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1. Professional Liability Insurance 
 
 Professor Elliott convened the meeting at 9:30 and noted that the article distributed to Committee 
members by email about the need for professional liability insurance had caught the attention of several.  
Professor Hanna, chair of the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs, has suggested that SCFA examine the 
topic first, and refer to this Committee any issues related to academic freedom.  It was clear from the 
article that universities handle this kind of liability differently, so it will be important to find out the 
University of Minnesota's position.  Professor Miksch said she would be sure to attend the SCFA meeting 
at which the issues are discussed.  Vice Provost Carney suggested that SCFA invite Barbara Shiels from 
the General Counsel's office. 
 
2. Women's Faculty Cabinet Issues 
 
 Professor Elliott now welcomed Professor Caroline Hays, co-chair of the Women's Faculty 
Cabinet (hereafter WFC).   
 
 Professor Hayes explained that the WFC was created in 2006 by the Office of the Provost but 
without a charge; the idea was that it would identify the issues on which it should focus.  The goal is to 
improve the situation at the University for women faculty members; WFC has found, however, that the 
issues that disproportionately affect women also affect men, so ultimately affect everyone:  climate, 
working conditions (intellectual), and family issues, to name a few.  Their activities have included 
receptions to solicit issues and to identify the greatest needs and recurring themes.  Ultimately, the goal is 
to influence policy through interactions with committees such as this one, because changing policy is one 
important route to changing conditions and the culture. 
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 What are the recurring issues, Professor Elliott asked?  Child care, promotion and tenure, 
allocation of resources, hiring and retention practices, and stopping the tenure clock, Professor Hayes 
said.  She said the WFC has data about promotion from Dr. Carney and she has gathered information 
from Institutional Research on several issues, so they know the numbers.  The WFC also wants to know 
about the culture, so has added questions to the Pulse survey and has received that information.  They also 
look at the University compared to national norms.  Any one source of information is only part of the 
picture.  Dr. Carney reported that this Committee receives a report each year and looks at gender issues; 
lack of time on the agenda last year precluded its presentation, but she said that there are (proportionately) 
three times as many men denied tenure as there are women.  The question of tenure denial for women was 
raised by widely-publicized cases from SUNY-Buffalo last year, in which central officers overturned 
tenure recommendations for women faculty.  She has looked at the historical data and concluded that that 
has never occurred at this university, she assured the Committee.   
 
 In response to a query from Professor Elliott, Dr. Carney said they look at the faculty in cohorts 
to see what has happened after seven years; some have left, some are tenured, some are still on the tenure 
track (mostly because they stopped the tenure clock).  The overall tenure-success rate is about 58-60% for 
the cohorts. 
 
 Professor McLoon recalled that Associate Dean Anne Taylor had done a study of women faculty 
in the Medical School and learned that women make up about 25% of the associate professors but only 
4% of the full professors.  There appears to be a big drop-off.  Is that true across the University or just in 
the Medical School?  Dr. Carney said she has done a study (2005) of associate professors and years in 
rank, and intends to do another one this year to see if there have been any changes that have occurred with 
the changes in the tenure code.  There are different numbers of women faculty in the various colleges and 
there is also a difference in how fast associate professors are promoted; IT tends to be fast whereas the 
distribution in CLA is bimodal.  A lot of associate professors (about 38%) have been in rank for more 
than eight years, but there were fewer women faculty in earlier times and she would like to look at more 
recent data to see if there are differences between men and women. 
 
 Professor Hayes reported that the Pulse data revealed that more than one-half of the women 
faculty members believe that if they stop the tenure clock, that action will be viewed negatively by their 
department, so people hesitate to use the option.  It is a cultural perception, and one question is how to 
make people feel safe about stopping the clock.  That plays into the work-family balance issue.  She has 
seen statistics on women Ph.D.s applying for faculty positions by field; in many, women apply 
proportionately far less than do men, and the differences are related to work-family balance, which affects 
who applies.   
 
 The number of faculty who are stopping the clock increases every year, Dr. Carney reported.  She 
also pointed out that only a small proportion of faculty fill out the Pulse survey, and to have information 
they can rely on, they need a larger sample.   
 
