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March 12, 1991

DRAFT (1II)
Report of the Committee on

Professional Values and Research Integrity

I. Introduction

Two years ago, Dean Graham Allison estaglished a
Committee to begin work on defining the "core wvalues" of the
Kennedy School. The Committee was chaired by Professor
Dennis Thompson. It understood its task to be not only
defining the core values, but also setting an agenda for
future work by other committees, aﬁd stimulating other
activities within the school that would help these core
values become an intrinsic part of the school's culture. It

was a challenging assignment.

The committee responded by issuing a report that

identified nine key issues for the faculty to address:



1) Conflicts of Interest

3
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2) Research

3) Secrecy

P 4) Fundraising

5) Curriculum

6) Sexism and Racism
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7) Personal Conduct

8) Free Speech and Protest

9) Governance

In addition, specific committee members assumed the

responsibility for submitting reports on these particular

issues. These documents included the following:

1) Dutch Leonard, Memorandum to the KSG Faculty

Regarding Conflicts of Interest, April 22, 1988
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. 2) Bill Hogan, Memorandum to the KSG Faculty
Regarding Guidelines for' Policy Research, April 26,

1988.

These reports. (including some fictional cases developed to
facilitate the discussion of conflicts of interest and
conflicts of commitment) were discussed at ‘several school-
wide faculty meetings in the Spring of 1988.
> X

To continue this work, in thé*Spring of 1990 Dean
Robert Putnam established a Commifteékon Professional Values
and Research Integrity. It was to be chaired by Professor
Mark H.'Moore,‘ahévincfuded mahy veterans of the Thompson
Committee including Thompson, Modre, Cavanagh, Hogan,
Leonard, Reich. In addition, Marvin Kalb and Olivia Golden
joined the Committee. David Ellwood, as the Chairman of the
School's Research Committee was added as” an ex Officio

member.

This Committee was charged more narrowly than the
original Thompson Committee. Its job was to consider in
detail what specific'}ules and procedures might be adopted
to deal with conflicts of intefrest and commitments between
the Kennedy School and its faculty and senior staff, and
with threats to the independence, objectivity, and quality
of its outside sponsored research. Even more specifically,
the task was to review the KSG Faculty's exfgfing rules in
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these areas (modelled after rules adopted by Harvard's
Faculty of Arts and Sciences), and to determ%pe whether and
how they needed to be adapted for the Kennedy School's
particular situation.

The Committee considered these issues in a series of
si§ discussion meetings over the course of the Spring and
Fa%l. In addition, members of the Committee consulted with
those in the Faculty of Arts and Sciences and Harvard's
other professional schools (Law School, Business School,
Me%;cal School, School of Public Health) to learn what their
policies and procedures were. On the basis of these
explorations and. deliberations, the Committee has drafted
some new guidelines rggulating potential conflicts of
commitment and interest, and the conduct of outside
sponsored research. These rules and guidelines are presented

as appendices A and B of this report. .

These documents are intended to provide specific,
concrete advice to faculty members at the school about how
to identify and deal with potegtial conflicts of interest
and commitment in their individual relationships with the
School, and in the conduct of outside sponsored research.
While these documents have the feel of "black letter law", a
key element of our approach to enhancing professional values
and preserving research integrity is not mere compliance

with rules, byt instead a heavy reliance on consultation
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about particular situations as they arise. In fact, the
rules and guidelines explicitly define different situations
that present different levels Of concern about persénal or
school integrity, and [require] faculty members to deal with
these different levels with different levels of
consultation, and withfdifferent kinds of protective
mechanisms. There are some areas which require no special
attention. Thére are others that require much closer

]

scrutiny to be allowed to go ‘forward.
cw . .

The purpose of the guideiines and the consultative
mechanisms, of course, is.to pfovide and protect the maximum
degree of individual ffeedoﬁ consistent with our obligations
to one another, and to the institution of which we are all ‘a
part. It is also to ﬁelp create a framework within which we
all can continue té learn ébodt these issues, and the best
way to respond to them. In fact, we envision a kind of

"common 14w" emerging from on-going consuitations stimulated

-
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by these new guidelines.
More important than this "black letter law",
however, is the understanding that the committee came to
about the nature of these issues, and the best way to handle
them in the context of the Kennedy School. This report is,
in effect, a commentary on the guidelines that we have
proposed nét only so that other members-of the faculty may
more easily judge fhe{r merit, but also so that they can be
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understood and become powerful in the broader context of
reaffirming some of the core values of the institution to
which we all have Qomgitted‘so much of ourselves.

. . -

One final introductory note: once we had congidered
issues associated.,with outside sponsored .research, it turned
out. to convenient .for us also to clarify the principles and
procedures the School now follows with respect to the
acceptance of gifts to the school. Moreover, in thinking
through the organizational structures required to support
the. kinds of oversjight and consultation that these new rules
img}igd, it proved useful to reconstitute the existing Gifts
Policy Committeg in ways that would allow 1t not only to
oversee the school's fundraising activities, but also to
assume some of the responsibilities that would arise under
the new systems for revieying outside sponsored research
activities, and individual facu%ty conduct. Consequently, we
have included a §tatement on “fgndrais;ng and gifts policy"
as well as on "conflicts of interest and commitment" and the

regulation of "outside sponsored research.”

-

II. Basic Assumptions

< b L
We begin with some key assumptions about the nature

of the contract between the Kennedy School and its

¥

individual officers.



The Privilegé of Academic Freedom
# R -

First, as officers of the Kennedy School, wé seé
ourselves first arid foremost 'as members of an academic
community. As such, in conducting research, our fundamehtal
commitment must be to objectivity and the pursuit of
important truths. In addition, ‘we have tHe obY¥igation to
identify important unasked, and not yet answerable
questions;, and to " pPput these Qquéstioris before society and our
colleagues in Useful and intellectually compelling~ways. In
teaching we must help t6 transmit important truths ¢o
students, and find ways to stimulate theéir critical- thought.

) - .

That complicated énterprise is aided by a firm
commitment to sustaining the privilégé of academic freedom.
History teaches that it is desir@able for a society ‘to have
some institutions in which ¥rlith and understanding can be
pursued by allowing individuals to be free to pursue
whatever issues they wish to understand, using whatever
methods seem appropriate (with some restrictions to protect
the 'subjects of experimentation), and to teach what they
believe to be important. The assumption is that, in a
University like Harvard, individual faculty members have
earned that freedom by succéeding 'in the rigorous scréening
methods- that lead to their appointments. Furthermore, there
is a strong presumption that their continuing virtue and
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skill is better tested by the process of external peer
review than by internal administrative regulation. Thus, in
the academic community there is a strong initial presumption
against regulation of the individual conduct of faculty
members lest such regulation chill the spirit of free
inquiry. , ) . -
. © .
Collective Regponsibiljties

’
1

In considering to -what extent the presumption of
academic freedom may be abridged, however, it is worth
noting that academic freedom is not a right possessed by
individuals. It is a privilege: that is granted to |
individuals as a condition of their holding a particular
position in a particular kind of institution. Individuals
earn- the priwvilege by continuing to live up- to- the values of
the academy (which include the vigorous pursuit of truth),
and serve the institution's broader social purposes. -

!

So, although we begin with a strong presumption of
individual .freedom, we also recognize that individual
faculty members have responsibilities to the Kennedy. School
as an institution: These obligations derive from several
sources. First, our appointments as.officers of the school
require good faith efforts on the part of faculty members to
live up to their research, teaching, and administrative
responsibilities in the School. Second, we each have a
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responsibility to other individuals in the Kennedy School
community including colleagues, staff, students and alumni
whose lives are affected by the work~wé do in the name of
the institution of which we are all a part. Third, we have
responsibilities to Harvard and the "Kentnedy $chool as
institutions to which many of us have committed a
substantial portion of our professional lives.

[For their part, the School and the University have
a responsibility to support and protect the reputations and
freedom of their researchers. In theé 16ng run, the
institutions and the individuals have a common interest in

preserving the commitment to excellence and integrity]

L

Obviously, it is best that these obligations be
stréndlj felt and personally ‘honored rather tﬁaﬁ legislated
and colilectively redquired. Nonetheldss, it may sometimes be
appropriate for the KSG as an iﬁstitution, and the Faculty
as a collegial body, to define the nature of “these
responsibilities more specifically, and to dévelop

procedures that encourage faculty td geek consultation about

.these matters and that promoté compliance with these common

duties and résponsibilities.

