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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Graduate School 

Minutes of the Executive Committee 
Tuesday, May 4, 1965 

11:30 A.M. Campus Club 

Present: Professors A. A. Renaud, C. P. Barnum, W. E. Ibele, R. L. Jones, 
D. W. Warner, R. L. Hossfeld, J. G. Darley; Dr. R. Drew Miller; 
Deans J. R. Borchert, J. C. Haugland; Dean Bryce Crawford, Jr., 
presiding; Mrs. Shirley McDonald, secretary. 

Before proceeding to the items on the agenda, Dean Crav1ford reminded the 
Executive Committee to supply him with recommendations for replacements 
on the graduate group committees for next year. 

1. Two Committees Appointed 

Dean Crawford reported that he had appointed ad hoc committees to 
study two questions coming out of the Combined Group Committee 
Conference. One committee will concentrate on the subject of the 
Master's degree. Membership includes Professor Robert L. Jones, 
chairman; Professors Warren Ibele, Ralph Hossfeld, Robert Cameron, 
John Crane, Carl Sheppard, and Roger Wilk. The other committee ap
pointed to consider Ph.D. candidacy is chaired by Professor Stuart W. 
Fenton and includes Professors John Darley, Edwin Fogelman, Clifford 
Hooker, James Jezeski, Robert S. Hoyt, and Dr. Richard Varco. 

The dean suggested that the committees try to meet at least once this 
spring quarter and that perhaps by next winter quarter some report can 
be made. 

2. Pursuit of Graduate Degrees by Faculty 

3. 

This subject has been on the agenda since December in order to give 
all of the group committees adequate time to meet and consider a 
proposed procedure for handling exceptions to the established Graduate 
School policy. 

Reports by several group committee chairmen indicated a strong re
luctance to establish any mechanism to handle the few cases which 
might develop in only one area of the University. Similar problems 
extend across the University and the potential dangers in an 
established policy could outweigh the advantages. Since consensus 
was reached at this meeting, Dean Cra-c;-1ford -c;.lill Hrite to Dean Houard 
to this effect. 

Proposed Credentials Examination Fee 

Dean Crawford reported that the proposed all-university Credentials 
Examination Fee was discussed at the April 14 Administrative com
mittee meeting and will presumably go before the University Fees 
Committee at a later date. 

The dean referred again to the Graduate School survey made a few years 
ago and the reaction to it. (See Executive Committee Minutes, 
March 9, 1965, Item 2). He also mentioned the possibility of a pre
application form for foreign graduate applicants and that the group 
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comn1ittee discussions on this fee should also include this possibility. 

Dean Haugland said that a survey made by the University of Washington 
in 1962 indicated that 17 out of 42 AGS schools canvassed charge 
application fees, and that 6 more have initiated such fees since 1962. 
Fees vnry in these colleges between $5 and $15 and the mechanism for 
handling foreign applications varies also. 

Dean Crawford will urite to the departments in the fall to inform 
them that the Credentials Examination Fee is under discussion. 

4. Report on Proposed Programs 

(a) M.S. and Ph.D. in Nutrition - The Medical Sciences and Agriculture 
Group Committees have reviewed this proposal. Professor Hossfeld 
reported that questions about some parts of the proposal were 
cleared through a meeting with Professor Comstock, of the Genetics 
Group, and Professor Henderson who has followed the development 

(b) 

of this proposal closely. It was felt that the proposal does 
present the best uay to unify the program and will assemble more 
closely those individuals in the different departments interested 
in nutrition. Professor Hossfeld said also that the questions 
raised by the Medical Sciences Committee regarding course content, 
prerequisites and the like, also seem to be resolved. He did 
add, however, that the committee within the nutrition faculty to 
be formed to advise the Agriculture Group Committee should be 
structured as a regular subcommittee to the group committees 
involved. 

Dean Crawford asked that this item be carried fon-1ard until the 
June Executive Committee meeting in order to have a recommendation 
from the Biological Sciences Group Comntittee. 

Ph.D. in Information Retrieval - proposal to be submitted. 
No discussion. 