 One factor is beyond the power of the University to fix, Professor Wells said:  In her world, NIH 
grants are very important.  If one has a grant for four-five years, it is very important to one's career, and 
even if a faculty member stops the clock, NIH does not, and one can lose the grant.  She said she did not 
see how women faculty with NIH grants could stop the clock.  She reported that she was at an NIH 
symposium on how NIH could encourage women scientists and she brought up the issue of stopping the 
clock/becoming a parent; they agreed it is a problem.  Professor Marran responded that NIH does not 
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track who is coming up for promotion and tenure; if the person is at work, the work gets done.  Dr. 
Carney reported that three women faculty in her department had NIH grants and stopped the clock; they 
were still at work and they all received tenure.  The only point of stopping the clock is that the department 
looks at the file a year later than it normally would have.   
 

Professor Wells insisted, however, that stopping the clock is a slow-down in work.  Professor 
Abul-Hajj repeated Professor Wells' point:  in order to get a renewal on an NIH grant, one must show 
productivity; if one stops the clock, and slows down, one can lose the grant.  Dr. Carney responded that 
the data do not suggest that happens.  There is an implicit bias in funding agencies and they are not 
family-friendly to either men or women, Professor Elliott said.  Cultural pressures push toward continued 
productivity, something that needs to be addressed.  People are successful, she agreed, but what came out 
of their hides in order to achieve that success? 

 
Professor Hayes responded that stopping the clock does not mean stopping work on a grant, but 

agreed that Professor Elliott's point is a valid one.   
 
Professor Elliott pointed out that the University of Iowa automatically grants an extension of the 

tenure clock for new parents.  Dr. Carney said she had proposed a similar policy for this University when 
the tenure code provisions were being revised, but the Committee decided not to recommend it because it 
was affected by a message from an assistant professor who said it would be condescending.  She said that 
although the provision has been controversial with the Iowa Board of Regents, she continues to support it 
for Minnesota.  It would apply to both men and women, she said in response to a question from Professor 
Porter, and it is virtually automatic now, because if someone fills out the form, it is never denied. 

 
Professor Elliott asked how stopping the tenure clock intersects with the Family and Medical 

Leave Act.  It is completely separate from it, Dr. Carney said—there is no overlap.  Anyone at the 
University can use FMLA provisions, but only tenure-track faculty can change the conditions of their 
employment by stopping the clock.  She added that she does not say "stopping the clock" anymore, 
because it is really extending the probationary period.  So if a probationary faculty member takes a 
medical leave, he or she must apply separately to extend the probationary period, Professor Elliott 
observed. 
 
 Professor Miksch asked if the WFC has looked at data beyond those about stopping the clock and 
from the Pulse survey.  Professor Hayes said she would provide a URL to the Committee on information 
they have used.  Is there a difference in the number of hours men and women spend on work?  Senior 
women experience significantly more stress than men; men's stress declines over the career while the 
graph of women's stress resembles an upside-down V.  Both associate and full professors who are women 
spend more time on child care and elder care than do men, which does not explain why associate 
professors are so stressed. Work does not appear to be the CAUSE of the stress. 
 
 Professor McLoon asked if the WFC looks at the amount of service.  Some Medical School 
women faculty members are asked to be on many committees and part of many other groups.  That is a 
concern of faculty women that has not been addressed, Professor Hayes said.  This is something a sample 
survey will not get at, Dr. Carney said; the research will require focus groups and interviews, and it will 
be important to contrast the experiences of men and women.  Professor Miksch said she is aware from 
discussions at two WFC meetings she has attended that service demands are seen to vary by gender; there 
is more pressure on full professors and there is a perception that women do more service, similar to the 
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perception about extending the probationary period.  It would be useful, especially for extending the 
probationary period, to do some sort of education letting people know they are protected if they extend 
the probationary period (if that is in fact true).   Professor Gaugler said he would be interested in knowing 
if there are differences across units.  It is less useful to make a broad statement if there is no 
understanding of unit cultures.  Professor Anderson said she also thought about service; probationary 
faculty members are protected from service demands, but once one is tenured, one is tagged for service 
and there are no protections in place.  This is worth pursuing, she concluded. 
 

This is a significant part of the New Faculty Orientation, Dr. Carney reported.  They discuss 
promotion-and-tenure issues, including stopping the clock, and they also provide promotion-and-tenure 
workshops that emphasize the point.  This is also a part of chairs' training.  Is work needed at the unit 
level, Professor Gaugler asked?  They meet with 18-20 chairs per year, Dr. Carney said, so over time they 
cover many units.  One of the more difficult aspects of the problem is getting to the large number of 
senior faculty who are doing the voting on promotion and tenure; they have been here a long time and 
have views about stopping the clock.   
  
