
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, January 27, 2010 

2:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Cathrine Wambach (chair), Joseph Bartolotta, LeAnn Alstadt, Norman Chervany, 

Megan Evans, Kaleb Kalinowski, Robert McMaster, Cody Mikl, Peh Ng, Jane 
Phillips, Peggy Root, Henning Schroeder, Paul Siliciano, Donna Spannaus-Martin, 
Elaine Tarone, Michael Wade 

 
Absent: James Leger, Kristen Nelson 
 
Guests: Associate Dean George Green; Peter Radcliffe (Office of Planning and Analysis); 

Mandy Stahre (Council of Graduate Students); Susan Van Voorhis (Academic 
Support Resources) 

 
Other: Karen Zentner Bacig (Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs); 

Suzanne Bardouche (Office of the Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate 
Education) 

 
[In these minutes:  (1) discussion with Dean Schroeder; (2) data on graduate students/enrollment] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Dean Schroeder 
 
 Professor Wambach convened the meeting at 2:05 and welcomed Dean Henning Schroder to 
talk about his vision of graduate education. 
 
 Dean Schroeder said he was glad to join the Committee.  He recalled that he had received an 
article from the The Chronicle of Higher Education distributed to Committee members titled 
"Graduate School in the Humanities: Just Don't Go."  [The minutes of the Faculty Consultative 
Committee, 2/4/10, contain Dean Schroeder's opening remarks, which were the same as the ones he 
made at this meeting: 
 

Dean Schroeder thanked the Committee for the opportunity to join it.  He told the 
Committee that he had received a copy of an article from The Chronicle of Higher Education 
on January 30 titled "Graduate School in the Humanities: Just Don't Go."  He felt he must 
respond.  The article contended that the prospects for getting a job are so bad that one should 
not go to graduate school, especially in the humanities.  If graduate education were just 
another classroom experience, one might think twice about seeking it, but if it is with a 
research focus, and the experience to generate new knowledge, what one learns in graduate 
education is useful for a job inside or outside the academy.  One learns to be a team player if 
one is part of a vibrant graduate program.  Conducting independent research as a graduate 
student is essential for the development of critical autonomous thinking.  Successful programs 
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require a delicate balance of intense mentoring and coursework on one hand and on the other 
hand provide room for individual growth and new ideas, as well as the freedom to take risks. 

 
Dean Schroeder related his own graduate education experience in Germany in the 

1980s under the master-apprentice model, in contrast to the model he found upon arrival in the 
United States.  When he came to this country he was stunned at the knowledge students had 
about their field and felt great appreciation for graduate education in the US.  He believes 
there must be a research component to it.  The master-apprentice relationship is still wide-
spread in graduate education outside the US but there are many countries now building 
graduate schools modeled on the US (Europe, Asia).  They are building them from scratch and 
they will be competitors with the US, so it is important that the University operate faster and 
more efficiently than ever before in streamlining programs and in responding to the 
environment quickly—with an emphasis on quality.  He thanked the work group members and 
observed that few people have the luxury of taking a new job with two work groups having 
prepared the field for them.]   

 
He concluded his comments by saying that the United States must remain the go-to country for 
graduate education and it must find new ways to deliver graduate education.  He said he has also 
spoken with Professor Wambach about the role of this Committee in reviewing Graduate School 
policies. 
 
 Mr. Bartolotta said he found Dean Schroeder's comments exciting.  He asked if Dean 
Schroeder had a sense if there is more interdisciplinarity here than in other places, but also a sense that 
one must go into the disciplines:  How does one balance interdisciplinary research and study with 
disciplinary demands that will be made on graduates as they enter the academic workplace?  Dean 
Schroeder asked if Mr. Bartolotta believed one did not have to go through disciplinary training.  Mr. 
Bartolotta said that one must, but it is tricky when seeking a position that might be interdisciplinary 
because one must speak the language of the discipline but balance it with other fields.   
 
 Dean Schroeder said that interdisciplinarity is wonderful and it can connect people and 
programs, but to be marketable, a graduate must be able to publish in a discipline.  Without that 
training, one might not be able to ask high-quality questions in an interdisciplinary field.  How does 
one solve the problem?  One is told that interdisciplinary programs are very important, and they need a 
clear structure—perhaps a home or college where there is more ownership of the program.  Some of 
the programs are now administered through the Graduate School and need an interdisciplinary 
viewpoint.  The structure needs consideration, from a practical standpoint. 
 
