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Preface:  Charge to Committee Four, Research at Emory

Committee Four of the Commission on Research at Emory was charged with investigating the culture of values, ethics, and intellectual communities pertaining to research.   Through many discussions among its members, Committee Four has refined the focus of the question by dividing it into two parts:  
Part one: Values and ethics:  What are the values and ethics of research?

What issues related to values and ethics influence research at Emory?  Conversely, how does Emory's emphasis on research impact values and ethics at Emory, including the University's priorities and patterns of growth?  How does Emory support the application of ethics and values related to research?  To what extent do issues related to values and ethics vary across the cultures of the university?  What changes, if any, should be made to help Emory better support values and ethics related to research?  

Part two: Intellectual community:  What is the climate for intellectual community for research?

What issues related to intellectual community influence research at Emory?  How does Emory support intellectual community which could augment research?  To what extent do the issues related to intellectual community for research vary across the cultures of the university?  What changes, if any, should be made to help Emory better support intellectual community in ways which could be beneficial for the research enterprise?

Introduction

In seeking answers to these questions, the Committee has conducted interviews with key officials, held a major hearing with representatives from across Emory’s schools appointed by the deans from Emory schools, and made use of data from some faculty studies completed (or in progress) by the Offices of Strategic Development (under the president) and the Office of Institutional Research (under the provost).  In addition, the discussions among the committee members themselves have served as a valuable data source.  In addressing these questions, Committee Four has paid considerable attention to how issues and resources related to values, ethics, and intellectual community vary across the cultures of the university.

Chapter one provides an overview of the climate for values, ethics, and interaction pertaining to research that make up Emory’s rich intellectual community.  While this chapter provides examples of programs and mechanisms that help support this climate, it also takes up some issues of discontinuities and discontents that potentially threaten the quality and viability of its intellectual community, values, and ethics.

Chapter two documents potential and actual challenges related to ethics and community that faculty, students, and administrators experience as they engage in research activities in their daily work lives.  These challenges encompass a wide range of issues related to research such as training in ethics, conflicts in human subjects protection, inequality in resource distribution, the appropriateness of rewards and expectations, and the tension between Emory’s proliferation of opportunities for participation in vibrant intellectual exchange and the forces of growth and fragmentation that counter integration and cohesion.

Based on what the Committee has learned about the climate and challenges of Emory’s intellectual community for research in the previous chapters, chapter three offers an agenda of important issues for engagement across the university, followed by some specific recommendations that emerged from the analysis of the data.  An appendix lists examples of programs supporting intellectual community and research ethics at Emory.

Introduction: Overview of Emory’s Development as a Research University 

With the gift of $105 million from the Woodruff legacy in 1980, Emory University began a carefully planned but rapid pattern of growth in quality and quantity of research.  With attention to keeping its research enterprises in balance with the other two elements of its mission, teaching and service, Emory hired new faculty in the arts and sciences and in our graduate professional schools.  These newcomers arrived with the mandate to expand and strengthen the University's research quality and productivity.  As a result, the University has steadily advanced in terms of research capacity and fruitfulness.  

Committee four understands its mandate to include an identification of the different cultures of research that give the University its breadth and depth, and to frame an ethical audit at three  levels:  1.  The approaches to the teaching and practice of the ethical conduct of research, across the diverse departments and schools that make up the University;  2. The characterization and assessment of the impacts on the "character" of the University that result  from our rapid growth in funding and in the areas of research; and 3. Assessing the concurrent range of effects of these changes on Emory as an intellectual and moral community.

It is clear that a significant variety of types of research are to be found at Emory and in any other of the AAU institutions who are our peers.  The old distinctions between quantitative and qualitative variants of research still hold, but the rapid rise in the use of computer technology throughout the University affects both qualitative and quantitative methods.  New methods and  capabilities tend to render obsolete these older distinctions.  Emory's steady increases in the amounts of sponsored research being conducted in the biomedical sciences, in psychology and chemistry, has been paralleled by the University's investments to provide competitive funding to support research in mathematics, the other social sciences and the humanities.  

Emory's successful investment in growth in research activity brings new challenges.  We, like our peer universities, are developing technology transfer practices that result in opportunities for for-profit partnerships with corporate sponsors. It is a short step from finding ways to incubate the development and application of research findings toward potential commercial application, to the more serious step of creating partnerships with corporate entities with the aim, from the outset, of pursuing research for commercial development and application, with profit sharing agreements.  Emory is moving forward on these kinds of ventures with appropriate caution.

In the meantime, Emory's Institutional Review Board  has been unified across the Schools and Departments, and has made important strides in providing strengthened faculty and graduate student training in the ethics of research, and in the pro-active provision of guidelines and monitoring for research integrity. In a later discussion we will raise the question whether our IRB process, much improved though it is, needs further expansion in the number of evaluators.  We will consider whether there is a need for the  presence of more persons jointly prepared in science and ethics to help guide the review process in relation to the new genetics and other rapidly advancing areas in the sciences.

Chapter 1:  Research Integrity and the Dynamics of University Growth


Higher education in the U.S. has undergone rapid change driven by technological, social, and economic forces.  Many scholars of higher education have described how the 21st century research university has adapted successfully to these changes (Gumport & Sporn, 1999; Slaughter & Leslie; Duderstadt, 2000; Diamond & Graham, 1997).  To serve a knowledge-oriented world characterized by diverse interests and constituents that are increasingly global, the mission of the research university has gradually expanded beyond preparing students for jobs and good citizenship into the discovery, transmission, and application of new knowledge (Duderstadt, 2000).  One research university president characterizes the mission of the research university as “a company of scholars engaged in discovering and sharing knowledge, with a responsibility to see that such knowledge is used to improve the human condition” (Keohane, 1994).  To fulfill their expanded mission, universities have undertaken increasingly varied tasks in research, teaching, and service (Geiger, 1993; Clark, 1995; Diamond and Graham, 1997).  Today’s “multiuniversity,” although beset by proliferating organizational fragmentation and disciplinary specialization, has few peers  for the investigation of eternal truths and for instilling higher learning (Kerr, 1982; Duderstadt, 2000; Clark, 1983).


While the structural heterogeneity and decentralization of the U S. research university has permitted the competitive and entrepreneurial resilience that has helped propel U. S. higher education to new heights of knowledge creation and discovery, this success is not without negative consequence (Readings, 1996; Lucas, 1996; Kennedy, 1997; Brooks, 1994; Rice, 1996; Clark, 1995; Damrosch, 1995; Wilshire, 1990; Duderstadt, 2000; Sutton, 1994).  For example, disciplinary specialization that leads to efficient knowledge production also breaks down local institutional culture and blocks other kinds of innovative knowledge resulting from interaction across disciplines.  While collegiality and intellectual community remains a powerful ideal among scholars, in many cases academic “isolation” leaves many scholars deprived of desired intellectual exchange that enhances their work, supports ties to local institutions, and enhances job satisfaction (Bennett, 1998; Damrosch, 1995; Clark, 1987; Veysey, 1965; Wilshire, 1990).  The desire for “familiar intercourse” in pursuit of “knowledge for its own sake” remains a powerful although often unfilled scholarly ideal due to “hyperindividualism” and market pressures on faculty life (Hutchins, 1995/1936; Newman, 1996; Damrosh, 1995; Pelikan, 1992). 


Although the research university mission today reflects growing ties to industry, government, and public service, these external ties accompanying the growth of the enterprise also threaten to undermine cherished traditional values of scholarship (Kennedy, 1997; Lucas, 1996; Long, 1992; Rice, 1996; Geiger, 1993; Duderstadt, 2000).  As Boyer (1990) noted in his famous call for “scholarship reconsidered,” scholarship is more than research and publication; it involves the discovery, integration, application, and teaching of knowledge.   For example, pressures on faculty for external fund raising and service activities ratchet up competition, reduce time for reflection, and undermine collegiality and shared purpose.  The entrepreneurial research culture emphasizes greater discipline than institutional loyalty.  Once secured, ties to external research funding and market support create such dilemmas of institutional choice between basic science and applied science, professional and arts & sciences education, the commercial and the public good, and teaching, research and service.  Although the “medical multiplier” that benefits those universities with medical research facilities with rapid growth in research income and facilities, the medical programs can become overly dominant at their institutions, distorting the overall mission of the university (Duderstadt, 2000, Diamond and Graham, 1997).  


