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THE STATE OF AMERICAN HIGHER EDUCATION:
WHAT ARE PARENTS, STUDENTS, AND TAXPAYERS

GETTING FOR THEIR MONEY?

TUESDAY, MAY 13, 2003
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 2:05 p.m., in Room 2175, Rayburn House Office
Building, Hon. John A. Boehner [chairman of the committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Boehner, Hoekstra, McKeon, Castle, Johnson, Ehlers, Keller,
Carter, Burns, Kildee, Andrews, Hinojosa, McCarthy, Tierney, Holt, Grijalva, Majette, Van Hollen,
and Bishop.

Staff Present: Kevin Frank, Professional Staff Member; Alexa Marrero, Press Secretary;
Alison Ream, Professional Staff Member; Deborah L. Samantar, Committee Clerk/Intern
Coordinator; Kathleen Smith, Professional Staff Member; Charles Barone, Minority Deputy Staff
Director; Ellynne Bannon, Minority Legislative Associate/Education; Ricardo Martinez, Minority
Legislative Associate/Education; Alex Nock, Minority Legislative Associate/Education; and Joe
Novotny, Minority Staff Assistant/Education.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN JOHN BOEHNER, COMMITTEE
ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.

Chairman Boehner. The Committee on Education and the Workforce will come to order. We are
holding this hearing today to hear testimony on the "State of American Higher Education: What
are Parents, Students, and Taxpayers Getting for their Money?

Under committee rule 12(b), opening statements are limited to the chairman and ranking
member. If other members have statements, they will be included in the hearing record. And with
that, I ask unanimous consent for the hearing record to remain open for 14 days to allow member
statements and other extraneous material referenced during today's hearing to be submitted for the
official record. Without objection, so ordered.



Let me welcome our witnesses here today and thank them for taking time to come before
the committee and continue the discussion about the higher education reauthorization and its four
guiding tenets: accessibility, accountability, affordability, and quality.

We began the conversation about the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act in the
107th Congress. We sent a request for proposals to the postsecondary education community and
received hundreds of proposals, which are currently under review. While the process will take time
to complete, this hearing will serve as a kick-start to an important dialogue. It is clear that for
nearly 40 years, the Higher Education Act has been the vehicle that has opened doors of
postsecondary education opportunity to all Americans. However, reauthorization should not be a
rubber-stamp process. We need to be open-minded and leave the old territorial issues at the door.
So this reauthorization should be a time to move outside of our own comfort zone and ensure that
the best policy is enacted.

This Congress and this administration have made a firm commitment to education.
Currently, according to the College Board, the federal government provides over 70 percent of
direct aid to postsecondary education students, amounting to nearly $65 billion annually. However,
I am most interested in learning more about what institutions can and should be doing to assure the
American people that their investment in higher education as a student, a parent, or a taxpayer is
one that will produce results and assist with lifelong career pursuits.

Accountability is the hub of the higher education wheel. Previously mentioned tenets,
accessibility, affordability, and quality are the spokes that keep the wheel in motion. Before we
move the reauthorization legislative vehicles through the House, I want to explore how
postsecondary institutions are accountable to students, parents, and taxpayers. I am aware that
institutions report volumes of data to the federal government and others, but I guess the question I
am asking myself: Does that reporting provide valuable accountability? Moreover is the data
reported the right data, is it enough data, is it too little data or far too much data?

And I have learned in some States, public colleges and universities require their students to
take basic skills assessments before, during, and after their degree program. Assessment results
provide the higher education system, the State and policymakers, students and families, with
tangible results about the quality of the education provided. These results help families make
important decisions about their investment in postsecondary education. In many instances these
assessment results also help States make performance-based funding decisions about the public
institutions. And I am interested in hearing about the opinions of the witnesses here today on the
value of this type of assessment.

The increasing costs of postsecondary education dictate that institutions provide some
degree of outcome results to the American people. The College Board reports that the average
tuition at a 4-year public institution is now over $4,000, an increase of 9.6 percent over last year.
An average tuition at private colleges and universities is over $18,000, an increase of 5.8 percent
over last year's average. These increases exceed the rise in the Consumer Price Index by 8.4
percent and 4.7 percent respectively. Tuition fees began to grow much more rapidly than the
Consumer Price Index beginning in the early 1980s, and these increases really haven't slowed



down. The intense rising costs of postsecondary education concerns me.

Many parties invest their resources in postsecondary education. Federal government, State
governments, students, parents, taxpayers and employers, and obviously many parties have a stake
in higher education as graduates appropriately fuel our nation's economy. How, then, can
institutions provide all of the stakeholders with an assurance that the investment made in
postsecondary education will be returned to them in the form of a strong, viable, and educated
workforce? Our panelists can discuss this issue with us today.

And, finally, it is clear to me that all of these issues are closely connected. What is the
federal role in ensuring access, affordability, and quality? As Mr. Pat Callan, President of the
National Center of Public Policy and Higher Education stated during last month's meeting of the
Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance, “A solution where institutions of higher
education take no responsibility is not a viable. Postsecondary education cannot take the view that
they can raise their prices until they are able to pay for what they need, and then rely on the federal
government to step in and provide enough funding for every student to attend.”

Therefore, it is important that we proceed in the reauthorization process with a broad
discussion of these crucial tenets: accessibility, accountability, affordability and quality. And I am
looking forward to the testimony of our witnesses so that we may identify specific strategies and
proposals about these key issues.

Let me now yield to our Ranking Member of the Subcommittee on 21* Century
Competitiveness, my good friend from Michigan, Mr. Kildee.

WRITTEN OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN JOHN BOEHNER, COMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
WASHINGTON, DC. — SEE APPENDIX A

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE DALE KILDEE,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. Kildee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to join you and Chairman McKeon at today's
hearing on higher education. Having led efforts on this side of the aisle in the last reauthorization, I
am looking forward to strengthening our nation's higher education programs. Today's hearings will
provide us with very valuable insight as we develop what I hope will be a bipartisan agenda for
reauthorization.

Mr. McKeon and I wrote a very good bill in 1998. We enjoyed both the bill and the process
involved with putting that bill together. Federal student aid through loans or need-based grants
have become an essential component of ensuring access to higher education. We must have
student loans at interest rates that do not cloud the future of our students. Without this, many of
them would be unable to finance their college education. Without need-based grant programs, such



as Pell grants, many of our most disadvantaged students would never benefit from a postsecondary
education.

We also need a strong focus on early intervention to ensure disadvantaged and first-
generation students realize college is an achievable goal.

All of these issues raise the importance of access. Discussion over accountability,
accreditation, and grant aid to institutions are meaningless if we cannot ensure that everyone who
achieves and has the desire can indeed go to college.

Access to a postsecondary education shall remain our most important goal during this
reauthorization. I can go back to my own case. My mother and father raised five children. My
dad had to make a decision. He decided he could afford to send one of his children to college, and
for some reason he chose me. I have told my siblings I don't think I was the smartest one but he
chose me, and it is a terrible decision when all of my siblings certainly would have qualified for
college, save for one fact. Financially, my parents were unable to pay for all of us to go to college
in those days. So access is a very, very important issue.

Unfortunately, too many of our students accrue crippling amounts of debt once they leave
college. And Pell grants have lost the buying power they once had. So this leaves students with
little recourse but to borrow to finance their education. Students are really mortgaging their future
by going to college before they ever have the opportunity to acquire a mortgage for a home.

As a part of this reauthorization, we need to ensure that students have manageable debt
levels when they graduate or leave school and have favorable consolidation and repayment options.

Part of any discussion on loan debt brings us to the issue of college costs. College costs are
becoming an increasingly critical issue for students and their access to postsecondary education.
As a committee we must discover the root causes of these increases. We must also provide
assistance and direction on how to ensure a college education remains affordable. Part of this
solution may be to encourage cooperative agreements between universities for purchasing and
services and ensuring the federal government provides sufficient need-based aid. And finally, we
must make sure that States are keeping their commitment to higher education, even in these lean
budget times.

The State of Michigan and, I am sure, the State of Texas have financial difficulties
financing higher education now and that places an additional burden upon the students because that
generally means tuition increases. We should not, however, rush to find solutions that may have
the unintended consequences of hurting students. Placing restrictions on which university students
can attend due to increases in tuition freezes out students who depend on Pell grants and student
loans. In addition, such a proposal would have the negative consequence of driving those students
into the marketplace for private loans with less favorable rates.