 In general, interdisciplinarity is not a value per se; it could be that some problems can be 
solved with in a discipline, Dean Schroeder observed.  If the research question involves connections 
across disciplines, it must be as easy as possible to make those connections.  The barriers have to be 
lowered for all fields. 
 
 Professor Wambach thanked Dean Schroeder for his comments. 
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2. Data on Graduate Students/Enrollment 
 
 Professor Wambach next welcomed Dr. Radcliffe and Ms. Stahre to discuss data about 
graduate students and enrollment.  Dr. Radcliffe distributed copies of tables of data; Ms. Stahre 
provided copies of the Council of Graduate Students "Biennial Graduate Student Survey" from fall, 
2008. 
 
 Dr. Radcliffe reviewed the tables of data he had provided, which included headcounts (by year 
from 1999 to 2009) for Masters and doctoral students by college and for all other programs.  There 
were 7904 Masters students in 2009, 5795 doctoral students, and 449 others (primarily in Education 
and Human Development, Continuing Education, and Public Health).  He also presented data by 
Graduate School program (by Masters/Ph.D. level or non-degree/certificate) and the same for non-
Graduate-School programs (e.g., MBA, MEd, MPH, and so on).   
 
 Tables of data on time to degree by degree level were also presented (by college and by area, 
such as architecture, area and ethnic studies, engineering, liberal arts/general studies, and so on).  Dr. 
Radcliffe also provided data on six-year completion rates for the five cohorts entering 1999-2003.   
Finally, he presented summary data from the survey of graduate and professional students conducted 
every two years.  The data for two questions were provided:  "If you could do it over again, would you 
enroll on the campus of the UM where you are now enrolled?" and "In general, how satisfied are you 
with your experiences at the UM since fall semester started?"  Overall, Dr. Radcliffe said, there was an 
increase in satisfaction that peaked in 2005 but appears to have fallen off in 2007. 
 
 Professor Chervany asked if there are benchmarks with the other CIC schools.  Dr. Radcliffe 
said he could get them.   
 
 Professor Wambach commented that there appears to be considerable variation in time to 
degree among graduate programs.  She asked Dr. Radcliffe if he had any sense of what might explain 
the variations.  Dean Green reported that the national data mimic the University's data:  the sciences 
are fastest, the humanities are slowest, and the social sciences are in between.  The sciences tend to be 
more structured and a student might be part of a research team on a grant; the coursework is brief and 
the job is the dissertation.  In the humanities there is more coursework and students spend a longer 
time on their dissertation and the programs are not as structured.  The Council of Graduate Schools has 
talked about a Ph.D. completion project to increase completion rates and to shorten the time to degree.  
The national average is a 50-60% Ph.D.-completion rate.  The sciences have about a 2/3 completion 
rate, the humanities are lower, and the social sciences are in between. 
 
 If one looks at career patterns in the sciences versus the humanities, Dean Schroeder said, in 
the humanities one is eligible for a tenure-track position after completing the Ph.D., while in the 
sciences one usually must do a postdoc.  While he does not defend long Ph.D. programs, if one is to 
look at metrics to measure programs, one must be careful how they are applied.  They may not be as 
useful or have the same power in evaluating every program.  But students should be able to finish in a 
reasonable time.   
 
 Ms. Stahre reported that the COGS survey found that students in the sciences seek postdocs, 
those in the humanities seek tenure-track positions, and those in engineering look outside higher 
education.  Professor Siliciano observed that as a postdoc, he was paid, while someone in English 
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taking eight years to complete a Ph.D. is not, and that is a big difference, even if someone does obtain 
a tenure-track position after the eight years.  Postdocs are not paid that well, Ms. Stahre responded, but 
Professor Siliciano said they are paid enough to live on.  Dean Schroeder asked if someone taking 
eight years to complete an English Ph.D. is a full-time student who does not have a job.  Dean Green 
said that most of the students would be funded, and a number of them in the later years of their 
program have a job, perhaps with colleges in the area—and it could be a full-time job—while working 
on their dissertation.  In the humanities, at an institution such as this one, students are generally 
funded.  That is not true in professional programs.   
 
 Professor Siliciano asked if there are any data available on the debt students have when they 
finish, including any debt from their undergraduate education?  Ms. Stahre said they collected such 
data by Policy and Review Council area, and the level varies.   
 
