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Introduction 
 
Founded in 1789, Georgetown University is a Catholic and Jesuit, student-centered 
research university.  Over the past 30 years, it has matured from a regional to a national 
university and now, increasingly, a global university.  A key feature of that maturation is 
a substantial transformation of the University’s graduate program offerings and research 
profile.  At the same time, the undergraduate programs have grown richer and more 
rigorous as the University has become more selective in its admissions. 
 
The University is divided administratively and operationally into three campuses: the 
Georgetown University Law Center and the Georgetown University Medical Center 
focus, as the names suggest, on research and teaching in Law and Medicine, respectively.  
They undergo specialized accreditation in those domains.  The Main Campus hosts six 
schools that offer undergraduate and/or graduate education and conduct research: 
Georgetown College (the oldest component of the University), which houses departments 
in the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences; the Edmund A. Walsh School of 
Foreign Service, which houses regional studies centers and programs as well as 
interdisciplinary undergraduate and graduate programs in international affairs; the 
McDonough School of Business, with both undergraduate and a growing family of 
graduate programs; and (spanning the Main Campus and the Medical Center 
programmatically) the School of Nursing and Health Studies, plus the Graduate School of 
Arts and Sciences (responsible for PhD and non-law master’s programs) and the School 
of Continuing Studies (serving nontraditional students primarily through bachelor’s, 
master’s, and non-credit programs, and serving high-school and older students through 
summer programs).  International activities have been growing for all components, with a 
prominent illustration being the 2005 establishment of the additional location in Qatar of 
the School of Foreign Service. 
 
The top leadership of the University has changed considerably during the past decade.  
Complementing a president new to his role at the time of the last decennial Middle States 
review, the Provost, all of the schools’ deans, the Chief Financial Officer, and the heads 
of such major units as the Division of Student Affairs and the Library were appointed 
since that last review or as it was being completed.  Most of these new leaders brought to 
Georgetown insights and experiences from a range of other institutions; they also 
reinforced a shift begun in the 1990s from a Jesuit to a lay leadership.  Meanwhile, the 
faculty have also been strengthened by new hires, which have been notable in generating 
new enthusiasms for research while sustaining the University’s historic commitment to 
teaching.  The evolution of Georgetown’s human capital positions it well for a new self-
study addressing progress on both research and teaching/learning fronts. 
 
The Provost helped to lay the foundation for the University’s growing engagement with 
the assessment of student learning by requesting, since he arrived in 2002, regular reports 
on program goals and assessment activities.  He has also initiated a range of discussions 
and working groups on such issues as curriculum and innovation in teaching and 
learning.  Planning for the new self-study is contributing to refinement of these activities. 
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Like other universities, Georgetown will embark on its self-study in the shadow of a 
weak economy.  Ironically, the University has benefited recently from a historic 
weakness, an endowment significantly lower than that of its peers and on which its 
operating budget depends correspondingly less.  It is in the quiet phase of a new capital 
campaign, which should aid in the growth of the endowment and other objectives.  The 
self-study will build on and help to refine campaign planning. 
 
 

Nature and Scope of Georgetown’s Self-Study 
 
Georgetown has chosen to do a “selected topics” self-study.  The theme for 
Georgetown’s self-study will be, Strengthening and Integrating Scholarly and 
Educational Excellence.  No question is more important to Georgetown right now than 
the relationship (synergies and tradeoffs) between our twin ambitions: to increase our 
research profile and to make even stronger our longstanding institutional commitment to 
teaching and learning. 
 
The above theme provides a particularly appropriate framework for campus discussion 
and self-study, as Georgetown is at some key institutional junctures with regards to 
curricular reform (involving general education, in particular), construction of a much-
needed new science building, realignment of priorities in response to financial 
circumstances, and progress in the quiet phase of a capital campaign.  Pilot projects and 
faculty-committee work over the past five years provide a foundation for focused, 
campus-wide dialogue about the renewal and transformation of certain core curricular 
practices and their relationship to planning and resource allocation. 
 
Academic year 2009-2010 featured major work to revise budget processes and structures 
on the Main Campus to increase transparency and align incentives for unit leaders, who 
both spend resources distributed to them and generate revenue.  Clearer signals about 
resources should facilitate improvements in strategic planning and associated goal-
setting.  The new approach to budgeting will also provide a basis for (1) refreshing and 
refocusing institutional assessment, and (2) generating new ideas for collection and use of 
data.  The selected topics self-study will provide an opportunity to engage a wider 
community of faculty and academic stakeholders in appreciating and making the most of 
the new framework. 
 
The process of refreshing Georgetown’s general education program started two years ago 
under the direction of the Provost.  Complementing that process, departments and 
programs were asked to publicize learning goals by the end of academic year 2009-2010.  
The timing is excellent to push the general education program conversation to the next 
level of decision-making about both intellectual substance and planning and resource 
allocation.  Accordingly, general education will be one focus of the self-study.   
 
Perhaps the most notable change in the University over the past twenty years is the 
growth of its research portfolio, in both breadth and depth.  Georgetown defines its peers 
as other private research universities.  The University’s Carnegie classification as very-
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high research activity reflects that progress and the importance of the creation of 
knowledge to Georgetown’s mission.  Yet Georgetown’s comparative emphasis on 
research that is either international (for example, the University’s history and government 
departments have relatively few faculty focusing on specifically American issues) or 
concerned with public policy (reflecting both the prominence of social science faculty 
and the opportunities associated with being in Washington, DC) or interreligious dialogue 
(reflecting the University’s Jesuit identity) lead to a research portfolio that can look rather 
different from those of its peers. 
 
Hence the theme of this self-study can be expressed by the question, How might 
Georgetown advance and integrate scholarly and educational excellence in the next 
phase of its history?  Given today’s limited resources, and the growth and development 
opportunities enabled by the soon-to-be-public capital campaign, how can Georgetown 
leverage current capacities, new knowledge environments, and external, especially 
global, relationships to maximize our ability to advance both scholarly and educational 
excellence?  
 
 

Self-Study Scope and the Middle States Standards 
 
Our self-study will focus primarily on the Main Campus and engage only where 
appropriate (generally in the context of cross-school collaborations) the Law Center and 
the Medical Center.  Otherwise, we will demonstrate compliance for the Law Center and 
the Medical Center with all fourteen standards through documentation, drawing on their 
respective ABA and LCME accreditation reports and related materials.  
 