Lastly, I believe we need to be careful as we consider proposals for increased accountability
in higher education. We need to examine what we demand of colleges and universities both on
their performance of their students and the quality of life on college campuses. We need to do this



before we demand additional information. We should be striving to give consumers access to
information that can help them make a decision what school is best for them or for their family or
for their financial resources. We must also ensure that the system is providing students with the
knowledge and skills they need to enter college rather than relying on remedial courses.

Mr. Chairman, I want to close by thanking you for having these witnesses here today and look
forward to the testimony.

Chairman Boehner. Thank you, Mr. Kildee.

We will introduce our witnesses. And to introduce our first witness, let me recognize the
gentleman from Texas, Mr. Carter, who will introduce Mr. Miller.

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for this opportunity to introduce a man who
has given a great deal of time and effort throughout his life to the improvement of education at the
secondary and postsecondary level.

Mr. Charles Miller is the chairman of the University of Texas Board of Regents. Mr. Miller
was appointed to the board by our then Governor George W. Bush in 1999, and was named
chairman in 2001. Professionally he is the chairman of Meridian National Inc., a private family
investment partnership based in Houston, Texas. Mr. Miller is an expert in the areas of monetary
affairs and their effects on securities markets. He is also involved in promoting the vital
relationship between business and postsecondary education. Mr. Miller is a former chairman of the
Texas Educational Economic Policy Center, the Governor's Select Committee on Public Education,
and the Capital Formation Committee of the Governor's Task Force on Texas Business
Development and Job Creation.

Additionally, Mr. Miller is a leader in the effort to develop accountability standards for
public schools in our State of Texas, and those efforts contributed significantly towards the
education reform legislation Texas Governor George W. Bush signed in the 1990s. That Texas
framework led to dramatic improvements in K-through-12 education performance in Texas and
became the foundation of 2001's No Child Left Behind Act. It is my honor to introduce Mr.
Charles Miller.

Chairman Boehner. Mr. Miller, we are glad you are here today. Let me introduce the rest of the
witnesses and then we will begin.

Our second witness is Dr. Mary Ellen Duncan. She is the president of Howard Community
College in Columbia, Maryland. In cooperation with the members of the board of trustees of the
community college, she formed the Commission on the Future of Howard Community College to
explore how the institution can meet the educational needs and interests of her region. Welcome.

And our third is Dr. Frank Newman. He is the director of the Futures Project, a higher
education think tank based at Brown University in Providence, Rhode Island. He serves as a



visiting professor at Brown and at the Teachers College at Colombia University. He previously
served as president of the Education Commission of the States, a national nonprofit, nonpartisan
organization that helps governors, legislators, and other State education leaders develop and
implement policies that improve education.

In addition, Dr. Newman served as president of the University of Rhode Island for some
nine years. We welcome you, doctor.

Before the witnesses begin, I would like to remind the members that we will be asking
questions after the entire panel gives their testimony. And under the committee rule, each of you
has five minutes to present your testimony. Your written testimony can be submitted in full. And
as long as you are anywhere close to five minutes will be nice.

Chairman Boehner. With that, Mr. Miller, you may begin.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES MILLER, CHAIRMAN, UNIVERSITY OF
TEXAS SYSTEM BOARD OF REGENTS, HOUSTON, TEXAS

Mr. Charles Miller. Thank you for the invitation. I am chairman of the Board of Regents at the
University of Texas System, its nine academic institutions and six medical institutions, about 35
percent of the 4-year academic students in the State of Texas, and the major part of academic
medicine and a major part of the health care system of Texas. I have been on the board of regents
for a number of years, and during that time I focused on education and accountability both in public
school where we can do the work from the higher education system and now in higher education
accountability.

Because I have been involved in that for a good part of the last 15 years in Texas, education
accountability at the public school level, it was natural for me to do that at the higher education
level also. There is a certain amount of accountability built into the higher education system today
with professional fields; engineering, accounting, law and medicine have some very structured
accountability processes. The accreditation process has some form of accountabilities inherently
contained in it also. However, there is a great opportunity for this accreditation process to enhance
accountability and it would be productive for the signal to come from the federal government.
There is also a significant amount of information that the chairman said that is reporting on broad
institutional performance within institutional State and federal structures. However, this
information is rarely reported, used by policymakers. It lacks uniformity. It is inadequate in some
aspects. It requires no feedback or reaction from the institution and their policymakers. And it is
so voluminous so as to swamp the system, making it meaningless, yet allowing institutions to say
we are making a huge amount of information available.

So in higher education, there exist some forms of accountability. However, they rarely
address directly the public policy agenda, teaching and learning, research effectiveness, community
service, or to answer the question posed by this committee: What are parents, students, and



taxpayers, what are they getting for their money?

When it comes to learning, the academy falls short on measuring it, even in the most
fundamental parts of the curriculum, reading and writing, fundamental mathematics, basic sciences
or social sciences or in preparation for work, post-graduation. There is clearly great inflation,
softening of the curriculum. A piece of paper, a degree, has become less significant as a measure
of learning. Even achieving better graduation rates, which we all admit is an important goal, tend
to encourage lowering of academic standards. Academia is highly resistant to using standardized
tests to measure student learning, even those tests that are widely used for admission to the
Academy graduate programs.

In the University of Texas System, we are undertaking a pilot assessment project, which
will include testing of general academic knowledge and skills in writing, math, reading, and critical
thinking. Ultimately we do this assessment at all nine of our academic institutions. We can expect
great reluctance from the academy about measuring student learning.

I have some reasons and some arguments that I will make. I will skip those and be
delighted to tell you some of those and you will hear more, I am sure. I am not recommending a
national curriculum. However, some standardization of the process in measuring student learning,

especially in the freshman and sophomore years, could be encouraged by policymakers and should
be.

I have three recommendations I would like to make very quickly:

Applying national leadership to focus on a policy-driven, accountability-oriented data set to
include public and private institutions; no commissions, no studies. This is more of a ready, fire,
aim approach. We need to get something on the table to say this is the data set and then debate
whether it is the right data set and how to use it and so on. Otherwise we could extend this
discussion indefinitely.

We could establish a national competitive grant program and test a strategic policy-oriented
framework to measure student learning at the undergraduate level, using one or two cross-academic
institutions. It could do that by getting individual institutions or consortium to bid for grants.

And, third, integrating results-oriented accountability measures in the accreditation process
would be very, very helpful.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today and

I will be glad to try to answer questions. Thank you.

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF CHARLES MILLER, CHAIRMAN, UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS
SYSTEM BOARD OF REGENTS, HOUSTON, TEXAS - SEE APPENDIX B

Chairman Boehner. Dr. Duncan, you may begin.



STATEMENT OF DR. MARY ELLEN DUNCAN, PRESIDENT, HOWARD
COMMUNITY COLLEGE, COLUMBIA, MARYLAND

Ms. Duncan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee. My name is Mary Ellen
Allen Duncan and I am president of Howard Community College in Columbia, Maryland. I am
representing the American Association of Community Colleges, which has as members virtually all
the country's 2-year public regionally accredited institutions of higher education. The work of this
committee has a substantial impact on college students and prospective college students. For
millions of Americans, the federal student aid programs crafted by this committee have meant the
difference between economic success and failure.

The fundamental goal of the Higher Education Act is to ensure that a lack of resources does
not prevent a single qualified individual from attending college. This goal should continue to guide
the work of the committee. Congress should take pride in the fact that federal student aid has
opened the doors of college to so many. In 1973 when the Pell grant program was first
implemented, the college continuation rate was 47 percent. By 2001, the rate had jumped to 62
percent. Nearly 5 million students receive Pell grants each year and another 6 million receive
loans. Federal student aid represents the bulk of all available student aid and higher education
would be immensely inferior without it. However, the job is not yet done. The unfortunate reality
is that more affluent students still attend and persist in college at much higher rates than financially
disadvantaged individuals.

The American system of higher education is a huge success story. The economic and
productivity gains that it fosters have helped to make our economy the worlds largest and kept it
competitive. Higher education is our sixth largest net export. Community colleges are proud of
their role in providing thousands of highly skilled individuals each year in nursing, information
technology, first responders, and in many other areas.