 If these data are to serve as a platform to improve or redesign graduate education, Professor 
Chervany said, if organizational history tells one anything, the new entrants to the field (such as 
countries that are in the process of creating graduate education programs) will create better rules.  The 
Committee needs two kinds of qualitative data:  (1) A better understanding of WHY it takes a certain 
amount of time to get a degree in different fields, so it would help to have cohort or case studies and 
questions to people about why it took them the time it did, and (2) the extent to which students are 
pleased or unhappy on an individual basis.  It is not just statistical data that are needed, but also the 
richness of the qualitative data, in order to consider program redesign.  Dean Schroeder said he was 
not saying he would identify a blueprint for how programs should reinvent themselves; he would like 
programs to think about things in a more effective way.  Colleges own the programs; the Graduate 
School can provide guidance and leadership.  Nor would he expect all programs to do the same thing. 
 
 Dean Green complimented COGS for their survey; it is a good source for qualitative 
information.  He suggested the Committee also consider the Ph.D.-completion project run by 
Associate Dean Shirley Garner, that involves 15 programs in a pilot project.  They interview first-year 
students each year, and have four years of data so far, and they will follow students until they 
graduate.  That study will provide a lot of information. 
 
 A number of programs have very few students, Professor Wambach noted, and one can ask 
about the right level of aggregation.  One has the sense that some subdisciplines could aggregate; it is 
hard to understand how one can have a great program when there is only one or two students in it.  
That depends on how interconnected they are with adjacent graduate programs, Dean Green said.  
Professor Wambach said that if the financial pressure continues, she could see that there could be 
evaluation of the number of Ph.D. programs there should be and development of standards by which to 
evaluate them.  How does one get a grip on how programs relate when they are managed by an 
interlocking group of faculty?  They can be grouped, Professor Root commented, but the students in 
those small programs should be asked about their experiences. 
 
 Professor Wade commented that there was a book, "Big Science, Little Science, and Beyond," 
by Derek De Solla Price that demonstrated that a relatively small number of faculty in each 
department produce about 70-80% of the research for the department.  The University typically 
assigns 25-40% release time to faculty for research.  If the University must restructure it seems 
important that an accounting of the impact of that research assignment be validated.  For example, in a 
faculty complement of, say, 20, it's likely that only 6 or 7 are producing the bulk  of the research, 
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grants etc. (there will be exceptions).  If it can be demonstrated that research productivity is not 
commensurate with such an assignment (25-40%), perhaps other assignments would be appropriate? 
 
 Ms. Phillips said it would also be useful to have information on Masters programs, whether 
terminal or feeders to Ph.D. programs.  Some appear to have a very small number of students.  The 
practice with Masters programs varies enormously and there is no single pattern at the University, 
Dean Green said.  In some, students are on their way to the Ph.D., and the Masters may be required for 
students who did not have a Bachelors degree in the field; some programs admit directly to the Ph.D. 
program and will grant a Masters degree as a consolation prize for those who drop out.  It is difficult 
to obtain data about which programs are a route to the Ph.D. and which are terminal.  And some 
programs have large terminal Masters programs. 
 
 The general question is whether Masters programs should be feeder programs, Dean 
Schroeder commented.  The issue came up at the Council of Graduate Schools, where there were 
representatives from Europe and Australia; those people sad that all the teaching needed to create the 
required knowledge base is done at the Masters level.  It is a Bologna process at the level of graduate 
education [http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bologna_Process].  Students have a three-year undergraduate 
program, two years of coursework at the Masters level, and then three years of research at the Ph.D. 
level.  This is not comparable to what happens in the United States and has pluses and minuses.  There 
is no provision for general education in the process, something Dean Schroeder said he believes the 
United States is better at because it provides students with a broader education. 
 