(c) Operations Research - Dean Crawford has appointed an ad hoc 
comntittee to study and recommend appropriate lines of develop
ment in this field. Membership includes Professor Bernard 
Lindgren, chairman; Professors Sant Ram Arora, Leonid Hurwicz, 
Gayle McElrath, John Neter, Edgar Reich, Milton Sobel, and 
Dean John Borchert. 

(d) Ph.D. in Scandinavian - This proposal is before the Language, 
Literature, and Art Group Committee for recommendation. Dean 
Crawford indicated that with the increased strength in the 
Scandinavian languages, history, etc. the proposal seems 
appropriate. Prof. Renaud, chairman of the Language, Literature, 
and Art Group Committee has been in touch with Professor Alrik 
Gustafson, chairman of the Scandinavian Department, and concurs. 
If a favorable recommendation comes from the Language, Literature, 
and Art Group Committee, Dean Cral-tford will take interim action 
in approving this program. Such approval will enable the depart
ment to apply for NDEA Title IV support by the May 17 deadline 
established for receipt of applications in the Graduate School 
Research Center. Final action '-1ill be reported at the June 8 
Executive Committee meeting. 
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5. Substitutions on Examining Committees 

Dean Haugland reported that lately there have been as many as 15 
requests per day for substitutions on examining committees. Three 
quarters of these involve Plan B and preliminary oral examinations. 
Getting substitutions means many phone calls between the Graduate 
School and group committee chairmen. Dean Haugland asked the 
Committee for its reaction to a procedure by which the Assistant Dean 
in the Graduate School could make these substitutions. This would not 
be boo difficult since the student programs as well as the log of 
committee assignments are at hand. It would be understood, of course, 
that committee substitutions involving thesis committees (Plan A and 
final orals) would continue to be referred to the group committee 
chairmen. Professor Renaud suggested that alternates indicated at the 
time the original committee is assigned might also save the group 
committee chairmen some calls. 

The Executive Committee agreed that substitutions can be made by 
the Assistant Dean on Plan B Master's and preliminary oral exams. 

All committee assignments are tallied on the log in the Graduate 
School and are totalled at the end of each quarter. It 't-las sug
gested that the totalling be done following each group committee 
meeting and the sheets indicating total assignments be sent to the 
appropriate group committee chairmen. 

6. Duluth Programs 

Dean Cra"t-7ford asl~ed the Committee for any reports on group committee 
discussion held on direction of development of work to"t-Tard the Ph.D. 
at Duluth and the appointment of qualified Duluth faculty to a full 
graduate faculty status. (Refer to Executive Committee Minutes, 
Haren 9, 1965, Item 6 and April 8, 1965, Item 7). Professor Ibele 
said that there seemed to be a lack of understanding, in his com
mittee, of just what the long range goals at Duluth are. Dean 
Cra"t-Tford mentioned the philosophy of a single University made up of 
the several campuses. Duluth could develop programs differing from 
those on the Twin Cities campuses and natural to their location. 
Also, Duluth does have some faculty who are fully qualified scholars 
and geographic location should not prevent their becoming full members 
of the Graduate Faculty. The dean emphasized again that there is no 
proposal toward a full scale Ph.D. program at Duluth, but that 
opportunity should exist for Ph.D. students to pursue thesis research 
when facilities and faculty are readily available. Opportunity for 
interaction between Duluth and Twin City faculty will increase as 
the amount of "t..rork increases and departments strengthen and expand. 
Dr. Miller spoke of faculty interchange, especially on exalilinations, 
between Rochester and Minneapolis. Professor Renaud also emphasized 
the importance of this interchange. 

Dean Crawford asked that the group committees continue their dis
cussions and the topic will be carried forward. 
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7. Joint Registration between Graduate School and the General Extension 
Division 

Dean Haugland reported that several meetings with personnel from 
Admissions and Records have resulted in a fairly simple procedure 
for the mechanics of joint registration. He said that some problems 
relating to tuition fees and securing advisers approval still must 
be solved. A 3 credit course in Extension costs $30. Day school 
fees are $45.50 plus a $20 incidental fee. 