The economic benefits of higher education translate into more than $750,000 in increased
lifetime earnings for those who possess only a baccalaureate's degree compared to those compared
to those who have just a high school diploma, and 335,000 for those who have an associate's
degree.

College remains by far the best investment most people will ever make. This committee is
rightly focused on college affordability as rising tuition generates huge worries as well as practical
financing challenges. However, college remains affordable. Average community college tuition
fees are now $1,735, while the average public college tuition and fees are about $4,081. Nearly 80
percent of the nation's students at nonprofit colleges attend these schools. Private colleges provide
enormous amounts of institutional aid to enable a broad spectrum of students to attend. The total 4-
year cost of tuition and fees at a 4-year public college is just about two-thirds the average cost of a
new automobile.

Community colleges do everything within their power to keep tuition as low as possible.
Low tuition enables access. Access is the centerpiece of our mission. Last fall, in the midst of
extraordinary budget cuts that have continued, community college tuitions rose by an average of
7.9 percent. Over the previous 6 years, however, they increased by an average of just 2.2 percent.



The recent spike was a direct byproduct of reductions in State and local funding. In many places,
the increases were undertaken only after budget reducing steps were taken, such as widespread
layoffs, hiring freezes, reduced program offerings, larger classes, deferred computer, library, and
infrastructure expenditures.

I don't like to say it, but we expect tuition increases to be just as high or higher this fall
because community college State and local funding is in a free-fall. Still, students get a great
bargain at community colleges. On average, tuitions represent only 19 percent of community
college overall revenues, while State funding supplies more than twice that amount.

For many of us, this is also a time when our enrollments are higher than ever. Please be
assured that the increased student aid funding does not cause higher tuitions. For example,
between 1995 and 1996 and 2000 and 2001 academic years the Pell grant maximum increased by
$1,410, and for that our students thank you. And also during this time, the HOPE scholarship tax
credit of $1,500 came on line. Over the same period, community college tuitions and fees rose by
just $278. It would never occur to us to raise tuition because need-based student aid has risen.
Rather, the aid increases bolsters access to our colleges as enrollments have surged nationwide.

I realize that my time is up, so in the questioning I will talk about accountability. I am sure
that will come up.

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF DR. MARY ELLEN DUNCAN, PRESIDENT, HOWARD
COMMUNITY COLLEGE, COLUMBIA, MARYLAND — SEE APPENDIX C

Chairman Boehner. Thank you, Dr. Duncan.

Dr Newman.

STATEMENT OF DR. FRANK NEWMAN, DIRECTOR, THE FUTURES
PROJECT, BROWN UNIVERSITY, PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND

Mr. Newman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members. The Futures Project that, as you know, I
have been heading, has been focused on the transition that is underway in higher education, as it
becomes a much more complex and market-oriented system. And we have been looking at it not
only in the United States but also across the globe, and one thing about it, the tough questions you
are raising are being raised right across the globe. Country after country, we see the same issues
and questions coming up. While it is true and I would argue that higher education has not been
aggressive enough in responding to these questions as yet, compared to the rest of the world,
American higher education looks good.

If you think American universities are recalcitrant, try German, for example. As it is, the
universities and colleges are coming under a great deal more scrutiny partly because higher
education has become so central to society, not only to the community and to the States in terms of
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workforce and civic preparation, but to individuals as a ticket in participating in the good life, the
middle class; but it has also become more costly.

And a series of flaws have become much more evident and I will quickly name them. We
are concerned about the outcomes that have come up here before. Are students learning what they
need to learn? And there is now more and more evidence that yes, in general; but there are some
major holes in what is going on in math and science and other issues that need attention.

Secondly, the institutions have been focused on taking the responsibility for learning. And I
would say the answer is we tend to blame failures of learning on the student rather than taking
responsibilities ourselves. The completion rates that Dr. Duncan mentioned are an important issue.
Overall completion rates aren't anywhere near good enough. But the completion rates for low-
income students are truly an issue that needs to be addressed. Something on the order of 8 percent
of students in the lowest quintile ends up getting degrees within about 10 years.

And then, finally, costs. And costs continue to rise principally because we have simply not
devoted the energy and attention to these issues. Are these issues possible to resolve? The answer
to each of them is absolutely. We have workable answers for each of these. It is not a question of
whether we can figure out how to improve retention and graduation rates and the academic
achievement of students, even the lowest-income students. There are institutions out there doing it
very effectively at the moment. The same is true with learner outcomes. The problem is getting
around to doing something about them. What can be done?

The first thing important to recognize is there is a fundamental change going on at the State
level. States are increasingly working with their institutions, negotiating with their institutions to
move them much more toward a market, much more toward autonomy, but at the same time
negotiating with them to create much more exact and discrete measures of responsibility and
accountability. And this is happening right across the globe, and it is happening in every country
we have been looking at, but it is happening more and more in States. The States are looking
toward the kind of market forces coming in as a vehicle for encouraging some of the changes for
which you are concerned.

For example, if the regulations that have been in place so far haven't been effective in
getting institutions to focus on costs, can the market pressure do that? Given that the States are
engaged in such a process and that the system is becoming much more sort of a supermarket of a
variety of institutions, public, private, for-profit, virtual institutions, all competing increasingly in
this circumstance, what can the federal government do? First of all, it ought to recognize that the
States have that responsibility of solving the structural questions of higher education.

I would argue the State could do three principal things: One is better information. Mr.
Miller has already touched on that. But I think it is evident that markets work best when good
information is there, and this is a place where we have a huge need for better information. And I
agree it is not more information, it is better information, it is reliable information, it is meaningful
information, and it is regular availability of it. Learner outcomes are the principal issue there.
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The second thing is learning to use competitive grants. The federal government's huge
success story in higher education is the funding of academic research. We did not have a
leadership position in academic research until after World War II when the federal government
began federally funded peer review competitive grants. We vaulted from the back of the pack to
the front of the pack and we have been at the front of the pack ever since, and it works. That
principle of using competitive grants in the other two major areas is something that deserves
exploration.

And finally, we need to focus, as the federal government always has, on the less advantaged
students. And that is several things. It is not student aid alone; that is essential, but it is not
enough. Students need more than access. They need support as they get into the process and as
they go through the process. And all of these, I think, are doable, but I think it is an urgent matter
to get at them. Thank you.

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF DR. FRANK NEWMAN, DIRECTOR, THE FUTURES
PROJECT, BROWN UNIVERSITY, PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND - SEE APPENDIX D

Chairman Boehner. We thank all of our witnesses for their excellent testimony and thank them
for really focusing in on the point that we are trying to get at in this hearing. Many of us in this
room got ourselves a college degree through all types of means. Members heard me say I am one
of 12 children in my family, and my dad owned a bar. Going to college was never an issue; [ mean
it was never discussed. And somehow along the way I decided I was going to go to college some
way, shape, or form, and I struggled through many different ways and finally got there. But I have
always said no child should have to go through what I went through, and I am sure what many of
you went through, in order to seek a higher education.

Before I get into the questions, there are really several big points that we have talked about.
Accessibility. That is clearly what the federal government has done best in terms of what we do in
the Higher Education Act. But our concern is that with these rising costs, tuition, fees and other
support programs, that | feel like the more we do, the further we are falling behind. And if we are
going to continue to be successful in the one goal of providing more access, how do we do it? How
do we continue to do that in the face of ever-rising costs of tuition and fees? And I guess I will
start with you, Mr. Miller.

Mr. Charles Miller. I believe that affordability is one of the key current questions. I think unless
we resolve that, we are heading for a train wreck in plain terms. Accessibility, affordability, and
accountability are all integrated. You can't have a productive institution or one, which will correct
itself or change itself like we are trying to do with public education if there aren't any measures of
how it is performing.

Higher education, in order to learn to produce better results or more productivity or more
efficiency or applications or technology, has to have some ways to measure how well we are doing.
There aren't any broad regular or accepted measures today, and there is a resistance to do that.
Affordability in a system, which is highly subsidized, becomes something like an entitlement,
which we have, in public education. We have also had it in medicine. This looks a little bit like
medicine. It is regulated; it is subsidized. There is not a lot of transparency or accountability. So
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it is very hard to correct it. And we tend to do it just the way we have done it in the past: talk
about it, and then continue to do it.