As the modern American university has chosen growth in research and innovation, it faces particular ethical dilemmas as illustrated by scholars of higher education (Wilshire, 1990; Burton, 1995; Geiger, 1993; Readings, 1996; Sommer, 1995).  Five trends illustrate this choice of growth:  increasing emphasis of research versus teaching; reliance upon federal support for research; research programs defined in utilitarian terms by governments; disciplinary interest groups lobby for their brands of truth; and research grant award system is cronyistic and supportive of orthodox ideas over creative frontiers of thought (Sommer, 1995).  As a result of these trends, the university has had to face multiple ethical consequences.  When schools are larger and more complex, fewer opportunities exist for fostering shared identity, and greater allegiances to the sub units than the whole (Lucas, 1996).  Although the university may be more productive in attracting more funding for research under this new system, it faces creeping corporatism, loss of control over the conduct of research, government funding conditions, a new environment of competition discouraging cooperation, and as a result of these influences and pressures, an increase in academic misconduct (Kennedy, 1997).  

Critical to issues about intellectual community, values, and ethics related to research at Emory is the underlying dynamic of the institution: is it getting smaller, staying the same, or getting bigger?  As one study of the research university noted, Emory has experienced rapid growth since the late 1970s, joining the ranks of the most rapidly “rising” research universities, both in activity and reputation (Diamond and Graham, 1997).  The direction of growth is often the result of policy choices (though sometimes circumstances do overtake the institution).  Size and direction impose constraints and motifs on individual and collective choices.  In a shrinking environment, there is fierce competition for diminishing resources, with direct effect on persons’ lives because of contraction of the work force, increased work loads, and adverse interpersonal interactions.  In a stable environment, the survival pressure may be lessened, but there is still competition for marginal resources, and a range of unpleasant personal behaviors that competition fosters.  But the rapid growth probably engenders the most difficult ethical circumstances.  The higher the stakes, the bigger the fall from grace.


Size matters.  Emory has chosen growth, and has thus chosen the riskiest ethical pathway.  Everything—building contracts, corporate partnerships, recruitment of faculty, tenure decisions, treatment of graduate students, competition for grants, high visibility publications, collaborative relationships, research decisions, government relations—produces a heightened state of anticipation, an adrenalin-driven focus on success, production, and achievement.   In the hurly-burly, rough and tumble world of high-stakes research, the burly get rough, and the icons and conventions of ethical behavior tumble.  


The growth decision—which seems to generate a growth imperative—places the University on the same footing as a corporation, but in a far more tenuous setting, since it lacks a bottom line to sustain and justify its action.  The University must act as a business, but it lacks both the impetus, mentality, and tradition to be good at it.  It remains a hybrid, with a corporate veneer over an historical core of intellectualism, scholarship, teaching, and service.  The fundamental ethical problem that the University must solve is how to reconcile the veneer and core, how to maintain the traditional values of the University in a context of ethical behavior, and yet still survive.


In this process, the University is in significant danger of losing (or may have already lost) some of its core features.  First, the University is perhaps one of the only social institutions that is a repository for the seemingly Irrelevant.  It has a mandate from society (however faint at the moment) to study things that would appear to be of little moment, of little applicability, and of no commercial value.  It provides a venue for those who would explore arcane corners for their own sake, and because they are part of the fabric of human intelligence.  As Henry Rosofsky (1990: 233) put it, in The University: An Owner’s Manual: “Our task is also the preservation and interpretation of culture, indeed, the continual reinterpretation of culture.  We transmit the great traditions from one generation to the next.  We nurture subjects and approaches that may not be in current demand, or that seem irrelevant to contemporary concerns, because we know that there is often very little relation between truly important and currently fashionable ideas.” But perhaps even more important is that we are probably not smart enough to know what will be important.  In a recent editorial on currently contemplated legislation to make efforts at human cloning a criminal offense, Donald Kennedy (2002: 294) said: “A lesson we have learned over and over again in making science policy (and beneath its ethical clothing, the new law makes science policy) is that we can seldom comprehend the twists and turns our subject will take.” 


Second, and directly connected to the unfettered pursuit of the Interesting as opposed to the Important, is that University growth threatens probity.  The notion of a repository of reliable thought and honest opinion, undirected by the exigencies of the marketplace or the influences of competition, may be a naïve one.  But it is, unfortunately, the only one we have.  Universities may have been (or were supposed to have been…or possibly still are) places that could be depended on for honest inquiry and reasoned opinion.  Such a role is clearly a highly valued social good.  But the greater the growth, the more corporate the demeanor, the harder the maintenance of probity.


The loss of these core values and others, coupled with increasing opportunity for unethical behavior, may well be the stem cells of destruction embedded in growth.  We view growth, or even active maintenance of steady state, as our primary hedge against extinction. Yet the protections afforded by growth may also be our undoing.


Integrity of research.  The core value threatened by Emory’s growth and the increase in external and internal structural and fiscal pressures that accompany this growth is the integrity of research.  Integrity of research determines the very foundation of a research university.  According to scholars of higher education (Croissant, 2001; Goodstein, 2002; Kenney, 1986; Kennedy, 1997, 2002), an understanding of ethics and research involves the: 

· Ongoing examination of the ways we train for research; 

· Categories and values we use to define and target research; 

· Methods and motivations we employ to recognize, encourage, support, and reward research; 

· Processes we engage to conduct, monitor, assess, report, disseminate, and protect research; 

· Mechanisms we use to identify, communicate, and implement priorities; 

· Ways we acknowledge contributors, and report and reward findings;  

· Methods we choose to allot resources (personnel and non-personnel); and the

· Ways we perceive the true costs (financial and other) of research.  

Ethical practices can affect the shape and scope of intellectual communities; and a common understanding and practice of ethics in research is essential to the development of vibrant communities, based on trust rather than divisiveness.  The responsibilities and relationships involved in research include those among the multiple “tiers” of the institution—administrators, faculty, staff, graduate students, and undergraduates.  They involve not only relationships within and among universities, but also relationships between the corporate and academic worlds, between the private and public sectors; and the relationship between the university and local, national and international communities.  


Within the university, we must recognize not only interrelationships between research and teaching but also relationships between research and service. In an era of increasing competition for limited resources, one of the most limited of resources is that of time.  The impact of this may have serious implications for integrity of research.   While benchmarks for measuring success may differ over time and among varying cultures within the university, variations should not be arbitrary.  The real life of the university is fraught with many tensions and pressures, including tensions between quality and quantity of research, between the aspirations for individual careers and the need for collaborative research, and between the ideal of freedom in research and the reality of dependence upon resources. How we negotiate the dynamic space between the realm of ideas and the marketplace should be a matter of ongoing discussion at all levels of the university, and the processes and procedures we employ to assure integrity of research should be continually reexamined.  

Intellectual Community.  Many scholars of higher education have registered concern for the potential loss of academic community at the level of the local institution (Austin, 1990; Barnett, 1994; Becher, 1987; Bender, 1993; Clark, 1983; Damrosch, 1995; Dill, 1991; Kerr, 1982; Tierney & Rhoads, 1994; Geiger, 1986, 1993; Duderstadt, 2000; Bennett, 1998).  The increasingly complex and differentiated nature of institutions of higher learning, along with the advance of disciplinary specialization and the growing web of external ties of research funding, particularly at the level of the research university, have seemed to weaken the commitment of faculty to and increase the intellectual distance between their colleagues across their local institutions.  Because research universities serve a dual mission of supporting both research and teaching, they experience a heightened tension between specialized knowledge production and maintaining a viable intellectual community.  Moreover, the rapid growth, professionalization, and specialization of the research enterprise experienced after WWII has compartmentalized the research university into academic fiefdoms or “silos” that lack a common means of discourse. 


Recent research suggests that genuine scholarly exchange across fields is more than ivy-covered nostalgia.  Intellectual interaction across disciplines improves the ability of scholars to address wide-ranging scholarly issues, fosters innovative breakthroughs at the edges of traditional knowledge boundaries, and enhances the quality of academic life for many scholars (Benson, et al., 1996; Boyer, 1990; Hollingsworth, 1996; Rice, 1996; Benowitz, 1995; Klein, 1996; Newell and Klein, 1999).  To counter academic isolation, Emory has placed a high priority on intellectual community and interdisciplinary interaction across campus to counter its extraordinary growth (examples of these programs are described in the appendix, and information about faculty attitudes about intellectual community and collegial interaction is provided in chapter two).
Chapter 2: Ethical Challenges for Faculty, Students, and Administrators


As noted in the previous chapter, the pressures on researchers, and the discontinuities created within the traditional University system, may lead to potential negative consequences for ethics and integrity in research.  Loss of a cohesive intellectual community means, on some level, the loss of consensual behavioral norms that guide day-to-day activity.  This can produce a set of inequitable situations whose remedy, given the movement toward a corporate environment, becomes increasingly difficult.  Ethical behavior is the responsibility not only of the academic community toward its home institution, but also of "the institution" toward the members of its community.  Procedures protecting the integrity of the institution such as those which prohibit conflict of interest are crucial to the proper working of the former; while institutional protections assuring a safe working environment, just compensation, opportunities for promotion, and benefits for health and retirement are among those central to the proper performance of the latter.  Failure to recognize this dynamic can jeopardize the moral contract between employer and employee, which can have a seriously negative impact upon the morale of the research community.  Morale is important to the stability and health of any research university; and appropriate inclusion of the community in decisions made by "the institution" would appear to be both ethical and prudent.


