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International Conference:

Forces and Forms of Change in Doctoral Education Internationally I
September 6 – 10, 2005

University of Washington, Seattle

Center for Innovation and Research in Graduate Education

A Chronicle of Events & Discussion

Wednesday, September 7, 2005

We arrived at Sleeping Lady around 12:30 and we began on time at 1PM.

We began by sitting in a circle to represent a meeting in which there was no hierarchy and every voice was equally valued.  We each gave our names and stated what we like to be called, before Myan Baker (hereafter MB) gave an overview of the conference and then introduced the first exercise, which was to propose conference guidelines.  

The slogan for the conference could be “2C, 3I”

2C = 

3I = Innovative, Interdisciplinary, International

Goals for Conference Outcomes

Increase mutual understanding of forces of change

Deepen knowledge of forms & systems of doctoral education

Gain an overview of models of innovation

Identify emerging patterns and trends of change

Learn information useful to inclusion of underrepresented groups

Strengthen network of doctoral education innovators

Conference Guidelines Exercise

The point of the conference guidelines exercise was to come to agreement on principles of the conference, and then to place responsibility for sticking to the guidelines in the hands of the participants, rather than relying on the facilitator to police.  With an international group, where English is the language of communication yet is not the first or most comfortable language for all participants, some people tend to get left out of discussion more than others.  We want to try to avoid that.  Participants met in groups of 3 for 10 minutes to articulate conference guidelines, which were then written down and posted on the wall for all to view.  The guidelines were then discussed by the group.

Guidelines Posted & Related Discussion

· FOCUS creatively. Focus is good, but not if it is achieved in a limiting way.

· Realistic. Let’s keep our feet on the ground, or at least come back to the ground.

· Make sure the meeting allows people to be heard.

· Keep focus on big issues.


Q: What’s a big issue?  
A: There’s so much potential in the room from so many different people, it would be really good to identify key intellectual issues and not lose sight of them.

· Speak clearly and loudly; raise your hand if you don’t understand something. Raising your hand will be the signal to communicate that a speaker is not clear or loud enough.

· Semi-structured opportunities to integrate, synthesize, elaborate across topical areas.


MB:  We may need to adapt conference plans to have more time for this.

· Identify goals for doctoral education and give specific examples.
· Discourage entrenched positions.

MB: Are we willing to discourage entrenched positions?


We should think about raising this if we notice it.

· We value a diversity of ideas and are not necessarily seeking homogeneity.
· Focus on topics of interest and follow the lead.
Q: What does this mean?  
A: Sometimes we have an interesting discussion and it’s cut off because we have something else to do, we say no, let’s keep on this discussion. 
MB:  What is the signal – can we use a visual signal to signify this?  
Russolina Zingali: if questions continue on, that’s a sign.  
MB:  But I might miss that, because I’m not an expert in doctoral education, so I need the conference participants to say STOP or something, so please say so when appropriate.
Segue

MB:  Sometimes conferences seem as if they were in a capsule, separate from the real world; we want to keep this conference in the real world, and take a collective look at the global forces going on, we need to keep in sight the world in which innovations and changes in doctoral education will take place.

META-FORCES of change

Groups of 3 discussed for 10 minutes the meta-forces affecting all doctoral programs.  They then noted the forces that came to mind on paper color-coded as follows:  
Blue for economic

Orange for social/society

Green for environment

White for “other” 
They then posted them on the wall provided for this purpose.  Participants engaged in animated discussion while posting their “meta-forces.”  We briefly reviewed the outcome.

Blue – Economy:
Prominence of knowledge-based economy.

Knowledge economy is research-led & shaping the institutions

More training oriented

Funding demands linked to “return” on investment

Need to advance democracy

Global competition

Impact of labor market on recruitment and participation

Labor markets as driver 

Globalization

Orange – Society:
Diversity of pre-graduate education

Global instability


Q: What is this?  A: immigration policy as influenced by political instability


Comment:  movement of PhD’s around the globe is a strange pattern

Political instability; public accountability

Diversity as a principle

Inequality of access

What’s “mamone” ?  Extended adolescence, average age of PhD students and graduates is increasing


Comment: People in undergrad today may expect to live 100 years, so they should not be too narrow at 20-30, should prepare for successive changes in their lives.

Reduced political support for higher education

Growth of part-time doctoral students, mid-career doctoral studies

Green – Environment:
Natural and man-made disasters

Natural resources influence social organization


Comment: oil, water


Changing natural resources can lead to new kinds of research

White – Other:
In addition to the knowledge economy, the focus on the triple bottom line of social, economic and environmental impacts could start to influence doctoral education

Information and communication technology and its influence, the role of technology in driving research models

Competition at individual, institutional, national levels

For many countries, brain drain is a big issue

Natural tendency for grad programs to grow


Comment: That really reflects the others, all of the other pressures

Reproduction of disciplinary and student cultures as an issue

MB: Throughout the conference, add meta-forces to the board if you wish.

Segue to Lightening Talks

In the lightening talks, please highlight key issues in graduate education in your country.  Please make a poster or use visuals that we can post on the wall.

Wednesday Lightening Talks: Key issues by country

The country groups spent some time discussing their lightening talks.  This first round of lightening talks were presented in the upstairs chapel. MB began by playing some music to transition into the talk format.  

Graham Smith, New Zealand, Key Issues

New Zealand, 4 million people

15% Maori, and also Pacific Islanders; diversity in education, a big issue
NZ 1984, major economic reform due to collapse of meat, wool, and ? led to economic crisis, diversification into knowledge capital development through research-led university and utilizing and trading on ability to think.
Effects on university:  rise of lawyers whose job is to control intellectual and property rights, others with jobs to develop major research outreach. Part of this is connected to doctoral development, some of the consequences of controlling knowledge in order to be able to exploit it for the national economy: this has put a lot of pressure on staff, faculty, researchers, and doctoral students.  There has been reduced government contributions and increase in universities finding own funds, driving entrepreneurship on the part of the universities.
Some plus and minus points, from the point of view of students:

	Plus points
	Minus points

	Increase in grad student numbers, especially PhD due to knowledge economy leading.
Increase in scholarships for best and brightest, international students as well, conscious effort to troll internationally.
Major review of tertiary education sector, especially number of university institutions and its responsiveness to producing its contribution to the market and where we’re at is that basically we’re stuck with the 8 universities we’ve got and trying to improve them.
Some institutions have cut fees for doctoral students, the idea is that the government EFT is sufficient to cover the costs of these students anyway and it’s better to attract more students than ask for fees.
Supply exceeds demand – there is extreme competition between the institutions for the students, this is opposite from Canada, particularly in BC (where he’s visiting), where they turn students down a lot.
	Homogenizes programs.
Condenses doctoral offerings, contraction – the doctorate becoming more mechanical.
Streamline regulations, providing incentives and penalties regarding finishing on time, not enough specialist supervisors is a problem.
Hierarchy of institutions exacerbated

No distinction between PT and FT students in terms of time conditions, etc.




Impact on institutions:

Distinguishing teaching vs. research careers

Researchers get ranking

Increase of international student outreach has created some unease, with the diversity that’s brought in especially from the Asia Pacific region

Development of consortiums, research parks, increase in entrepreneurial research … all bubbling away!
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1. New Zealand

2. Neo-liberal Economic Restructuring 1984


in response to lack of natural resources

failing primary industries of wool, meat, wood


economy increasingly vulnerable to world fluctuations


desire to diversify economic base



knowledge economy ( research university ( knowledge capital

knowledge capital (
universities have changed because of this, rise of law surrounding intellectual and cultural property rights, increased control over researchers and research (by outsiders)

reduced government funding 


increase in research revenue in the university sector

3.  The impact of this on doctoral programs

Students

Plus






Increase in grad programs

Increase in scholarships, targeting best and brightest locally & internationally

Review and improvement of facilities for doctoral students

Some institutions – now no fees

Supply exceeds demand, institutions competing for students

Minus

Tendency to homogenize programs, little accent on diversity

Streamline regulations, incentives & penalties related to finishing

Not enough specialist supervisors

Increases hierarchy of institutions

Little distinction between pt and ft students

Impact on Institutions

Distinguish between researchers and teachers

Ranking of all research active staff (PBRF)

Development of significant international student base

Development of [int] consortiums to produce advantage, create hierarchy

Research parks, private sector partnerships

Increase in entrepreneurial research, blue skies research not given same balance

Sciences dominate research sector

Research centeres of excellence for innovation and incubation

Maori population

3 Maori tertiary entities in 10 years, at different levels

1 of which is the largest institution in NZ

1 of which offers PhD.

Barbara Kehm, Germany, Key Issues

Traditionally Germany relied on and still mostly does rely on the apprenticeship-master model. Only universities award doctoral degrees, Germany produces one of the highest numbers of PhDs annually in the world, with about 24-25,000 awarded annually.  1.8% of all citizens above 25 have a doctoral degree, OECD average is 1.2%.  No tuition fees yet.  Forces of change:  nationally there have been concerns about quality, duration, completion, increase in average age at completion, had risen to 33 years across all subjects, the science council and the German rectors conference want to change that.  

Forces of change: Since 1990 the German Research Foundation has established 285 graduate colleges with funding giving doctoral education more structure and also including course work in it, which was not the way before.  More recommendations from the Science council and rectors conference in 200?, 2003, also to establish international programs, now 50 programs international programs established since 2002.  

An important “force”: The European level is important – we have the Bologna declaration issued in 1999, meanwhile we have 42 European signatory countries; Bologna requires introducing the tiered structure of bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral education.  This is now included in the reform project, by 2010 to create a European higher education area, complemented by the European Union effort to create a research area, and to increase proportion of GDP in research and development to 3%, and increasing the doctorates in Europe in order to be more competitive.

Another force of change: The institutions are becoming more internationally oriented, trying to profile and get prestige in an international setting, and even to compete globally, but also being forced in the framework of new government models into contracts with the state ministry, which lays down performance indicators, which sometimes includes output of doctoral students

Forms:  the change from the master-apprentice model to schools, it is debated in Germany as giving more structure to doctoral ed and training, that means including course work and secured funding, integrating the doctoral candidates into academic work projects, where before they tended to be treated as young researchers and candidates.

Hans Siggaard Jensen, Denmark, Key Issues

Well, it’s appropriate, we have heard from Germany where doctoral education originated at the Humboldt University.  Now I’ll talk about Denmark, a small country of 5 million.

In Denmark there is 1 PhD/1000 inhabitants, and 1,000 – 1200 doctoral degrees awarded per year.  We are aiming to double this in about 6 years, going up to 1 doctoral student/500 inhabitants

The doctoral program is a 3 year program.

There’s a mandatory requirement to spend ½ year in a foreign country in a research group linked to the research group where you do your doctorate, and there is a ½ year of course work.

30 ECTS (Bologna speak) year coursework = .5 years

The thesis is the major output, the aim is to qualify people to do research on their own, and the thesis is the evidence for this.

In theory you only pass if a thesis contains papers that can be published in international journals.  The students enter after 5 years of university study, this is the B model.  Students don’t pay, they are both students and are paid, they get paid.  The doctoral student salary is $50,000/year, this is 4x the regular student salary.  He says to get the doctoral students they need to pay them comparable to what they would earn if working.  The university will get $25,000 from government per year for each doctoral student.  The doctoral salary is 4x the salary for regular students; he thinks this high amount is usual for the Nordic countries.

More and more private companies pay scholarships to fund doctoral education.

In Finland all doctoral students are in 120 national research schools.  In Denmark about 85% of doctoral students are in the national research universities, although it’s not mandatory.  They are funded and organized independently from the universities, but the universities cooperate in running them.

Admission to the PhD is on the basis of a fully worked out research project.  In most countries, you get admitted first, then write the proposal; in Denmark you must write the proposal to apply for admittance.  There’s a public defense, you have to publish your thesis, and it’s evaluated by external examiners.  All students have free access to all PhD courses in all universities in all subjects.  Less than 1/3 of these doctorates go into academia.
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DENMARK

1 PhD student per 1000 inhabitants

3 year program


.5 years abroad


.5 years of course work

Thesis is documentation of ability to do independent research; thesis is supervised.

Student salary = $50,000/year  (undergrads get salary too, it’s about ¼ this)

University income = $25,000/year/doctoral student

Public Funding, 98%

There are more than 75 research schools, 12 university institutions

Admission is on the basis of completely developed research proposal

Public defense of thesis, which is published

Degree programs are run by Study boards that have 50% student representation

Thesis evaluated by external committee of 3

“Open market” for PhD courses

< 1/3 go to academia, > 2/3 go to industry, business, and research institutions

PhD required for a university position

Hans Kristjian Gudmundsson, Iceland, Key Issues

It’s nice to have Iceland follow Denmark, but in 1944 we separated.  Iceland is different, because it is so small.  290,000 inhabitants.  3,000 FTE doing research, 600 FTE with a PhD, 30% of those work in companies and 40% in higher education institutions.  The 3,000 FTE is close to 6000 individuals, but we are top spenders in a way, we spend the highest percentage of the GDP into research.  For the 2001 statistics we were at 3.1%, 2003, 2.97%, decrease due to company-sponsored, increase in the public research higher education institutions. 

Strong, multi-cultural science community based on PhD’s abroad, we haven’t had doctoral programs in Iceland until recently.   We get high scores from OECD indicators for innovation, entrepreneurial, science citation index, especially health sciences, geosciences, strong science community and internationally well recognized;  we have been using the PhD education in other countries, people come back and we haven’t suffered brain drain and they bring melting pot into Iceland.  So it’s multi-cultural science-wise.

Now domestic grad programs are being developed in the last 10 years or so, mainly at the largest university, the only research university, it’s getting there now, we have 8 other universities and don’t distinguish university from college, but he wishes they did.  University of Iceland is the only research university and has doctoral programs.  10 years ago there were 7 doctoral students registered, last year 144.  What we are seeing is that the science groups have become strong and relatively large, so they need graduate students.  So there is a need and also an opportunity for students to join good, internationally-known groups in Iceland.  A demand from both sides for these programs.  But we have to think about the consequences: maybe decrease mobility.  We have about 40 PhDs graduating each year now in Iceland, and the rest outside.  40% in the states, 20% in the Nordic countries, the rest all over, Japan, Germany, France … What I hope we won’t be seeing is that we don’t lose the mobility and the internationalization – it is a risk.
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Iceland

290,000 inhabitants – 3,000 FTE in research graduate programs, which = 6000 individuals

600 FTE with PhD, 36% in companies, 40% in Higher Ed Institutions

Strong multi-cultural science community based on PhDs being earned abroad.

Iceland gets high scores in OECD indicators and Science citation indexes for innovation, publication

Domestic graduate programs are being developed during the last years

U of Iceland had 144 registered doctoral students in 2004, which is up from 7 in 1995

Current issues:  Consequences?  Will increasing domestic PhD production lead to decreased mobility and internationalization?