Our “selected topics” self-study will focus on a set of research questions (described 
below) calibrated to four standards:  
 

 Institutional Planning and Resource Allocation (Standard 2) 
 Institutional Assessment (Standard 7) 
 General Education (Standard 12) 
 Assessment of Student Learning (Standard 14) 

  
We anticipate that we will be in compliance with the following standards: 
 

(1) Mission and Goals 
(3) Institutional resources 
(4) Leadership and Governance 
(5) Administration 
(6) Integrity 

 

(8) Student Admissions and 
Retention 
(9) Student support services 
(10) Faculty 
(11) Educational offerings 
(13) Related Educational Activity 

 
 
We have completed a preliminary audit of documents according to the document 
roadmap distributed by Middle States.  As conveyed in Georgetown’s pre-proposal, that 
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roadmap indicates that we have the suggested document sets for the above standards and 
can point to documents that relate to most if not all fundamental elements of those 
standards.  In the coming months our efforts to document compliance will continue, 
adding both pointers to documents and explanations of the relevance of documents to the 
record we are developing through the roadmap.  We will also refine our plans for 
addressing the four standards, as our collection of documentation shows coverage of 
some of their fundamental elements, too.  A draft version of the Document Roadmap is 
being transmitted with this proposal.  
 
Finally, Georgetown can use the self-study to contribute to strategic planning on the Main 
Campus, complementing strategic planning on the Medical and Law campuses.  
Although there is much discussion at Georgetown about ambitions, directions, and 
initiatives, and although the most recent articulation of strategic directions for the Main 
Campus has enduring value, the self-study could inform a more formal and coherent 
articulation, while preserving the flexibility valued by the Administration. 
 
 

Goals and Expected Outcomes of the Self-Study  
 
 
Georgetown’s self-study has different kinds of goals.  At a basic level, the self-study will 
demonstrate compliance through documentation with the ten standards listed above and 
either compliance with or meaningful progress and a trajectory on the Fundamental 
Elements of the four standards chosen for the self-study (2, 7, 12, and 14).  In addition, 
we have the following goals and outcomes for the self-study:    
 

 Clearer planning processes and better alignment among planning units, strategic 
initiatives, and data collection and usage;  
 

 Refreshed and refocused institutional assessment, with new ideas for the use of 
data and better ways to enable key stakeholders throughout the University to 
access and make use of data in planning and improvement; 

 
 Promising strategies for leveraging resources that help strengthen both 

educational and scholarly excellence; and 
 

 Promising strategies for strengthening the ways that the University supports 
collaborations inside and outside the University by Georgetown faculty, students, 
and staff.   

 
We hope to achieve these goals through the output of the Working Groups, which will 
address a series of research questions calibrated to these four standards: Institutional 
Planning and Resource Allocation (Standard 2); Institutional Assessment (Standard 7); 
General Education (Standard 12); Assessment of Student Learning (Standard 14).  The 
description of the research questions and working groups below lays out how our selected 
topics relate to each of the standards.  
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Charges to the Working Groups and Research Questions: 
Calibration to Standards 

 
Georgetown has convened 5 working groups (WGs), two of which will be data and 
analysis engines for the others.  Steering Committee members chair and participate in the 
working groups to assure continuity and integration (see appendix).  They have the 
responsibility to make sure the WGs help connect the cross-cutting issues of planning and 
institutional assessment to the twin ambitions of scholarly and educational excellence, for 
example by exploring issues and options relating to faculty roles and rewards. 
 
Below, each WG is introduced with a description of its focus.  Then research questions 
are presented, differentiating primary from secondary importance (“supporting”) and 
making explicit relationships to the four standards. 
 

(1) Document Roadmap and Inventory of Planning Activities:  A working group 
of administrators will complete the work already begun of constructing a 
document roadmap.  This work involves reviewing the documents already 
collected, continuing to collect and categorize documents, and annotating the 
collection to make clear how the documents demonstrate compliance with the 
Middle States standards.  This group will also conduct an inventory of, and 
diagram relationships among, planning activities (at least some of which will be 
captured in the Document Roadmap) to support analyses relating to Standard 2 
(and links to Standard 7) and to complement and inform the work being done in 
other WGs.  It will document the record of institutional and unit improvement 
efforts and their results (fundamental element 5 of Standard 2) and the assignment 
of responsibility for improvements and assurance of accountability (fundamental 
element 4 of Standard 2).  And it will document how the planning-assessment 
cycle works at Georgetown (Standard 7). 

 
Issues for WG research include: 
 

Std. 2: Planning Primary Questions:  
 
How does Georgetown do strategic planning?  How are institutional 
and academic (teaching and research) planning linked?  How does 
strategy span institutional and academic dimensions?  How do 
reviews of academic programs and information about the institutional 
environment contribute to planning? 

 
How are strategic planning and institutional assessment linked?  What 
is the pattern of assessment of the effectiveness of planning, resource 
allocation, and institutional renewal processes? 

 
What are the mechanisms for translating planning into policies and 
actions and then assessing and disseminating the results?  Do they 
enable effective decision making at all levels of the University? 
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How are strategic planning and institutional assessment linked to 
resource allocation? 
 
Supporting Questions: 

 
Where does planning happen at Georgetown?  Who is 
involved?  How transparent are planning processes?  How well 
do existing bodies associated with planning work? 
 
How does planning at the top level of the University affect 
planning at the campus and school levels?  How does planning 
at the school level affect planning at the program level, and 
how do those kinds of planning affect planning at the course 
level?  How does school-focused planning interact with 
planning for major service units (e.g., Library, Student 
Affairs)? 

 
What are alternative approaches to planning for Georgetown, 
and what are the relative merits of those alternatives compared 
to the status quo?  In what ways might new approaches to 
planning benefit the University, especially the Main Campus? 

 
How does planning associated with mission and identity mesh 
with planning for academic programs? 

 
 

Std 7: 
Institutional 
Assessment  

Primary Questions:  
 
How can we improve the ways that data can be utilized in strategic 
decision-making from the institutional level to the unit (department or 
program) level, and then at the course level?  How can we improve 
awareness of faculty and administrators about available data and 
other options available to them to collect and analyze data?  
 
Supporting Questions:  
 

How do we appraise the data we already collect, its distribution 
and uses?  How is our data collection evolving?  What is the fit 
between the data we collect and our key goals and objectives?  
How well are our institutional data resources known and used 
across the Main Campus?  How well are centrally provided 
data resources complemented by decentralized data resources 
(e.g., at the unit level)? 

