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Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, March 6, 2013 

2:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Alon McCormick (chair), Karla Hemesath (for Barbara Brandt), Thomas Brothen, 

Lee-Ann Breuch, Megan Chock, Charlene Ellingson, Robert McMaster, Nic McPhee, 
Thomas Michaels, Kristen Nelson, Leslie Schiff, Henning Schroeder, Elaine Tarone, 
Eva von Dassow, Susan Wick, William Ziegler 

 
Absent: Janine Grebin 
 
Guests: Susan VanVoorhis (Academic Support Resources); Associate Vice President Andrew 

Furco (Office of Public Engagement); Chris Bremer (Office of the Provost) 
 
Other: Suzanne Bardouche (Office of Undergraduate Education); Ole Gram (Office of the 

Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) grade context posting options; (2) public engagement issues; (3) graduate 
student learning outcomes/intellectual principles of research education; (4) awards for excellence in 
instruction] 
 
 
1. Grade Context Posting Options 
 
 Professor McCormick convened the meeting at 2:00 and drew the attention of Committee 
members to a handout providing options for and examples of grade context postings.  He recalled that 
the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) had indicated it wished to be informed of a range of 
options; this handout is a draft that contains information from other AAU schools that the Committee 
reviewed at its last meeting.   
 
 Professor McCormick noted what is available on UM Reports as well as what is available on 
myedu.com and koofers.com, another site that provides grade data for colleges and universities; in the 
case of the latter, it advertises on its site that it helps students "find the easy classes." 
 
 Professor McCormick said he would like feedback from Committee members within a week 
on what the memo to FCC should look like and that the Committee should be prepared to approve the 
memo at its next meeting. 
 
 Several points came up in the brief discussion. 
 
--  myedu does not cost students to use it, so simply referring students to its site would not incur cost 
for them. 
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--  when the memo indicates a "small" cost to the University to implement an option, Ms. VanVoorhis 
said that the term refers to staff time; for "small," her office would be able to do it within a month.  
Where costs are said to be "medium," it would take longer. 
 
--  the memo should also include the original proposal, to include contextual information on the 
transcript itself and the pros and cons and why the Committee recommended against it; Professor 
Schiff asked if the cost "astronomical" could be included in the memo and attached to this option. 
 
--  even though myedu.com and koofers do analytics, the University does not have control over use of 
the data, the data are not comprehensive, and one has no idea how they select what information to 
present; it would be better for the University to do it itself.  
 
2. Public Engagement Issues 
 
 Professor McCormick welcomed Associate Vice President Furco to the meeting to discuss 
policy questions for the Committee raised by virtue of students engaged in course-based and co-
curricular public-engagement activities.   
 

Dr. Furco provided a handout that explained what the Public Engagement Council is (an 
advisory body to his office that meets four times per year and includes vice provosts, deans, and 
associate deans from various colleges as well as faculty members from this Committee [Professor 
Nelson], the Faculty Consultative Committee [Professor Chris Cramer], the Senate Research 
Committee [Professor Kola Okuyemi], and a faculty member at large), the docket items that have 
come to the Council 2011-13, and three discussion items that have arisen from Council work that he 
and Professor Nelson believe this Committee should advise the Council about.  He emphasized that his 
office relies on policies that have been established through the Faculty Senate and that interaction with 
senate committees is important. 

 
The three discussion items are these: 
 

Public Engagement Metrics:  Establishing a systems approach to assessing the scale, scope, and 
impact of public engagement across the University. 
 
Academic Credit and Community-Based Experiences:  Issues:  Equivalency of classroom-based 
instruction and community-based experiences and the need for consistency; academic credit for 
"service"; faculty oversight for community-engaged courses. 
 
Service-Learning Course Designation Policy & Implementation Process:   Implementation of service-
learning course designator (approved in 2007) for courses that integrate community service into 
academic courses. 
 
 With respect to item A, Public Engagement Metrics, Dr. Furco commented that this is an era 
of accountability and there are many demands for data regarding the scale, scope, impact, and 
outcomes of our community-engaged work.  In 2008, when he arrived at the University, there was no 
systematic approach to accounting system for public engagement at the institutional level.  So he 
commissioned a task force to look at ways to respond to the metrics needs.  The task force 
recommended against establishing a separate set of metrics for public engagement, but instead 
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recommended that public engagement measures be embedded into existing metric mechanisms (e.g., 
faculty activity reports, student surveys, etc.).  Based on the work of this task force, he created the 
Public Engagement Metrics Committee in 2011.  This committee identified a set of public-engagement 
metrics priorities that were aligned with the broader University-wide metrics tied to the institutional 
research, teaching, and outreach priorities..  
 