Barbara Evans, Australia, Key Issues

Approx 20 million population

35,000 PhD

2000 prof doctoral students
39 universities

Doctoral program purpose – is not the same as PhD, we have a number of professional doctorates.  DDOGS (Deans and Directors of Graduate Schools) has a principle that doctorate, of whatever type, should include at least 2 years of research.  The PhD is a period of supervised research leading to thesis, examined by external examiners, contribution to knowledge.  Looking at new disciplines, like creative arts and others, doctoral programs are becoming more flexible.  The Federal government expects attributes when they complete:

Various academic skills

Personal qualities like integrity and ethics

And professional skills like leadership, teamwork, time management

All of these are part of quality control

There are a huge range of programs that offer students training in these things.  The majority of the doctoral programs are ??

We’ve moved from the master-apprentice model, now looking for multiple panel supervision, one primary advisor.  It’s 3 + 1 which is the undergrad plus honors (?) and then 3.5 to 4 years is the amount of time a doctoral program takes, mostly without course work, although it’s increasing in the fields like economics and commerce where undergrad training is more professional and less academic.  No oral exam, external examination.

Funding.  Students don’t pay fees.  The federal government pays funds to each university for the number of students.  It used to be based on load, but no more.  Domestic students, including those from New Zealand don’t pay any fees.  FT doctoral students have a living stipend, about 20,000 dollars; they are limited to do outside work if they are on the scholarship (6-8 hours/week).  Recently federal funding is based on completions -- that was wonderful because universities became aware of how important it was to get their students to finish, consequently we are interested in time to degree and attrition.  3.7 years average time to degree, 65% completion rates overall but disciplinary differences.  Vast array of quality assurance mechanisms, they quality assure both the student experience and the staff and institutional practices, national and institutional QA mechanisms.

What’s special – level of cooperation between the DDOGS (Deans and Directors of Graduate Schools), this group cooperates for the prime purpose of better looking out for the doctoral students.  CAPA is the national student body, a wonderful association, advocating and representing students in government.  International mobility of students – most encouraged to go overseas during candidature.  All of the universities give doctoral degrees.
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Purpose

Doctoral not equal to PhD, but 

DDOGS guidelines say that a doctoral degree must include 2 or more years of research.

Supervised research ( thesis

Increasingly Flexible

Qualities – Attributes

National requirements for the doctoral degree:


Academic skills


Personal qualities, e.g., integrity, ethics


Professional skills, e.g., leadership

Program


Based on UK model


3 + 1 + 3.5-4.0 EFT


often little or no course work


no oral exams


no external examiners

Funding


Domestic students pay no fees (federal $)


All domestic students FT have a living stipend and can only work 6-8 hours/week as a requirement of getting the stipend


Federal funding is based on completions

TTD and attrition


3.7 years EFT, 65% average completion rate, but big discipline differences

Q.A. 


Student experience, Freq “QRs”, exit surveys


Staff/institutional, AUQA, RQF (& RAE)

FEATURES

DDOGS cooperation & oversight & policy

CAPA, national student body

International Mobility of students

All universities ( doctorates

Shinichi Yamamoto, Japan, Key Issues

Huge number of undergrad programs, including junior colleges, about half of the population advanced to higher ed, but a very small number of master’s degree programs and PhD programs.  So why so few doctoral programs?  This is on the agenda now.  To be small is kind of reason, because we have a small demand for PhD students because our system produces PhDs for academia, not for industry or government.  So the government and others think we should reform system to make doctorate more applicable to business and government, but our system has several programs to be reformed:

1. In Japan we do not distinguish in English between PhD and other kind of doctors.  Many doctorates are earned in medicine, but these are only doctors of medicine, this is different from a PhD in medicine, it depends on the translation how to say it.

2. time to degree, long time to PhD degree; this is especially serious in humanities and social sciences.  According to government about 70% of the PhD students in humanities and social sciences leave their graduate schools without [degree]  but they are counted as equivalent to getting the PhD degree, but this is a domestic matter.  Without PhD degree you are disadvantaged.  So how to improve?

3. Financial assistance, in other countries grad students paid, in Japan students have to pay and government thinks grad school programs should be school-like, not research programs
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Japan

In 1995

18 olds population 1, 773, 712

588, 578 university entrants (32%)

In 1999

59, 736 in a master course (3%)

In 2001

14, 273 doctoral course entrants (0.8%)

PD (JSPS)

Education system of JAPAN

Doctoral Course – 
3 years

Master course 

2 years

Higher Education
4 to 6 years (18 years old)

Secondary Education
6 years (3 in jr. high, 3 in high school)

Primary Education 
6 years in elementary schools

Renato Ribeiro, Brazil, Key Issues

We don’t separate master’s and doctoral degrees, programs can have master’s, professional master’s, and one doctoral degree.  42,000 doctoral students in Brazil, funded, 95% get scholarship are paid, 82% paid by feds, 30% by foundation belonging to federal states.  There are some 8000 faculty members.
We have more or less 2,100 graduate programs in Brazil, 1,199 are pure master’s degrees, the rest give doctorate degrees as well.  They are located in 230 higher education institutions across the country, most of them belong to the federal states, university of Sao Paolo has 200 programs, most of them doctoral programs.

This year we think there will be some 10,000 new doctors, we have been expanding 10-12% per year.  Same trend for master’s degrees.

We have 1,000 more women studying in doctoral programs than men; I was not able to find all the data, almost 9,000 women and almost 8,000 men as new doctors (when?).
Evaluation: peers, deals with scientific production, it’s easy to assess this when you deal with exact sciences, but we have some problems.  First, is how can we evaluate the humanities?  Publication is different for humanities than for biological and exact sciences – these sciences want publishing in international journals in English.  In the humanities, people publish books and journal articles, mostly in Portuguese and when they publish abroad, they publish in French, Italian, Spanish, etc., and evaluation is difficult.  The second problem is evaluating the structural relevance of scientific work.  If I want to evaluate engineering, how do I do so?  Publication may not be the best measure.  Impact, importance of something such as new technology and new patent, we are trying to give more importance to these kinds of things.  In biological sciences, they have given same weight to a journal article and a new patent – perhaps we should give the patent more weight if you want research with economic pay-off.

Social – we are trying to develop a new trend of professional master’s to manage education, health, etc.  the idea is to help reduce inequality.
Inequality – most programs are in the southeast, in Brasilia & Sao Paolo, almost all of the grad programs are in these areas.
Multidisciplinary studies – next challenge, how to address and award interdisciplinary perspectives … 
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BRAZIL

42,000 grad students


funded 49% Capes, 33% CNPe, 13% FAPs

28,000 faculty in grad student programs

230 HEI with programs

Doctors (PhDs)

868 in 1986, 8,094 in 2003

Master’s 3,600 in 1986 and 27,000 in 2003

Gender:  7,836 men, 8, 750 women

Challenges

1. Evaluation of humanities

2. Evaluation of social relevance

3. Inequality

4. Multi-disciplinary studies

Canada – Jon Driver, Key Issues

Facts
Population 30 + Mio
95 universities, 46 doctoral programs; 6 universities educate 50% of students.

No ministry of education, provinces regulate education

Approximately 30,000 doctoral students, 3,700 PhDs / year

40-50% do not complete.

Average 

6 years to completion

60% do not go into academia

Doctoral programs: MA first; courses, candidate exam, thesis

Quality control lies with provinces

Funding
Federal government funds research not  education. Scholarship for students if they do research.

Provincial government funds undergraduate education. Collaboration with industry for money.

Tuition fees including doctoral students. 

Students work: RA, TA, scholarships.

At PhD 50% owe debts.

Forces
New federal research agenda → a lot of money

Brain-drain, PhDs are leaving Canada

30% international students

Increasing collaborative research: institutions, regional, external.
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1. 30+ million people

95 universities, 46 with doctoral ed

6 universities have 50% of doctoral students

no federal ministry of education

About 30,000 doctoral students

3700 PhD’s / year

average time to degree = 6 years

drop out rate approximately 40-50% (varies by discipline)

50% of graduates do not go into academia

Most programs require courses, candidacy exam and thesis.  Master’s degree is the pre-requisite.
Funding


Federal funding for research


Provincial: undergraduate access, basic operating, some research


Universities:  industrial collaboration increasing, tuition and fees

Students work: TA, RA


Scholarships too

50% who finish have no debt, which means half of them do have debt

Forces

New federal research agenda

International: “brain drain”; immigration; international students 30%

Collaborative research: regions, external partners

Demography & renewal of work force

UK   - Howard Green, Key Issues
Purpose of PhD: 

Government – train the future workforce, capable researchers

Society – maintain high standard of science

Student body – workforce training, leisure

HEI – 50% students are part-time

50.000 doctoral students each year

25% of all doctorates in 5 institutions; 50% in 13 institutions

Diversity: many different routes to doctorates

Time-to-degree

Good completion rates; 80% complete in 4 years, even in humanities

Funding
HEI - Fees or block grants from central funding agency

Students – stipends from many sources

Quality assurance – everybody hates the review body. Acad. Staff is appraised every year.

Government wants value for money.

International students bring money. 

UK (Howard Green) – Visuals

1. Purpose

Government wants to train researchers for UK PLC

Learned societies –  maintain disciplines

Students – extend curiosity, job, leisure

… This visual is the same as what was entered in the Comparative Chart, Matrix Sheets, see the matrix…

Mexico -  Salvador Malo

Influences: Economic crisis in Mexico caused brain-drain, now slowed down by stipends.

Rapid increase of private HE institutions, about ½ are now private (for profit as well as non-profit); though doctoral education mainly in public institutions.
PhD 

1 mentor and committee

Review every 6 months

Official duration 4 years – actual duration 8 years

2 years course work, 2 years dissertation research

Students have to work – low stipends

1,400 PhDs/year. Majority of  PhDs go into academia.

National university is too big, doesn’t change.
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MEXICO 
Doctoral education in Mexico

Purpose: training of scientists and scholars

Characteristics: analytical skills, breadth and depth of knowledge.  Critical thinking.

Structure: 2-3 years, course work + 203 years of research.  Tutorial committee

Funding:  1. institutions get government support


2. students/candidates get scholarships

Time to degree, 4-8 years

QA: External program evaluation

Productivity: 1400 PhD awarded/year

3 institutions represent half of degrees awarded

7 institutions award 75%

A total of 50 + institutions award PhD degrees

Higher education system has over 20 million students in HE in 1500 institutions.  11,000 PhD students

South Africa  - Ahmed Bawa, Key Issues

South Africa faces a crisis – build a nation, integrate large numbers of people who have previously been excluded from higher education.

PhD (thesis) is 3 years on top of 3 years BA + 1 year honors + 3 years Masters

18% of all 18-24 year old in the country study in higher education programs.

8000 PhD students, 800 PhDs awarded per year.

Access for all students is the main problem. PhD programs previously in historically white universities. Still a strong race and gender imbalance. 80% of students and academics are white.

SA faces a brain drain like all other African countries. But it has also a brain gain from other African countries. 40% decline of researchers (HE and labs of all kind) in the last 5 years. 

Aging professoriate; 1990 80% of faculty was above 50 years of age. At a rate of 8000 PhDs per year it is a major challenge to replenish the research community. 

Country is deeply divided and the problems are huge: the first heart transplant was performed in SA – at the same time tuberculosis and cholera is still widespread.

Government started massive` funding of doctoral education. Funding collaborations with industry. Science council and other HE bodies try to support the system by demanding every research should be connected to PhD education.

Notwithstanding the many problems, SA has made enormous progress in the last 10 years and is a shining example in the dire African landscape.
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1. Forms.

Thesis 3 years FT, 4 years PT

2. Forces

Inequality of access


Mainly in HWUs in past


Race & gender

Brain drain

Change in profile of researchers


Decline in numbers (40% in 10 years)


Aging of the professoriate


Participation rates low


Throughput low

PhD is seen as HR engine for research and development


Doctoral Ed funding formula


Partnerships


National system of innovation

Netherlands  - Jeroen Bartelese, Key Issues
Purpose of the PhD: Training to carry out research



          Thesis (original research)



          Advanced training

40,000 doctoral candidates (not all at universities); 2800 doctoral degrees per year.

Funding by government: doctoral candidates are employed by university.

1644 first Dutch Doctoral degree at University of Utrecht

1986 reform to more structured doctoral training, but apprenticeship model is still in place; 1995 first graduate school.

TTD : 5 years 35%, after 8 years 80% 

Challenges: 

1. Quality assurance (→ Accreditation)

2. Implementation of BA & MA structure (Bologna process)

    →  pressure: what is the relationship of MA and PhD

3. Goals versus demand of labor markets in professional fields

Norway  - Morten Levin, Key Issues
4.5 Mio inhabitants, most of them peasants

(HE system much like in Denmark)

Challenge/Critique: How are PhDs produced? The idea is there should be a unified national elite system (→ accreditation system). But it can’t be an objective system. 

→  Shift from PhD training as a learning system to a training that is relying on evaluation.

Once the PhD advisor/s (1 or 2) are disconnected from the final (external) evaluation –everything changes. 

Unfairness is inbuilt: students are not able to argue against an unfair treatment because the committee sets its own standard apart from mentor/advisor.

Morten Levin’s Visuals
NORGE (NORWAY)
A view from the bottom up

New law leading to new regulations and rules

( integrated national system


accreditation system (NOKUT)

Practical Implications:

From learning to evaluation

Towards accounted unfairness

Reduced standards for what skills a PhD candidate should have

EU Institute  -  Andreas Fridjal, Key Issues
Purpose: Research training for academics. 

75-80% graduates go into academia, some go to other government or private institutions.

1st year structured program – goal: everybody should be able to teach any undergraduate course = breadth. TTD 3 years.

Culturally diverse students body (applications from 55 countries – now students from 35 nationalities). Challenge: home countries have very different approaches to education)

What concept of the student: client or slave?

Research at the institute is comparative.

30-50% of students go back to their home country.

Andreas Frijdal’s Visuals

EUROPEAN UNIVERSITY INSTITUTE, Florence Italy (Andreas Frijdal)

1. Provide research training ( academic/research market

76% -- 

82% -- soc and political science

2. Structured 4 years

courses/ exams/checks/milestones

76% completion rate, 4.1 ttd 

3. Cultural diversity

comparative research


students ??

multi-disciplinary networks

?? practices (superior practices ?)
1/3 to ½ other country origin

regulations

4. Postdocs!!

USA  - Maresi Nerad, Key Issues
Purpose:

Highly qualified thought leaders

In-depth knowledge and research in one area

Aware that they become leaders, to be globally aware and respectful, aware of their privileged situation

40,000 PhDs per year, concentrated in 50-60 institutions

HE system decentralized; there is no ‘typical’ institution/organization

Most programs:

Access:  Selective entrance exam


  Grade point average


  3 letters of recommendation

Process: Course work  →  exam


  Dissertation proposal  → review


  Research → thesis → defense

TTD – Humanities/ Soc.Sci.  7-9 years


Sciences  5-6 years = 2-4 years postdoc

Funding – multi-variate

In-state fee  $ 6000; outside  $ 20,000

Forces: 

Reduced state support

Pressures: shortage of faculty positions

Students demand more training

International students (30-50% of grad. students): increased security 

Maresi Nerad’s Visuals

Typical US PhD Structure for social sciences and humanities

Selective admission based on GRE, GPA, 3 letters

Course work

General exam

Dissertation proposal

Dissertation proposal review

Dissertation research

Dissertation defense

5 – 9 years to get PhD

Physical/Life Sciences and Engineering

Selective admissions based on GRE, GPA, 3 letters

Course work

Preliminary exam

Dissertation proposal

General exam

Dissertation research

Final exam

5- 7 years to get PhD, followed often by 2-4 years postdoc

At the End of the Day:

After review, we went to the dining area and Graham Smith did a Salishan (local first peoples) ceremony, we were in a circle, holding hands – right palm up, left palm down.

