MEETING THE COMPETITION:

Collegeand University Presidents, Faculty, and State L egislators
View the New Competitive Academic Arena

A REPORT BY PUBLIC AGENDA
John Immerwahr, Author
October 2002

For
The Futures Project:

Policy for Higher Education in a Changing World

THE FUTURES PROJECT: POLICY FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN A CHANGING WORLD
BROWN UNIVERSITY, BOX 1977, PROVIDENCE, RI 02912

TELEPHONE: 401-863-9582 WEB: WWW.FUTURESPROJECT.ORG




ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The Futures Project gratefully acknowledges the support and contributions of the Education Commission
of the States, the National Conference of State L egislatures, the State Higher Education Executive Officers,
the Association of American Universities, the Millennium Project, the American Association of Community
Colleges, the American Association for Higher Education, the New England Board of Higher Education,
and the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education.

ABOUT THE AUTHOR

John Immerwahr is a Senior Research Fellow with Public Agenda and Associate Vice President for
Academic Affairsat VillanovaUniversity. Heisthe author or co-author of numerous Public Agendareports
on higher education, including: Great Expectations: How the Public and Parents—White, African-
American, and Hispanic—View Higher Education (2000); Doing Comparatively Well: Why the Public
Loves Higher Education and Criticizes K-12 (1999); and The Price of Admission: The Growing
Importance of Higher Education (1998). In addition he has authored and co-authored a number of other
Public Agenda reports on education, including First Things First: What Americans Expect from the
Public Schools (1994).

Funding for this project was provided by:
The Atlantic Philanthropies

@ © 2002 PublicAgenda

© 2002 The Futures Project:
Policy for Higher Educationin
aChangingWorld

Unauthorized duplication of thisreportis
aviolation of copyright

ISBN: 1-889483-78-8




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface

Executive Summary
Introduction

Methodology

Views on the New Competition
Afterword

Participants

Related Publications

The Staff of Public Agenda

About the Futures Project
and PublicAgenda




I\’

PREFACE

he Futures Project has focused its energies on studying a far-reaching topic: the growing competition

between colleges and universities, a competition that has been exacerbated by the explosion of new
providers—such asfor-profit degree-granting universities and colleges, virtual programsand institutions, and
corporate universities. Adding to the competitive pressures are theimpact of information and communication
technol ogy, of globalization and, perhaps most significant, the transformation underway as political |eaders
move toward market forces, and away from regulation, as the means of structuring higher education.

To understand these changes we have analyzed awide array of reports and studies; visited institutions around
the world; consulted with higher education experts; met with presidents, rectors and vice chancellors; listened
to faculty and students; and conferred with governors, legislators and ministers of education. Thisresearch
has resulted in a series of published reports, available at www.futuresproject.org. The Futures Project is now
preparing policy proposalsfor political |eaders designed to help create athoughtful, workabl e higher education
market. We are also preparing recommendations for colleges and universities as to the strategies they might
employ in order to survive and even thrive in the new climate.

As our research has progressed, it has become apparent that growing competition has frayed the mutual
understanding, or compact, between higher education and the public. Ashigher education institutions have
focused more and more on competing for students, funding and prestige, there has been an erosion in the
unspoken but powerful mutual commitment that has, until now, ensured that higher education operated in the
service of the public that supportsit. We thought an essential beginning for thinking about how to renew that
compact was to take a more precise temperature of college and university presidents, state legislators, and
faculty so that we could understand how they felt about these issues.

In order to accomplish this, we asked Public Agenda, a New York-based research and education institution
founded by Daniel Yankelovich and the late Cyrus Vance, to work with us to develop a series of focus groups
for college and university presidents, faculty members, and |egislators charged with overseeing higher
education in their states.

The conversations that resulted from this project were candid, honest, and searching. These leaders got
beyond the set talks they sometimes give in public formats, and engaged in a searching dial ogue with us and
with their peers on pressing issues. With near universality, the respondents reported that they had learned a
great deal from the sessions, and in the process of discussion had come to a greater clarity about their own
thinking and the problems that higher education faces.

This report, authored by John Immerwahr, details some of the themes that emerged from those conversations.
It gives us aglimpse of an uneasy community, whose leaders are fully aware of and disturbed by the issue of
growing competition, but who are only beginning to craft aresponsetoit. Asyou will see, theinterviews
revealed strong consensus on some issues and sharp differences on others. Clearly the task of renewing the
compact has only begun. The country has an urgent task ahead, to maintain and rebuild the consensus. This

report shows us some of the challenges that must be faced.

Frank Newman
Director, The Futures Project




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Many observers believe that America’s higher education systemis
undergoing a powerful transformation, driven by the emergence of new
competitive forces. New technol ogies have broken down some of the
traditional barriers, so that colleges and universities once confined to a
single geographical area now compete internationally. New
competitors—especially thefor-profit providerslike the University of
Phoenix—have al so entered the mix, steadily increasing the number of
choices open to students. While the high prestige universities may not
be competing with the University of Phoenix, they increasingly find
themselvesin avirtual “armsrace” with each other, constantly
scrambling for higher rankings, better students, better faculty, winning
athletic teams, and more research funding.

To what extent are university and college |eaders and governmental
leaders who set the system'’s policies ready for the challenges raised
by the new competitive arena? At the request of the Futures Project,
we set out to devel op some hypotheses about this question by holding
open-ended confidential group discussionswith 47 collegeand
university presidents, faculty members, and state legislators. We heard
six main themes emerge in these candid and thoughtful discussions.

1. Growing awareness of competition. Our respondents were
intensely aware of growing competition in the academic arena.
The shape of the competition varied widely, depending both on
the participant’s region and the nature of the educational
institution, but our participants had a strong sense of mounting
pressuresfrom for-profit and virtual institutions, new
technol ogies, and the expansion of competition from existing
ingtitutions.

2. Caught in the squeeze. While our participants saw positive
opportunitiesin the new competitive environment, many were
worried about the convergence of two factors: limited public
revenues and a growing number of new competitors, especially
the for-profits. The main concern was that new competitors
would “cherry pick” the most profitable programs, leaving
important but less profitable programs and functions “ naked and
alone.”

3. Academics versus legislators on the need for greater
flexibility and autonomy. While almost all of our participants
feel that higher education institutions must becomeincreasingly
innovative and flexible to survive in the new environment, we
found a deep division between academics and the legislators who
regulate them. The academics feel that their institutions are
much more nimble than many people realize; one of the biggest
obstacles, in their view, is government bureaucracy and

The main concern was that new
competitors would “cherry pick”
the most profitable programs,
leaving important but less
profitable programs and functions
‘naked and alone.”

We found a deep division between
academics and the legislators who
regulate them.
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micromanagement. Many of our academic respondents wanted
greater autonomy so that they can respond to the new competitive
environment. Thelegidatorsweinterviewed regject thisvision unless

thereis some way to guarantee accountability. In their perception, the

universities—especially thefour-year ingtitutions—are deeply Some of our legislators were reluctant
conservative, and largely seek greater autonomy as away of avoiding to give higher education greater
pressures to change. autonomy until the legislators had

better measures of performance.

4. Controversy about assessment and accountability. We also
found a deep division between the legislators and the academics
on the topic of accountability. Some of our legislators were
reluctant to give higher education greater autonomy until the
legislators had better measures of performance. Our legislators
were frequently attracted to the idea of using outcome
assessments as a way to measure how much students were
actually learning in state higher education institutions. Outcome
assessment, however, ishighly controversial in the higher
education community. While someinstitutionsareworking hard in
this area, others clearly are dragging their feet. Some of our
presidents said that while they agreed with the goals in theory (and
in public), they were deeply skeptical of the whole approach.

5. Competition for the best students. Institutions (and regions) Institutions (and regions) now compete
now compete intensely for the top-end students. One of the intensely for the top-end students.
symptoms of this competition isasharp controversy about merit-

based financial aid. In this case, the argument is not between
academics and legidlators, but within each of these communities.
Critics of merit-based aid describeit asa*“sop to the middie
class.” Others defend it as away to stop regional “brain drain.”
Some of our college presidents also see its necessity asaway to
attract outstanding students.