1

‘Collective Responsibility and Private Life
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While it is obviously true that indiv{duals have
private lives well beyond‘ang legitimate interest or reach
of the Kennedy School, it is also true that the Kennedy
School may have some legitimate interests in some conduct
that is ordinarily considered private. [Of course, from the
point of view of an extremist on academic freedom, one might
consider all conduct of a faculty member to be private in
the sense that they are the only ones who decide what they
do with their time. In such a view, the freedom they enjoy
could be seen as buttressed by an obligation to respect the
privacy of individuals as well as to facilitate the
performance of their particular roles as academicians.

But most faculty members have some more
particularized notion of their pr%vate time in which they
feel unburdened by particu{ar obligations to the School and
the University. Indeed, Eheg are encouraged to think in
these terms by the existence of explicit policies that allow
them to do some work for, pay outside the boundaries of the
university. For some, the conception of private time
includes all the time available to.them after they have
satisfactorily met their teaching and administrative
responsibilities to the school. For others, it means, that
time that they are away from the School working on non-
school directed projects. For still others, it means only
that time that they are working for pay from someone other
than the university.
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In this "private time" faculty members engage in
many important professional activities. The participate in
partisan politiéal activity. They engage in volunteer work
in %heir communities. They consult to governments and
corporations affected by governmental policies. Not all of
this work is compensated by outsiders. Much of it is in the
interest of the School énd the broader society.]

Although wé‘might like to, in undertaking such
activities, officers of the Kennedy School cannot divorce
themselves éntirely from their ties to Harvard and to the
Kennedy School. Indeed, those who ask for help from KSG
faculty members may be relying on their connections with
Harvard and KSG to establish the presumptive value of their
work. To the extent that is true, to the extent that
outsiders are using a faculty member's affiliation with
Harvard to enhance their stature, [or, more generally, to
the extent that outside activites codld reasonably appear
adversely to affect the school] Harvard and the Kennedy
School fetaiﬂ some interests not only in how much of this
activity individuallfaculty members engage in (which has

-

been the focus of past policies relating to conflicts of
commitment), bu% also in how they do it (which has
heretofore been unexamined).

“~
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There are some, for example, who believe that the
KSG faculty should never be involved in partisan politics,
or in close consultative relationships to managers of
government agencies. Their reasoning is that such
relationships necessarily ré&uire deep commitments to people
and purposes that are inconsistent with the spirit of
objectivity and skepticism that are the hallmarks of
academia. In effect, the commitments require the faculty to
censor themselves and their judgments in ways that are
damaging in the short run (since they remove some
pogentially useful and critical voices from the public
dialoguei, and potentially corrupting over the long run

:

(since self-censorship might become a habit, and dull the

scholar's commitment to criticism).

What most of our committee believes, however, ié
that these connections to practice are far too valuable to
the overall mission of the school and to the professional
development of its faculty to be proscribed. In effect, such
relationships constitute our "clinical practice." Our
responsibility, then, is not to avoid these activities.
Instead, it is to select those activities that give enough
scope to use our talents we%l, and to perform th;m in ways

-

that set high standards for the profession -- including a

continuing, visible commitment to truth and the public

interest rather than to any particular client's interests.
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As academics engaged in the war' 6f ideas that is an
important part of politics, we have to keeﬁ a piece of
ourselves open to the idea that we might be Wwrong and our
opponents right, and to rely to some degree “on dispassionate
.(but not disintérested) reasoning to continue to shape our
views. Indeed, in democratic govérnance, such a stance may
be an important standard of professional conduct for
everyone, not just scholars. But it is particularly
important for scholars. Just as oné might expect a 'law
professor to have a greater commitment to the orderly
development of the law (relative to the fepresenﬁgtion of an
individual client's intefests) than an ordinary advocate; so
one might expect a Kennedy' School faculty member to retain a
different kind of commitment to the ﬁublic interest than a
politician or ﬁhnégeri In short, there is -a strong
expectation that the work of individual faculty members in
professional adtivities should ¢ontinue to be distinguished
by the  qualities of objectivity and excellence that

qualified them for appointment to Harvard.

The Implications of Being a Professional School

The discussion above reveals another key assumption:
namely, that the Kennedy School is a professional school
rather tharn a wholly academic enterprise. The imélications
of that status are, we believe, profound for &ny efforts to
guarantee the school's integrity, objectivity, and’
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reputation through regulations guiding individual conduct,
outside sponsored research, and fundraising activities. As a
profess}ona% school, we cannot simply retreat to the ivory
tower and rely on its aloofness to prqtect our virtue. We
must engage those who are engaged in governing, The
challenge is to find ways to engage such people -~ our
profession -- in ways that will protect us from unwarranted
charges of conflicts of interest and commitment, or bias in

our research, or inappropriate fundraising efforts.

# A professional school of government finds its
ulfimate worth and meaning not.only in its ability to
develop important truths, but,also in its ability to improve
the practice of government. That means that the wvalue of its
research cannot be measured solely by its contribution to
knowledge, but must also be measured by its relevance; and
its utility in helping the society understand where the
public interest lies, and how to advance it. It also means
that the value of its teaching rests not only in its ability
to teach students what is known, and what methods to use to
learn more about particular subjects, but also in its
ability to teach students to act ethically and effectively

in thg world.

Given these objectives, the Kennedy School's
boundary with "the real world" must be more permeable, than
the boundary that protects other parts of the University
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from challenges to their objectivity and integrity. To
fulfill its purposes, the Kennedy School must [enable its
faculty to] step out of the ivory tdweg and into the arenasa,
of public policy debate. It.canngt choose to ignore
important problems facing the government because they are
controversial, or because powerful interests have stakes in
governmental decisions. It cannot choose to train students
withouf concern for their values anq ethics because its
purpose is to improve the practice of government. .

Instead, it must be attentive to the concerns of the
profession, and the developments that are occurring within
it. It must seek to influence the practice of government by
developing strong relationships with those .who work in
government. It must incorporate within its faculty those who
are interggted and skilled in helping the processes of

government work better than they now do.

-

Iy L

By operating in close contact with "the xreal world",
Kennedy School faculty inevitably expose themselves to
temptations that are more remote, and in many ways, more
subtle, than the temptations facing many other parts of the
Universixy. In variou§ science departments of the Faculty of
Arts and Sciences and in the Medical School where
discoveries are made that have important commercial
application§, the Un}versity must take steps to make sure
that the commercial interests do not claim too much of the
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faculty's timé, do not skew the overall research &fforts of
the University, do not lead”to the exploitation of
University personnel and graduate students, do not
compromise the research product and harm the reputation of
the institution, and do not undérmine the tradition -of
openness and sérvice to' the public inferest that are the
defining qualities of a university. (It must also take steps
to” ensure that if commercial applications are developed, and
University resources were used to create them, that the
University shares in some of the economic returns.)

In other professiongi schools such as the Schools of
Law and Busihess Administration where faculty members
acquire knowledge through both their scholarship and their
independent professional activities that have great
practical ‘value, the Schools again, have to guard againsf
faculty members becoming too entangled in outside
professional activities, and, to some extent, from using
their own time to’compe%e finantially with their own

institution.

* y N w

These temptations aré real eﬁough. But they are only
about money. And they arise in a relatively clear form in
which the individual faculty member's economic interests are
pitted against his or her responsibilities to the public, or
to the employing institution. In effect, they are resolved
by asking how much the individual faculty membér's right to
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academic freedom -and a private life must yield to tbe

' institution's right. to insure that it claimis its fair share
. of the faculty member"s attention, and that' the faculty
member 1live up to the University's historic comniitment to '

-~

interests.

-~ fe
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I serve thé public brdéadly rathér “thar narrower commercial
i
|
|

| In the Kennedy Schodl, as Dutch 'Leonard's memo o6n
Conflicts of Interest and -Cohflicts of Cofimitment
illustrates] the curréncies thRat ' may be used to témpt
faculty members are far wider, and can be more easily
rationalized as public¢ ¢téntfibutions than in othér parts of
the University. Because the Kennedy School works on
important publiic igsues, it’'is easy to court, and be tempted
by, fame, power and influence as well as by money. Indeed,
these as much as money are the powerful currehcies- thit
circulate in the public sector. Moredver, because thé issues
are public, it is easy to6 persuadé onéSelf that one's
actions in developing and advancing policy ideas are well

motivated and in the public interest.

It is also easy fOor othérs, however, lodking at the

actions of individual faculty memBers,' to find in theiy
conduct at least the appéardncé of private interest or

political bias. THis is particilarly trué& when natural

communities of intetrest arise amofig peoplé who share a
political outlook and a sét of beliefs about how the world

17
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works, and: what makes for effective public policy. So, it is
particularly easy for Kennedy -School faculty members to
become involved ip situations where there appear to be
conflicts of interest -or commitment between them and the
School, or where their research or teaching activities seem
tainted by biases of various kinds. The challenge for
individual faculty members and the school, then, is to find
ways to protect :-their own and the school's integrity without
cutting off the close engagement with the profession that is
necessary for the school, to achieve its overall goals.