Also Heather and her PhD colleague, Bill, both of the US Forest Service, talked to us about the habitat.  The Icicle River is behind the terrace, the river is very, very low this year.  Black bears are in the area, can sometimes be seen down by the hatchery where the fish congregate.


Thursday September 8, 2005

After reviewing the country lightening reports, there was a group discussion.  We ended up spending all morning in the large group, which seemed to be what the group wanted.  Notes from that discussion follow:

Helene Marsh: It seems there’s a low number of doctorates in Canada compared to Australia.

John Driver:  We have lots of master’s students, and maybe a high % of the PhD studies are done in the United States, or go to the United States.

Another Canadian speaker:  We also don’t count those with only a bachelor’s as being doctoral students (unlike in the US for example).
Marc Renaud:  We have about 80,000 graduate students, of these 30,000 are PhD students when we define the PhD as a research doctorate and do not include the professional doctorate students in the count.  

Further discussion

Barbara Evans:  It would be good if we had robust figures and attempt to explain the national differences in a book.
Joeren (Netherlands) asks Hans Jensen (Denmark):  Time to degree being 3 years in Denmark is interesting, usually most say it takes 4 years.

Hans:  It’s a government decision, a big debate now due to requirements for going abroad for .5 years and for doing .5 years of coursework, it can be a problem to fit in the foreign experience usefully.  The university is allowed to the use the student for up to 840 hours of work in the 3 years also [ what does this mean? ] This leaves 1.5 years for the thesis, which is the only thing evaluated in determining whether or not they get the PhD.  As in other places with good funding, there is a high and fast completion rate, actually the average is 3.5 years, which leaves about .5 years not financed.  Completion rates are approximately 80%.  The time pressure has raised questions about thesis quality and there will be an evaluation of this very soon, Maresi Nerad and maybe Barbara Evans will be on the panel in Denmark for evaluating the quality of the theses.

Question for Hans Jensen:  At the entry level are you very selective?

Hans: This depends on the subject.  In physics about 1/3 of the MA students go on to the PhD and there are more spaces than students.  In the humanities, there are 100 applicants for 1 PhD spot.  They evaluate the applicants on the basis of the master’s thesis.  In addition, you have to have a fully worked out research proposal to be accepted for starting the doctoral program.  On average about 1 out of 4 or 5 applicants are accepted, but there are huge disciplinary differences.  The study boards decide on admissions and these boards are 50% students and 50% faculty.

Debra Stewart:  Is the MA 1 or 2 years? And given shortages in some areas, why don’t you recruit foreign students?

Hans Jensen:  It’s a 2 year degree, after a 3 year bachelor.  Yes we do recruit international students.  We used to finance Danish students to go abroad, but now we bring students to Denmark.  The number of master’s degrees affects the supply of PhD students

Marc Renaud (Canada) asks about Japan:  Does the concept of the PhD exist in Japan?

Yamamoto (Japan):  It seems not, in translation both MDs and PhDs are called “doctor,” and they don’t make a distinction between PhD and professional doctorate.  In the late 19th C the university was very prestigious in Japan, and so any university degree is still very prestigious, including bachelor’s and master’s.  There has been a recent recommendation for doctoral ed improvements, including noting special characteristics of the doctoral program as academic vs. professional, but …

There are a small number of PhD students, but this is parallel to demand/supply of PhD students from the academy, BGN.  Most people still see PhD as very specialized and for academia.  There are lower rates of getting PhD than in Canada and other countries, but demand is growing in industry and other sectors for doctorates.

Terry Evans:  In some of the countries not all universities offer doctorates, why?  And are these universities trying to get into offering a doctorate?

Debra Stewart:  In the US in recent years there’s been a dramatic expansion of institutions offering a PhD.  Now nearly 400 institutions offer some kind of doctorate, 90 offer enough doctorates to be included in the NRC ranking of doctoral programs.  The driver is prestige.  In the academic system the doctorate and research are prestigious.  Historically regional institutions under faculty pressure have been trying to do more research, for example, and produce more PhDs.  State-level governing boards must approve new programs.  Almost all of the growth has been on the public side.  Sometimes it is useful for a regional university to offer something like doctor of education to serve the region.  Public support has been increasing at a decreasing rate, in some cases support has absolutely decreased.  This is partly because of massive increases in mandated spending on Medicaid.  Public institutions have been turning to private funding.

Canadian speakers:  In Canada there is a taboo on pointing out the inequalities among the institutions; 15 universities have 80% of doctoral enrollment, these universities have medical schools doing some fundamental research and are research intensive.
Bianca Bernstein (US):  In the US the public cares more about higher education, which is thought not to be very good, than about doctoral ed, but the faculty like to have graduate students.

John Driver (Canada):  In Canada new PhD programs can’t be started without public input, it’s a consultation process.

Hans Jensen (Denmark):  In the major European countries “university” is a label designating an institution which can grant the PhD.  Governance structures are very important for understanding chances for innovation

.
Howard Green (UK):  UK just changed law allowing non-doctoral granting institutions to call themselves “university”; recruitment of S & T students internationally should be a strategic issue.
Suzanne Ortega (US):  There is the notion of the knowledge-based economy as needing PhDs, but in Japan they are relying for R & D on master’s level education.
Yamamoto (Japan):  Master’s program does not mean they are trained academics; discussion now in Japan on involvement in knowledge-based society is connected with doctoral training, not master’s level.
Break for process discussion, we stayed in large group.

Renato Ribeiro (Brazil): There is the question of language, English is the lingua franca, and there are 3 types of countries:

1. Native English speakers

2. English as a fact of life, e.g., Quebec, Nordic countries, many European countries

3. Where English is not a fact of life

This affects publication requirements (in relation to question of quality assurance).  Brain drain problem suggests we look at the flow of people at higher levels.  In globalization of PhD programs, we destroy local/national cultures, languages.  How can small cultures/languages survive in this process?

Louis Maheu (Canada):  How are types of programs different in UK?

Howard Green (UK):  In principle all programs have developed in an ad hoc manner.  The “new route” PhD responds to demand of middle eastern countries, who wanted more professional training, such as in teaching, publishing, but you might find these in an old-style PhD program too.  Professional doctorate developed for mid-career professionals who want to improve/need to improve qualifications.  The funding council will fund a PhD if it includes a “major piece of research,” individually examined.  But “major piece of research” is not defined in the law.  There is a quality framework, but [?]
MB:  Questions on US? Canada?

Q: What have been problems with the “doctoral schools”  Denmark is trying this, would like to benefit from the Netherlands’ experience.
Andreas Frijdal (EUI) : Where outside the UK do “doctoral schools” work?  We have tried them in Germany and France too.

Joeren (Netherlands):  We set up doctoral schools as inter-university and helped, especially with the social sciences.  Now existing universities need to fit doctoral programs into their institutional strategy, this is a source of conflict and tension for the inter-university doctoral schools.

Maresi Nerad (US):  Why is Denmark increasing state funding for the PhD?

Hans Jensen (Denmark):  Goal of 3% of GDP for R & D, 1% public and 2% private.  This means increasing doctorate production.  They are doing this in Norway and Sweden too.  Danish research focus changed from focus on subject to instruments.  The state research councils shouldn’t decide the substantive focus.  Doctoral education is one form of an “instrument.”  Putting money into a new research area you put in a lot of money for little return.  Funding a doctoral student you get 1 dissertation and 1 highly qualified person, it’s a double pay-off for relatively low investment.  This is seen as an efficient instrument.

Russolina Zingali (Brazil):  Brazil followed a strategy of human resource development.
Hans Jensen (Denmark): Doctoral education has been shown to be a good investment (he refers to an unidentified study) even in the humanities you get a 7.5% to 21% return on the doctoral ed.  This was maybe Canadian research and has been highly influential in Denmark.

Terry Evans (Australia) on New Zealand:  The supply of doctor places greater than demand?

Graham Smith (New Zealand): No it’s the opposite [this seems to contradict Graham’s talk, but perhaps I’ve noted something wrongly]
Suzanne Ortega (US) asks about Japan:  People running government or industry research labs, do they have master’s or PhDs?

Yamamoto (Japan):  There are 2 kinds of research, fundamental and applied.  The fundamental research is headed mostly by PhDs, while applied research could be led by a master’s level or even bachelor’s level person.  About 10 years ago industry began doing less fundamental research and asking the university to do more.  The market for PhDs also increasing in industry, but they want people with management and leadership skills.

Bianca Bernstein (US): Maybe they have a smaller % of PhDs due to higher level of K – 12 education.  In the US we have uneven bachelor’s degrees.  You can’t divorce discussion of doctoral ed from considering output of the lower educational levels.

Yamamoto (Japan):  In Japan the doctoral degree is still a special case, bachelor degree from a prestigious university is still well respected (if from one of the 40-50 top universities out of the 1,000 institutions).
Marc Renaud (Canada):  Question for Norway.  You were demoralized and I sense some cynicism in your presentation.

Morten Levin (Norway):  I think we’re moving backwards in terms of unifying.  The Bologna process is based on the notion of unifying; this law decreases innovation in PhD programs.  (B. Kehm notes she is very much for the process.)

Question for EUI:  Who regulates the EUI?  The EUI has its own regulations, but most of the professors went through U.S. programs.  It is run by member state representatives, with strong U.S. influence.  In Italy the university has a 50% drop-out rate, it has become a parking lot for the unemployed.  The average age of students is 28 years and when they finish they have a higher unemployment rate than non-graduates.

Question for Brazil by L. Maheu (Canada):  You have a national policy body, how does it relate to evolution of university?

Renato Ribeiro (Brazil):  Evaluation leads to grades which lead to funding.  1988 constitution makes the universities autonomous.  Yet, note the evaluation of undergrad education is not good, and the undergrad education is not good.

Question: Can you innovate through research councils?

Howard Green (UK):  Universities are autonomous; programs are responsibility of the university, but influences exist.  Research Councils can influence through funding.  Research Councils have no control over the content of the PhD programs, influence is through funding and through focus on process as opposed to content.  Quality Assurance agency code of practice says nothing about the content of PhD programs.  Also the UK doesn’t have programs like in the US, it’s at an individual level, although may aggregate at the level of the lab.  Individual institutions have autonomy to have PhD students, but may or may not be funded.  Control is through funding and quality assurance focused on process.  We actually operate in free market in doctoral ed, it’s about supply and demand.

Louis Maheu (Canada):  Question for Barbara Kehm (Germany), is there a relationship between rise in PhD students after WWII and the reforms ?  Answer: no connection.  Question: is rise in enrollment related to employment?  E.g. when jobs decrease, does enrolment increase?

Barbara Kehm (Germany) answer:  We don’t know how many doctoral students we have, because mostly it’s outside programs.  It depends on the agreement between student and professor.  We only know how many degrees are awarded per year.  As for the labor market, yes, student status is better than being unemployed, and especially in the social sciences and the humanities, rising unemployment was a push for enrollments.

Marc Renaud:  Resistance to the “new model”?  In the humanities, yes, in the social sciences it has been accepted.  

Barbara Kehm (Germany):  In Germany I don’t think there is resistance.

Segue

Before breaking for lunch and small group work, small groups were formed for dealing with specific questions and then bringing feedback/reporting to the whole group.  The groups and their designated leaders were:  Hans Siggaard Jensen – academic staff; Marc Renaud – funding; Morten Levin – students; Ahmed Bawa – Meta-forces; Renato Ribeiro – policy.

Thursday Afternoon

Small Group Reports

Preliminary Presentations followed by Secondary Presentations

In an attempt to allow multiple modes of interrogation, small groups presented, then received questions written on 3 x 5 index cards, then met to discuss and present a response.  Below I put the notes for both parts of each groups report together.

Meta-Forces Group

Leader:  Ahmed Bawa (South Africa)

Free flowing discussion, it emerged at the end that we spent almost all the time talking about the way in which the production of knowledge has changed over a period of time and how the way in which we understand this influences the university and doctoral studies.  The main discussion was to understand, to begin to raise some issues around knowledge production.

We were immediately aware of talking about meta-forces, it raised the question what are meta-forces, what are forces, micro-forces, meso-forces, there are unclear boundaries here.  It’s a multi-layered discussion, it’s not that easy to just deal with meta-forces alone.

New and evolving landscape of knowledge production:  how knowledge is produced and rapidly infused into industrial and social processes is something we’re just coming to grips with.  Universities aren’t taking this into account in any serious way.  It’s first of all the rapidity of infusion into production processes, which leads to an outcome, there’s a massive diffusion of knowledge production out of the universities into private sector labs, government labs, science councils and so on.  Universities are ponderous in the way they produce knowledge and make it available.  And one of the other fairly significant issues around that is that many of the research projects, which are fundamental to training doctoral students, begin with an outcomes basis – begin with recognition that there’s an outcome feeding into a production process.  What does this mean for how we shape doctoral programs?

There’s an enormous knowledge / skills shortage, both in the developed and developing world, leading to challenges such as brain drain, which takes many forms.  Many students who would have come into the sciences are now opting for other areas, like business.  This is leading to an enormous skills shortage.  How do we as universities respond?  And of course the notion of this diffusion of knowledge production has implications for the university sector, it erodes university hegemony in this area.  Now there’s probably a need for a special approach with regard to ??? and so on between university and other players.

A key issue is the relationship between production of PhDs and their suitability for this new kind of environment in which they enter.  It’s not enough to have just disciplinary training, there is a need for us to consider integrative skills which allow these young people to enter the private sector or other employment sectors, they need a kind of holistic development.

So much of this knowledge production is now kind of outcome oriented, this means it may not be suitable to have individual students working in ?/? terms.  We decided the importance of disciplines remains, we have commitment to new knowledge within disciplines.  Outcomes-based knowledge search would normally be constructed in an interdisciplinary way.  This means you must start with a team, this might be one interesting way of thinking of doctoral education,  building teams with disciplinary inputs into those teams.

Concern about attacks on the legitimacy of higher education and what it does, including doctoral programs.  We said that we really have to get universities to understand that it’s not enough to resist pressure from outside forces, government, private sector, society in general, universities must see selves as active players, they need to shape the agenda, not just respond.  What would that agenda be?  It would be to entrench the production of new knowledge, the building of critical skills, the usual things universities do.

Internationalization of higher education and of PhD programs.  Notion of consortia of universities – how does that influence the terrain?  Exclusion, inclusion of institutions, etc.

Some discussion of notion of cross-border education and its implications.

