational Sports- A proposal has been made at a meeting
of the MSA Forum to replace the Assembly Committee on Recreational Sports with a
new Board which would include greater student input into budget and activity decisions.
Steve Feig, author of the proposal, said the Board's membership would be two-thirds
student and one-third faculty. He reported that he wrote the proposal as a response
to the present committee's ineffectivenes and lack of student representation. Professor
Fredricks commented that even though the present committee may be ineffective, it
could be effective in the future and that creating additional committees would not be
helpful.
Professor Swan moved that the Twin Cities Campus Assembly Steering
Committee note its concern about the MSA motion to the Committee on Committees
and that the Committee on Committees, along with someone from the Fees Committee,
examine the function and effectiveness of the Committee on Recreational Sports,
especially with regard to budget matters, and report back to the Steering Committee
during fall quarter. The motion passed without dissent.
of the May 20 Senate agenda:

c. Proposed Amendment to Item II 1\ Committees of the Senate, 1982-83- Laura
Cooper, acting co-chair of the Senate Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity
for Women, has drafted a motion for today's Senate meeting to amend next year's
EEOW membership as submitted by Committee on Committees. EEOW gives several
reasons for re-naming the UMD member instead of naming a UMM member as her
replacement. The sec decided not to support the amendment, but will remind EEOW
it can enlarge its body of participants by naming subcommittees.
d. Motion of appreciation- Professor Fredricks proposed a resolution of
appreciation to Chairman Pratt and Vice-Chairman Brasted for their excellent service
during a difficult year. The resolution was heartily endorsed by all members of the
committee.
The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Allen Helmstetter

From University Senate Minutes, May 14, 1981
Excerpt from the Annual Report of the Senate Committee
on Social Concerns (paragraphs 2 and 3) :
In the Fall of 1980, the Committee approved and recommended
to the President and Regents a general policy statement regarding
investments in companres doing business in South Africa.

In

general, this policy statement would make explicit current
University practices'with regard to South African investment.
'

Review of the recommendation with the Vice President for Finance
is the appropriate next step.

This review has been delayed due

to the change in Vice Presidents.

Vice President Bohen had

indicated his willingness to discuss this matter with members
of the Committee in May.
The Subcommittee on Social Responsibility in Investments has made
three reports to the President and Vice President for Finance with
is recommendations on the voting of University proxies on shareholder resolutions presented at corporation annual meetings.
Recommendations have been made on resolutions dealing with the
practices of corporations doing business in South Africa, producing
nuclear power ...

(etc.)

The reports of the Subcommittee were

reviewed by the entire Committee before they were forwarded to the
Vice President.

The tight timeline for developing and transmitting

the reports has not always permitted a full review in depth by
the Committee, but the procedure is working satisfactorily.

The

cooperation of Vice President Bohen has been very helpful during
the period of transition in his office.

We anticipate being able

to continue a good working relationship in the future.

'L. ~-~-•,J·.1
~

J
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328 Millard Hall
435 Delaware St., S.E.
Minneapolis, Minn. 55455
Telephone:

(612) 373-3226
August 13, 1979

Frank Wood, Chairman
Senate Committee on Social Concerns
Department of Psycho-Educational Studies
106 Pattee Hall
re: Subcommittee on Social
Responsibility in Investments
Dear Frank:
As an outcome of our meeting on August 8th regarding the role, charge
and membership structure of the Subcommittee on Investments, I have been
asked to transmit to you a summary of our understanding of how that
subcommittee should operate within the Senate structure.
You recall, no doubt, the history of this subcommittee which was
initially appointed as an administrative subcommittee to the Vice President
for Finance, but which in the years that followed has become written into
the Senate Handbook as a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Social
Concerns. During the past year, the Senate Consultative Committee has
received several requests for information on that subcommittee, and a
number of concerns were raised as to its proper mode of operation,
particularly in respect to membership and reporting.
At our meeting on August 8th with Prof. Carol Pazandak (Associate Ass't.
to the President), Prof. Betty Robinett (Vice Chair of the University
Senate), Rich Kottke (Vice Chair of the Twin Cities Assembly),
Prof. Donald Spring (Associate Chair of the Senate Consultative Committee),
you and myself, I believe that we all agreed on the points below, which
should help to regularize the role of the subcommittee.
First, the Subcommittee on Social Responsibility in Investments is
a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Social Concerns. In this
capacity, then, the subcommittee's membership should be determined by
the Senate Committee on Social Concerns, by whatever mechanisms your
present committee feels appropriate. It should be noted, however, that
membership on the subcommittee can only be for one year, so as not to
bind the next year's membership on Social Concerns. This does not mean
that subcommittee members are precluded from serving for more than one
year. Continuity considerations would seem to suggest that Social Concerns
be thoughtful about reappointments for just that reason. I further note
that there is no limit to the number of consecutive reappointments that
can be made to a subcommittee. I also feel that it would be most appropriate for Social Concerns to have overlapping membership on the subcommittee, including its chair.

•

Frank Wood
8/13/79
Page 2
Second,
adjusted and
with respect
as commented

the operating procedures for the subcommittee need to be
approved by the Committee on Social Concerns, particularly
to membership as commented on above, and reporting procedures
on below.

Third, the reporting lines of the subcommittee should be regularized
to correspond to those of other Senate subcommittees such as UCBRBR which
reports through the Senate Consultative Committee. The Investments subcommittee should not be making recommendations directly to the Board of
Regents. They have no authority under Senate rules to do so, and the
practice of going directly to the Regents, bypassing the parent committee
and the administration, should stop. All reports by the Subcommittee on
Social Responsibility in Investments should be forwarded to the parent
committee, Social Concerns. It is then the duty of Social Concerns to
make whatever comments they see fit, and to pass these comments on, along
with the subcommittee's report, to the President. The President has the
prerogative of delegating responses to these reports to Vice Presidents
as he sees fit, and/or bringing such reports before the Board of Regents
along with his own comments and recommendations.
The argument that because the subcommittee operates under such tight
deadlines the outlined reporting procedure will not work makes no sense.
UCBRBR works under the tightest deadlines of any Senate subcommittee I
know, and yet they have been able to follow regular Senate procedures
faithfully. Anything less would constitute extremely irregular procedure,
jeopardizing both the integrity of the subcommittee and, potentially,
the integrity of other Senate Committee reports.
Finally, it is my understanding that you will transmit this information to your Senate Committee on Social Concerns for implementation
this year. I intend to bring the contents of this letter to the full
Consultative Committee for their endorsement on the 20th of September.
Until then, this communique may be taken as interim instructions if your
committee needs to take action before then.

Sincerely yours,

Richard L. Purple, Chair
All University Senate Consultative
Committee
RLP:mbp
cc:

Carol Pazandak, Assoc. Ass't. to the President
Betty Robinett, Vice Chair, University Senate
Rich Kottke, Vice Chair, Twin Cities Assembly
Don Spring, Associate Chair, Senate Consultative Committee
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May 24, 1982 ·

Professor Stanford Lehmberg, Chair,
Senate Committee on Educational Policy
History Department
614a Social Sciences
Dear Stan:
The Senate Consultative Committee recently received
from the President's Religious Affairs Advisory-Board the
enclosed policy proposal and cover letter. They sketch
the backg.round -of a problem, and attempt to resolve conflict
between class schedules and religious observances.
The SCC voted at its May 20 meeting to ask the Senate
Committee on Educational Policy to consider the proposal and
make a recommendation to the Senate.

Sincerely yours,

~~

Douglas c. Pratt, Chair,
Senate Consultative Conrinittee
DCP:mbp
cc:

Gerald Kline
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1445 Gortner Avenue
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108
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May 24, 1982

Professor V. Elving Anderson, Co-Chair,
President's Religious Af£airs Advisory Board
Genetics and Cell Biology
4 Botany
·
Dear Elving:
Thank you for forwarding the Advisory Board's proposed
policy on religious observance with ·regard to students'
class and examination schedules at the University. The
Senate Consultative Committee voted on May 20 to steer the
proposal to the Senate Committee on Educational Policy for
its consideration and recommendation to the Senate.

Sincerely yours,

D~

C. Pratt, Chair,

Senate Consultative Committee
DCP:mbp
cc:

Professor Robert

w.

Ross

Students shall not be discriminated against or penalized because of their
religious observance.*
Absence from class for religious observance should be considered an excused
absence.
Admission to classes requ1r1ng a tally card (controlled admission) should
be available to students if such a class begins on a religious observance
day.
All materials distributed in class should be made available to those absent_
from class for religious observance.
Examinations scheduled on days of religious observance should be re-scheduled
or made up at a time mutually agreed upon between the instructor and the
individual student.