Research, teaching, and service are intricately interconnected, and pressures in one area can directly affect the others.  As constraints on faculty time become more acute and as expectations become defined increasingly in corporate terms, faculty may face a range of complex dilemmas as they try to fulfill the many--and sometimes conflicting—demands placed upon them.  The resolution of these dilemmas may involve decisions with subtle but ultimately profound ethical ramifications. Below we describe some key areas potentially fraught with ethical hazards and dilemmas that faculty, administrators, and students may experience in the choices they make related to the distribution of resources and rewards for research and in the everyday activities as they engage in managing, conducting, and disseminating their research.


Faculty equivalents.  Much activity in research depends upon the role of staff who are “faculty equivalents.”  These include members of scientific service-centers, whose work and advice can be crucial to the success of a project, but whose contribution may not be recognized appropriately in scholarly publications or in institutional rewards.  Like non-tenure stream faculty, their status in the decision-making processes of the university is unclear, and their job titles may not adequately reflect their educational degree or status within their own professional fields.  Librarians and libraries also constitute key components in the research mission of the university, as do skilled administrative staff members.  Their roles and responsibilities in the research process must not be undervalued.  While these changes may be both necessary and positive for the institution, there can be occasions when some individuals inappropriately  "fall through the cracks" during such reorganizations so that they were unjustly omitted from the regular cycle of considerations for merit increases, etc. for salary.  Particular attention should be paid to gender or racial discrimination in the evaluation of ethical behavior, as well as institutional commitment to non U.S. citizens, part-time employees, and temporary employees.


Use of the Institutional Review Board process.  The need to monitor research on human subjects and on animals has received much attention in recent years.  Universities need to participate directly in the public debate on these complex issues, and mechanisms such as the IRB need to be meaningfully and adequately implemented.  Based on interviews with IRB officials and conversations with faculty across the university, we have identified some areas for potential examination regarding the human subjects protection process.  For example, it is important to ensure that researchers gain sufficient understanding about the need to protect human subjects and the ways the IRB helps regulate and support this process.  Researchers can be trained to follow closely the language modeled by informed consent forms, particularly when the informed consent form comes in a generic packet from the sponsor.  Also, monitoring how researchers implement IRB recommendations can be enhanced (for example, such as what constitutes proper witnessing of patient consent).  Potentially, the interpretation of crucial procedures to protect human subjects can differ among faculty.  It is also important to ensure that junior members of research teams can address their concerns about directives from senior faculty about issues concerning human subjects protection or other issues related to hazardous materials disposal or conditions.  Expectations about the proper role of various monitoring units also can vary widely.  Another issue concerns faculty who serve on the IRB’s.  The workload of IRB members, turnover of members, and reward of members is problematic.  Often committee members receive no release time, decreasing incentive to serve.  And since it takes at least three months of training to develop sufficient expertise to become a functioning member of an IRB review committee, support for committee members is crucial to the IRB process.  

Training for research.  The hearing on research ethics and values training conducted by the Committee (attended by faculty representatives from the schools and Yerkes) suggested that while Emory does have a number of appropriate formal and informal mechanisms in place, training of graduate students, staff, and faculty is sometimes uneven.  While some programs have required courses on ethics for graduate students (Health Sciences, Medicine, Law, Graduate Division of Biological and Biomedical Sciences, TATTO), the place and effectiveness of such coursework is not clear.  Many of these courses deal with ethics in general and focus peripherally on research.  Moreover, in some cases, courses are not requirements but electives.  Representatives from some schools (such as Medicine, Law, Public Health) indicate that they attempt to integrate research ethics training throughout the curriculum.  Teachers need to be properly trained to teach this subject matter, and it appears that integration of this material into the curriculum rather than a separate course is much more meaningful and effective.  

Regarding faculty, insufficient training in proper methodologies for research may also invite certain kinds of unintentional unethical behavior.  The training of an MD, for example, differs from that of the PhD, and yet their work increasingly overlaps in the arena of research.  Indeed, mechanisms for training faculty in research ethics are needed, especially since students rely on faculty as mentors in all phases of the research enterprise.

    
We recognize that many aspects of ethical research are learned, and this experience must begin with undergraduate and graduate students.  Students early on in their university experience should be provided opportunities to engage in independent and in collaborative work.  Specific discussions with students about what constitutes plagiarism need to be part of any research assignment, particularly now that the ready availability of web information has complicated certain aspects of the issues.  Not only the pressures for high grades but also the impact of grade inflation can contribute to a disturbing lack of clarity about what constitutes appropriate behavior. 

      
Undergraduates as well as graduates need to see how faculty conduct their own research projects.  We need to understand that these relations can provide both positive and negative models.  Research faculty must recognize their role as mentor to graduate students and be careful not to abuse their power when working with graduate students.  Also, faculty must be sure to properly recognize and acknowledge students’ role in research and publications.  As more students come from outside the U.S. to do graduate and postgraduate work in American institutions, cultural differences can have ethical consequences both for them and for us.  In some cultures, where group learning and sharing are expected, notions of individual research integrity and crediting require the acquisition of new values, attitudes and disciplines.  Recruitment of and rewards for graduate students can have ethical dimensions.   Because graduate teaching and graduate research assistants are so important to the success of certain kinds of faculty research, faculty in departments without graduate programs operate at a significant disadvantage.  

     
Resource and management decisions.  The apportionment of resources at a university can have ethical as well as political implications.  While attention has been drawn nationally to the impact of outside funding as a “driving force” in contemporary research and to the periodic misappropriation of federal funds by university institutions, ethical issues surrounding accounting practices are not solely between the institution and the outside funding agency. Opinions about the appropriate use of federal funds may differ sharply between the faculty receiver of a grant and the administration of the institution.  We presently have no impartial arbiter to address those differences.  Also, when university accounting procedures change, how ethically do we handle units which were previously “in the black” but are suddenly told they are operating with a deficit?


Other kinds of difficulties and dilemmas may arise in the process of managing grant programs.  Departments and Schools provide oversight for managing of grants.  A considerable administrative apparatus may be necessary, particularly as research expands, and oversight of oversight is virtually impossible.  Potential exists for mistakes (“it was an oversight”), or the possible redirection, re-appropriation, and misuse of funds.  Administrations charge the grant giver an administrative fee, whose use must be in compliance with the grant giver’s (usually the Government’s) guidelines.  Choices can be made within those guidelines that are inequitable, injurious to researchers, or injurious to studies.  Creative accounting within grants (already noted) may be supplemented by creative accounting among grants.  The balance of resources that go to research itself, and to the management of research may be subject to distortion, potentially to individual or collective detriment.


Hierarchical imperatives.  Despite some features of egalitarianism, Universities have a strong hierarchical structure.  In approximate order, from low to high, are students, postgraduates, junior faculty, senior faculty, deans, vice-presidents and other high-ranking administrative officials, and presidents.  As in any hierarchy, there is a system for evaluation, hiring, firing, and job placement.  It is important to keep these hierarchies fair and just and communication among the levels open, for those above can abuse those below in a variety of ways.  These ways include a requirement for extraneous activities, imposition of unwanted and unrequited work, imposition of indentured servitude (as with post-doctoral students), and mismanagement of the promotion process (as with some tenure decisions).  Abuse of position can also involve sexual harassment, inappropriate (that is, asymmetrical) relationships, kickbacks, and academic simony.  For those at the pinnacle, the stakes of the collective research enterprise are high.  The practices of recruitment, retention, and remuneration may lead to sub rosa agreements, the encouragement of internecine warfare, and a form of social Darwinism that rewards a few and injures many.  Care needs to be taken to ensure sufficient transparency and access to information regarding administrative decision-making.