6. Disadvantaged students left behind. No one, however, is
competing for educationally disadvantaged students, many of whom
comefrom poor and minority households. The community colleges
and regional four-year ingtitutions that educate these students paint a
disturbing picture. They fed that they are asked to overcome

tremendous obstacles—especialy asaresult of inadequate high
school preparation—with inadequate funding. These respondentsalso No one, however, is competing for
argue that the country still approaches higher education with an educationally disadvantaged students.

outmoded model, based on ademographically obsoletevisionthat the
typical college student isan 18-21 year old who attendsfull time.

If the people wetalked to are typical of the broader community, we would
hypothesize that the higher education community isonly intheinitia stage of
shaping a response to the new competitive arena. While there appears to be
widerecognition that thingsare changing, the community isonly beginning to
work out the solutions. State legidators and university presidents seemto be
deeply divided, with no clearly accepted model of autonomy and
accountability. While the competition for top students heats up, no one seems
to have avery clear idea of what should be done for those at the bottom.




INTRODUCTION

Public Agenda Chairman and Co-Founder Daniel Yankelovich has
observed that, in many cases, collective thinking about acomplex issue
moves through three broad phases. Theinitial stage is consciousness-
raising, when people first become aware of an issue; here the issue
moves from being of concern only to afew specialists or expertsto
something that is defined by the entire community as a serious
problem. The second stage, which he calls “choicework,” isthe painful
process of wrestling with alternative responses to the problem. Thisis,
as Yankelovich seesit, the most difficult stage of the process.
Unrealistic thinking and miscommunication often characterizetheinitial
phase of the choicework stage, since it takes an extended period of
time for people to begin to confront the alternatives and their tradeoffs.
Only after this difficult work has been done is the community ready to
move on to the final stage, when the participants try to form a
consensus or compromise around specific approaches.

The goal of this project, done for the Futures Project, was to assess the
thinking of the higher education community on oneimportant area: the
response to vastly increased competition in the higher education arena.
To examine this issue we conducted a series of open-ended interviews
with college and university presidents, faculty members, and legislators
who oversee higher education. One hypothesis emerging from this
research isthat the higher education community may be only in the
early levels of Yankelovich's choicework stage. Virtually all of our
respondents realize they are in anew competitive world, with new
forces and constraints. While the problems that need to be solved are
clear, the debate itself has not taken afinal shape. Our interviews gave
us a snapshot of the community in the process of starting to think about
choices and responses. On some issues, major players (especially
legislators and academic presidents) are still completely talking past
each other, with no common framework. In other areas, people
acknowledge deep problems but have not yet articulated realistic
choicesfor dealing with them.

METHODOLOGY

On some issues, major players
(especially legislators and academic
presidents) are still completely talking
past each other, with no common
framework.

Many of the Public Agenda projects on leadership views are designed
to probe beyond the superficial responses that |eaders often givein
speeches and in public appearances. We wanted to create an
environment where leaders would speak freely and confidentially,
exploring new ideas and revealing deeper reasons for views that are
defended in public. In order to do this, Public Agenda and the Futures
Project worked together to create confidential group interviews where
leaders could explore and debate ideas among themselves. Our
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research was thus, of necessity, qualitative rather than quantitative. As
inall qualitative research, however, the observations presented in this
report should be considered hypotheses for further exploration and
research. Our findings are tentative for two reasons. First, we talked to
only asmall number of legislators and academics. Whiletheir
comments are extremely interesting, they are not necessarily
representative of the views of the larger population of educators and
legislators. Second, we did not present our respondents with closed-
ended questions, allowing usto comparetheir responsesto similarly
worded questions. Instead, we drew out themes and issues from their
open-ended remarks.

Our observations are based on seven group interview sessions with 47
individuals, conducted between November 2001 and May 2002. For the
most part, we went to previously scheduled conferences and recruited
asmall number of individualsto attend agroup interview at sometime
during the conference. The groups usually consisted of four to ten
individuals and lasted from two to three hours. Since the conferences
attracted specific populations, the groups were usually homogenousin
character and often the individuals were well acquainted with each
other. The names of the respondents are printed in the appendix. The
composition of the groups was asfollows:

U State legislators who serve on committees that oversee higher
education (two groups). The National Conference of State
Legislatures (NCSL) helped us to draw these groups together.

U Presidents of Research | universities. This group, co-hosted by
the Millennium Project at the University of Michigan, was held
at the annual meeting of the Association of American
Universities (AAU).

U Presidents of regional universitiesin New England. Special
meeting convened with the New England Board of Higher
Education (NEBHE).

U Presidents of regional universitiesin the western states, as part
of the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education
(WICHE) Commission Meeting.

U Presidents of community colleges, who were attending a
meeting of the American Association of Community Colleges
(AACC).

U Faculty membersfrom avariety of institutions, al of whom
were attending the annual conference of the American
Association for Higher Education (AAHE).

At each of the sessions a moderator led the group discussion through a
workbook. Thisworkbook, devel oped in conjunction with the Futures
Project, contained a series of policy problems and various responses to




those issues. (See www.futuresproject.org for a copy of the
workbook.) The specific policy optionswere used to stimulate thinking
and discussion. We were often more interested in the free-flowing
discussion that emerged, rather than the specific responses to the
options we posed. The respondents were assured that their individual
comments would not be attributed to them, and for the most part the
conversations were extremely candid. Many of the respondents said
things that they clearly would not say in public. The sessions were
taped and the quotations in the report have been somewhat edited to
enhance readability. In some cases we have altered the quotations to
mask the identity of the speaker.

VIEWS ON THE NEW COMPETITION

1. Growing Awareness of Competition

We began each of our sessions with a completely open-ended guestion,
asking respondents to tell us about some of the main issues facing
higher education in their environment. Many of our respondents
spontaneously raised the issue of intensified competition as one of the
major issues with which they struggle on adaily basis. But while
competition was a problem for nearly everyone, the shape of the
competition varied greatly depending on avariety of factors.

For the selective and prestigious institutions, one of the big issueswas
an intensified competition between their ingtitution and other similar
universities. One of the most vigorous areas of competitionisfor
prestige. As one Research | president explained:

The competition isintense, driven by our boards, by the states,
and by the applicants (they all have copies of U.S. News and
World Report). The state government considers what our
positionis. And it ispushed by the craziness about lists: whois
in the top ten, who isin the bottom ten.

These presidents al so talked about competition for high-quality students
and bidding warsfor faculty members, especially those who could bring
in big research grants.

Whilethe universities at the top are engaged in fierce competition to
stay there, other academics talked about “mission creep,” astheir
institutions attempted to make themsel ves more competitive by moving
up the prestige ladder. A faculty member characterized it this way:

There was a big push at my institution to move up from tier
threeto tier two, and eventually tier one. Our historical mission
isto serve the community around us, but going to a higher tier
will shoot that mission out of the water. How will we do this?
Increase the quality of publication. The myth isthat we are a
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teaching-oriented university. So we can teach four courses a
semester, but now the administration says we need five articles
in six years to get tenure.

For our respondentsfrom regional institutions, the competition often
centered on theidea of building “market share,” especially of students
in profitable programs. Several of our respondents from four-year
institutionstold us they were now competing much more actively with
the two-year ingtitutions in the same regions. Here are some typical
comments of presidents of four-year institutions:

A lot of what has been mentioned tiesinto a major trend, the
rapid emergence of two-year schools. In the old days the four-
year schools were the only game in the state. | wonder if the
expectations haven't changed. More people arewilling to
accept a degree from wherever they can get it in the shortest
period of time.

We track this closely. From competing with two or three other
institutions, now we are competing with 18 or 19 competitors
of all kinds.

Competition between regions was another big issue, both for
academics and for state legislators. Oneregional president said:

Thisisthe most competitive higher education market that any
of us have seen. The competition is not so much within the
state as between the states and the rest of the country. We are
losing market share.

The new technologies, especialy distance education, are allowing
regional institutionsto compete on an international scale. One
community college president described the situation in these terms:

Many of us by charter are defined aslocal institutions, but the
competition has forced us to behave as though we are national
institutions. We now compete knowing that our own borders
are porous, so how we have to make everyone else's border
porous, too.

Virtually everyoneistalking about the emergence of new competitors,
especialy for-profit enterprises such asthe University of Phoenix. So
far, most of theindividuals we talked to feel that the for-profits are
mostly operating in specialized markets. One president said:

Thereisan impact on our institution, not on our core mission,
but for adult, employed students who aren’'t able or willing to
come to us. They have to come to us, but Phoenix goes to
them, wherever they are. Our extension operations are badly
damaged by Phoenix. Today it is hard for us to break even
there, when it used to be profitable.