*Religious observance includes Sabbath days, calendered religious holy days
or holidays and commonly observed days of religious worship or observance.
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May 17, 1982
Professor'Douglas Pratt, Chair
Senate Consultative Committee
662 Bio. Sci.
CAMPUS
RE:

Proposed policy on religious observance at the U. of Minnesota.

Attached is a copy of a proposed policy on religious observance with
regard to students at the University of Minnesota. It is sent to you from
the President's Religious Affairs Advisory Board, Professor V. Elving
Anderson and the Reverend Wayne Stumme, co-chairpersons; Professor Robert
W. Ross, Secretary. The Board (RAAB) has had such a policy under study during
1981-1982, based on a policy covering this same issue at the University of
Maryland. ~1at is sent to you comes as a recommendation from the RAAB that
such a policy be adopted at the University of Minnesota.
The Jewish community has long been concerned about recurring conflicts
with the High Holy Days in late September and with the scheduling of Saturday
final examinations. The precipitating incidents however involved members of
the World-Wide Church of God, a Saturday Sabbath observant Christian group.
Students asked to be excused from Saturday finals, were denied, appealed to
the Department Head and were still denied relief. At this point, what has
long been a "gentlemen's agreement" in such matters proved no longer workable.
The individual faculty member refused to schedule the examination at any other
time.
By stating a policy that religious observance can be considered an excused
absence, students can request relief from conflict, and have an appeals procedure
based on stated policy. This policy would function as does the policy for
athletes, debate teams or any other University sanctioned activity requiring
absence from class. The student must make-up the work missed or take the
examination at an agreed upon alternate time, and also have access to all
materials distributed in the class on the day or days of absence.
The RAAB feels that the policy on religious observance is consistent with
other policies governing excused absence, and that this policy, if adopted,
should be called to the attention of the faculty annually as a part of the
President~s letter sent out each fall regarding honoring religious observance
by
/
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• Ross, Associate Professor
Secretary
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Senate Consultative Committee
220 Biological Sciences Center
1445 Gertner Avenue
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108
Telephone (612)373-3226
June 3, 1982

To:

Mary Corcoran and Virginia Gray, Co-Chairs,
Twin Cities Assembly Committee on Committees

From:

Doug Pratt, Chair, Assembly Steering Committee

Re:

Assembly Committee on Recreational Sports

The Twin Cities Campus Assembly Steering Committee voted at its May 20
meeting to alert the Assembly Committee on Committees to its concern
over the fact that the MSA Forum has concerns about the Assembly Committee
on Recreational Sports, regarding both Rec. Sports' functioning and a
budget review. The students note that Rec. Sports is the third largest
recipient of student fees.
The Assembly Steering Committee requests the Assembly Committee on
Committees to look into the current operation of Recreational Sports
and report its findings to the Steering Committee early in\ the fall.
The Steering Committee has also asked MSA and the Fees Committee to
communicate directly to Committee on Committees the bases for their
concerns.

:mbp
cc:

Pat Swan
Russ Hobbie
Bruce Thorpe
Steve Feig

UNIVERSITY SENATE MEETING, May 20, 1982

Proposed Amendment to Item II. Committees of the Senate, 1982-83

MOTION:
That Jane Maddy, UMD, be substituted for Barbara McGinnis, UMM,
in the membership of the Equal Employment Opportunity for Women Committee.
COMMENT:
Following are reasons for continued representation for the Duluth
campus on the EEOW Committee:
1.

Duluth is not otherwise represented in the Senate.

2.

There are many more women faculty and Rajender claimants
at Duluth than on any of the other coordinate campuses.

3.

The committee has benefitted from the strong, active participation
of Professor Maddy.

4.

The complexity of the committee's task makes continuity of
membership extremely important.

5.

If it is desired to have representation of other campuses on a
rotating basis, it seems excessive to provide a 3-year term to
someone at Morris.

6.

The Equal Employment Opportunity for Women Committee will be
recommending to the special masters that the consent decree be
amended to provide for an additional member on the committee
to represent the coordinate campuses other than Duluth for a
one-year term on a rotating basis.

LAURA COOPER
Senator alternate

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA All University
Senate Consultative Committee
220 Biological Sciences Center
1445 Gartner Avenue
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108
Telephone (612)373-3226

TWIN CITIES

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
CONVERSATION WITH THE PRESIDENT
1:15 p.m.
The Senate Consultative Committee's conversation with President Magrath was convened
at 1:15 p.m. on May 20 in the Regents Room of Morrill Hall. Members present were
Robert Brasted, Nancy Brecht, Marcia Eaton, Virginia Fredricks, T. J. Grbich, John
Howe, Keith Jacobson, Dennis Kronebusch, Dave Lenander, Rick Linden, Marvin Mattson,
Douglas Pratt (Chr.), Richard Purple, Donald Spring, Patricia Swan, and Kit Wiseman
(Student Chr.). Also attending were President Magrath, Vice President Keller, Carol
Pazandak, Jim Borgeson and Maureen Smith.
1. Cit

may be

Venture review b Control Data
Distributed- Minutes unapproved of Humphrey Institute faculty meeting at which
this issue was discussed. President Magrath stated that there has been no censorship
involved in the City Venture report and there will be none.
Vice President Keller provided background to the topic, saying that after Professor
Bradford had obtained community reponse to City Venture, Control Data complained
that they had not been given a chance to respond. An Institute internal peer review
committee was formed to review the report before publication. Control Data was told
that they would be shown the document to examine its accuracy and that the Humphrey
Institute would consider publishing a critique by Control Data, subject to the same peer
review process. Vice President Keller stated that this offer to Control Data did not
violate the University's policy on Academic Freedom and Responsibility.
DiscussionProfessor Howe qJestioned whether it was proper for close colleagues to form
their own peer review committee and whether such a peer review would affect future
grant proposa1s. Vice President Keller replied that this was an instance of intrauniversity funding involving controversial issues that needed some kind of peer review.
However, it would be possible to obtain outside peer reviews in these cases. Professor
Pratt asked if some kind of policy should not be formed which would be in place before
projects at the Institute are begun and he suggested external review, particularly to
assess methodology. President Magrath replied that the University's existing policy on
Academic Freedom and Responsibility can serve as a broad basis for issues regarding
faculty right of expression. Public affairs is relatively new as a discipline, and undefined,
and has fewer de_tailed guidelines of its own. Professor Swan suggested that the Institute
similar to~Ag. Experiment Stations whose contracts to fund research include a right of
review to companies oot retention of final publishing rights to the University.
Professor Eaton asked if the University is obligated to publish Control Data's response
or if there is any presumption of obligation. Vice President Keller replied no to both
questions, adding that the Institute knew the study would affect community policy and
thus felt a responsibility to provide Control Data with an oppftrtunity for reoottal.
President Magrath agreed and said that even though the University is not legally
committed to publish the reoottal, it may do so in order to stimulate discussion and
dialogue. Professor Swan stated that, if there was time, she would ask the President
to comment on this issue at the Senate meeting by answering the questions: 1. Have

\

'

there been any restraints on publishing the City Venture report and 2. Is the University
under any obligation to publish outside critiques? Vice President Keller stated that he
would send a memo to Mr. Cleveland concerning the suggestion of obtaining outside
reviews of potential Institute publications.
2. Committee on Computation, Communications and Information.
President Magrath stated that the Committee has made it clear that the choices
which are now open to the Univerisity in this area have grave and enormous implications,
both fiscally and otherwise. Therefore, he is having the report studied by the Vice
Presidents in order to develop policy guidelines that will aid in making decisions. Then,
there will be further detailed discussions.
Professor Purple asked if it would be possible for the Senate Committee on
Educational Policy to take part in the preliminary discussions in order to undertake a
parallel study of their own. President Magrath agreed to the proposal as long as it is
understood that the present report is not to be regarded as established policy.
3. Task forces on Inter-collegiate Programs.
Vice President Keller reported that task forces have been established to examine
programs in Human Services, Composition, and Rhetoric in order to determine if there
is unnecessary duplication or if there are structural changes that can be made in order
to improve cost-effectiveness. The task forces will include representatives from the
affected programs and related areas. Additional task forces are appointed to operate
in the fall in the areas of advising non-traditional students (how to better serve returning
and older students) and remedial programs. A task force in Biochemistry is scheduled
for appointment. These task forces will report to Vice President Keller. Vice President
Keller will send the reports for comment to the committees which have considered the
program priorities statements, and then submit the recommendations to the colleges
affected.
4. Northrup exhibit.
Professor Eaton asked President Magrath to clarify what happened in regard to
the exhibit at Northrup on Palestian refugees. President Magrath deferred to Carol
Pazendak who explained that the changes to the exhibit (removal of some pictures and
captions) were made by a gallery employee out of fear that damage might be done to
the pictures by the public (a large crowd was expected to be in attendance at the Met
opera performances). There was never any intention to limit freedom of expression
and, as soon as central administration was informed of the problem, the pictures and
captions were returned to their place in the exhibit.
5. Biennial re91est preparations.
President Magrath said there will be summer discussions on the biennial re<Jlest
with the Senate Finance Committee and representatives from the sec, and a more
formal discussion with the sec in the fall.