 
What are the best benchmarks of excellence (internal and 
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external) for Georgetown?  What are the key dimensions for 
such benchmarking?  How should we better leverage 
benchmarking? 

 
 

 
 

(2) Research Profile:  Another working group will characterize Georgetown’s 
research profile, documenting how it has evolved, its strengths and weaknesses, 
and the degree to which research crosses programs, schools, and campuses.  This 
group will also put Georgetown into context through comparisons with peers and 
through broader trend analysis.   

 
Issues for WG research include: 
 

Std 2: Planning Primary Questions:  
 
How does the University respond to the changes in research and 
scholarly strengths that accompany the renewal of the faculty, and 
where assessment leads to determination that strengthening is 
necessary?     
 
Supporting Questions: 

 
How do research and scholarly strengths intersect with the 
University’s development of programmatic initiatives at both 
the undergraduate and graduate levels?  How is planning that 
capitalizes on research and scholarly strengths coordinated 
across institutional, school, and program levels? 
 
Who participates in planning relating to research and 
scholarship, and how could those processes be more 
transparent? 

 
Std 7: 
Institutional 
Assessment 

Primary Questions:  
 
How does the University assess its faculty’s research and scholarly 
contributions, both for individuals and within departments or fields?  
How does Georgetown collect and make use of data about its research 
portfolio in ways that help inform decision-making?  
 
Supporting Questions: 
 

How are comparisons with peer institutions constructed and 
utilized?  How are comparisons with peers connected to 
academic program (e.g., department) reviews, and how are 
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those reviews used at an institutional level? 
 
What additional kinds of data should be collected and analyzed 
regularly to keep a finger on the research pulse? 

 
How should Georgetown’s research portfolio be characterized?  
What are key trends, and what do they imply? How does that 
assessment treat scholarly activity other than that which 
generates sponsored research?   
 
Are there particular areas of scholarly strength that are seen as 
essential to the University’s intellectual identity?  How does 
the University support the continued flourishing of that work?  
 
How can excellence, once achieved, be sustained?  How does 
the University balance sustaining existing strength with 
cultivating new ones?  How does it use institutional assessment 
for such portfolio management purposes? 

 
 

Three other working groups will explore questions relating both to the four standards and 
to practices in teaching, learning, and research that connect to the theme of “Balancing 
and Strengthening Educational and Scholarly Excellence”:  
 

(3) Integrating Our Research Mission with the Overall Educational Experience: 
One working group will look at a range of issues related to the intersection 
between Georgetown’s research mission and its teaching mission, with particular 
attention to the relationship between General Education requirements, the 
curriculum as a whole, and the University's research mission.  Georgetown has a 
longstanding commitment to being, as the Mission Statement begins, “a Catholic 
and Jesuit, student-centered research university.”  The self-study process provides 
an opportunity to look freshly at the ways that the curriculum might embody all of 
these elements.  This working group will consider whether there are more and 
better ways that the curriculum might reflect institutional core values, such as the 
emphasis the Jesuits have placed on the life of the mind as a means of uncovering 
truth and discovering knowledge.   
 

Georgetown University 9 Selected Topics Proposal 



Issues for WG research include: 
 

Std 2: 
Planning 

Primary Questions:  
 
What is the relationship between curricular decision-making and larger 
planning processes?  What are the implications of better education-
scholarship integration for planning processes of different kinds?  
 
Supporting Questions:  
 

Where and how do we integrate now?  What makes that 
integration effective? 
 
Are there ways to redesign aspects of the curriculum to be more 
aligned with larger research problems and initiatives?  If we did, 
what opportunities and flexibilities might be achieved?  
 
How can the curriculum better reflect and encourage the research 
interests and scholarly excellence of our faculty? 
 
How can we better integrate faculty research into the 
undergraduate experience to improve student learning and help 
students invest in the Jesuit mission to uncover truth and 
discover knowledge?  How might we better balance the faculty 
commitment to teaching with the research mission?  

 
 

Std 7: 
Institutional 
Assessment 

How can we understand, communicate, and (if possible) assess better 
the synergies between scholarship and teaching?   

Std 12: 
General 
Education 

Primary Questions:  
 
What is the rationale for Georgetown’s General Education program?  
What are the learning goals of the General Education requirements and 
are they sufficiently clear and integrated with how the curriculum is 
delivered?  How do we collect data on the effectiveness of the General 
Education requirements? How might we improve the General Education 
curriculum continuously based on evidence?  

 
Supporting Questions:  
 

Where and how are we effective in integrating faculty research 
with teaching and learning?  What conditions encourage this 
integration? 
 
How can we strengthen General Education and student 

Georgetown University 10 Selected Topics Proposal 



intellectual life by integrating curricular and co-curricular 
elements?  Should we encourage or discourage specific co-
curricular options?  How do we assess the contributions of co-
curricular activities to General Education?  Can co-curricular 
activities be strengthened by deeper faculty involvement, 
including stronger connections to faculty scholarship? 

 
How can General Education learning goals be made clearer, 
across institution, school, and syllabus levels?  How can we 
communicate better the linkage between General Education, 
majors, and the overall goals for a Georgetown education? 
 
How can General Education be leveraged to build depth in 
majors and overall strength of how Georgetown both liberally 
educates and professionally prepares students? How can 
integrating research with teaching deepen learning in both the 
General Education requirements, the majors, and the overall  
educational experience? 

 
Std 14: 
Assessment of 
Student 
Learning 

Primary Questions:  
 
How is Georgetown’s Main Campus making use of assessment of 
student learning to strengthen its educational mission (including 
identification of learning goals, use of learning goals in syllabi, and 
targeted opportunities for assessing student learning)?  How do we 
appraise the data we already collect, its distribution and uses?  How 
can we improve the uses of data to further assessment of student 
learning?  How can Georgetown foster further a culture of assessment? 
 
Supporting Questions:  
 

What are our strengths and best practices? 
 
What sorts of information do we have already, and how might 
we use that information better to strengthen connections between 
research and teaching and between the curriculum and co-
curriculum? 
 
In what ways might the curriculum better integrate not only (1) 
transparency about our goals and (2) feedback on learning 
(impact), but also (3) research into learning and teaching? 

  
How do our current (and potential) modes of assessing student 
learning help us make decisions about balance of curricular and 
co-curricular opportunities?  Where and how could we 
strengthen the connections between the formal curriculum and 
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the broad range of co-curricular learning opportunities? 
 