Ethical conduct of research requires that the University provide appropriate training of employees/students and others in the institution.  This is part of the ethical commitment of the institution to its employees/students and to other institutions or organizations with which it collaborates.  Areas in which these commitments may be jeopardized include:  conflicts of interest (Emory 's College of Arts and Sciences has recently formulated a policy on this); infractions involving confidentiality (as in tenure cases, hires, etc.); appropriation of university resources for personal use; seeking job offers from other institutions with the sole intention of soliciting a competing bid from one's home institution; and procedures for job searches and dismissals.   There are instances in which participants in collaborative sponsored research must sign agreements not to publish or discuss sensitive findings until officially approved.  The impact of these agreements on the perceived rate of productivity, particularly of junior researchers, should be acknowledged.


Personal advancement and reward structures.  Promotion, tenure, and salary raises are all ways for an institution to express its valuing of research. The criteria, procedures, and mechanisms we use to allot these rewards and to appeal decisions are therefore central to the ethical practice of an institution.  Faculty routinely submit annual activities reports and CV’s, but the formats can sometimes appear to favor quantity more than quality.  The process may encourage “padding,” or different understandings about what constitutes proper presentation of one’s work.  For example, one faculty member may count a translation of his/her work as a distinct book, while another may present it as a variant. New kinds of scholarship such as public scholarship are often difficult to represent in traditional categories.  Finding better ways to standardize a greater emphasis on quality rather than quantity of scholarly work can help support an equitable process of evaluation and promotion.  


In addition to fair salary increases and promotions, the institution should be expected to provide adequate benefits to its employees.   These include adequate health insurance and retirement, and decisions about the availability and costs of such benefits should involve direct participation from representative segments of the university community.  The impact of pregnancy on the research progress of women, and the availability of reasonable childcare for researchers are also important issues.


Ethical practice in research is important to the recruitment and retention of talented people.  There have been reports that talented junior researchers have not been acknowledged properly in collaborative initiatives.  The fear of challenging superiors could influence faculty retention negatively.   Creating discreet mechanisms for handling such situations as well as some agreed understanding about ownership of intellectual property and its proper acknowledgement may help ensure proper credit for research.  

   
 Time, service, and quality of life.  The relationship of service to research is often underplayed, but is important to our understanding of research and is vulnerable to ethical abuse.  Quite simply, research cannot take place at the university without dedication of faculty to the institution itself.  And yet, time for real service takes away from time for research.   Many faculty are willing to be placed on committees, but the actual work of those committees is usually left to a minority of members. And yet this discrepancy does not show in activities reports or CV’s.  While the impact of real service on research in terms of time is obvious, it is relatively little reported.  This may, however, be important to our understanding of faculty mobility particularly from the associate- professor to full-professor ranks.  


The dynamic of high expectations for service and other time commitments may be helpful to an examination of phenomena such as grade inflation in universities.  While the problem is tied to a range of issues including expectations from tuition-paying students and their parents, it also may represent a "path of least resistance" for research faculty pressured not only by student evaluations but also by limited time.  That is, in contrast to time-consuming mentoring of better work from students or faculty defense of lower grades, granting inflated grades may demand less time from faculty and protect them from stressful conflicts with students and parents.


Much less obvious are the ways in which service can facilitate innovative research.  The establishment and development of new programs and centers at the university requires intellectual as well as managerial talent.  Such activities often demand acquisition of expertise in fields other than one’s primary specialty, and a broad knowledge of the “marketplace of ideas” as well as of the market place.  These investments of professorial time and energy should be credited when considerations for promotion and tenure are  made.  For example, the service of mentoring junior faculty is also crucial to overall research productivity and sustainability of an institution.  Because of Emory’s size and stage of development, many faculty may find that they must mentor other faculty in fields very different from their own.  This can be particularly time-consuming and challenging.  Departmental resources vary widely across the university.  Some larger departments are able to reduce the teaching or service load for a faculty member for a semester when he/she is near to completion of a major research project.


More and more concern is being drawn to "quality of life" issues for researchers at different stages in their careers.  Needs for researchers near retirement as well as for researchers at the start and middle of their careers should be examined.  In large part due to our rapid growth and to the housing market in Atlanta, there have been challenges to our fostering a sense of  supportive, intellectual community.  Emory in recent years has built many new facilities, but we have yet to build an appropriate faculty center.   In addition to mentoring by more senior faculty, junior faculty could better help each other.  Perhaps a loose organization for them, with modest funds for their own speaker's series could be launched.   Far better utilization of our most experienced researchers just before they retire and in emeritus status is needed too--their relative 'disappearance' reflects not only improper valuing of their past but also their ongoing contribution.  The Emeritus University is a first, modest step toward rectifying this.  Time for  quiet contemplation --so key particularly for research in the humanities--appears to be at a premium.  This situation has clear ethical dimension--how can we expect faculty to write books that require quiet contemplation, when the lifestyle the institution has established does not facilitate this?  Mechanisms to address these problems must be examined--eg. Revision of our leave- and sabbatical policies, and short-term "retreat" opportunities for scholars, as for other high-pressure jobs, stress and the impact upon family and personal life can be dramatic.  Counselors or psychologists trained to address these issues, specifically in the university-research context should be available.  


Conducting research.  Research, when it becomes an enterprise, offers considerable opportunity for unethical behavior.  Virtually every step in the process can be a minefield with hidden and not-so-hidden temptations to bend the rules, ignore the consequences, and hurt others.  When the occasional mine blows up in the face of investigators and administrators, the typical response is hand wringing (with or without denial) and a call for new controls.  Potential areas of ethical dilemmas in the hands-on conducting of research include:

· Writing grants

Researchers seek money from a variety of sources (though “NIH money” is the coin of the realm, particularly in biomedical circles) and they do so by preparing grant applications.  These require new ideas and a review of the literature (can be plagiarized), preliminary data (can be fudged), a coherent study design (can be misrepresented) and an extensive statement about protection of human subjects (can be falsified).  The work can be done with collaborators from the same institution (can fulfill quid pro quos) or from other institutions (can hide other arrangements) and with consultants (can be window dressing).  Once a grant is submitted, investigators often use a variety of legitimate tactics to assure the best outcome (sending the grant to the right committee; assuring the backing of the program, etc.)  The stakes may be high, and additional maneuvering can lead to lobbying prospective reviewers (the equivalent of jury tampering), and arranging deals with others for whom the investigator may act as a reviewers.  In the event of an unsuccessful review, investigators have recourse to a grievance procedure (a legitimate option) that can be used for intimidation or for frivolous purposes.

· Performing a study

The conduct of a study requires hiring personnel, setting up systems for accrual of information, enrolling subjects, creation of data bases, disbursing funds, and monitoring activities.  Each is obviously fraught with potential for abuse. Perhaps paramount among these are the relationships an investigator establishes with staff and with study subjects.  The former are subject to hiring and firing practices, so the researchers have considerable influence over the lives of other people.  The latter potentially can be misled, mistreated, coerced, or summarily dismissed.  In addition, the investigator (often him/herself or through the intermediary of a program manager) has considerable opportunity to redirect funds for purposes not intended, and even to appropriate money for personal purposes.

· Reporting results

The investigator writes reports, articles, monographs, books, and occasional pieces based on the results of studies. Ethical dangers in reporting results include how they are manufactured,  or represented (including plagiarism). The work of others, particularly subordinates, can be co-opted.  When publishing findings, investigators must be careful not to misrepresent or misinterpret results and avoid publishing the same material, with thinly veiled changes, in multiple volumes.

· Review Processes

Ethics of research is often tied to the ethics of the publishing world itself.  As print publishing becomes more and more expensive, the business side of publishing necessarily becomes more evident.  Some fields are very small, and the process of “blind” reviews may be imperfect at best.  Networking, responsible reviewing by experts, and the selection of books to be reviewed in scholarly journals or mass media can "make or break" a career.


Confusing potential unethical behavior with actual behavior.  The above litany of dereliction offers little guidance for governance.  A recitation of the ills to which the system is subject provides little understanding of their origins, their manifestations, or their management.  There are several crosscutting issues that may provide some insight into these potentialities, and possibly some indications of a course to follow.  When the rare violation occurs, it is easy to lose sight of the denominator.  The overwhelming majority of researchers at Emory continue to get grants, do studies and report results without incident, and with appropriate concern for staff, colleagues, and study subjects.  Administration continues to expand in response to the growth imperative, but manages most of its affairs in a reasonable way.  The hierarchy performs its role of hiring, tenure, separation, and recruitment with concern for propriety.  The lapses are rare and Emory, like other top research universities, must strive to create and maintain a pervasive culture of academic integrity.  Those lapses, however, determine our response to ethical issues.  We equate potential with actual, and assume that if a particular domain is subject to unethical behavior, that such behavior exists and has to be dealt with.  Such an attitude is a driving force in the current approach to Institutional Review Boards that comes from the federal government and other sources.  A labyrinthine system of rules and regulations has been invoked to cover all variety of possible iniquity.  Caution must be taken to ensure that the honest efforts at enhancing training and guidance are not buried by the bureaucratic requirements of these recent efforts.