Allen Helmstetter,
Secretary

~~
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May 13, 1982

President c. Peter Magrath
202 Morrill Hal-l
Dear Peter:
There are three topics the Senate Consultative Committee
would appreciate ha-ving the opportunity to discuss with you at
our ..meeti_!l9 on Ma~ 20 .at 1: 00. ·
· The first concerns the agreement which has been: reached~
between Control Data Corporation and the· Sefia.ol ef .UaR~9'0ftiOHti- ~
which, _as reported in the Minnesota Daily on May 10,· permits ·
. CDC to review and submit a written~critique o;f Pro_tessor Calvin
Bradford's study on City Venture Corporation, _prior -to a decision
by the Humphrey-Institute on publication. Is the Daily's story
factually accurate? Is such prior review a departure f.rom
normal University policy controlling the ·dissemination of
University research findings? If possible, _wra would appreciate
seeing the language of the correspondence which ·establishes the
agreement.
· ·
·
Secondly, _we would like to receive an up-to-date report
regarding the findings and recommendations of the Committee ·on
Computation, Communications and Information.
Thirdly, we are interested in learning about the work ·of
the several task forces on inter-collegiate programs hein_g
established largely by the Office of Academic Affairs •. We ask.
tha·t these studies, when completed, be reported to the Seriate
Committee on Educational Policy.
I hope that you will use this occa-sion· of our last regularly
scheduled meeting-of the academic year to alert us to other
matters of which we should be aware.

Sincerely yours,

~c.
DCP:mbp

Pratt, .Chair,
Senate Consultative Committee

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
TWIN CITIES
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Department of Botany
220 Biological Sciences Center
1445 Gortner Avenue
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108
(612) 373-2211

July

6~

1982

Professor Calvin Bradford
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs
909 Social Sciences
West Bank, Minneapolis Campus
Dear Professor Bradford:
When member·s of the Senate Consultative Committee read the
Minnesota Daily reports of the agreement reached between the
Humphrey Institute and Control Data Corporation concerning the
publication of the study of City Venture, we decided to direct
the following questions to President Magrath at our regularly
scheduled meeting on May 20. "Is the Daily's report factually
accurate?" "Is such prior review a departure from normal
University policy controlling the dissemination of University
research findings?" Our letter addressing this and several
unrelated questions to the President was dated May 13. Obviously
we could not expect that a thorough investigation could be com~
pleted before our meeting on the 20th. We did expect, however,
that appropriate inquiries would be made.
I am enclosing a copy of the minutes of the May 20 meeting
to give you an idea of the nature of the conversation. The discussion focused entirely on academic freedom and procedural
questions and not at all on the research itself •. In brief, the
committee felt that it was unfortunate that a clear written
policy statement concerning the preparation and review of manuscripts to be considered for publication by the Institute was
not available to potential authors before this situation arose.
We urged that such a policy be developed as soon as possible and
suggested that the review process should included reviewers
removed from the local context.
I note from your letter to the University Community dated
June 14~ 1982 that you have decided to submit your manuscript{s)
to outside journals with established professional review processes. This seems entirely appropriate to me, and I trust that
there will be no barriers to your taking this· route to publish·
your study.

-2-

I am no longer chair of the Senate Consultative Committee,
having relinquished my responsibilities to Prof. Pat Swan of the
Dept. of Food Science and Nutrition on July 1. As far as I know
neither she nor any other member of the committee plans any
further inquiry into this matter in the immediate future.
Sincerely yours,
.--,

\ ........

'"' .
Douglas C. Pratt
Prof. and Head
Past Chair, S.C.C.
.

DCPjm
~
cc: Prof. Pat Swan
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Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs
909 Social Sciences
267 19th Avenue South
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
(612) 373-2653

June 17, 198Z
Professor Douglas Pratt
Chair, Senate Consultative Committee
ZZO Biological Sciences
St. Paul Campus
Dear Professor Pratt:
On May ZO, President Magrath and Vice President Keller made a
presentation before your committee concerning the agreement between
the Hubert Humphrey Institute and Control Data Corporation about my
research. I had no idea such a presentation was requested. I was quite
concerned that President Magrath and Vice President Keller felt that the
nature of the request from your committee was such that they did not
need to talk to me or any member of my staff about the incident. In
addition, I was disturbed that they submitted to your committee as
background, a set of draft minutes of a faculty meeting which was
incorrect on several points - the most important being that these
minutes claimed that I supported this agreement.
I wrote to President Magra~th and Vice President Keller about my
concern. A copy of this memo (without the several enclosures) is
attached. I have just received a response from Vice President Keller,
also attached. His position is that because of the nature of the
request, he did not need to contact me. As you can see from my memo, I
am quite concerned about respect for due process in the University.
I would like to know if you agree with Vice President Keller about
the nature of the request from your committee and whether you
presumed that their work to prepare a report would include checking the
facts and issues with me.
In academia, one survives on one's reputation for quality work. I
think that discussions of someone's work and representations about
someone's concern for the values and ethics of the profession are part
of that reputation. I am therefore concerned about the precedent we set
when issues such as this are considered without any attempt to contact
one of the parties directly involved.
Vice President Keller suggests that I might want to appear before
your committee or I might want to have the corrected minutes circulated
before the committee.
The latter suggestion seems to me to be
insignificant at this point in the process. I have no great desire to
develop another presentation about the issue, yet I do feel some concern
that my colleagues in the University should have the benefit of hearing
both sides of this issue, especially since they have heard one side
coupled with misleading remarks which suggest that there is no other
side.
-1-

'

If you, or any member of your committee, want more information on
this issue, I am sure you are welcome to any of the documents which
have been compiled in my office or in the office of the Director of the
Institute. I have included a copy of the agreement and a copy of a
cover letter which I placed over a set of backgro·und documents
submitted to the Institute faculty for the May 14 meeting, from which
you were given draft minutes. I think that my cover letter makes my
position quite clear on both the principle and the process involved in
this case. Finally, I have enclosed a copy of the open letter which I
sent to the Minnesota Daily which states that we have decided not to
participate in the special Institute process set up for our study because
we need to protect the integrity of the work and our professional
reputations.

I defer to your judgement on the seriousness of this matter and on
the best way to handle it. Your advice would be greatly appreciated.

-Z-
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The University of Minnesota and
Professor calvin Bradford, who a
month ago were on a collision course
over a research project, have apparently averted a showdown over aca·
demic freedom.
Bradford and his three-person · research team said they would submit
their research report to outside journals when it is completed and would
not try to have it published by the
Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of
Public Affairs.
The institute, responding to com- ·
plaints from Control Data Corp. that
the research might be unjustly clitical of urban development projects
involving the company, had earlier
agreed to let the corporation read
and suggest changes before a decision would be made about publica. tlon.
Control Data complained that Bradford and his researchers had a history of bias against the corporation
and its two economic revitalization
projects, City Venture and Rural
Venture.
The issue quickly made headlines on
campus. Critics charged the institute
had endangered academic freedom
with what they said was an unprecedented promise to Control Data.
"One cannot assume that accuracy
will be preserved by soliciting the
opinions of a company which has
publicly tried to impugn the integlity
of the researchers . . . " Bradford
said in a letter to the university. .
Control Data, one of the largest financial contributors to the university, said in a ·blief statement that lt
was up to the university to decide if
any-thing should be done next.
Kenneth Keller, vice president for
academic affairs, said Bradford has
always been free to publi$ his report elsewhere.
'
·
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disassociate itseltfrom the research,
and attacked mef.or my exercise of
free speech in discussing my views
on City Venture.