A "pre-program" listing of the courses required for the student's 
program might be approved by the adviser before the first registration 
eliminating the need for approval for subsequent registrations. There 
seemed to be some doubt that getting an adviser's approval for each 
registration \Tould be that difficult for evening students. In any 
event, blanket approval for more than a year's program would be 
inadvisable. 

Dean Crawford asked the Committee in their discussions with the group 
committees to consider a requirement for prior group-committee approval 
for all Extension courses which ~rould carry graduate credit. The 
possibility of changes in the transfer-of-credit rule existing between 
the Extension Division and the Graduate School should also be discussed. 
For example, should any transfer of credit taken before admission to 
the Graduate School be permitted? (This might be difficult in view 
of the Adult Special transfer currently in force.) Should one 
quarter's work be transferred? Perhaps for the Master's degree, a 
requirement that one-half the credits be taken full-time on campus 
(or 1 quarter or 2 summer terms) could be established. The item will 
be carried forward. 

The final meeting for this academic year '\vill be held on Tuesday, June 8 
at 11:30 A.M. There will be a served luncheon. 

The meeting ~1as adjourned. 

May 10, 1965 

Respectfully submitted, 

Shirley McDonald 
Secretary 
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TO: 

UNIVERSITY OP MlNNESO'lA 
Graduate School 

Executive Committee and Group Committees 

I'D!: Bryce Crawford, Jr. 

April 2, 1965 

SUBJECT: Report on the Actions of the Combined Group Committee Conference 

This memorandum is a brief summary of the actions and recommendations of the 

Conference. This distillation is intended to serve as a focus for the Graduate 

Faculty and group committees and direct their attention to those items Which need 

further consideration. 1 think it would be appropriate at the outset to state that 

as a general proposition the Conference members favored and encouraged action that 

would expedite the progress of students working toward the Ph.D. degree. I thin!':. 

it also fair to say that it was the consensus of the Conference members that 

individual departments will need to assume a greater part of the expediting 

responsibility. 

Some of the recommendations included below can be implemented without any 

formal action by the Executive Committee. Such recommendations or suggestions can 

be communicated to departments and the Graduate Faculty in the form of "suggested 

procedures" which may be of aid to them in their responsibilities of advising 

graduate students. Many of the recommendations will, of course, need careful study 

by your committees and be subject to modifications before any final action .can be 

taken. 

Since the interrelationships between "official action" and "suggested procedures" 

are so vital, no attempt has been made in this memorandum to separate at this time 

the items that fall into these two categorieso Only the subject of Master's degrees 

has been treated as a separate topic. 

Although panels of the Conference were assigned specific topics with which to 

concern themselves, it was soon discovered that actions in one area had direct or 

indirect ramifications in many other areas. Thus the items which follo,N' do not 
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necessarily reflect the thinking of one panel, but probably express the considera

tions of more than one panel and in most cases the consensus of the Conference as 

a whole. Because of the limited time available, some of the recoUillendations 

emanating from various panels were never discussed by the Conference as a whole 

and there was thus no opportunity to discover whether or not there was consensus on 

the recommendations. The recommendations listed below that are followed by the 

name of a panel in parenthesis are those to which the Conference as a whole did 

not have an opportunity to address itself. These items, nevertheless, should be 

included in this memorandum because they may be closely related to other Conference 

reccmmendations. 

first-year Screening and Research Emphasis 

It was clearly the consensus of the Conference that there should be an early 

evaluation of each graduate student. Screening procedures need to be developed that 

could be used for diagnostic purposes as well as to indicate whether or not a 

student should be allowed to proceed with his graduate studies. This, of course, 

implies that departments establish committees which would be charged with the 

responsibility to carry out these functions. Although these committees would not 

be "official agents" of the Graduate School, they would in a real sense be a necessary 

and vital link between the departments and the Graduate School. A periodic review 

of Ph.D. aspirants with formal notification sent to the Graduate School indicating 

the results of a department's review is a necessary part of the whole process of 

spurring students toward completion of degree requirements and the early elimination 

of those who are determined to be not qualified to contiau.e. There would. as a 

result. be corporate action taken in each department, and an official record in 

the Graduate School, for every graduate student aspiring to the Ph.D. degree. 

