Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate (CID)

Convening Meeting

September 11, 2002

Present: Don Cunningham, Mitzi Lewison, Phil Carpecken, Barbara Bichelmeyer, Frank Lester, Don Warren, Cary Buzelli, William Boone
Luise McCarty, ex officio

Debora Hinderliter, recorder

Recorder’s Notes:  As this was the first meeting, there was not an official agenda from which to work.  The minutes thus are more a representation of the discussion which took place. 

Background to project and committee: 

Luise identifies why the various members of the committee have been chosen.  Luise asks for feedback from the committee as to whether or not the project is worthwhile.  

Don C. gives support: “we've needed to review doctoral for centuries!”  Luise seconds this thought and adds that there is a need to focus on doctoral programs as historical focus has been on teacher ed. at the undergraduate level.  This need is made greater by the fact that we have over 400 students currently enrolled in doctoral programs, making IU a major producer of new PhDs.  
Luise points out that there has been a real lack of follow-up with our students--where do our graduates go? Are they going to foundations or  policy centers?  What type of institutions do they work at?   We ought to know more about this. Luise’s office has already started this data gathering process, but what kinds of information do we need to collect? How should we analyze this? These remain central questions which could be useful if we participate in CID. 
Luise redirects to the committee:  What should we be doing with this initiative, what are the benefits?
Cary:  We should be able to better define what we should be doing in doctoral programs.  He felt  programs may assume that their alum will work in academia at RI institutions, yet many C&I students want to go to 4-year institutions.  He emphasized that we need to prepare our students to go where they want to got.  He was unsure if current practices are able to present the many possible paths. 

Luise:  I liked the focus on the discipline.  In Math and Science there maybe a stronger commitment or more clear cut commitment to a particular discipline.  In IST, for example, it may be that there is a discussion about who IST is now. 
Luise:  Perhaps this is why they chose Education (because it is interdisciplinary).
Don C.:  Tells us about work in the 70s and 80s which looked at doctoral programs in the  School of Education as a whole i.e. what they have in common.  He suggested that this may be a possible strategy.  He suggested we concentrate on the inter-relatedness of our programs beyond C&I and Ed. Psych. "What does it mean to be a doctoral student at a School of Education"  (regardless of dept.)

Barbara: Asks whether there was research published from this?  (He did not think there was)  She also brought up Gerardo's welcome back letter, which mentioned excellence in research at the doctoral level... to this end she suggested that looking at the philosophy behind doctoral education may be useful. 
Mitzi:  Expresses excitement about the opportunity afforded to smaller programs because of this project.  “how do we define ourselves...this important conversation gets lost in the day to day work... this may give us the opportunity to work on this.”
Luise:  I think also this is important in part because of the students, we have excellent students and we have diversity (international etc.) We may owe it to them.
Frank:  Announces his intention to play devil's advocate.  He mentioned that this type of reflective practice, which was being discussed, was clearly important.  But, he questioned, what is the benefit of doing this reflection with Carnegie?  “What can they offer us?”
Luise:  1. Not much money, so we won’t be doing this for the money  2.  It may encourage scholarly inquiry and collaboration.  We may have the chance to meet and publish with other colleagues. 3.  Expertise:  Carnegie will bring in experts if we want to focus on a particular aspect for example assessment  5. National reputation and prestige in general.  
Frank:  Shares his experiences from Math Ed. where they have thought about this and there has even been money from NSF to promote collaboration and exchange.  “I think the idea of bringing in other colleagues and conversations has not really panned out because everyone is thinking the same way”
Luise:  Points out that the idea of the steward of the disciplines is appealing.  She brings up the fact that being grounded in a discipline is important.  This is in addition to the need to review our programs for all the reasons we have already discussed.
Phil:  Questions the time commitment.  He points out that after the initial time investment, annual meetings and an annual reports are not too much of an investment and the return may be great. 
Luise:  Points out that it will be a different time commitment from different groups: IST for example is reviewing its curriculum right now and this may mean more commitment from them (although they would be doing this with or without CID).  