Control
Data
agreement
On june 1, 1982, the director of the
Hubert Humphrey Institute sent a
final letter to Control Data Corp.
concerning the nature of the
agreement to have Control Data participate in the review of a piece of
policy research we are doing about
some of their programs. My understanding of the letter is that it reaffirms the agreement originally made
on April28, 1982. One provision of
this original agreement sets up a
review panel for our research, which
we had intended to distribute as an
institute publication. A second provision states, "When the research is
complete, Control Data, City Venture, and Rural Venture will have the
opportunity to review the research
and to submit a written critique of it
before a decision is made about institute publication." The June 11etter
states that the review process (which
had never before been used) was part
of an evolving general pol icy for all
institute publications. On the matter
of Control Data's review of our work,
the letter states that the opportunity
for Control Data to review the work
does not imply an influence over the
institute's publication decision.
The University general counsel, StephenS. Dunham, wrote a letter to
James Hogg, of Control Data Corporation, on May 24, 1982. This letter
tells Mr. Hogg that the work will not
be interfered with but points to the
June 1 letter from Harlan Cleveland
for arrunderstanding of the
agreement with Control Data.
I appreciate Harlan Cleveland's sentiment that academic freedom must
be preserved, and I appreciate the
good intentions of the institute faculty in their May 24 open letter affirming their commitment to
academic freedom. However, good
intentions are not a substitute for
good pol icy. I do not see how the institute can invite Control Data to be
the only formal outside review agent
and then claim that the review will
not have any impact. Like the judge's
comments to a jury to disregard a
piece of evidence in a case once it
has been presented, this can have the
effect of making that evidence even
more powerful and important.

In addition to the bad policy, I am
concerned about the process used in
reaching this decision. I am disturbed
that my suggestions that the institute
faculty and the University attorney be
consulted prior to any formal
agreement were not accepted. This
put the faculty and the general counsel in the difficult position of responding after the agreement was
made.
Further, I have informed President
Magrath and Vice President Keller
that I am very disappointed in their
lack of concern for the principles of
due process in their own investigations of the issue and their presentation of their findings to the Senate
Consultative Committee.! am
amazed that they would distribute
background material that !:tad not
been checked for errors and that incorrectly reported that I had agreed to
the Control Data review. But in the
larger sense, I was shocked that they
would presume to finish their investigations without ever contacting me or
my staff about our position.
I came here from Northwestern University, where the administration has
been quick to protect academic freedom, especially in sensitive areas of
public opinion and policy, and at the
risk of financial loss. I had expected
to find the same high standards here.
Those of us involved in the research
have been disappointed in the lack of
enthusiasm that the institute and the
University administration have
shown in protecting academic freedom.
We have no choice but to avoid placing our work into the special process
which has been created in this
agreement with Control Data. We
shall submit our work to outside journals and other publications for their
formal, professional review processes, with the confidence that our
work meets their standards. We have
no problem with professional and
peer review, but we surely cannot
risk the integrity and reputation of our
work by subjecting it to a process
where there would always be a question about whether the final publication was in some way shaped by
Control Data Corp. itself.
We appreciate the general good intentions of the institute faculty, the
concern and support from the students, the consistent support of the
Department of Cqmmunity Programs
and Continuing Education and Extension (which shares our program), the
outsp?k':n support of some facultv
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Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs
213 Morrill Hall
100 Church Street S.E.
Minneapolis. Mmnesota 55455
(612) 373-2033

June 14, 1982

Professor Calvin Bradford
Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of
Public Affairs
909 Social Sciences
West Bank Campus
Dear Professor Bradford:
As you probably know, President Magrath left last week to begin a threemonth leave of absence. However, before he left we had a chance to discuss your
memorandum of June 4, 1982, and he asked me to respond for the both of us.
The President and I were asked by the Senate Consultative Committee to
comment on the letter sent on April 28, 1982, by Harlan Cleveland to Lawrence
Perlman confirming the understanding they had reached with respect to the
publication of your study. We were asked to comment on our view of that
agreement in the context of academic freedom and responsibility. I had a copy of
the letter and had met with Harlan Cleveland to discuss his interpretation of it and
to ask him what had transpired at the meeting of the Humphrey Institute faculty.
During our discussion, he provided me with a copy of the draft of the minutes of
the faculty meeting.
Based on the letter and the conversation with Mr. Cleveland, the President
and I gave the Senate Consultative Committee our opinions on why and how a
review process of the kind proposed by Mr. Cleveland could be conducted in a
manner consistent with academic freedom and responsibility. We also told them
that the matter had been discussed at a faculty meeting of the Humphrey Institute
and that it was our understanding that there was general agreement that a peer
review process within the Institute was appropriate, but that Control Data should
certainly not be given any right of censorship. At that time, we also distributed
the draft of the minutes of the Humphrey Institute faculty meeting.
I emphasize that the President was asked to comment on the agreement
itself, not to conduct an investigation. Under the circumstances, it seems to me to
have been perfectly appropriate to work with the Director of the Institute as we
did. In retrospect, I believe that we should not have distributed the draft of the
faculty meeting minutes. Fortunately, they were clearly labeled as a draft.
Moreover, my reading of a letter to the Minnesota Daily signed by a majority of
the Institute faculty suggests that we did not misrepresent the faculty viewpoint in
our discussion with the committee.
When a corrected and approved set of minutes,is available from that faculty
meeting, I will be happy to transmit them to the Senate Consultative Committee.
Although I have your comments on the draft, you did not provide a copy of the final
approved minutes in your memorandum to the President and myself. I assume that

Professor Calvin Bradford
June 14, 1982
Page Two

they are not yet available. Of course, it would also be perfectly appropriate for
you to write directly to the Senate Consultative Committee or to ask to appear at
one of their meetings to express your point of view.
In the event that you did not see it, I have also enclosed a copy of my letter
to the Minnesota Daily expressing my own view on how the principles of academic
freedom and responsibility could be applied in this instance.
Sincerely yours,

Kenneth H. Keller
Vice President
KHK:lme
Enclosure
cc:

Mr. Harlan Cleveland, Director, Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of
Public Affairs
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Office of the Vice President for Academic ' '
21 3 Morrill Hall
100 Church Street S.E.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

··

(612) 373-2033

May 23, 1982
Editor
Minnesota Daily
10 l~urphy Ha 11
East Bank Campus
Dear Sir:
The headline in your ~lay 21 issue ("Keller defends Control Data _review'') did not, in my vie1't', reflect the content of the article that follo·.·:ed
and certainly did not reflect my position accurately. Since the issue is
a very important one, I would like to make clear where I do stand on the
matter.
What I do defend, unequivocally, is academic freedom and responsibility which, in this instance, suggests that:
1.

Professor Calvin Bradford should be free to conduct his research
without interference, to present its results at meetings, and to
submit them for publication without prior reviel'i of any kind.

2.

If the HJmphrey Institute is to publish the work, it is both appropriate and responsible for the Institute to judge its quality and
accuracy through a peer review of the ~anuscript prior to publication and, as part of that t·eview, to solicit the co;'J:;1ents of Control
Data. If Control Data points out factual errors (or substantial
flaws in the work), the peer review panel may ask Professor Bradford to make revisions. The peer review panel and not Control Data
would make that determination and Professor Bradford should have
complete control over where, how, and whether those changes would
be made. He would obviously retain the right to publish elsewhere.

3.

Since the subject matter is controversial and the article may quite
properly take an adversarial position, quite aside from the issue
of assuring factual accuracy, it would be consistent with a procedure frequently used in scholarly journals to allow Control Data
to see the manuscript prior to publication and to submit a rebuttal. Provided that the rebuttal is subjected to the same peer review and meets the same scholarly standards, it would be appropriate
for the Humphrey Institute to publish it. Indeed, since the Institute is interested in airing public policy issues, this would serve
its goa 1 s we 11 .