Since the Ph.D. degree is a research oriented degree, it was deemed important 

to expose graduate students to research at the earliest possible time. Courses in 

research methods, problems, and techniques should be a part of a graduate student's 

experience by the end of his first year in Graduate School. Early review of a 
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student's abilities in this area would be an aid in determining whether or not he 

should be allowed to oontiuue. The following recommendations might aid in facili

tating action to achieve the goals mentioned above: 

lo !'hat each department be concerned with initial admissions to Graduate 

School a 'J.'hat each department, in some fashion, influence standards for 

admission used by faculty in the department. Procedures might vary from 

simple agreements on common prerequisites to formal committee-type review 

of all applicantso (Pauel on Graduate Programs aDd Pre-preliminary Exams) 

2. 'lhat departments develop screenina procedures for diagnostic aDd program 

developuant purposes as well as makiq decisions concerning the probability 

of success for a graduate student in a Ph.D. program. 

3 o That departmental evaluations of graduate students be initiated at the end 

of a student • s first year (third quarter) in Graduate School and continued 

aDDUally thereafter, and that the results of such evaluations be communicated 

to the Graduate School for permanent recording. 

4. !hat each department establish as a matter of public record the type of 

screening devices or procedures it will employ and that each graduate 

student be infoEmed of his department's decision and the basis for that 

decision. 

So !hat a definite effort be made to provide problem and research oriented 

experiences during the first year of araduate study so that observations of 

the student's ability to work independently and creatively and to synthesize 

knowledge, etc. , might be made o 

6. !hat each department establish graduate study committees or directors of 

graduate study to carry out the duties described in the foregoing 

rec0111D8ndations, and that departments develop guides to graduate programs 

for the use of students and faculty. Quides or "handbooks11 should reflect 

standards and expectations as well as ''mechanics" and perhaps include 

suggested readings. 
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Early Examinations to Determine Candidacy 

Although there was not unanimous agreement on the time and form of the 

candidacy decision-making mechanism, it was the feeling of many of the conferees 

that in an effort to speed a Ph.D. aspirant's progress toward completion of degree 

requirements, aDd also to arrive earlier at a "final" decision regarding a student's 

candidacy, the qualifying (preliminary) examinations be taken at an earlier date 

than is now the practice in most areas. !he timing of these examinations, which 

would be written, oral, or both, cannot be legislated across the .~~1t~~~-~ 

departments. Departments would have to establish, according to the~~~ 

poltcy ~of the depell-ttleat end in cooperation with the appropriate group COI!IId(tees~~~ 

aDd the Graduate School, a specific point at which students in the department would~' 
~ 

be required to stand for examf nations. Unlike the present system, the course work /' 

I.Dcluded on the Ph.D. prozr.,. -.lei aot oeceaaaril7 lunre to be ._letecl, thus 1t \ 

would be possible to push qualifying (preU.minary) examiDBtions up to as early as t • 
the end of the second year in Graduate School in many areas. At this point admission ~ 

to caDdidacy could be made on the basis that the student has demonstrated, by the 5 1 

limited D~Uertal he has already mastered, the ability to proceed. 

Departments may wish to examine the candidate again at a later date for broad 

mastery of the field in wbat could more accurately be called comprehensive exami

nations. Again, there was no conaensus, but some of the Conference participants 

favored makioa the final caudiclacy decision at this point rather than at an earlier 

point. !o implement the above, consideration could be given to the following 

recOIIIDeudations: 

1. !hat a decision on candidacy be reached as early as possible on the basis 

of all available data and successful completion of qualifying (preliminary) 

examinations whether they be written, oral, or both. 

2. !hat an examination time schedule be established by each department in 

cooperation with the appropriate group cOIIID.ittee and the Graduate School, 
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and the specific point at which a Ph.D. aspirant tlllSt stand for qualifying 

(preliminary) examinations be made a matter of public record in the 

Graduate School Bulletin as well as in letters of admission, and that this 

examination schedule be rigorously enforced. 

