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Overview 

During Summer 2017, the Faculty Review Board (FRB)—comprising Angela Crispi, Amy 
Edmondson (chair), Stu Gilson, and Len Schlesinger—was convened to evaluate the extent to 
which Professor Ben Edelman demonstrated that he had internalized the feedback given to him 
following a 2015 FRB review. As outlined by the FRB in a July 6, 2017, note to Professor 
Edelman (see Exhibit 1), 

The FRB now must assess: 

e whether you understand the aspects of your conduct—regardless of your intent—that 
made them problematic; 

e whether there is sufficient evidence of changed behavior; and 
e whether there is a reasonable expectation that your changed behavior will be 

sustained in the future. 

The FRB reviewed a March 2017 personal statement written by Professor Edelman in 
conjunction with the submission of his promotion package; requested and reviewed an additional 
statement; interviewed 21 individuals, drawn largely from a list that Professor Edelman had 
provided in that additional statement; received input from a handful of other faculty colleagues; 
met with Professor Edelman; and requested and reviewed a summary of and comments on his 
outside activities (see Exhibit 2 for his promotion package statement, Exhibit 3 for his additional 
statement, Exhibit 4 for the list of individuals to interview recommended by Professor Edelman, 
Exhibit 5 for the request for additional background on his outside activities and conflict of 
interest disclosures, and Exhibit 6 for his response).' 

This process was not an investigation, and we did not seek to pass judgment on the particular 
outside activities and work that Professor Edelman pursued. Instead, we looked at Professor 
Edelman's interactions and activities over the past two years using the narrower lens of the 
feedback he received in 2015 to determine whether there was sufficient evidence of learning and 
changed behavior. 

Through this work, the FRB found examples of progress and improvement, including increased 
self-reflection, efforts to engage differently with staff, positive interactions with members of the 
FIELD 3 and LCA teaching groups, positive feedback from students in the LCA course, and 
efforts to support colleagues in their research and teaching at the School. 

1 Note that while the FRB has reviewed the full list of outside activities, we are not including them here 

reflecting the long-standing practice that reports are considered confidential to the Dean. 
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The FRB also discovered examples of activities and behaviors that cause continued concern, 
including whether Professor Edelman appropriately sought guidance on and disclosed his outside 
activities and potential conflicts of interest. Additionally, it heard unease voiced by colleagues 
about the extent to which those activities constitute a real or perceived risk to the Schoo! and 
reputational harm to the faculty by association. Additionally, the FRB found some indications 
that Professor Edelman's engagements with staff remain uneven and that his interactions with 

them changed when other faculty members were present. 

The FRB acknowledges the extent to which the concerns we have evaluated are viewed 
differently by different members of the community. Those who count themselves close to and 
among Professor Edelman's supporters often recount relying on their knowledge of him and their 
appreciation for his motives in assessing his conduct. Others whose opinions are perhaps less 
favorable seem to rely more on their direct experience, weight more heavily the issue of 
reputational risk, and weigh his adherence to both community values and norms in their 
assessment. 

We discuss our work and our findings below. 

Background 

On July 16, 2015, Paul Healy, in his role as Senior Associate Dean for Faculty Development, 
wrote to Professor Edelman notifying him that concerns related to his conduct—and his ability to 
meet the standard of "Effective Contributions to the HBS Community" outlined in the Policies 
and Procedures with Respect to Faculty Appointments and Promotions—had been raised. 
Professor Healy referred the matter to the Faculty Review Board (FRB), then comprising Angela 
Crispi, Amy Edmondson (chair), Forest Reinhardt, and Len Schlesinger. On July 31, 2015, 
Professor Edmondson, in her role as chair, wrote to Professor Edelman indicating that the FRB 
would undertake a review to evaluate his “ability to foster a healthy and constructive academic 
community (by, for example, displaying respect for others and contributing to the teaching and 
research environment of the School).” In carrying out its work, the FRB would consider two 
incidents from 2014 (Professor Edelman's blog posting about Blinkx and his interaction with 
Sichuan Garden) as well as his interactions with staff and other colleagues at the School. 

The report of the FRB's findings, from November 2015, noted: 

...[T]he FRB finds that Professor Edelman did not uphold the School's Community 
Values, and his conduct in each instance did not meet the criteria for "Effective 
Contributions to the HBS Community." In his dealings with Sichuan Garden and with 
staff at HBS, he did not demonstrate respect for others or for their commitment to the 

School. His tone was overly harsh, his approach was dogged, and he demonstrated a lack 
of appreciation for a difference of views. In connection with Blinkx, he failed to 
recognize that as a faculty, integrity in our activities—both real and perceived—is at the 
core of what we do. Across all three areas, his actions reflected a repeated inability to 
understand and adopt not just the technical requirements of the School's policies, values, 
and standards, but the underlying principles they convey. 
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Professor Edelman has consistently exhibited a tendency toward absolutism and extreme 
certainty that his view is the right view. His apparent certainty that his is the single right 
perspective, without regard for others’ perspectives, was evident in his written and oral 
response to the committee and was mentioned (although not always as a weakness) by 
senior colleagues. We do not see persuasive evidence of accountability for personal 
behavior that would reflect evidence of learning. Although Professor Edelman might 
argue that his work is in fact "making a difference in the world" and is consistent with the 
School's mission, we would suggest that how he goes about his work matters and is 
essential to our Community Values. 

The FRB went on to assess the implication of its findings, including two areas of concem: 

...[E]xtemal, related to the potential for risk to the institution and "the public's trust in the 
independent and objective nature of our scholarship," and internal, related to respect for 
others inside the institution. 

The report was given to the Standing Committee of the Appointments Committee, which 
recommended a 2-year extension on Professor Edelman's promotion case so that additional 
evidence would be available to determine whether he had internalized the lessons from the 2014 

incidents and could demonstrate more respectful interactions with the staff. 