,.
Keller to Minnesota Daily

-2-

May 23, 1982

I believe that this position is consistent with the one taken by the
fourteen Humphrey Institute faculty members whose 1etter to the Daily was
published on May 21. It is in this circumscribed context that a Control
Data review of Professor Bradford's study seems appropriate.
Sincerely yours,

Kenneth H. Keller
Vice President
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
TWIN CITIES

Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs
909 Social Sciences
267 19th Avenue South
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
(612) 373-2653

June 14, 1982
To: The University of Minnesota Community (Minnesota Daily)
Re: The Agreement Between Control Data Corporation and the Hubert
Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs Concerning the City and
Rural Venture Research
On June 1, 1982, the Director of the Hubert Humphrey Institute
sent a final letter to Control Data Corporation concerning the nature of
the agreement to have Control Data participate in the review of a piece
of policy research we are doing about some of their programs. My
understanding of the letter is that it reaffirms the agreement originally
made on April 28, 1982. One provision of this original agreement sets
up a review panel for our research, which we had intended to distribute
as an Institute publication. A second provision states, "When the
research is completed, Control Data, City Venture, and Rural Venture
will have the opportunity to review the research and to submit a written
critique of it before a decision is made about Institute publication."
The June 1 letter states that the review process (which had never
before been used) was part of an evolving general policy for all
Institute publications. On the matter of Control Data's review of our
work, the letter states that the opportunity for Control Data to review
the work does not imply any influence over the Institute's publication
decision.
The University General Counsel, Stephen S. Dunham, wrote a letter
to James Hogg, of Control Data Corporation, on May Z4, 1982. This
letter tells Mr. Hogg that the work will not be interfered with, but
points to the June 1 letter from Harlan Cleveland for an understanding
of the agreement with Control Data.
I appreciate Harlan Cleveland's sentiment that academic freedom
must be preserved, and I appreciate the good intentions of the Institute
f acu 1 ty in their May Z4 open letter affirming their commitment to
academic freedom. However, good intentions are not a substitute for
good policy. I do not see how the Institute can invite Control Data to
be the only formal outside review agent and then claim that the review
will not have any impact. Like the judge's comments to a jury to
disregard a piece of evidence in a case once it has been presented, this
can have the effect of making that evidence even more powerful and
important.
It is our job as researchers to check the facts. We have done so
in the past and continue to do so. Of course, this involves information
about the actions of many organizations and individuals, not just
Control Data Corporation. One cannot assume that accuracy will be
preserved by soliciting the opinions of a company which has publicly
tried to impugn the integrity of the researchers, asked the Institute to
-1-
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disassociate itself from the research, and attacked me for my exercise
of free speech in discussing my views on City Venture.
In addition to the bad policy, I am concerned about the process
used in reaching this decision. I am disturbed that my suggestions that
the Institute faculty and the University attorney be consulted prior to
any formal agreement were not accepted. This put the faculty and the
general counsel in the difficult position of responding after the
agreement was made.
Further. I have informed President Magrath and Vice President
Keller that I am very disappointed in their lack of concern for the
principles of due process in their own investigations of the issue and
their presentation of their findings to the Senate Consultative
Committee. I am amazed that they would distribute background material
which had not been checked for errors, and which incorrectly reported
that I had agreed to the Control Data review. But in the larger sense,
I was shocked that they would presume to finish their investigations
without ever contacting me or my staff about our position.
I came here from Northwestern University where the administration
has been quick to protect academic freedom, especially in sensative
areas of public opinion and policy, and at the risk of financial loss. I
had expected to find the same high standards here. Those of us
involved in the research have been disappointed in the lack of
en thu si asm which the Ins ti tu te and the University Administration have
shown in protecting academic freedom.
We have no choice b~ t to avoid placing our work into the special
process which has been creatf'd in this agreement with Control Data.
We shall submit our work to outside journals and other publications for
their formal, professional review processes, with the confidence that our
work meets their standards. We have no problem with professional and
peer review, but surely cannot risk the integrity and reputation of our
work by subjecting it to a process where there would always be a
question about whether the final publication was in some way shaped by
Control Data Corporation itself.
We appreciate the general good intentions of the Institute faculty,
the concern and support from the students, the consistent support of the
Department of Community Programs and Continuing Education and
Extension (which shares our program), the outspoken support of some
faculty outside the Institute, the great concern of the University of
Minnesota Education Association, and the concern of the chairman of the
Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure of the American Association
of University Professors at the University of Minnesota.
Sincerely,
Calvin Bradford
Cooperative Community Development
Program Director

-2-
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
TWIN CITIES

Hubert H. Humphrey institute of Public Affairs
909 Social Sciences
267 19th Avenue South
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
(612) 373-2653

June 4, 1982

Memo To: President C. Pet~ Magrath and ·.Sf/President Kenneth Keller
_,.-~/
From: Calvin Bradford /.-- //'
"
Re: Control Data - Hu~-1f'ins 1
Research Issue

I am writing this memo bee au se I am quite miffed at the process
which has been used by the Hu:nphrey Institute and the central
administration to handle the matter of pressure from Control Data
corporation askin15 the Humphrey Institute to disassociate itself from my
research and impuning the integrity of myself and my research
associates.
I am writing you to see if you can explain how you were able to
investi15ate the issue and make a presentation before the Senate
Consultative Co:nmittee on·!viay 20, 1982, about this issue without ever
contacting me or any member of my research staff.
I understand that a draft versi-on of the Humphrey Institute faculty
meeting of May 14, clearly marked "For Approval", was distributed to the
Consultative Co:nmittee as background material. I do not see how draft
faculty minutes which may (and in this case do) contain errors can
serve to assist people in gettin~o; a factual background to the matter.
How die! you r;et this account, and w!-:y was it used as background
material?
I would like to point out that these unapprovect minutes are quite
incorrect on several points (see the attached copy of my response which
was requested when I first received the draft minutes after vou had
pres en ted them before the Committee). Specifically, I under st~nd that
the Cornmi ttee was told that whatever difference I had with Harlan had
been resolved. The draft minutes say that I agreed to the Control Data
review of our work prior to publication. As you can see by my
response to the draft minutes, that is not true. If you had called me
about the situation, I would have seen to it that you had the full set of
documents which I sent out to all the faculty members before the
meeting (a copy is now attached to prevent further errors). As you can
see from the cover letter I wrote for these materials, I strongly
objected to the use of Control Data as a critic. They have a vested
interest in seeing that the work is not published. I think it hardly
reasonable that given their views and attempts to interfere in the work
that they could ever be seen as a reasonable "insurance against factual
errors," as Harlan has put it. Moreover, as researchers, it is our job to
check out all facts before completion of the article - which we have
done and will continue to do.
You will see that in the revised version of the faculty minutes
-1-

(attached)!£.!!!~ of the errors have been corrected, including any
reference to my agreeing to the Control Data critique. Also, you can
see that those of us involved in the research do feel that the response
to Control Data's efforts to stop the work have, indeed, interfered with
the work schedule and used up valuable and limited time and resources.

Harlan sent both of you a note about the issue, a statement of his
intention to make an agreement, and the basic outline for the agreement
on !-1arch 19, 1982. In all that time, while people in Harlan's office
were contacted to get background information, none of us involved in
the research has ever been contacted by you or representatives of your
offices.
Although I recommended that the issue be hrought before our
faculty before anything was done, and although I reco:-nrnended that the
university attorney be brought in before any agreement was rr:ade, both
sugBestions were declined. I~O\\' I find that the issue has been brought
before thi'O Senate without my knowledge or input.
Frankly, I am quite surprised that in an issue where my research
capabilities are being challenged, the central administration, including
the senior academic officer of the University, would presume to have
completed its o·,..-n research on this issue without contacting one of the
two parties involved and without checking the fa_cts in the case. Even
the reporters who have attctched thc:nselvrs to the issue follo·.ved those
basic rules of investigatio:;.
Because of this trerc,c:1dous l<1ck of co;1cern for thf: pri-:1ciples of
a n -::! w 1: a t I c: P c rn a n e q u a 1 l a c k o f c on c e r n f or t t c
serio~sness of this issue as a H·.reat to academic frr:crln:71, yo~J :nust
uncterstanrl th<d I a~11 unco.,-,fnrt;;ble with any clai:Ds that the u:1ivcrsity
or th·=· In sti tu te ;..-iil SC>T':'hov· protect :ny interests.
due process,

If there is an explc.nation for this process and vour suppcrt for
the agreement with Cm:trol Data, I would be eager an:! INilling to listen
and be persuaded to change my mind.

cc: Harlan Cleveland
Duane V:ilson. for the Board of Pegents
attachments:
Faculty Meeting ~hnutes - May 14, 1982 - For Approval
Calvin Bradford memo to Nancy Girouard, May 20, 1982
Faculty ~1eeting Minutes (Revised) - May 14, 1982 - For Approval
Calvin Bradford memo to Humphrey Faculty (with attachments),
May 13, 1982
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Friday, MAy 21, 1982

