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Carole Bland (Faculty Development Working Group) 

 
[In these minutes:  research secrecy policy; conflict of interest; update on sessions on education in the 
responsible conduct of research; academic publishing; report from the Faculty Development Working 
Group] 
 
 
1. Research Secrecy Policy 
 
 Professor Hamilton convened the meeting, welcomed the visitors, and invited their participation 
in the discussion.  He related that when he initially announced that the Committee would take up the 
Research Secrecy policy there was a concern expressed in some quarters that there was a hidden agenda.  
He assured the Committee there was nothing hidden at all; Board of Regents' policies (which this one is) 
are supposed to be reviewed every three years, and as best he could tell, the last time the research secrecy 
policy was reviewed was in 1971.  He said he would like it on the record that the policy was reviewed in 
November, 2000. 
 
 Professor Hamilton then said that he saw the need only for minor changes in terminology and that 
the policy, by and large, looked good.  He inquired if anyone had comments. 
 
 Professor Dickey said he became aware of the policy when he served as chair of the Senate 
Committee on Social Concerns and the question of research on the Reagan administration's Strategic 
Defense Initiative (SDI) was before the University.  He said he had no concerns with the University's 
policy and that it should be retained as is.  One question, however, is this:  can graduate assistants be 
required to have a security clearance to work on research (a question that was raised with SDI)?  If so, it  
means, in effect, that only graduate assistants who are United States citizens will be eligible for positions 
requiring such clearance. 
 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 



Senate Research Committee 
November 13, 2000 
 
 

2

 Is that still a problem, Professor Hamilton asked?  Dr. Bloomfield said he had not thought of it 
before this meeting.  The policy does address post-facto classification, Professor Dickey said, and covers 
people who go to national research sites and have access to classified material.  That is not a problem, he 
concluded.  The problem arises with the graduate assistants who are working on the campus on research 
projects that include classified information. 
 
 One related issue is raised with ITAR (International Trafficking in Arms Regulations, from the 
Department of Commerce, which prohibits export of any information on munitions), Mr. Wink said.  
Professor Kuhi said that ITAR has affected the extent to which astronomers can exchange computer data.  
Mr. Wink said that University argues that ITAR does not apply to it because the University's work is 
fundamental research.  He works with the General Counsel's office to get removed from contracts 
language that affects publication of research results.  The University does have a contract with the Army 
that requires security clearance--but that is because individuals have access to classified information, not 
because of what might be published in the way of research results.  He said there needs to be a 
mechanism to monitor restrictive requirements in research grants and contracts. 
 
 Professor Neet inquired if an agency can reject people for research.  Professor Dickey said he 
thought it was appropriate for agencies to be selective in who they allow at national research sites to do 
research with classified information; the question is with research grants to the University (which include 
provisions for hiring graduate assistants).  Does the University want to allow research that requires 
security clearances for the graduate assistants? 
 
 Such a requirement would not only preclude participation by those who are not U. S. citizens, Dr. 
Bloomfield observed, it would also preclude open discussion of the research at the University.  
Presumably such research could not be used in a doctoral dissertation, for example, unless all of the 
committee members have received security clearances.  This could mushroom, Dean El-Fakahany 
observed. 
 
 Mr. Wink reported that the University has turned down research with requirements that conflict 
with the policy.  So, Professor Hamilton said, Sponsored Projects Administration is establishing 
procedures to implement the policy that are ad hoc and not written down. 
 
 Professor Kuhi referred to language in the existing policy (the policy does not apply to "research 
which involves . . . (ii) the analysis of the characteristics or uses of proprietary devices or substances, 
provided that the results of such research may be published freely in the aggregate or used to guide the 
design of broader research activities").  This sounds like the case that came to the Committee last year, he 
said; how is the language applied in practice?  In that case, Mr. Wink responded, the contract provided 
that the results could not be published unless they were positive.  The approach they take, he said, is to 
not accept any language that does not allow publication in the aggregate. 
 
 Dr. Paller commented that a lot of universities have been criticized for not having as formidable a 
policy as the University's; the policy has kept the University out of trouble and should be a model for 
others.  The University should live with it because it has served the institution in good stead and it should 
be proud of the policy. 
 