Dr. Furco indicated that a main challenge is to conduct a comprehensive assessment at the 
institutional level; there are many interpretations of public engagement work and different units collect 
engagement data in different ways.  They currently do not have the data to answer questions about the 
specific impact of programs or work that is taking place in a legislator's district.  Dr. Furco asked the 
Committee members if the University should continue to invest time and effort in responding to the 
many different data requests about the University's public engagement work, or should they simply 
say they cannot come up with the data?  Individual colleges may gather data for their own purposes, 
but it cannot be aggregated because the data vary across colleges. 
 
 Professor Nelson asked if, when it comes to evaluating undergraduate programs, it is 
appropriate to evaluate public engagement in the same way that educational outcomes are evaluated.  
Or is it not as high a priority?  Professor Brothen reported that in Psychology, one of the options for 
the senior paper is a community service project and they have excellent metrics for judging them.  
Evaluation of the educational aspects are within the context of the class. 
 
 Dr. Furco said the issue is not so much about evaluation (e.g., assessing program quality) as 
about measuring and accounting participation and impact.  They receive questions such as, "What is 
the total number of students at the University participating in public engagement activities?"  Should 
they say cannot answer?  Or should there be an accountability measure of some kind?  The University 
is reapplying for the Carnegie re-classification as a community-engaged university, and such data 
would help in the process of securing that reclassification.  Professor Michaels said that the Minnesota 
Extension Service has a number of metrics that could be of interest to legislators; Dr. Furco agreed 
that they have robust data but pointed out that Extension is one of many public engagement units; the 
work of his office spans the University and there more than 100 units that do public engagement work 
of some kind. 
 

Professor Michaels also pointed out that many classes in the College in the Schools program 
have a service learning component, and part of the classes are on campus and part are not, which 
places a burden on faculty members in terms of responsibility for students.  Dr. Furco said that the 
Public Engagement Council has looked at questions related to liability, background checks, and 
faculty oversight, which raises the question about the extent to which people feel community-engaged 
work is worth the time and effort. Does community-engaged work enhance value and student learning 
outcomes?  If not, why do it? 

 
Professor Schiff returned to Professor Nelson's question and said that the program reviews are 

a good place to collect information that should be collected, even if it is not something previously 
reported on.  If Vice Provost McMaster can be provided a list of what information is important to 
collect, and it includes public engagement, it will become part of the ongoing process, folded into data 
collection.   
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Professor Breuch asked about the involvement of his office in two programs; they are 
involved in both, he said.  Dr. Furco said that he has an annual gathering of program leaders to gather 
information on the nature of their engagement work (what issue areas are they working on) as well as 
gather information on the metrics they are collecting in order to explore ways to aggregate the data 
across units and colleges.  In his college (CEHD), for example, they have embedded community 
engagement data gathering in the Faculty Activity Report, whereby faculty indicate whether their 
research, teaching, or public service work contains a community-engaged component.  This allows 
them to mine data from the college to determine the extent to which faculty in the college are doing 
community-engaged work.  They may not know what the activities are, but at least they have some 
data. 

 
Professor von Dassow observed that public engagement is highly valuable—and ranks around 

dead last on what faculty are evaluated on; public engagement is not something that will lead to 
promotion (which isn't the question in front of the Committee).  It is related to the impact on students:  
Does it do any good?  Can it be shown?  What if public engagement is incorporated in courses but, as 
a result, students take longer to graduate but have a better education?  What if public engagement 
work requires smaller classes?   