Based on the advice of the FRB, Dean Nohria and Professor Healy arranged for Professor 
Edelman to: 

¢ Join the Leadership and Corporate Accountability (LCA) teaching group during 2015- 
2016. 

Teach LCA during 2016-2017. 
Relocate his office to the 4" floor of Morgan Hall. 

Join the Academic Technology Steering Group. 
Gain access to coaching resources. 

Recent Activities 

Respect for others inside the institution. To assess the extent to which Professor Edelman now 
interacts with others in respectful ways consistent with the School's standards, members of the 
FRB met with 21 individuals, including colleagues in the NOM unit, members of the FIELD 3 
and LCA teaching groups, other faculty members with whom Professor Edelman has engaged 
(e.g., in the Digital Initiative), and staff members in MBA, IT, and elsewhere at the School. 
These individuals were people who had been suggested by Professor Edelman as among those 
with whom he had worked closely. We also, throughout the course of the work, were contacted 
directly by and received input from a handful of individuals not included on Professor Edelman's 
list. 

Members of the NOM unit were uniformly and unambiguously enthusiastic about Professor 
Edelman as a colleague, pointing to examples ranging from the support he provided to a sight- 
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impaired junior colleague in devising an effective class participation tool, to his help in 
analyzing data sets or optimizing computer set-ups. 

In assessing whether his conduct had changed since 2015, they made comments such as: 

e He is much more reflective... it's as if he pauses now and decides whether to jump in. 
e Heis interested in how others see his work; he has sought out feedback on his teaching 

and his research. 

e Heseems to have worked hard to change; he is more sensitive to how he can be effective 
in this environment. 

He understands his instincts are not solid. 

He thinks about where to apply his energy. 
He is even more conscious of what he is dealing with and thinking about. 
He used to shoot a rabbit with a cannon; now he understands the benefits of restraint. 

Although he did not pursue the coaching resources suggested to him, Professor Edelman, during 
his meeting with the FRB, spoke about advice he had received from a number of colleagues, and 
most of his NOM colleagues indicated he had sought them out for input on teaching or research 
or for a second opinion. 

Finally, unit colleagues in particular spoke to what they saw as Professor Edelman's fundamental 
character and the importance and merits of his work, using phrases such as: 

He focuses on making the world a better place. 
He has a sense of duty and obligation. 
He is above the bar in terms of honesty and integrity. 
He is always trying to help those who are weaker/victims/disadvantaged. 
He is unbelievably moral and caring. 
He is the most ethical person I know on the faculty. 
He persists in fighting people because it's the right thing to do. 

The feedback from non-NOM colleagues, and from staff, also included positive comments. In 
terms of his interactions with others, many here, too, commented that Professor Edelman seemed 
to try hard to be helpful—from purchasing food for meetings or organizing lunches, to solving IT 
issues or developing IT tools, to upgrading airline tickets. Some, who had not met Professor 
Fdelman before 2015 but had heard about the Chinese restaurant issue, expressed their pleasant 
surprise about his contributions to teaching groups, initiatives, and other activities, making 
comments such as: 

My perception is that he was a valued member of the teaching group. 
When I know that I'll interact with him, I'm glad. 
I've found him good to work with; he's a methodical and scientific thinker. 
He has great ideas and they come from a good place. 
He's earnest, committed, and participatory. 
I consider him a very good to exemplary colleague; he got along with everyone. 
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I believe his intentions are good, and that's important. In terms of positive evidence that his behavior had changed, the FRB heard comments such as: 

He asks great questions, and is accepting of an alternative argument—he agrees to 
disagree, and knows when not to push it. 
He is more sensitive to how he can be effective in this environment; he seems to have 
worked hard to change. 
My conclusion was that he had learned an important lesson. He won't stop going after 
the big guys, but we shouldn't want him to. 
He's learned over time that how he presents matters. 
He's open to redirection. 

He got the pushback early on, and adjusted his behavior. However, members of the FRB also heard some feedback from the non-NOM individuals interviewed who expressed concern about his style, including both one-on-one interactions and his effectiveness as part of a group or committee. These were expressed as: 

He can have a tendency to threaten to take something to the next level. 
He's abrupt. He lacks grace. He's more apt to pressure others—he asks questions the 
way you might in a seminar. 
He can be disruptive; he lacks understanding of an appropriate path to a goal. 
We leamed his style. He's grown some, but we also learned how to deal with him. 
He has worked on being less harsh, but his views are still quite clear to those who hear 
him. 

I would not be proud to know that he was a senior faculty member interacting with the 
business community. 
Sometimes he's unable to be reasonable. Others noted concerns about his certainty and lack of consideration for other points of view: 

In conversations, he can be abrasive, arrogant, and stubborn; he is not empathetic to 
another side or point of view. I've never seen him change his mind in any conversation 
I've witnessed. 

He has a hard time thinking about other perspectives. 
He leaves a lot of unproductive work for people since he jumps to solutioning without 
thinking through implications or engaging others. 
He's incapable of seeing why his preferred solution can't or won't be implemented. 
He goes off on tangents or down rabbit holes, and he doesn't know as much as he thinks 
he knows. Finally, some mentioned a concern that Professor Edelman may manage up, interacting differently with at least some staff than he does with faculty colleagues, and differently with staff depending on whether other faculty members are present, as expressed in the following: PRODUCED PURSUANT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER —FOR USE ONLY IN THIS LITIGATION 
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e With his superiors, he has more of a filter. 

This feedback may seem at odds with Professor Edelman's track record of going after firms that 
have violated consumer rights, or of offering help to HBS community members. It nonetheless 
reflects how some people experience him in contexts where they have to work together. 

Moreover, what struck the FRB members was the depth of passion on each side: those who 
admire Professor Edelman really admire Professor Edelman, and those who have concems—
even those who have gotten to know and engage with Professor Edelman only over the last two 
years—express their concerns with equal intensity. 