 Professor Tarone said that if a qualitative survey is conducted, along the lines suggested by 
Professor Chervany, it will be important to determine if the responses of international students are 
different.  They do, Ms. Stahre said.  COGS did not publish all the data because they were concerned 
about sample sizes for some groups.  They are redoing the survey this spring and will publish a 
different report, with help from the staff in Student Affairs.  They also need good qualitative data, 
Professor Tarone commented.  Ms. Stahre said the last survey was done in 2008, and they have been 
collecting a lot of data from students on activities outside the classroom—but not on aspects of their 
academic program.  They are able to show with the data what graduate students (not professional 
students) are experiencing.  They will continue to collect data on wages, parenting, and advising, and 
have they have sent information to the Provost about advising (of those who say they would not do 
their graduate work at Minnesota if they had it to do over; nine out of ten of those students said it was 
because of their adviser).  Dr. McMaster said that this issue did not resonate with him; he had not 
heard about it.  Ms. Stahre said that students will not tell faculty members about it.  Dr. McMaster said 
he suspected advising varies across the University and that there are pockets of good advising.  At the 
program level it depends on how advising is viewed, Ms. Stahre said; some faculty see the role as 
being a mentor, others as a job.  In CLA one can be closer to one's adviser; in the biological sciences 
the relationship is more distant.  Some faculty members are known to be good and some as not.  There 
seem not to be any University-wide guidelines or expectations on advising (for either faculty or 
students), although some departments have them.  Dr. McMaster said it would be helpful to see 
examples; graduate advising, he commented, is an idiosyncratic relationship.  Ms. Stahre said that 
guidelines could include goals and expectations (e.g., will there be a paper published or presented at a 
conference), the number of times the student and faculty member should meet, and so on.  Much of it 
would be an increase in communication. 
 
 It was agreed that COGS would work with Dr. Radcliffe's office in designing the next survey. 
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 Professor Wambach commented that COGS had done the University a great service by asking 
questions that others have not and that it is important the survey be continued.   
 
 Dean Schroeder inquired whether it appeared there is more "bad" advising in large programs, 
where there are many students and a bad ratio of students to faculty, or if they found bad advising in 
small programs as well.  It was both, Ms. Stahre said, and a matter of personality. 
 
 Dr. Bacig reinforced the usefulness of the COGS data.  The Academy of Distinguished 
Teachers did a project on advising built on the COGS data, the recommendations of which have been 
promoted in graduate education.  They include clarity of communication and the need for best 
practices, but the pathway to making changes is not clear.  Ms. Stahre agreed but said many students 
are afraid to speak up because they may need financial support that comes through their adviser.  They 
will speak up in anonymous survey but not during an annual review.  Mr. Bartolotta added that this is 
more of a problem with tenured faculty, because students do not want to imperil their relationship with 
the faculty member with whom they must work.  And international students do not say anything 
because they fear their visa will be taken away, Ms. Stahre commented. 
 
 Professor Chervany said that these comments are an indictment of the culture/behavior and 
what is going on.  What is desired are scholars working with budding scholars in a collaborative 
environment.  What is being described is more than a few recalcitrant individuals; there are a number 
of people being allowed to behave in a way that hurts the University and students.  There is a 
leadership problem in colleges and departments on this score; the idea that a Director of Graduate 
Studies would pull a visa because someone spoken honestly is behavior that the University cannot 
tolerate—it is antithetical to what it stands for.   
 
 Ms. Phillips said things have not changed; she saw this behavior 30 years ago.  Advisers have 
all the power and some are bad (and some are amazingly good).  A lot of graduate students have had 
problems.  Professor Chervany surmised that there is informal knowledge about who the good and bad 
advisers are (Ms. Phillips agreed) and departments nonetheless tolerate the bad ones.  And these 
individuals are typically not good undergraduate teachers, either, Ms. Phillips added.   
 
 The counterbalance is the graduate committee, Professor Siliciano said, so an adviser cannot 
torment a graduate student.  That does not work, commented several Committee members.  Then 
maybe the rules need more teeth, Professor Siliciano responded.   
 
 There is more than one place a student can complain, Dean Schroeder pointed out, but it 
appears there are not enough and that feedback is not being provided where it is needed.  He asked 
Dean Green where a conflict would be dealt with if it came to the Graduate School; Dean Green said it 
varies:  It could be the Office for Conflict Resolution, a Graduate School office, and he has dealt with 
some of them himself.  As Ms. Stahre pointed out, Dean Green continued, this affects the students 
relationship with the adviser; if the adviser gets wind of dissatisfaction, there can be retaliation or the 
student may not receive the good things he or she needs.  There is a dependence both academic and 
financial that is a problem for the student.  If they learn about a problem, they sometimes receive good 
cooperation from the department, and sometimes not, and sometimes the Dean of the Graduate School 
has had to go to the college dean or to the Provost.  Faculty must live with each other a long time and 
they don't want to pick a fight with a colleague. 
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 Professor Siliciano said there is a need for policies.  In his department, the adviser does not get 
a vote on the committee.  They rely on the DGS to address problems at the program level, Dean Green 
said, and that takes time and courage.  Most do a good job and they are more responsive than 
department heads.  And sometimes the student does not tell the whole story. 
 