Intellectual community and collegial networks.   Although opportunities for faculty to connect with other faculty at Emory are multifaceted and bountiful, such opportunities are often unevenly distributed throughout the campus.  Collegiality and community at Emory seems to be a double-edged sword:  although Emory’s growth and dynamic milieu provide opportunities for faculty to engage in intellectual exchange both within and across disciplines, the increasing demands on faculty time to accomplish their scholarly work while participating in institution building often leave little time to benefit from these opportunities.  A series of qualitative studies with faculty across Emory provide some clues to faculty perceptions about collegiality and intellectual community (see appendix).  

In the early findings from a study on collegiality and support for faculty scholarship at Emory currently in progress, many faculty members talk about the importance of collegial interaction for their scholarship.  In one telling remark, a faculty member asserted that one’s “ideas need to be challenged and it’s your colleagues who ought to be able to do that,” while another faculty member noted that collegial discussions provide a “synergy . . . for new ideas.”  Studies of faculty who participated in the Luce Seminars reveal the power of sustaining collegial interaction on the intellectual development of faculty, while a study of cross-disciplinary initiatives at Emory suggests the importance of collegial networks for helping faculty follow the passions in research to found and develop such initiatives.  

Perceptions about the environment for collegiality vary considerably by department and/or school.  The tentative conclusion is that collegial relationships among faculty are primarily positive but quite uneven at Emory.  For example, a social scientist in the College complained that collegiality in the department was only fair (since colleagues respond with help generally “on demand”). A health scientist characterizes collegiality as available but diffuse and “not spontaneous.” A professional school participant praised the “unexpectedly good” collegiality across the school, and another social scientist feels that the departmental collegiality is “supportive.”  One professional school faculty member felt that collegiality waxes and wanes, stating that it takes more effort to reach out to colleagues due to the ‘tremendous forces of expansion and complexification.”  

Some faculty might characterize interaction in their departments or schools as positive, yet feel that the lack of like-minded specialists in their fields leaves them as “lone wolves doing their own thing” (a junior natural sciences faculty).  As one professional school faculty member put it, because of a lack of “critical mass” in similar specialty areas, there is a “lack of collaboration on research” and “a lot of working in isolation.”  In other examples, some professional school participants thought that collegiality was better outside their schools across the university than inside their schools or departments.  Finally, although senior-junior faculty relations in some departments seemed positive, in others, senior faculty do not help junior faculty as much (as one professional school participant put it, “pulling the ladder up behind them”).  One recently tenured social scientist lamented having had “little opportunity to meet senior faculty” during the junior years.

Regarding their own collegial networks, some faculty had a significant number of colleagues in their department at Emory whom they relied on for intellectual feedback and collaboration, while others (particularly those lacking in the “critical mass” of support in their specialties) tended to rely on their connections outside of Emory.  In one example, a health scientist network of 50 off campus intellectual friendships formed the primary locus of collegiality, while in another example, a social scientist that works across disciplines at Emory located the primary source of collegial networks at Emory but outside the department.  Some seemed to talk about inner and outer circles.  In one example, a humanities faculty member in the College located collegiality primarily in the department, but also relied on a core of 10 field-related colleagues outside of Emory (while citing another 15 outside Emory as a secondary group).


Faculty also commented about opportunities to discuss their research, the environment for intellectual stimulation in general, and the atmosphere and support for cross-disciplinary interaction (and how it might have changed over time).  While many faculty lauded the intellectual stimulation and opportunities to interact across Emory, others were not quite so sanguine.  Faculty in some of the schools outside the College sometimes reported difficulties in getting chances to interact with faculty outside of their schools.  A faculty member in one health science school complained that intellectual stimulation was poor, attributing this to the constant pressures to raise grant money to fund their work.  One refrain among many faculty across Emory is that there is “too much intellectual stimulation” and a lack time to participate in what is already available.  As a humanities faculty member put it, seeking intellectual stimulation requires “individual initiative.”  Stated one health scientist: “I’d like to know what people are doing in the English department.”  Some recommendations to improve interaction across disciplines at Emory included establishing formal mechanisms that promote “bazaars of ideas” or creating a “web clearing house” (although the new health science faculty member who made this suggestion felt locked in “rat mode” of isolated work”). 
Faculty also described the extent to which they felt a sense of community at the departments, schools, and/or across the university, and to what extent their sense of community might have changed over time.  Many described varying experiences of a sense of community at the department, school, and university level.  For many faculty, opportunities to interact with faculty across the university provide the key to a positive sense of community.  As one junior faculty member observed about a sense of community, there is “no time” for being together as colleagues across the university.  In contrast, a senior social scientist described experiencing community at the local level—around the coffee machines and the mail room at the department.  For some faculty with joint affiliations with other departments or centers, these alternate locations provide intellectual stimulation and become a primary source of community.  One professional school faculty member experienced community through attending cultural events, one of the “delights of university life.”  In contrast, a professional school faculty member thought that although Emory was “dynamic,” it lacked true “esprit.”  This may be a “function of modern university life—we are running in 50 different directions.”

Faculty offered recommendations for enhancing collegiality and community throughout these various data sources.  These included mechanisms for helping faculty find out about what other faculty are doing such as a “web clearing house” or “bazaars of ideas.”  Many suggested the need for a faculty club that would be imbued with intellectual purpose and substance.  Others noted Emory’s mixed signals of rhetorical support for interdisciplinary interaction and intellectual community while reward structures, work expectations, and structural barriers work against such interaction and collaboration. 

Chapter 3:  An Agenda for Intellectual Community, Values, and Ethics for Research at Emory (Reconstruction and Recommendations)

Reconstruction: Preserving Ethics, Values and Intellectual Community


Though this report has not been investigative, the strong sense emerged that Emory has been fortunate in negotiating the ethical minefields described in Chapter 2.  Certainly, egregious examples do not abound, nor is a pervasive pattern of inappropriate behavior in evidence.  Recommendations may nonetheless be useful to highlight the pitfalls and perhaps to act as preventive measures during a period of rapid growth and frontier entrepreneurship.  


Finding solutions to the challenges of maintaining a viable intellectual community that achieves the highest standards of values and ethics is far harder than their recognition.  Codes of behavior are distal solutions, imposed on a system that has already substantially evolved.  Instead, proximal solutions are required, that deal with the early training and development of research, and the fundamental processes whereby administrators make policy decisions.  In more practical terms, the types of ‘controls’ that might have greater cogency are aimed at revising social norms rather than at social revisionism.

Recommendations of the Committee

· Transparency

Unlike the traditional morality scenario, visibility in bureaucracy protects virtue.  Secrecy is the eternal temptation of those in power, and virtually all succumb to some extent or other.  In fairness, some deliberations are better hidden from view, but a general level of openness—one that convinces the rank and file of the probity of its leaders—is vital for ethical transactions.  People can only understand and judge decisions if they have information and unfettered access to the final decision-making process.  Such access to information is the transparency we should seek in the affairs of the University.  Adequate transparency in decision-making also provides a strong foundation for building a positive intellectual community across the campus. 
Recommendation:   A high level University committee should develop standards for openness within Emory, and define specifically the conditions under which public (that is, within Emory) access to information may be restricted.

· Ethical tenure

A system of training for young investigators that includes a form of apprenticeship with established researchers, a gradual increasing responsibility for the conduct of studies and a demonstration of the ability to perform studies in an ethical manner could be one of the bases for tenure in the research track.  Just as we now ask for proof of academic scholarship, or scientific contribution, or proficiency in teaching, we can ask for documentation of ethical behavior in the conduct of studies.  This becomes part of the fabric of training for research, and the award of tenure carries with it the recognition, with the University and hopefully outside it eventually, of trustworthiness.  Though such recognition may have little effect on current governmental procedures and requirements, it is a first step toward changing such requirements away from its misplaced emphasis.  

Recommendation:   Demonstration of ethical proficiency in the conduct of research should be an element in the assessment of faculty for promotion and tenure.  