That these patterns remain evident even during a time when Professor Edelman knew and 
understood that he had to behave better was troubling to the FRB, as was the persistence of an 
approach, in the words of one interviewee, that harkens back to an older model of "I'm smarter 
than you are, and you're inferior." 

Outside activities and conflict of interest. The FRB provides two illustrative examples that point 
to potential concerns related to Professor Edelman's work, outside activities, and disclosure. 

The first stems from an article that was forwarded to the FRB by a faculty member, published in 
the Wall Street Journal on July 12, 2017, entitled Hidden Influence: Google Pays Scholars to 
Influence Policy. The story describes the company's payment for academic research, and goes on 
to note "(this] has long been a tool of influence by U.S. corporations.... Several of the [tech] 
companies are also active in funding academic research. Microsoft has paid Harvard business 
professor Ben Edelman, the author of papers saying Google abuses its market dominance." 

To be clear and fair, neither the Outside Activities nor the Conflict of Interest policy at HBS (or 
at Harvard) prohibits faculty members from accepting paid or unpaid work with organizations 
who work in related industries; to the contrary, faculty members are encouraged to pursue 
outside activities that will deepen their understanding of practice and thus inform their research 
and teaching. What the Conflict of Interest policy requires is disclosure—specifically, "faculty 
members are required to disclose publicly all paid and unpaid outside activities, sources of 
external funding, and material financial holdings that are directly related to a work product that is 
available to the public.”

The FRB, then, looked to determine whether Professor Edelman had made appropriate 
disclosures during the period October 2015 through September 2017, examining the following 
output related to the Wall Street Journal piece and Professor Edelman's work with Microsoft: 

e Edelman, Benjamin. “Google, Mobile and Competition: The Current State of Play." CP/ 
Antitrust Chronicle (Winter 2017) —"He has no current clients adverse to Google with 
respect to the practices discussed herein.”

e Edelman, Benjamin, and Damien Geradin. "Android and Competition Law: Exploring 
and Assessing Google's Practices in Mobile." European Competition Journal 12, nos. 2-3 
(2016): 159-194 —"Disclosure statement: No potential conflict of interest was reported 
by the authors.”
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e¢ Dominant Platforms keynote (video) —September 27, 2016 —no apparent disclosure. 
e Edelman, Benjamin, and Damien Geradin. "Spontaneous Deregulation: How to Compete 

with Platforms That Ienore the Rules." Harvard Business Review 94, no. 4 (April 2016): 
80-87 —"Benjamin Edelman is an associate professor at Harvard Business School and an 
adviser to various companies that compete against major platforms." 

e EC Statement oj Objections on Google's Tacties in Mobile, (April 2016 blog posting) —
no disclosure statement. 

e Edelman, Benjamin, and Zhenyu Lai. “Design of Search Engine Services: Channel 
Interdependence in Search Engine Results." Journal of Marketing Research (JMR) 53, 
no. 6 (December 2016): 881-900 —"Although the first author advises Microsoft on 
subjects unrelated to this article and the second author was previously an intern at 
Microsoft Research, this article was not prepared at the request of or funded by any third 
party. 

Professor Edelman's reporting of disclosures is, at best, inconsistent. Although it is not our 
intent that he be held to a higher standard than his colleagues, here, again, one might expect the 
need for appropriate disclosures to be top of mind for Professor Edelman during this time period, 
given the express concern raised by the FRB about "the public's trust in the independent and 
objective nature of [his] scholarship," 

We would note, too, that the test offered through the Conflict of Interest policy is that of the 
reasonable reader: "a set of circumstances that reasonable observers would believe creates an 

undue risk that an individual's judgment or actions regarding a primary interest of the School will 
be inappropriately influenced by a secondary interest, financial or otherwise." It goes on to 
clarify features of an appropriate disclosure: 

Although the exact placement and wording of the disclosure is left to the faculty 
member's discretion, the disclosure statement should be readily observable and should 
include the organization's name (the ultimate beneficiary in the case of an intermediary 
such as a consulting firm), the nature of the activity, and the dates of service in the case 
of relevant outside activities, and a statement regarding the entity's name and the 
existence of a material financial holding in the case of financial holdings. 

We would suggest that rather than providing information so that a reader might determine 
potential conflict, Professor Edelman instead omits many of the required elements, and himself 
seeks to make that determination ("He has no current clients adverse to Google with respect to 
the practices discussed herein"). Although he did interact with Jean Cunningham in the Dean's 
Office three times during the 2015-2017 period related to his research and publications (with 
advance notice about the publication of his Airbnb paper, with a question about a research 
protocol for a study that was fielded by Professor Jan Rivkin and Jean, and with a question about 
disclosure for his April 2017 "Impact of OTA Bias and Consolidation on Consumers" article), 
none of the above outputs or their disclosures (or lack thereof) were pre-vetted. 

The second example relates to a class action complaint, Bazerman V American Airlines, Inc, 
filed on July 13, 2017, by plaintiff Max Bazerman and alleging that American Airlines (AA) 

PRODUCED PURSUANT TO 
PROTECTIVE ORDER —FOR USE 
ONLY IN THIS LITIGATION HBS0018885 

JA-0422 



fails to honor contracts it enters into with its passengers—specifically, related to fees for checked 
bags. 

The complaint was brought to the attention of Dean Nohria and Professor Healy by Professor 
Bazerman five days later, on July 18, 2017: 

Dear Nitin and Paul: 

I delivered a review Ictter on Ben Edelman on 6/30/17, explicitly revised from two ycars carlicr. 
I just sent in a revision, and I wanted to make sure that you both had full information on why I 
revised the letter. 