For our respondents from regional
institutions, the competition often
centered on the idea of building
“market share,” especially of students
in profitable programs.

From competing with two or three other
institutions, now we are competing with
18 or 19 competitors of all kinds.
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Another university president admitted that Phoenix was now training
much of the support staff at his own institution:

The University of Phoenix admits that they train much of the
support staff for the universities here, and most of that is
because of access issues, in terms of time and place.

Ancther university president saw the impact even closer to him:

I have a confession: my daughter sold out and now she
teaches for the University of Phoenix in their distance
education program. They trained her for a year before she
even logged on; we can't quite do that.

Competition was not nearly as significant afactor, however, for
legislators and academics from less populated parts of the country, or
from academics who serve primarily disadvantaged students. As one
community college president remarked, “No oneis competing for our
students.” As one legislator explained, “We are abig rural state, and a
poor state, so the new competitors don’t come into our state.”

2. Caught in the Squeeze, Limited State Revenues and New
Competitors

One of the worries most on the mind of our respondents was the
potential danger of asituation wheretraditional higher education
institutionsface acombination of declining funding from state and
federal government, accompanied by more intense competition from
new competitors who will “cherry pick” the most profitable programs.
Thefear isthat important but unprofitable programs and functionswill
be lost in the scramble to compete in a newly aggressive marketplace.

Historically, higher education has devel oped afunding system that, as
virtually everyone agrees, has produced the finest system of colleges
and universitiesin the world. This structure has been subsidized
principally by two sources of income. On the one hand, the state and
the federal government have poured massive amounts of money into
higher education. On the other hand, student tuition payments provide a
large source of flexible funding. This system has allowed colleges and
universitiesto use “ profitable” operationsto support other
“unprofitable” operations such as support for the fine arts and the
liberal arts, scholarshipsfor disadvantaged students, research, and
community services. While some of these operations may be
controversial, nearly everyone we talked to agrees that many of them
serve a public purpose.

Limited state support for higher education. Most of our legidative
and academic respondents felt that both sides of this equation were
now under threat. Everyone agreed that state budgets are strained (this
is even more the case now than when these conversations took place).
Institutional presidents feel that, as aresult, state governments are

As one community college president
remarked, “No one is competing for
our students.”
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increasingly demanding more and more from their public university
systems while drawing back from their willingnessto fund operations.
Asthe presidentstell the story, theinstitutions areincreasingly being
asked to provide their own funding in a competitive marketplace. As
one president put it, “We have become public-located institutions,

whereas before we were public-supported institutions.” The quotations,

al from university and college presidents, speak for themselves:

A state supreme court decision has mandated a higher level of
funding for K-12, and this has accelerated our stepchild status.
So we are left trying to scramble for the leftover resources.
The state is reluctant to do anything to raise revenue, and
faced with the fact that they are forced to spend on K-12, the
situation for higher education istough.

We are facing adecline of collective public investments, and a
demand to find future resources from other arenas (students
and their parents, or gifts and grants from private sources, or
programs, or expanding federal research supports).

We are experiencing expectations for high-end training in
health care, technology, and other areas, but the funding
modelsdon’t match therealities.

“Cherry pickers.” As our academic presidents tell the story, the
declinein state revenues is serious enough in its own right, but
becomes even more alarming when the hei ghtened competition from
traditional and nontraditional competitorsisfactored into the mix. What
really scares many of our respondents is the fear that other
competitorswill cherry-pick by offering programsfor the most
profitable markets. Because they are free of many of the high-cost
functionsof traditional universities(e.g., research, financial aid, student
services) the new rivals can compete much more aggressively in these
markets. While the new competitors skim off the profitable programs,
thefear isthat publicinstitutionswill beleft only with the least
profitable operations. Some of our respondents described the problem
thisway:

What | worry about most are the technology competitors and
the private providers. They are coming into rip off the plum
markets—just like they did in health care—and they are
leaving the state to deal with indigent care. They are cherry
picking.

A number of peoplein the public and private sector have
figured out that education is a place to make a buck. Certainly
the for-profits have seen it that way. | also see a growing
ambiguity about where oneinstitution begins and another ends,
and some of these institutions are doing things that community
collegeshavetraditionally done.

As the presidents tell the story, the
institutions are increasingly being
asked to provide their own funding in a
competitive marketplace.

The fear is that public institutions will
be left only with the least profitable
operations.




| think we are decoupling public education from the public. For
my institution that is heresy. | think we are too far in this
direction already.

If we unbundle those pieces, people will start asking whether
each piece makes sense. So maybe only the football team
makes sense, not the other sports. In the same way, all of the
other parts of thisrich educational experience will get lost. As
CEOvyou'll say, if you can't sell thisto meit doesn’t make
sense, so everything that doesn’t make money will be
jettisoned. Everyone will be a Phoenix, where they don’t have
sports, services, or quads. How can atraditional university
ever compete against that?

There are two related fears. One concern is that for-profit institutions,
unconstrained by the public mission of traditional universities, will be
able to compete aggressively for profitabl e students and programs,
drying up traditional revenue sourcesfor existing higher education
universities, endangering the public mission. The other fear isthat
traditional higher education institutionsthemselveswill haveto emulate
the for-profits, and shed much of their public mission. One way or the
other, our respondents are worried that valuable public services,
traditionally offered by public higher education, will belost. A faculty
member asked:

Do you view your president of your university asa CEO, and
areyou running your university like afor-profit corporation?
So, for example, is TexasA&M going to compete that way
against the University of Texas? If we go that way, we will run
into the same thing that happened with the postal service.
FedEx and the other competitors skimmed off the most
lucrative parts, leaving the postal system with the less
profitable parts of the business.

One potential casualty of increased competition could be the traditional
higher education focus on liberal arts and the humanities. One of the
legislators expressed a concern about companies that are becoming
interested in setting up their own training programsinstead of hiring
studentsfrom colleges and universities.

One of the things that troubles me about companies bypassing
the undergraduate degree is that there is alack of the
humanizing element that goes along with the arts and sciences.
Students who go directly to the companies missthat. That isan
educational goal that | think we have to be consistent about
and that we need to keep pushing. If you don't have this
exposureto these quality of life values, you will lose
something. | beginto sound like | am selling liberal arts
colleges.

A faculty member from arural state put it this way:

| think we are decoupling public
education from the public.

|11\
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The possibility of losing departmentswould bethereal risk of
competition. My owningtitutionisin asmall state, with little
industry, but we have tried to preserve the core of areal
university. We have many graduate programsin traditional
areas that are also rather obscure. We have resisted paring
ourselves down to make room for more profitable things that
we might do. | want to make sure that the public interest gets
into the ingtitution, and | don’t trust pure market forces.

Other respondents stressed the threat to research and the training of
new scholars. In effect, they see aggressive competitors like for-profit
institutions as parasites that require the host organism (the traditional
universities) but will eventualy kill it. One president put it thisway:

Most of the new models of higher education are dependent on
thetraditional public and private universitiesto produce
knowledge, faculty, and learning resources, and so if you talk
about Phoenix or one of these others, we are producing the
material that makes those institutions possible. If we all went
to the University of Phoenix model, there would be no new
faculty generated. There must be a public policy understanding
that the universities don’t just turn out courses, they also
generate faculty and knowledge and other elements.

Other respondents stressed additional important services that would be
vulnerableto increased competition, such asfinancial aid, sports, or
community service.

Does the University of Phoenix have athletic teams, offer
programs for the community, or provide scholarships? | feel
like we are being responsive to the community all of thetime. |
wouldn’t mind dropping some of the thingswe do for the
community, but they are so vested that we cannot drop them.
Indeed, some have even outlived their usefulness.

The for-profits have a significant advantage because they
don’t have apublic purpose. University of Phoenix will say,
“We have a public purpose.” But they have a 40% return on
their investment. Their purposeisto deliver shareholder value.

Although the problem is clear to virtually everyone, thereisno real
consensus about the solution. Severa of the people we interviewed
seemed to think that the only real solution would be for state
governments to turn the cash flow back on. As one president said:
“Many of these thingswill only be solved if the society recommitsto
these values and makes a massive investment in public higher
education.” Others express pessimism that the financial spigotswill
ever beturned on, at least at any timein their professional lives. As

| want to make sure that the public
interest gets into the institution, and |
don'’t trust pure market forces.




another president said, “there is declining support from states
everywhere, and | don't see it turning around.”