· Environmental impact statements

Administrators should acknowledge the impact of growth on the University environment.  Understanding the implications of growth and their reverberation throughout the ethical and social system, are critical for abatement of potentially unethical behavior.  Methods for managing competitiveness, internal warfare, misdirection and mishandling of staff and students, and other implications of size and dynamics are critical to the long term interests of the University.  They serve as the best protection against the uncommon but catastrophic events that codes of conduct seek lamely to prevent. 

Recommendation:  Major policy decisions—administrative, scholarly, or scientific—should include a consideration of their impact on the University environment, and the long term implications for Emory’s status as a University. 

· Ethical evaluation IN ADMINISTATION—NOTE ADD THIS TO THIS SUBTITLE?
It is clear to those at lower levels in the hierarchy that their evaluations have considerable impact on their careers.  It is not clear to those below what impact evaluation has on those above.  In principle, tenured professors, department chairpersons, deans, and perhaps even the highest levels of the administration are evaluated periodically, but there is the suspicion that the criteria are more focused on productivity, fiscal performance (as opposed to stewardship), endowment generation, and University prestige, than they are on ethical behavior.  If the leadership were to take this latter concern seriously in its own evaluation, there is some likelihood that a message of its importance would be sent throughout the university.  Ethical issues at the time of evaluation could include a review of personnel decisions, fiscal stewardship, personal research performance, the care and development of junior faculty (including mentoring programs), the treatment of graduate and post-doctoral students with regard to research participation, financial and health insurance support for graduate students, and other specific issues that would vary with the job and the level of responsibility.  Regarding scholarly evaluation, tenure and promotion practices should be adapted to better reflect the mission of the university and changing norms of scholarly output (in such areas as collaborative, interdisciplinary, and community service research. 
Recommendation:   Evaluation of ethical comportment should also be an integral feature of the evaluation of those in the most senior positions in the University. 

· Human subjects protection
Although the resources and procedures Emory has dedicated toward improving the protection of human subjects in research have increased substantially (especially over the last five years), the increasing complexity of the research enterprise (particularly concerning the health sciences) along with the rising influence of external funding agencies requires enhanced vigilance.  The current research environment suggests that a strong IRB will bring considerable added value to the research enterprise.   Increased resources for the IRB, for example, would permit professional ethical consultation in evaluating protocols, enhanced monitoring of programs and procedures, and consultation with investigators during the process of protocol development and submission.  A consistent system of incentives and rewards is needed to support faculty who serve on the IRB committees.  We also recommend an augmentation of ethical support for the IRB system.  Finally, development of regional and national relationships with other institutions will give Emory and other Universities a greater voice in shaping policy for protection of human subjects.

Recommendation:  The University should enhance its investment in the IRB process by increasing the depth and breadth of University participation, providing incentives and recognition for the considerable effort required for faculty participation, providing additional ethical support in teaching and evaluation, and broadening its role in the national arena.

· Faculty, staff and graduate student training
Training for faculty, staff and graduate students in ethical practices is uneven.  Some  mechanisms are in place for graduate student training but opportunities for staff and faculty are often lacking.  Inculcating appropriate attitudes and awareness for ethical practice can be accomplished through dedicated courses in the graduate curriculum (building on exemplars in Medicine, Business, GDBBS, and TATTO); through support of formal and informal dialogue among faculty, staff, and students; and through programs of local certification.  With the assistance of resources from the University Teaching Fund, a faculty committee is currently exploring ways in which research ethics education for graduate students, postdoctoral trainees and faculty can be expanded.  

Recommendation:  The University should develop a comprehensive plan for teaching research ethics, using current graduate school curricula, and developing new approaches for training at all levels.

· Resource commitment and distribution
The potential corrosive influences from Emory’s exponential growth, tied in part to expansion of relationships with commercial and federal funding sources, requires rigorous scrutiny of how the university determines what types of sponsored research it pursues and how it weighs the potential ethical conflict.  As Emory’s resources increase, so do the complexities of internal resource distribution and management.  The promotion and reward process for research (including gender and minority issues) bear scrutiny, as does equity in the redistribution of grant money (including indirect costs).  FURTHERMORE, IT IS IMPORTANT TO ENSURE SUFFICIENT SUPPORT FOR CLASSICAL SCHOLARSHIP ESSENTIAL TO THE MISSION OF THE UNIVERSITY AS WELL AS SCHOLARSHIP THAT IS TRENDY OR HAS A HIGH PROFIT POTENTIAL. 

Recommendation:  In pursuit of transparency, a faculty and staff oversight group, with fact-finding prerogatives but without decision-making power, should be charged with monitoring and evaluating administration decisions that affect research trajectories and resource allocation, and should provide non-binding recommendations to decision makers.  THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD BALANCE RESOURCE INVESTMENT IN SPONSORED RESEARCH WITH ADEQUATE INVESTMENT IN CLASSICAL SCHOLARSHIP ESSENTIAL TO ITS MISSION.

· Quality of life issues
Academic success, and the dynamic milieu that fosters it, may be self-defeating by diminishing the quality of the environment that engendered the success.  Even as Emory’s rising success across all of its academic endeavors continues, such success can potentially undermine the positive quality of life that makes it an attractive intellectual community for its faculty, students, and staff.  Without time for reflection (particularly for humanities faculty), faculty may be losing as much as they are gaining as they experience the pressures and expectations of Emory’s dynamic milieu.  In particular, faculty members find their time more and more taken up by committee meetings and other types of service in the name of institution building.  Emory needs to examine how it might improve its policies and programs related to sabbaticals, retreats, and other ways to stimulate time and travel for research.  In general, Emory should reexamine policies that affect the disruption of faculty time.  The sanctity of human capital should be a goal at all career stages.

Recommendation:   Emory should ease the service burden on faculty (junior faculty in particular) by providing a clear cut set of incentives and rewards (thereby making it attractive all along the career path), and, at the other end of the spectrum, consider mechanisms (for example, funding scholarly or teaching activities) to retain those at or near retirement who wish continued participation in University life (the Emeritus University).

· Intellectual community and collegial networks
Although flush with resources and opportunities to support intellectual interaction both within and across disciplines, Emory needs to address both the unevenness of intellectual community across the university, as well as the appropriateness of its offerings and support for the scholarly needs of its individual faculty.  To counter the fragmentation of interaction created by growth and complexity, Emory needs to find better ways to bring faculty together across disciplines and create incentives for faculty to take the time to take advantage of these opportunities (particularly for junior faculty).  

Recommendations:

· Develop a web site that helps link faculty by current research interests  (The School of Medicine has developed such a web site, but it only includes the research interests of SOM faculty);

· Develop specific programs to aid junior faculty interaction across the university;

· Develop better ways to stimulate intellectual exchange for those faculty, isolated by departmental borders, who engage in similar research;

· Address the constraints on faculty time by providing structured avenues for participation in seminars and colloquia offered by the University;

· Examine the feasibility of creating places of social aggregation (e.g., coffee shops, faculty club)  that enhance interaction and exchange of ideas;

· Examine ways to support and build on programs such as the Gustafson Seminars, which continue a tradition of conversation around serious scholarly issues established with the Luce Seminars;

· Examine tenure and promotion practices for interdisciplinary research and examine ways to reduce the barriers for engaging in and sharing credit for interdisciplinary research (including the humanities);

· Encourage ongoing discussions about ethics in research among faculty, staff, students as a way to both enhance the culture of ethics and help foster intellectual community across disciplines.  Enhancing the ethos of ethics in research is particularly important to address potential differences in perspectives for researchers for international origin or for those who received inadequate training prior to arrival at Emory.  

· Ombudsman System

After a period of rapid growth, Emory has become a more complex community, in which previous procedures and processes may need adjustment.   For Emory, as for all academic institutions, increasing demands upon members of the community coupled with constraints upon available resources broadens the potential for conflict.  In such an environment, differences can arise among members of the community which require impartial arbitration outside of the current chain of administration (departmental/program chairs, deans, etc) and faculty grievance councils.  

Recommendation:   Institute an ombudsman system that provides arbitration in University disputes in an effective, meaningful, and confidential manner. 

Epilogue

Supporting the ethical conduct of research at Emory in the context of a vibrant, productive, and humane intellectual community is a dynamic process.   It demands attention to how and why research topics are chosen for research; how that research is conducted; and how its results are implemented and rewarded.  It involves our clearer articulation of the obligations of the researchers and of the obligation of the institution.  It presumes a respect for individuals while recognizing the need to provide meaningful and responsive protection for all members of the intellectual community.  Ethical research is essential to the integrity of the research university.  Because charges of unethical conduct may implicate the very sources of power of an institution, they can be complex and explosive. Adequate mechanisms to alert researchers to potential problems as well to arbitrate differences must be viewed as a priority of the institution. 