·Keller defends Control Data review
By. Jackey Gold
An agreement allowing the Control
Data Corporation (CDC) prior review
of a University research study on a
corporate project does not violate academic freedom, Ken Keller, University vice president for academic
affairs, said Thursday.
The agreement between Control Data
and the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs covers an institute study of City Venture, a
controversial development project
The agreement allows the corporation, a major sponsor of City Venture,
to review the study before it is published.
Keller told the Senate Faculty Consul. tative Committee that the agreement
is completely in line with the Univer- sity's policy on academic freedom
and responsibi Iity.
•
Keller contended that t'he University
should consider allow1ng outside individuals or group'. such as Cor.trol
Data, "the opportunity to publish according to thE' samE' standards of

quality, and subject to a similar peer
review" as University research.
He said Control Data's critique will
be "for the purpose of checking the
facts for accuracy. They will not have
any control or any right to make any
changes in the manuscript"
The research in question is being
conducted by public affairs Professor
Calvin Bradford. In a May 20
·statement, Control Data claimed that
"Professor Bradford and his researchers have a long history of publishing
factual errors aqout City Venture,
Control Data, and Rural Venture
(another Control Data redevelopment program).
"They predetermine the results of
their 'research' by taking advocacy
positions in the name of the University and the institute, which we be-.
lieve to be a direct violation of
University and Faculty Senate
policy."
AC< ording to Jerr Boschee, a CDC
representative, the University Senate
statement on academic freedom and

responsibility states "the scholar
should make reasonable efforts to
inform his listeners or readers that the
opinions he expresses are his own,
not those of the University."
Keller said the burden of proof will
be on Control Data to prove the inaccuracy of Bradford's research. "I
doubt if (the institute panel) will give
a Jot of leeway to CDC. You're dealing with' people who do research reviews a dozen times a year, and they
are not easily cowed by a large corporation," Keller said
The Senate Committee also considered an external review of institute
research. But Keller noted that a
formal policy would have to beestablished by institute faculty before it
co1.1ld begin .
"We have a company that's more excited than it should be," Keller said,
"and we have to say 'cool it' politely."
Clpwland discussed an internal

Control Data to 16
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Bad
reflection
The headline in your May 21 issue
("Keller defends Control Data
review") did not, in my view, refLect
the content of the article that followed, and certainl~clid pot reflect
my position ~cc~,;.:;}lfttetbe _
issue is a very impOrtant db,e-, lwpuld
like to make clear ~~.l ~s~~
on the matter.
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Off1ce of the Director

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
"~--~- -· ;_

TWIN CITIES

Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs
909 Social Sciences
267 19th Avenue South
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
(612) 376·9666 or (612) 373-2653

May 20, 1982

'10:

HHH Institute Faculty and Affiliate Faculty

Here are Nancy Girouard's notes on last Friday's faculty meeting.
Quite a number of people are understandably eager to knc:M what happened
~e.
.
Could· you take a few m::ments today to look· over this draft and let
Nancy or Sally know 'Whether they look O.K. or whether you \a.Uuld suggest
any changes.
·
·.

Office of the Director
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909 Social Sciences
267 19th Avenue South
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
(61_2) 376-9666 or (612) 373-2653

Faculty Meeting Minutes
May 14 ~ ·1982

' Approval
,
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Faculty Meeting Schedule - Information
The next regular faculty meeting will be .held on June 2. At that
Ira s~~wartz will brief the 'faculty on the focus of his research
and of his conference "Rethinking Juvenile Justice." In addition to the
June·2 meeting~ there will be:a special interim faculty meeting~ still to
be scheduled~ on the budget •
meeting~

2.

I''\
....,_

.

Bob Ter;r's appointment to the Graduate faculty - Information
i

--

. Faculty members will soon receive ballots for recommendation of_
... ·· Bob ':Terry.~ s .appointment .as. an;- associate. memb:er .. of. the graduate facul.ty •
3 •.. The Community Leadership Development ·PolicY-. Project - Discussion
Comments in a' letter f:rom an ·attorney at Control Data to Institute
Director (letter dated May 4) are out of order_. Members of the
Institute's faculty and staff are free to express their own opinions.
·While the Institute as a whole does·. not express "institutional" opinions
on substantive issues of p~>lic policy~ individuals within the Institute
may and do express the~r op~nions.
For the research project to·solicit Control Data's critique is insurance
against factual errors_, and: is in the framework of University policy on
academic freedom and responsibility. Cal Bradford said he thought this
was appropriate.
- The research project may also solicit reactions from others -- colleagues,
experts in the field- as well. The extent to which such critiques
affects the final product is _within the ~~w of the research project.
- The faculty believes that peer review is appropriate as part of a decision
on Humphrey Institute's publication of the results of the research project.
A similar procedure should ~e applied to publication of a paper on the
same subject written by someone at Control Data. While the peer review
arrangements are ad hoc for' this case, a regular procedure will soon be
put· in place for all cases. The purposes of peer review is not to judge
the substance or conclusions> but to insure high quality research.

I!
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t:Faculty Meeting Minutes
Nay 14 ~ 19 82
Page Two
- Calvin Bradford had earlier suggested CDC submit its own version of the
material covered by his research. If CDC chooses to submit such ~paper
for publication by the Institute~ the publication is subject to the same
peer-review.
Calvin Bradford's research is still in progress.
fered with~ nor will it be.

It has not been inter-

- While good research often c~uses discomfort~ the purpose of sponsored
research in t~is field and ~n others is -::o stimulate debate and disr:u!)sion
which can lea1 to solutions·. of problems.
4.

Arthur Naftalin. - Announcement
Art Naftalin will be going to Israel in June as part of a
American Professors for Peace' in the Middle East.

group~
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FACULTY PROPOSITIONS (May 14, 1982 Faculty Meeting)

1. The research being conducted by Calvin Bradford has not been interfered with, and it won't be.
2. For the research project to solicit Control Data's critique is
insurance against factual errors, and is in the~ramework of the University's
statement on academic freedom and responsibility.
3. The faculty believes tha~ peer r~view is appropriate as part of a
decision on Humphrey Institute's publication of the results of the research
project. A similar procedure should be applied to publication of a paper
on the same subject written by so~eone at Control Data. While the peer
review arrangements are ad hoc for this case, a regular procedure will soon
be put in place for all cas~ The purpo~es of peer review is not to judge
the substance or conclusions, but to insure high quality research.
iL c.,.._ ~1 f;J;,
4. The .comments in .JHI!!!I 'Vsoa's letter of May 4 are out of order. The
members of the Institute faculty and staff are free to express their own
op1m:ons. The Institute as. such does not have and hence cannot express,
opinions on substantive issues of public policy .. As is normal for an academic
faculty or research institute, the work of the-Institute is the work of indi.viduals.or-research.teams~ tJb 'inl@l~~ · £!!1 •:zW-t'rF:efgss~ BM.I$.!1LsT'b
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5. ·The purposes of sponsored res ear~ in ,this field and other fields
is to stimulate debate and discus~ion leading to solutions of problems which
might not appear :D~.r~'fte·~·•• lbllli eiMrirMt 1:
~ ~~;~~-~~~.
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of Geography
I Department
4i4 Social Sciences Building
267 19th Avenue South
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

19 May 1982

To:

From:

Humphrey Institute Faculty
John

s. Adams.Y•

I intend to send this letter to the Daily and the Mpls. Tribune and
the St. Paul papers.
If you would like to join me in signing the letter, please indicate
your intention in writing to Doreen by 2:00p.m. Thursday, 20 May.
Thank you.

l

I
f
i

Tb the editor:
The Humphrey Institute faculty met on l4 May l982 to discuss the
recent events relating to a study underway by Institute staff.

series~f

The study is

examining certain features of experimental programs created by City Venture
Corporation and Rural Venture Corporation, subsidiaries of Control Data
Corporation.
The faculty concluded that comments in a 4 May 1982 letter by Control Data
Corporation, describing the company's expectation that the study would not be
discussed publicly until the study report was completed and the company had
been given an opportunity to see it, were misinformed and inappropriate.
Institute faculty and staff are free to express their opinions.

The Institute

as such does not have and hence cannot express opinions on substantive issues
of public policy.

As

is normal for an academic faculty or research institute,

the work of the Institute is the work of individuals or research teams.
It is our opinion that the research underway has not been interfered with, nor
will it be.

We also believe that if we work on current policy questions that

are truly relevant, and that focus on specific agencies, organizations, firms,
or other institutions, it is understandable that people will be anxious and
occasionally angry.