P -
%

The Implications of Being a New Kind of Institution

: The last important assumption we made about the .
context within which we were trying to legislate was to.
recognize that, as a professional school of government, the
Kennedy School was a new kind of institution. Unlike the Law
School, the.Medical School, and the Business School, the
Kennedy School is new and rapidly developing. This has two

important implications for the moral 1ife of the school.

The first is that there are neither long traditions
nor powerful models from other institutions to guide our
development. We, are having to invent ourselves. That means
that many of the protectiongs that we can take for granted in
other institutions (such as powerful external academic
commynities and larger peer review processes) are less -
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convinecingly éstablished in the cas& 6f the Kennedy School.
The path to virtue 'is less Clearly mafked, and less closely °
guarded than fn Motré estabilished and larger national

enterprises. :

The second is that faculty members at the Kennedy
School have béen dsked to accept unusual levels of
responsibility for the development of the institution. They
have shouldered fund raising responsibilities, and
undertaken to design key administrative features of theé
school as“well as assumed the ordinary burdens of teaching
and research. On the positive side, that has produced a
cultare at thé Kennedy School that generates unusual
feelings~Oof-responsibility for the enterprise. On the
negative side, that same fact haxn given the enterprise a
more entrepreneurial and managérial cast than may be

healthy. -

The net effect of these distindtive features of the
Kennedy School”is that we have féwer natural contrdls” and
more extefrnal “temptations: We are alsb extremely vigible.
Consequently, it is specially important that our policies
and procedures be worked out in ways that protect the school
[and its résearchlers] npt orily from the reality of
compromised objectivity and quality, but also from its

¥

appearance.
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That is what we haye tried to do .in drafting three
distinct sets of, guidelines: the proposed Policy.on

Conflicts of Interest and Commitment; the proposed Rules for

Accepting and Conducting Outside Sponsored Research; and the

proposed Policies Regulating Fundraising and the Acceptance
of Outside-Gifts. [In these provisions, we have sought to
find devices that can, at-relatively low cost, :allow us to
continue to do the -complicated, value laden, contentious
work that we must do to achieve the overall, objectives of a
professional school of government without exposing the
institution to credible ¢harges that our- work is biased or
politically motivated, and without exposing our faculty
members to too much regulation or control. We understand and
regret that any effort to introduce more regulation in these
areas not only threatens the principle of academic freedom,
but also blunts the initiative of faculty, increases: the
burdens associated with doing policy related research, and
may even sow seeds of mistrust that will produce ever more
complicated regulatory arrangements to try to restore the
trust that was once the sole basis for the relationships
that are- now being regulated by rule. Yet, if, in, the
interests of protecting the school’s overall reputation, we.
must work collectively to guard against the appearance of
bias in our work, and that is the price that must be paid
for continuing to- engage important and controversial issues,

we believe that price should be paid.
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I1I. The ﬁennedy School's "Policy on Conflicts of Interest,
Commitment, and Value®: A Commentary

The basic focus of the School's "Policy on Conflicts
of Interest, Commitment, and Value" is the conduct of
officers of the Kennedy Séﬁool. It seeks to advance the
collective interests of the Faculty by striking the proper
balance bétween the desire to protect the personalfprivacy
and academic freedom of inéividual facul%y members on the
one hand, and to advance the overall mission of the School
on the otﬁer. The principal interests that the ‘Faculty and
the School seek to protect are: 1) that its' faculty members
not use their positiodns within the School to influence the
School's financial interests in ways that are harmful to the
School; 2) that faculty members live up to their
professional commitments ‘to the Faculty.and the School; and
3) that the School's reputation for objectivity and quality
not be impaired by the coﬁduct of individual faculty

members.

Note that this body of doctrine does not deal with
outside sponsored research conducted within the Kennedy
School. That is why we nééa a sepaf%té document governing
the conduct of outside sponsored research. It does apply to

faculty members conduct both inside and outside the school.

It is concerned not only with making sure that outside
activities do not grow so large that they detract from the
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Faculty member's professional efforts on behalf of the,
school, but also that the activities be conducted in a way
that contributes to the School's reputation for objectivity,

and for its support of democratic values.

The Committee began with policies previously
promulgated at the Kennedy School. These, in turn, were
based largely on the faculty of Arts&and Sciences. Upon
examination, these policies seemed less than perfectly
suited to. the Kennedy Schoo}$ and were, in some important
respects, incomplete. As a resylt, the Committee re-drafted
thé proposals. They now differ from the former KSG aﬁd FAS
policies in the following ;mpo;tant respects,

First, to reflect the School's §pecia1 status as;a
professional school, the new policies place greater emphasis
on the positive value of many kinds of outside professional
activities. The FAS policies allowed such activities, but
did so grudgingly. [The Business School's current policies
give a ringing endorsement to outside activities such as
consulting for private companies. In our policies, we seek
to affirm the value of on-going contact with professional
world that we seek to understand and %id, but to encourage
faculty members to be discriminating about the different

value and potential hazards of different kinds of contact.]

22
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. Sacond, they .add, a new domain of concern beyond
conflicts of interest and conflicts of commitment --
something we have called "conflicts in value." This addition
seemed necessary to reach a kind of conduct that is
particularly ;mportant,in the Kennedy School context --
namely, private activities carried out for money, fame, and

policy impact, that could nonetheless have an adverse impact
3

on the reputation of the School.

Third, the new policies explicitly include the 20% .
rule. that seems to be uniformly but tacitly adopted
throughout -the Universtiy, and extends reporting to include

time-consuming but unpaid activities.

Fourth, we have extended some, but not all, of the
restrictions that, would apply to outside research sponsored
within the Kennedy School to research that is undertaken
during one's "private t;me." On one hand, under these
provisions, faculty members are still allowed to engage in
some proprietary or confidential research on their private
time. On the other hand, these provisions reinforce the
expectation that faculty. members will bring to their private
consulting activities the same intellectual qualities and
value commitments that justified their appointment as
faculty members. These provisions also [encourage faculty
members to consider the consequences for the school and
their colleagues of maintaining relationships with]
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individuals or causes that are common1§rseen as the enhemies

of such important values as tHe vigorous pursuit of- truth,

the love of freedom, or the tolerance of diversity.]

[This later concern about faculty members
establisﬁing relations with individuals or causes that are
commonly seen as enemies of important values deserves some
spécial discussion. We are motivated to suggest such
provisions for essentialiy three reasons. First, we 4o not
believe that it is entirely pOssible to separate oneself and
one's private life from one's institutional identity. Each
of us carries a little of everyone else's reputation around
with us. We think it is important as & matter ‘of collegial
responsibility to think about how our commitments and
associations affect the reputations of others in the f
community. Second, we note that concerns about these mattérs
figure 'prominently in our decisions to accept gifts and
endowment. If such concerns are important in that domain, it
is not obvious to us why they should not be important in the
domain of our professional work and associations as weli. In
effect, if we are fuséy about whom we honor in accepting
gifts, perhaps we should be a little fussy about whom we

work wi%h.j

fOf course, there aré'imporfant differences in ‘the
school's stakes in avoiding "confiicts of value" in the
separate domains of: 1) "private time"; 2) outside sponsored
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research; and 3) endowment and gifts. The interests are
greatest and most tightly regulated in the area of
endowment, for, in accepting gifts, we are honoring the
donors. They are somewhat less in the domain of outside
sponsored research where no endorsement -0of the sponsor is
indicated. And they are least important in the domain of
private time where no school endorsement is implied, and
where faculty members are .protected by concerns .about

academic freedom and privacy as well.

-For this reason, potential "conflicts of value" in
the domain of individual conduct are not subject to any
particular limitations. One is not even required to consult
about them. We are simply urging that, as a matter of
conscience, faculty members think about the opinions of
their colleagues before establishing relations with those
who could be regarded as .enemies qf tolerance, truth and

humanity.]

Fifth, we have extended some -obligations to disclose
work one is doing on one's own time to the School's
administration when the relations created by that work might
jeopardize the objectivity of one's individually published
work, or the work that emerges from outside sponsored
research carried out within the Kennedy School. These
changes are important to deal with one of the principal
threats to the actual or perceived objectivity of our

25
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research efforts -- whether performed as &n “individual

researcher, or in the context of outside sponsored reseéarch.