So I think what the federal government could do to help transform it would be to get some
accountability and reporting data measures of learning in the system to help it correct itself. I am
not recommending federal regulation or formal intervention, but something about the way we fund
it tends to make it more of an entitlement: Give people more money and then go off and do it again
the same way.

I think we are past that time and we can't do that with a subsidized regulation,
unaccountable, entitlement type program.

Chairman Boehner. Dr. Duncan, before you respond, I certainly understand the issues facing
public institutions in the economic crisis that many of the States, virtually all of the States are in,
but I just wanted to get that on the record.

Ms. Duncan. I appreciate that a great deal because certainly right now in Maryland, for instance,
the State support levels are going to be back in the 1998 levels in terms of support per student. So I
think affordability often fluctuates because of State support and institutions at our State support. It
is an area that is discretionary money in terms of State budgets. It isn't an entitlement in the sense
that you can count on that money from year to year. If there are difficulties in State budgets that is
the one area that governors can make cuts. So higher education is often the first place to cut in
difficult times. I think if you were to look at the relationship between tuition and State support, you
will see exactly the relationship.

On the other issue of accountability, I think this is something that community colleges and
all colleges in higher education should embrace because obviously it only improves us to know
more about what we do. There are levels already in States. The Higher Education Commission,
for instance, in Maryland has State indicators we must report on and they are always being refined.

Additionally, let us take nursing. All students in the nursing program, whether in 2-year or
4-year schools, take a licensing exam at the State. And the 2-year nurses do just as well. And so
we have a very clear measure.

There are lots of third-party evaluations in the technologies, for instance, third-party
vendors that do evaluations. So there are lots of measures. And of course programs differ from
institution to institution.

But I think this idea of funding research should extend to faculty whose job is teaching and
the research is focused on learning outcomes for that faculty. I think, that is, that the idea of a grant
to permit faculty in community colleges to be supported to conduct that kind of research would be
very positive. We have that going on in our institution now. We fund it because we think it is very
important that faculty do test to see whether or not there are different methods that achieve
different results. So instructional research is a different kind of research, one that has never been
paid attention to, but one very useful in getting at this issue of accountability.



13

Chairman Boehner. Dr. Newman, as you answer the same question, you referred to one of the
goals would be the competitive grants, and you referred to the two other areas; if you could
elaborate on that.

Mr. Newman. In higher education it is customary to talk about three big areas of activity:
teaching and learning, research and scholarship, and service to the community, with that bringing
the fruits of the knowledge of the institution, for instance, community colleges do a tremendous
amount of help, such like corporate training. In the two other areas, teaching and learning and
service, we have had some experience with using competitive grants and they work beautifully.
The federal government is a much better place to do this than the States. In the States the money is
close enough to the institutions and the institutions are skilled enough so that what happens when
you get a good competitive grant program, for example, on improving the effectiveness of
teaching, the institutions have lobbied hard and have done this over and over again and get it turned
into formula funding. The federal government is far enough away, and see if this is a nice way to
say this and the Congress is remote enough.

Chairman Boehner. You don't have to be that polite.

Mr. Newman. Well, it is hard to get to you guys, and the competitive funding stays in place. And
in research we literally have the success of the world.

Chairman Boehner. Most of my colleagues wouldn't think we are that far removed from our
constituents.

Mr. Newman. Can I go back to your question on access, to make it a little more complex than
your question, if you don't mind? If you look back at the State of the State addresses this year, you
find that every governor said we need to improve access, have a bigger share of population get to
college, because we need it to build our economic development in our State. And that is a powerful
argument. The trouble is that the only way at the moment you can expand access is go deeper into
the pool. You can't get more rich kids or middle class kids going to college, because they are all
going. We have to get a bigger share of the population, meaning you move to less advantaged
students.

Right now, less advantaged students, over a third, when you get to the people coming in at
the bottom end of academic credentials, over a third drop out during their first year. Before we talk
about expanding access, we ought to talk about fixing the results of the access we have. And we
know how to do it, and we can do it, and unfortunately it takes some costs. It is not huge, but you
have to provide a different kind of support and really effective programs. But when you do it, you
can get graduation rates that are as high and education attainment that is as high as the average for
other students.

Chairman Boehner. Before I recognize Mr. Kildee, if you would be kind enough to submit some
additional testimony on helping those at the lower economic level better increase their chances of
staying in school, I would appreciate it.
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ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED BY DR. FRANK NEWMAN IN RESPONSE TO
CHAIRMAN BOEHNER’S REQUEST — SEE APPENDIX E

Chairman Boehner. And, Mr. Miller, you talked about a data set; and if you have some ideas on
what this data set that would be more appropriate than what we are doing now, I would appreciate
that.

Now I recognize my friend from Michigan, Mr. Kildee.

Mr. Kildee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The issue of college costs has received increasing
attention in recent years, and recently a proposal was announced that would prohibit students from
using their Title IV aid at institutions of higher education, where tuition has increased by twice the
rate of inflation. That was a proposal made informally a couple weeks ago that would effectively
bar students that need loans and aid from attending certain institutions because their tuition has
increased over twice the rate of inflation.

Let me start with you, Mr. Miller, and go down the row. Is this the proper area for the
federal government to get involved?

Mr. Charles Miller. Yes, sir, it is. I think there is a cost pressure problem. There are a couple of
reasons for it. One is that institutions themselves don't have much of a governor when it comes to
costs. They are not the normal kind of productive institutions. We do not necessarily want them to
be the same, say, as a business that cuts costs. So there aren't any ways to trigger that kind of
efficiency.

I think we could do some things that we are talking about in the way of producing
information that would help them make those changes or encourage it. If I were in the place of
spending money, I believe I wouldn't put any funds on the table or add any growth to any of these
programs without getting some of these sets of information and performance indicators in place.
And I would ask the community of academia to do that. Costs are not only tuition and fees. We
charge x number of dollars for tuition and fees and about 50 percent of that goes back to students in
financial aid. So even though we have a relatively low tuition and fee level, we already give back
half of the financial aid, and it is usually need-based. Some of it is merit-based. And then by the
time you add potential student loans of all kinds, including federal, it makes up the whole amount
of tuition and fees.

So for a student to come to the University of Texas, they pay no tuition and fees. We
subsidize them from many other sources. We are trying actually to broaden the sources. State
money does, research grants do, and private contributions, endowment earnings, and services we
give. So the better we can diversify, we feel, the better the system would be. But the real cost for
that student is the living cost and room and board and the time taken.

And there is a third cost that almost never gets in the equation, which is how long it takes to
do that. Ifthe State is paying 20- or 25,000 to educate the student, charging the student just a
fraction of that, but the student's earnings could be 25,000, the cost for that student to stay in school
another year for society is about $50,000. The real costs have to do with things other than tuition
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and fees. You are dealing with those in some of these programs, but unless we get deeper into the
cost structure and how these institutions operate, we won't really fix the affordability side.

And access is part of that. But, again, the best place to fix access; because we have a higher
portion of people in that demographic group, 18 to 24, going to universities now than we have ever
had. It has been growing gradually. That is part of what has been putting pressure in place. More
people want to go, more people are ready to go. It pays economically more to go. It is very clear
when we are in a weak economy, people are encouraged to stay in school longer and those put cost
pressures on the system. The best place for access is in K-through-12. If we prepare students for
college, and we are not always doing that as well as we should, they will get to the higher
education system. Then we have to be prepared to educate them. But we are not doing as well in
K-through-12 with access for the low-income students.

Mr. McKeon. [Presiding.] Ms. Duncan.

Ms. Duncan. On the subject of affordability, community colleges still have very low tuition and
still a small percentage of our overall costs. Generally speaking, one fifth of the cost is provided by
tuition.

On the subject of access and affordability, I think that, as you know, community colleges as
open admission institutions take the challenge seriously of trying to actually be sure that the
freshman student goes on to be a sophomore student, and that is certainly a costly challenge
because they may or may not come prepared as they should come.

Mr. Kildee. Let me try to get to the essence of my question. Is this a proper role for the federal
government to get involved? In other words, to say you cannot use your Pell grant, your student
loan, at a university where the increase in tuition has been twice the rate of inflation, is this proper
federal law?