On the other hand we expect that the research and publica-

tion will be carried out according to the highest standards of scholarship.
We intend to solicit a critique by Control Data Corporation of the report of
the study when it is completed, as insurance against factual errors, and we
intend to submit the report together with appropriate critiques, replies, and
rejoinders to peer review as part of a decision on Humphrey Institute publication of these materials.

The purpose of peer review is not to judge the substance

or the conclusions, but to insure the quality of the research and its presentation.
As

this study is the first research project of the Humphrey Institute's new policy

centers to reach conclusion, the peer review procedures are newly devised but
conventional in form.
The purposes of sponsored research in any field of policy study is to stimulat.e
discussion and understanding that can lead to solutions that might not appear
if the research and debate were curtailed or eliminated.
Signed,

· ,,Signed:
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Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs
909 Social Sciences
267 19th Avenue S.outh
Mrnneapolis, Minnesota 55455
(612) 373-2653

May 13, 1982
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To: Humphrey Institute F/a:9ujty,£_7
From: Calvin Bradford f.'l/&Y~/
Re: Control Data - Huoert Humphrey Institute Issue

I have enclosed several letters and memos which provide a
background for our discussion of the Control Data issue. These
materials are assembled in two packages. The first package includes
letters and memos which are all related to contacts outside the
University. The second package includes internal memos.
The key external i terns are the letter of January 6, 1981, from
Larry Perlman of Control Data to me, the March 10, 1982, letter from
Larry Perlman to Harlan Cleveland, the April 28, 1982, letter from
Harlan Cleveland to Larry Perlman, and the May 4, 1982, letter from
James Hogg of Control Data to Harlan Cleveland. The key internal
memos are Harlan's memo and attachment to President Magrath on March
19, 1982, and my April 2, 1982, memo to Harlan.

I am sure that Harlan had the best of intentions in what he has
done. I do not believe anyone in the University approached the issue
with any malice. Nonetheless, through errors in process and what I
believe are misplaced priorities and too much concern about how we
appear to outside private interests, I think we have negotiated and
entered into an agreeemen t with Control Data which compromises both
the integrity of the Institute and the principles of academic freedom.
Clearly, I view the problem as being much more serious than does
Harlan.
Since we are going to have a chance to discuss the issue in detail,
I will simply try to offer a summary of my position.
Since last May (1981), when Control Data discovered that we were
investigating the operations of City Venture Corporation, they have tried
to influence our work by applying pressure to people outside of the
project or to our superiors. When we planned a June, 1981, meeting of
community people ( s orne from City Venture cities and more from
economic development efforts in other places), they had an old friend of
Harlan's who is their Washington lobbyist, contact Harlan. In addition,
someone contacted Magrath's office, and the director of the City Venture
project in Toledo, contacted Art Naftalin, an old friend. All the
contacts were to see what was going on and to express a concern that
Control Data had not been invited to this meeting of community people.
Finally, an employee of City Venture tried to hire one of the Humphrey
-1-

Institute students to collect information about what we were doing and
pass it on to Control Data, according to the report of the student to
me.
Harlan thought we should meet personally with the President of
City Venture and a Vice President of Control Data to respond to their
concerns. This was this first point where Harlan and I disagreed about
the nature of the project. Harlan thought that any such project which
looked at the work of City Venture should have as one of its goals the
desire to help City Venture work better. I felt, and still feel, that this
would make us one of their agents, and that any benefits which they
might receive should come from the indirect impacts of the work. I
stated that the point of the work was to develop within the community
sector a more enlightened and detailed discussion of what it means to
have private sector partnerships and that I presumed that as a public
product, this would also be of interest to the private sector and
government people involved. While it was clearly gracious to meet with
them, I have always been concerned that this appears to be asking
permission to talk about them - and we never meet with citizens before
we do research about them.
At this meeting, these two men protested that if anyone was going
to come to talk about City Venture, they should be allowed to pick all
the critics.
We politely turned down this request.
By January, Larry Perlman escalated the pressure by sending a
letter to me stating that they were concerned about our biases, and
claiming that articles which he cited were inaccurate and inflamatory.
(My response is in the March 8, 1982, letter from me to Larry Perlman.)
On March 10, 1982, Perlman sent a letter to Harlan trying to discredit
my staff and our reputations and asking Harlan to disassociate himself
and the Institute from our work. I think it improper to respond to
challenges filed on the grounds of anyone's political views, and the
claims of interference and the comments about the position of the World
Council of Churches are categorically false.
Harlan responded by setting up a meeting between himself and
Perlman. I agreed with Harlan that it could be helpful to have a
committee help him decide how to respond, although I would not have
even responded with a special meeting had I been in his shoes. I also
indicated that because of the importance and sensitivity of the issue, I
had already planned to ask Control Data to write their own response to
our work, to be published with our work.
What I now object to is that Harlan revised the offer I made in the
meeting so that Control Data was told that they could submit an article
which we would publish (with no mention of review or critique), and that
a special review panel was established to decide about publishing my
work, AND, Control data would be asked to submit a private critique to
be considered prior to Harlan's decision about publishing my work. I
feel that Control Data was given an opportunity to write whatever they
wanted with no review and I am now, essentially, subjected to two
potential veto operations.
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is one thing to be gracious, it is another to subject a faculty
to what I feel is a kind of punative review in response to
pressures which were clearly designed to intimidate the Institute
damage to the professional reputations of Institute faculty and

In my April 2, 1982, memo, I expressed my concern about the effect
of any such agreement, particularly any discussion which Harlan had had
with Perlman about "turning down the burner" on our work, as Harlan
said he characterized it to Perlman.
I saw the April 28, 1982, letter of understanding before Harlan
sent it. I told him that I thought it was not acceptable, particularly
point #2 which allowed for their review of my work. I do not have any
problem with academic review processes or the Institute developing one
for their publications. I do object to imposing one ad hoc as a result
of pressures and then defining as the only outside reviewer, a company
which has made clear its desire to supress and terminate the work in
question.
The May 4, 1982 letter from James Hogg (the same man quoted in
the Daily on April 21, 1982, noting in a letter to a stockholder that
Control Data takes account of the politics of faculty members when
granting money to a university) states clearly on page 3 that Control
Data's understanding of Harlan's agreement is that we cannot speak
about our work, write anything, or discuss our work until it is complete
and Control Data has had full rights of re'.·iew and critique. This is
precisely the interpretation I feared. It is, in my opinion, a gag order.
I am sorry that we have come to this point. Many times along the
way, the process could have avoided this present state. I requested that
the matter be discussed before the faculty and that the university
attorney be consulted, but both requests were resisted, the first on the
grounds that nothing would be granted to Control Data. Once the
review committee met without my being there, and as you can see from
the memos between me and Bob Einsweiler, I feel that the review
process became involved in inappropriate issues.
I am pleased to discuss the issue, the facts, the allegations, and
anything else which you are interested in on this matter. I am indeed
sorry for the present state of affairs, but I feel that I must protect the
integrity of the research, the university, and the Institute as my
conscience dictates.
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Control Data will review Humphrey Institute research
By Jackey Gold
•

An agreement made last week by the
head of the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs will allow
Control Data Corp. to review an institute study before publication.
The !Jioomington-based multinational corporation forged an agreement
With institute Director Harlan Cleveland to allow Control Data to examine·research being conducted on City
Venture Corp. by public affairs Profetsor Calvin Bradford.
:- Accordi[lg to an April28, 1982, letter
from Cleveland to Larry Perlman,
Control Data vice president and chief
legal counsel, an "understanding"
w~_.-~'a_ched giving Control Data
"thf;bpportunity to review thereseaifn and to:submit a w~itten critique of it before a decision is made
about institute pJ.!blication."

In a May 4, 1982, letter to Cleveland,
James F. Hogg, Control Data vice
president and associate general counsel, confirmed the agreement.
"In my opinion ... the institute (and
the University- Hogg's parentheses)
will not consider publishing or lending its name to the Bradford study
until it is complete, it has been tested
and weighed against a critique from
Control Data, City Venture, and
Rural Venture, and they have anequal opportunity to challenge the
study, its alleged factual basis. and
conclusions," Hogg wrote.
Bradford, nearing completion of a
year of investigation into City Venture, is concerned that prior review
by Control Data could jeopardize the
integrity of University research.
Although Perlman said Control Data
does not want to suppress the study,
Bradford said he is concerned that,

little by little, Control Data's influence will result in the institute altering the research, undercutting the
study's credibility. "We might get
nickled and dimed to death," he
said.
"The right of the University to have
autonomy is a right that they purchase with their defense of academic
freedom. You can't have political interference in intellectual thought,"
Bradford said. "I'm really concerned
about what this means for the institute. It's very important for the institute not to succumb to pressure."

he could not cite, from his year and a
half of experience, a specific instance when the institute consulted a
subject of research before publication.
I

~

''I'd be astonished if the engineering
department didn't do this all the
time," Cleveland added. "When
they're working on a company's
computer system they would naturally check it out with the company. We
check the final product with all the
people involved. It's the only way to
make the research invulnerable." '

Cleveland said his agreement with
Control Data is not unusual. "It's
quite normal when doing a piece of
work about someone else, to check it
out with that person and get their
point of view," he said. "It can only
strengthen the researc~."