Brief mention, discussion of GATS – General Agreement on Trade in Services.  (Note:  The GATS is an international agreement that came into affect in 1995.  It operates under the umbrella of the World Trade Organization (WTO).  The aim of GATS is to remove all barriers to trade in services, including banking, education, healthcare, garbage collection, tourism, and transport.  Since February 2000, negotiations are underway to expand and fine-tune the GATS.)

Meta-Forces Part II 

First discussions were based on trying to understand how to shape an agenda.  Communications/information technology, push and pull factors, but using lens of knowledge production provides us a way of looking at these things.  The questions that came in were around if this was about Mode 2.

We didn’t talk about Mode 2, but we think it’s important to talk about doctoral education in context of greater trends, and knowledge diffusion, info/technology, etc. is one of these.  The Mode 2 book gives us a framework for understanding trends, but doesn’t tell us how to shape PhD programs.  Mode 2 framework might not be the be all and end all.

Mode 2 is a way of producing knowledge based on external demands, links between academic and applied interests; Science is changing in this direction, producing knowledge in a context of external demands.  The book is called the New Production of Knowledge: The Dynamics of Science and Research in Contemporary Societies and is authored by Michael Gibbons, Camille Limoges, Helga Nowotny, Simon Schwartzman, Peter Scott, and Martin Trow, published by Sage.

Four or five key issues that we would like to probe:

1. Role of distance education, new ways of constructing doctoral programs.
2. Several universities see themselves as global players and are setting up shop in other parts of the world, for example, Australian universities in South Africa.
3. Increased mobility of people, people are much more freely moving, higher levels of moving, both students and professional academics.
4. Leads to question of portability of degree structures.
5. Who loses?  Who’s gaining?  It’s a tricky issue.
Perceptive question about impact of globalization on erosion of specialization:  e.g., it would be really important for a university in Kwazulu Natal to take responsibility of developing Zulu as a language, if this university is drawn into a global consortium and then loses its grip on local, such as Zulu, that’s a problem.

What about the aging of PhD candidates?  That’s related to the demographic aging.  What does this mean for PhD programs?  Growing effect of part-time PhD’s as well.

Policy Group

Leader: Renato Ribeiro (from Brazil)

Well Debra Stewart (US) wrote a report, she made the guidelines.  We met then at lunch Debra Stewart, Hans Jürgen Prömel (Germany), Salvador Malo (Mexico) and Renato Ribeiro (Brazil).  Three levels of policy makers, major players are the state, the market, and higher education.

State.  The governing institutions, but also the stakeholders as a whole, “we the people”  -- sovereign people who have a stake and something to say, and the governing institutions.  There is no doubt about the legitimacy of the people saying what they want, but we are not very clear about the state as governing institution, will it have the same legitimacy to tell the university what to do/what we should do with the university.  Is it necessary to educate the ministers and others who will deal with universities.  How?  We discuss which are the institutions, like AAAS, CGS, Council of Rectors, these organizations should speak with ministers, governors.  The other side is that very often you have self-management of the sectors in government dealing with science and technology.  Academia will have a say and sometimes control, the need/consideration of the government as an external body that we need to educate does not exclude fact that sometimes the bodies are governed by an important part of the academic community.

Market.  Decline of state funding has required more private funding.  This implies (1) protection against inappropriate intrusion of market interests in university, university should not be servant of market; (2) doctoral programs should be responsible to students and their employers (future or present), doctoral program should or should not – it’s a question – take into consideration future of their students as employees outside academia; (3)  They should play with state and market to pursue own ends, how can they define a strategy to afford resources from both without losing their autonomy.  Which are the assets a university has in order to promote doctoral education according to its aims?  Which things structure, infrastructure?  Structure is decision-making institutions in universities, self-organization to be more efficient.  Infrastructure – libraries, students, faculty members, the “brains”.  Maybe easier to update structure than infrastructure.  These are the assets.  And you have strategies that take into account those assets and the universities ability to play with state and market demands, and what university can give back.

Policy Part II

There was no unanimity about the role of society.  There was a majority feeling, though, that doctoral ed/research should be seen as a benefit for society.  It should not be only for the industrial society sense of competition. It should also be for social goods.  We converge on:  is the production of the doctoral ed available on the web, is it available to everyone?  Hans Juergen Promel’s university, Humboldt University, is considering making it mandatory that all research products, books, articles, etc., should be available on the web within a year of publication in other ways.  The exceptions concern text books and other books with pedagogical sense, these are not being considered for mandatory web publishing.

Intellectual rights.  What are these? Meaning?  

Funding

Leader: Marc Renaud from Canada

We began with the premise, that the level and type of funding reflects the vision of education the country has.  Our conversation was about what we’ve learned, and about outliers.  It allowed us to review what we’ve learned in the last day and a half.  We are all stunned by the money you are putting into your students in Denmark.  Are we ready to move our marginal tax rate up to 60% like it is in Denmark (from the peanut gallery came the information: “70%”).  Another outlier we thought was Germany – Germany is pretty centralized but it doesn’t know much about doctoral education.  In Germany you don’t know even know how many there are.  In Japan, there seems to be an emphasis on master’s in Japan that doesn’t exist elsewhere.  In the U.S., the innovation capacity is largely on the shoulders of foreigners.  More than 50% of the PhDs in science and engineering are from outside the U.S., this means the decrease is a big change for the US.  Brazil and UK the ed systems are very strongly controlled by evaluation, this is very unusual.  What are the values behind the way we spend our money, and what does the variation between countries mean?  We ended with the whole of graduate education is funded through research, on the student side.  What does it mean to be financed through a fellowship where you have a lot of freedom, as opposed to a research assistantship where you depend on the deliverables the professor needs to produce?

Funding Part II

Funding across borders.  Wondered whether there should be a more international focus?  Are doctorates producing a global knowledge base, should we rethink restrictions of citizenship, etc. on funding, fellowships, etc.

Values.  What do we mean by values?  It may serve the nation or it may serve the world, these values influence funding of programs.  An apprenticeship model might be funded differently than team-type research, interdisciplinary or depending upon types of careers expected, e.g., industrial vs. academic careers.

How can we get more funding for graduate education?

Stipends vs. salaries.  Students vs. Employees.

What is the best way to fund?  In terms of time to degree, at NIH we found a traineeship for 2 years followed by RA was the best in terms of cutting down time to degree.

Research councils, governments, private industry, conflicts among them.  They decided the conflicts come about due to not enough funding for graduate education.

Students

Leader: Morten Levin

We touched upon 4 – 6 possible issues.  We intended to discuss:  

Recruiting

Labor market

Size, Organization of program

Language

Quality

Is there an optimal size of a PhD program?  From US point of view, the elite institutions have big programs and they can create a critical size that makes it possible for students to communicate with other students on shared interests.  The European counterpart is the small scale program, the creation of cohorts of 7 to 15 students working in parallel within each program, so it’s a group of students working on the same kinds of questions.

Organization of the program.  One student-one advisor is pretty bad.  It doesn’t give enough variation regarding advising and doesn’t allow for “divorce.”  There is a key issue of finding a structure that allows simple process for complex matter of changing advisors.  One solution: more than one advisors.  This is also to create a collectivity among the advisors, to exchange experiences, discuss difficult cases.  PhD program is lonely for students and for advisors.  This is a dark side.

Quality of advisor – how is this to be assessed?  You could post-facto to ask students to give feedback, but this is very long in coming and won’t help with changing program in ways beneficial for the student.

Evaluating courses is a piece of cake. (?)

Most complex discussion, now the group grew from 4 to 6.  We really have quite opposite views on how to assess the quality of the thesis.  How to evaluate the quality of the learning process in the PhD program.  Here is obviously a difference between thinking about a PhD program as an evaluation process or as a learning process.  With these 2 different positions, you end up with different criteria.  But the end of that discussion was that why not create a comparative study involving the whole world in creating and understanding, how, in fact are the theses evaluated around the world?  Given that, what are the social consequences of the different ways of evaluating the theses?  This analytical work would be extremely valuable for international understanding of how to create PhD programs.

Language.  Challenge for micro-countries is preserving small languages.  Two positions.  

1. Part of being a scientist is part of being a member of an international network, today that means speaking English.  
2. If you really train the elite in your own country to write in English, you recreate or reconstruct a culture that annihilates your own language and the genuine elements of your own culture. 
This is a serious issue.  But there are no easy solutions, and I think if we can play along with those ideas that might create some innovative types of responses, how to both create candidates that are globally oriented and can act locally.

Students Part II

We got 12 cards.  What was important, it triggered an intense conversation in the group, but it’s difficult to communicate this.  Instead of trying to cover the whole field, I would like to convey probably the question that led to the fiercest discussion:  
How can you see to it that someone from a small country, educated in science in English, can communicate science to her home society? 
This led to this question:  What is the role of science in society?  Should we be part of the social and political processes in society?  Is this a question of how to train students to deal with media? Journalists? Other kinds of presentations vs. the much larger question of how does science relate to society at all or at large?  Led to question on position of social science.  Is social science threatened?  Universities need to create a stronger position in society.  We didn’t come to any conclusion, but it was an exciting debate and thank you for posing that question.  We only came to 5 of the 12 questions.

Academic Staff 

Leader:  Hans Siggaard Jensen (Denmark)

We agreed on a number of basic issues.  Developments in doctoral ed put new stress on competences of academics.  The demands cannot be fulfilled by any one person, there is no such thing as the ideal supervisor.  We need a division of labor, several functions, and transform the idea of the master-apprentice model into a system where we have practice learning, but more emphasis on the group or research group being responsible.  So how do we create well-functioning research groups that can sustain and empower doctoral students.  It’s important to find a balance between PhD students being in a situation where they are isolated and lonely, and in a situation in which they are working together as slaves/coolies of their professors.  So we need to come up with guidelines, and that would be innovative, or experiences of best practices about how to create these sorts of research environments where students are part of a group but not isolated.

Size.  We think critical mass per se, in itself is not an issue.  In itself, size doesn’t matter, but related things might matter, such as support, facilities.  Larger programs in themselves don’t necessarily produce better academics.  But there might be other data, and that would be quite interesting to get another take on this.

Academic Staff are too highly valued.  We think they’re considered too important in education and training, actually in many cases, academic staff should create an environment in which PhD students support each other.  We should create student to student relationships and this might be even more important than professor-student relationships.

Challenges for qualifications of academic staff.  If we change the purpose of doctoral ed from qualifying for an academic career to being qualified to perform well in the research system in which we are living, then we need to have academic staff with a broader set of qualifications.  Typical example, it’s probably necessary for doctoral students to learn about and be able to practice project management.  So we’ll need to have broader qualifications.

Attempted classification of doctoral schools.

1. American model

2. British Model of “Generic Graduate Schools” that support quality development of graduate education and students

3. Discipline-based, content-oriented doctoral schools like Finnish and  Danish models

Academic staff part II
We were asked whether the broadening of qualifications of PhD students couldn’t this be done through creation of interdisciplinary graduate schools?  We agreed, that we should try to develop new models and make sure that doctoral training could go on in interdisciplinary environments.  This led to debate on how to integrate new more generic skills into doctoral programs.  This led to a discussion about what would be the structure, shape, and content of the PhD program if we were going to take into account changes in research system signaled by “Mode 2”.  We got close to the question of innovation, how could we do experiments on this?  What would be consequences for assessment?  Without this, it’s of no use.  Some of these things have to be taken/delivered at a broader basis than the smaller program.  Skills like communications, project management, etc., we could develop matrix models for the organization of doctoral training.  There are a whole lot of challenges, it requires organizational development, and could be fairly radical.

The issue of the division of work.  Could that be taken further?  Would it not also involve groups at university other than just the faculty.  If we are going to develop new forms, we need new faculty/etc., we might need new buildings, library services, organizational change, etc.  

How do we involve alumni?  Someone said that alumni could show how the PhDs work in non-academic settings – this would be good for showing the students as well the non-academic options.

Gender issues.  We see diminishing interest from men in doing PhDs.  That is significant, if that is true.  If it’s not sexy any longer to be a researcher, you want to be a management guru or football player, it’s more interesting and you earn better.  Gender is important for students and for the faculty.  The issue of other minorities, we discussed some experiences from Canada and Denmark.  If the Eskimos in the Greenland university only study Eskimo languages, that would be a problem.  In Denmark last year there were no women in computer science PhD programs, 10-15 years ago it was 10-15%.

Simon Schwartzman (Brazil).  Integrative Comments

This is an impossible task.  The main point coming up is that we live with tensions.

1. Traditional way of doctoral ed, disciplines, autonomous university vs. world of external demands, pressures, globalizations; knowledge becoming more important, more expensive, encroachment of business sector, question of proprietary knowledge, but this doesn’t mean to throw away the old one; expense.
2. Language.  What happens when you adopt English?

3. Group of actors, the “Clark triangle”: government, market, academic community – the space of these 3 define space in which institutions have to move; this old classification is useful; how do we try to deal with the pressures coming from outside?  Institutions can’t just ignore these pressures, but need to preserve academic dimension.
4. Social values which are at universities, value of culture, intellectual tradition, strong demand for results to apply knowledge.
5. Funding.  The basic idea is that we have national cultures, each culture deals with common trends in different ways.  Some say, let’s go to the market, students pay, everybody has to have applied results, etc.  Others say no.  Different ways in which systems are organized.

6. Students.  Which kind of education – general knowledge, local realities & problem solving, inclusion/exclusion, language.
7. Same question applies to academic staff.  Which kind of skills you require? You can’t just stay in old mold of you are a scientist and that’s it.  Advisor-student relationship should be recognized as lonely for both, this kind of stuff …

Innovation Presentation

Tetsuo Shoji had to leave the conference early, so we listened to his discussion of innovation in doctoral education in Japan, which was a PowerPoint presentation … on Thursday afternoon.  Also Salvador Malo from Mexico had to leave early, so we also listened to his presentation on Thursday afternoon.

Tetsuo’s talk about program for academic fusion in doctoral education.

Range of science – technology

Tetsuo suggested intersecting axes of the scales of time and length in a drawing.  

Length scale on x axis, time scale on y axis

Cars, planes, etc. are high on both length and time.  After time the components fail, but this is caused by the micro level stuff, at the small end of the length scale, 

1- to – 15 is ? of each atom vibration (note: I missed the measures here, not my department usually ; ) ).  So all the fundamental issues come from this – very tiny – range.  One of our programs, which Tetsuo is leading at this moment, we want PhD students to work across the whole range of the map.  I want to them to be able to communicate with people working in all these areas.  

The program illustrates and approach for academic fusion.

Multidisciplinary Studies of Fundamental Process in Complex Systems

“Complex” means real world, like human body, planet; we should see the complex system, but we need to identify the fundamental processes in the complex systems

Expected talents for the young researchers.

Broad knowledge & ability of developing basic scholarship

Darwin’s powers of observation

Strong ability of conceptualization

Strong ability of discovering & solving problems

Broad view of things & ethical judgments

Strong leadership

Insight for future

World-wide travel for cultivating serendipity, encouraging PhD students to visit other countries

They call this the double spiral research and education program.  One spiral is disciplinary.  The 4 areas deal with non – machine systems, mechanochemistry, materials, machining; strength and reliability.  Students should work in all 4 areas.  The 2nd spiral is the satellites in Europe, Asia, US.  They send students abroad to work on a project under supervision at these other institutes.  For the final examination, professors from this institute are invited.  Multiple thesis advisors, not just one, and hopefully includes international advisors.