Mr. Duncan. Not unless the federal government can control what the State does in terms of
providing funding. I mean, otherwise at Howard Community College, access would be cut off,
because I couldn't serve the students that needed to be served. If I didn't have any flexibility in
terms of how to raise revenue, if State and local entities aren't going to provide revenue, and yet
your mission is to serve the people in your community, your only option left is tuition.

Mr. Kildee. Mr. Chairman, could I ask Mr. Newman to comment.

Mr. McKeon. No. No.

Mr. Kildee. It was his proposal.

Mr. Duncan. And I do respect the Congressman's proposal and I love the intention in terms of
keeping costs affordable. And it is certainly part of something we would like to do most of all and

be sure we never raise tuition. If it were possible and if there were incentives to keep the States
from bailing out on us, we would love that, yes.
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Mr. Newman. Mr. Kildee, I appreciate the heads-up on that as to whose proposal it was. I think it
is a subject that is not completely out of bounds for the federal government, or I think it is the
wrong approach. I don't think it can work, at least not effectively, in the sense that the States are
already manipulating a whole set of variables around this. In some cases they are doing drastic
things to the basic support of the institution, which is forcing increases in tuition. In other cases,
they tried all kinds of regulatory approaches to try to control tuition increases. And the basic
answer is if you look back over the last 20 years is that they failed. They haven't worked. They
have sometimes stopped tuition increases for a period of time, but they have caused other problems
to appear elsewhere and eventually they get abandoned.

My own sense of getting costs under control is extremely important. It is absolutely
essential. We obviously can't continue to expand the numbers of people going to college if the
costs keep rising at rates of two or three times the rate of inflation, and, more importantly, at rates
that far exceed the growth in personal income. But I don't think this is the way. I think there are
other ways we are going to have to deal with it.

Does that mean I am finished testifying?
Mr. McKeon. No. Mr. Carter.

Mr. Carter. Mr. Miller, would you expand a little bit, and we talked a little bit at lunch about your
ideas about the accountability standards as they would reflect to the undergraduate student.

Mr. Charles Miller. I think there is a sense from the graduate students that they get the least
capable instructors. They are not sure that the foundation that they get to go to the higher level is
what they need. When they get into the workforce, there is a lot of evidence and surveys that the
business community is not satisfied with what has been taught. There are issues even about the
communications skills of the people who teach it.

I don't have any problem with any of the things that universities do, and I wish they would
do it any way they want, but there ought to be some measure of the learning experiences,
particularly at the freshman and sophomore level. What we teach in the first two years of college is
about as widely accepted as what we intend to do in the fourth grade. There ought to be some
encouragement by the federal government just to measure the learning experience of people in
those early years in college and at least some measure created by the Academy, and then over time
we can see what really measures.

It would be fairly simple to take tests, measure a freshman in certain subjects with tests that
are already created, measure what they learn in the first year and in the second year, and at least
know what that institution or that class or that academy was able to impart. It can be done
individually. It doesn't have to be a fixed amount for any institution. Anything like that would be a
better system than we have today, which is basically no transparency at all. We don't know what is
being taught and what is being learned. We trust an Academy that is under tremendous cost
pressure with very little oversight. Up to a certain point, that was okay, but the community at large
won't accept that. Over time with the cost pressures, it is going to be the Russian fruit store model.
We are going to keep the prices down, the quality will disappear, the lines will be long, and
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eventually there won't be any food.

And that is what is happening in higher education. We are pushing quality down by having
these cost pressures and we need to know what the quality is to decide how to deal with it. The
federal government should intervene with tuition aid and other spending, not intervene in the sense
of directing or regulating or controlling. To just ask the question: What is it that we are getting for
those dollars that can affect the behavior of the institutions getting the money or the students who
are going there? Why shouldn't it do that? I think if it doesn't do something about it, then there
won't be any other intervention in the cost side. What will happen over time is that we will have a
separation for the richer and higher-quality or elite schools over time, and we will get sort of a
dumbing-down of the rest of it because there will be some set of people that can pay anything at
any time. But if we keep pressure and we don't have some way to get the system more productive,
that system will deteriorate in quality over time, I think.

Mr. Carter. Dr. Duncan, presently, we hear more and more about students that come to colleges
and universities and have to start out by taking remedial classes. And I hear comments that the
remedial classes drive up the length of time you are going to be in school.

Is it possible for someone to start in school, taking almost remedial classes to get up to the
level where they should be to do college work, and maybe take one or two semesters before they
actually get to where they are doing college work? Do you have any comment on that system and
what we can do to improve that system?

Ms. Duncan. You are absolutely right that colleges, particularly community colleges, do test
students when they arrive to see what their skill levels are in English, math, and reading; and if they
have deficiencies and are not ready for college-level work, they could take one class or one
semester, or, just as you said, take two semesters, which happens in some cases.

There are complex reasons for that. In some cases they come directly unprepared from high
school. The college-level requirements are different, for instance, in math than the high school
requirements for graduation.

Because there is this gap between one set of requirements and another, students pay the
price by having to take additional work at the pre-college level. In community colleges, it is much
more complex, because people come back from being out for a long time and want to retool. And
so they see that as absolutely essential before they get back into college work to do math again or
to redo their English skills.

But we have done studies in Maryland to show that basically the investment made has made
it possible for so many more people to move through the system more efficiently that actually when
you look at it over time, the cost is not that great for the result that you get.

Ms. Duncan. If you were not to do that piece and just have students enter, obviously the success
rates would be much lower. So it is a way of ensuring that students are retained, and so I think it is
a pretty efficient system. And it is for the most part, for instance, in our college we use a great deal
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of technology to do that kind of instruction in both math and English.

We can move a lot of people very quickly through the system, very efficiently. And I think
it is probably one of the most cost-effective things that we do in the community college in terms of
ensuring success and retention. That investment up front, I think, pays off in the long run.

Mr. Carter. One of the things that we are concerned about, we all talked about dropout rates and
we have, especially in the people, the people who are having to use the greatest amount of public
resources, loans and so forth, and we have this high dropout rate in the first and second year which
results in these people left with a debt that they have accomplished nothing for. And that concerns
us.

We have; first off, it is a natural tendency to possibly default on it. You did not get
anything for your money. But, in addition, it seems that we have loaded them with a burden and
we have also possibly under financed the first two years of college, over financing the last two
years of college; and they have had to go to work or something else to make it through school and,
therefore, they did not make it through the first two years of college.

A proposal has been suggested in subcommittee that we might look at more heavily funding
the first two years and lightening up on the last two years, giving the incentive, as we had in law
school, which is, you will not work your first years of law school. If you do, you will be out of
school because we have learned that you cannot work and go to this law school.

A lot of the kids that are going to your schools have to work and take that student loan to
get through school. And some of them are doing a year of remedial before they get there. They
might have three years of debt and expense to get there. Would you like to comment on that?

Ms. Duncan. I think you make some very good points.

Mr. McKeon. [Presiding.] Can we get to the next one? The time is up. Then you can come back
to that.

Ms. McCarthy.

Mrs. McCarthy. Thank you. I want to go back to keeping the kids in school, and probably follow
up with a question that my colleague was asking. The majority of kids that are going to college are
working; whether it is part-time, full-time, they are working.

Certainly, the workload and going to college is extremely heavy. So, again, when we are
talking about especially minorities on working and maybe their skills are not terrific so they have,
in my opinion, two barriers because they are working, trying to do education, and there are only so
many hours in the day.

And obviously at the 6-month school, what are you going to do? You are going to try to
survive, so obviously you will go back to work full-time and maybe come back to college later.
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When I went to college I worked full-time, then had to drop out. Went back a year later. I
just spoke at a high school graduation. This woman took 28 years to graduate, God bless her, but
she did it and that was her goal.

But I think we should be look at the problem. Half of these kids are not prepared, and that
is our problem. And hopefully, you kept saying that we have solutions for this. Could you give us
some idea what those solutions are?

Mr. Newman. Yes. Let me just say I think a very important thing is that when one looks at
research on students working, and you are right, the majority of students are working at this point,
if they work under 20 hours a week, it seems to be manageable for most; the lowest-income
students, it is more of a problem. But still, there is a big difference between working, say, 10, 15
hours and working 40 hours.

Secondly, I think something, and I will give in response to the chairman's request, I will
send a list of the kinds of programs that we have been researching that work and make the attrition
rates drop way off.