 
Dr. Furco commented that these were excellent questions.  He stressed the importance of 

distinguishing between public service and public engagement, which are different, but are often 
conflated.  He explained that "public service" aims to provide benefits to society and prepare 
productive citizens and is a third part of the University’s tripartite mission (along with research and 
teaching), while "public engagement" is about maximizing community engagement experiences as a 
means to achieve the University's research goals (to produce research of significance that benefits 
society) as well as teaching goals (to provide a high quality education to graduate and undergraduate 
students).  An important component of public engagement is about working "with" communities, not 
just doing "to" or "in" the community.  It is not coming in, doing research, and leaving.  It also raises 
an epistemological issue:  Not all expertise resides within the academy; there is expertise outside of 
the University that can enhance the research and teaching that the University conducts.  It takes longer 
to do research through a community-engaged approach, but people can learn a great deal and public 
engagement can embolden research.  Students involved in public engagement have indicated they 
learn a lot and that such experiences enhances their educational experience.  His college (CEHD) at 
one point thought about faculty activity as divided between "teaching," "research," and "public 
engagement," but revised the faculty activity reports to teaching, research, and public service, realizing 
that public engagement can be part of all three.  In addition, the University's changes in the promotion-
and-tenure guidelines in 2007 have opened the door to encourage public engagement.  But metrics are 
an ongoing issue for them, Dr. Furco concluded, and he would like the Committee's advice on the 
matter. 

 
Dr. Furco turned to the topic of academic credit and community-based experiences.  The 

question is how they are counted, and they have developed guidelines drawn from University policy.  
The policy is vague, and one question is what counts as "appropriate academic community work"?    
The policy suggests that it should not be time spent on office work, for example; but what if the office 
work requires specialization or knowledge that is germane to the student's major (e.g., a social work 
student working the crisis hotline phone).  One matter for this Committee is whether there should be 
consistency in how credit and how much is awarded for community-engaged work.  Does the number 
of credits a unit gives a student for community-engaged work matter?  The Office for Public 
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Engagement is not in a position to make a determination so Dr. Furco is asking for the Committee's 
advice. 

 
Professor Nelson said the issue of whether there should be a policy is before the Committee.  

Should there be flexibility in awarding credit?  Who should decide?  Professor Michaels commented 
that internships share commonalities in terms of questions about the number of hours; his department 
has guidelines.  That is not the case across the institution, Professor Nelson observed.  So is the 
Committee comfortable with vagueness, Professor Michaels inquired?   

 
Professor McPhee noted that the institution also has vague language about credit for prior life 

experience and there is varying opinion on the amount of work required to turn it into academic credit. 
 
Professor Brothen asked Dr. Furco if he had any sense of the percentage of community-

engaged student work that was office work.  In Professor Brothen’s department, they do not count it.  
Dr. Furco said he did have those data, and that the question also gets to the second issue related to 
academic credit:  credit for volunteer service.  In his view, they are "students," and thus he believes 
that there must be some educational component (academic or otherwise) for a community-based 
activity to receive credit, and that is not always the case with volunteer work.  Dr. Furco expressed 
concern that there are students who are receiving academic credit for volunteer activities for which the 
educational component or objectives are unclear.  Professor Schiff said that offering credit for 
volunteer activities is a very slippery slope. 

 
Professor Breuch asked about service learning and guidelines for it.  Dr. Furco noted again the 

service-learning designator, approved by this Committee in 2007 but never implemented.  When they 
developed the criteria, it raised questions about ask what community-based activities should count?   

 
Professor McCormick asked if there is any cap, informal or otherwise, on the number of 

service-learning or community-engagement credits a student can use toward graduation.  Dr. Furco 
said he did not know of any limits, but that it would be up to individual colleges and departments to 
decide.  Ms. Ellingson asked about community-based work prescribed by a degree program.  Some do 
require community-based experiences, Dr. Furco said; it varies, and sometimes students have a choice.  
The issue at hand is what should be the standard for awarding academic credit for publicly-engaged 
work.  Should there be a standard? 

 
Professor Breuch said noted that there is a list of service-learning courses on the web through 

the Community Service-Learning Center.  These courses favor credit-based opportunities and the 
Center has data that supports that service-learning can produce positive result.  Dr. Furco agreed but 
cautioned that not all of the service-learning activities at the University work through the service 
learning center.  There are students who participate in service-learning courses that are not in the 
database.  He also noted that the database of courses listed at the Community Service-Learning Center 
do not match the list of courses undergraduate students identified on the Student Experience at the 
Research University (SERU) survey.  This raises the question: how do we best account for the full 
range of service-learning courses and other community-based learning experiences. 

 
Professor Wick said that in the case of internships, she requires considerable reflection and 

writing, meta-cognition, that could be applicable to publicly-engaged student work, which would 
mean that it cannot be clerical work.  She wants students to use their course work in their internships. 
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Professor McPhee said that an example of how credits do not capture the complexity of life is 

the effort to assess credit for online courses.  If universities are going to retain "credit" as a concept, it 
should be consistent across units.  He expressed uncertainty how that could be accomplished.  
Professor Tarone commented that there are RAships and TAships that are not the same and from 
which students do not learn the same amount; she said the Committee should not push consistency.  
But people do use "credit" like it means something consistent, Professor McPhee pointed out. 