3. %hat departments evaluate a Ph.D. aspirant's broad mastery of his major field 

at a time determined by the major department, and that the department be 

free to require (or not require) the use of written and oral examinations 

or both. 

Written Exam1nations in the MaJor •ield 

!here seems to be a strild.ng similarity among departments concerning the 

nature of written examinatious, their design, grading, and administration. Although 

many graduate students will probably take their written examinations at the end of 

the second or the beginning of the third year, there is variation among departments 

on the element. of timing. !here are some DOtable deviations from the typical 

pattern of written examinations; the most noteworthy is perhaps "The Proposition" 

examination used in Microbiology. !he propositional approach embraces both a written 

and oral examination but these ax-e unified by the scheme. An interesting aspect of 

this procaclura is the focus it gives to both the written and oral examinations and 

the opportunity it affords the examining faculty to judge a eaadidate's overall 

qualifications. 

With respect to the relationship of the written to the oral examination, many 

of the conferees were of the opinion that auch better use could be made of written 

than oral examinations in assessf.Da a student's knowledge. It was estimated that 

two-thirds (or more) of the questions posed in oral examinations could aDd should 

have been asked in the written examination. Ca:r:eful study should be given to the 

relationship between the written aDd oral examination; the oral examination should 

assess somethizag the written examhMtion cannot. 'J."be results of the written pre

liminary examination and the examination papers should be made available to the 

oral preliminary committee before and during the oral examination and the results 
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of the written exmn1nstion should become a permanent part of the student 1 s record. 

To give the oral preliminary examination focus, there may be merit in adopting the 

fozm of examination used in Microbiology (!he Proposition). Two weeks before the 

oral preliminary examination, the student is given (or selects) a proposition Which 

he prepares support for and then presents to the oral preliminary examining committee. 

This type of examination also lends itself well to the idea that the ~1l'itten and 

oral examinations should be one package, i.e., the examinations should be interrelated 

and not too far apart in terms of time. !he following recollJDendations may be helpful 

to make written examinations more effective: 

1. '!hat the written eum1nation in the major, as presently used for preliminary 

examinations, should be used to establish the quality of a student's broad 

mastery of the major field; and, that this be a "decision examination" with 

regard to determining candidacy. 

2. 1bat further consideration be given to the use of "!he Proposition" type 

examination on the basis that it tends to give unity to the written and 

oral examinations and affords the faculty an excellent opportunity to 

juctae the student • s qualifications. (Panel on Written Examinations in the 

Major) 

3. 'rhat departments develop written examinations that will aid oral examining 

CODIIlitteas to more effectively use the oral examination. 

4. 'rhat the results of written examinatiou be included 1n the student's record 

and that examination papers be made available to the oral examining committee 

prior to and during the oral examination. 

5. 'rhat in exceptional cases, and with departmental approval, the written 

pnliminary examination be waived. 

6. That because students take such a large number of examinations and quizzes, 

consideration be given to the elimination of individual course examiDations 

and that these be replaced by comprehensive examinations in certain funda

mental areas ,;mich might cover blocks of ten to fifteen credits 1n four 
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or five areas basic to the major department. Appropriate grades could 

be assigned on completion of the comprehensive examination. (Panel on 

written Examinations in the Major) 

Bxam1 uations in the Minor field 

!he details of euminationa mst be worked out by individual departments with 

coucem given to requinments for those minorioa in a department as well as for 

majors. !he minor department uust be "protected" if a student indicates that he 

wishes to fonullly minor in a particular area. A minor department should be allo~1ed 

to determiDe whether or not it will award a minor aDd on what: basis such an award will 

be made. JU.gorous examinations. of the same quality, but not the breadth of those 

given to majors, could be admin1stered. If the mi.Dor department feels that a 

caodidate has not performed satisfactorily, it should so iudicate. 1he student 

may then wish to modify his Ph.D. program aDd include a supporting program. However, 

a coaversion to a supporting program Should not be automatic but subject to the 

regular NV'iew and approval procedures. Once the supporting program option is 

selected aad approved, the major departmeDt assumes responsibility for the entire 

Ph.D. prog~:am. 