 What happens to the next generation of graduate students who come if complaints are made, 
Ms. Alstadt asked?  Does the faculty member have a limit on the number of graduate advisees in the 
future?  In the sciences, Ms. Phillips said, if the faculty member has funding, he or she will get 
graduate students.  Sometimes students do not speak up because there is little accountability, Ms. 
Stahre said, but what happens if someone is a bad adviser?  He or she may lose students the program 
wanted; if there is accountability, they do not hear about it.  Professor Siliciano said that advising is 
discussed in promotion and tenure and in post-tenure review, but those discussions will not make their 
way back to graduate students.  And it is probably not a deciding factor, Ms. Stahre observed.  Dean 
Green said he knew of a few cases where it was in the case of a bad mentor who mistreated students.  
He said he did not believe the discussions worked as well in post-tenure review; one can lose merit 
salary increases but will not be fired.  There is a grapevine in programs for prospective students; 
current graduate students will tell about troubled advisers, which he thinks is wonderful, Dean Green 
said.  Abusive advisers do not get new students. 
 
 For most graduate students in the humanities and engineering he knows, Mr. Bartolotta 
reported, when they came into the program, they expected it would be really hard, so they don't know 
if they have an overbearing adviser.  It could be they feel that they can't meet expectations.  Graduate 
students have a lot of anxiety about being here and the need to produce.  Some have a hard time 
understanding when an adviser crosses the line, Ms. Stahre agreed.  Some fields require a lot of hours 
of work, but one can still encounter abuse. 
 
 Professor Wambach said that this discussion is just the start of a conversation in the 
University community on what constitutes excellent advising, what the boundaries are, and what 
expectations graduate students should have.  She suggested the Committee look at the book Professor 
Wade suggested and think about who should and should not be advising graduate students.   
 

The problems are not unique to this university, Dean Green said in response to a question from 
Mr. Kalinowski, and they are not discipline-specific, and it is not as simple as good or naughty.  Each 
faculty member grew up in a different environment, and the advising role is like parenting:  If the 
parents were strict, they might be strict; if their adviser was a buddy, they may be a buddy.  Some use 
management by intimidation; the question is how to get to those advisers, because they believe what 
they are doing is right.  One must take into account values.  And the different stages of a faculty 
career, Professor Siliciano added.  Most programs also have no mentoring on how to be an adviser. 

 
Professor Wambach said the Graduate School is working on these issues and the task force on 

graduate education will address them.  There is need for a plan on how mentoring will get done.  Dean 
Schroeder said that the Graduate School can give advice to programs and educate them about 
mentoring; this issue came up a lot in the working group discussions and interviews.  They need to 
work with faculty and pay attention to whom they recruit:  Does the person have a record of being 
good with graduate students?  They can consult with former graduate students.  They can also ask 
about graduate student approaches to learning, Mr. Bartolotta said; some students are more needy and 



Senate Committee on Educational Policy     8 
Wednesday, January 27, 2010 
 
 

 

the relationship can depend on individual personalities.  When they redo the survey, they should be 
able to drill down farther in the data, Ms. Stahre said, and a personality conflict should not be a career-
ending event. 

 
Professor Root related that she comes from a small program:  She's the adviser and students 

have to get along with her.  She surmised that most Vet Medicine students would not have responded 
to the survey because the college does not have a lot of faculty and the students are only here three 
years, so they figure they can survive.  She said she worried about the response rate to the COGS 
survey.  Ms. Stahre agreed and said they want to improve it. 

 
Dean Green noted that COGS found that about 20% of their respondents had children, but the 

University collects no data on the marital or family status of graduate students—it only learns if a 
graduate student includes dependents on his or her health-care plan.  The latter represents about 10% 
of graduate students, but COGS found 20%, which is very revealing.  COGS also has a new group 
raising issues to level of visibility and urging the University to put them on the agenda, including the 
challenges of family relationships for graduate students.  Families are not all bad news; results from a 
national survey of graduate students suggest that family support is important in finishing a degree.   

 
Professor Wambach thanked everyone for attending and adjourned the meeting at 3:45. 
 
     -- Gary Engstrand 

 
University of Minnesota 