 
Professor Nelson suggested that they could perhaps provide models for the Committee to 

consider, one more flexible and one less so, one requiring more consistency and one looking for less.  
There are models; does the Committee wish to spend its time on them?  This is both a policy and 
training question—but the Committee deals with both.  Professor McCormick said the Committee 
should take up the models and asked that it be provided with any national perspectives that might 
exist.  Professor Nelson said that she and Dr. Furco would bring proposals to the Committee, which 
could decide if it wished to have policy, guidelines, FAQs, whatever.   

 
Ms. Ellingson asked that they include a recommendation about credit for service learning.  Dr. 

Furco agreed that would be necessary if the course designator is to be used.  He asked about the 
standard for lab courses; Ms. Bardouche said that the definition for a credit is the same for all courses 
but that the policy recognizes that in certain activities (e.g., art and performance courses, labs, etc.) 
more time than the standard "three hours of academic work per week per credit for the average student 
to obtain an average grade" could be required. 

 
Professor Schiff said that if there is to be a model, credit hours are one detail, as is whether it 

is to be flexible and what type of community engagement it will cover.  A definition, for example, 
might require that it be tied to academic reflection, as Professor Wick mentioned.  There are a number 
of opportunities University-wide; she said she would like to see the types available in a model. 

 
Dr. Furco turned to faculty oversight of activities and reported that they have run into a 

number of situations where credit-bearing activities in the community are not overseen by faculty to 
an extent they believe would be appropriate.  Is there a need for guidelines?  Professor Wick said that 
if the activity is to receive credit and part of a degree program, then it should have faculty oversight—
that is what faculty members do, she observed.  Dr. Furco asked who counts as a faculty member.  
Some staff members serve as facilitators but are not faculty members.  Professor Tarone said a staff 
member might oversee the work but would not give a grade or credits; there has to be writing and 
reflection by the student, but the staff member would not grade that.  A grade depends on a student 
demonstrating that he or she learned something.  Dr. Furco commented that there is lack of clarity 
within units as to who can supervise students' educational experiences in community-engaged 
experiences, including assessing student learning and accomplishments. 
 

Is there a potential problem when a student program begins offering credit for service work, 
Professor Nelson asked?  Dr. Furco said that in some minors and majors that require community-
engaged experiences the courses are managed by individuals who are not regular faculty or are part of 
an academic unit (although the course is listed in an academic department).  Professor McCormick 
indicated that it is the business of the faculty to decide how credits and grades are awarded.  So there 
should be faculty oversight, Professor Nelson agreed.  She said that she and Dr. Furco would return 
later in the semester with models. 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     7 
Wednesday, March 6, 2013 
 
 

 

 
3. Graduate Student Learning Outcomes/Intellectual Principles of Research Education 
 
 Vice Provost Schroeder joined the meeting at this point and Professor McCormick asked him 
to review the work of the subcommittee on graduate student learning outcomes.   
 
 Dr. Schroeder provided the Committee with a handout describing the context and background 
and "Six Intellectual Principles of Ph.D./Ed.D./Master's Research Education [which are appended to 
these minutes].  He recalled that the Committee had talked earlier about this topic and had formed a 
subcommittee with three members of this Committee to draft graduate learning outcomes; the 
subcommittee did so and re-titled them "intellectual principles of research education." 
 
 Why is this being done?  One reason is 2015, when the Twin Cities campus will be re-
accredited.  The actual reason, Dr. Schroeder said, is because with a large number of diverse programs 
on the campus, it is beneficial to know what it means to have a Ph.D. or Master's or other graduate 
degree from the University of Minnesota.  A third reason is that the job market for graduates changes 
so it is important to include components in the curriculum beyond the purely academic ("transferable 
skills").  Dr. Schroeder emphasized that the goal is not to measure what can easily be measured but to 
decide on the educational goals of a program and measure the achievement of those goals. 
 
 As the introduction reports, the subcommittee looked across the United States and Europe and 
had lengthy discussions, the result of which are the six main bullet points.  This is a draft, Dr. 
Schroeder emphasized, a collection of six broad principles.  The next step is to identify perhaps three 
programs to do a pilot project of applying the principles, of mapping the principles to what they are 
doing. 
 