2

N

IV. The Kénnédy School's "Policies Relating to Outside

Sponsored Research®: A Commentary -

W - -

The focus of the "Pélicies Relating to Outside '
Sponsored Research" are research agréements made between the
University and outside sponors. Research activities carried
out by individuals in their private time are regulated in
the "Policies Regulating Corniflicts of Interest, Commitment
and Value", but there are somé features of those regulations

that are utilized in the régulation of outside sponséred

? E

research as well. !

In working this terrain, the Committee had more
disjoint, and less well developed materials on which to
rely. We had the the University's "Policies Relating to
Sponsored Projects” for which we are all dccountable, and
which are pliblished in our Principal Investigator's
Handbook. Also included in that publication ar€ "Guidelineés
for Research Projects Undertakén in Cooperation with
Industry." Wé aiso had the recent réport of the Medical
School ~- including the "Faculty ‘'of Mediciné Statement on
Research Sponsdéred by Industry". Finally, we had Bill
Hogan's memorandum entitied "Guidelines for Funding Policy
Research."
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A. The Value of Sponsored Research

In discussing this subject, we also found that we
had to take .a 'step backward before we could address the
issue intelligently. We understood that it might be
important to allow individual faculty members to engage in
outside activities so as to protect academic .freedom, and in
the interests of their professional dévelopment. But it was
less clear why it was proper for the Sthool as a whole to be
involved in outside. sponsored researchs

One committee member argued powerfully that it was
improper for the- School tao -accept any outside® money to carry
out research. The argument was that acceptance of money from
outside gources =- particularly from private entitities with
well defined -commercial interests, and goverrnments with ‘well
defined politid;l and bureaucratic interests -- was
fundamentally compromising. In-this view, researchers could
not help but be influenced by the interests that lay behind
the money. It would shape--the research agerida of the school
in ways that were inconsistent with: objectivity -and academic
freedom. And it might even influence the results. Even if
that were not true, soliciting outside fumds -damaged the
reputation of the school. It suggested that the school were
for sale for money or glory. At a minimum, it was simply
undignified, and could not help but undermine our
independence over the long run.
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This position was a useful starting point for it
forced other members of the committee to consider once again
why it is valuable for us to accept outside research; and
what dangers must be warded off. The conclusiohs -a majority
of. the committee camé to were the following.

H The principal reason to accept outside sponsored
research projects is that it allows important intellecttral
activities to toccur” that would otherwise mot. It is not
important that the school grow ldrger. It is important that
it engage in valuable intellectual inquiry, and through that
process, develop its own faculty and students. The basic
business of the’Schobl is to produce quality ideas that
matter, and to develop the .methods and people who can 3«
produce more of ‘these. The attivities made possible by
outside sponsored research allow us to ‘accomplish these
objectives. Research Tresults are -produced. Faculty are not
only gainfully employed, but developed. Opportunities for
junior faculty ahd 'students to learn ;about the arts of!
policy analysis and management are created. The school

\
develops capacities and reputations in new .areas. !

Of course, 'all this is wvaluable only if: 1) the '
project to be undertaken is -something .that is of
intellectual interest to the faculty members who are.
involved; 2) the ultimdate product is of both high guality
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and utility; and 3) the faculty member can be effectively
insulated from'the pressure of the interests that 1lie behind
the funding.-Otherwise, the line between the School and
notorious "BeltWway Bandits" disappéars.

The alternative way of financing such activities’
would be through endowment or ¢urrent use gifts. At the
outset, such sources look far more attractive because the
interests that lie behind such gifts are often quite
different than those that lie. behind sponsored research. The
claims are more personal and often more remote, therefore -
less threatening to research objectivity. And this suggests '
that, all other things being equal, we would prefer to fund
the research activities 6f the *schbéol through these Tather
than more determinedly interested sburces.- A

' - H -~

But there are potential problems in relying only 6n
endowment on these sources. {One is the practical problem
that there may not be enough of them to° support the level &f
effort the school would like to make across thé wide variety
of fronts in which it is trying to work.] But even in
principle, there may be objections to gifts analogous to
those raised by accepting outsidé. sponsored research: the
donor may have a powerful interest in seeing particular-
areas. studieq, and'particular conclusions reached. To a
great degree, we are protected from such influence by long
established university policies that prohibit thé school
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from accepting gifts that threatén to compromise the "four
essential freédoms" of the University: namely, the freedoms
to appoint faculty mémbers, condict research, sgélect
students, and develop and field a curriculum. In addition,
objections may be raised if the University's acceptance of a
gift seems to honor ignoble people or causes. So even
endowment can leave a potentially corrupting taint that must
be dispelled: {

[There is one further reastn to be coricerned about
sole reliance on gifts or endowment; There is a risk that if
all the research conducted in-the School were suppoited by
endowment, we might lose some of its immediate relevance and
utility. Of course, one must ordinarily presume the value of.
independent scholarship and acknowledge the pdtential- long
run contribution that such scholarship can make to the
future practice of government. Moreover, one must admit that
there are many other ways in which faculty members .can -stay
close to the practice of government other than by competing

for governmental research grants and contracts.

e
s H

« But still, one must also acknowledge that in the
ivory tower, there is no. requirement for relevance, and
therefore. that some of the!pressure td be useful, and that -
some of the learning that might be .occasioned by the need to
be useful might be lost. That loss may not be particularly
costly for a Department Qf the Faculty of Arts and Sciences
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that reckons its ‘éontributions €0 -the ‘worid: in different
dimensions and longer time scales than & professional schodl
of government. But oneé ‘can argue that such lossés would
badly undermine tKé ratidnale for the Keénnedy Schobl as a

whole.

This risk can bé minimized by hdvihg the school
engaged in some outside sponsored research. In effect, some
"market exposure" may be a useful corrective to the
insulation that endowment or disintetrest®d gifts provide.
What is“dangerous' is when cost$ or financial pressufes drive
us to take up subjeéts or projects that are not -appropriate

on terms that are not appropriate.

Thé' reasons to accept outside sponsored research,
then, are: first, to do valuable work that would otherwise
not be done; second, to develop the school and establish
important working relationships with the members of our
professidnal constituency; and third, to keep the school in
touch with -important issues. These ‘are all particularly ‘
important given that the Kennedy Sé¢hool is a’'professional

. -

school.

This discussion also makes clear what we should
guard against. Just as we must guard agaih5t infringements
on the four freedoms in accepting enddwmént, we must do that
in &ccepting outside sponsored research. Just as we must

s
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avoid honoring dishonorable institutions or individuals in
accepting endowment, we should avoid too close ties with
outside sponsors who are particularly corrupting. In
addition, we must take steps to protect culture of
University -- particularly openness, objectivity, criticism,
and independence.Finally, we must set up more particular
e{forts to insure the objectivity and quality of the
research. ;
Of course, the most important way to ensure the
objectivity and quality of the research is by hiring good
faculty and making sure that they are intimately engaged in
the research efforts. Even here, some correction may-:be
necessary, for our current policies are a little loose with
respect to required levels of faculty involvement. in ou%side

sponsored research projects.

Even if we were satisfied with the level of faculty
involvement in outside sponsored research, however, we would
still have to do more. The reason is simply that the
relations we. set up to carry out research are often
potentially corrupting -- particularly in situations where
the faculty member has a larger, longer lasting, more
personal relationship with some of the sponsors of outside
research. And.even if the relationships are not corrupting,
they can easily appear to be so. Finally, we must:
acknowledge that the peer review mechanisms for our work are
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not as strong as those for traditional academic work. Some
of our work is published outside the context of peer
reviewed publicatian -~ in our own working paper series, in
reports, in pamphleés and so on. And the standards for
judging the qualiéy’of policy work -- much of which includes
important assumptioﬁ; about values and purposes and
possibilities as well as fact -- are not as clear as for
striétly academic work. Consequently, we must work a little
harder to assure ourselvé; and others about the objectivity
and qualiéy of our work.

-

To deal with these problems, we propose a system of

T

; - - .
prior review that seeks to identify the extent to which the
potential for bias exists in the study, and to propose more
or less elaborate methods of guarding against bias based on

the size of the threat. The most sensitive projects are

r

those that are funded exclusively by outside sponsors with

[

concrete: immediate interests in the results of the
research, and that are led by faculty members with
continuing professional relationships outside the boundaries
of the school. Such projects may be undertaken, but they
require extraordinary efforts to guard against bias
including more diversified funding, disblosure of bofh

N s

financial support and on-going relationships, outside

review, and so on.

i
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Somewhat less sensitive cases would be those where
there was either a powerful, single outside sponsor, but no
on-going professional relationship with a faculty member; or
where there was a powerful professional interest of a
faculty member. In these cases,'fewer speoial protections
would have to be established than in the most sensitive
cases.