Marla and I flew from Phoenix to Boston in February, and for a strange combination of reasons 
(unconnected to Ben), checked two bags. Amcrican Airlines charged us $25/bag, cven though I 
was pretty sure I was entitled to free baggage check. I am skipping details, but if interested, you 
can find them at http://www.universalhub.com/files/bazerman-complaint.pdf. When I got back to 
HBS, I was telling Ben about this, and he quickly figured out that AA systcmatically charges 
people for baggage fees that they do not owe, and he began the process of creating a potential 
class action law suit, with me as the lead plaintiff —resulting in the complaint mentioned a 
sentence earlier. Most of this happened with little involvement by me. 

I thought that this was a non-public event, but then was referred to 
http://www.universalhub.com/201 7/american-airlines-pissed-wrong-harvard-business”bya 
former HBS exec ed student. I do not believe that I did anything wrong, nor do I think that Ben 
has done anything wrong. But, | can imagine incorrect information diffusing about this story. 
These events led me to revise my letter, and earlier today, I sent in the revision. I have attached 
the highlighted version of the letter I just submitted, with all changes since the 6/30 letter 
highlighted. 

As | note in the letter, | have committed to donate all proceeds that | potentially receive from this 
case to a pre-specified charity. But, just for clarity, there is a chance that Ben could eam a 
significant amount of money. Of course, I would be careful to not benefit financial [sic], even 
indirectly. The main goal of the letter revision is to be as transparent as possible about my legal 
connection to Ben. 

I would be happy to discuss this situation with either of you, or anyone else you would like to 
have in the loop. I am in Vermont through 7/29, but can be reached at [phone number]. I will be 
in town 7/30-8/3. 

With appreciation, 

Max 

Professor Healy acknowledged receipt of Professor Bazerman's note; given its focus on 
Professor Bazerman's review letter and its informational tone, it was not forwarded to the 

members of the FRB. 

2 “American Airlines Pissed Off the Wrong Harvard Business School Professor." Universal Hub story 

posted on July 15, 2017, 12:23pm. 
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When the FRB met with Professor Edelman on August 14, 2017, however, this was one of the 
outside activities the members asked him about; Professor Edelman had referred to the lawsuit in 
his July 31, 2017, "Response to the FRB Questions" letter: 

After careful consideration, I recently elected to file a class action lawsuit against 
American Airlines as to its imposition of baggage fees contrary to its prior promises to 
customers (in contracts, tariffs, and onscreen purchase promises), seeking refunds for 
everyone who was overcharged. I decided to pursue this matter in part in light of the 
large amount of money at issue—as much as $200 to check a bag that the airline had 
specifically promised would be included at no additional charge, times many tens or 
hundreds of thousands of passengers affected. I was also mindful of the virtual 

impossibility of passengers pursuing these claims on their own. (Beyond the usual 
impediments, some of the key promises appeared im on-screen statements during booking, 
but passengers had no reason to preserve these promises in screenshots, so would struggle 
to prove what the airline had promised.) I have no illusions about the beneficiaries: Some 
of our claims pertain to “elite” frequent fliers (who fly often and who are particularly 
likely to be well-to-do business travelers) and those with business and first-class tickets—
as some of American’s false promises distinctively affected these groups. Even coach air 
travelers without elite status are surely wealthier than average Americans. Nonetheless, 
the principle of honoring written contractual commitments is one that I hold dear, and I 
am hopeful that others will see this similarly. Note that this is not a charitable activity: If 
the case is successful, my co-counsel and I will ask the court to award us payment for our 
efforts at market rates. 

The FRB was particularly interested to understand how Professor Edelman had chosen the 
particular path he did. 

Professor Edelman described learning about the issue in August 2016 when he was personally 
affected by it and, in fact, reaching out to the company at that time. He received a response he 
described as "lawyerly" and “obviously wrong"; rather than writing an "obnoxious response," 
however, he "stumbled into an online forum where others were complaining." Professor 
Edelman noted that the magnitude of the problem—total excess charges as high as $100 
million—as well as his sense that no one else would put the pieces together to figure out the 
problem, combined with his desire to see passengers reimbursed, was what drove him to file a 
suit. 

Professor Edelman also noted that, before Professor Bazerman agreed to serve as plaintiff, he 
had reached out to a number of passengers who had aired complaints on online chat rooms to ask 
them to play that role. He said that the others had tumed him down, with one expressing 
concern, for example, about being involved in legal action while applying for a mortgage, and 
another high-profile individual worried about the adverse publicity of being associated with 
litigation against a company. Contrary to Professor Edelman's statement in his September 8, 
2017, "Supplemental Response to FRB Questions" that "risk to reputation" (at least at the 
individual level) did not factor into his decision-making, during the interview he acknowledged 
that there could be PR msk to Harvard. He also noted a belief that he had to move forward 

anyway: "I can't sit on my hands when I know about something like this." 
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The American Airlines case already has been connected back to the School and to Harvard 
University, as witnessed by the headline of the story that Professor Bazerman included in his 
July 18, 2017, note, and by articles such as “Harvard Professor Who Went After Chinese 
Restaurant Files DOT Complaint Against American Airlines For..."* and "American Airlines 
Class Action Lawsuit Challenges Bag Fees,"* which notes that "Bazerman is represented by 
Benjamin Edelman of the Law Offices of Benjamin Edelman, and Linda M. Dardarian, Byron 
Goldstein and Raymond Wendell of Goldstein Borgen Dardarian & Ho." Given his prior history 
with situations that had complicated consequences for him and for the School, the FRB is 
concerned that he did not engage the Dean, the Dean's Office, or Brian Kenny (who Professor 
Edelman had contacted in advance of the Airbnb article), before the suit was filed. It gave us 
continuing reason to be concerned that Professor Edelman can be quick to act on his perceptions 
of wrongdoing by others, without first reaching out to understand different points of view. 

Summary 

The FRB appreciates the steps Professor Edelman has taken during the last two years; clearly 
there are signs of effort and improvement both in his interactions with others and in his approach 
to outside activities and conflict of interest, as reflected back throughout the interviews with 
colleagues and with Professor Edelman himself. Many expressed genuine admiration for him, 
the work he is doing, and its impact and importance, including for the School. 