 Appendix:  Examples of programs that support intellectual community, cross-disciplinary interaction, and research ethics (from an in progress data base construction by the Offices of Institutional Research and Strategic Development, March 27, 2002). 

(This information is taken from a variety of sources, including, but not limited to, Emory Intellectual Initiatives:  Selected findings from a study of intellectual initiatives at Emory University, January 2001.)

Colloquiums/Discussions/Seminars/Brown-bags sponsored by departments and serve graduate students and faculty:

Department of Religion:  Interfaculty Seminar,  “Afterthoughts on Time and the Other,” Spring 2000.  

Seventeen participants, including advanced graduate students and representatives included faculty members from African Studies, Philosophy, and Economics attended open lecture given by visiting scholar Johannes Fabian and three subsequent discussions.

The Department of History, Vann Seminar in Premodern History (Dr. Judith Miller)

The Vann Seminar is a group of faculty and graduate students who meet about six times a year on a Sunday afternoon to discuss a scholarly paper distributed in advance.  Papers represent work in progress in early modern European history, with occasional forays into medieval or ancient. The atmosphere is informal and the discussion lively. The seminar has generated a lot of interest throughout the region. Participants come from a number of departments and schools in the Atlanta area, and announcements also go out to a wider regional mailing list. All interested scholars are welcome.

Rollins School of Public Health Spring Semester 2000

The series meets biweekly over the course of the semester. The seminar uses specific case studies to discuss a range of ethical questions related to HIV/AIDS prevention, treatment and control activities, including, vaccine trials, HIV testing and counseling, the prevention of perinatal transmission, needle exchange programs, and the use of cost-benefit analysis in developing programs for HIV/AIDS prevention and treatment. It examines grassroots perspectives on ethics and HIV as well as more academic perspectives.  The series features speakers from the international HIV prevention community, as well as several speakers from the Emory/CDC community who have been leaders in national and international HIV/AIDS prevention efforts.

Interdisciplinary Organizations within Emory (Most developed in mid to late 90s with a few in late 70s to 80s.  Serve faculty and graduate students mainly within either social sciences or humanities).

The Institute for Comparative and International Studies is dedicated to advancing comparative and international scholarship and education. 

“Graduate Fieldwork and Research Coffee Series” (all held in Psychology 201, from 10:00 a.m. to approximately 11:00 a.m.). ICIS unites Emory faculty, graduate students, and undergraduates through collaborative learning and the discussion of mutual interests in the fields of international and comparative research and education.

Brown Bag Lunch Series 

(the first two held in Candler Library, Room 400; the third held at 1385 Oxford Road; all are from 12:00 – 1:00)  This lunch series honors faculty recipients of ICIS research funds and helps all ICIS grant recipients, as well as all Emory faculty and students, learn about and discuss each other’s research in progress.  

Inaugural Forum Series  

(all held in Brooks Commons, Cannon Chapel from 4:00 p.m. to 5:30 p.m.) These forums provide an opportunity for Emory faculty, graduate students, and undergraduates to learn from each other and discuss intersecting interests in comparative and international research and education.

Culture, History, and Theory Reading Group, Dr. Goodstein

The Culture, History, and Theory (CHT) group is concerned with the analysis of historical and cultural processes at local, regional and global levels. CHT faculty research projects and seminars explore the theoretical and empirical challenges of analyzing diverse cultural orders and social institutions, worldviews and philosophies.

Gustafson Seminar / Luce Seminar

The Luce Seminar was an inter-disciplinary initiative founded and shepherded by James Gustafson from the time he came to Emory in 1987 until 1996. Funded by a multi-year grant from the Henry Luce Foundation, the Luce Seminar allowed selected faculty members a semester free of administrative and teaching responsibilities to look at connections among and between the humanities and the social and natural sciences.  Many faculty participants described the seminar as an authentic, intellectual challenge.  It was based on a theme designed to attract and challenge faculty from a broad array of disciplines.  

Spring 2002 Gustafson Seminar 

“Scholarship, Entrepreneur-ship and the Corporatization of the Academy”:  This seminar covers topics such as “Two Views of Universities and Corporations,” “The Changing Nature of Academic Labor,” “Intellectual Property,” “Corporations, Universities, and Technology in the Sciences,” and “The Role of Technology in the Business of Learning.”   Rich Rothenberg, Gustafson Fellow and professor of family and preventive medicine in the School of Medicine, speaks about some of the issues covered in the seminar, “The fact that commercialization is taking place is something that pervades the University but is particularly significant in the medical school.  Medical research leads to patents, to all sorts of potentially commercially useful materials. All of that is right up front in the medical school, frequently much more than in other [disciplines], where the product isn’t as obvious” (qtd. in Emory Report, 10/29/01).


Creative Writing Program of Emory College 

The Creative Writing Program co-sponsors readings throughout the year with the African-American Studies Program and the Women’s Studies Program, in particular. In March 2001, the Creative Writing Program will host author Anchee Min with Women's Studies Program and the Emory Women's Center. For more information on upcoming readings and co-sponsored events, contact Paula Vitaris at 7-4683 or pvitari@emory.edu.

African-American Studies, Dr. Mark Sanders 

The Annual Lecture on Race and Gender Established in 1995, the annual lecture on race and gender is one of many public expressions of the faculty in African American Studies to establish an on-going public dialogue with the faculty of the Institute of Women's Studies on the intersections of race and gender. Inaugurated with a lecture in March 1995 by bell hooks, in succeeding years this annual lecture and colloquium have featured Paula Giddings, Pearl Cleage, and Mamphela Ramphele.

Violence Studies, Dr. Robert Agnew

Violence Studies is an interdisciplinary program involving over 70 faculty from 20 departments, programs and schools in the University including: Psychology, Sociology, Political Science, Anthropology, Economics, Women’s Studies, Educational Studies, ILA, History, Philosophy, Religion, English, Film Studies, Modern Languages, Public Health, Law, Theology, Pediatrics and Psychiatry.

Organizations within Emory connected to outside institutions (Most developed in mid to late 90s and include courses, community outreach, public exhibits and workshops, student internships, public-private partnerships).

Center of the Study of Health, Culture, and Society

Received grants from Ford, Mellon, and Rockefeller Foundations to create series of courses, workshops, seminars, and conferences designed to maintain and develop new discourses on public health and emerging illness.  The Ford Foundation award initiated Center’s partnership with African Studies.  Together they created seminars, courses, and workshops on the problems of public health importance in Africa.

Halle Institute for Global Learning

In 1997, a major donation from Claus and Marianne Halle funded this university-wide center, which fosters internationalization to benefit Emory, collaboration among local universities, and the city of Atlanta.  Sponsors a guest speaker series, a travel abroad program for faculty, and a Distinguished Fellow program.

Center for Behavioral Neuroscience

In 1999, a grant from the National Science Foundation helped to establish this initiative that brings researchers from Emory together with colleagues from Morehouse School of Medicine, the Georgia Institute of Technology, and Georgia State University.  Undergraduate and graduate education is key to CBN’s mission.  The center’s research explores the neuroscience behind social behaviors, and a partnership with Emory’s biotechnology incubator is designed to aid in the transfer of some useful technologies generated by that research.

Outside Organizations connected/affiliated with Emory University (Early 80s; Community Driven and focused on helping students by providing internship opportunities)

Carter Center

The Carter Center, in partnership with Emory University, is guided by a fundamental commitment to human rights and the alleviation of human suffering; it seeks to prevent and resolve conflicts, enhance freedom and democracy, and improve health. All staff at the Center are recruited through the Emory University Human Resources Department. When positions are available, they are posted by Emory on their Human Resources web page and by The Carter Center on its Career Opportunities web page.

Nov. 7-8, 2001: Carter Center hosts annual Rosalynn Carter symposium on children and mental health: symptoms and redesigning treatment services. Mrs. Carter calls on parents, teachers, and health care providers to address a "national crisis" in children's mental health.

Research Ethics Training at Emory

Courses on Ethics (related to research)

IBS/Chem 606:  Values in Science

Taught by Arri Eisen, PhD Kathy Parker, PhD Senior Lecturer, Associate Professor Biology School of Nursing.  (The following description is an excerpt from his syllabus).“Education in Responsible Conduct in Research is now required for most scientists.  You might argue that little can be learned, especially in two days, from such training.  But the data say different.  While people who are unethical may well be so forever regardless of training, for the vast majority of us, ethical training can help in a number of ways, which we have shaped into four central questions we will address:  When is a situation unethical and what are the ethical dimensions to consider?  How do we identify what is ethical, and how do we reason through ethical issues?  How can we best make a commitment to choose an ethical resolution over another that gives us personal gain?  And how to persevere on this path?  What and where are the guidelines and regulations we must know?”  