The principal devices available to the Scﬁool to be
used to provide some degree of protection while workinq in
situations where the appearance of a conflict of interest is
stfong include: disclosure of funding; disclosure of prior
interests and positions; multiple funding sources; and

external technical review.
[y

Even with prior review of research projects! -
criticisms of our research efforts can be expected. An
important question is how the School}will respond to such
criticism. The answer should be that the School should, as a
matter of firm policy, act on the presumption that its
Faculty members are unbiased and professional Complaints
that do not go beyond an observation of an apparent conflict
of interest that had already been acknowledged and dealt
with in the prior review process should be responded to with
an explanation of how the research is being conducted by the
appropriate faculty member. [More serious complaints can and
should be reviewed by the Dean, or the Associate -Dean, or

34



the Research Commmittee, but in conducting such reviews, it
is important to keep in mind -the importance of protecting
the internal and:external reputation -of the faculty member
involved, and the climate of trust that must exist between
the school administration and its faculty if ;e are to
remain a collegial body. Only the most serious complaints
offering credible evidence that the research is in fact
biased should trigger a close, ‘comprehensive investigation.]'

=

In addition, the Committee thinks that regular

«

external peer reviews -of the. activities of Research Centers.
(in which a great de;1 of the School's outside sponsored
research is done) 3hould be conducted.
3
Finally, the Committee believes--it is important not
only to.guard against bias in individual research projects,

f

but also to guard the schooi against too great an overall
dependence on ouéside sponsored research, and the "skewing"
effects that such dependence could produce. To deal with
this threat, we have recommended an annual review and report
on the aggregate pattern of research being carried out by
the Schooil. This could be done by the Research- Committee in

the context of the publication of our Annual Research

Report.

b
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Appéndix A:

Kennedy School Poli¢ies Regarding
Conflicts of Interest, Commitment, and Value

(Format and Language From: Faculty of Arts and Sciences,
Policies Rélating to Réséarch and Other Profes$Sional .
Activities Within and Outside the University)

b1 -

1.~ With the acceptance of a full-time appointment in the
Kehnedy School as a Faculty member or as a Senior
Administrative Officer, an individual makes a commitment to
the University and the School that is understood to be full-
time in the most inclusive sense. Every member is expected
to accord the University and the School his..or her primary
professional loyalty, and to arrange outside obligations,
financial interests, and activities.- so as not to conflict or
interefere with this over-riding commitment to the
Umriversity and the School.

- (Identical with Paragraph 1 of .FAS document)

2. How individual officers discharge their responsibilities
to the University and the School is left largely to the-
discretion of the individual officers of instruction and
administration. There is a strong presumption that such.-
officers, carefully selected through the University's and
the School's rigorous appointment policies, will both
understand and do their duty to the University and the
School. That is consistent with the powerful presumption of
academic freedom, as well as respect for the accomplishments
of those who are appointed.

(Rewritten version of Paragraph 2 of FAS document)
3. The University and the School recognize that the
involvement of faculty members in outside professional
activities, both public and private, often serves not only
the participants, but the University and the Schodol as a
whole. Indeed, for professional schools like the Kennedy
School, the engagement of the faculty in the work of their
profession may be particularly important and contributory to
the School's overall quality and achievment.

(Adds emphasis to one line in Paragraph 2 of FAS to
reflect KSG's status as professional school, and to
bring into closer alignment with the Business
School's Outside Activities Committee Report)
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4. While the involverient of faculty members in outside
professional activities is often beneficial, it can-also
create circumstances in which legitimate interests of the
University or the School are; or appear to be, adversely
affected. These circumstances fall into three broad
categories.

a: Conflicts of Interest

The first relates to conventional c¢onflicts of
interest -+ situations in which members of the School have
the opportunity to influence the University's ‘financial
decisions or interests in ways that could lead to personal
gain or' give improper advantage to their associatés. This
category also includes those ‘situations where faculty
members face a decision &bout whether to carry on an
activity either within or outside the auspices of the
School, and'where this decision has financial implications
for the ‘faculty ‘member and the school. In particular, if a
faculty member is about to engage in an activity privately
for personal gain that could just as easily be done through
the auspices of the school, and particularly if that
activity is advantaged by the faculty member's association
with Harvard, or uses KSG resources, then faculty members
have an obllgatlon to consult with the Academic Dean about
this decision.

b. Conflicts of Commitment

The second-'is concerned with conflicts of ¢ommitment
-- situations in which members' external activities, often
valuable in themselves, interfere, or appear to interfere
with their paramount obilgationé to students, colleagues,
and the School. This category includes those situations
where 'olitside intérests and ‘obligations become so
compelling, that it becomes difficult for the faculty member
to live up to his or her dSbligations to the school, or to
maintain the confidence 'and trust of his or her colleagues.

c. Conflicts -©f Value

The third is concerned with conflicts of value --
situations in which the outside activities of the faculty
member:are inconsistent with, or appear to be inconsistent
with, the most impértant values of the University and the
School. [Two different kinds of situations create conflicts
of value.]

[In one kind of situation, the faculty member
involves himself, as an individual, in a relationship with
people who have 1mportant polltlcal or policy interests, and
then publishes material that bears on the interests of those
people without indicating that he has a prior relationship
with the interested parties. Such conduct raises doubts
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about the objectivity of the.- work which has been produced,
and is analogous to the threats to objectiv1ty ass001ated
with outside sponsored research in which the sponsors have
an interest in the outcome. To protect the overall
reputation of the faculty, faculty members should always
disclose such relationships when they publish their work.
They should also take steps to encourage wide peer review of
their work prior to and following publication even if that
is. not required of the medium in which they are publishing.
They should also -take steps to -encourage wide peer review of
their work prior to and following publication even if that
is" not required of the medium in which they are publishing.]

The second kind of situation is even more difficult.
It. involves situations where faculty members, in an
individual capacity, establish working relationships with
those who are commonly viewed as enemies of some of the most
important values of the University including the commitment
to truth seeking, to tolerance of diverse opinions, and to
the encouragement of intellectual and personal freedom.
Obwviously, this is an extremely sensitive area where it is
best to establish a strong presumption of academic and
personal freedom. Yet, one can easily imagine situations in
which the University or the 'School's reputation would be
adversely affected by individual faculty members entering
into relationships and undertaking work that would in an
important sense, cast doubt on the quality and virtue of the
institution as a whole. e

Given the -extreme senstivity of this second kind of
situation that creates "conflicts .0of value™, no particular
rules are .established. Instead, we define this area as an
area where individual faculty members must appeal to their
own conscience, taking into account the impact that their
actions will have on their colleagues and their institution.

(Substantially re-written wersion of paragraph 4 of
FAS rules. Re-written to clarify nature of
conflicts of interest and commitment that could
arise particularly in the context of the Kennedy
School. Also, new area of concern added -- namely,
.Conflicts of Value. This addition makes our
regulations in this domain of the individual
conduct of faculty members more consistent with-our
regulation of outside sponsored research, and the

.acceptance of gifts. It also is responsive to the

greater sensitivity and visibility of the work we
do in the professional domain during our private
time.) .,
5. Given that outside professional activities undertaken by
individual faculty members could harm ,as well as benefit
collective purposes..of the Faculty, the University and the
School, it is proper that such activities come under some
38
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scrutiny and guidance. At the same time, to protett the
academic freedom :and personal privacy of faculty members, we
should seek to avoid cumbersome ahd ihtrusive methods
regulation of their legitimate external activities. Teachers
and scholars are given great freedom in scheduling their
activities with the understanding that their external
activities will enhance .the quality of their direct
contributions to the University. Officers of instruction who
fulfill their primary full-time duties -- teaching at the
School, conducting objective and valuable research 'under its
sponsorship, and meeting the other obligations to students
and colleagues that faculty must share -- should be granted
a presumption of freedom and responsibility.

(This paragraph is assembled from pieces of
paragraphs 2 and 3 of the FAS document)

6. Instead of developing a system of specific rules
governing conflicts of interest, commitments, and values,

and an elaborate oversight procbdure for enforcing them, the
School has adopted a more consultative and informational
approach to the regulation of ocutside activities. -This
consists of the following elements:

(This system is adapted from paragraphs 4 and 5 of
the FAS document)

a. The Standing Committee on Professional Values and

'Research Integrity

A Standlng Committee on Professional Values and
Research Integrity will be created by the Dean and the
Academic Dean with representation from thé School's Faculty.
It should have the following responsibilities.