At the same time, there were a number of individuals within the group interviewed—individuals 
whom Professor Edelman himself had identified—who were less certain, not about the work, but 
about his methods, the extent to which he had internalized feedback from the 2015 review, and 
his willingness and ability to seek guidance from others in the future. Moreover, they experience 
Professor Edelman's interactions as disrespectful and his work as not always meeting standards 
of disclosure that pose reputational risk and damage to the School, as well as to themselves as 
members of the School's faculty. 

This bifurcation among responses troubles us; while it is common to see disagreement among 
colleagues, and while we don't expect anyone to be liked by everyone, the depth of enthusiasm 
and dismay was noticeable and unusual. 

We are mindful that the issues raised here rely on judgment—one’s assessment of Professor 
Edelman's interactions, of potential risk and reputational benefit, and of the degree to which his 
activities are core and central to his research or outside activities that should be more 

thoughtfully connected to the Harvard name. 

We therefore find ourselves unable to say, with full conviction, that the issues raised following 
the 2015 review have been satisfactorily resolved. In this report, we are presenting to the best of 
our ability the views and facts to which we had access, as input to our colleagues. 

3 “Boarding Area" —hup://view fromthewing. boardingarea.com/2015/07/15/harvard-professor-who-went- 
after-chinese-restaurant-files-dot-complaint-against-american-airlines-for/, accessed 22 September 2017. 
‘"Top Class Actions" —https://topclassactions.com/lawsuit-settlements/lawsuit-news/814089-american- 
airlincs-class-action-lawsuit-challcnges-bag-fecs/, accessed 22 September 2017. 
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Exhibit 1 

Dear Ben, 

I am writing on behalf of the Faculty Review Board (FRB) —comprising Angela Crispi, Stu 
Gilson, Len Schlesinger, and myself (chair) —to let you know that we met last week to review 
your "Reflection on Feedback from Faculty Review Board" dated March 15, 2017. 

As you know, in 2015, at the request of Paul Healy in his role as Senior Associate Dean for 
Faculty Development, the FRB was tasked with assessing your ability to meet the standards 
outlined in the Policies and Procedures with Respect to Faculty Appointments and Promotions. 
As articulated in our October 2015 report, the FRB found that your conduct in the Blinkx and 

Sichuan Garden incidents, as well as in interactions with staff, did not uphold the School's 
Community Values and did not meet the School's green book criteria for "Effective 
Contributions to the HBS Community." We recommended that these concerns be taken into 
account during the promotions process. In November 2015, the Standing Committee then 
recommended deferring your case for two years to enable you to demonstrate whether you had 
indeed internalized lessons learned, anticipating that the FRB would again be activated during 
summer/fall 2017 to review your conduct. 

The FRB now must assess: 

e whether you understand the aspects of your conduct —regardless of your intent —that 
made them problematic; 

e whether there is sufficient evidence of changed behavior; and 
whether there is a reasonable expectation that your changed behavior will be sustained in 
the future. 

With appreciation for the thought you have put into drafting your initial reflection, after 
reviewing the document, we would like to ask for your thoughts on these and the following 
questions: 

I. Your response provided examples of outcomes you believe to be more in line with the 
School's Community Values and with the guidance you received from the FRB report and 
from a number of senior colleagues. Your reflection focuses more on the "what" than the 
"how." We would find it helpful if you might comment or provide (more detailed) 
examples that give us a better window into how you thought about your activities and 
how you interacted with staff. Put differently, if a previous challenge was the disconnect 
between your perception of your actions and behaviors, and how others perceived your 
actions and behaviors, how have you gained confidence that you now are on a better 
path? What does it mean to pick projects "with significantly greater care"? 

2. You have provided a comprehensive listing of suggested individuals to whom the FRB 
might speak. While we will make every effort to be thorough, with the passage of time 
since your reflections were submitted in March, are there individuals you would prioritize 
who may be best able to speak to your conduct? 

It would be helpful to receive your response before the end of July and, ideally, your prioritized 
listing earlier if possible. Our plan is to schedule conversations over the next few weeks and, 
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after your additional input, with you as well. We aim to have a draft report for your review as 

the new term begins. 

As a reminder, consistent with the FRB principles and procedures (attached), you are able to 
designate an advisor who might join you for meetings or interviews, or review any written 
materials. To be clear, we will be letting Brian Hall know about the upcoming work from a 
logistics and process perspective, but we will not be sharing documents or information with him. 

If you might let me know when we can reasonably expect to hear back from you —we are 
mindful of the potential for longstanding summer plans —it would be helpful; we want to move 
forward expeditiously and thoroughly but thoughtfully. We then can schedule time for you to 
meet with the FRB. 

Ben, please don't hesitate to reach out with any questions. I look forward to hearing from you. 

Best, 

Amy Edmondson 
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Exhibit 2 

Reflection on Feedback from Faculty Review Board 
Benjamin G, Edelman 

March 15, 2017 

Reflecting on the 2015 report of the Faculty Review Board and about my time at HBS more generally, | 
took a moment to review the school’s mission as elaborated in the community values statement: 

The mission of Harvard Business School is to educate leaders who make a difference in the 

world. Achieving this mission requires an environment of trust and mutual respect, free 
expression and inquiry, and a commitment to truth, excellence, and lifelong learning. 

The FRB’s 2015 concerns link most closely to the community values call for trust and mutual respect. | 
was saddened and alarmed by the FRB’s report that some staff previously found me disrespectful, and 
guided by the FRB’s assessment, | have tried to change my style to make sure my interactions accurately 
and unambiguously reflect my respect and concern for others. | took some solace in the FRB’s 
recognition my positive intentions, but | credit that good intentions are not enough. Showing respect to 
everyone | work with, and having them perceive me as respectful, is crucial in each and every 
interaction, without exception, even if it means moving more slowly or foregoing some opportunities. 