 Addressing the hesitancy to stop the clock includes multiple issues, Professor Hayes said:  
policies, knowing the policies, educating faculty, and the culture on the ground in the unit.  Even if one 
tells a probationary faculty member he or she can stop the clock, he or she will not take the risk if the 
department does not favor it.  She said she also would favor an automatic extension of the probationary 
period with a provision that one can opt not to do so.  If automatic, it would be for both men and women, 
Dr. Carney said.   
 
 Extending the probationary period is highly gendered, Professor Marran commented, and said she 
would like to know how males approach it.  She said she did not know if males use FMLA, something 
even more highly-charged for males.  There is no evidence to suggest that is true, Dr. Carney said, and a 
lot of men do stop the clock.  Professor Elliott said she would like to see the data by unit.  Professor 
Hayes said the WFC has also talked about seeing the data by unit, but the numbers are very small and it 
can become personal.  The numbers could go a long way to revealing cultural differences, Professor 
Elliott said.   
 
 Professor Wells said she would strongly oppose making automatic the stopping of the tenure 
clock.  In her unit, the vast majority of faculty work tied to promotion is through NIH grants.  If one 
thinks about it as extending the probationary period, that is different, Professor Porter replied.  When one 
lives by grants, Professor Wells said, one ties going up for promotion to the granting cycle.  The basic-
science departments did not want to extend the probationary period from six to nine years but the clinical 
departments did.  The basic sciences saw it as a marketing disadvantage—people expect to get tenure in 
six years—and saw the nine-year probationary period as raising the bar.  The basic science departments 
kept the six-year probationary period; the clinical departments adopted a nine-year period.  She said 
faculty women may not have children if they have to stop the clock.   
 
 What is quite significant is that new faculty members have a very different point of view, Dr. 
Carney reported.  They are not afraid to stop the tenure clock, which is a generational difference.  More 
senior faculty could be imposing their own expectations on them.  The new faculty have high 
expectations about the work-life balance—there has been a change in that regard.  Professor Anderson 
agreed and said that few faculty women of her generation had children—but younger women faculty 
members do.  They have the attitude that choosing an academic career does not mean opting out of a 
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family life.  Professor Elliott said she has seen the same phenomenon in the clinical training of 
physicians:  they do not intend to work as much as their teachers. 
 
 Professor Hayes inquired how the difference between a probationary period of six and nine years 
is related to stopping the tenure clock.  It can be stopped whether the period is six or nine years.  
Professor Wells said the faculty want to be in control so that the promotion cycle jibes with the granting 
cycle, and the basic science departments felt that the shorter the probationary period, the better, because 
there is a sense that the bar is raised if the period is nine years.  Whether a faculty member stops the 
clock, or says he or she does not want to do so, still leaves them in control; making the extension 
automatic does not remove that control.   
 
 Professor Elliott said the Committee will continue the discussion with Dr. Carney and Colleen 
when additional data are available.  Dr. Carney said her office is studying the long-term consequences of 
stopping the clock.  Professor Porter said his unit is celebrating its 100th anniversary—and he is not aware 
of any woman faculty member who has stopped the tenure clock.   
 
 Professor Elliott reported that several years ago, Dr. Esther Rothblum reported on the 
productivity of men and women once they were tenured, but the data were from 15 or 20 years ago.  
Women continued to be more productive, men less.  She suggested the Committee may wish to look at 
more recent data on this point to see if this may explain the heightened stress women in higher ranks 
report (compared to men). 
 
 Is this an action item, Professor Simon asked?  Or does the Committee wish to wait for data?  In 
his college, IT, women are asked to be on many committees; the chairs' orientation should make people 
aware of that demand.  He said he is not sure chairs go through the list of their faculty and see who has 
too many assignments.  This will be an issue as long as women faculty are in the minority, Professor 
Abul-Hajj said; the units want to treat them the same but they will be asked to do more; in large units, 
faculty can serve on one committee but in smaller ones they may be asked to serve on two or three.  The 
University is doing the right thing in extending the probationary period but its efforts may not coincide 
with external factors, such as grant funding. 
 