Academic fusion for professors is difficult, they are stuck in their areas.  We are encouraging younger scholars to cross.

Sharing knowledge & fusion

Learning institution

Affordance (from a concept by Gibson in cognition science)

Serendipity

2. Melting pot such as interdisciplinary labs.

“If you know what you are looking for, you are limited by what you know.”  Jerome I. Friedman, MIT 1990 Nobel Prize Winner in Physics.

Question (D. Stewart): how to diffuse innovation in graduate education?

Do you have mechanisms for sharing innovations?

Tetsuo: at this moment this is just at our university, my program; but we have conferences on this program and we provide information to other institutions about how it works and benefits younger scholars; supervisors in foreign countries also talk and say that it’s beneficial for them too, that it’s mutual

Q (? Speaker):  How long?

Tetsuo: 5 year program, but we have a plan to extend the program

Q: How many students have already passed?

Tetsuo: we have 35 PhD students, and 20 faculty; we try to make them creative by giving them difficult questions with no answer, we like to see how they proceed.
Q: Institutionally, how did you go about the innovations?  Applications, acceptance?

T: We had interviews for these positions, our committee then selected.
Q: Do you have undergraduates and postdocs in interdisciplinary labs?

T: Yes.  We have a joint program with UW, Eng. 100 they collaborate by email and TV conference.
Innovation #2.  

Salvador Malo (Mexico)

Mexico.  We want more PhDs.  We want to have an impact on development, on the country’s development, we want the country to get something back, and to impact the higher education system.  We have 2.2 million students in higher education now.  We have been trying to do 3 things now:

1. Simplify graduate education, not to lower quality but to simplify pre-requisites, names, procedures

2. Research institutes now awarding PhDs

3. Government programs

a. Merit pay scheme geared to preserve research in Mexico during the financial crisis, due to brain drain out of Mexico, now it has about 11,000 people; it established information, stats that we didn’t have before and establishes a level of quality

b. Grants, funding all based on quality assessment processes

Q: (B. Evans) What mechanisms do you have for quality assessment of research institutions for their awarding PhDs.  I heard you had an innovative program to accelerate school-leavers so that they could go into research in their first few years.

A: It was in bio-medicine, started 25 years ago, doing well; process of reviewing programs of institutes of research, the PhDs have to do course work, usually at universities, but they are trying to have the students do research along the tracks of the institutes themselves

Q: Private institutions are new in Mexico, but are developing rapidly, what is impact on traditional PhD and Master’s in Mexico and are these non-profit institutions?
A: Actually private university education started in Mexico in 1943, but most of the growth was in public universities, around the 1980s change started, Mexico had no money, led to decrease in money to public education so private universities got more important, they now represent 1/3 of higher education – at first mostly undergrads, and still are, but we have both for profit and not for profit universities, they are growing at rate of 14% a year.  Recently they have started many master’s programs and some PhD programs, there are about 4 or 5 doing this, mostly University of the Americas, Monterey Tech, ???  They are doing quite well.  Monterey Tech has hired 1,000 PhDs in last 10-15 years.  They offer doctoral programs in every field, graduate about 25 PhDs per year.

Q: Is there a state control of the degrees?

A: Not really, but they have to pass ???
Q: ?? 

A: We used to have low-educated Mexicans go abroad, now we have brain drain.
Thursday evening dinner was followed by performance by violin player and story-teller, Swil Kanim, a member of the Lummi (people of the frog) Indian tribe, whose reservation is located in northwestern Washington.

Friday September 9, 2005

Lightening Talk on French System, Louis Maheu (Canada)

Louis Maheu’s Visuals

FRANCE

Important modifications 2000 +

Only State Degrees





Bacc


Msc


Doct

# of doctoral degrees?  
1990, 7000 PhD degrees

*Q? completion





2000, 9,900 PhD degrees

Sc. approx 85%

Total enrollment estimated (by LM) at from 160,000
Humanities:

180,000
49%

Median age is 31.5 years at PhD

25% of students are international students, but this % is declining.
Louis Maheu’s talk on French system

First remember context, in France HE is very complicated, network of Ecole and universities.  Universities include a lot.  There’s a split between organization of research and higher education.  Research is done mainly through the ????.  Universities don’t do research, but this is changing, more and more research in universities.

Ongoing modifications since 2000.  There are only state degrees, you can’t get degrees without state approval.  

Completion rates seen as a problem.

In Europe
France

Bacc

DEOG (part of the Bach degree)



License (2 years from first cycle, 1 from second cycle)

Master’s
MA

In France there’s a master’s degree, they say la master, includes DESS (a diploma of some sort), vocational master’s, DEA, RD Master (research master)

Doctorate, not really a PhD.

Admission through DEA or Research master, 50% of them do not go to PhD

State regulation for admission

University doctoral programs through contract with Ministry of Ed and ?, 4 years and renewable

Done through des Ecole doctoral, of which there are more than 300 in the country now

These cover the third cycle, which includes part of Master and doctorate.  Courses and seminars, they do training and research doctorate units, 3 to 6 years.

Teachers/supervisors come through a habilitation process

Co-???
Evaluation of thesis

2 Parrorteurs and direct send note to president, president decides if there will be a jury (of 3 to 6)  if yes, then there will be defense

??? (I missed lot of this)
FISHBOWL

The “fishbowl” exercise was designed to move the voices of the nations outside Europe, the US, and Australia from margin to center.  Participants sitting in the fishbowl were from the following countries:  New Zealand (Maori), Brazil, Japan, Mexico, South Africa.

Barbara Kehm (Germany) begins with comments on Bologna, which was done specifically avoiding the European commission.  Now European Commission and Bologna have merged missions mostly, to create the European Higher Education area by 2010.  Trends identified at Liege conference in Belgium as important for all over Europe:

From national to international

From curiosity driven to results oriented (relevance and impact)

From individual to team

From narrow and discipline guided to multi-disciplinary research

From small labs to larger research institutions & programs (critical mass)

From fragments to programs

From purely academic to also professional

From national guarding and utilizing to competitiveness, job creation and sustainable development on a broader scale

The European area is quite consciously created to provide Europe with the competitive edge against the US and Japan, but with the international and global developments you can’t have unification and mutual cooperation inside and competitive angle outside, competition is also inside Europe.

Linda Smith (New Zealand) facilitated the fishbowl discussion.  A comment was made about the empty chair to represent unrepresented people.

Linda Smith: 2 major metaphors we could use to guide discussion.  What we are talking about is framed by Europe and under the gaze of Europe, or we are in the center at last?  Initially let’s turn the paper over, each person should identify one megatrend relevant in your country and those around you, when we get to the point that we can’t think of another trend, we’ll take these points as a list to work with.

Lina (Brazil): Mobility

Kumiko (Japan): Degree portability or credit transferability

Yamamoto (Japan): All items BK says, same in Japan, but most important is domestic trend from cooperation to competition.

Ahmed (South Africa):  Pressures of relevance, must contribute to more than personal development, must contribute in direct ways to issues of nation building, development, democracy

Next speaker: Process of integration of countries, NAFTA, problem of asymmetries between countries, NAFTA has attempt to integrate unequal economies

Next speaker: European HE area they say Europe will be most competitive knowledge economy in the world by 2010, to do that they need 50,000 new PhDs per year, that will produce a brain drain from Latin American countries, cooperation and competition will be quite a Darwinian competition

Renato Ribeiro (Brazil): we are concerned about doctoral titles from Europe with only 3 years, we don’t think this degree can be a good one; I take issue with Yamamoto’s comment [??] In Brazil we are concerned, in Brazil exam is very competitive inside the country, we want to make the best 6 or 7 programs to cooperate with weaker programs in poor areas of Brazil or with countries in Africa, such as Portuguese speaking Africa

Graham Smith (New Zealand):  We are trying to respond to several elements, cognizant of APAC arrangement and our traditional ties to Europe.  We are creating students with diverse skills, interacting skills with both Asia and Europe

Toko Mayekiso (South Africa): Issue of re-dress and access is key as we build democracy.
Linda Smith (New Zealand): Let’s do one more round, name one more trend, but don’t repeat a trend

Russolina (Brazil):  Multidisciplinary is a big issue, how to deal with such studies

Kumiko (Japan): Promotion of structured program, we seek minimum investment and most output

Yamamoto (Japan): Trend from HE policy only to including S & T policy included with HE policy

Ahmed (South Africa): We’re looking at dramatic increase in number of PhDs, 7 fold over 10 years, impossible but …

Next speaker: Increasing creation of networks within and between regions, a number of networks of universities in Mexico and also among Latin American universities and other countries, increasing attempt to share resources and problems in order to benefit all 

Mauricio (Mexico): Talk of professional doctorate, not so much curiosity driven doctorate.  Disagreement on the recognition of degrees, especially professional doctorates – recognition of degrees and mobility

Renato Ribeiro(Brazil): In Brazil we’ve been able to raise the number of new doctorates by 10 to 15% per year and this was without significant new money, rise in money government agencies give to university, but not great rise, we are at limits of this model, we will need new money, we have gotten this due to engagement of academic community, faculty have accepted working harder, changing requisites, we will need new money and we can’t get it, we are facing a crisis, we can’t arrive at 10,000 doctorates this year 33, 000 master’s this year, what’s next?

Graham Smith (New Zealand): New Zealand has undergone significant economic reform in the last 20 years and emphasis on knowledge economy has been around for about 10 years, unevenly spread across the universities – hierarchy of institutional responses, 3 of 8 are research led but all the elements, we’re responsive to technology & innovation index and so on.

Toko Mayekiso (South Africa): We offer PhDs by thesis only, attempt in past to offer ??? but was not accredited

Linda Smith (as facilitator): Tension between competition and collaboration, e.g., Japan going from cooperation to competition, Brazil from competition to cooperation.

Efficiencies of systems

Increased access, participation, sheer numbers of PhD students/programs

Nation building, European trend from national to international, for “us” (i.e. countries in the fishbowl) nation building plus internationalization; our international building crosses some of our historical boundaries of language, international alliances, such as commonwealth, Spanish-speaking world, Portuguese speaking world; nation-building/internationalization access are

issues for developing countries and developing systems within these countries.

So, this time around, let’s talk about nation building and internationalization.

Russolina (Brazil): Highly stratified society, accessibility of HE is being discussed and also regional distribution of access, this is a development issue.
Kumiko (Japan):  International/national these are anti-theses; 

Yamamoto (Japan): Internationalization has been used for national duty, traditionally it means for us to import foreign into Japanese domestic market, now trend is changing from import to export, we think we should make information useful for international setting or other countries.
Ahmed (South Africa):  We have a deeply divided legacy, post-94 period we must re-create structures and construct a nation, HE has a central role in that; access, equity critical; our economy remains deeply racially divided; it’s about continuing struggle of integration and re-dress, HE is pivotal in this; internationalization is also critical because traditional links between SA universities and outside have been with US and Europe, now we see need for links with southern nations as well, we have major projects building institutional links with Africa, India, Brazil …

Next speaker who? (Mexico):  Issue of internationalization is challenging, we can benefit from doctoral students going abroad, but we risk brain drain due to Mexican economy, which hasn’t been able to provide enough opportunities for these brilliant minds and when they go to study abroad they find better opportunities, returning is then difficult.
Mauricio (Mexico):  3 – 7 universities are public and produce most PhDs, now large companies have started to acquire university systems; Sylvan technologies just bought a private university system in Mexico.  This represents the strategic importance of knowledge for the economy.  We work at universities where we believe that education is a public good, not a private thing; there is a menace from the privatization trend that knowledge might not be as public as we would like it to be; privatization of knowledge is a critical issue it gives a different direction to the doctorates.
Renato Ribeiro (Brazil):  Can doctoral education contribute to nation building?  Looked for studies, didn’t find – we don’t only need to raise competitiveness not only industry and agri-business and sectors that could make the country richer in GNP, but we also need to discuss the social agenda.  E.g. Professional master’s -- we are trying to raise the number, we get 4,000/year now, 22,000 academic master’s per year.  We want more professional master’s, we need them in economy of health, and in other areas, not just engineering; even if you have a professional master’s, you should be able to discuss how knowledge they generate is used by society.  We think professional masters must be interdisciplinary and discuss political and social implications of how their knowledge goes to society.

Graham Smith (New Zealand): Narrowing of public good is important issue; we have a strong cultural element to our context, by 2050, 50% of NZ population will be non-European.  There’s quite an interest in how we build nationhood and so through U infrastructure and we have quite specific programs that are tailored for developing inclusion and diversity, the isolation factor of NZ is significant in developing a very strong sense of the self, our own identity, the water seems to give impression that we are removed from the rest of the world, our international involvement is very selective, it’s considered to be an income stream in the sense of international students coming to NZ and many universities have combined to impact the economy with international students; international consortiums are significant efforts and various other synergies are related to this involvement; relationship with Australia is first step in developing a regional position and then this will be regional engagement with…
Toko Mayekiso (South Africa): nation-building, access; our government is using funding to increase access especially for previously disadvantaged backgrounds, scholarships specially earmarked, including for women; even white women were not participating as one could expect, now funding for international students encourages internationalization, e.g., Lesotho, Swaziland, Malawi.
Lina Zingali (Brazil): Brazil has different role in internationalization due to increase in growth of research and knowledge contribution; historically international partners were Europe and US and now we are moving to partners in Africa and Asia.
Linda Smith (New Zealand): Trends in NZ, fair to say that in our society there is ambivalence about internationalization because inside that move NZ is re-orienting towards Asia, traditional alliances with British Commonwealth, Britain, Europe; NZ is linking with China and SE Asia in particular which leads to political risks related to rise of immigration and ambivalence about NZ identity.  The university is a site of this tension.  NZ sees itself as 1st world, English-speaking nation that accidentally ended up near Antarctica.  Enormous anxiety around identity.  What are the qualities of a graduate?  Should s/he know anything about NZ?  Or are these free-floating graduates for the world, doesn’t matter that they got their degree in NZ.  New strategic plan from Vice Chancellor is that we’re an international university and there’s nothing about NZ in it; academic staff want NZ back in the center.

Linda Smith (as facilitator) We have 10 minutes left, I’d like to send the microphone around again quickly to address how the PhD or the doctoral education program is part of the research agenda of the particular systems we’re coming out of.  In Europe many of the trends are about how research is being shaped.