Drawing in part on the FRB’s report, | have also thought carefully and critically about the subjects | work 
on and the way | approach them. Broadly, | think | have improved in my efforts to pick subjects that are 
(and are seen to be} appropriate; | now choose my methods and style more carefully in order to make 
sure my work is seen as constructive; and | explicitly pause to consider other points of view. Meanwhile, 
my winter 2017 LCA teaching is providing a valuable opportunity for me to reflect on key areas the FRB 
considered. And my new office location, with LCA colleagues, immerses me in a different environment 
where it has been particularly natural to see the world from a different perspective. In this document, | 
provide an update each of these topics in turn. 

Improving my approach to internal projects 

| previously attempted to convey to the FRB my longstanding and ongoing passion for improving and 

updating our software and systems to help make HBS the best it can be. My prior and updated personal 
statements, both at heading “Contribution to the HBS Community,” list my efforts in this area. These 
range from large (participation tracking software at peak used by more than half the faculty, and once 
credited by Dean Nohria as importantly reducing the disparity in grades for male versus female 
students) to small (quick tools to help colleagues with one-off requests). There have always been 
obvious tensions in this work. For one, it’s untraditional for HBS faculty to write software, and while 
some have done so in the past (notably including Jan Hammond and Frances Frei writing earlier versions 

of the participation tracker), this has been a greater focus for me. Meanwhile, changing software 
architecture makes it more difficult for faculty to get involved: As we move away from freestanding files 
on individual computers, towards applications running on servers, we naturally become more reliant on 
centralized |T—leaving less room for faculty to build improvements even if they have programming 
skills. Nonetheless, | haven't turned away from these efforts, but instead have tried to do this work 
better and smarter. 

In particular, | have attempted to focus my software efforts on areas where | can be most helpful, which 
necessarily includes respecting others’ decisions even if | disagree. In that regard, a notable experience 
occurred in summer 2016 when, in preparation for the Canvas rollout, | alerted IT leaders to some 
important limitations in their proposed implementation. | was particularly concerned that 70 clicks 
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were required for a RC course assistant to copy a changed template through to the 10 sections, 
especially since this process must be repeated every time there is new material to distribute —every 
supplement added or typo corrected. In short order, | built a script that reduced the process to two 
clicks. IT staff examined my approach, evaluated it at some length, and decided they preferred to retain 
the approach they had planned. (They were concerned that my tool might malfunction in unforeseen 
circumstances. Their approach had the notable benefit of being entirely supported by Canvas’s 
developer, while my approach was an unofficial “hack.”) | disagreed, but it was their decision to make. | 
have not pursued this matter further. 

Yet even as | hoped for more from some aspects of Canvas, | haven’t turned away from the IT team that 
managed that rollout. Quite the contrary, | remain in contact with these staff roughly once per month, 
sending specific suggestions that | gather are sometimes quite useful. In one suggestion, sent just last 
month, | suggested improvements for tracking student absences, combining four separate systems 
where such information is currently stored. IT’s Jeanne Po replied the next day to thank me for my 
suggestions, mentioning that “As always, it is extremely helpful,” and adding that my effort was also 
“timed so perfectly” as her team was also thinking about this subject. We may never know whether my 
suggestions went beyond what her team was already planning, but her unsolicited thanks meant a lot to 
me as | continue to evaluate whether I’m on the right track. 

Meanwhile, I’ve found particular satisfaction in helping a sight-impaired colleague use novel IT to teach 
without special staff assistance, specifically by repurposing classroom “polling” buttons to let students 
register their interest in speaking and even convey the urgency of their interest. For her, this was a big 
step forward: | gather she was not looking forward to having a staff member handle calls or whisper 
names in her ear, whereas my software makes her independent. Indeed, with the urgency feature, 
there’s a sense in which the software lets her prioritize calls better than fully-sighted instructors. As you 
might expect, the process had twists and delays, taking almost a year from initial articulation of the 
concept until first use in the classroom. But | think we reached an outcome that’s better than anything 
my colleague had hoped for. Furthermore, my software could be useful to other sight-impaired 
instructors as well as to anyone wanting the urgency/priority feature. (In fact, Josh Coval first proposed 
this feature and says he wanted it for years.) | hope this tool demonstrates two things: First, the 
substantive result is something | am proud of—a major service to a colleague in need. Second, this 
process entailed close work with multiple Media Services staff, and even with their outside AV 
contractor. It seems the ultimate burden on Media Services was relatively low—modest cost and 

modest staff time. | hope their experience, working on this with me and with the affected instructor, is 

something they see positively too. 

Based on the FRB’s report in 2015 and knowing a further review would soon follow, it would have been 

easier and arguably safer to stop trying to get involved in IT improvements—mindful that any such 
efforts could backfire or could be seen as out of line. Indeed, both before and after the FRB’s report, 
multiple colleagues questioned why | spend time on these internal projects. | understand their 
reasoning, but | tried to take something more nuanced from the FRB’s assessment—not that it’s 
improper to try, but that | needed to redouble my efforts to make sure that | do it properly and leave 
others feeling fully respected and as good about me as | do about the underlying purpose. 

Choice of outside projects; methods and style 

Well before the FRB’s report, | had already begun to rethink certain of my outside activities. My 

November 2015 reply to the FRB summarized some of those changes, and | have continued in the same 
direction. In response to the Blinkx matter, | became increasingly skeptical of relationships that might 
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create an appearance of a conflict of interest, even when clearly permissible under law and even when 
otherwise a good match for my skills and interests. | have declined several such projects and expect to 
continue to decline them in the future. |’m confident that there are ways to do such work without 

creating a risk of an appearance of conflict, most naturally by declining payment of any kind from any 
source, or perhaps through improved disclosures that leave no doubt what I’m doing or why. But 
mindful of public concern at the way | handled the Blinkx matter, | have stayed away from such projects. 