!here was general agreement among Conference members that the minor department 

should be allowed to iDdicate its satisfaction that a caudidate has fulfilled the 

Daeessary requirements on any basis. Also, the minor depaJ.1:mallt may or may not 

choose to be represented at the written and oral examinations as administered by the 

major department. In any case. there must be close liaison between the major aDd 

mf.Dor departments if a student wishes to have his record iDdicate the fact that he 

minored in a specific area. The followiDg reCOIIIII8Ddations concerniDg the minor 

seem relevant: 

1. !hat a student wo selects a formal minor is the responsibility of the minor 

department as wll as the major department; however. if a student selects 

a supportiag program option then the major department assumes complete 

responsibility for his candidacy. 
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2. The minor field may use its discretion in determining tdlethel:' or uot a 

person has fulfilled the requirements leading to the award of a minor; 

a ln"itten examination may or may not be used. 

3. !hat minor departments be encouraged to give rigorous written examill;.itions 

of the sama quality but not the same breadth as those given to majors in 

the same department. 

4. !hat departments, in cooperation with group committees and the Graduate 

School, make a matter of public record what will be expected of graduate 

students who ldsh to minor in that department. 

So !hat the option of using a supporting program in place of a minor 111.1st 

always be subject to review and approval by the appropriate group committee 

and the Graduate School. 

6 o !hat approval for a supporting program should be given by a departmental 

COl'llllittee rather than by an individual member of the graduate faculty and 

that Where standard patterns of supporting programs are designed or 

evolve, it would be helpful to provide information concerning them to the 

Graduate School. (Panel on Preliminary Oral Examinations) 

7. !hat the minor department, if it is convinced that a student has met its 

minimum standards, may waive its right to representation on a preliminary 

oral examining committee. (Panel on Preliminary Examinations) 

8. !hat if a candidate performs with excellence in a written minor exami

nation the minor discipline Should have a limited role in the oral 

examination--to the extent that the oral examining COIIIIlittee might be 

composed of four representatives from the major field and one from the 

minor area. (Panel on Examinations in the Minor Field) 

Prelimina!Y Oral Examinations 

'l'here are two points that seemed to have the unanimous support of those 

attending the Conference. (1) That the preliminary oral examination as presently 
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used in most departments is a very wealt measuring device on t-1hich to base a decision 

regarding candidacy. (2) Requiring graduate students to stand for preliminary 

examinations at an earlier time would spur Ph.D. aspirants to completion of degree 

requirements. It is also a fact that the important role of the oral preliminary 

examination is that of providiug a key decision by an evaluating committee of faculty 

members regarding candidacy. !he efficiency of oral examining committees might be 

increased if they were provided with more information on which to make a decision; 

the eotrmittee ought to have .!!! the data available on a student when such an important 

decision is to be made. 

In general, the conferees were in agreement that the oral examination does have 

a unique purpose, aside from its present use as a decisive measuring device. It is 

possible for examiners to conduct a reasoned dialogue on topics in the field with 

the C&Ddidate, and the examiners can evaluate opan-endedly the depth to wich the 

student can purcue an area as well as check the synthetic and integrative abilities 

of the candidate. In addition, the oral can function usefully to check on a border

line perfoEmanCB on a ~~itten examination. 

While there was almost unanimous agreement that the written and oral examinations 

should come earlier, there is still the question of When the key decision regarding 

candidacy should be made. Should these examinations come so early that uuch of the 

work on a person's Ph.D. program is uncompleted? Ora should the examinations come 

later and thus be more comprehensive? A combination of early and late ezaminations'l 

'l'bere was agreement that some screening mechanism should be employed early in the 

student's career • but there was not unanimity regarding the stage at which the 

candidacy decision Should be rendered. further complicating the whole picture is 

the label "preliminary examination." "rhe word "preliminary" may be a misnomer when 

used to describe our pzeseut examinations that come at the conclusion of formal 

course work and just prior to the thesis and final oral examination. 