 Dr. Bloomfield noted that the policy requires that generally the University will not accept support 
for research if the contract or grant "limits the full and prompt public dissemination of results."  What 
about delayed publication, he asked?  Some provisions call for publication to be delayed for 30 or 60 or 
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90 days; what is the University's experience?  Mr. Wink said the vast majority of projects are federally-
sponsored and there are typically no restrictions on publication.  Some federal agencies want more time 
for review; his office starts with the assumption that 30 days is sufficient but will go to 60 or 90 days in 
some instances and they work with the faculty member when this question arises.  A drug company may 
want more time, Dr. Bloomfield observed; is a specific time limit written into a contract?  Mr. Wink said 
30, 60, or 90 days are specified, but the University generally seeks the shorter time; in some cases the 
University has an interest in protecting intellectual property as well. 
 
 Are there any restrictions on graduate assistants now, Professor Larsen asked?  Professor 
Hamilton said they are not mentioned in the policy; it is a faculty policy.  In some cases, graduate 
assistants go to federal laboratories; can a security clearance be required?  It would be difficult to fit them 
into the policy without changing the context of the entire policy.   
 
 Professor Poppele contended that requiring security clearances DOES fall within the ambit of the 
policy.  Professor Hamilton agreed in the case of grants administered by the University.  What about the 
Army contract?  Professor Wink reported that no security clearances are required to work on that project.   
 
 There is no problem with requiring security clearances to work in government labs, Professor 
Dickey repeated; there is if graduate assistants must have clearance to work on projects where they are 
paid by a grant through the University.  Mr. Wink said the University tries to negotiate such language out 
of contracts.  If it cannot, the matter comes to this Committee, as required by the policy.  He pointed out 
that there has only been one instance since 1985 when a case was brought to the Committee.  Dr. El-
Fakahany added that the University has had many grants from the military and they are almost always 
unclassified. 
 
 Professor Hamilton inquired about the proposed business incubator park that the President 
mentioned at the economic summit.  If the buildings are owned by the University the research would fall 
under this policy; if not, it would not.  Ms. Peterson said the proposal was still conceptual; Dr. Bloomfield 
said it was his understanding that the University would prefer NOT to own the building and would rather 
have an arm's-length relationship with the park.  Even if the University owned the buildings, he added, it 
could lease space to an external organization and thus treat it as not coming under the policy.  Professor 
Hamilton suggested that the President be informed that the policy could apply to an incubator park, 
depending on how it were structured. 
 
 The Committee concluded it had no significant questions about the policy.  Professor Hamilton 
said he would bring to the next meeting slight revisions to the policy for the Committee to consider; he 
invited Committee members send any suggestions for changes to the Committee staff. 
 
2. Conflict of Interest 
 
 Professor Hamilton next inquired of Dr. Bloomfield if he had had a chance to follow up with 
Harvard and MIT on their conflict of interest policies.  Dr. Bloomfield said that both institutions flatly 
prohibit sponsorship of research in faculty labs where the faculty member has ownership in the company 
sponsoring the research; he said he did not know if there was a threshold ownership limit.  The basic 
policy, however, is own an interest in the company or do research for it but not both.  The Executive Vice 
President's conflict review committee has made a decision that the University would adopt that standard, 
he reported.  He said he has not yet drafted any proposed policy change; it may be that this is something 
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that can be done as an administrative procedure rather than a Senate policy, but with discussion in this 
Senate committee. 
 
 What about when the University owns equity in the company and the investigator receives a share 
of income although not by name, Dr. Paller inquired?  Is the investigator still free to participate in the 
research?  Dr. Bloomfield said he thought so.  It is interesting that there is no restriction when the 
investigator has an interest through the University, Dr. Paller commented.  Dr. Bloomfield said that 
institutional conflict of interest is a growing problem throughout the country. 
 
 Dr. El-Fakahany said he had reviewed the policies of the CIC institutions and found the 
University's to be very verbose, pages and pages long.  Others have policies of one page.  He also said the 
University has a very weak position vis-à-vis conflict of commitment (activities that take away from the 
faculty member's commitment to the University, such as offering a course at the University during the day 
and offering the same course through another local college at night).  There is a history behind the failure 
of the University to adopt a conflict of commitment policy, Professor Hamilton said; there was an attempt 
to enact one that "went down in flames." 
 
3. Education in the Responsible Conduct of Research 
 
 Professor Hamilton welcomed Professor Virginia Seybold to the meeting to report on the 
education initiative in the responsible conduct of research.  He said that she had worked long and hard on 
the effort and achieved "fantastic results."   
 
 Professor Seybold distributed a summary of statistics and information about the sessions.  The 
target date for implementation of the Regents' Policy on PI Eligibility for Use of Sponsored Funds is 
January 1, 2001; based on the results from the education efforts thus far, she told the Committee, she 
believes the policy can be implemented as planned.  One question is whether participation in the training 
sessions can be tracked and reported to Sponsored Projects Administration; they are in the process of 
building a database on attendance at the sessions. 
 