As to consumer protection projects, | have continued to follow the approach | conveyed in 2015, namely 
picking my focus areas with significantly greater care. | previously told the FRB about some of the 
litigation matters | originated, including efforts to protect first advertisers, and later consumers, from a 
variety of improper charges. | have been pleased to see the interested public broadly receptive to these 
efforts, some of which have led to substantial refunds to victims. My newest consumer protection 
efforts include some embodied in class action litigation, and | anticipate (and have seen early signs 
seeming to confirm) public support. For example, airlines’ growing fees are notoriously unpopular, and 
where | can demonstrate that such fees are not just arbitrary but indeed unlawful (for example, 
breaching some regulatory duty or prior contractual commitment), it seems the interested public shares 
my goal of reducing the fees and even compelling airlines to provide refunds. Consider also my May 
2016 online article about Uber billing errors—overcharging consumers, promising “refunds” but 
delivering credits, and adding undisclosed restrictions to seemingly-simple promotions. With proof in 
screenshots on my site, with my tone appropriate throughout, and with my explicit focus on refunds for 
everyone affected, these were straightforward discussions about contract terms and truth in 

advertising, not a tirade or impassioned debate. Meanwhile, | was pleased to see Uber change its 
practices to cease the overcharges | revealed. | count that as a success, and while it’s incomplete 
(victims only refunded if they read my article, realized what happened, and contacted Uber to request 
benefits), | don’t plan to pursue it further. 

Considering other points of view 

The FRB found me deficient in understanding and accepting other points of view. | took the feedback to 
heart and have made changes, including a new approach that allows me to deliberately and thoughtfully 
consider others’ perspectives. Specifically, | try to mitigate my strong instincts by pausing to assess the 
counterarguments. For tougher cases, | endeavor to pause further to restate the counterarguments in 

my own words, as persuasively as | can, stepping into the shoes of whoever I’m talking to, or into those 
of a possible future critic who assesses a given project. This builds in part on a suggestion | received 
from Jan Rivkin, and I’ve found it an effective and rigorous way to deepen my appreciation of multiple 
points of view. 

Importantly, even when this process hasn’t changed my mind about the “right” answer or the best 
answer, it has helped me see other perspectives and has broadened the set of questions where | 
recognize that reasonable people can disagree. For example, this approach led me to conclude that 

even as | disagreed with IT’s approach to certain aspects of the Canvas rollout, it was their decision to 
make and | needed to leave them to it. 

Impact of teaching LCA 

Since January 2017, I’ve been teaching LCA. There was an unavoidable irony to this assignment. 
Nonetheless, in my view the course is going extraordinarily well. | have much to say about the course 
substance, depth of the cases and questions, and teaching group, all of which | have found impressive 
and satisfying. But perhaps much of that goes beyond the interests and scope of the FRB. 
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For FRB purposes, a particularly relevant facet is the relationship between course concepts and my prior 
activities. For example, my experience in the Blinkx matter connected directly to questions that arise in 
the course—what methods equity analysts may lawfully and ethically use to assess company prospects, 
a question that arose in the final pasture of our discussion of insider trading in Martha Stewart. It was 
tempting to leave my saga out of the teaching plan. (One key worry: What insight could come from 
discussing my own activities, when students with negative views would inevitably feel limited in what 
they could say with me facilitating discussion?) Nonetheless, | concluded that | needed to explore my 
experience, including what | did and how others saw it—not just because it was personally relevant, but 
because some students were likely to know about it already, and | couldn’t ignore the elephant in the 
room. Whatever trepidations | had, the pasture was compelling. Students were intrigued, and they 
were quick to apply their skills to assess the situation. |’m not one to be emotional in teaching, but this 

discussion brought me closer to these students than I’ve ever felt to others. 

Looking ahead, | see other areas where my personal experience—and the activities the FRB examined—
are bound to come into the classroom. Should my restaurant pricing experience find its way into the 

responsibilities to customers module, as | teach it in my section? Here too, given my amply documented 
experience which the students of course know, | think it has to. | wouldn’t wish this on other 

instructors, but nonetheless it will make a reasonable mini-pasture. Separately, some of my class action 
litigation efforts, seeking refunds for consumers or advertisers or others, will also arise. Writing weeks 
before those sessions, | cannot yet state precise teaching purposes or takeaways. But between the 
process of preparing to teach and the insights from students, I’m confident that I'll emerge with a richer 

understanding of what I’m doing, whether it makes sense, and how it should be adjusted. 

Sitting with LCA instructors and others in general management 

In my new office with LCA instructors, the world looks somewhat different. Where NOM colleagues 
might discuss the latest paper in AER or methods for improving identification in field experiments, the 
northwest quadrant of Morgan 4 is more likely to talk about an ethical dilemma in the news or a 
possible addition to the LCA curriculum. More generally, sitting with a different group provides a 
natural opportunity to see the world in a different light and to rethink my prior perspective in light of 
the focus of those now around me. It’s a big change, but ultimately | feel comfortable in both places. 

Moving to Morgan also has benefits beyond LCA colleagues. People |’d previously see every few weeks 

are suddenly just down the hall. Baker always felt a bit distant from the core of HBS, and Morgan 4 is 
the very opposite of that. 

Suggestions on additional sources and evidence 

Both when | first read the FRB’s report, and again as | reread it more recently, | remarked that the report 
did not discuss the perspectives of the faculty or staff with whom | have worked most closely. In the 

accompanying addendum, beginning on the next page, | list a variety of such faculty and staff, the 
contexts in which | have worked with them, and what | believe the FRB might learn from consulting with 
them. | intentionally omit most faculty and staff affiliated with NOM in light of the FRB’s prior sense 
that evaluations are most useful when they come from outside the unit. 

| hope that these colleagues can provide insight into my approach and a useful perspective on the 
concerns raised in the original FRB report. 
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Other Staff and Faculty with Extended Observations Yielding Possible Insight on My Character 

Faculty outside my unit: 

Tom Eisenmann ran a teaching group as Peter Coles and | took over his EC course in 2008-2009. We also 
worked together on questions of Independent Project structure and overlapping students, EC courses 
for “tech tribe” students, skills-based teaching (particularly software design), faculty rights in case 
publications, and online distribution of cases. We often discuss research due to overlapping interests. 
From dozens of discussions going back to the very beginning of my time at HBS, | think Tom has a full 
sense of who | am, what I’m interested in, and what |’m likely to do in the future. 