Listed below are some recommendations concerning oral ezaminations that emanated 

from the Conference. Since no final agreement was reached on the timing and content 
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of the "preliminary" oral examinations, in some cases the recommendations may be 

contradictory. 

1. !hat what is ncn-1 called the preliminary oral examination should come early 

in a student's graduate experience and that this be the key decision-making 

device in determining candidacy. 

2. !'hat the key decision regarding candidacy be made early but that no final 

decision be made until the major department aDd minor department have 

satisfied themselves that the Ph.D. aspirant has demonstrated by compre-

hensive examination or other means that he has a broad mastery of his field. 

3. !hat greater attention be given to the interrelationship between the written 

and oral exam:l Mtions in an effort to use both examinations to best advantage, -
i.e., the examinations should be treated as a unit as 11Uch as possible. 

4o That in some cases 1 on the basis of a department's recommendation. the oral 

examination be waived in the major or minor, or both. 

S. That the minor area llUst be kept fully infozmed about a student's progress 

and that the minor department may 1 if satisfied with a student's performance 

in the minor, request reduced representation or no representation on the 

~limjnary oral examining committee. 

6. !hat there be further study given to the idea that the major adviser act 

as chairman of the oral examining COJIIDittee, but that he absent himself 

at the time the final evaluation of the oral performance of the student 

is made. 

7. 'lhat the practice of usiug a "secret ballot11 straw vote, iuiDediately 

following the conclusion of an oral examination and before discussion, 

be recommended to the Graduate raculty. 
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So 'J.'hat rapid progress for Pb.Do aspirants could be achieved if the 

following schedule was implemented and proper monitoring procedures 

used: (Panel on Written Examinations in the Major J'ield) 

0 t l 

i I 
Screening or diagnostic 
exsm1nstion for all 
potential Ph.D. students 
including those with 
Master's from other 
schools 

-or
departmental evaluation 
of student and ncording 
with Graduate School 

J!le.!i.! 

J I 
3 

1' 
or 

f 
Comprehensive written 
and/ or oral exam 

IJinal oral 
lex<amiJ nation 

9o !bat requirirlg proficiency in one foreip lauauase for entrance to PhoD. 

worlt and completion of the second (if two are required) by the end of 

the first year of residence, and officially limiting the DIIDiber of years 

a student will be financially supported, may be additional means of 

hasteniug student progress toward comple.tion of degre.e requireme)lts. 

(Panel on Written Exsminations in the Major) 

!besis and l'inal Oral Bxlllll'f nation 

Although time did not pendt the conferees to discuss at leuath the thesis 

and final oral examination, these topics should be studied by the ;roup committees 

and the Graduate J'aculty. When a candidate appears for the final oral examination 

we assume, in almost all cases, that all other requirements for the de.gree have been 

met. rna candidate is presenti.Dg his research achievement, his new contribution to 

l~ledge,and he should demonstrate his ability to communicate that contribution in 

written form and orally to the members of his examining committee. Listed below are 
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the recommendations of the Panel on Thesis and Final Oral Examination and one 

other Panel to l'lbieh the conferees did not have an opportunity to react but 

which were presented to the Conference: 

1. That presentation of the thesis to the readers may not precede the 

time when other examining committees have certified that they have no 

further reservations regarding the academic competence of the candidate. 

2. !hat the function of the adviser is to maintain continuing contact with 

the candidate and the progress of his research and to encourage the 

candidate to seek advice from other faculty members zen pertinent and 

useful. 

3. !hat the function of the other two thesis readers is !!:2.£ to serve as 

advisers to the candidate duriDg the progress of the research though they 

may well be among those whom the c:alldidate would seek out for advice on 

a specific aspect of the research problem. That the specific function of 

the two thesis readers is to evaluate (1) the quality of the uew contri

bution to knowledae submitted by the candidate, and (2) the ability of 

the candidate to c0111111Dicate this new kDowledge in a selective llllllm8r in 

his thesis. (C()Dillmication in this 11selective" maDDer might well be re

lated to pnsencation in such a fom that it would likely be acceptable 

for publication in a recogDized scholarly journal in the field.) 