Barbara:  We are really going through a doctoral re-design initiative, hosting and facilitating conferences with another programs and conserving a discipline that is losing its boundaries. 

Frank: This is not going to happen without Carnegie?

Barbara:  Not in the same structured way.

Mitizi:  Points out that the emphasis on undergraduate education, has not left time to engage in this conversation.  
Frank:  Feels that the conversation is not necessarily taking place at the undergraduate level either, but that regardless of this if we undertake this project, it will have to be decided what focus we will bring to the process.  Past committees (like the committees mentioned by Don C.) have focused on coursework.  He suggested that this is not the best way to figure out how students really become experts in an area.   

Barbara:  Points out that Carnegie is not demanding a lot from us.  If participation in the project means that we use initiative to have a conversation that we need to have and provide documentation to them. We may not get much from them, but they don't get a lot back either, yet we have a conversation that we need to have.  We may have the chance to look at scenarios like what happens when we switch the model.  For example we have switched to a minimum number of doctoral students, which has changed the way we choose our students, we started looking for more from our applicants: interviews, GRE scores, etc.

Don W.  Points out that the process Barbara is describing shows an emerging culture within the IST faculty.  He worries though that CID could distract us from having the  type of conversations that Barb is talking about.  He was concerned that we have a school commitment as well as financial commitment from the school to really undertake this quest.  If we have both  of these things, and we get Carnegie, then it is just “icing on the cake.”   He also points out that it might be nice to hobnob with some of these schools, see behind their reputations, which may be liberating.
Frank:  Points out that there is a long standing discussion in Math and Science that we go after money rather than developing an idea and then finding money.  Are we interested in doing this because others are doing it or are we doing it because we feel want to do it? 

Don W.:  Points out that getting this money could lead to other money.  
Don C.:  Brings up the fact that if we participate,we will have to do so on our own terms.  “If they say we have to focus on C&I then we say great well we don't fit your model... and we do this on our own.”
Luise and Cary discussed the fact that students are taking classes in several different departments and taking, for example, 115 credits in the programs.  Why this trend?  What does this say about interdisciplinary work? What does this say about the job market our students are going out on?  
Lusie and Frank discussed the differences in their departments in terms of the job market.  In Philosphy of Ed.  there may be 1 academic position a year, whereas in Math Ed. 100% go into academia.  
Bill.:  Points out that one possible problem will be comparability.  There are major differences between R1 and the rest.  There are only going to be a handful of schools that are going to be comparable within Science Ed.  
Don W.:  Points out that he thinks Carneigie is also thinking about R1 schools.   Still it is important to point out that some of our programs are so different from each other.  They are different because of the bodies of knowledge and the need to prepare them for different markets.  Our faculty doesn't always agree as to how to prepare our students and what comprises good teaching and good research, but this discussion would be a healthy thing. 
Frank:  We will need thick skins to undertake this on a meaningful scale, this is crucial. 
Barbara: Points out that it is equally important to stress, what is unifying?   What is that brings us together as a School of Education.  

Luise: “The quality of our dissertations vary a lot, some win national prizes whereas others you think gosh I hope no one looks at this very closely.  And this may help us look at what types of things are missing in some programs and where we can learn from each other.”  She points to the U of W. interdisciplinary workshop as a possible example of a way to bring different departments together. 
Don C: Do they really want to let us get beyond C&I and Ed. Psych.?

Luise:  Points out that the invitation allows for applying as a unit and that the invitation discusses the tension between scholar and practitioner programs—which may be something we can argue for in applying as a unit.  Additionally, their interest in teacher education certainly can be built upon insofar as all of our departments contribute to teacher education.  Don C. seconded this idea.  
Don:  “Well it seems we have consensus that we want to do a doctoral project regardless of Carnegie.”
Frank:  Points out that the threat of a deadline may help move things along.  
Luise: please think about where you see this program taking your program area and what you think this project should bring us as a unit and as individual programs.  