3. Electronic Voting in Promotion and Tenure 
 
 Professor Elliott turned next to Vice Provost Carney and welcomed Associate Dean Garrard to 
present a proposal from the School of Public Health to allow electronic voting on promotion and tenure.  
The Committee had been provided with the following message from Dr. Carney in advance of the 
meeting: 
 

The Procedures allow for a unit to request a variance from the Provost who is to consult with AF 
& T.  [At present], the voting rules allow only for written, sealed absentee ballots—no votes by 
phone, e-mail, or fax.  [Professor Miksch] will remember that we had many discussions about this 
issue.  The problem with these voting methods is that the ballot is not secret.  The School of 
Public Health has described an e-vote process on a secure, password protected web site.  All P & 
T materials can be viewed there (there is no prohibition for that).  Faculty on campus still 
convene for the discussion of the case.  Faculty who would have had to vote by written absentee 
ballot can also participate in the discussion by phone.  All faculty vote electronically after the 
meeting, including those at a remote site.  They use their X.500 number to get into the site.  Their 
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identity is stripped from their vote so that the unit knows who voted but not how they voted.  This 
is what we do already for online student evaluations and the technology works well.  This 
preserves the secrecy of the ballot as the Procedures intend.  It allows faculty who are on 
sabbatical or otherwise off campus to participate more fully in the process and it preserves the 
integrity of the meeting and discussion.  
 
This has been reviewed extensively by Sr VP Frank Cerra, Provost Sullivan, and me.  We are all 
in agreement that this is a reasonable request that preserves all of the intent behind the voting 
rules in the Procedures. . . .  [Public Health] would like to use this procedure for P & T voting this 
fall.  I have had similar requests from other units already.  Faculty on sabbatical or out on 
professional business want to hear and participate in the discussion and not just send in an 
absentee ballot. 

 
 Professor Miksch recalled that the Committee talked at some length about electronic voting in 
promotion-and-tenure discussions when the "Procedures for Reviewing Candidates for Tenure and/or 
Promotion:  Tenure-Track and Tenured Faculty" were revised.  The concerns were about confidentiality, 
but the proposal from the School of Public Health seems to respond to those concerns because the system 
is as secure as it is when one is physically present at the meeting. 
 
 Professor Gaugler recalled that he had brought up the question of electronic voting when the 
Committee was revising the Procedures.  This is what he had in mind, he said.  The concern was about 
voting but not being present for the discussion; Dr. Carney noted that the Procedures now allow for 
absentee ballots—but this system would allow more people to participate in the discussion.  Professor 
Gaugler said he sees this proposal as a model approach.   
 
 Dr. Carney said the School of Public Health has invested in the technology, but she and others 
grilled the dean and others about it.  It appears to be in keeping with the intent of the tenure policy that 
ballots be secret.  Dean Garrard pointed out that the system is server-based, not email-based. 
 
 Professor McLoon said her only concern is about granting exceptions.  When exceptions are 
granted, in a system where the process is already not always followed properly, it can give units the 
impression that they need not follow the policy.  Suddenly departments will think they can do as they 
wish—and the secrecy could be lost completely.  Dr. Carney said she has had other units ask about this 
system.  There are more faculty members doing work off campus these days who feel disenfranchised, 
she said, and it also increases the anxiety of probationary faculty if those with whom they have worked 
are not able to participate in the discussions.  This is an opportune time to reconsider the matter because 
she , along with Professors Chomsky and Clayton, have been constituted as an ad hoc subcommittee to 
review provisions of the tenure code, and they could recommend changes in the Procedures to 
accommodate this technology. 
 
 Committee members discussed how to characterize the Public Health proposal, and concluded 
that it should be considered a pilot project with a report back on how the system worked.  Professor 
Gaugler moved that the Committee supports the initiative to pilot the system proposed by the School of 
Public Health, for up to 12-24 months, and consider amending the Procedures if the system works as 
intended and described.  Some Committee members expressed a preference for amending the Procedures 
now, but ultimately the Committee voted unanimously for the motion.  Dr. Carney reported that she also 
has a request from the Morris campus to use the technology; Professor Elliott said Dr. Carney should 
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interpret the motion as allowing her to include both units in the pilot.  Professor Wells suggested allowing 
any unit that wished to use the technology; Professor McLoon objected that that was too broad a grant of 
authority.  Dr. Carney said she would monitor the use of the technology and would bring to the 
Committee any further requests for variance. 
 
 Professor Elliott thanked Dean Garrard for joining the meeting. 
 