Lina (Brazil): PhD was structured to have an active role in research and both research and doctoral programs have grown.
Kumiko (Japan): trad PhD aimed at young researcher development, recently new aim to develop researchers not only for academia but also for BGN.
Yamamoto (Japan): S & T policy affects HE system, so role of government is growing in terms of funding and setting research agenda, while in higher ed policy the university was expected to be more autonomous.
Ahmed (South Africa): South African NSF-equivalent is the Foundation for Research Development, an agency to fund research universities, it had aim as development of high-level human resources through development of high-level research.  The knowledge economy discussion dominated S&T enterprise, which was translated into role of the National Research Foundation (new body) was to fund research to make SA globally competitive in knowledge economy.  The government wants to shift S [? Science? Or S&T]  spending from .7% of GDP to 1% over the next 5 years.  But we don’t have the scientific personnel to take up those research funds, now we are going back to original position that where there is public spending on R&D, in univ and BGN some of that should be spent on training doctoral students.
Armando (Mexico): The first doctorates in Mexico came from outside and we got a  group of Spanish scientists in the 1940s and it has been only recently that there is an increase in Mexico graduating PhDs, a challenge is how to bring graduates in to more active participation in the economy.
Mauricio (Mexico, and former President of the Mexican Academy of Sciences): in Mexico we have 80-90% of the world’s biodiversity; we have strong PhD programs in such areas, archaeology also; we can make a good use of these strengths in international contexts in addressing global problems like global warming.
Renato, Ribeiro (Brazil): Doctoral programs and development; most of our 6 & 7 rated programs are in SE Brazil, Rio and Sao Paulo, see my paper p. 11 in Amazonia region there are only 1/15th of the national rate of PhD students.  Tools: Minter is a master’s degree that is taught out of its seat, a university in Rio can send members and lab to Amazonia in order to train future master’s there.  It’s important to keep requisites the same.  We are trying to do this with PhD training too (Dinter).  We are working with some German universities too, so it will be multi-lateral way to get doctoral degrees in situ.  People should have a sandwich period in the seat program, e.g., one year in Rio or Sao Paolo or Ohio or in Germany.

Graham Smith (New Zealand):  Making sure that we get the return from our investment on the development end is really important in NZ.  It’s an overt strategy of government by differential funding identifying distinctive research pathways in doctoral programs, more funding to research degree category.  We’ve developed 7 national research centers of excellence, a primary goal is to develop a capacity in research and there’s also postdoc development and also with doctoral development inside universities and emphasis on research paths in partnership with private enterprise, cooperation for doctoral studies and industry.
Toko Mayekiso (South Africa):  Government is clear it is serious about research; most research grants have a capacity building component, this includes PhD students and there’s a question on relevance to development.
Linda Smith (New Zealand):  in NZ the Ministry of Ed and the Government and therefore taxpayers are the primary funding for fundamental research, we have low investment by industry in research and no investment in fundamental or basic research.  Many new initiatives are to try to get industry to invest more in research development.  But one of the issues for the developing world is that the companies that do invest big money in research are multi-national companies and they do not invest in a big way in our PhD programs, but we host other students from other countries, they do research and take it back to their homes.  So how much does doctoral education contribute back to NZ?

Linda Smith (as facilitator): 
Thanks to the group – it’s awkward having a conversation and being observed, I feel like we have to behave ourselves, a certain kind of surveillance, but thank you for your contribution.  I think we can synthesize this into the discussion when we get back together as a whole group.

“Dot Voting” On Topics Was Done Just Before Lunch on Friday

We had a list of the important topics written out on several large pieces of paper, topics that had been put forward by the group as very important.

Each person placed blue dots next to topics considered important, while each person got a humming bird to paste next to the topic that seemed most exciting to them personally, something they would be enthusiastic about working on.  The results of the dot voting were compiled and organized and issued into 6 important topics for consideration by working groups in preparation for the next conference.

Lunch Break

Lightening Talks on Innovations

John Driver, Canada

1. Federal Government Research agenda, new funds for professors, scholarships, infrastructure; now they are 14th in % of GDP spent on Research & Development, now they want to become 5th.
2. More multidisciplinary research, driving by federal government and universities, to get people out of isolation of university and get more problem oriented.
3. Universities develop professional or “survival” training, e.g., teacher training, grant writing workshops, time management.
4. On-line theses (Master’s and Doctorate), nationally, being coordinated through the national library.  Some universities have all their new theses online.
5. International co-supervision, esp. in Quebec, particularly collaborations between France and Quebec; Louis has 400 in his university and there are total about 700-800 students; it’s co-training because students must spend 1 to 1.5 years in other institution; now extended to Belgium.
Q: Online thesis – does it go in place of written, published documents?
A: In Canada, there are hard copies in libraries, but most are not published per se, students may eventually turn them into a book.
Q: Will online be mandatory?

A: Yes it will be; the national library will handle putting them all online.
Australia, Helene Marsh

Supervisor training.  Universities must report annually

Most universities have structured program with compulsory [? What does this mean? ] candidature

Developed generic attributes

Vastly increased investment in scholarships because timely completion has become the currency

Surveys of student satisfaction have become very common

Pressures for internationalization, as everywhere, pushing for development of conjoint degrees, has also pushed for defining guidelines, like what is a PhD.

Federal government has been deeply concerned that Australia produces lots of research per capita, but take up by industry is low.  Since 1990, more than 80 cooperative research centers have been established.  Partnerships between university, federal agency, and industry partners, which must contribute income/cash, which is matched by the government.  Graduate program is a central feature of all of those cooperative research centers.  The idea is to train doctoral students in a “Mode 2” research environment.  An example she’s been involved in is CRC Reef Research, it has supported about 80 PhDs (who were enrolled in universities), through stipends, top-ups, project funds, skill support such as media training and travel grants.  It’s incredibly good value for money.  80+ PhDs in last 6 years.  At CRC Reef approx 43% of the refereed publications were produced by PhD students on 9% of the funding.

Industry is involved at every stage.  Each student has an industry associate who is involved from designing proposal to open exams and the like.  Students have organized stake holder workshops to present work, etc.,

About 6000 have gone through this system in the last 10 years.

Challenge is to reconcile academic/industry demands.

Q: All in science?

A: A few in the arts, but largely science and industry based; there are “public goods” CRCs which are largely involved in environmental areas.
Q: Does supervisor training affect time to degree or rates of completion?

A: We don’t have any data; it’s important for the procedural thing, but every supervision is individual so that someone can be good for one student and bad for another.
Q: In Canada universities with very good grad supervisory handbook, etc. have exactly the same rates and times to completion as universities that do nothing.
A: But maybe evaluation of graduate experience differs, and also procedural training is different from effective supervising.
Q: MN says that in Australian Journal of HE there are a # of articles on supervising, take a look.
Q: Timeline on CRC

A: Initial funding is 7 years, can reapply for a second round, have been around since the 1990’s; expectation is that if the industry partners are getting value for money then the partnership should continue without the government subsidy; I don’t know of a detailed cohort study looking at students vs. matched cohorts who’ve gone through more conventional training, although there is a research project applying for money to do this; attitudes of grad students isn’t known; employment outcomes of those students are very good.
Denmark, Hans Siggaard Jensen
1. Open market for PhD courses.  That is working.  It means that all PhD courses are available free to all students in all subjects.  Lots of courses are run in 3-5 day sittings; they are out of the semester system.  Significant improvement in the availability of courses.  When course requirements were introduced through reform in 1993, the open market was a solution so that there wasn’t overlap between course offerings.

2. Developing models of disciplinary and interdisciplinary research groups.  Sweden has had an important effort and Finland.  Denmark used bottom-up self-organized process, where in others it was a government top-down decision.  In Denmark they initiated incentives and allowed self-organization, which led to interdisciplinary research groups that were very innovative.  This is an innovation and fosters innovation.  Maritime history merged with oceanography, for example.

3. Gearing model of funding, which means that the government supplies 1/3, university 1/3, and external partner 1/3.  Incentives for more scholarships.

4.  Instead of asking business to provide fellowships, to ask business to pay on a gearing model to avoid risk of the research group becoming a consultancy and to promote more generally applicable research/science.  This has been possible in science, humanities, and social sciences.  For example historical work on Danish gentry has been funded to a large part by the tourist industry.  The speaker’s own work funded by banks, because of interest in competence development.

5. Marie Curie ? European Doctoral School, included 12 universities from 8 countries (promoted somehow by Europe?)  Aimed at developing a European model of doctoral education.  Two criss-crossing axes:

Axis 1:

From being about replication of a discipline by training university professors, means also being able to teach the first year courses in your dept -- 

To being about research qualifications are important also outside academia, private industry, consulting, etc., typical German, Scandinavian model;  we had the old doctorate which was not by training, then we introduced training (Mode 2)  But let’s not call it “applied” because the whole idea of Mode 2 is that the distinction between theoretical and applied is a conceptual misnomer.

Axis 2

From type of learning: Doctoral training is really socialization (we call it American model because it was influenced by T. Kuhn’s notion of paradigm), academic cloning to -- 

Critical reflection: we want to avoid socialization and have critical reflection, we do this by having mandatory courses on history, ethics, philosophy, social role of the discipline (notion of critical reflective scientist, see Dewey … )
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Critical Reflection

Denmark tries to move in the direction of critical reflection and broader research preparation.
Q: I think there is a correlation between applied research and socialization.

A: Apprenticeship learning is a typical socialization process, you can have people doing  ?  A program at the intersection of disciplinary socialization and critical reflection would be Luhmann, Feyerabend (some laughter on this)  (Did someone say it would be “po-mo” literary studies?)
Q: “Open market” was tried in Nordic countries, seems to be going very well as bottom up process, all the running schools now have groups from all 5 Nordic countries involved; it’s a network, each university is responsible for own students, so it is a model that works across borders

Q: Incentives?

A: Chance of getting fellowships would be higher if you ended up with a national proposal.  In psychology they created the Danish national school of doctoral training in psychology.  If they could organize a program of quality of improvement including making sure there were 5 distinguished international professors as visiting professors, that would be rewarded.  It was for fellowships and improvement of quality.  Industry or external funding could be an incentive.  Proving you had good international cooperation, meaningful places to send your students, that would improve your funding.

European University Institute, Andreas Frijdal

This is about down to earth managing and getting students to complete.  We’ve kept good data on this.  To deal with fall off after 5 years, they put in a funding system.  Students who can do so will go on unemployment after the stipend ends.  Normal funding for 1st, 2nd and 3rd year.  At the end of the 3rd year, the thesis should be 2/3 finished with a very serious prospective of finishing first draft in next 6 months.  At 36 months, evaluated for 6 months timeline to finish first draft of the thesis.  This is really strict.  They only get it when it’s at 36 months.  It is a hard deadline.  If the first draft is submitted at 42 months, they get another 6 months to prepare for a defense.  If it’s fine as it is, then that’s fine too.  They may teach a class or something while waiting to defend.  If they do not get the 42nd or 43rd month, they are not paid again until they submit the first draft.  Exceptions are made for data lost, pregnancy, etc., but not by the dept, by a committee.  And there is no more possibility for defense after 5 years.

Q:  After 5 years?

A: We don’t actually lose many people with this; it was very hard to get this past the EUI.  The faculty was split 50-50.  The students supported the idea (7 of them on board of 45) because I told them often the supervisors are not aware of the sanctions, the time pressure, it is as much a stick for the supervisors as it is for the student.  The younger they get on the market with their PhD, the better they do, so pushing them out might be also in the student’s advantage.  Without that being an explicit criteria, 85% of the Marie Curie fellowships had finished within 4 years.

Q:  This young age seems to be a particularly European obsession, concern or issue.  Because in Europe it’s tied with being a civil servant and those rules, laws, etc.  I know that in Princeton after 5 years they are thrown out of housing.

A: Yes it’s true, but we had this discussion among a few people here, the 5 year would not work in our system – when in US you talk about PhD, you include the master’s; in Europe most of the people come in with a master’s already; but I’m sure if you did this kind of thing, you wouldn’t have that great attrition rate.  Attrition is the worst thing, all these people consider themselves failures and go back on the labor market with a “black mark.”

Q: The key question is how long has it been in operation?  Have you thrown any students out?  What have the consequences been for these people?
A: The whole thing has been in effect for ? years?  If they come to the end of the 5 years, we remind them they are reaching the limit.  3 months before we want a written statement from the supervisor where the thesis is.  There are a number of safeguards for the students.  We are close, we are people in residence, we see each other on a daily basis.  Once people are thrown out, if they want to defend they have to defend somewhere else.

Q: Have you had any suicides?

A: Interesting question, universities don’t want to talk about this; important issue.

We had 4 in 14 months in 1996.  I’ve asked for information on this. I got 2 or 3 reactions that’s all.  I know that they had a case in medical school at Cornell they were annoyed that it was made public in the papers.  We looked at our 4 cases.  I believe that putting stress on people is an enormous productivity boost if they are young and in a good environment.  We had a team of psychiatrists to study this.  Three of the four suicides had already defended and 1 was in the second year and had decided to leave the program, all of the 4 had a history of problems and treatments.  We don’t recruit the average normal person, you recruit problem cases, people who are focused and obsessed.  The common element was of people leaving the protected environment of the graduate school.  We should talk about this, but people don’t want to talk about it, it’s a subject that’s totally taboo.

Q: We see in the US a lot of aggression of other forms, a committee being killed, or Ted Streleski at Stanford killing a math professor, not just suicide; the whole mental health aspect is really an important topic that’s been ignored

A: At EUI they’ve tried to deal with this, front-line training, etc. infrastructure of mental health care; not an easy issue, especially with different cultures, you don’t necessarily want an Italian psychotherapist if you are from somewhere else.

Second Set of Lightening Talks on Innovation

United States, Bianca Bernstein

Since 1994 the US has had a project called the Preparing Future Faculty Program; it was funded by a foundation originally, at the beginning 17 universities were funded to do this, the idea was to prepare people better to be ready to teach undergraduates and to become aware of the different kinds of institutions in which faculty teach; it was felt at that time that people often assumed they would work in research universities, but actually most of them go into teaching-intensive institutions.  The program has expanded and most universities now have some form of this program.


Now there’s a new emphasis on helping prepare for non-academic environments as well.

Integrative Graduate Education and Research Traineeship (IGERT) 
Division of Graduate Education administers it, but it applies to all National Science Foundation (NSF) fields.  It was the outcome of a major report, COSEPUP report, 1995.  There have been lots of committees and task forces, but this one had the biggest effect.  This was a National Academies Committee.  Call was: science and engineering programs have to be more flexible and people have to be more versatile; intellectual content had to be broader and range of professional skills should be expanded and we should get out of the ivory tower.  When students graduate they are most disappointed with quality of advising in terms of job placement, and they don’t know enough about what they can do with their new degree that they have.  So the COSEPUP report called for help with this.  In 1998, first IGERT awards were given out to meet these challenges.  “Integrative” – we give money to faculty who make a successful proposal, but most of the money is to fund the students.  In American HE all the big money goes to funding research, but not much money directly to student support for student outcomes; the money goes to research output; faculty hire grad students as research assistants on their grants; so the IGERT focus on student outcomes is quite innovative.

This is limited to domestic students.

Funding is up to 2.7 million (U.S) dollars right now to successful projects.

Goal is to change how universities function, not just impact on individuals who get the money.  Right now it’s about a 68 million (U.S.) dollar proposal.  Last year 550 proposals, 22 awards.

Q: How many hours, time commitment? Remuneration for students.