What kinds of emphasis should be given to such high impact 
practices as undergraduate research, study abroad, and 
community-based learning?  How can we engage students in 
research earlier, especially those outside of the sciences? 

 
 

(4) Strengthening Scholarly and Educational Excellence through Collaboration, 
Interdisciplinarity, and Cross-Boundary Partnerships:  Growing 
interdisciplinarity puts a spotlight on the boundaries and nodes where research 
takes place and large-scale problems are taken on.  This working group will look 
at factors affecting the ability of faculty, students, and staff to cross institutional 
boundaries, take advantage of resources throughout the University, form 
partnerships to optimize scholarly and educational activity, and link those issues 
to matters of planning and institutional assessment.   

 
Issues for WG research include: 
 

Std. 2: Planning Primary Questions:  
 
How can we achieve a clearer framework for making strategic 
decisions about cross-boundary partnerships?  How might there be 
more articulation between strategic planning for disciplinary units 
and strategic planning for interdisciplinary ventures? 
 
Supporting Questions:  
 

How can scholarly excellence be maintained or increased in 
interdisciplinary and cross-disciplinary contexts? 

 
How can grass-roots efforts by faculty to initiate 
interdisciplinary, interdepartmental/cross-campus research 
collaborations best be supported? 

 
What new approaches to organizing and connecting resources 
(physical and human) would position us better for new options 
as they will emerge over the next five to ten years?   
 
Are there investments that the University can make that would 
facilitate both scholarly and educational activity across 
disciplinary lines?  

 
Std 7: 
Institutional 
Assessment 

Primary Questions:  
 
By what criteria should we evaluate the impact and potential of cross-
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boundary ventures?  What data from interdisciplinary partnerships 
(especially centers and institutes) is currently available and fed back 
into planning practices at the University and unit levels?  How could 
the quality and utility of such data be improved? 
 
Supporting Questions:  
 

Where at Georgetown are the strongest and most effective 
activities in interdisciplinary and cross-disciplinary 
scholarship?  How do they relate to intradisciplinary 
scholarship—are there areas of tension between inter- and 
intradisciplinary activity?   

 
Where are the emergent and thriving interdisciplinary 
curricular offerings—by program, school, and across schools 
or campuses—and how are they complementing or straining 
disciplinary offerings?  How well do activities that cross from 
the Main Campus to the Medical Center or to the Law Center 
campuses work, and how could they work better? 
 
How easily can students cross school boundaries in designing 
their educational trajectories?  How do we measure the costs 
and benefits of boundary-crossing activity by students? 

 
How much flexibility do faculty have in allocating time 
between home disciplines and activities that would cross 
disciplines, programs, or units?  How do we measure and 
reward boundary-crossing activity, and are related incentives 
optimal for all parties? 
 
What is the role of centers and institutes in furthering research 
at Georgetown?  What are the scope and scale of 
Georgetown’s research centers and institutes?  What are the 
institutional barriers that inhibit these collaborations from 
forming and functioning well, and how can they be reduced? 

 
Std 14: 
Assessment of 
Student 
Learning 

How do we measure the costs and benefits of boundary-crossing 
activity by students? 

 
 

(5) Strengthening Scholarly and Educational Engagement of the University with 
Communities Outside of Itself, Locally and Globally:  This working group will 
look at the University’s longstanding commitments to training men and women in 
service to others and to action in the world, manifested in every field and in 
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Std 2: Planning Primary Questions:  

 
Where are the most strategic opportunities for building networks and 
adding value to global collaborations that match Georgetown’s 
positioning and resources?  How is that activity being planned, and 
what additional planning is desirable?  How can planning processes 
help consolidate and strengthen the University’s ability to support 
targeted initiatives? 

 
Supporting Questions:  
 

Where has Georgetown begun to build capacity for developing 
and adding value to global networks for research and policy? 
What new partnerships should Georgetown cultivate?     
 
How does Georgetown’s ability to leverage its educational 
strengths globally through open educational resources, e-
learning, and continuing studies fit into strategic planning for 
the Main Campus and the University?   

 
How can we promote synergy between service to others and 
academic excellence (in both the educational and scholarly 
enterprises)?  What are the implications for coordinated 
planning to promote such synergies?  

 
What new technologies are being explored and applied to 
improve global communication capabilities?  How might we 
better coordinate overall strategic planning with strategic 
technology planning to promote educational and scholarly 
excellence?  
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Std 7: 
Institutional 
Assessment 

Primary Question:  
 
What are the mechanisms for assessing Georgetown’s effectiveness and 
potential to contribute to global scholarly networks?  
 
Supporting Questions:  
 

How well has Georgetown taken advantage of its location in the 
nation’s capital?  What new or underutilized opportunities for 
connecting to Washington, DC communities could enhance 
teaching and research? 

 
Std 12: General 
Education 

How can interactions with a community, locally or abroad, be 
integrated into General Education at Georgetown?   
 

Std. 14: 
Assessment of 
Student 
Learning 

In what ways should our processes for assessing student learning 
reflect opportunities for students to learn through external partnerships 
and experiences that do not fit into traditional curricular structures?  
 

 
 

Alternative Presentation: Primary Questions Organized by Standard 
 
The above presentation organized questions by Working Group (WG).  The table below 
summarizes the primary questions, organized by Middle States standard.  (There is no 
new content.) 
 
 
Standard 2: Planning 
and Resources  

 
WG 1: Documentation and Planning How does Georgetown 
do strategic planning?  How are institutional and academic 
(teaching and research) planning linked?  How does strategy 
span institutional and academic dimensions?  How do reviews 
of academic programs and information about the institutional 
environment contribute to planning? 

 
How are strategic planning and institutional assessment 
linked?  What is the pattern of assessment of the effectiveness 
of planning, resource allocation, and institutional renewal 
processes? 