4. Academic Freedom and the Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
 
 Professor Elliott now welcomed Professor Michael Oakes to discuss issues of academic freedom 
and the IRB.  The Committee had been provided a draft statement on faculty advisors and student 
research in advance of the meeting (appended to these minutes). 
 
 Professor Oakes began by noting that he has served on the IRB for nine years and has served as 
chair of the student-research panel for seven years.  He has been part of a group involved in national 
discussions about IRBs and academic freedom, especially in the social sciences.  Today he wished to alert 
the Committee to new tensions in the IRB world:  student research that includes human subjects, IRB-
covered research (such as ethnographic work, surveys, work in clinics, etc.).   
 
 Several years ago the University struggled with how to review student research.  It had always 
been tricky because the IRB is charged to balance the risks to subjects versus the benefits to the subjects 
and society.  Student projects sometimes have some risk but they rarely have benefits to the subjects or 
society.  As a result, the IRB set up a new panel (that now serves as a national model) for student research 
that focuses on an educational approach.  They use a three-variable calculus:  the risk, the benefits to 
subjects/society, and training.   
 
 If proposed student research is modestly risky (e.g., with classmates, the elderly, etc.), with no 
obvious benefit to the participants or society, but has a strong training component, it will be approved.  
When the training component is not so strong, however, how should the panel navigate academic freedom 
and the risks?  What do they do when a proposed project will not provide particularly good training to the 
student?  It is often said that the IRB should be cautious and should not censor research, and look to see 
that the study should answer the research question posed—irrespective of the research question.  Today, 
however, the question is the academic freedom question with respect to the advisor and training students.  
Where should the panel draw the line or discourage the project? 
 
 Professor McLoon said that in her view the faculty member has the ultimate responsibility.  There 
may be legal questions involved; if something happens in her lab, it is her responsibility.  She is 
responsible for training.  If she has the ultimate legal responsibility, undergraduates should not be PIs.  
That does not seem appropriate.  Professor Miksch said that she has a class protocol and trains students, 
who then interview people on the job at non-profits.  It is her responsibility to see that students are 
trained, she reviews the questions, and she signs off on who may do the research. 
 
 This is different, Professor Oakes said.  Class protocols work well.  The problems generally arise 
with honors papers or UROP projects and the like.  They require that the faculty member be a co-PI, with 
the student also as co-PI, and the faculty member give the responsibility for the research to the student.  
As an example, Professor Elliott said that when medical students do research with victims of physical and 
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sexual abuse, training students about the circumstances and needs of this vulnerable population is 
essential before the IRB (and research) process is begun.   
 
 The question, Professor Oakes said, is how the IRB should handle things when the faculty 
member is not doing the job and letting students submit applications that are too big or too much or that 
have an inferior training component (e.g., the research proposed cannot answer the question).  Professor 
McLoon said she has received many stipulations on her research proposals and the IRB should send such 
proposals back if they do not have sufficient training with the stipulation it be revised.  Many times these 
proposals come from the same faculty members, Professor Oakes added. 
 
 Professor Wells said there have been lots of projects involving humans approved but it would be 
very difficult, if not impossible, for a student to obtain approval for animal research.  It appears there is 
more freedom with humans than with animals.  Professor Oakes agreed but said the objective is to get 
real-life experience for the students.  But why with humans and not animals, Professor Wells asked?  That 
is something the IRB needs to look at, Professor Abul-Hajj said.  If the research is risky, it will not be 
approved.  If it does not have good training, it will not be approved.  What is he asking of the Committee?   
 
 The IRB is worried that it can say that a proposed project will not provide good training, or 
telling an advisor that the project collaboration is inferior.  Is that infringing on an advisor's academic 
freedom?  Professor Elliott agreed the question is legitimate and commented that she would be angry if 
her proposals were denied.  Professor Gaugler said he approaches proposals conservatively and asks 
about the risks and benefits:  if the risk is not outweighed by the benefit, he would not support it.  There is 
no way that a training benefit can supersede the risks to subjects or the benefits to society—those first two 
elements of the calculus are important.   
 
 So studies with only a small risk can be approved, Professor Oakes concluded, but those with 
more risk should not.  There are proposals with more risk that come from a few faculty members over the 
years; perhaps the IRB needs to take the position that those faculty members may not advise students on 
research that requires IRB approval.  Professor Gaugler said he did not see this as an academic freedom 
issue, he saw it as compliance.  Professor McLoon said that research cannot operate outside legal 
constraints and this sounds like a compliance issue.  Has anyone looked beyond the IRB to see whether 
the research is being done anyway?  The University has a responsibility to police itself.   
 