A: Grant is 5 years, possibly renewable; groups can decide how long to support a student on the grant; we say a minimum of 2 years, we want them to be part of the IGERT community, but they need to stay involved throughout the duration of their program.  All traineeships and fellowships are making $30,000 stipend and then the program gives funding to the universities to help cover other stuff, fees and the like.

Q: How do you monitor success?

A: When we make the award, we require an assessment plan; annual reports data driven;

Contractors go around and visit and write a report; have a comprehensive evaluation of the program thus far coming out.  The faculty like it better when the faculty can recruit the students, rather than as when NSF chose the students and the students went around to choose the place they wanted to study.  Faculty report the students are better – this is interesting because based on test scores the students chosen by faculty are not better than those who were chosen by the earlier NSF selection process.  

Q: You said the best students weren’t the ones with the best marks; Andreas recently saw a US study in which they found it wasn’t those with highest GRE, etc. who made the best and shortest doctorates.  We are dealing with selection for the doctoral program.  In Europe you select on the research proposal usually, and there is a big difference of point of view among academics whether they should look at grades or the research proposal.  Economists look at grades not at proposal.  Social/political science tends to look only at the proposal, without looking at the grades.  What is the right mix?  There’s very little good evidence on this.  

A: There are 2 versions of IGERT.  One is students stay in existing departments and participate in research group, the other is emerging fields where people come together and start to resemble depts.. and may petition to become depts.  So it’s still the faculty who determine admission.

Walter Shaffer, USA

Some National Institutes of Health (NIH) programs.  

NIH has been doing training grants for X (50?) years.  Those who participate have shorter times to degree, publish more papers, get more grants, etc., but the focus has been on looking at academic outcomes.  These types of awards are powerful incentives for innovation.  NIH supports about 20,000 grad students, post-docs, and clinicians at any one time, so we end up setting the stipend levels.  Back in the 1980s there was rapid inflation, so relative to other forms of labor, graduate students became cheap.  This led to a 50% increase in PhD production rate in health sciences and almost complete elimination of technicians on research grants.  Can also make positive change too.  For example, looking at review criteria, you can reward grants that are interdisciplinary, you can look at faculty quality, level of effort, we require ethics training, we require increasing racial and ethnic diversity, quality of students, career outcomes; training program directors must report on the careers of those who’ve graduated; only those who place students are renewed; we can look at time to degree, career focus training like management and they’ve been very effective in terms of breaking down disciplinary barriers in the health sciences.  Training grants required departments to interact has partly been responsible for breaking down the disciplinary barriers.  Departments were resistant to merging of departments, but its been successful and productive.

Brazil, Russolina Zingali 

We have big changes in Brazil, concerning young populations, it is growing very fast in the last 20 years compared to Europe and US.  Now we have a stable young population.  Not many people can afford HE and even less doctoral education in Brazil.  How to integrate growing population?  We have an undergraduate program that isn’t as strong as we would like.  We started 10 years ago a program targeted at undergraduate students receiving fellowships to initiate science studies, research.  National Research Foundation gives almost 20,000 fellowships for younger students to stay with groups doing research.  State foundations do this as well, totaling almost 40,000 undergrads doing this program.  The other point is to give the opportunity for doctoral students to advise younger students.  The advisor who has a post-doc or doctoral student, he will supervise also the undergraduate student.  This is not all over the country yet.  In some programs, about 30-40% of publications have undergrads as co-authors.


These programs offer incentives for doctoral students to teach as well.

Now we have programs also to bring life science education into the elementary schools.  Lina showed an excerpt from a movie which dealt with mitosis (I believe it was).

Norway, Morten Levin
Small Experiment.  Regarding Doctoral Ed started in 1991, ended in 1996, with the last candidates.  The 3 major areas we want to attack and assess were:

1. How to create a critical mass of students -- do we need 150 students?  
2. How can we do research in mode 2? That means transdisciplinary knowledge, which is to create an understanding in which you can use knowledge and concepts from other fields for your own field, 
3. We wanted to contextualize knowledge production.  We created 9 students and 4 or 5 faculty (1 quit in the middle). We worked in field of operation of process plants, process industries is the backbone of Norwegian industry.  In order to make it possible for faculty to communicate, we visited companies for a year in Norway, this was the smartest thing we did.  This created a shared intellectual discourse among faculty through this visiting experience.  This led to a shared idea of what the PhD project should be.  Then we had 1 seminar with all the students every 14 days.  This was the most exciting intellectual environment I have ever experienced.  All of the professors were already established, had international reputations, so they didn’t need to defend/pretend … this led to the social environment that made it possible for students to achieve and access transdisciplinary knowledge.  We were never the ones, the students were the ones.  Did we succeed?  We wrote a paper for an international engineering? conference and we won the best paper for the most innovative problem (or did he say project?)  High success rate for the students, but one of the professors was a chemical engineer and had 2 students and he didn’t do his job and we couldn’t substitute and we didn’t solve that problem.  The whole issue of standardizing, in re: Bologna:  I think we couldn’t have done this project if the Bologna process had already penetrated the Norwegian system, the strict regulations and “obsession” with quality control makes it difficult to experiment.  I’ve been loosely connected with a Cornell IGERT, w/a US university it is total flexibility to create PhD programs.  This is an argument against the Bologna process.

Linda Smith and Graham Smith, New Zealand

Innovation and underrepresented groups.  The program began in NZ.  Almost .5 million Maori out of 4.5 million total population, also Pacific Islander population, means 12% (??) of such kids in the whole, but in schools about 18%, which means a young & growing population of Maori and Pacific Islanders.  NZ does OK on overall indicators for education.  But Maori and Pacific Islanders don’t do so well, there’s a hidden dimension.  NZ population is similar to Australia’s Aborigine and US Native Americans in terms of social indicators.  These populations are the worst case scenarios. Underdeveloped.  Prior: no strategies, sink or swim.

Intervention:  MAI (Maori and Indigenous Doctoral Program)

10 years ago, there were about 40 Maori PhDs in the whole country.

Goal: 500 Maori PhDs in 5 years.  We are at the 500 enrolled, but not yet completed.

Objective: development, academic and socio-economic, getting PhD-credentialed change makers who can shift indicators for our communities; capacity in terms of numbers to create Maori academics available to be employed in academic institutions.  Now we might actually have 3 or 4 Maori with PhDs applying for jobs in academy.  It’s a top down strategy, on purpose, most of our strategies have been based on the “developmental psychology” model, with 3 year election cycle, leads to short-term planning of 3 to 6 years.  So, the top-down strategy is to circumvent that; we want to train them with a critical consciousness to work for the people.  A lot of communities said we send off our people to train and that’s the last we see of them.  The idea was also to instill them with a commitment to working with their communities.  The idea of multipliers has to do with training not only the PhDs but also putting other stuff on the top to continue to stimulate the socio-economic changes that we’re aiming at.

Graham started an academic support program for doctoral students.  Students wanting to do a doctorate would come in on Sat.  We put up a proposal for a competition for centers for research excellence.  We were successful against all odds in being one of NZ’s 7 government funded centers for research (CORE).  Our university was reluctant to send the proposal, they thought it was way off the planet.  All the COREs had 3 aspects: innovation, capacity building, knowledge exchange.


Capacity building was a doctoral program.  We wrapped a large intervention around the doctoral program, we conceptualized it as bridging transitions of a research career from undergrad to senior scholar.  Transitions are the spaces where most students fall down through the gap.  And then it takes years for them to get back up and move on. We want to change this story, it’s been the story of my generation and the generation before them …


MAI is meant to be flexible and to help those who fall out of the system very easily.  We had Maori students studying in universities all around the world.  We try to connect all students into the program, they are enrolled in an institution and we provide a mentoring program and a support program that provides quality experiences in their doctoral education, not just so they will complete in time but also use the experience to build other opportunities for themselves in the world and develop particular skills for working with your community.  The community doesn’t care what your skills/training are, they want you to write a grant to save their forest or write a curriculum for a Maori school, etc. … We refer to this as cross-training.  We are crossing disciplines, we want them to be able firstly to talk to each other.  The language developed in disciplines can be a barrier, this is also a problem with working with the communities.  We have workshops, meetings, seminar programs, writing (residential) retreat, we have a doctoral conference, present workshops across NZ on how to write, publish, prepare conference abstract.  We currently have, are in the process of synthesizing the data base with the Ministry of Ed, we have info they want to know.  And we’re thinking about whether we sell it back to them or protect it.  They wanted the titles of the M research, # of supervisors, etc.  They also want to know where we’re developing research, critical mass.  This research will allow us to pull out a number of stories about the doctoral program.

Two parts to international outreach – sending Maori students to the world and the other is bringing indigenous students from other countries to be involved in this NZ program, aboriginal, native American, etc.  We have a Pacific Rim concentration.  I’m (Graham Smith speaking) in Canada by invitation to stimulate innovation and development in the graduate program.  The aim is to assist building the master’s level first, and also develop a program aimed at getting 250 PhDs by 2010 in British Columbia, we have about 83 identified and enrolled already.  We have 4 cohorts across the province.  The aim is for them to go to any university in the province, but also the most suited one for them even if it’s out of the province or out of the country.  S.A.G.E. Supporting Aboriginal Graduate Enhancement.  Involves some specific programs.  Also now working with provincial government/ministry.  

Q:  Program designed to provide interventions at fall-out transition points, what are they?

A: Sr second school into undergraduate; senior undergraduate into Master’s level (often recruited into jobs more attractive than academia); midway through doctoral program when they’re in despair, broke, see no life for them afterwards; after PhD & between exams, the program gives bridging grants.  Then post-doc into career; then mid-career; by mid-career many indigenous academics are carrying heavy service loads so they provide writing retreats to encourage publication.  At senior research level the demands to serve nation, etc., becomes all much too much and we really deserve a holiday, but we haven’t gotten an intervention for that yet.

Humboldt University, GERMANY

Briefly address one innovation, which is supposed to have many aspects but is yet unknown, but keeps German universities very busy – This Sept some universities are not allowing vacation due to this innovation.  We have learned from Barbara Kehm the deficits of German universities, if I look at the last 30 years I’m astonished at how little attention German universities have given doctoral ed and the whole area of young researchers, it’s something where Germany has wasted potential.  A first very fruitful step towards structured doctoral programs was done by DFG about 15 years ago with the “Graduiertenkolleg”s.  The Kollegs usually ran 9 years, and they allowed the universities to have money for stipends for doctoral students and also some travel money and money for visitors.  Now we have about 300 of these Kollegs.  It’s a semi-structured doctoral ed.  In fact by now, it’s highly over-booked and this is the reason why the DFG will completely restructure; the application rounds starting Oct 1, they expect 100 applications for new colleagues and about 17 or 18 of them can be granted.  A success rate below 20% is “unhealthy.”

At Humboldt we have 15 of these Kollegs, a bit more than 200 of PhD students are in these Kollegs.  We grant 400 (medical, totally different) + 400 doctoral degrees per year in remaining university.  We have about 15% of the 2nd 400 in Gradkollegs.

Innovation:  The invention of graduate schools in Germany, which was in the initiative of excellence proposed in July this year.  University reform Budget of 1.9 Billion Euro over 5 years, 3 sub programs, and one of them is for graduate schools.  For this sub program 20 + 20 such schools will be supported, 20 next year and 20 in 2007, each will get 5 million Euro for 5 years, on average.  The pre-application must be handed in by end of September.  End of Jan next year, those who are allowed to write a real proposal will be notified.  DFG expects 200 pre-proposals, 60 will be asked to write a long proposal, and these are due April 20.  And the grad schools should start 1st of Oct 2006, budget requires spending some money then.  How should it look?  We don’t know.  Chance for “free painting.”  The grad schools will support “structure” not stipends (Kollegs supported students with 80% of budget).  Should not focus on a single research topic (as the Kollegs did).  They should be large, approx 100 students maybe (Kollegs usually have 30 or 20).  Interdisciplinary, internationalization.  

At the Humboldt University, special case:  plan to invent grad school for whole university with a roof responsible for quality assurance, sub? skills and below this 6, 7, or 8 graduate schools, one in mind & brain, living systems, humanities, social sciences, a few others, and gender, (we will apply for 6 or 7, although we can’t get that many) and the 3 Berlin universities plan 1 mathematics graduate school together.  General format is X + 3 years, X will vary from area to area, and will allow entrance of people with different qualifications.  Should be curriculum, teaching duties and teacher training, should give certificates and start-up packages for people who are finished. Finally, quality assurance, transparent selection process for students, which is still unusual in Germany.  Selection process of supervisors should also be competitive, not everyone is qualified to be a supervisor.  Reporting system, supervision contracts, supervising teams.  It’s an ongoing process and we have to finish our proposal before the end of this month.

Q: How will new structure relate to existing and where are powers to implement? Key issues, tensions between old and new?

A: We have to invent new structure in soft way, power to give PhD stays at department level, grad school doesn’t give PhD, but the dept. does.  So, those who finish get the PhD and a certificate from the grad school.  In the long run, we might unite these things.

Summary.  Trends in innovation.

Jeroen Bartelse, Netherlands
Richness of innovations, valuable in itself.

Innovation is in the eye of the beholder, an innovation to one, to others could be old hat or pie in the sky.

Also objective determines perception of innovation.

Meta-forces kept returning.  Some of them went through internal/organizational issues, like quality and employ-ability.  Others are fostered by government agencies and intermediaries, like the NSF (US National Science Foundation), DFG (German Research Fund).  Money is involved, often as a carrot.

The innovations themselves, a categorization:

Structuring of the doctorate.  Coursework, strict evaluations, sanctions, e.g., EUI.

Broadening skills / Responsiveness of doctoral education to society.


Cooperation between programs, MAI type programs

Cooperation.  Cross-disciplinary, across borders of organizations & universities/companies

Improving Quality.  Selection, quality assurance systems, etc.

Organizational environment.  Introduction of research schools, graduate schools, these are popping up across Europe in different forms and shapes.  2 dimensions, cooperation close to departments or at a higher institutional level or even a separate institution, like EUI.  The type of cooperation, what type of activities – only conditions under which students work or does it go as far as setting up curricula, coordinating research programs w/I graduate schools
Strategies you take for innovations.  2 dimensions stand out.  Top down, bottom up.  Incentives, sanctions.

DOT VOTING OUTCOME ( WORKING GROUPS

[# of dots, # of humming birds]

What is a PhD?   PhD/MA/Professional Doctorate/Postdoc


      Role of the University



Define what is a PhD

Qualification Frameworks

Breadth/Depth 

→  Portability  [21/4]

Mode II Debate – Transdisciplinary only?

Create globally thinking PhDs that can act locally

→  Different perspective on international cooperation   [14/6]

Force for Mode II Research across models of PhD education

What is the role of universities  [6]

If we agree on models, then what are crucial elements in the environment that produce high quality PhD   [5/1]

Complex new issues have arisen. New conceptual models of the PhD are necessary. 

World has changed. Let’s not apply our models based on own experience.

What is the meaning of interdisciplinarity – at what level should it be applied: Masters/PhD/Postdoc? Balance of disciplinary-interdisciplinary training   [2]

Variability between programs, intent, funding. Identify best practices.