 Professor Tarone, who served on the subcommittee, stressed that the six principles of graduate 
education are quite high-level and the disciplines must define more precisely what those principles 
mean for that discipline.  The subcommittee tried to strike a balance between identifying general 
principles that could apply across the diverse range of graduate programs at the University while 
leaving it to the programs to specify how those principles apply to the formation of scholars in their 
discipline.  They see these as six principles defining a space within which programs can situate 
themselves; a given program may focus more on some than others, but these are all principles that 
every graduate program should think about.  Dr. Schroeder agreed that the principles are very broad, 
but suggested that in the case of #6, for example, those are skills that educated professionals need 
everywhere, not just in academe.  [6. Personal and Professional Management Skills (ability to persist 
in achieving long-term goals, ability to manage projects with uncertain outcomes, ability to be flexible 
and adaptable in approaching complex and uncertain problems, being self-motivated and autonomous, 
ability to achieve results with minimum supervision.]  These principles can be implemented in many 
ways in any given program in order to engage students in activities that allow them to become 
professionals in their particular discipline. 
 
 Professor Tarone said the subcommittee also envisioned a process.  They assume the 
principles would be laid before programs in a fashion similar to that used for the Writing Enriched 
Curriculum.  Faculty would be asked:  Do the principles apply to the program?  Should they?  How?   
Consideration of the principles by the faculty should generate clarity and a bottom-up process of 
improvement in the programs.  For example, some individual graduate faculty might not promote 
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graduate student autonomy as suggested by principle #6, she said; should the program faculty as a 
group talk about that?  Is that a desired outcome?  She said the subcommittee is aware that the 
principles are in part aspirational, not at present descriptive of every graduate program. 
 
 Vice Provost McMaster said he was not sure what #6 means, and then asked if the principles 
would be provided to DGS's across fields for review.  That is one of the next steps, Vice Provost 
Schroeder responded; he said that the version in front of the Committee today is the latest and this is 
the first time any version has been discussed publicly.  Are they comfortable with Committee 
members talking with colleagues about these principles, Professor McCormick asked?  They are, Dr. 
Schroeder said, and emphasized that he would like them distributed and discussed as widely as 
possible.  The deans have been alerted that the principles are coming. 
 
 Professor Tarone related that the subcommittee talked a great deal about measurement but did 
not want to encourage a bean-counting approach.  Graduate programs already have evaluation 
procedures in place, however, that should be used (e.g. annual student reviews, written and oral 
exams, dissertation reviews); a given program's achievement of the 6 principles can be evaluated in 
most cases using the evaluation process in place.  Dr. Schroeder agreed; they did not intend to create 
an additional layer of measures or accountability on programs but a focus on the principles can help 
improve them.   
 
 Professor Schiff said that the language, even though general, can be helpful, such as when 
talking with students in graduate committees. 
 
 Ms. Ellingson asked if the principles should align with the University's missions of teaching, 
research, and public service; there is nothing in these principles about teaching.  Professor Nelson 
agreed and observed that there is also nothing about training.  She said that just adding "and students" 
in #2, communication, would not be sufficient.  Professor McCormick pointed out that some programs 
require students to serve as a TA, whether paid or not, as part of the Ph.D. requirements.  Professor 
Tarone said that the examples given for Principle #1 (acquisition, creation,  and transmission of 
knowledge) could be more clearly focused on transmission of knowledge related to quality of 
teaching.. 
 
 Dr. Schroeder asked if those goals are pertinent to all programs, Ph.D., Ed.D., and Master's.  
Professor Schiff added the suggestion that not all items apply to everyone at every level of graduate 
education.  Professor Wick said that every graduate program requires that students be involved in 
teaching, research, and outreach, and said she did not see where the three missions come into play in 
this document.  Professor Nelson said that a graduate degree means expertise and that includes 
outreach:  "You make others better" because of the education, and that does not just mean faculty 
members, it includes doctors and chief executives and so on. 
 
 Professor von Dassow agreed that these are broad principles that may take different forms 
depending on the program.  Teaching is not a primary "student learning outcome" in all graduate 
programs; some do aim to train future teachers, while in other programs teaching is not necessarily the 
goal or the expected destiny of successful graduates.  
 