First, [the individiuals assigned to the committee
should be available to individual faculty members who, under
these guidelines, seek consultation and informal advice
about their responsibilities” Such consultadtions should
ordinarily be the first step ‘taken by individual faculty
members who- believe :they might Have a problem. ]

Second, the committee, meeting as & committee, can
be asked to deal with specific cases of misconduct by
individual faculty members that cannot be resolved in
informal discussions with the Academic Dean.

Third, the committee, meeting as a cbmmittee, should
seek to develop- ways -0of educating faculty menibers about the
nature of their responsibilities to the school (including
the development and promulgation of a kind of case law that

reveals good and bad examples of faculty conduct).
f
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Fourth, the committee meeting as a committee should,
advise the Dean and the Academic Dean of any needed changes
and policies and procedures governing conflicts of interest,
commitment, and wvalue.

(Note: this Standing Committee should include -
members who overlap with the Gifts Policy Committee to-
minimize the number of particular committees necessary to-
implement the various provisions of these new guidelines,
and to allow for the most rapid accumulation of expertise
and case law in these .domains.)

b. Annual Reporting of Outside Professional
Activities.

At the beginning and at the end of each academic
year, faculty members at the school should file a report
describing their commitments and obligations to those
outside the School [including time in the summer if they are
being paid by the university for their summer work.] The
most important are those that involve outside paid
activities. In addition, however, ‘faculty members should
report unpaid activities that will take a substantial amount
of time (say, more than ten days) over the course of the
year.

- (This is a new provision necessary to implement the
procedures. It follows the practice at the Business School
that asks for the information in advance and in retrospect.
It also extends the reporting requirements to include
substantial work not for pay.)

As a matter of ordinary practice, no more than 20%
of a faculty member's overall professional effort should be
committeed to outside work for pay. In calculating that
amount, the time required for preparation and travel should
be included.

(This provision makes formal what has been an
informal rule. It also uses the Business School accounting
practices which include preparation and travel time.)

c. -‘Annual Reporting of Potential Conflicts of
Interest, Commitment and Value

Each year, at the same -time that faculty file
reports on outside professional activities, they should file
a report indicating areas where they, or others, might see a
potential conflict of interest, commitment or wvalue.
Ordinarily, 'this would include substantial financial
interests in areas that might be affected by their research
conclusions, continuing financial or professional
relationships with people or organizations that have strong,
visible interests in the areas where one is conducting
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research, and firm stands that one has taken in areas where
one is intending to continue to do research. The purpose of
such statements would be to heibhten faculty memberJ
sensitivities about such mattérs, and to begin to build a
base of case law. These statements should be reviewed by the
Standing Committee on Professional Values and Research
Integrity.

r -
A

{This is a new provision that is necessary to ensure
that faculty members are sufficiently aware of potential
conflicts of interest in undertaking outside sponsored
research in the school. It follows what has become standard
practice at the National Academy of Sciences for those who
serve on Panels and Committees.)

d. Guidelines- for Consultation

‘It is assuined that minor conflicts of dinterest,
commitment and value will still be resolved primarily
thorugh individual discretion or informal administrative
adjustmeént. However, if a membetr is engaged in” an’ outside
activity that could lead to seridus conflict, it is
mandatory that he or she inform the School of this -
possibility by consultihg with the Academic Dean, or with
the Chairman of the Committee on Professional Conduc¢t.
Whenever members have doubts about whether some outside
activity may involve a conflict of interest or commitment,
they are expected -to seek such consultation either formally
from the Associate Déan, or informally from' members of the
Committee on Rrofessional Conduct.

In the absence of specific rules (beyond the
requirment for consultation) and in light of the difficulty
of applying general statements of principle to specific
cases, Table 1 presents a sampling of activities that may
present conflicts of interest or commitment. They are
divided into three different categories:

1) Activities that are ordinarily clearly
permissible and do not require consultation;

2) Activities that should be discussed with the
Academic Dean or the Chairman of the Committee on
Professional Responsibility even though the
problems they present can probably be resolved,
often simply by ensuring that the appropriate
authorities know all the pertinent facts:

3) Activities that should be brought to the
attention of the Academic Dean or the Chairman of
the Committee on Professional Responsibility and
that appear to present such serious problems that
the burden of demonstrating their compatibility
with University and School policy rests with the
faculty member.
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4) 1f a faculty member is in doubt about whether .
consultation is required, and what particular
kind, he or she should seek out members of the

. Committee on Professional responsibility for
informal discussions.

Obéiously, the list of examples presented in Table 1 does
not jinclude all potential problems and the separation into
categories is somewhat arbitrary.

-

[Incorporate Table built from FAS examples here]

.

e. Penalties for Misconduct

We do not anticipate problems that cannot be
resolved through effective counselling. However, on occasion
the need for some penalties for failure to meet one's duties
under these provisions might arise. Penalties could be
appropriate as a response to failures to comply with
reporting requirements- as well as instances of eggregious
misconduct. Obvipusly, the sanctions should be fitted to
individual cases but could range from more or less public
reprimands to suspension, Such decisions would be made by
the Academic Dean acting with the Committee on Professional
Responsibility. An appeal to the Dean is provided for.

(This is a new paragraph simply to establish the.
possibility of penalties for non-compliance. This is -
consistent with the Medical School's Statement on Confllcts
and Commitment)
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: ) Kennedy School of Governmént's

Policies Relating to Outside Sponsored Research Projects

(This statement borrows the format and much of the language
from the Faculty of Medicine's Statement on Research
Sponsored by Industy. It draws additional language and
substantive positions form the University's Policies
Relating to Sponsored Research, and from Bill Hogan's Memo
entitled Guidelines for Funding Policy Research)

I. Preamble ,

The Kennedy School of Government welcomes externally
supported research agreements because they can stimulate its
investigators, promote the development and transfer ‘of
important policy ideas, and provide the School with valuable
support. At the same time, it recognizes thé need to avoid
arrangements that might compromise or séem to compromise
its intellectual principles and purposes and the freedom of
inguiry the members of the faculty enjoy. As an institution,
the School benefits from extérnial research 'funds and the
public's trust, and it has an obligation to develop its
research fih?ings with concern for the public's interest.

(This paragraph is virtually identical to the first
paragraph of the Medical School statement)

¥ s Y

H

This "Statemeht® 0f Policies Relating to’ Sponsored
Research Projects" outlines some general principles that
should govern the undertaking of outside sponsored research.
By "outsidé sponsored research" we include all research
agreements including activities supported by government,
foundations, professional associations, private industry,
and private individuals. Whereas other schools may-
distinguish among these different kinds of outside sponsors,
and focus their concerns primarily on arrangements with
private, commercial institutions and less on government and
foundations (trusting in the” public interest character of
these institutions), the Kennedy School must be equally
concerned about these other institutions.

The’ reason is that we understand that the government
and foundations may have some biases as to our research work
which focuses on important questions of public policy, and
that we may be as vulnerable to influences from these
outside sponsors as from private industry. We can be a
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little less concerned about the issue of exclusive research ‘
and patents than other parts of the University for it is a

little less likely that the knowledge we develop in the

course of our research work will be patentable. Still, we

retain the general responsibility to do our work in the open

without infringements on publication, and to develop the

value of our findings in the public interest as rapidly as

possible.

x (These two paragraphs adapt a paragraph of the
Medical School statement for the particular circumstances of
the Kennedy School)

i?

§ (

I. .Balancing Individual Academic Freedom with Institutional
Interests in Outside Sponsored. Research

The principle of academic freedom establishes the
rights of scholars to determine the subject matter,
conclusions, and sponsorship of their own research, and
protects them from, having criteria or goals imposed on their
work other than those that apply to their profession. As a
matter of. principle, there should be as little infringement
on the individual scholars right to undertake outside
sponsored research as possible. The prin01pa1 means by which
the School as a whole can best exercise control over the
quality of its research activities is through its role in
selecting. its own members, and through the processes of ;.
external peer review to which all scholars are; subject.

-
ey

(This is a clarification of principle 1 of the
University's Policies Relating to Sponsored Projects)

While the principle of academic freedom is‘paramounx
in assuring the quality of outside sponsored research, the
University and the School both:have some interests ¢hat must N
be protected in accepting and conducting outside sponsored
research. Some of these have to do with protecting the
individual scholar who seeks the funds from undue pressures
and restrictions. Others have to do with guarding the
University and the School from the appearance or ‘the reality
of compromised objectivity, or dishonorable associations.
Still others have to do with ensuring that important social
values such as the obligations.to avoid inflicting harm on
individuals, to respect individual privacy, and to refuse to
treat people and animals as instrumental objects are not
outraged in the conduct of the research. And still others
have to do with ensuring that the School operates in a way
that protects the rights and capabilities of all its
individual members to engage in. scholarship, and that it
does not unwittingly contribute to the degradation of the
overall environment of the scholarly community which it
represents.