3. Academics versus Legidlators on the Need for Greater
Flexibility and Autonomy

How well positioned is higher education to meet these competitive
challenges? We found a deep division between university presidents
and state legislators on the question of whether universities need to be
more flexible and autonomousin order to respond to competition.
Indeed, even the way these two groups describe the problem is so
different that it is hard to imagine they are talking about the same thing.

Many of our legislators acknowledged that some higher education
institutions are responding well to new challenges and devel oping
innovative entrepreneurial programs, while still remaining faithful to
their public mission. Community collegestended to get high marksfrom
many legidators. But the legislators we interviewed were strongly
critical of other institutions, especially some of the four-year
institutions. Asour legislators perceive the situation, many four-year
institutions are highly conservative and resistant to any kind of change
at all. They were constantly telling us anecdotes about university
intransigence. Here are a few comments:

The public higher education system wantsto continueto livein
the world of the past, and hope that at least their campus will
not be part of the changes going on around it.

Every school comes up and saysif | had 25 million | could do
this great program. | ask them, “If the program is so gredt, is
there nothing that you could cut to pay for it?” They never
have an answer to that one.

If you think it is hard to create a program, try to close one
down.

They will fight tooth and nail against instituting some change,
but then when you want to undo that change, they will fight
just as hard to keep it.

The university presidents did not accept this premise at all. Several of
the presidents defended academic resistance to change as a virtue, and
argued that legislators are frequently trying to impose quick fixes so
they can have something to show at election time.

It istrue that our lag time is substantial by standards of other
elements of society. Legislators work with avery quick time
horizon; they hardly look beyond the next election. And the
business community is more agile than we are. Our individual
innovators are wonderfully creative, but asinstitutionswe
change slowly. You need to ask yourself if that is good or bad;

Indeed, even the way these two
groups describe the problem is so
different that it is hard to imagine
they are talking about the same
thing.

Community colleges tended to get
high marks from many legislators.
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we don't just blow with every wind. We filter out alot of the
irrelevant pressures and respond to secular changes.

A quick response is often a bad response. Does anyone think
we don't have the best higher education system in the world?
Part of it is the decision-making process that we have. | know
it can be frustrating as well.

The academic presidents, for their part, had their own war stories
about over-regul ation and micromanagement from state government.
Some of our presidents argued that higher education’slack of flexibility
was hot the fault of public colleges and universities but should be
blamed on government interference and mismanagement. Several
presidents remarked that they wanted to compete more vigorously and
make their institutions more flexible, but that they were prevented from
doing so by their state governments. Here are some typical remarks:

If the rules of the world are marketplace and competition, let
meat it, and | will whip them all. But what | am hearingis,
“You have to play by one set of rules; others have different
rules.” For example, | am not permitted to offer programsin
our biggest city. Thereis only one university in the country that
is not permitted to offer programs there, and that is our own
state university. All of the privates and everyone else can get
in there. It is an urban area where there is a market for
programs that would support our other programs. University of
Phoenix wouldn’'t even be there if we were in the mix.

We would be willing to take alower state appropriation and
have more ability to attract students and private gifts, rather
than continue this ridiculous system. | could grow my
institution, but thereisno incentiveto do that, since all the
money that would come in would go back to the state. | would
get no more money to hire faculty or to expand facilities. How
isthat incentivizing meto improve?

We are so inextricably tied to the other state functions that if
you pull usout, it causes them to go crazy. | said, for example,
let me take my university out of the state health plan. | knew |
could write amuch better plan for my own institution. The
legislature told me, “no way; you are paying for al of the
smaller agencies. We can’t run without you in the pool.”

Several of our presidents complained vehemently about the amount of
time and energy that is consumed dealing with state government in
basically unproductive reporting and oversight:

| was spending athird of my time as an administrative officer
writing reports. It is al about escalating demands. We are
constantly dealing with whatever isthe question of theweek in
the eyes of the state legidature. The system heads respond to

We would be willing to take a lower
state appropriation and have more
ability to attract students and private
gifts.




that problem, and then the staff spends weeks writing reports
that no one reads.

| look at the number of dollars and the countless hours that are
spent at the commission on higher education. You sit through

two days of meetings, of which maybe one half-hour isdirectly _ _

applicable. Look at the amount of money and time and full Their concern...is that more autonomy
FTEs positions spent on accountability issues. I’d liketo seeif | for higher education should be

that resource could be redirected into delivery of educational coupled to greater accountability.
services.

For their part, however, many of the legislators we interviewed took a
completely opposite perspective. On the one hand, they denied that the
universities|acked sufficient autonomy to meet competitive challenges.
Indeed, somelegidators said they felt that if universitieswere given
more autonomy, they would only use it to resist change and to preserve
the status quo:

Theassumption isthat right now they don’t haveflexibility, but
| think they havethat flexibility.

Thereisalot of money available for universitiesto create
programs for industry. The reason they don't do these thingsis
not because of the legislature, but because they can’t get it
through their faculty.

Many states have already made moves to substantially deregulate
higher education, and some of the state legislators we interviewed had
supported these measures. On the other hand, some of the legislators
we interviewed were clearly concerned that the pendulum might swing
too far in the direction of deregulation. Their concern, which we heard
inavariety of ways, isthat more autonomy for higher education should
be coupled to greater accountability. These legislators were clearly
frustrated by current systems of accountability, which, in many cases,
did not give them away to know what universitieswere really doing.

I am not overly impressed with the board of regents; their
mottois“I’'mjust agirl who can't say no.” Every time
someone comes up with something, they approveit.

In our state, the board of regents meets four times every year.
The criticism of the central administratorsisthat they
manipul ate these peopl e to their own ends. They don't give
them the information until they actually get to the meeting, and
they ask them to vote on it immediately. The universities do
everything they can to get past what little accountability there
is.
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My first concern isthis: what do you do if apresident really
screws up? There have to be some consequences. If you give
them freedom, there also hasto be away to sort it out if they
screw up, without punishing the school and the state.

We are the stewards of the people's money, and we have to
make sure that it is spent for the good of the people.

When considering the idea of extending greater autonomy to
universitieswithout al so attaching greater accountability, one of our
legidlative respondents physically grabbed the microphoneand said into
it, “No, no, no.” He wanted, as he told us, to make sure that we
understood hisposition.

4. Controversy about Assessment and Accountability

The controversy between legidators and academics also rolls over into
a debate about outcome assessment for higher education. Many
experts and accrediting agencies in higher education are now arguing
that colleges and universities should be assessed by measuring learning
outcomes, not by thetraditional input measures (how bigisthelibrary,
how many Ph.D.s on the faculty, etc.). This approach made alot of
sense to some of the legislators we talked to, since it seemed to
provide some of the accountability that they feel ismissing currently.
Severa of the legidlators wanted to see much better assessment
mechanisms that would actually measure how well the universities
were doing in producing the desired outcomes.

We have a good system of higher education, but we don't
know what we want from it. What | want is a clearly
articulated plan where we can define the outputs and then
measure how we are doing. At that point we can incentivize
the universities for performance.

| like the idea of an assessment culture.

We stressed assessments in K-12. We publish the results for
every school down to the grade level, so you can track what
teachers are doing as far as added value. | will tell you this: the
schoolsreact to it and it drives discussion in the community.

One of our legidlative respondents reacted negatively to the complaint
made by higher education that outcome assessment would encourage
colleges and universitiesto focus al of their energy on “teaching to the
test.”

What is fallacious about teaching to the test? When | was a
teacher, | assumed that if | have covered the material in the
course, | had taught to the test.




Disagreement within the higher education community. The whole
field of outcome assessment is highly controversial among the
academics we interviewed. There were some, from all sectors, who
were enthusiastic about a shift away from measuring inputs toward a
focus on student learning and outcomes. The community colleges
seemed to be most active in this area and, as one community college
president pointed out, the state legislature had been appreciative of
community college efforts in assessment in contrast to the perceived
recal citrance of the four-year institutions. Even the community college
presidents admitted, however, that the changes were being
implemented only dowly and partialy.