 
What are the mechanisms for translating planning into policies 
and actions and then assessing and disseminating the results?  
Do they enable effective decision making at all levels of the 
University? 
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How are strategic planning and institutional assessment linked 
to resource allocation? 
-- 
WG 2: Research Profile How does the University respond to 
the changes in research and scholarly strengths that 
accompany the renewal of the faculty?  How does the 
University identify and respond to areas where assessment 
leads to determination that a strengthening of research and 
scholarly capacities is necessary?  
--- 
WG 3: Integration Scholarly and Education Mission What 
is the relationship between curricular decision-making and 
larger planning processes?  What are the implications of better 
education-scholarship integration for planning processes of 
different kinds?  
--- 
 
WG 4: Interdisciplinarity and Cross-Boundary 
Partnerships  How can we achieve a clearer framework for 
making strategic decisions about cross-boundary partnerships?  
How might there be more articulation between strategic 
planning for disciplinary units and strategic planning for 
interdisciplinary ventures? 
--- 
WG 5: External Partnerships Where are the most strategic 
opportunities for building networks and adding value to global 
collaborations that match Georgetown’s positioning and 
resources?  How is that activity being planned, and what 
additional planning is desirable?  How can planning processes 
help consolidate and strengthen the University’s ability to 
support targeted initiatives? 
 

 
Standard 7: 
Institutional 
Assessment 

 
WG 1: Documentation and Planning How can we improve 
the ways that data can be utilized in strategic decision-making 
from the institutional level to the unit (department or program) 
level, and then at the course level?  How can we improve 
awareness of faculty and administrators about available data 
and other options available to them to collect and analyze 
data?  
--- 
WG 2: Research Profile How does the University assess its 
faculty’s research and scholarly contributions, both for 
individuals and within departments or fields?  How does 
Georgetown collect and make use of data about its research 
portfolio in ways that help inform decision-making?  
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--- 
WG 3: Integration Scholarly and Education Mission How 
can we understand (and communicate) better the synergies 
between scholarship and teaching? 
--- 
WG 4: Interdisciplinarity and Cross-Boundary 
Partnerships By what criteria should we evaluate the impact 
and potential of cross-boundary ventures?  What data from 
interdisciplinary partnerships (especially centers and 
institutes) is currently available and fed back into planning 
practices at the University and unit levels?  How could the 
quality and utility of such data be improved? 
--- 
WG 5: External Partnerships What are the mechanisms for 
assessing Georgetown’s effectiveness and potential to 
contribute to global scholarly networks?  
 
 

 
Standard 12: General 
Education 

 
WG 3: Integration Scholarly and Education Mission What 
is the rationale for Georgetown’s General Education program?  
What are the learning goals of the General Education 
requirements and are they sufficiently clear and integrated 
with how the curriculum is delivered?  How do we collect data 
on the effectiveness of the General Education requirements? 
How might we improve the General Education curriculum 
continuously based on evidence?  
--- 
WG 5: External Partnerships How can interactions with a 
community, locally or abroad, be integrated into General 
Education at Georgetown? 
 

 
Standard 14: 
Assessment of Student 
Learning  
 
 

 
WG 3: Integration Scholarly and Education Mission How is 
Georgetown’s Main Campus making use of assessment of 
student learning to strengthen its educational mission 
(including identification of learning goals, use of learning 
goals in syllabi, and targeted opportunities for assessing 
student learning)?  How do we appraise the data we already 
collect, its distribution and uses?  How can we improve the 
uses of data to further assessment of student learning?  How 
can Georgetown foster further a culture of assessment? 
--- 
WG 4: Interdisciplinarity and Cross-Boundary 
Partnerships How do we measure the costs and benefits of 
boundary-crossing activity by students? 
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--- 
WG 5: External Partnerships In what ways should our 
processes for assessing student learning reflect opportunities 
for students to learn through external partnerships and 
experiences that do not fit into traditional curricular 
structures?  
 

 
 

Template for Working Group Reports:  
Linking Research Findings to the Standards 

 
The WGs will take the above descriptions and question-sets as a point of departure.  They 
will convey any new questions to the Steering Committee for approval and respond to 
Steering Committee requests.  As the Working Groups develop their findings, we will 
adopt an annotation procedure for identifying how sections of the report address 
compliance with specific standards. Further, we will include tables or charts as 
appropriate linking all findings and recommendations to the four standards included in 
the self-study.  Each group will also be asked to address such broad issues of overlap as:  
 

 Implications for coordinated planning: What is a five year vision?  What would 
we consider the most important goals?  Areas of strength?  Needs for 
improvement?  Indicators of success?  What kinds of data would be necessary for 
ongoing progress or improvement?  How would such data be used and cycled 
back into planning?  

 
 Benchmarks of excellence and criteria for institutional assessment (or, where 

appropriate, assessment of student learning): How will we know if we have 
achieved or sustained excellence?  How can we best be attuned to the 
improvement of our peers and the corresponding evolution of benchmarks? 

 
 Opportunities and inhibitors for planning and implementation: What structural or 

policy changes are needed to ensure meeting these 5-year goals?  How can we 
foster more collaboration and synergy across units and campuses?  How can we 
reduce duplication of effort? 

 
 Integrating scholarly and educational excellence: Where are there apparent 

tradeoffs and tensions between the twin aspirations of scholarly and educational 
excellence?  Are there particular points of leverage that can serve both trajectories 
or meliorate certain tradeoffs? 

 
 Assessment data and feedback: How can we assure sufficient flow of useful data 

and the use thereof?  How can we increase transparency? 
 

 Relating priorities to resources: What infrastructure is needed to support the 
evolving portfolio of teaching and research?  How well do planning and 
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Following guidance from Middle States, it is expected that WG reports will include an 
overview of the group’s charge and the questions it addressed; discuss the inquiry 
undertaken (including any collaboration with other WGs or other parties) and its 
outcomes, relate its findings and conclusions to the Middle States standards, relate its 
work to that of other WGs, and present any recommendations for improvement. 
 
Working group reports will go to the Steering Committee for synthesis.  The first two 
WGs are expected to complete their work by winter 2010-2011, allowing their output to 
be used by other WGs and their members potentially to join the other WGs.  Input from 
all WGs should enable the Steering Committee co-chairs to develop an annotated outline 
(and possibly a very rough draft) by late December 2010.  That preliminary synthesis will 
seed discussion of the work in progress by the University’s top leadership in January 
2011, and it will be shared with the larger University community.  A similar discussion 
and community review, with more fully developed content, will take place in June 2011.  
(See timeline below.) 
 
 

Organization and Structure of Steering Committee and Working Groups 
 
The Steering Committee (listed in an appendix to this proposal) has been composed of 
people enthusiastic about the twin foci of research strength and pedagogical innovation, 
people with their fingers on the pulses of key components of the University, and people 
with experience in planning and assessment in higher education.  Different schools are 
represented by both faculty and administrators.   
 