 What have they done to date with these cases, Professor Elliott asked?  They have been patient, 
Professor Oakes said, and tried to counsel the faculty members.  They are worried students will get caught 
in the crossfire—they may have great ideas but find out that their advisor has a bad record.  So recently 
they have also begun talking with the Provost about a small number of problem cases, but they also 
wanted to hear from this Committee about the IRB intervening in advisor responsibilities.   
 
 Professor Gaugler said he would applaud such an approach.  The risk to the University is high if 
an issue reaches a federal office.  If a faculty member is recalcitrant, he or she should be required to go 
through IRB training or not be allowed to serve as an advisor for research that requires IRB approval.  
Professor Elliott noted that Professor Oakes had used the term "mentoring" in his comments; that needs to 
be part of an annual review of faculty who supervise students.  Although it could be cumbersome, have 
they thought about having certified student supervisors, faculty members who must be approved by the 
IRB if they are to supervise student research that requires IRB approval?  Professor Gaugler said he 
thought that would be a good idea.  The University has good training, there needs to be risk/cost analysis, 
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and if faculty members do not know the core principles of IRB-approved research, they should be 
required to go through training. 
 
 Professor Simon said that faculty are telling students they are a co-PI, but the faculty mentor is in 
charge.  He said he believes students should be told that the faculty member is in charge and what 
responsibilities they have.  If there is too much leeway, student could get in trouble before the faculty 
mentor knows about it.  All correspondence must be signed by the mentor and department head, Professor 
Oakes said, and everyone receives copies, so everyone is informed.  The problems arise when the model 
breaks down. 
 
 Professor Anderson asked if there is an opportunity for appeal in the case of a bad IRB call.  
There is, Professor Oakes said, but they try to be collegial.  The IRB has the last word, legally, but the 
IRB Executive Committee will consider an appeal.  They rarely face that situation.  The concern is with a 
couple of bad apples, Professor Anderson asked?   It is, Professor Oakes said.  The first mechanism, an 
honest and supportive IRB, works in 99 out of 100 cases.  In these situations, the mentoring breaks down 
and there are recalcitrant advisors.  They want to be trepidatious in dealing with them.   
 
 Professor Miksch asked if the IRB can do something at the unit-head level.  Is the chair just 
rubber-stamping these proposals?  If this is a problem with a small subset of faculty advisors, she said she 
would be reluctant to impose requirements on everyone.  She trains graduate students; perhaps something 
could be offered through the IRB for faculty on training both graduate and undergraduate students.  
Professor Oakes agreed—but said he also knows of faculty members who have taught students how to get 
around the IRB.   
 
 From someone who does research with animals, Professor Wells said, the premise that an 
undergraduate student could be a PI is inappropriate.  They teach a lot to students but would never apply 
for IRB approval for a student project.  The panel was spun off from the others because faculty members 
were applying on behalf of students, Professor Oakes said—but the projects were judged on risks and 
benefits alone.  Faculty asked about taking into account training, so they now include that factor in review 
of student proposals.  Students can do surveys and interviews and watch subjects, but there are no drugs 
involved and no ground-breaking papers.   
 
 Professor McLoon said it still comes down to legal issues.  She feels responsible for everyone in 
her lab.  The students can train on everything but they will not be a PI.  This parallels post-tenure review, 
Professor Elliott said, in dealing with someone who is not meeting expectations.  Everyone struggles with 
how to approach the problem.   
 
 There have also been a few cases where the advisor approved research that puts the STUDENT at 
risk, Dr. Carney pointed out.  In those instances they have referred the matter to the Provost, Professor 
Oakes explained, because their charge is to worry about risk to the subjects, not the researchers.   
 
 Professor Porter asked if the IRB has a mechanism to notify the superior of the mentor who is not 
doing the job.  They do, Professor Oakes said, but while they know they have that stick, he is raising the 
broader questions of academic freedom and academic duty.  There is training available, Professor Porter 
observed.  That gets to the question of whether the mentor knows about the principles or if the mentor 
knows but chooses not to follow them.  In these cases, he said, it is more the latter.  It could be a lack of 
rigorousness in training or it could be said to be academic freedom, Professor Marran said, but the 
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question is rigorousness in mentoring.  There could be an appeal.  They have never had an appeal in these 
cases, Professor Oakes said; either the research project is dropped or it is conducted without IRB 
knowledge or permission.  And that is a compliance issue, he added.  But when advisors send silliness, 
when should the IRB say "enough is enough"? 
 