 Committee members discussed with Drs. McMaster and Schroeder the timeline for reviewing 
and commenting on the draft principles and the process by which they would be adopted.  Dr. 
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Schroeder said they would seek broad input from senate committees (SCEP, FCC) as well as the 
Council of Graduate Students and other groups, but he did not know if they would need to be 
approved by the Faculty Senate; at this stage it will be most important that they are approved in 
programs by those who educate graduate students.  At present he is not looking beyond receiving 
comments from graduate programs; if they say they the principles will not work, the subcommittee 
will have to revisit them.  And if there is much positive feedback, will they go to the Faculty Senate, 
Professor Schiff asked?  Professor von Dassow said they should; it is the only elected body and it 
allows the faculty to say that they adopted the principles. 
 
 Ms. Ellingson asked if the principles would be helpful in program evaluation.  Dr. Schroeder 
said they would; if they can inform what programs should evaluate, they can provide a meaningful 
framework for the review process.  This would include the student-centered GRIP initiative (Graduate 
Review and Improvement Process).  He also agreed that they resemble outcomes for undergraduates, 
as Professor McPhee suggested, but observed that there are distinctive elements to graduate programs.    
 
 Professor Wick reported that the subcommittee also talked about how the principles are 
presented.  If they are seen as punitive, the response will not be positive, but these are very good in 
that they provide a way for programs to point out what they do and how they achieve their ideals. 
 
 Professor Nelson said it would help to indicate that the bullet points under the principles are 
examples.  Dr. Schroeder agreed that they are examples of a sort, but it would be peculiar for a 
graduate program to say that they do not do such things as promote “acquisition of knowledge”, or 
“creation of knowledge”. These are not optional examples.  Professor Nelson agreed that it would be 
hard to believe that "knowledge creation" would not be part of a Ph.D. program, but it should be made 
clear whether these are examples or part of the principles. Professor von Dassow said that the bullet 
points after each principle should not be referred to as "examples" but rather as possible "modes of 
articulating the principle." 
 
 It was agreed that Committee members would solicit feedback on the principles and bring any 
comments to the March 27 Committee meeting.  The minutes will also be distributed, which will 
disperse the draft principles widely and alert people they are being discussed. 
 
4. Awards for Excellence in Instruction 
 
 Professor McCormick welcomed Ms. Bremer to the meeting to present the nominees for the 
Horace T. Morse - University of Minnesota Alumni Association Award for Outstanding Contributions 
to Undergraduate Education and the Award for Outstanding Contributions to Postbaccalaureate, 
Graduate, and Professional Education.  Ms. Bremer explained that there can be up to 8 nominees for 
each award; the nominating committees voted in favor of 7 nominations (out of 12) for the Morse-
Alumni award and in favor of 8 nominations (out of 10) for the Graduate-Professional award.   
 

The Committee reviewed the nominees, the process for nominating them, and voted 
unanimously to approve the nominees. 
 
 Professor McCormick thanked Ms. Bremer for her report and adjourned the meeting at 
3:55. 
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      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
* * * 
 
Initial Ideas for Graduate Student Learning Outcomes 
 
Graduate and professional education at the University of Minnesota is broad, encompassing many 
different advanced degrees. To define graduate student learning outcomes, we limit the scope to 
research degrees (e.g., Ph.D., M.S., M.A., and Ed.D.). Furthermore, there is a wide range of 
approaches to graduate education: some programs build on a common set of courses, while others 
allow students to individualize the course work depending on their research interests. Common to all 
research degrees is the emphasis on developing the research ability of a student through a project that 
is carried out by the student under the supervision of a faculty adviser and that builds on the innate 
curiosity common to students seeking an advanced degree. Because of the diversity of approaches and 
the emphasis on an individual research project, developing student learning outcomes solely based on 
course work would not suffice to capture the student experience and the desired outcomes. 
 
We propose a faculty-driven approach to establishing student learning outcomes, similar to the 
approach that was taken to establish the Writing Enriched Curriculum (WEC) for Twin Cities 
undergraduate programs. The WEC approach was successful because of the commitment of faculty for 
improving the writing and communication skills of our undergraduate students and a well-structured 
framework for articulating program-specific goals. Establishing WEC goals for programs was 
furthermore facilitated by making examples available to programs who wanted to join the WEC 
project. 
 
Despite the differences of individual graduate programs, we believe that graduate programs can arrive 
at a set of common intellectual principles for research degrees. The principles can then serve as a 
guide for developing program-specific student learning outcomes (SLOs). These SLOs have to be 
framed in the context of the program’s vision and overall goals.  
 