The Steering Committee is co-chaired by Randall Bass and Marjory Blumenthal.  
Professor Bass is a faculty member (Associate Professor of English) who is also the 
Executive Director of the Center for New Designs in Learning and Scholarship 
(CNDLS), a wellspring of innovation in teaching and learning.  He is also Assistant 
Provost for Teaching and Learning, building on his CNDLS work and his nationally 
acclaimed engagement with the scholarship of teaching and learning.  Associate Provost 
Blumenthal has a broad academic affairs portfolio, responsible for (among other things) 
aiding the Provost in campus-wide planning and collaborating with Professor Bass on 
initiatives in teaching and learning.  Their preexisting working relationship should assure 
a smoothly running process. 
 
Among the administrators on the Steering Committee are associate deans from each of 
the Main Campus Schools.  Most of them have experience with accreditation from prior 
positions at other institutions.  Also represented among the administrators are the heads 
of the Division of Student Affairs, the Library, Campus Ministry, and the Office of 
Planning and Institutional Research.  In addition, the head of the Office of Faculty and 
Staff Benefits has strength in planning and management not obvious from his title. 
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The faculty on the Steering Committee (in addition to co-chair Bass) bring the 
perspectives of a range of disciplines as well as different schools.  Appointments were 
made by both the Provost and the two relevant faculty governance units: the Main 
Campus Executive Faculty and the (tri-campus) Faculty Senate.  The Senate appointees 
provide representation from the medical and law campuses; the majority of the faculty on 
the Steering Committee come from the Main Campus.  Each of these faculty has 
strengths in both research and teaching; they appreciate the value of both to 
Georgetown’s future 
 
Student input will be sought in several fashions.  First, liaisons will be requested from the 
principal student governance groups, the Georgetown University Student Association 
(http://gustudentassociation.com/) for undergraduates and the Georgetown Graduate 
Student Organization (http://www12.georgetown.edu/students/organizations/gso/).  
Second, periodic Town Hall meetings will be organized for the purpose of getting student 
input, and online vehicles (e.g., the dedicated Website for the self-study) will also be 
promoted to students.  Third, the Academic Councils of the schools (the student-
governance units) will be consulted regularly, in coordination with the school Associate 
Dean members of the Steering Committee.  It is also likely that on specific issues arising 
during the study targeted focus groups will be organized.  Georgetown has found focus 
groups to be particularly productive for collecting and exploring student perspectives. 
 
The Steering Committee will benefit from the work of three working groups being 
established in Spring 2010 by the Main Campus Executive Faculty in cooperation with 
the Provost to address aspects of Georgetown’s specification and delivery of General 
Education.  They commenced both in parallel with the Steering Committee and in 
anticipation of contributing to its work.  Professor Bass has been key in organizing these 
working groups, and he serves as the liaison between them and the self-study for Middle 
States, assuring the flow of relevant information to the Steering Committee’s work 
relating to Standard 12, General Education. Given this larger curricular review 
framework, the focus on the General Education standard in the MS selected topics review 
is confined to examining the goals, assessment, and improvement processes related to 
General Education.  
 
The Steering Committee will also benefit from the work of the Diversity in Academics 
Working Group in operation between spring 2009 and spring 2010.  Its output relates to 
Standard 12, General Education, and Associate Provost Blumenthal has served as the 
liaison between that work and the self-study for Middle States. 

 
 

Inventory of Support Documents 
 
The Steering Committee co-chairs have been in the process of collecting relevant support 
documents and determining which electronic vehicles to use (and how).  Numerous 
documents have already been identified and/or collected in the process of beginning the 
Document Roadmap to demonstrate compliance with the ten standards that will not be 
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the focus of this selected-topics self-study.  Material will be available electronically and 
in hard copy.   
 
Highlights of support documents include the following:  
 
The Office of Planning and Institutional Research has a digest of much of the information 
it collects in the form of the Georgetown University Factbook; that and other information 
is available to the Steering Committee via a dedicated Website housing OPIR reports 
(guest logins will be provided), 
https://www4.georgetown.edu/uis/keybridge/keytalk/users/index.cfm?Action=Login&Sit
eID=10.  
 
Past Middle States reviews (the 2002 decennial and the 2007 periodic) are available on 
the Provost’s Website: http://provost.georgetown.edu/policies/.  
 
The most recent articulation of strategic directions for the Main Campus, available on the 
Provost’s Website, builds on its predecessor and addresses enduring concerns of the early 
2000s: 
https://gushare.georgetown.edu/ProvostOffice/Web/Documents/strategic%20directions%
20for%20posting%205-20.pdf.  
 
Some but not all schools/components have their own strategic plans, such as the 
Georgetown University Medical Center, the McDonough School of Business, and the 
Library.  The Strategic Planning Initiative at GUMC, for example, has just concluded its 
second phase; committee reports are available at 
(http://gumc.georgetown.edu/strategicplanning/). 
 
Program descriptions are available through the Undergraduate and Graduate Bulletins 
and also through school, department, and program Websites. 
 
The central planning document at Georgetown is the (five-year) financial plan, which 
includes capital and operating components and accompanying narrative.  A campus 
master plan is also nearing completion and will be made available (the person who led its 
development is on the Steering Committee). 
 
Material from the new cycle of departmental and program reviews (self-studies and 
external-reviewer reports) will be provided, along with the Academic Program Review 
Guidelines. 
 
The Call to Action discussion document was developed from discussions by the Provost 
and a working group on the curriculum: 
https://digitalcommons.georgetown.edu/blogs/call-to-action/. 
 
[Material developed with and for the Committee on Student Learning, such as ideas for 
assessing General Education, will be provided.] 
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Exemplars of innovation in teaching and learning were featured in the video produced for 
the fall 2009 Faculty Convocation: http://cndls.georgetown.edu/#panel-3. 
 
Material developed in support of current plans and implementation of science faculty and 
facilities growth will be provided. 
 
Material from special benchmarking services will be provided, including internal-use-
only data from the Commission on Financing Higher Education (COFHE) and the 
subscription service Academic Analytics, LLC (http://www.academicanalytics.com/). 
 
Material from the “Goals and Assessments” inputs to the Provost collected since 2002 
will be provided, including the articulation of learning goals expected to culminate late 
spring 2009. 
 
Core curriculum overview (matrix by school, approval process chart). 
 