John Deighton and Sunil Gupta led focused Exec Ed programs in which | taught perhaps half a dozen 
times, often with one of them observing. John and | also presented jointly at faculty reunions on 
approximately a dozen occasions—offering provocatively opposite assessments of the effectiveness of 
online marketing. From these sessions, as well as overlapping research interests which we’ve also 
discussed at some length, | think John and Sunil are particularly well positioned to assess who | am and 
where I’m headed. 

Marco lansiti and Shane Greenstein lead the Digital Initiative, in which | have participated as a regular 
and active seminar participant (among other things}. We often discuss research due to overlapping 
interests. From these activities, as well as overlapping research interests which we’ve also discussed at 
some length, | think Marco and Shane are well positioned to assess my approach and my prospects. 

Jeff Polzer was FIELD 3 course-head when | taught in that course during winter 2015. Other senior track 
faculty in the FIELD 3 teaching group included Mike Toffel (2015) and Cynthia Montgomery (2016). | 
think they would report that | was a well-liked participant in the teaching group, making substantive 
contributions relating to my skills and research (for example, strategies and guidance for teams working 
on software-based businesses and particularly marketplaces) as well as administrative contributions to 
facilitate delivery of a complex, logistics-intensive course. 

Mike Toffel, in his capacity of TOM course-head, in fall 2016 inquired about a random-call tool | had 
made previously, as he thought that tool could help add excitement to the final day of TOM. In a quick 

discussion, we concluded that a new tool would be even more effective. | wrote it quickly, and | 
understand that he and some other members of the teaching group used it the next day. | think Mike 
would report that he was pleased to receive a tool that did everything he wanted, reliably and easily, on 
an unusually tight timetable. 

software with built-in classroom hardware (specifically, polling buttons) both to assist sight-impaired 

instructors ae an to facilitate market-based call prioritization (Coval). | think they’re all 

who in winter 2017 is using the software intensively, will report that it transformed her approach to 
teaching and increased her confidence in the classroom. 

er vision. For example, | reworked the ergonomics of her office workspace, including loaning her 
stopgap equipment before official HBS accommodation equipment became available. | devised an 
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unobtrusive software solution to let her view seminar slides on a tablet, at a distance and angle that 
work for her, without requiring that the presenter do anything extra. | think Christine will report that 

these benefits improved her comfort and productivity and allowed her to feel like a full participant in 
seminars. 

Youngme Moon led the MBA program during the period in which | first raised concerns about proposed 
reduction in classroom projector screen size. | think she'll report that she was alarmed by the changes, 
all the more so because changes were made without IT telling her or seeking or receiving her approval. 
She may remember thanking me for discovering the problem before the semester began, with enough 

time left for her to undo the change without impact to a single class (and indeed without most faculty 
learning about the issue or needing to spend a moment thinking about it). Some of her 

contemporaneous emails on this subject are in Exhibit 2 to my Reply to FRB (November 6, 2015). 

Richard Nolan and Robert Austin led a focused Exec Ed program in which | taught repeatedly. | think 
they'll report that | was an effective instructor. They may recall that after | taught a case they wrote, 

The iPhone at IVK, | then wrote and published a teaching note for that case—| gather, a rarity, in that 
few faculty write teaching notes for other instructors’ cases.”

Arthur Segel and John Macomber led a focused Exec Ed program in which | taught once, and we have 
repeatedly discussed overlapping research interests as well as connections between our courses and 
research. | think they’ll report that | was an effective instructor and that we have enjoyed exploring 
related interests. 

David Parkes (the George F. Colony Professor of Computer Science and Area Dean for Computer Science) 
leads the SEAS expansion into Allston. For several years, we have discussed transportation options to 
link the Allston and Cambridge campuses, drawing on my research and casewriting as to certain 
transportation innovations. | think David will report that my remarks changed the way he thinks about 
transportation options and convinced him to look into novel options he would otherwise have rejected 
without serious consideration. 

Shawn Cole teaches a required course for HBS-HKS joint degree candidates, and in both 2016 and 2017 
invited me to guest-teach in that course. | think Shawn will report that my sessions were effective and 
well-received. 

Mitch Weiss and | have repeatedly discussed a range of overlapping research and course development 
interests at the intersection of technology and public policy, as well as course development associated 

with technological skill-building and entrepreneurship (grounded in our joint FIELD 3 teaching in 2015). | 
think Mitch will report that in FIELD 3 | was well-liked and a full contributor, and that our subsequent 

discussions have helped guide some of the most challenging aspects of his course development. 

Joe Badaracco is the Course Head of LCA, in which | am currently teaching. | have also worked closely 
with Lena Goldberg on developing new teaching materials. Within the teaching group, | have worked 
most closely with Nien-hé Hsieh on teaching plans and pedagogy. In the first few weeks of teaching, | 

* A colleague asks why | wrote a teaching note for someone else's case. | thought my teaching plan might be 
helpful for others looking for teaching ideas for this material. | do not claim that my substantive contribution was 
extraordinary or even notable enough to be starred in my review packet (which it is not). Nonetheless, for FRB 
purposes, I think this document demonstrates my longstanding contributions to the HBS community. Notice that | 
published this note in 2010, years before Blinkx or restaurant pricing raised the prospect of a FRB review or similar 

scrutiny. 
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