 In the national context, the Public Health Service has proposed requiring education in the 
responsible conduct of research; the proposal calls for PIs and all research staff to participate.  The final 
regulation is proposed to be implemented in October, 2002.  There is a large overlap between the 
University's curriculum and what the Public Health Service has proposed.  In addition, Professor Seybold 
reported, NIH requires--now--education in the use of human subjects in research both for non-competitive 
renewals as well as new proposals.  That applies to more than the PI, she affirmed in response to a 
question, but there has been confusion about language requiring such training for "key personnel":  who 
are they?  The movement is in the direction of training not just the PI but all personnel. 
 
 Professor Seybold then reported that the Senate resolution on education in the responsible 
conduct of research included administrators; the Faculty Education Advisory Committee is now looking 
at what should be developed for deans, department heads, and senior administrators.  Dr. El-Fakahany 
asked if they were keeping track of departments heads who participated in the training sessions; Professor 
Seybold said it had not just been faculty and that there were a number of administrators, associate deans, 
and more than one dean.  She said she did not know how many chairs and heads participated. 
 
 Professor Hamilton said that the curriculum for administrators would be very different from that 
of PIs because overseeing what is going on in a department is different from overseeing what is going on 
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in one's lab.  At the same time, he said, most chairs/heads in IT and in the Academic Health Center may 
themselves have grants.  Professor Seybold agreed that the level of education required for PIs would not 
be the same as that for academic administrators. 
 
 Asked if there would be reports by college, Professor Seybold said there would and they would 
be sent to the colleges. 
 
 The problem, Professor Hamilton said, is that Human Resources databases are not very good; 
they include many people who have died or left the University; PeopleSoft is creating a lot of problems.  
Once they are straightened out it will be possible to track participation in the training sessions--but that 
will also depend on departments providing accurate information. 
 
 Ms. VanDrasek asked if the training for academic administrators would include Directors of 
Graduate Study.  Dr. El-Fakahany said this would be a good idea because the DGS needs a more intense 
level of education and more than other academic administrators.  Professor Seybold said she would look 
at the idea.  She noted that participation is not closed; if senior faculty are interested in participating there 
is opportunity to do so.  Professor Hamilton suggested that this proposal go to the Graduate School. 
 
 Professor Hamilton thanked Professor Seybold for her presentation. 
 
4. Committee Business 
 
 The Committee discussed for a short while how it wished to approach the issue of the use of 
animals in research. 
 
 The discussion then turned to academic publishing and the cost of journals.  Dr. Bloomfield 
reported that the spring Responsible Conduct of Research forum will be on the topic, on April 27.  He 
said he would like opinions on a proposal.  IT faculty are mounting a campaign because of the number of 
journals being cut. One way to look at this is to develop a figure of merit using a citation index, 
University faculty usage statistics (the number published in and cited).  One could develop a figure of 
merit that would shake out journals into low merit and high merit groups.  What would the Committee 
think about that, he asked? 
 
 Professor Hamilton said that it would be akin to population statistics and the needs of an 
individual faculty member might be completely different.  That may be, Dr. Bloomfield conceded, but he 
surmised that for a significant number of journals the merit measure might be zero.  Professor Poppele 
agreed with Professor Hamilton; the University libraries should have all that faculty need to do their 
work. 
 
 There is the illusion that with electronic publishing, someone else also has a journal and one can 
get it elsewhere, Professor Neet said, so the number of copies published drops and the cost increases and 
major research universities libraries become more dependent on each other.   
 
 It was agreed that this issue should be brought back to the Committee. 
 
5. Report from the Faculty Development Working Group 
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 The next item on the agenda was a report from the Faculty Development Working Group; 
Professor Hamilton welcomed Professor Carole Bland, chair of the Working Group, to make a report.  He 
commented that it will be useful for the Committee to know what the Working Group is doing because its 
work could have a big impact on the research environment. 
 
 Professor Bland distributed copies of the charge to and the membership list of the Working 
Group.  The charge, from Vice Provost Robert Jones and Regents’ Professor Richard Goldstein (chair of 
the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs), is “to recommend what new initiatives should be implemented 
by the University, or what actions should taken to remove barriers, to help faculty be most productive 
(i.e., meet their individual goals and collective the University’s goals) and enjoy high morale?  Further, 
how should these activities be coordinated?”   
 