Other academics, however, were much more skeptical about the whole
concept of outcome assessment. We saw the most resistance among
some of the presidents of four-year institutions. Several said that while
outcome measures made sense in theory, they did not see any practical
way to implement such measuresin many of their units. A few of the
presidentstold us (confidentially) that they defended outcome
assessmentsin public but, in actual practice, gave low priority to efforts
to actually implement them. Their comments give the flavor of thislack
of support for assessing outcomes:

My enthusiasm for outcome assessment diminished when one
accrediting agency came to our campus and reviewed one of
our professional schools. They learned that we had a 100%
pass rate of the board exams in that field, nonethel ess they
came up with alist of things we had to do better, most of
which were expensive—it had very little to do with the
outcomes.

Itisnot politically correct to say this, but | think we spend far
too much time talking about outcome assessment and worrying
about it. Our graduate education system is the envy of the
world and no one questions the outcomes of our graduate
education process. Why isthat? It is built on amodel that
works: the faculty-student mentor-mentee. The evidence for
its successis all around us. | would rather focus on ensuring
that the educational institutions have the characteristics which
make it more likely a student will learn what we are trying to
teach them.

A lot of the assessment efforts are counterproductive to the
objective of learning. Thereis such a desire to measure, that it
isbeing pushed down to the level of the quantifiable—whichis
almost antithetical to the concept of learning. | see these
accrediting bodies come in and talk about outcomes. On a
theoretical level | agree with them, but what they are actually
measuring is so simple and silly that | want to tell them they
ought to go to atrade school, rather than to an institution like
ours.

As one community college president
pointed out, the state legislature had
been appreciative of community
college efforts in assessment in
contrast to the perceived recalcitrance
of the four-year institutions.

A few of the presidents told us
(confidentially) that they defended
outcome assessments in public but, in
actual practice, gave low priority to
efforts to actually implement them.

| think we spend far too much time
talking about outcome assessment and
worrying about it.
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Thisisnot one of thethings | get up in the morning and worry
about. Thereis no way to ultimately measure outcomes. The
best thing would be to hire Arthur Andersen and let them
demonstrate that we are achieving our outcomes, and have
everyone leave us alone. The major measure for the
professional schools is whether your graduates are sought

after. We have used NSSE for awhile, and

we find that it is an immensely helpful
tool for us in understanding what we
are trying to do. . . . But if there is any
movement to make the results public
information, we will pull out of it.

We also asked our respondents how they felt about the National
Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). These surveys do not
measure educational outcomes as such, but they do provide dataon
student perceptions that can be used to track institutional progress and
to compare oneinstitution to another. Generally the legislators thought

this approach had someinteresting possibilities. Reaction among the
academics was mixed. Some were totally opposed to using this kind of
dataat al. Asone faculty member said:

| can't take off my social science hat. It is very hard to predict
behavior from a self-report test. That is one problem our field
has struggled with for 50 years, and | am reluctant to bet on a
measure like this, unless or until it is has been validated.

Significantly, other academic presidents said that their institutionswere
using NSSE and they found it very helpful as away of assessing their
own internal efforts. But at the same time, they were vigorously
opposed to publicizing the results and having the tests used as away
for consumers (or legislators) to compare institutions. One president
explainedit thisway:

We have used NSSE for awhile, and we find that it isan
immensely helpful tool for usin understanding what we are
trying to do. . . . But if there is any movement to make the
results publicinformation, wewill pull out of it. Thenitwill just
be another ranking system and it will be useless. Now we are
using it for all of theright reasons. It would be aterribleideato
make these surveys public. Then U.S. News & World Report
will use it as one more way to rank us.

Mixed message for faculty members. Many of the faculty members
said they felt an inconsistency from their own administrations. While
they heard administrators talk about outcomes such as student learning,
in reality the emphasis seemed to be on publication. It is hardly
surprising that faculty seem confused, since more than a few of the
presidents admitted they were not completely candid about their own
views of outcome assessment. The faculty remarks reflect this
ambivaence:

We have a president who says the right things but it doesn’t
tranglate through the provost and the deans down to where you
live. It doesn’t matter what the president says, you livein your




department; if your department doesn’'t value it, you are dead
in the water.

We havelost alot of top level administrators. All of them have
gotten their next job by increasing things other than student
learning. They don't get those jobs by what they have done for
student learning, but on their accomplishmentsin fostering
research productivity or funding. So thereis no reason for
them to hold our feet to thefire.

At research universities teaching doesn’t get the attention that
it deserves, for example, in a promotion and tenure committee.
All they care about is how much did you publish, how much
research money did you bring in—that is what counts for
tenure and raises. At the state university, the way you get
funded is by the number of students, not by how many go onto
become CEQOs or go to graduate schools; thereis nothing in
those formul as about teaching quality. Thereislittleinside the
university about good teaching. The person who getsthe raise
isthe one who brings in the most indirect money.

Increasingly, the model ispublication. It isdoing adisserviceto
stress teaching to our faculty if they are not going to get
promoted on the basis of good teaching. | have to be areadlist.

| have some junior faculty in my department. They aren’t
going to get tenureif they do four pieces on the scholarship of
teaching and only one scholarly research article. It is not that
the department won't support them, but the college will shoot
them down.

So far, in other words, the legidators and academics we interviewed
seemed to be at somewhat of a stalemate. Many of the university and
college presidents said they wanted more autonomy so that they could
be more competitive. The legislators are reluctant to grant additional
autonomy without some measure of accountability. While the
legislators talk about assessments, some of the presidents are dragging
their feet. Meanwhile, the faculty is confused and frustrated by the
mixed messages that bombard them.

5. Competition for the Best Sudents

Another area where the competition is heating up is the effort of more
prestigious colleges and universitiesto attract stronger students.
Legidlators, for their part, are eager to keep their best studentsin the
state, and also to attract out-of-state students to come into the state
(and bring their dollars with them). Some of these issues surfaced
when we discussed the topic of need-based versus merit-based
financial aid.

There is no question that the amount of merit aid has increased
dramatically in the last few years. Need-based aid has clearly fallen

We have lost a lot of top level
administrators. All of them have
gotten their next job by increasing
things other than student learning.

It is doing a disservice to stress
teaching to our faculty if they are not
going to get promoted on the basis of
good teaching.

Many of the university and college
presidents said they wanted more
autonomy so that they could be more
competitive. The legislators are
reluctant to grant additional
autonomy without some measure of
accountability.
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behind in its ability to cover the costs of college, and much of the slack
has been taken up by student loans. As one of our educators reminded
us, a Pell grant used to pay for most of the average cost of a state
education. It now pays for only afraction of that cost.

Some of our legidators and academics are highly critical of this shift,
and argue that the trend toward merit aid is nothing more than a ploy to
buy middle-class votes. In the eyes of these critics, merit aidisa
politically driven middle-class entitlement that siphons away funding
from those who really need it. Here are a few of the remarks we
heard:

The current class of people who aspire to statewide office are
persuaded by their consultants that merit aid isa political
sdlling point.

How can a state justify giving a student who wantsto go to a
private school $9,600 of state aid? That same aid would pay
for many poor students.

I have seen the portion of need-based aid go down. Some of
our marginal students don’t want to take loans, so they work
more, which gives them less time to study, which creates a
Catch-22 for them. Something here has to stop; otherwise we
are cutting off awhole segment of the population.

In the K-12 schools, we call the gifted and talented program,
“middle-classtitlel.” It isaway to give extramoney to some
Kids just because you want to give them extra money. It isthe
same concept with merit aid in higher education.

The shift is under the rubric that the middle classis hurting.

We have a model where we reward people who are already
achieving because they can afford to, as opposed to helping
people who could achieveif they got some help.

Our legislators were quick to admit that these programs are politically
popular, but they also defended their support for some merit programs.
Several legidators argued that supporting merit aid gave them space to
al so support other programs for the disadvantaged.

Sometimes we can't get amajority to support this until we
have a merit element. We see the need for this need-based aid
but to get the support we may have to include merit as well.

It hasto do with the legidature; you have to get support, and
that iswhat they call politics. So | think having abit of a
balance in order to get public support is not the end of the
world. We have to play the game alittle bit.

Something here has to stop;
otherwise we are cutting off a whole
segment of the population.