1
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(Thié paragraph is new and establishes the principle
reasons for the -Faculty and the School to be interested in
regulating the conduct of outside sponsored research)

- To ensure that outside sponsored research is
consistent with the principles.- of the University and the
School, some principles defining the proper scope and
purposes of these activities must be articulated, and some
procedures established to insure that faculty ‘members
understand their obligations. It is important to understand
the character of the proposed oversight. The principles must
be seen as guidelines rather than as black letter law. The-
procedures must be understood as a mechanism through which
individual faculty members can obtain consultation about how
to do their work in a way that does not damage the
legitimate interests of the University and the School, or
interfere with their colleagues' interests. It is only this
form of oversight that is consistent with the protection of
academic. freedom, and with the development of a culture of
mutual responsibility for the healthful develop of the
School.

(This paragraph is new and sets -out the*KSG;s
approach to:the regulation of vutside sponsored research.)

t

II. The Motivations for Research: Avoiding Conflicts of
Commitment and the Potential for Bias

Faculty members have a responsibility to. maintain
the scholarly character of their research. It should be
directed -at 'subjects which have wide and enduring ~
intellectual wvalue, or could make important. contributioms to
the public interest. They should avoid being @&iverted
towards subjects that have nothing more than commercial
value or immediate policy fashion to commend them. These
obligations are consistent with occupying a position within
the School and the University.

Outside sponsored research should also be .conducted
in a way that avoids bias, and, to the degree possible, the
appearance of bias. This is particularly important in cases
where there is some larger relationship between the outside
sponsor and the individual faculty member, and where the
outside sponsor has particular interests in the outcomes of
the proposed research. For example, if the faculty member
has an on-going private consulting relationship with the
outside sponsar: in addition to research support; or if the
faculty member has been supported oyer a long period of time
almost exclusively by a particular outside sponsor; there is
a risk that the research he conducts will be biased; or be
perceived to be biased.
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In these situations, it is important ‘that -that
larger relationship be disclosed in the process of reviewing
the proposal (see Policies Regulating Conflicts of Interest
and Commitment), and that any questions about the propiety
of undertaking the research be resolved between with the
Research Committee or the Dean before the School and the
University accdeéepts the& proposal. In mahy such cases, Special
arrarigements would have to be made in the conduct of thé
research to guard agaihst perceived or actual bias.

- (These pdragraphs are adapted from the Faculty of
Medicine's Statement on Research Sponsored by Industry,
first two paragraphs under "II. Motivation for Research")

I1T. Maintaining the Quality and Integrity of the Research

The distinction between fundamental intellectual
inquiry and commercially motivated enterprises is not always
clear and no clear line of demarcation can be stipulated in
advance. Many, indeed most, scholars at the School are
conmmitted to studying pollcy instruments and governmental
précesses whose primary ‘purpose is to benefit the health and
welfare of sociéty. Many such projects will produce results
that have social or commercial utility, and can be used to
produce individual fame and fortune as well as value for the
society. Once this result has occurred, no ome will know for
sure what the scholars' original motivations were, and they
might well become vulnerable to the charge that they wefe
badly motivated.: =

Nor is it always clear when a research project has
been conducted in an unbiased way. The principal guarentees
of quality remain the. process of selecting faculty members,
maintaining mechanism& that insure their participation in
and control over research projects, and the processes of
peer review following publication. But these mechanisms
cannot always be relied upon -- particularly when one is
engaged in policy research where the standards for
appointing faculty, ;and the criteria and mechanisms of peer
review are less fully developed than they are in more
traditional. academic disciplines.

(The above paragraphs have been adapted from the
Medical School's Statement 'oh Research Sponsored by’ i
Industry, Section III. Quality -of Research)
) ¥
To erisure the quality 8f research, and to guard
against the reality or appearance of bigs in ‘donducting the

" research, the School has adopted the following principles

and guidelines:

1. Since the primary assurance of the quality of
research carried out under University and School auspices
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stems from the scholarly qualifications required of
individual principal investigators, only faculty members of
the school can be permitted to be principal investigators.
[Some grants and gifts to the school are not, strictly
speaking, for research. For these activ1t1es, administrative
officers of the school may- be authorized as Principal
Investigators, or the Directors of the project.]

+ (This is a. new provision, and returns to what had
been our practice in the past. It is consistent with the
principles articulted in the recent Report of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Research Centers -- otherwise known as the
Ellwood Committee Report)

. e <

2. To ensure that process of peer review works.
appropriately, and that individual faculty members feel
appropriately accountable for their conduct, any results
obtained and any papers published or lectures given by
investigators on research grants will be treated as the sole
responsibility of the investigator concerned. Neither
Harvard nor the Kennedy Schpol provides any institutional
endorsement of the work of the sponsor or the principal
investigator. All those who sign the research product as
authors, including, in particular, the senior investigators
listed as authors, will be responsible for the. integrity of
the research.

(This ig taken from the,Medical School's Statement
on Research Sponsored by Industry, Section III. Item C. It
also adds a provision that is designed to promote closer
quality control over the contents of jointly authored works
by senior academics by holding them strictly accountable for
the work that they sign. To say that they did not review the
work before publication should not be an excuse.)

3. Maximum reliance should be made on.the peer
review processes of the outside agencies to assess the
substantive quality of the proposed research rather than on
the dinternal review of proposals. Since many governmental
agencies and foundations do conduct serious peer reviews of
proposals before funding, the School's internal review in
those cases can be relatively perfunctory. In situations
where the substantive character of the proposal will not be
subjected to .peer review processes, however, it is the duty
of the faculty member who is the applicant to alert the
School's Research. Committee to this fact so that the
Research Committee can undertake a more exacting internal
substantive review. This is to prevent the school from
becoming committed to carrying out a research project whose
methods are seriously flawed.

(This is taken from the Medical Schopl's Statement,
Section III. Item:B.) .

47



o -

Y

4. The source of sponsorship and the purpose of the
research must be of such a nature that they can be publicly
disclosed. ;

(This is taken ‘from’ the University's Policies
Relating to Sponsored Projects, Principle 3. It substitutes
for the Medical School Statement, Section I.)

~

5. All research projects must be undertaken with
clear understanding that the investigators concerned have
the full right to publish .any result obtained by them,
subject only to established safeguards for the’ protection of
privacy or confidentidlity of personal data. :

(This is taken from the University's Policies,
Principle 5.) )

6. The sources of funding, and the peéople who have
influenced the résearch with comments and suggestlons
should always be disclosed.

(This is faken from Bill Hogan's Memo, "Guidelines
for Funding Policy Research)

- 7. On particularly controversial subjects, it will
ordinarily be desireable to- include funding from several
different sources, and to create both a "Board of Advisors"
to accommodate people with diverse interests, and a
"Research Advisory Committee" to review the research plan,
and offer critiques as the research is conducted. e

(This provision is taken from Bill Hogan's
"Guidelines") <

IV. Maintaining the Quality of the Research Environment of
the School, ‘and thé Valués of the Institution

In undertéking outside sponsored research, there is
always the concern that the interests and pressures created
by the outside sponsors will, in some important way,
contaminate the general env1ronment of the school, and
sacrifice important values of the institution in ways other
than influencing the orientations of individual faculty
membeérs, or the execution of particular research projects.
It is possible, for example, that the School could become
too dependent on dutside sponsored research, and that that
would skew the S¢chool's overall research focus, and leave
some important potential areas of research neglected. There
is also the worry that constraints imposed by the outside
sponsors such as a requirement for secrecy would not only
frustrate the ordinary _processes of peer review on which the
School relies so heavily to assure quality, but also
frustrate the free exchange of information which is the
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distinction of an academic institution. Finally, there is
the worry that the research might be conducted in ways that
sacrifice important social values.. To deal with these varied
threats to the School, the following guidelines have been .
adopted.

(This sertion is mew and integrates ideas from both
the Medical School and the University) -

1. To ensure ‘that communications remain open
throughout the ‘School, and between the School and the larger
world, the School will not accept research which carries
security classification, requires sécurity clearance of
School personnel, or otherwise precludes the general
publication of results. Nor will it undertake to grant' any
special or exclusive ihformation to a research sponsor. .The
results of the School's work must be available to all.

“(This provision combines rules agaihst secret .and
proprietary research that appear in the Medical School's’
Statement, and the University's Policies.)

2. To insure that the overall pattern of research
not be skewed towards those topics for which there is.*
current policy interest and funds to back them up, the
Research Committee of the. School should conduct an annual
review of the aggregate pattern of outside research, and
seek to identify any .areas in which research seems to be
becoming excessively” concentrateli, or is beihg. entirely
neglected. Their report to the Dean should trigger
considerationr of some internal funding of neglected areas of
research.