City Venture is the brainchild of Control Data board director William
Norris, who started the inner-city development program in 1978. Control
Data calls City Venture a "model for
meeting social needs through partnership between. local government
and industry." The program has-been

Cleveland admitted, however, that
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letterl
Institute
research
The Humphrey Institute faculty met
on May 14 to discuss the series of
recent events relating to a study underway by institute staff, The study is
examining certain features of experimental programs created by City
Venture Corp. and Rural Venture
Corp., subsidiaries of Control Data
Corp.

-

The faculty concluded that comments in a May 41etter from Control
Data, descllibing the company's expectation that the study would not be
discussed publicly until the study
report was completed and that the
company had been given an opportunity to see it, were misinformed and
inappropriate. Institute faculty and
staff are free to express their opinions.· The institute as such does not
have and hence cannot express opinions on substantive issues of public
policy. As is normal for an academic
facolty or research institute, the work
of the institute is the work of individuals or research teams.
It is our opinion that the research un. derway has not been interfered with,
nor will it be. We also believe that if
we work on current policy questions
that are truly relevant, and that focus
on specific agencies, organizations,
firms, or other institutions, it is understandable that people will be anxious
and.occasionally angry. On the other
. hand, we--expect that the research
and publication will be carried out
according to the highest standards of
scholarship. We intend to solicit a
critique by Control Data of the report
otthe study when it is completed, as
insurance against factual errors, and
we intend to submit the report together with appropriate critiques, replies,
and rejoinders to peer review as part
6f.a decision on Humphrey Institute
publication of these materials. The
·r •hOe&

purpose of peeo review is not to judge
the substance or the conclusions, but
to ensure the quality of the research
and its presentation. As this study is
the first research project of the Humphrey Institute's new policy centers to
reach conclusion, the peer review
procedures are newly devised but
conventional in form.
The purpose of sponsored research in
any field of policy study is to stimulate discussion and understanding
that can lead to solutions that might
not appear if the research and debate
were curtailed or eliminated.·

John S. Adams
Donald P. Geesaman
Dean E. Abrahamson
James E. Jernberg
George A. Warp
John E. Brandl
Nancy Anderson Eustis
Margaret Dewar
John M. Bryson ·
Robert T. Kudrle
Robert C. Einsweiler
Arthur Naftalln
Simon Fass
Thomas R. Dewar, Humphrey Institute faculty
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April 28, 1982

Mr. Lawrence Perlman
Vice President &General Counsel
Legal &Government Relations
Control Data
Box 0
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55440
Dear Larry:
The purpose of this letter is to confirm the understanding we reached
at our meetings on March 19th and April 9th with reference to the study
currently being conducted under the auspices of the Institute involving
Control Data, City Venture and Rural Venture.
1. As you know, I had earlier appointed a panel consisting of John
Brandl, Donald Geesaman and Robert Einsweiler to look over the work of Calvin
Bradford's team a~d to advise me on Institute publication of the team's research product. I have also asked Professor Bradford and his team (Mike
Temali and Karen Lehman) to exercise particular care and discretion, in their
discussions ~ith community personnel and others they are in contact with in
connection with their study, not to take an Institute advocacy position in
relation to Control Data, City Venture or Rural Venture -- or indeed other
participants in urban partnership efforts.
2. \\'hen the research is completed, Control Data, City Venture and Rural
Venture will have the opportunity to review the research and to submit a
~Titten critique of it before a decision is made about Institute publication.
3. l'ie would welcome an analysis prepared by Control Data, City Venture
and Rural Venture, reflecting their own perspective on the subject of the
study including their experiences with the redevelopment efforts in which
they have been engaged.
4. If the Institute publishes the Bradford group research it will also
publish the paper prepared by Control Data, City Venture and Rural Venture.
Please let me know if you find this
standing of our discussions.

SUF~ary

consistent with your under-

Warmest regards.
Sincerely.

f. . ~C::-~--t.,~llo.-----L
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Harlan Cleveland

0

disassociate itselffrom the research,
and attacked mefot my e>rercise of
free speech in discussing my views
on City Venture.

Control
Data
agreement
On June 1, 1982, the director of the
Hubert Humphrey Institute sent a
final letter to Control Data Corp.
concerning the nature of the
agreement to have Control Data participate in the review of a piece of
policy research we are doing about
some of their programs. My understanding of the letter is that it reaffirms the agreement originally made
on April28, 1982. One provision of
this original agreement sets up a
review panel for our research, which
we had intended to distribute as an
institute publication. A second provision states, "When the research is
complete, Control Data, City Venture, and Rural Venture will have the
opportunity to review the research
and to submit a written critique of it
before a decision is made about institute publication." The June 11etter
states that the review process (which
had never before been used) was part
of an evolving general policy for all
institute publications. On the matter
of Control Data's review of our work,
the letter states that the opportunity
for Control Data to review the work
does not imply an influence over the
institute's publication decision.
The University general counsel, StephenS. Dunham, wrote a letter to
James Hogg, of Control Data Corporation, on May 24, 1982. This letter
tells Mr. Hogg that the work will not
be interfered with but points to the
June 1 letter from Harlan Cleveland
for an-understanding of the
agreement with Control Data.
I appreciate Harlan Cleveland's sentiment that academic freedom must
be preserved, and I appreciate the
good intentions of the institute faculty in their May 24 open letter affirming their commitment to
academic freedom. However, good
intentions are not a substitute for
good policy. I do not see how the institute can invite Control Data to be
the only formal outside review agent
and then claim that the review will
not have any impact. Like the judge's
comments to a jury to disregard a
piece of evidence in a case once it
has been presented, this can have the
effect of making that evidence even
more powerful and important.
It is our job as researchers to check
the facts. We have done so in the past
and continue to do so. Of course, this
involves information about the actions of many organizations and individuals, not just Control Data Corp.
One cannot assume that accuracy
will be preserved by soliciting the
opinions of a company that has publicly tried to impune the integrity of
'le researchers, asked the institute to
Page4

In addition to the bad policy, I am
concerned about the process used in •
reaching this decision. I am disturbed
that my suggestions that the institute
faculty and the University attorney be
consulted prior to any formal
agreement were not accepted. This
put the faculty and the general counsel in the difficult position of responding after the agreement was
made.
Further, I have informed President
Magrath and Vice President Keller
that I am very disappointed in their
lack of concern for the principles of
due process in their own investigations of the issue and their presentation of their findings to the Senate
Consultative Committee.! am
amazed that they would distribute
background material that had not
been checked for errors and that incorrectly reported that I had agreed to
the Control Data review. But in the
larger sense, I was shocked that they
would presume to finish their investigations without ever contacting me or
my staff about our position.
I came here from Northwestern University, where the administration has
been quick to protect academic freedom, especially in sensitive areas of
public opinion and policy, and at the
risk of financial loss. I had expected
to find the same high standards here.
Those of us involved in the research
have been disappointed in the lack of
enthusiasm that the institute and the
University administration have
shown in protecting academic freedom.
We have no choice but to avoid placing our work into the special process
which has been created in this
agreement with Control Data. We
shall submit our work to outside journals and other publications for their
formal, professional review pro"
cesses, with the confidence that our
work meets their standards. We have
no problem with professional and
peer review, but we surely cannot
risk the integrity and reputation of our
work by subjecting it to a process
where there would always be a question about whether the final publication was in some way shaped by
Control Data Corp. itself.
We appreciate the general good intentions of the institute faculty, the
concern and support from the students, the consistent support of the
Department of Cqmmunity Programs
and Continuing Education and Extension (which shares our program), the
outspoken support of some faculty
outside the institute, the great concern of the University of Minnesota
Education Association, and the concern of the chairman of the Committee on Academic Freedom and ·
Tenure of the American Association
of University Professors at the University of Minnesota.

Calvin Bradford
Cooperative Community
Development
.