The Georgetown Assessment Portal is becoming a growing repository (guest logins will 
be provided for the secured portions): http://assessment.georgetown.edu/.  
 
The Center for New Designs in Learning and Scholarship (CNDLS) Website supplies 
practical information and documents success stories, especially for innovation in teaching 
and learning: http://cndls.georgetown.edu/.   In particular, a number of innovative 
teaching initiatives are featured: 
http://cndls.georgetown.edu/index.cfm?fuseaction=main.initiatives.  CNDLS also 
developed a site addressing sustaining teaching and learning in the face of disruptions in 
the ability to hold conventional classes: 
https://digitalcommons.georgetown.edu/blogs/continuity/.   
 
 

Organization of the Self-Study Report 
 
We expect to structure the report approximately along these lines: 
 

1. Executive Summary 
 

a. Overview of self-study process 
b. Summary of self-study results 
c. Summary of self-study results 
d. Eligibility certification 

2. Thematic introduction: Strengthening and Integrating Scholarly and Educational 
Excellence at Georgetown University 

 
3. Topic by topic discussion—for each topic: 

 
a. Identification and description of topic 
b. Kinds of evidence considered and analysis thereof 
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c. Evaluation of problems and opportunities 
d. Recommendations 
e. Cross-references to relevant material elsewhere in the report 
f. Mapping from topic to standard(s) 

 
4. Conclusion: Summary of Major Findings and Associated Recommendations 

 
5. Appendixes 

 
a. Supporting documents, which will be made available to the evaluation 

team 
 

Editorial Guidelines 
 
To aid the Steering Committee in assembling a coherent report, format guidelines will be 
disseminated.  These are likely to include the following: 
 

 Microsoft Word for text 

 Microsoft Excel for tables, charts, and graphs 

 12 point Times New Roman font 

 Single-spaced, single-column, left-justified text 

 Sidebars and text boxes as appropriate 

 1-inch margins 

 APA style for footnotes 

 Main headings Title Case and centered 

 Secondary headings Title Case, left-justified, and bold 

 Tertiary headings Title Case, underscored, end with colon, at start of paragraph 

 
The co-chairs will be responsible for the final integration and editing of the self-study 
report. 
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Timetable for Georgetown’s Self-Study 
 

Date Activity 
November 2009 Georgetown Steering Committee Co-Chairs Attend MSCHE Self-

Study Institute 
 

Fall-Winter 2009-10 Preliminary Discussions with Faculty Leaders and Senior 
Administration 
Selected Topics Concept Developed and Revised 
Preliminary Solicitation of Documents and Mapping to MSCHE 
Template 
Identification of Candidates for Self-Study Steering Committee 
 

February 2010 Preliminary Selected Topics Proposal Submitted to/Approved by 
MSCHE 
Steering Committee Empaneled 
 

February-March 2010 Development of Self-Study Design and Proposal 
Development of Working Blackboard Site 
 

March 22, 2010 Self-Study Design Proposal transmitted to MSCHE VP Debra 
Klinman 
 

April 12, 2010 MSCHE VP Debra Klinman Visits Georgetown, Discusses Self-
Study Design 
 

April-May 2010 Empanel Working Groups 
Continued Discussion of Process and Tactics 
 

June-August 2010 Senior Leadership Offsite Discussion of Work to Date  
Collect Information and Documents for Working Groups 
Launch Dedicated Website for Self-Study Process 
 

September 2010 Steering Group Frames Fall Work Based on Summer Work 
Senior Leadership Offsite Discussion of Work to Date 
Solicitation of Input from the Campus Community Commences 
 

October 2010 Joint Meeting of Steering Committee and Working Groups 
Working Group Chairs Report to Steering Committee on Progress 
 

December 2010 Working Group Chairs Report to Steering Committee on Progress 
Co-chairs Frame Annotated Outline and Preliminary Draft 
 

January 2011 MSCHE Selects Evaluation Team Chair, GU Approves Selection 
Co-chairs Send Study Design to Team Chair 
Working Groups Begin Drafting  
Senior Leadership Offsite Discussion of Work to Date 
Opportunity for Campus Community Review 
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February 2011 Steering Committee Discusses Early Concepts with Board of 
Directors 
 

April 2011 Working Groups Submit Drafts 
 

May 2011 Steering Committee meets with President’s Executive Committee and 
with Council of Deans for Discussion and Input 
Co-chairs Enhance Annotated Outline and Draft 
Opportunity for Campus Community Review 
 

June 2011 Senior Leadership Offsite, with Co-chairs, to Discuss Work to Date 
 

Summer 2011 Steering Committee Integrates Draft from Working Group Inputs 
Documentation Set Made Final for Evaluator Review 
MSCHE Selects Evaluation Team, GU Approves Selection 
 

September 2011 University Community Review/Discussion of Early Self-Study Draft 
- Electronic posting and feedback 
- Town Hall meetings 
- Consideration at Board of Directors meeting 
- Discussion at faculty and student leadership meetings 
- And so on 
-  

October 2011 Documentation Review 
Preliminary Visit of Evaluation Team Chair 
Senior Leadership Offsite, with Co-chairs, to Discuss Work to Date 
 

November 2011 Synthesis of Materials, Including Feedback and Newest Inputs 
 

Early December 2011 Draft Self-Study Report to Evaluation Team Chair 
 

January 2012 Stakeholder Review of Draft Self-Study Report 
 

Early- to Mid-
February 2012 

Final Revisions and Editing of Self-Study Report 
 

Late February 2012 Final Self-Study Report Transmitted to Evaluation Team 
 

Early April 2012 Evaluation Team Visit 
 

May 2012 Evaluation Team Report 
 

May-June 21012 Institutional Response to Evaluation Team Report 
 

June or November 
2012 

MSCHE Consideration of the Evaluation Package (timing depends on 
when the team visit occurs) 
 

 
 



Profile of Evaluation Team 
 
Georgetown seeks a team leader who is a president of a university comparable in size, 
complexity (e.g., multiple campuses and schools), commitments to research and teaching, 
and reputation.  Georgetown typically finds peers among fellow members of the 
Consortium on Financing Higher Education (http://web.mit.edu/cofhe/), in particular 
those universities that are smaller, with modest endowments. 
 