(This is new and wesponds to a frequently expressed
concern at the Kennedy School)

3. All research projects undertaken by the School
must confirm to the University's policies regulating ‘human
and animal experimentation, and the use of any hazardous
procedures or substances.

(This provision incorporates provisioirs from both
the Medical School's Statement, and the University's
Policies)

4. Any employment of students in outside sponsored
research projects mus't contribute, and e perceived to
contribute, to their scholarly development. As part of the
regular. review of KSG Research Centers dt is important that
the use of students in sponsored research projects be
considered against this criterion.

(This provision adapts a provision from the Medical
School's Statement for use at the Kennedy School)
49




o

V. The Procests of Review -

Outside sponsored research comes under review in
three different ways at three different stages. Each
particular project is reviewed in advance of the research
agreement between the outside sponsor and the School being
finalized. In addition, -a project may come under review if
some significant concerns -arise in -the course of the
project. Finally, the Research Centers that rely on outside
sponsored research should be routinely evaluated- to insure
that the quality of their work remains high, and that they
have not. developed .too close a relationship with any
particular funding source or interest.

s (This paragraph-is new and proposes .a three step:
process of review of outside- sponsored research. The
University and the Medical School have procedures only for
the initial reveiw of applications. We have set out
procedures that call for a more extensive prior review, and
also some procedures that allow for the review of on-going
projects, and for the regular, routine review of research
ceqters in which outside sponsored research is conducted.)

~

A. Prior- Review of Proposed Research

The normal process of prior review of proposed
outside sponsored research is conducted by the Chairman of
the School's ‘Research Committee,. the Kennedy School's Rl
Financial Office, the Dean of the Kennedy School, the Office
for Sponsored Research, and the Administrative Vice T .
President of the University. The final research agretment
must be accepted by the President and Fellows. .

The extent of the priorf review will vary. The
general practice is to trust the judgment of the principal
investigator. Proposals are almost never turned down s
internally, but they may be modified on an informal basis.
As noted above in section III, 'a close internal review is
particularly important in situations where the research
proposal is being submitted to a process that does not
include close peer review. Faculty members are required to
alert the Research Committee to this fact.

The factors taken into consideration in the School's
review of research proposals include the following:

1) Inclusion in the budget of all costs
‘legitimately -chargeable to the project, such as
fringe benefits, indirect costs, computer time,
etc.

2) Commitments to pe}sonnel that are inconsistent
with the -general practices of the' School, or
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commitments for the future which are inconsistent
with the terms of appointment of the principal
investigator:;

3) Commitments, explicit or implied, on the
unrestricted .funds available to the School as a
whole;

4) Aspects that might call for further review such
as potential bias, or experiments on human subject.

(This section- is adapted from the University's
Policies, specifically, the section that outlines Principle
1 that says that all outside sponsored research must have
the sanction of the University) .

A particularly important aspect of this review is
the part that focuses on potential bias. Several features of
the relationship between the principal investigator, the
funding source, and the subject of research should
ordinarily trigger a very close .review, and the
establishments of requirements to use some of the School's
most powerful mechanisms for guarding against. bias, or the
appearance of bias, These conditions include:

1. Joint sponsor and researcher self interest (i.e.
situations where -the sponsored research is almost
entirely supported by- a client with a strong, well-
defined, and immediate financial or political self
interest in the outcome of the research project,
and where the researcher has a separate, .on-going
financial or professional relationship with the
sponsor that is of direct financial and profesional
benefit to the researcher)

; .
2. Strong client self interest (i.e. situations
where the research is sponsored almost entirely by
a single client who has a strong, .clear, and
immediate financial or political interest in the
outcome of the research) .
3. Strong researcher self interest (i.e. situations
where the researcher has. a strong, clear, and
immediate financial or professional interest in the
outcome of the research project)

Note that, to some degree, these. conditions are
arranged in ,a hierarchy of threats to objectivity and
integrity. But it is also true,that cases will vary in
difficulty within these different kinds of relationships
according- to the strength of the various interests.

{ LA} - ~
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The devices that the school has to protect its
integrity even in ‘situations characterized by these
relations include the following:

1. A decision not to undertake the research
2. A requirement that the research not be
undertaken without additional sources of funding.

3. A requirement that the research be undertaken
only with the ‘creation of some internal or external
research advisory committee.

4. A requirenent that ‘the researchers and clients
disclose their relationship, or the interests, or
the prévious -positions that seem to threaten the
objectivity of their conclusions.

(This review proceéss for specially sensitive outside
research projects is new, and designed to meet some special
problems of the Kennedy School)

-re

- B. Review of Complaints

These describe the ordinary procésses of review in

advance of undertaking a project. To complete ‘the mechanisins

of review, one must, in addition have some procedures for

responding to concerns about objectivity that .-arise in the.

course Of particular research projetts (complaints). =
5) [Many complaints can be disposed of with the mogt
cursory of reviews. If they are casually made; if
they allege problems that were known at the outset
of the research and adequate measures were
installed to prevent conflicts of interest
introducing bias into the research results, and
nothing has changed in the interim; if there is no
basis for the claim being made and the faculty
member involved has carried out complicated
contentious research- in the past; all that would be
necessary is to establish these facts, and the
complaint could be considered answered.’]

- '6) [Other complaints that claim a more serious
‘problem and ‘do so credibly may be responded to with
a more sustained investigation. This would include
situations where the initial reviéw of the project
turned out to be flawed, or where the situation
changed in some material respect but the change did
not trigger :an adjustment in the mechanisms for
guarding against bias, or where a question arose
about compliance with the agrged to conditions.
Whilé such circumstances cbuld justify a review,
that review should be conducted with the aim of
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protecting the internal and external reputation of

the faculty members involved, and in maintaining .

the spirit of trust and collegiality that must mark
an academic enterprise if it is to succeed.]

7) When the complaint inéludes evidence beyond the
mere appearance of a conflict of important errors
in the work indicative of bias, then it would be
proper for the Chairman of the Research Committee
or- the Dean to develdp spécial mechanisms to review
the quality of the work.

(This provision is new and designed to meet some
special problems in the Kennedy School)

T. Routine Review of Research Centers
. 1 .

In addition to prior review of proposals, and
responses to complaints, the School should have some
mechanism for reviewing the tumulative impact of oustide
research on ‘the ‘ihstitution. We have &lready recommended
that as part of the annual review of research carried out by
the School's Research Committee, a réport should be made to
the Dean about key areas of research that should be "
considered high priority for internal funding. In addition,
however, we alsoc- think it would be désireable to conduct
reviews' of the Résearch Centers in which much of the
School’s dutside sponsored research will probably be
conducted. Consequently, wée propose that:

8) Each Research Center or Program at the Kennedy

School that relies on o6utside sponsored research
. by reviewed at least every five years by an
external review committee composed of both
academics and reflective practitioners. That
review 5hould focus on the quantity, quality, and
utility- of the research activities of the Center.

(This provision is new and is designed to ‘meet some
special problems of the Kennedy School. It is also
consistent with recommendations of the Ellwood Committee
Report)

*
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Appendix C .
Kennedy School of Gove;ﬁment's

Policies Regulating the Acceptance of Gifts from Donors

r

The Kennedy School of Government is grateful for the
generosity of those who contribute financially to its
purposes. Such gifts allow the School to operate with the
independence and scale that are necessary to fulfill the
promise of an outstanding professional school of government.

‘At the same time, the donors, 'the faculty, .and the
administration of the school must all understand that they
should not undermine the fundamental principles of the
University in soliciting or. accepting gifts. Three key
principles govern the solicitation and acceptance of gifts:

First, there should be nothing in the solicitation
or acceptance of a gift that abridges the -fundamental "four
freedoms" of the University: the freedom to appoint its-own
faculty; the freedom to conduct research; the freedom to
select students; and the freedom to teach.

Second, the School should avoid appearing to honor
individuals or organizatlons that have behaved ignobly, or
attacked 1mportant democratic and@ human walues.

Third, the School should trea% its donors with
respect and interest, take their advice and counsel
seriously, and live up to the commitments that the School
makes to them. . "
- of

To ensure that the first and second principles are
adhered to, the School has established a Gifts Policy
Committee to advise the Dean on the propriety of large gifts
(over $100,000), and those that may be seen as controversial
or unusual. The Committee comprises three faculty members
and two administrators. The Committee works in tandem with
the University's Gifts Policy Committee composed of 5 senior
administrators that reviews unusual or potentially
controversial gifts throughout Harvard.