But it does seem to me you have to recognize another thing. Even more important than the
question of work is the support structure that is there for the student. Students that feel that this is
important, that somebody cares, that somebody understands what they are doing, that somebody
asks them how it is going, someone helps coach them through the progress do enormously better.

So it is partly getting the financing under control, partly getting the work under control, but
most important of all it is providing a support structure for that student who is not particularly good
at it.

You do not need a support structure for students that are going to Harvard, Princeton and
Yale. They already know how to run the system. They are chosen because they are really good at
that one thing at Harvard, Princeton and Yale. At Brown, they are better rounded.

Mrs. McCarthy. Where did you graduate?
Mr. Newman. Well, Brown, it turns out.

Incidentally, I would also add something. We, of course, would like to see high schools and
elementary schools improve so much that students come much better prepared; and there has been
an enormous amount of work done by the States on trying to do this, and it has had positive, steady
improvement over long period of 20 years now.

But the fact is, for certainly the next decade and probably the next two decades, we are still
going to be struggling with that. So to solve this problem we have to do effective, efficient,
remedial education. We cannot ignore that.



20

Mrs. McCarthy. That goes back to teaching our teachers how to teach and also working from
kindergarten or Head Start to high school.

We are losing half of our students, not half of our students, but a large portion by junior
high. Junior high, we start losing our students. High school dropout rate is higher than ever. Some
of them do go back to work. And you can go into high school and see young people trying to get
their education at high school at night. They want an education.

Go into any jail. What do you guards say? Give us education for these kids.

So somehow we have dropped the bucket on that one. Hopefully, with Leave No Child
Behind, if we get the financing that we are supposed to, that would help us a great deal.

Thank you.
Chairman Boehner. [Presiding.] The chair recognizes the gentleman from Delaware, Mr. Castle.
Mr. Castle. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Not to beat a dead horse, I want to move along the same line of questioning and talk
directly about cost control at the college level. And all of you are exemplary leaders in the
college/university communities, and probably a lot of what I have to say does not apply to you.

There was a letter to the editor of Business Week concerning a gentleman who has kids at a
couple of highly regarded liberal arts colleges, like Brown. "I was appalled to see the
incompetence and complete lack of accountability or regard for the customer, the students and
those paying the bills, at these institutions. There is absolutely no interest in controlling costs or
other operational issues. Most people running these institutions wouldn't last five minutes in any
kind of competitive business."

Present company the exception, of course, but that is what one individual said.

According to the Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance, financial barriers
prevent 48 percent of college-qualified low-income high school grads from attending a 4-year
college and 22 percent from attending any college at all. And community colleges obviously do
better, and we know that.

The cost of college has dramatically outpaced the rate of increase in family incomes. 1
think it has outpaced the rate of increase of anything else in the country, including medical care, as
I recall, in the last 10-year period. Over the last two years, tuition rose by more than 10 percent in
16 States. In 1999 and 2000, 64 percent of students graduated with student loan debt and the
average student loan debt has doubled to $16,928, probably the debt of a lot of the people sitting in
the audience today.

Thirty-nine percent of student borrowers now graduate with unmanageable levels of debt.
Fifty-five percent of American student borrowers and 58 percent of Hispanic student borrowers



21

graduated with unmanageable debt burden. That is assuming that they graduate, and we know that
a lot of them do not even get there.

I just think that we have a tremendous problem. And I know there are a lot of moving parts,
and we at the federal government level with our loan programs and our Pell grants and the various
thing that we do, and the tax credit structures that we set up, have a part in this.

I know that the States have a part in this for the publicly funded institutions. And obviously
the States are struggling right now. So we are aware of all of that.

I am not one who believes that regulations are going to work. But I am not sure the will is
there. I am not. I have been working on this problem for a number of years now, and I am very
concerned. Some of you have expressed it, and if we put the three of you in charge, my sense is
that maybe the will would be there.

But I am talking about the broader will of everybody running colleges and universities,
including 2-year schools, across the United States of America. I frankly am very, very concerned
about those costs.

I think we have a tremendous problem in this country and I think we need to address it
sooner rather than later. I have said that for a long time, and it simply is not happening and the cost
of living keeps going up tremendously. And we are not educating the way we should in terms of
lower-income and particularly our minority populations.

I realize there are a lot of offsets. Many of the better schools, the better-endowed schools,
the Williams Colleges and those places can offset some of this. But for the most part, young
people are rolling up tremendous debt. If they go to graduate school, it is even worse. Most of
them can't afford to go to graduate school. That is a problem for America.

We really do need to address it. And we need to address it at the institutions that you
belong to and all of our colleges and universities in the country. I would be interested in your
comments on that direct part of it. You do not need to bring in the Federal Government and the
States. I know all about that. But what can we be doing to motivate the colleges to do better?

And I have looked at college after college. I have concluded it is a tremendous problem out
there.

You can go in any order that you want, but if someone is willing to take that, I would
appreciate it.

Mr. Charles Miller. Public education had some of the same problems. The institution couldn't
affect itself. Central bureaucracies regulated it, and it is highly subsidized or free; it is an
entitlement. The people who pay for it are not necessarily the ones who use it. The taxpayers who
pay for it are not necessarily the ones who have the children in school, although there is some of
that.
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Medicine is the same way. The people who use the system haven't been the ones who
necessarily paid for it because we had third-party payers and there wasn't any accountability
between the people who used it and the people who supplied it. And there were, in areas where
you could build costs into it, an infinite amount with technology or safer ways to do things, or
presumably, better ways to teach.

One of the ways we put a brake on that in public education was to turn loose the regulation,
at the State level particularly, and begin to ask those who were delivering the system to be held
accountable. Not the children but the people who delivered it: the schools and the system. That
began to create a force that made the system begin to correct itself. I think something like that is
going to have to be done in higher education probably in medicine, because you have some of the
same factors.

I will beat a dead horse. It is a highly subsidized area. So if the State is paying only 20 or
30 percent and the federal government a certain amount, the people using it.

Mr. Castle. But what about what the colleges are doing? What are you paying the football coach
at Texas? What are you paying the president at Texas? I don't know. These are the things that
concern me. What are we doing about those overall costs? I just do not hear anyone speaking to
that out there.

We have those problems in government. We have to control our costs. Manufacturing has
those problems. But colleges do not seem to recognize that as much.

Mr. Charles Miller. We had that, probably in both of those areas, in higher education.
Mr. Castle. Not to pick on Texas football.

Mr. Charles Miller. Actually we break even on that. And even in Texas it might be harder to
defend continuing what we do there.

At UT Austin they have a great program. They pay the coach large amount money, and it
supports itself. The chancellor of the University of Texas system gets paid a lot, but we get that
with private funds. The State only puts in 10 percent.

I am not defending that. I am not sure what accountability there is. I think there are
problems with that, because we can keep bidding each other up with that.

Mr. Castle. I would like to pursue that. Could I ask the other two to answer the question? I know
my time is up, but if Dr. Duncan and Dr. Newman could answer that question, I would appreciate
it.

Ms. Duncan. I have worked in three States, South Carolina, New York and Maryland, and I have
never done anything but worried about controlling costs, because there has never been any revenue.
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Mr. Castle. I came very close to excluding you from this because the community colleges have
done better.

Ms. Duncan. It is difficult to relate to this discussion. Most our faculty are adjuncts who are paid
on hourly rates, basically. They have no benefits. We have a lot of issues in terms of how we treat
our workforce even.

And I have 1,500 people who work at Howard Community College. Three hundred fifty
are the core workforce; all the rest are adjunct, are hourly people, and that is how we keep our costs
down. We control costs; we are experts at controlling costs.

Mr. Castle. I like that. I wish you could teach some of the others who are not controlling their
costs.

Ms. Duncan. And we do not have football.

Mr. Newman. I think the odds are very good that when you want to get organizations to examine
costs and to really get efficient about costs, which, is what you are talking about; you are not
talking about simply controlling costs, you are talking about doing things effectively and
efficiently. You want more learning but on an efficient basis.

There has to be a strong incentive within the organization to succeed at that, and regulation
does not get you a strong incentive to succeed. So it seems to me essential that we find ways to
force the institutions to be competitive in terms of cost.

We are now moving into a system where that is very much the case. We are seeing more
and more institutions competing. Sort of the quasi-monopolies that institutions used to have are
breaking down as the competition heats up. That is a good thing.