 Vice Provost Jones subsequently modified the charge slightly, Professor Bland reported, to 
include what could be done to increase the research productivity in the University?  Teaching is receiving 
attention in other forums and there are efforts focused on department development but there is nothing 
focused on research.   
  
 The Working Group has looked at past task force reports; it seems that they come about every ten 
years.  All of the earlier reports had an impact; one can track the effect of their recommendations.  The 
Working Group is looking at what the University can do to facilitate research.  The University is not 
doing badly, Professor Bland commented, but it could do better. 
 
 The first task was to define research, which has taken months.  Research is very different across 
the University; the Working Group has identified measures and obtained benchmarks from other 
institutions that appear to be doing better than the University.  Given the difficulty of comparing inter-
institutional measures, the Working Group may also use measures from internally-successful 
departments.  Between that effort and examining the policies and procedures at other institutions, the 
Working Group hopes to make recommendations for the University. 
 
 The real issue is “what is research productivity?” Professor Hamilton said.  Is it the same in every 
good department?  How is it measured?  What the Working Group will measure, Professor Bland 
responded, includes the usual items:  the number of grants, the number of articles, the number of grants 
applied for, the number of patents, and department rankings.  It will also look at faculty morale and 
satisfaction and the recruitment and retention of faculty; those get away from strict benchmarks, but 
institutions that are successful in research are also good in faculty recruitment and retention.   
 
 How are the benchmarks selected, Dr. Paller asked?  The Working Group talked with Dr. 
Zetterberg and selected Wisconsin, Washington, Ohio State, and Stanford because it wanted to use 
institutions as good or better than the University and also institutions that matched the complexity of 
Minnesota. 
 
 The Working Group is not applying its work to the coordinate campuses, is it? Professor Neet 
asked?  Why not, Professor Bland inquired?  The campuses Professor Bland named cannot be compared 
with Crookston and Morris, Professor Neet maintained. 
 
 Professor Klinger took a different view.  He said he believed it would be a serious mistake to use 
the salary peer group for the coordinate campuses for this purpose.  The coordinate campuses are part of 
the University of Minnesota and share its research mission; there is no true “peer group” for the other 
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campuses in this respect.  If these campuses are to remain part of the University, he said, they must be 
treated as such, and any review of research productivity should apply to the coordinate campuses as well 
as the Twin Cities campus. 
 
 Professor Neet agreed but pointed out that Crookston is still hiring faculty with M.A. degrees.  At 
Crookston they are not talking about doing MORE research, they are talking about DOING research.  
Research has never been one of the criteria for hiring faculty at Crookston but wants to move in that 
direction.  The University cannot only elevate what is at the top, she said. 
 
 The University may not want to increase research productivity in all units, Professor Bland said, 
but for those where it does, the criteria would be the same. 
 
 As one looks at prominent research indicators, Dr. Bloomfield said, what is most striking about 
the University of Minnesota is how few national prize-winners and national academy members it has for 
its size and quality.  He said that deans and other academic officers need to systematically identify faculty 
who should be nominated for these awards.  Of all things the University lacks, it is farthest behind in this 
respect.  He said he hoped that would be one recommendation of the Working Group. 
 
 Professor Bland then said the Working Group is looking at outcome measures (increased faculty 
morale and satisfaction, increased leadership skills in administrators, increased faculty retention and 
quality recruitment, increased research productivity measured by patents and decreased time between 
promotions, increased sponsored research, and increased national stature of the University with respect to 
its research) and strategies that could be used to increase the University’s standing.  Professor 
Bloomfield’s suggestion is one strategy.  Mentoring is another; Michigan is very good at mentoring but 
the University is not—and it is a predictor of research productivity. 
 
 Professor Klinger said he hoped the report would also analyze workload and demands on faculty 
time.  There must be a positive incentive and stimulus to do research; the University must also not hold 
people back from doing research.  The workload in some departments and on some campuses does so, he 
said.   
 
 It is both workload and a FRAGMENTED workload, Professor Bland agreed.  At Michigan, for 
example, the total number of hours faculty work is about the same as at Minnesota but the time set aside 
for research is higher at Michigan.  There is no central accounting for demands on faculty time, Professor 
Klinger said; every time there is a new idea about something the faculty can do no one counts the time 
demanded of the faculty. 
 
 Ms. VanDrasek asked if the production of researchers is being considered.  Professor Bland said 
the Working Group just added that measure but has not figured out yet how to count; is an M.A. or M.S. 
student equivalent to a Ph.D. student? 
 
 Professor Hamilton thanked Professor Bland for her report and adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