We have to play the game a little bit.
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Some of the legislators also stressed the need for merit aid as away to
prevent talented students from moving to other states. Asthe
legislators seeit, students who go to college in a different state are
much more likely not to return to their home state. One strategy for
playing this gameisto offer merit aid to talented students. Here are
commentsby legislators:

| think there is atremendous fear on the part of legislators of
brain drain. We have taken countermeasures to try to prevent
it.

When my son graduated from high school, twenty of the top
thirty studentsin his class went out of state. All had merit
scholarshipsto placeslike Yale, Harvard, and Michigan. If the
system in your state isincome-based, the kids who graduate at
the top will go out of state, since they can get merit
somewhere else.

While many of the academics saw the unfairnessin taking money
away from those in need, they also saw the relation of merit aid
programs to academic prestige and status. One president spoke
warmly of the positiveimpact on his campus:

The trend to award merit scholarships has certainly raised the
public perception of the quality of the university, and that isa
good thing.

A faculty member, highly critical of merit aid, connected it to a broader
competitiveness between universities:

Thedriver for merit aid is the same as that pushing our
institutions to be in a higher tier than we already are (if we are
in tier three we want to bein tier two). We are all being
evaluated by some journalist somewhere who then publishes a
ranking list. Everyone saysit is aterrible measure and then
sayslook how wedid. . . . The administration is under
enormous pressure to make our student body |ook good
compared to other ingtitutions. . . . But those who understand
our traditional mission get furious when they see money taken
from general teaching and put into the honors program.

6. Disadvantaged Students Left Behind

While the high-end colleges are competing for the best students, what
happens to the students at the other end of the spectrum? Many of our
respondents felt that while all of the attention was being devoted to
scrambling for academically gifted students and for profitable
programs, more disadvantaged students were being lost in the shuffle.
Traditionally, these students are served by community colleges and by
regional four-year institutions. One community college president said:

But those who understand our
traditional mission get furious when
they see money taken from general
teaching and put into the honors
program.

Many of our respondents felt that
while all of the attention was being
devoted to scrambling for
academically gifted students and for
profitable programs, more
disadvantaged students were being
lost in the shuffle.
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So many of the students we serve are poor. Those who are
seen as competitors aren't interested in the poor, because it
bringstoo many burdens.

The president of aregional four-year university said amost exactly the
samething:

| don’t see the other providers rushing in to serve low-income
students. These students are a target market for us because of
our mission as public institutions, but they aren’t arevenue
generator.

Several of our respondents felt that the traditional providers of
education for the disadvantaged were themselves being pushed to seek
new, more profitable markets. Some of the four-year institutions are
becoming more selective, leaving more of the disadvantaged students
to the community colleges. One president of afour-year institution said:

The strength of the community college system isthat it does
provide apoint of access, but among many policy thinkersthe
assumption is, the two-year collegeswill do all of the work and
the four-year collegeswill be more selective. Community
colleges can be a point of access, but as four-year schools
become more selective, the difference can also increase the
stratification.

And even the community colleges are feeling pressure to serve
different groups of students. One former community college president
described the change this way:

Fifteen years ago, there was a focus on transfer in community
colleges. Our major role was to get people to go to afour-year
college. What | see now is atremendous refocusing by public
policy leaders to make community colleges aworkforce
development tool. This doesn’t necessarily even mean an
associate degree, but it isreally an interest in workforce
development. That is where the money and support are. | think
itisadangeroustrend that will contribute to the growth of the
underclass and the further stratification of society.

Thosewho are familiar with the situation in community collegesand
some of theregional universities stress the difficulty in educating these
students. The complaints are much the same that one would hear from
the principals of inner city K-12 schools. Poorly prepared students, high
transience, and inadequate language skills are only afew of the
difficulties. Here are some sample remarks from community college
presidents:

Open access is who we are and what we believe in; the issue
is achievement and attainment, but | think about how [much]
farther we could take peopleif they really had arigorous high

Those who are seen as competitors
aren't interested in the poor, because
it brings too many burdens.

But among many policy thinkers the
assumption is, the two-year colleges
will do all of the work and the four-year
colleges will be more selective.

Open access is who we are and
what we believe in; the issue is
achievement and attainment.




school background. So many of our students are not even
reading at the fifth-grade level, and what is even more amazing
is how many of them we actually can take through the system.
We aren’t just a second chance, but redly afirst chance.

Language of originisahbig problem. We have 104 different
languages, and that really puts pressure on freshman English
classes. We need to find a new pedagogy.

Distance education is not the solution. Some observers have seen
distance education as one way to help reach disadvantaged students.
Our respondents felt that whatever promises distance education held
out, it was unlikely to provide a solution to the problem of access.

Retention rates in general education courses for distance
learning are terrible, duein part to the fact that the legislature Our respondents felt that whatever
and the public are more interested in undergraduate education. promises distance education held out,

ngher education hasto do notjust with knowl edge but with it was unlikely to provide a solution to
student devel opment, and that is done best in aninstitutional the problem of access.
setting.

The mythisthat thiswill allow usto reach more people for
less money; actually it takes much moretime. As afaculty
member teaching DL (distancelearning), | haveto limit the
number of students | have; | can’t teach 35 students.

We go with the data, with the idea that alarge number of
disadvantaged students need additional academic support.
How do you teach a basic English class online to someone
who, in thefirst place, has problems with text-driven
information? And how do you provide the support they might
need? How do you work with the learning disabled student? In
many culturesit is high contact that works. Are we resources for educating them, and put
segmenting our market into those who are linear, autonomous all of your resources into edu,cating
learners and those who can't take advantage of what's there? the best of the best?

So why do you take the hardest to
reach and most distressed people in
the system and provide the least

Lack of funding for disadvantaged students. There is clearly an
irony in the fact that the institutions charged with teaching the most
difficult students also receive theleast funding. Onelegislator said it
thisway:

So why do you take the hardest to reach and most distressed
peoplein the system and provide the least resources for
educating them, and put all of your resourcesinto educating
the best of the best? It is not just the financial resources, but
also the attention.

One of the community college presidents pointed out that her institution
received less money than either K-12 or the four-year college:
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K-12 gets $6,500 per year to prepare a student. When those
students show up at my doorstep in the community college, |
have to provide them with three years of math, reading, and
writing. | get funded at the level of $4,000. Maybe we need to
look at adifferent funding model, if the collegeisproviding the
education that the students never got. If we have to make up
for that deficiency, maybe we should get paid what they get
paid.

Need for a new model. The problems we have just discussed are
serious enough in their own right. As some of the educators tell the
story, however, these problems stem from a more fundamental
conceptual issue. Asthey seeit, our society approaches questions
about higher education from atraditional standpoint that doesn’t apply
to the experience of many disadvantaged students or the institutions
they attend. Many leaders went to college right after high school and
attended full time for four years. Indeed, many of their children are
following the same pattern. Today, however, thismodel fitsonly a
minority of the students actually enrolled in higher education. Despite
thischange, our thinking about higher educationisstill preoccupied with
the traditional approach, even though it no longer matches new
demographic realities. Some of the community college presidents
expressed it thisway:

The structure of higher education was modeled around what |
aways called “the Princeton undergraduate model” of a
traditional student who goesto college for four years. But our
student demographics have changed dramatically and so has
the way we need to think about students, especially their
mobility. All of the wayswe deliver education are modeled on
an obsol ete paradigm.

For example, al the news stories are all written about the best
of the best. Serving disadvantaged students has to come to the
top of the policy agenda. It has to become a priority, and we
are along way from getting there.

One president pointed out that most of the financial aid models are not
adeguate for part-time students:

Part-time students are our bread and butter, yet we still don't
have a decent model for funding them, so we sgueeze many
students out of the pipeline who may be right on the edge of
being able to support themselves.

Concepts such as outcome assessment are also predicated on a more
traditional model, as several of our presidents pointed out:

When you look at outcome assessment, at best we would
assess only asmall part of our population, those who were
there for the entire process. If you look at al of the students

Serving disadvantaged students has
to come to the top of the policy
agenda.




enrolled, there are someten million community college , ,
students, but only 4.5% of those get a degree each year. It Higher education does not yet have
isn't really helpful to evaluate graduates, but we don't wantto | @ model for how to absorb and

say that because it sounds like heresy, and we aren’t heretics, | @ccommodate [the third tidal wavel,
especially in the light of growing

These ideas about outcome assessment are important, but they competition.

suggest aclimate and asize of ingtitution that isirrelevant to

what | am talking about. How do | get 7,000 students to start
to think about portfolio development when half of them can't
speak English?