But there is a role for government, a very powerful role. Unless you structure the market
properly, the competition will do the reverse. For example, you mentioned athletics. Athletics are
the poster child of what goes wrong in the competitive world when there are not restrictions and
structures in the market.

What we have is a market that is out of control. We are paying college coaches a million
dollars, sometimes $2 million.

I was at a major university, and I wouldn't mention it by name because I don't think it is
appropriate, but it was the University of Nebraska. The man who picked me up at the airport was
talking about the economy had no construction under way in Nebraska. And I said wait a minute, [
just saw a whole bunch of construction cranes and he said, yeah, we are adding more luxury boxes
to the stadium, but we always do that.

We are out of control in athletics.
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Mr. Castle. Have you met Coach Osborne on this committee?
Go ahead.

Mr. Newman. We are going to have to have some controlled form of competitive effort to get
costs down. It will not, and by regulation, it has not worked in any other field and will not work in
this.

Mr. Castle. I agree with that, and I will yield back my time.
Chairman Boehner. The gentleman's time expired a long time ago.

The chair recognizes the gentleman from New York who knows a little bit about this
subject, former president of a college out on Long Island, Mr. Bishop.

Mr. Bishop. Thank you, Mr. chairman. This is a subject I won't say is dear to my heart, but it is a
subject that I know a fair amount about.

But I want to change the topic a little bit.

Mr. Miller, at the end of your written testimony, you talked about developing a national
accountability model for higher education and you outlined a set of measures that could be
included in this accountability model. My question to you is, how do you see that model
interacting with the existing models that are imposed by a great many State Departments of
education on higher education, including private education and with the regional accrediting
bodies?

Do you see the model as complementing those efforts or do you see the model as
supplanting the efforts of those groups?

Mr. Charles Miller. There are two accountability systems I was talking about, maybe three
counting accreditation. One is to measure student learning. I think that is something that
individual institutions or sets can adopt; and that, over time, would, because of competitive or
comparative reasons Americans like to do better and better than people they are compared to over
time that would be adopted, I think, wide consensus about what should be taught and what should
be learned in the first two years especially.

And I would like to see some encouragement of that from the federal government in some
form.

The other set of data is institutional performance data, and that gets into how we operate,
how productively, what we turn out, what we do, what time, how we use our money. There are a
whole set of data points I could give you.

I think we need to encourage the academy to come up with a really strong offering of what
that is, because I think said, perhaps, earlier we have so much data we are getting inundated with it.
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It is not effective and nobody can use it. It needs to be policy driven.

So whatever the data is needs to turn to the State leaders and the local leaders and you all
and say, this will help you make your decisions and help the institutions manage theirs. If it is not
connected to policymakers and has some feedback mechanism, it will get lost with all the data we
collect today, which is enormous. We have too much. It is not policy driven, and it does not go to
the people who make the decisions outside of the academy. Even inside the academy it is really
hard for people to know what it is they are making decisions on. .

I could tell you truthfully, as a board member of four years, and I have a substantial amount
financial background, it is hard to interpret the financial data or get meaning from it the way most
us would, say, that run organizations or manage organizations. It is very difficult. It is tradition or
accepted.

I am not sure that people in the institution, I don't think, are intending that to happen, but it
has happened all the time. Unless there is some outside encouragement or imperative to change, I
don't think it will change itself. I also know it is a crisis time to do that.

Mr. Bishop. But my question is, do you see the type of encouragement that you are suggesting the
federal government impose on higher education, do you see it being directed specifically to the
colleges or throughout regional accrediting bodies?

Speaking from having been on the receiving end of the accrediting bodies for the last 29
years, it seems that there are already a great many standards that colleges are struggling to comply
with. And to add another set of standards, unless those standards were integrated with the existing
standards, I think would be perhaps counterproductive for colleges.

Mr. Charles Miller. I think the answer on accreditation would be that you focus on the
performance data. I think today it is primarily input driven, just like it was in public education. It
is how much per square foot in the seedy archacology department. It is very detailed and focused
on inputs.

And I think we need to not totally eliminate that, but I think it would be healthy to put
performance data into the mix, the kind of performance data that we are talking about here today,
and not to force institutions, but to find a way to get a common reporting process so that
policymakers can use that.

And that includes the accreditation people. They are policymakers, directly or indirectly.
They are stamping their approval on the quality of what is being produced.

The only way to measure quality is to measure output. It used to be inputs. We accepted
that. That was a good way to do it in the earlier years when that was first tried, to measure quality;
that is why we had accreditation. But today we need to measure outputs more critically.

Mr. Bishop. But at least the regional accrediting body, with which I am most familiar with, the
Middle States Association, is putting enormous emphasis on measuring outcomes, much to the
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benefit of colleges and their students.
Mr. Charles Miller. I commend them on that. Thank you.
Mr. Bishop. I have a question for Dr. Duncan.

You make reference in your testimony to the burden associated with working, for students,
and the impediments that that kind of work obligation puts in the path of students who are hoping
to graduate.

Have you had any experience measuring the difference between students who work on
campus or off? And the reason I ask the question is, my experience with dealing with student
retention issues is that students who are able to connect themselves to a part of the college tend to
graduate in higher numbers than those who remain unconnected; and work on campus is a way for
students to be connected.

So the thrust of my question is, wouldn't we all benefit from increased college work/study
support so that students could work on campus, have a better chance of graduating, and also reduce
their loan obligation?

Ms. Duncan. I think that is an excellent suggestion, because also the work then is limited; it is not
40 hours. You do not have any of your work/study students working 40 hours. And you do build a
relationship with them and there is a support a natural support group that develops around students

to make sure that they are doing well. So I think that is an excellent idea.

But certainly working in the freshman year, and a number of you has mentioned the
importance of putting resources in the freshman year. I think those are critical areas to be sure that
freshmen have all the support they need to develop the discipline and the skills they need to
succeed in the years that follow. And if they can do less hours working and if the work is
manageable, like it typically is with work/study, 15 to 20 hours, then I think it is much more likely
that students will be successful.

Last night, I met with nursing students just coming into the nursing program. And that is a
major critical workforce need in Maryland. And most those people, men and women, already are
working full time and wanted to be in the evening nursing program full time. The success rates are
going to be problematic with that kind of a situation, but they have children, families, they have
homes that they have to manage. And so it is definitely a crisis for people who are in that situation
to try to do both.

Mr. Bishop. Mr. Chairman, do I have time for one more question?
Chairman Boehner. Sure.

Mr. Bishop. Dr. Newman, in your testimony you reference a study conducted by the Pew
Charitable Trust, an effort that was supported by the Pew Trust that put emphasis on the freshman
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year and talked about large introductory courses as a way of saving money.

Have the students who were enrolled in those courses been tracked with respect to their
retention?

Mr. Newman. Yes. The study is a very interesting case. Pew funded the study, and it involves 10
institutions the first year, 10 the second, 10 the third. Each is a multiyear program.

What they did was not simply apply technology to large introductory courses, but what they
did was completely redesigned the courses and asked the fundamental question, what costs so
much about it? How do we use resources?

Mr. Castle made the point that industry would examine it quite differently and look at costs, and
that is what they have done.

They have had excellent results. The savings have been between 7 and 70-something
percent, averaging 30 percent in costs. But the student satisfaction and the independent assessment
have shown that the learning has gone up. They have tracked the students to see not just, have they
stayed involved, but do they take more courses in that field.

One of the things that is really a problem is that many students, for example in math, will
take a course in math, or whatever is required, and say, I will never take another math course again
as long as I live.

Mr. Bishop. Not a bad idea.

Mr. Newman. That is true for statistics, not math generally. Incidentally, just a point on what you
mentioned earlier about students working on campus. There is some interesting evidence.

There are a dozen or so really interesting colleges that only admit very poor students, but
the students, in turn, as part of their costs, like Berea and Warren Wilson and so forth, have to
work. Those students have very high retention rates and very high loyalty to the institution.

Mr. Bishop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Boehner. The chair recognizes the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Keller.

Mr. Keller. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have questions on two areas, one, the accountability area
and the other one the affordability. On the accountability area, I am all for accountability, and I
kind of direct this to all three of the witnesses.