Our discussions were informed by the national discussion on rethinking graduate education, including 
the book by Walker et al. (2008) on The formation of scholars: Rethinking doctoral education for the 
twenty-first century, scholarly articles (Peers 2010), opinion pieces (Glenn 2010), white papers by 
professional organizations (Baker et al. 2011, UA 2010,  EUAC 2010, LERU 2010), and a number of 
examples of student learning outcomes for graduate education at universities in North America and 
Europe (California State University System, Cornell University, Kansas State University, Plymouth 
University, Purdue University, Rutgers University, Ryerson University, Seattle University, Stanford 
University, and the University of Wisconsin Madison). The discussions were also informed by past 
efforts at the University of Minnesota to establish a writing enriched curriculum (WEC) and student 
learning outcomes for undergraduate education. 

 
Six Intellectual Principles of Ph.D./Ed.D./Master’s Research Education 
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(The bullet points following each principle below are not intended to be prescriptive, definitional or 
encyclopedic; these are examples to stimulate discussion about program-specific student learning 
outcomes.) 
 

1. Scholarly Formation 
○ Acquisition of knowledge of core competences and demonstration of self-directed 

learning, life-long learning skills, and integrative learning  
○ Creation of knowledge through original research that advances the field; 

demonstration of advanced research skills; dedication to the search of truth; ability to 
make connections among disciplinary fields to ask fundamental questions and/or solve 
applied/societal problems  

○ Sense of responsibility for stewardship in conserving the key ideas of the field while 
being ready to challenge existing thinking, transmit knowledge to others, and advance 
the field 

2. Communication 
○ Advanced written and oral communication skills in English, and ability to 

communicate in another language as appropriate to the discipline 
○ Ability to communicate to broad audiences such as educators, policy boards, expert 

panels, language and culture groups, etc. 
○ Effective communication in teams 

3. Leadership and Collaborative Skills 
○ Exposure to team-approaches to problem solving 
○ Development of integrative skills to improve collaboration and problem solving 

across disciplines when working in cross-disciplinary teams 
○ Awareness of role of shared knowledge in learning communities where social 

networking allows for participatory research/knowledge creation/knowledge sharing 
○ Ability to apply intercultural knowledge in team-building  

4. Globalization 
○ Awareness of role of research in a global economy 
○ Awareness of fundamental changes in how society interacts, creates, and shares 

knowledge in a global society that transcends cultures and political boundaries 
○ Acquisition of multilingual and multicultural competencies to articulate shared 

knowledge 
5. Professional Responsibility 

○ Awareness of civic responsibilities and a broad outlook on societal implications of 
research 

○ Ability to conduct research in an ethical and responsible manner, with commitment 
and integrity 

○ Development of a professional perspective and scholarly identity, habits of mind 
consistent with a professionally identity 

6. Personal and Professional Management Skills 
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○ Ability to persist in achieving long-term goals 
○ Ability to manage projects with uncertain outcomes 
○ Ability to be flexible and adaptable in approaching complex and uncertain problems 
○ Being self-motivated and autonomous 
○ Ability to achieve results with minimum supervision 

 
Challenges 

 
● The current system rewards faculty in research universities for an almost exclusive pursuit of 

research and scholarship at the expense of mentoring the next generation of scholars 
○ Apprenticeship-mentor model (one-on-one) should be recognized as an integral part 

of graduate education at a research university 
● Disciplinary differences 
● Diversity of students: background (cognitive academic language proficiency in 1 or more 

languages), professional goals (preparation for academic versus industry career) 
●  Accountability 

○ Need for commitment to regularly assess SLOs and for value of assessment 
(development of culture of evidence in a program) 

○ Assessment of learning outcomes needs to be thoughtful and valid 
■ Use of standards documents for technical quality standards (AERA, APA, 

NCME Standards, 1999) 
■ There will be a need to have experts who help programs to develop program-

specific learning outcomes that can be evaluated or are not subjective (what 
qualifies as evidence, and what are the quality standards for evidence) 

● Societal changes in how we interact with knowledge 
● How to articulate distinct learning outcomes in each discipline for Masters’ & Ph.D. levels  
● Institutional response to increasingly collaborative models of learning 
● Diversity of learner types provide opportunities and challenges for mentoring and advising 
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