 If someone is sending silliness or allowing research without the approval of the IRB, that can 
harm the entire University, Professor Gaugler said.  The Office for Human Research Protections could 
have license to visit the University if that occurs, and it has the authority to shut things down and all 
grants stopped.  Professor Wells suggested this is a no-brainer. 
 
 The issue is not the student, it is the faculty member, Professor Gaugler emphasized.  Professor 
Wells urged that the faculty member must be the PI.  Professor Oakes demurred, saying that the person 
doing the research should be the PI, and the student is doing the research.  Professor Abul-Hajj said that 
much research is done by graduate students but the faculty member is the PI.   
 
 On the academic freedom issue, Professor Gaugler said, he was not sure the institution needs a 
policy, but if the kind of faculty who Professor Oakes describes exist, there needs to be a corrective plan.  
OHRP provides good training and the institution could insist that one cannot advise on IRB research until 
one has taken it.  What if the IRB has not made a good decision, from the faculty member's perspective, 
Professor Abul-Hajj asked?  The person still does not get the grant of approval, Professor Gaugler 
responded. 
 
 An example of a related issue, Professor Oakes mentioned, is a student project that involves work 
with elderly or demented patients—supervised by a faculty member who works only with animals.  Does 
that faculty member have the expertise to advise a student working with those patients?  Professor 
Gaugler said he would certainly raise that question if he were a member of the IRB.   
 
 What does he need from the Committee, Professor Elliott asked Professor Oakes?  Professor 
Oakes said he has gotten what he needed.  He said he did not know the number of IRB representatives 
who come to their campus academic freedom committees, but they should.  He said he has learned what 
the Committee believes.  There is both academic freedom and academic responsibility, Professor Miksch 
observed, and when someone is dealing with vulnerable populations, the risk goes way up, and so must 
the benefit.  If a faculty member could not get IRB approval for a project, the IRB should not approve it 
for a student.   
 

The regulatory apparatus exists to protect animals and humans, Professor McLoon said, and part 
of the IRB role is educational.  It can react angrily or it can educate.  This is about rigorousness and 
teaching students the process, and teaching them high standards, Professor Marran said.  Professor 
Anderson agreed, saying that students do not benefit from being in inappropriate research situations.   

 
Professor Elliott thanked Professor Oakes for joining the meeting and adjourned it at 11:30. 

 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
* * * 
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Faculty Advisors and Student Research 
 
The University of Minnesota (UMN) is unique in that the Institutional Review Board (IRB) encourages 
students to conduct research and serve as Principal Investigator (PI) of their own projects. The benefit of 
this is that students learn the responsibilities of conducting a study, and reap the experiential rewards of 
the same.  
 
In most cases, students are not sufficiently experienced in either research methods or the legal/ethical 
requirements of protecting human research subjects to conduct their own human subjects research study 
without supervision. This means the faculty advisors play a key role in this type of student research.  
 
When it comes to reviewing and approving a student research application, the UMN student research IRB 
considers three things:  
 
1. Potential risks to subjects  
2. Potential benefits to subjects and/or society at large (e.g., advance science)  
3. Training experience of the student.  
 
By law, the IRB can only approve studies that minimize (not necessarily eliminate) risks to subjects while 
somehow benefiting subjects, society, and/or, the student trainee (if risks are minimal). Further, risks and 
benefits should be balanced such that as potential risks to subjects rise, so too must benefits and/or 
training opportunities.  
 
While not necessary, it is clearly acceptable for a groundbreaking PhD dissertation to pose modest risk to 
subject. But the same is not true for undergraduate projects. Since most undergraduate social and 
behavioral science student research holds little prospect for benefits to subjects or science more generally, 
undergraduate advisors must ensure that  
 
1. risks to subjects are minimized, and  
2. training potential is maximized.  
 
Because students may gain research experience by conducting minimal risk research in less vulnerable 
target populations, student PIs must provide the IRB a convincing rationale to conduct greater than 
minimal risk research and/or research with vulnerable populations. In other words, in terms of IRB 
approval, not all human research studies are appropriate for all student researchers. Advisors should play 
a central role in helping students decide what kind of research is appropriate for them. 