Years ago Clark Kerr predicted that higher education has absorbed
two recent “tidal waves’ of students. The first group was the returning
G.l.s after World War 11, and the second was their children, the baby
boomerswho flooded higher education beginning inthe sixties. Kerr,
and many others, also predicted athird wave, whichisjust hitting
higher education now. This group, however, will have amuch heavier
representation of minority memberswho will also be seeking to use
higher education as a gateway to the middle class. The hypothesis that
isemerging from our research isthat higher education does not yet
have a model for how to absorb and accommadate this group,
especially inthelight of growing competition.




N
»

AFTERWORD

evious Public Agenda studies have documented avirtual unanimity among academic, legidative, and business
|eadersthat the United States hasthefinest higher education sysemin theworld. For their part, collegesand universities
have basked intheglow of that leadership position for anumber of years, and legidatorshave often taken great pridein their
locd indtitutions.  Yet the interviews we conducted for this study with academic presidents, faculty members, and seate
legidators reved a growing awareness of anew set of chalenges to American higher education’s preeminence. Asthee
leederstell the story, America's higher education system (especidly the public inditutions) is beginning to wrestle with the
implicationsof anumber of dramaticaly changing circumstances.

Aswe have seen, legidators and educators anticipate the convergence of three powerful trends. The firgt isagrowing
grainongatefunding, suchthat higher educationwill increasingly bepitted againg other gateinditutionssuch asK-12 andthe
corrections system for limited public resources. The second is growing competition within higher education, both from
traditiond inditutionsand fromtheemergenceof new providers epecidly thefor-prafit educationd indtitutions. Thefind trend
isadraméticinflux of young peoplewhowill beseeking higher educationinthedecadesto come. Thispopulationwill bemore
racidly and ethnicaly diversethan previousgenerationsof students, andwill requireavariety of different kindsof support from
theindtitutionsthey attend, such asadditiond financia ad or remediationto makeupthedeficitsof inadequate K -12 education.

Any oneof thesethreetrendswoul d beasignificant chdlengeby itsdf, but their joint confluenceraiseseven moreserious
questions. Thefear —shared by many of our participantsin oneway or another —isthat collegeswill be caught between new
demandsandinadequiateresources, and that the public goodstraditionaly provided by higher educationwill bethevictim.

The research dso reveds astrained rdationship between academics and the legidators who oversee higher education.
Many of the college and university presidents we interviewed were struggling to find some locus for accountability—some
culprit regpongiblefor bringing higher educationto such apass. Someexpressed ahope, dmost nogtagicaly that thecountry as
awholewould riseup cdling for amassivereinvestment of public money in higher education. And others pondered whether
the problem after dl waan't afailure of good public r ations- theneed to remind legid atorsand the public of thevadueof our
system of higher education asanationa resource.  While the legidators are dso concerned about the problem, our report
suggeststhet they often fault higher education—especialy thefour yeer indtitutions—for their d uggishnessin respondingto new
conditions and for their resistance to change and innovation. Thus while the new conditions will require an even closer
partnership between educatorsandlegidators, at themoment there ationship seemsfragileand testy, sometimes characterized
by mistrust and miscommunication.

Public Agenda sfounder, socid scientist Danid Yankelovich haswritten extensively about an evolutionary processthat
individua sprogressthrough asthey engagewith complex issues. Hedescribesit asajourney that beginswith awvarenessof an
exiging problem, then moves on to awrestling with aternative solutions, ultimately to reach some consensud resolution.
Leadersinterviewed for this sudy are & the sart of the journey. They are acutdy aware that a problem exists and they are
beginning to seeitsurgency. But, thereislittleevidenceto datethat theacademic community and their legid ative partnershave
begun to form a dear regponse to the convergence of these chalenges. Indeed, our interviewees exhibited some of the
characteridicsthat dl groups display when they arejust beginning to face the hard work of confronting real choices.

Legidatorsand academic leaders might want to think about the story of hedlth care reform in Americaas an example of
what can happen whenkey playersare dow to acknowledgethe need for reform and permit “ others’ todo thereforming. It's
pretty dear that absent salf-reform, thetraditiond decision making role that had been enjoyed by physicians hasbeen taken
over by “other” inditutions, such astheinsurance companies. The key participantsin higher education would dowell to teke
responsibility for developing and discussng some creetive choices- choicesthat correspond to their valuesand their notions
about the best solutionsin avery changed set of circumstances. The didoguewon't be easy, for al participantswill need to
confront somered trade-offsand conflicts Reformwill come, however, withther involvement or not, aschangewill bedriven
by the unremitting demand for more, and more effective, higher education by anew generation of Americans seeking to use

higher educeation astheir entryway to the American dream.

Deborah Wadsworth
President, Public Agenda




PARTICIPANTS

Danied Asquino
President, Mt. Wachusett Community College
M assachusetts

Robert M. Berdahl
Chancdlor, Univerdty of Cdifornia, Berkeley

Danid Bernstein
Professor, University of Nebraska-Lincoln

CharlesCarter
Professor, Seton Hall University, New Jersey

Mary SueColeman
President, University of lowa

Soott Cowen
President, Tulane University, Louisiana

Howard Crawford
Chair, Education Committeg, Vermont House of
Representatives

Philip Day, Jr.
Chancellor, City College of San Francisco, Cdifornia

WilhelminaDelco
Adjunct Professor
Community College L eadership Program, Texas

JaimeDiaz
Professor, University of Washington

John Doyle
ViceChair, Committeeon Finance
West VirginiaHouse of Delegates

Philip L. Dubois
President, University of Wyoming

Ray Duch
Professor, Mid-South Community College, Arkansas

JamesFries
Interim President, New Mexico Highlands University

Everett Fros
Professor Emeritus/President Emeritus
Eastern New Mexico University

Jay Gogue
President, New Mexico State University

VirginiaGonzales
Professor, Northampton Community College, Pennsylvania

John Haeger
President, NorthernArizonaUniversity

LyleHillyard
Revenue and Taxation Committee, Utah Senate

Glenn Jones
Professor, Texas Tech University

KethKing
ViceChair, Education Committee
Colorado House of Representatives

William Kirwan
President, Ohio State University

Matthew Kisber
Chair, Finance Ways & Means Committee
Tennessee House of Representatives

DavidKnapp
President Emeritus, University of Massachusetts

JeanneKohl-Welles
Chair, Higher Education, Washington Senate

Peter Likins
President, University of Arizona

Albert Lorenzo
President, Macomb Community College, Michigan

JoeMay
President, Community Collegesof Colorado

Byron M cClenney
President, Kingshorough Community College, New York

Richard M cCormick
President, University of Washington

Margaret McKenna
President, Ledey University, Massachusetts




N
(o]

Gail Mdlow
President, LaGuardiaCommunity College, New York

Rick Miera
Chair, Educeation Committee
New Mexico House of Representatives

C.D.Mate, Jr.
President, University of Maryland

Alan Olson
Education Committee
Montana House of Representatives

GregPorter
Chair, Education Committee, IndianaGenerd Assembly

CharlesRuch
President, Boise State University, Idaho

Alice Seagren
Education Policy Committee
Minnesota House of Representatives

Mack Shelley
Professor, lowa State University

KatherineSoan
President, Massachusetts College of Art

Steve Stall
Education Committee, Missouri Senate

Ed Sullivan
Chair, Committee on Higher Education, New York State
Assembly

Ralph Tanner
Chair, Education Committee, K ansas House of
Representatives

DianeTroyer
President, Cy-Fair Community Collegeof Texas

Donald Wharton
President, Plymouth State College

BelleWhedan
President, Northern VirginiaCommunity College

Ronald Williams
President, Prince George's Community College
Maryland




|29\

RELATED PUBLICATIONS: FROM THE FUTURES PROJECT

Saving Higher Education’s Soul

Frank Newman. Universities and colleges, both public and private, have held a privileged position because
of their focus on the needs of society. Today this special status is endangered as higher education focuses
on revenue generation and attracting the best students, and as for-profits enter the fray. Thisarticle
delvesinto the dangers that are facing higher education as the system becomes more market oriented.
Newman, Frank, “ Saving Higher Education’s Soul,” Change, September/October 2000: 17-23.