A faculty committee has been convened by Arri Eisen, Jim Fowler and Bryan Noe under the auspices of a University Teaching Fund award. The committee has met several times and some decisions have been made.  The current plan for next year is to continue the two day Values in Science course for students and postdocs.  This course will still provide the basics to those enrolled.  The consensus of the committee has been that the details of the types of ethical situations with which one is actually faced in the process of performing an individual’s own research is somewhat discipline specific.  Accordingly, the committee has suggested that a potential approach to resolving this problem would be to add discipline specific research ethics education into existing courses that are taught at the departmental/program level.  The faculty who are currently teaching selected discipline specific courses would be responsible for integrating the new material.  This would be very important and would resolve one of the criticisms that principal investigators have received from training grant application reviewers, that the faculty who train the students in the research lab are currently not actually the ones providing the research ethics education.  However, since most of the faculty members who would be involved have never had any sort of formal ethics training, the committee believes that they should be provided with appropriate resource materials.  The committee, with the assistance of Arri Eisen and Kathy Parker, is currently seeking and developing resource materials that faculty members “in the trenches” can more readily incorporate research ethics components into existing course materials.

“The third-year (medical) course, called "Clinical Ethics"

A collaborative project of the medical school and the Center for Ethics.  Dr. Larry Tune, professor of psychiatry and behavioral sciences; Kathy Kinlaw, associate director of the Ethics Center, are co-directors of the course. The course also is supported by the medical school's Quality of Life Program, funded several years ago by an anonymous donor interested in ethical and quality-of-care issues in terminally ill patients.”  The themes included in this course are: The ethical dilemmas presented by advances in technology and medical genetics; legal and moral issues often are intertwined in ethical decision making; and new ethical challenges presented by managed care (2001). (http://www.emory.edu/EMORY_REPORT/erarchive/1995/December/ERdec.4/12.4.95med.studs.issues.html) 

Research Training Programs for Faculty

Center for Ethics (http://www.emory.edu/ETHICS/)
The Socialization of the Professions and the Humane University:  “The Morality of Professional Development & Socialization:  Implications for Teaching, Mentoring and Institutional Oversight,” sponsored by the Center for Ethics in Public Policy and the Professions. Led by Dr. John Banja, of the Center for Ethics, this faculty seminar took place from May 16-May 23, 2000. (www.emory.edu/ethics/media/socialization/pdf)  “Fifteen faculty from various schools and divisions participated in discussions and readings focusing on a variety of challenges and issues that confront today’s academic institutions in their preparation of ‘professionals.’” Some seminar themes included:  “The Comprehension and Formation of the Academician’s Career,” “The Value of the Academic Product,” and “The Value of the Text.”  The 2002 seminar will be focused on Ethics and Genetics, and is open for applications through the Center for Ethics.

The Ethics Library & Resource Center “was established in 1994 in partnership with Pitts Theological Library, to further teaching and research in ethics throughout the university.  Currently the Center houses almost 300 texts and fifty periodicals across the ethical disciplines, including bioethics, business, environmental, health care, and feminist ethics. The library's media resources include video and audiotapes of ethics lectures, faculty forums, public policy forums, and selected other media on current ethical issues.”
Center for Ethics’ web page offers a wealth of information regarding issues of ethics that faculty, staff, and students can access.  This information includes:  newsletter, current events calendar, programs, glossary of ethics terms, library collection and links to other websites about ethics.
Institutional Review Board, (http://www.emory.edu/IRB/): 

“The Emory University Institutional Review Board is a research oversight committee charged with assuring, both in advance and by periodic review, that appropriate steps are taken to protect the rights and welfare of humans participating as subjects in approved research studies.”  Interviews with IRB officials indicate that the IRB now (as of Sept. 1, 2002) houses the Health Science Center’s Human Investigations Committee (HIC) and the former Arts & Sciences IRB has become the Social, Humanist, and Behavioral IRB (SHBIRB), which reviews non-invasive research.  Five committees of 12-15 members make up the IRB, including one non-Emory community member on each of the five.  The members are recruited through departments and schools, and may or may not receive time off.  The IRB reviews about one thousand protocols annually, reviewing high-risk research proposals every 6 months and other proposals annually.  As Emory’s sponsored research has grown, so have the resources of the IRB: from a staff of 2 and budget of $100,000 to in 1995 to its current staff of 10 with a budget now over $1 million.  Although the IRB charges external agencies for protocol review, there is no charge to investigators whose protocols originate at Emory.  One particularly important function of the IRB is to ensure that the university maintains control of the data instead of the sponsor.  It also helps to eliminate conflict of interest for the investigator (for example, by disallowing incentives for enrolling subjects).

“The Emory University Clinical Research Education Program is a comprehensive program designed to provide IRB members, investigators, study coordinators, and research staff a full understanding of the ethical and regulatory aspects of human research. The program will educate these individuals in the Federal Regulations and guidelines that support the proper conduct of clinical research in the U.S. The program will also educate these individuals on the Emory-specific guidelines and procedures regarding the conduct of clinical research.” 

The new Clinical Trials Office in the School of Medicine (CTO), 

Directed by Ray Watts, A. Worley Brown Professor of Neurology and the new Office of Industrial Contracting and Liaison (OIC), directed by Victor Lampasona, will work in tandem to streamline clinical trials research.  The CTO will develop and implement operational and management processes and the OIC will negotiate external contracts and agreements and help investigators navigate the process of contracting, budgeting, and management.  These new offices will, according to Ray Watts, “ensure that all the proper checks and balances are in place so that we maintain the highest clinical and ethical standards for our patient volunteers” (Emory Report). 
Other Support Materials on Research Ethics at Emory
Office of Research,  (http://www.or.emory.edu/policies.cfm):  

“The Office of Research was created in 1996 to foster excellence in research throughout all the units of the University. The Vice President for Research Administration, Frank G. Stout reports directly to the Interim Provost, Howard O. Hunter, and Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs, Michael M. E. Johns, M.D.  Mission:  “To create an institutional environment in which research excellence is fostered, while maintaining the teaching, research and service roles of the university. The scope of the responsibilities include all research and related scholarly interests of the university community, not just sponsored research.”  The Office of Research website includes policies and procedures for research.  Some of the links include: Policies and Procedures for Faculty Members Involved in Sponsored Research and Technology Transfer; The Guidelines for the Responsible Conduct of Scholarship and Research; Policies and Procedures for Investigation of Misconduct in Research.

Forums for Discussions of Values and Ethics

Reconciliation Symposium (Academic Year 2000-2001).

The 2000-2001 academic year was Emory University's Year of Reconciliation. The aim was to celebrate the turn of the millennium through exploring a theme that highlighted the work of our faculty and students, promoted interdisciplinary dialogue about matters of importance to us all, encourage the discussion of the future of our university, and provide opportunities to determine first steps to action.  Definitions and shades of subtle difference in the meanings of the terms "conflict" and "reconciliation" were fully explored in courses, workshops, and events throughout the year. 

Sixth Annual Sam Nunn Forum on “Commercialization of the Academy” (April 5-7, 2002)

The forum, presented by Emory, Georgia Tech and University of Georgia, explored the ethical, economic and intellectual impact of the growth of patents and copyrights, commercial ventures and companies being developed by faculties around the country and the serious implications these activities have for undergraduate- and graduate teaching and scholarly research.  In a related event, on February 4 Emory faculty's Gustafson Seminar launched their inaugural panel, which highlighted a number of issues relevant to the Nunn symposium. These conversations will continue in a panel discussion at the Nunn Forum on the topic "A Semester of Argument: Corporatization and the Faculty Foot-Soldiers."

The Philanthropy and the Research University Conference 

Hosted by the Emory University Graduate School of Arts and Sciences, the conference was held April 15 and 16, 2002. This conference examined major questions about philanthropy and the research university such as: the strategic role of philanthropy in the development of research universities, the role of academic leaders in shaping foundation goals, and the synthesis of the university’s mission with the broader civic and social missions of philanthropic organizations.  This conference highlighted issues and trends that point the way to a better understanding of the historical relationship between philanthropic institutions and the research agenda of doctoral institutions.  Featured national speakers included Harold Shapiro, Olivier Zunz, Robert Weisbuch, Craig Calhoun, Marie Thursby, Roger Geiger, Stephanie Lowell, and Brian Fabes.  
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