National – International


Balance: Cooperation & Competition
Nation Building is a different process in different countries. Diaspora of citizens from all over the world. Question whether PhDs should be World Citizens or responsible members of their community. Maximum research across countries. Priorities change with international outlook.   [13/4]

International cooperation is effective and benefits all  [9/1]

Interplay between international and national → WIN/WIN   [9]

Increased mobility can decrease brain drain? How to cope with brain drain.  [6]

Importance of nation building. Why have all theses have to be in English? Couldn’t they by written in their native language (even w/ complexities of exams)?   [5]

The history of own country’s colonization and unequal power relations today. How to preserve diversity in an internationalized system?   [4/1]

Balance cooperation and competition. Especially economic gain, patents, licenses.   [4]

International / National balance. Comparisons after data.  [3]

Set limits to internationalization. Local and global needs have to be balanced.

Policy
How can we control meta forces on institutional level: practical matters, attitude, decision making. How to sit in driver’s seat .   [6/1]

How to design programs that multiply the resources. How to use resources best for a highly effective PhD program?  [5]

How can we educate and convince government to have a critical mass of PhDs per country? 

Understand common goal →  systems → compare → learn how to cooperate.
Quality Assurance:


Faculty – Students

Quality assurance of research supervision process.  [9]

Do we get the most talented students – or the ones who are the most attracted to the PhD? We have to pay attention to inclusion of all students.  [4]

Factors crucial for students who want to acquire the very best training possible.

Research / Data
Got basic data re: doctoral education internationally; need to monitor trends, developments.   [7/2]

Know more re: actual role of PhDs in each country.   [2]

Study variability between programs, ability of nations to cope → understand
Meta Discussions
Move from description to comparing systems to conceptualizing.   [7/3]

Be careful not to oversimplify

Think of product/process/purpose

Plea – do not base all on science model. Arts and humanities are important.  [9]

How to think about multiple ways of sharing. Preserve diversity.  [4/1]

Be aware of complexity, new diverging issues. Focus on conceptual models.  [3]         

Volunteers to Lead Teams to Push the Work on these Topics Along

What is a PhD?

Barbara Evans, Hans Jensen, Bianca Bernstein

National/International

Armando Alcantara, Marc Renaud, Linda Smith

Meta Discussion

Ahmed Bawa, Jeroen Bartelse, Andreas Frijdal

Policy
Shinichi Yamamoto

Quality Assurance, Faculty / Students

Toko Mayekiso, Renato Ribeiro

Research/Data
Terry Evans, Andreas Frijdal

Maresi says, also of interest: risk-taking, mental health

Jon Driver says there is an expert on suicide prevention at universities here in the state of Washington.
Ahmed:  What about technology?

For the future:  missing actors

European Commission

China (is planning to institute a major expansion in grad ed)


Barbara Evans and Barbara Kehm have contacts

India

Eastern Europe/Russia


Barbara Kehm can provide some contacts

MN: We don’t want it to be too big

MB: Filter is “strong innovators”

Constructive Suggestions for Future:  

1. Keep Web site open during the time until the next meeting

2. Howard Green: People would like to know about how the funding works, how was this financed?  We need to know about this to make sensible suggestions.  Do we need to find our own funding, for example.

3. Louis Maheu: We must keep our focus on our aims, directives; there are lots of national networks sharing innovations, so this field is densely occupied and we have lots of opportunity to get to those issues, but what is lacking in meetings on best practices is good research knowledge.  If CIRGE will have a position, it will be through its ability to link research to practice, understand role of graduate education in society.  I think we should bring in researchers, focus around quality research.  Marc Renaud agrees.  I don’t need a laundry list of innovations.  I’m much more interested by those issues like what is a PhD?  There’s no other place to debate these things, similarly with language issues, national/international cooperation, competition.

MN: yes, exactly, that’s what we want to do.  That’s why we need to continue the conversation.

4. Ahmed: I like that. Implication is for need to discuss process leading to the deepening of knowledge.  Tomorrow in the discussion we should begin to pose question of how we would start such projects.

5. Helene Marsh:  We need a concept of the conceptual level outcome for the next meeting.

Nothing was scheduled for Friday evening after dinner.
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What should come out of this conference?

Marc Renaud suggests that there is a deliverable from the conference, that there are 5 or 6 questions in doctoral education that need to be answered with systematic research, world wide.  The group should try to publish an article in Science or something, somewhere were people will read it.  What is a PhD, a good one, a bad one, and difference between professional doctorate and research doctorate, what is the role of the professional master’s.  We are proposing to make a list of questions, and explain why they are important and what the priorities are.

Morten Levin:  I assume the staff could write a report from this conference, summarizing.  But how to transform this into more deep thinking is important.  Having tried to generate international networks, I know it’s not easy.  We have to see who would stay in the race in the long run.  So, it’s a 2 stage process, first summarize and get out what we’ve achieved, then we need to go into the deeper work and then we’ll see who will start working on it.  Then the technology is available, Web sites, email, listservs, but I’d also think that internet video conferencing would be cheap and valuable.  If you use MSN messenger, you can do one to one videoconference and it’s free.  And there are technologies, CE World and other systems are available, that would allow 7 – 10 person conferencing, these are more expensive but could be important.

MB: We have a lot of information here to help staff maintain the network.  I’ve also heard we can take this time now to deepen our thinking.  And that time will tell, where the energy in the network will be coming from.  At this moment, can we move into small group work on our priority issues?  Is that appropriate now?

Barbara Evans:  Can we now agree that there’s this 2-stage process, an immediate response that will come through the office and a later response based on deeper work.

Ahmed:  I think the advantage of taking this route will allow us to consolidate our thoughts about what came out of the meeting, I think it’s a good idea.

Now ready to break for work, MN calls out the groups and MB organizes them into tables.

1. What is the PhD? Barbara Evans, Hans Jensen, Bianca Bernstein.

Joined by Morten Levin, Graham Smith

2. National/international, Marc Renaud, Armando Alcantara, Linda Smith

3. Meta-forces, Ahmed Bawa, Jeroen Bartelse, Andreas Frijdal

4. Policy, Shinichi Yamamoto

5. Quality, Toko Mayekiso and Renato Ribeiro

6. Research & Data, Terry Evans, Andreas Frijdal

Other topics raised but not put up as a small group for working on now:

Risk-taking

Mental health, suicide

Technology

Lightening Reports of the Smaller Groups Working on Priority Topics.

National and International, reporter Armando Alcantara

My group we discussed and we came to several questions and dilemmas which would be summarized in this statement:

The tension between imperatives of nation building and need to connect to the world.  Several aspects:

Language preservation

Brain drain


The world is moving, more exchanges, challenge is how to participate in exchanges without losing people.  We are much aware that although internationalization of HE and grad ed has been going on for a long time, recently the importance of internationalization is increasing dramatically.


Brain drain has changed too.  People going abroad and staying in a host country now maintain contacts with home country.  For example, a professor from Mexico who won the Nobel prize is a professor at MIT, but he is helping to bring Mexican scientists to MIT and is involved in a large project aimed at working on the pollution in Mexico city.  This is a major key problem for Mexico now.

Reducing of inequalities within countries


This might not be the case for developed countries, but is still a big issue in the South.  How to take advantage of the changes and at the same time stay aware of these issues is a main responsibility of the most educated people in our countries.  This also has to do with the relevance of doctoral education in our countries.  I just wrote a small piece in a newspaper in Mexico, asking why do we need more doctoral students in Mexico.  We have a small number of PhD students and the government and the institutions of HE are trying to increase this.  And the problem is with the limited resources, how can doctoral education contribute to the development and betterment of the country.  That’s one of the dilemmas that the developing countries are facing and also we talk about the different levels of cooperation.

Levels of cooperation


In regard to doctoral education.  Traditionally most doctoral students go from South to North.  This is an easily identified trend.  Sometimes this direction goes in the other way, but in a much, much smaller degree.  How can we foster this other direction and take advantage of the cooperation between South and South.

Each area could be researched in itself.

Bianca Bernstein, What is a PhD? Changed into What is a doctorate?

Three different relevant categories

We’ve spent a lot of time talking about “input.”

We’ve spent a lot of time on the process, the program, e.g., how many years for x, y, z 

What we think a person holding a doctorate ought to have at the end, competencies.  We focused on this 3rd element, because it works backward from here to the entry requirements and type of program.

What a person with a doctorate should know, do, and be.  If we can come up with an understanding of that, then it allows for broad variation in types of programs.

We wanted to think of these as aspirational goals, rather than an absolute standard that would form the basis for assessment. This is perhaps an international perspective on what a doctorate should be in order to move faculties and institutions toward a position of understanding what could be changed.  

First set of competencies.

Are we producing the doctorate for the world stage?  Is a person internationally competitive?  Competency = eligibility for membership in an international community of scholars, this is an interesting concept.

Are we trying to, can we agree, that we’re trying to develop independent researchers?  Many of our models produce dependent researchers who may learn later on to become independent researchers.  Many of our programs do produce independent researchers and people who play various roles in society.  And therefore we discussed the related concept of the contribution to problem-solving, ability to participate as value-added contributor to a research group or research area as opposed to “independent research” suggesting sole contributions.

Leadership.  At some level we’re talking about leadership capacities, but what does this mean?  How do we begin to define leadership capacity and attitude and make that part of what we want a doctorate to have.

Communication.  This we agreed was very important.  It involves being able to talk across disciplines, and to a variety of publics.  This comes back to the level of independent research, but the creation and interpretation of new knowledge, which includes elements like ability to identify and ask the big questions, to be able to sort and filter information to focus on the important and separate from less important, all those conceptual abilities as well as the research product.

At what level, when we talk about aspirational goals, what’s the threshold level?  How high are you setting it?  Are we talking about the top 10% or the model doctorate graduate or the entire distribution of those people?
Descriptive vs. normative.  From communication to teaching.  Group says teaching ability is not expected of all doctorates. 

Feasibility of devising standards?  At what level would you assess?  Do you expect every one to have these competencies or do you look at the program level?

We do have a plan for how we are going to work?

Ahmed Bawa, Meta-forces

We spent about 1/3 of the time working out what we should be discussing.  Much of discussion was about the labor market and to try and understand the implications of globalization for doctoral education.  Is the PhD the best investment for a nation, if indeed there is high mobility of people across borders?  Let’s take India, expansion in information technology, software development, etc.  Does it make sense for India to have a large enterprise in development of PhDs when that could be done in the US?

1. Brain drain issues.  Mobility is greater, easier, greater capacity for richer countries to absorb people.

Impact on PhD program profile.  Does globalization influence the way a country decides which doctoral programs to have and not to have.  E.g., in South Africa does it make sense for the country to produce a lot of PhDs in particle physics, when this is not key for development?
2. To look at how labor market influences PhD, but also how PhDs influence the labor market.  Back to the discussion we had around “Mode 2”.  How do changes in industrial organization, production processes influence PhD programs?  How are PhDs absorbed or NOT absorbed by industry or so on in different circumstances.  In Germany there is a high uptake into BGN.  I was fascinated by 1.8% of ??? are PhDs.

PhDs influence labor market.  I got a PhD at U of Durham in particle Physics and 50% of them go into mathematical modeling in the banks.  At ? 1/3 of physics grads won’t work in physics departments, but in other places.  Do we need to think about how PhDs influence the labor market?

3. Rapid rise in power and sophistication of technology.  E.g., micro-array DNA analysis.  What is the influence of things like this on PhDs?  What used to take a month, now takes a day, what are the consequences?

4. What are the possibilities of remote experiments.  E.g., experiments are done by students based at M? using the Web to control equipment based at MIT. 

5. Demographic development.  How do countries who send students out to study, how do they create the environment for those individuals to return?  More importantly there are changes in developed countries, what are the consequences?

6. Entrepreneurial individual universities, and how they wish to keep their best students … 

Renato Ribeiro, Toko Mayekiso, Quality Assessment of Doctoral Programs
Quality Assessment of Doctoral Programs

Renato Janine Ribeiro (Brazil)

Toko Mayekiso (South Africa)

A framework for evaluation and for quality assurance:

1)
Scientific production of faculty members, ensuring (1) it is good, (2) it is well balanced among the faculty, (3) they are still alive, i.e., they keep on publishing.

A)
Scientific production should be evaluated concerning the features of the area; so, publishing in English-speaking journals is not as important in the Humanities and Social Sciences (which have a lot of publication in books and in other languages) as it is in other sciences. 

B)
The same is true concerning Engineering and Technologies: their evaluation should take into account technological innovation, which isn’t always expressed in papers. 

2)
Which final product is aimed: the thesis, several articles, what? Or, rather, a junior researcher that will be able to do what? What can we do to stimulate our new doctors to have creative abilities, etc.?

3)
Is the doctoral student engaged in the research his/her supervisor is currently doing? In other words, do they really discuss the student’s research? It is important that this connection between them will not prevent the student to follow his/her own interests; this is true most of all in the Humanities and Social Sciences. 

4)
Can we dream of national (or, for the European Union, supra-national) systems of evaluation that can communicate among themselves? If in different countries data are collected according to compatible criteria, it will be easier for each country to “read” the evaluations made by other ones, and this can be the beginning of an interest dialogue among distinct evaluation systems.  

5)
Following this question: which criteria should be the object of a consensus among different evaluation systems, and which should be peculiar to each nation?
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Shinichi Yamamoto, Policy

Why so little interest in this topic?  Maybe because there is a lot to do before thinking about policy matters.  Our goal is to foster effective reforms, innovations.  Why?  The environment has changed.  My proposal is to compare policies/models between the countries.  I would like to compare different policies with same topic, in terms of what and effectiveness.  What should we compare:

1. Position of University vis a vis government, society

2. Policy formulation procedure

3. Outcome of policy, e.g., expansion of degrees, or quality assurance

After thinking about the questions what is a PhD, competition, quality assurance, let’s look at the policies in the way I’ve sketched above.

Terry Evans, Research & Data

(John, part of Maresi and Andreas)

We want to take the nations in this group and some others, especially 2 that are very poor and maybe 2 that are former “tiger” economies, e.g., Malaysia, Taiwan, Thailand, and maybe Eastern European countries.  Then see what publicly available data we can get.  If not public, then we return to members of this group.  Can we get a common year, e.g., 2003, and see if we can get basic data on enrollments and breakdowns that are common, e.g., gender, nationality, discipline; rates/TTD we know we’re not going to get that for most nations and we might try to find it from some to point to existing types of differences.  So for the next conference, we would like a paper providing some sort of synthesis and analysis of that data and have citations so people can go to sources themselves.  This should raise more questions than answers, I guess.   WE WILL NEED YOUR HELP.  Evans comments, it’s almost impossible to come up with meaningful comparative measures of rates and times with US, Australia, Canada.  This is a shame.

Bianca Bernstein: Re data group, people here gave some data and I wonder if it would be useful if we could just make an effort to get some rough evidence/data from folks rather than trying to get exact data?
Terry Evans:  In some cases it’ll be estimates, in some cases we can get it.
MN: define all the measures when you send it around, needs lots of annotations. … 

Wrap up and end of the conference.
—Thank you to Elizabeth Rudd and Renate Sadrozinski for sharing their detailed notes. 
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