The New Competitive Arena: Market Forces Invade the Academy

Frank Newman and Lara Couturier. There are over 659 for—profit degree granting universities and
colleges, over 2000 corporate universities, and Cisco, Microsoft, and other I T certificate providers have
awarded closeto 2.4 million certificatesto 1.6 million people. This Futures Project report looks at how
market forces are pushing higher education towards greater competition. The report offers alook at how
to develop new policies that build on these new pressures to create an effective and thoughtful market-
oriented system of higher education.

Availableat: http://www.futuresproject.org/publications/publications.html

Higher Education in the Digital Rapids

Frank Newman and Jamie E. Scurry. Modules, cyber-tutors, online biology and poetry labs, virtual
surgery, and campus educational technology centers are arriving. This Futures Project report explores
why we believe the greatest impact of digital technologieswill be on pedagogy—not onlinelearning. And,
in fact what you will see over timeisablending of the two. Examples of how digital technologies are
transforming and enhancing teaching and learning are offered.

Availableat: http://www.futuresproject.org/publications/publications.html

Trading the Public Good in Higher Education

Frank Newman and Lara Couturier. Why are market forces gaining power in higher education—and
what should be done? How do we channel these forces in ways that benefit society and serve the
greater public? Here the idea of compacts with the public are first offered. Newman, Frank and Lara
Couturier, “Trading Public Good in Higher Education,” The Observatory on Borderless Higher
Education, January 2002.

Availableat: http://www.futuresproject.org/publications/publications.html.

New England’'s Higher Education Reputation is in Jeopardy

Frank Newman and Jamie E. Scurry. The graduation rate for low-income studentsis 7%, New England
institutionsrank at or near the bottom in accessibility for low and median income dependent students, and
thereisahigh level of hubrisamong New England institutions. This article explores four areas where
policy change is needed: Autonomy for more accountability, broader access and success for an ever-
expanding share of the population, responsibility for student learning, and improving New England’s share
of research. http://www.futuresproj ect.org/publications/publications.html
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RELATED PUBLICATIONS: FROM PUBLIC AGENDA

When It’s Your Own Child: A Report on Special Education from the Families Who Use It

Jean Johnson and Ann Duffett with Steve Farkas and Leslie Wilson. The first comprehensive research study
on the views of parents with special needs children enrolled in public school. The findings address concerns
about whether the right children are receiving the right services. Funded by the Annie E. Casey Foundation,
the Thomas B. Fordham Foundation and the 21% Century Schools Project at the Progressive Policy Institute.
2002. 34 pp. $10 ISBN #1-889483-76-1

Reality Check 2002

Jean Johnson and Ann Duffett. The drive to raise academic standards in public school s enjoys wide bipartisan
support and all 50 states now employ testing to some degree. Thisfifth annual Reality Check, ajoint
endeavor of Public Agenda and Education Week, finds that the standards movement continues to attract
widespread support among teachers and parents, and public school students nationwide appear to be adjusting
comfortably to the new status quo. And for the fifth year in arow, the survey reports troubling data from
college professors and employersregarding the skills and diligence of youngstersin their classrooms and
workplaces. A summary of Reality Check 2002 findingsis available at www.publicagenda.org, in addition to
the four previous editions.

Trying to Stay Ahead of the Game: Superintendents and Principals Talk about School L eadership
Steve Farkas, Jean Johnson, Ann Duffett and Tony Foleno, with Patrick Foley. Policymakers and educators
will discover useful and surprising insights on what most school |eaders nationwide say standsin the way of
their providing vision and leadership—even in the most troubled schools. The survey also reveals what these
administrators have to say about issues of tenure, “unfunded” mandates and other critical concernsand is
especialy timely as school leaders face increased pressure to raise academic standards and as some
education experts predict a shortage of top school administrators over the next few years. 2001. 50 pp. $10.
ISBN 1-889483-74-5

A Sense of Calling: Who Teaches and Why

Steve Farkas, Jean Johnson and Tony Foleno, with Ann Duffett and Patrick Foley. At atime of intense
concern over the quality of the teaching force, this study shows that individuals entering the profession are
admirably dedicated to their craft. Nonetheless, they, as well as the school administrators who supervise
them, find fault with the curriculum in place at the nation’s teaching colleges. 2000. 52 pages. $10. ISBN 1-
889483-63-X

Great Expectations: How the Public and Parents — White, African American, and Hispanic — View
Higher Education

John Immerwahr with Tony Foleno. A report on the intense desire of all Americans to advance themselves
economically through higher education. State-specific reports are availablefor thefollowing states: California,
Colorado, Florida, Illinois, New York, and Pennsylvania. 2000. 52pp. For copiesvisit
www.highereducation.org or call 202-822-6720.
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Doing Comparatively Well: Why the Public Loves Higher Education and Criticizes K-12

John Immerwahr. Study of how the American public views higher education as* Teflon coated,” immune
from many critiques, while primary and secondary institutions appear to be, “Velcro coated,” absorbing
every criticism. 1999. 26 pp. For copiesvisit www.highereducation.org or call 408-271-2699.

Taking Responsibility: Leaders Expectations of Higher Education

John Immerwahr. A survey of 601 deans, professors, government officials and business leaders to
assess the strengths, weakness and overall quality of modern higher education. 1999. 40 pp. For
copies visit www.highereducation.org or call 408-271-2699.

The Price of Admission: The Growing Importance of Higher Education

John Immerwahr. This study explores Americans' views on the importance of higher education, its
cost and Americans' access to it. Prepared for the National Center for Public Policy. 1998. 17 pp.
For copies visit www.highereducation.org or call 408-271-2699.

Different Drummers. How Teachers of Teachers View Public Education

Steve Farkas and Jean Johnson. This is the first comprehensive survey of the views of education
professors from U.S. colleges and universities. Their attitudes toward core curriculum, testing,
standards and teacher education programs are examined. 1997. 40pp. $10 ISBN 1-889483-47-8

Add $2 for first book, $.50 for each additional book, for shipping and handling. To order with a major
credit card, call (212) 686-6610 during business hours or fax the publications order form printed out from
www.publicagenda.org. Checks may be sent to Public Agenda, Attn.: Publications, 6 East 39th Street,
New York, NY 10016.

Online
Public Agenda Online (www.publicagenda.org) has Web versions and press releases of these studies as
well asin-depth information on 20 public policy issues.
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ABOUT THE FUTURES PROJECT: POLICY FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN A CHANGING WORLD

The Futures Project is a higher education think tank based at Brown University’s A. Alfred Taubman Center for
Public Policy and American Ingtitutions. The Futures Project researches domestic and international trendsin
higher education, analyzes the impact of these changes, and develops policy optionsto help lawmakers and
academic leaders respond to the new competitive higher education environment in the United States. In
addition the Futures Project publishes numerous research and policy papers on national and global trendsin
higher education. The project was founded in 1999 by Frank Newman, former president of the Education
Commission of the States and president emeritus of the University of Rhode Island.

Brown University

Box 1977

Providence, RI 02912

Telephone: (401) 863-9582, Fax (401) 863-2452

Website: www.futuresproject.org, E-mail: futures _project@brown.edu

ABOUT PUBLIC AGENDA

Founded in 1975 by social scientist and author Daniel Yankelovich and former U.S. Secretary of State Cyrus
Vance, Public Agendaworksto help the nation’s leaders better understand the public’s point of view and to help
average citizens better understand critical policy issues. Our in-depth research on how citizens think about
policy formsthe basisfor extensive citizen education work. Our citizen education materials, used by the National
Issues Forums and media outlets across the country, have won praise for their credibility and fairness from
elected officialsfrom both political parties and from experts and decision-makers across the political spectrum.
Our Web site, Public Agenda Online, provides comprehensive information on awide range of public opinion and
public policy issues. Over the past 10 years, Public Agenda has examined awide variety of educational topics
including student achievement, academic standards, curriculum, safety and discipline, integration, accountability,
school choice, parental involvement, bilingual education and the status of the teaching profession, among others.
During this time, we have looked closely at the views of the general public, parents, teachers, students,
superintendents, principals, employersand college professors, along with those of key subgroups such aswhite,
African American, Hispanic and foreign-born parents.

6 East 39th Street, New York, NY 10016
Telephone: (212) 686-6610, Fax: (212) 889-3461
Email: info@publicagenda.org

Web site: http://www.publicagenda.org