Desired among other team members are: 
 

 A senior administrator (dean, vice provost) responsible for undergraduate 
education 

 
 A senior administrator (dean, vice provost) responsible for research (including 

research integration across university components) 
 

 A senior administrator responsible for strategic planning 
 

 A senior administrator or faculty with experience in building the global character 
of a university 

 
 Faculty who excel at the integration of research and teaching at all levels 
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Appendix 1: Steering Committee Membership List 
 
 

 
Randall Bass (Faculty Co-Chair) 
Associate Professor, English 
Executive Director, Center for New Designs 

in Learning and Scholarship   
Assistant Provost, Teaching and Learning 

Initiatives 
 
Marjory Blumenthal (Administrative Co-

Chair) 
Associate Provost, Academic 
 
Judith Areen 
Paul Regis Dean Professor of Law 
Interim Dean, Georgetown University Law 

Center 
Faculty Senate Appointee 
 
Marc Busch 
Karl F. Landegger Professor of International 

Business Diplomacy, School of Foreign 
Service 

Associate Professor, Government 
 
Julie Deloia 
Associate Dean of Academic Affairs 
Interim Dean (2010-2011) 
School of Nursing and Health Studies 
 
Charles DeSantis 
Associate Vice President and Chief Benefits 

Officer 
Office of Faculty and Staff Benefits 
 
K. Travis Holman 
Associate Professor, Chemistry 
 
Mitch Kaneda 
Associate Dean, School of Foreign Service 
 
Artemis Kirk 
University Librarian 
 
Gerald Mara 
Executive Associate Dean, Graduate School 

of Arts and Sciences 
Professorial Lecturer, Government 
 

Michael McGuire 
Director, Office of Planning and 

Institutional Research 
 
Kevin O’Brien, S.J. 
Executive Director of Campus Ministry 
 
Todd Olson 
Vice President, Student Affairs 
 
Walter Rankin 
Associate Dean, Academic Affairs 
School of Continuing Studies 
 
Josef Rauscheker 
Professor, Physiology and Biophysics 
Georgetown University Medical Center 
Faculty Senate Appointee 
 
Norean Sharpe 
Associate Dean, Undergraduate Programs 
McDonough School of Business 
 
Edward Soule 
Associate Professor, McDonough School of 

Business 
 
Kathy Temple 
Associate Professor and Chair, English 
Main Campus Executive Faculty Appointee 
 
Edward Van Keuren 
Associate Professor and Chair, Physics 
Main Campus Executive Faculty Appointee 
 
Ali Whitmer 
Associate Dean, Georgetown College 
 
Jennifer Woolard 
Associate Professor, Psychology 

 
Staff Support, Office of the Provost 
 
Sonia Jacobson 
Assistant, Academic Affairs and Associate 

Director, Gervase Programs 
 



Appendix 2: Working Groups as of July 6, 2010 
(Steering Committee Members Listed First; People Named in Parentheses Have Interest 

But May Be Unable to Participate) 
 
 

1. Document Roadmap and Inventory of Planning Activities 
a. Michael McGuire and Walter Rankin, co-chairs 

i. Charles DeSantis 
ii. Norean Sharpe 

 
iii. Cynthia Chance, COL Dean’s Office  
iv. Stephanie Clark, Lauinger 
v. Karen Egypt, OPIR 

vi. Margaret Halpin, SFS  
vii. Andy Henley, Financial Affairs 

viii. Lynne Hirschfeld, Student Affairs 
ix. Judy Johnson, Student Affairs/Student Conduct  
x. Eduardo Molina, OPIR 

xi. Jim Schaefer, GSAS 
xii. Sonia Jacobson, Provost’s Office  

xiii. Edilma Yearwood, NHS 
 

2. Research Profile 
a. Gerald Mara and Allison Whitmer, co-chairs 

i. (Michael McGuire) 
ii. Travis Holman 

iii. Ed Van Keuren 
iv. Josef Rauscheker 

 
v. Rachel Barr, Psychology  

vi. John Buschman, Lauinger  
vii. Bob Clarke, GUMC/Lombardi  

viii. Ophir Frieder, Computer Science  
ix. Lindsay Kaplan, English  
x. David Lightfoot, CCT  

xi. Alex Sens, Classics  
 
3. Integrating Our Research Mission with the Overall Educational Experience 

a. Kathryn Temple and Todd Olson, co-chairs 
b. Temple and Todd Olson, co-chairs 

i. Mitch Kaneda 
ii. (Ed Soule) 

iii. (Marc Busch) 
 

iv. Sylvie Durmelat, French 
v. Dave Egolf, Physics 
vi. Joan Riley, Nursing 

vii. Lisa Donatelli, Office of International Programs  
viii. Jill Hollingsworth, Lauinger/English and Women’s Studies 

ix. Sandra Hussey, Lauinger 
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x. Sonia Jacobson, Provost’s Office  
xi. Stephanie Lynch, Residence Life 

xii. Mark Maloof, Computer Science  
xiii. Patrick O’Malley, English 
xiv. Nicoletta Pireddu, Comparative Literature  
xv. Maya Roth, Performing Arts 

xvi. Jim Welsh, University Health Services 
 
4. Strengthening Scholarly and Educational Excellence through Collaboration, 

Interdisciplinarity and Cross-boundary Partnerships 
a. Marc Busch and Ed Soule, co-chairs 

i. Julie DeLoia 
ii. (Walter Rankin) 

 
iii. Christopher (“Chip”) Albanese, GUMC/Lombardi  
iv. Hugh Cloke, COL Dean’s Office  
v. Jeff Collmann, O’Neill Institute  

vi. Raj Desai, SFS-Government  
vii. (Mary Dluhy, Student Affairs) 

viii. Adam Myers, GUMC  
ix. Cristina Sanz, Spanish and Portuguese  
x. Chandan Vaidya, Psychology  

 
5. Strengthening Scholarly and Educational Engagement of the University with 

Communities Outside of Itself, Locally and Globally 
a. Jennifer Woolard and Kevin O’Brien, co-chairs 

i. Judy Areen 
ii. (Charles DeSantis) 

 
iii. Robert Bies, MSB  
iv. Shay Bilchik, GPPI  
v. Charlene Brown-McKenzie, Center for Multicultural Equity and Access 

vi. Deanna Cooke, Center for Social Justice 
vii. Artemis Kirk, Lauinger  

viii. Meg MacWhirter, Office of the President  
ix. Sam Robfogel, International Initiatives Program 
x. YuYe Tong, Chemistry  

xi. Rudy Van Puymbroeck, NHS  
xii. Ding Ye, Lauinger/East Asian  

 
 