4. 'lhat the Group Collmittee shall des~e (i.D ac:kiition to the major adviser) 

two thesis readen who shall be especially knowledgeable about. the area 

in which the thesis is being writhn, aod in des1gnatiD& these two thesis 

J:eadera the Group Coaa:Lttee Deed not take into consideration their depart

mental affiliation, except that it is stroaaly rec01111D8Dded that at least 

one of the two readers be from outside the major department. ('l'he Group 

Coumittee should feel free to invite a paduate faculty member from aaother 

iustitution; e.g. • from other CIC i.Dstitutions, to serve as a thesis reader-

particularly when, in their judgement, PD more than one MiDnesota faculty 
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member, aside from the adviser, could be considered especially ltnm~ledge~ 

able.) 

. o 'l'bat the thesis should go to the readers in a form that the candidate and 

his adviser certify is, to the best of their ability and judgment, the 

final form, but it should not yet h.:;ve gone to the stage of final typing 

in order that the readers not be inhibited from suggesting changes that 

might call for substantial revision. 

6o -rhat following examination of the thesis by the readers, they shall notify 

the Graduate School and/or major adviser (1) that they reject the thesis, 

(2) that they certify that the thesis is ready for defense, or (3) that 

they give ''unconditional" approval (with perhaps minor suggestions). 1'hat 

in the event of (2) or (3) above, the major adviser and the candidate shall 

schedule a meeting of the candidate, the adviser, and the two readers for 

joint review of the manuer in wich the candidate proposes to incorporate 

the suggestions of the readers, and that at the close of this session, the 

thesis reading committee (adviser and two readers) shall accept or reject 

the thesis ~ich has still not been typed in final form. 

7. !hat following acceptance of the thesis, the adviser and the candidate 

will schedule an oral semi-public presentation of the esaence of the thesis. 

(!his might occur on the same day that the thesis reading CODJDittea meets, 

in the event that both of the readers gave "unconditional" approval at the 

time they first examined the thesis ad specifically info:rmed the adviser 

that the oral might be so scheduledo 

8. -rb.at the oral presentation should be viewed as (1) an educational experience 

for the candidate, for other faculty members, aDd for graduate students, 

and, (2) a means of evaluating the ability of the candidate to effectively 

COIIIJI.Inicate his contribution to colleagues--rather than a means of judging 

whether the degree should be conferred. 
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9. \'hat the Group Conmittee shall name two non-readers, at least one of "tmom 

shall be from outside the candidate's major department, to participate at 

the time of the oral presentation, and that the two non-readers be charged 

specifically to question the candidate about the significance of his 

findings to related areas of l~ledge and/or the implications of his 

observations for further research in various areas. 

10. !hat the oral presentation be open to faculty and graduate students and in 

addition the candidate and his adviser be encouraged to specifically invite 

certain faculty members while the Graduate School, perhaps at the suggestion 

of the Group Committee, extend specific invitations to new members of the 

Graduate faculty in related areas, as a means of permitting them to gain 

experience in graduate functions. 

llo !hat only after the oral presentation should the thesis be typed in final 

form, possibly taking into account points brought out at the oral presenta

tion, and that if such points are to be incorporated into the thesis the 

adviser and the candidate shall notify the readers of such intended 

incorporations unless they are considered trivial by the advisero 

12. !bat a miniuum of three weeks (one month?) be allowed between the submission 

of the thesis to the readers and the final oral examination. 

13. !hat the assignment of two non-readers to the thesis examiniDg committee 

be discontiDued leaving the composition of the thesis committee with only 

the adviser and two readers. (Panel on Written Examinations in the Major) 

Since all of the recommendations of the various Panels have been included in 

this memorandum (reCOIIIDendations that did not reach the floor or on which there was 

no consensus by the Conference as a whole have been identified) there does not seem 

to be need for attaching appendices containina reccmmendations of the Panels. 