For example, when we talk about measuring the performance of a third grader, to make sure
he can read, it is about literacy, and I support it. But if we are implying that the federal government
should start requiring college seniors to take some sort of test to see if they are smart enough to
graduate, it seems to me that would be a case of Big Brother just being a pain in the ass.
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That is not in the talking points, but that is my sense of it.

When you talk about accountability, Mr. Miller, is that what you are suggesting, some sort
of test for these kids before they graduate?

Mr. Charles Miller. No, I think the federal government has implied that with the No Child Left
Behind.

Mr. Keller. No, they have not implied that for college?

Mr. Charles Miller. Well, they apply an accountability system, and the States are able to devise
whatever they think. And over time they are going to be expected to do that all through the system
to the 12th grade. It is going to take that number of years to do it.

They are not asking the States; they are telling the States essentially to do this.

Mr. Keller. But let me say this: It is 3rd through 8th grade for No Child Left Behind Act. Are
you implying that colleges should be required to give students some sort of tests before these kids
graduate, required by us?

Mr. Charles Miller. I don't think colleges should be required to test high school or not. Almost
all colleges have some entrance requirements if they are four-year colleges. Community colleges
and some others are open enrollment.

So I don't think there should be any requirement for some colleges.

Mr. Keller. Let me move on. I am not talking about high school testing here. I am talking about
college.

Dr. Newman, let me go to you and then Dr. Duncan.

Mr. Newman. May I add? I think, in general, whenever the federal government can encourage,
force, provide the incentive, whatever way to get the institutions to do themselves what you want
them to do, it is better than you doing it to them.

So the question then comes, is there a way to create an incentive that forces institutions to
begin to actually measure learning without the federal government saying, we are going to give
everybody a test? And I think there are some ways of doing that, and the federal government has
been pretty good at it.

One way is to think about how to use the accrediting associations and get them to demand
it. The other way is what the State of Illinois has done. The State Board of Higher Education in
Illinois just came to an agreement with all the institutions that report to it saying, we are going to
measure the outcomes, but we want you to develop the mechanisms by which we are going to do it,
and we want it to be reported. We will negotiate with you.



29

Mr. Keller. Dr. Duncan, do you have a thought on a requirement that we make college graduates
be tested before they graduate?

Ms. Duncan. That would be difficult because of the complexity of the programs that students are
in. But there are tests now, and I agree that the incentives coming through the accrediting agencies
are a way great way to go. Many of the accrediting agencies are looking at the Baldrige model as a
way of identifying quality measures. And that, I think, is a very interesting application of getting to
this issue of outcomes.

So I think there are mechanisms that can be strengthened and that can be effective, but
already there are measures, for instance the education core, the academic profile is used by many
colleges to test how students are doing, but mostly in freshman and sophomore years to make sure
they are on the right track.

Mr. Keller. Since I am getting low on time, let we switch to another topic.

You were asked earlier about work/study programs. I recently had all the leaders in my
State of Florida together, the Secretary of Education and all the financial aid counselors from the
colleges, and there is a big concern with work/study programs; and I will tell you why. It causes
you to lose your Pell grant. And I will give you an example, because we have to reform this.

Imagine a student pre-med kid, family of four with an income of $38,000. He gets his Pell
grant, $4,000. The average tuition and everything else is about $12,000. If he decides to go out
and work his tail off and make $9- or $10,000, he loses his Pell grant if he hits the $47,000 mark.
So there is actually a financial disincentive for part-time work.

Are you aware of this problem and do you have any suggestions about how to fix it?

Ms. Duncan. Well, since or tuition does not get to that level, it does not occur in our institutions to
the same degree. If you really are dealing with real students who want financial aid and work,
whose parents are supposed to pay in many cases and who do not, it is much more complex than
just knowing those numbers.

When you are faced with real students every day and there have to be a lot of systems
beyond even the federal support to fill in the gaps, because there are always gaps. You will never
figure out every single situation that will support students who have needs. And it is something
that we have to continually work out because there are people who are always falling through the
cracks, because what it says on paper may not be their real situation.

So it is indeed a problem.

Mr. Charles Miller. Can I add one answer, because it is a good example for me to express what I
have been talking about?

I believe in work/study programs properly applied. I do not have an answer about the
connection with the Pell grant, but the part of that equation that worries me, even if you allow that,
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to not have one refute the other or allow that student to get both of those financial aids, the price
that that institution is going to charge is unregulated or unlimited and will go up to match it.

We do not have any governor on the system to stop it from going up regardless of what we
do. The more we give to that student without any system to contain the price, not the costs, the
more we are pressing prices up. We need something to keep that price from going up.

Mr. Keller. I thank all the witnesses. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time has expired.
Mr. McKeon. [Presiding.] Mr. Hinojosa.

Mr. Hinojosa. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank all the members of the panel who have
come to testify. I found them very, very informative, and I appreciate the opportunity to ask a
question or two. But I would respectfully request that I get one or two minute answers so I could
ask more questions.

My first one is directed to Dr. Mary Ellen Duncan. Community colleges like yours are
certainly the gateway to postsecondary education for most minority students. Unfortunately, many
in our Latino community who start at a community college with the hope of completing a 4-year
degree never reach their goal. They do not make the transfer.

So what can be done to improve the transfer rates from community colleges to
baccalaureate degree programs?

Ms. Duncan. I think this is certainly a challenge that community colleges have to address with all
minority students. It can't just be a way in and not a way out. And a great deal more of our
resource needs to be put in the freshman year to be sure that students are prepared for that transfer.

There are other problems coming along in terms of access to four-year institutions.
Because of the tremendous growth in community colleges, there are many more students ready to
transfer than there are seats in four-year institutions, so this is going to be two problems, one, that
the community colleges have to work on in terms of providing better support for students as they
come in the freshman year, the freshman year is a critical year; and also fighting the battle to be
sure that seats are reserved for students in the transfer process and that they actually do have a
place to go when they complete their two-year programs.

Mr. Hinojosa. We can get some additional information in writing to this question, because it is
very important to areas like I represent.

The second question is also to you, Dr. Duncan. You are absolutely on the mark when you
describe community college as the Ellis Island of higher education. However, for one group of
students, even this Ellis Island of education may be beyond their reach. I am talking about young
people with immigrant parents without permanent resident status who are brought to this country as
children and who have attended and graduated from American high schools, who are often at the
top of their graduation class and yet cannot go to college because they do not have that permanent
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resident documentation.

I have students in my congressional district who have graduated valedictorian and some
salutatorian, but they can't accept the scholarships. They are even asked to pay out-of-State tuition
fees.

How does your community college association recommend that the federal government
address this issue?

Ms. Duncan. Well, I certainly can speak for something very imminent in Maryland. We have a
bill waiting to be signed to make that possible, that the State legislature has passed. So we
certainly in Maryland have worked hard in the community colleges to make this possible.

I don't know if the association has a position.
Mr. Hinojosa. It does support it?
Ms. Duncan. Yes.
Mr. Hinojosa. We would like to talk to you more about that.

Mr. Miller, I enjoyed meeting you this afternoon, and it is refreshing to me to see
businessmen with your capacity to be serving in the position that you have.

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board has developed a plan called Closing the
Gaps. What is the State of Texas doing to make some progress in closing the gaps in that
initiative?

Mr. Charles Miller. Thank you, and thanks for encouraging a Texan to talk for just a minute,
Congressman.

We are doing a lot of things. Actually, we have now required that students in Texas take
the college preparation curriculum or opt out. In other words, it is a default curriculum. It is
required instead of optional. That is a big step.

We are raising the bar for graduation from high school. The first test this year will be a
much higher standard required for that. We are proud of that.

The business community has been very active reaching down, as far down in the
community, even to the Sth or 6th grade, to let families and students know what is available in
higher education, particularly first generation families. We are making an effort to do that. We
think that is a very high priority.

Mr. McKeon. The gentleman's time has expired. Maybe you could give those additional
questions in writing and they could answer them.
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Mr. Hinojosa. I do have them in writing, and I would like to submit them and ask, if possible, if
you all could give us some written responses, because they are very important to my area.

RESPONSES FROM CHARLES MILLER AND DR. MARY ELLEN DUNCAN TO
REPRESENTATIVE RUBEN HINOJOSA’S SUBMITTED WRITTEN QUESTIONS - SEE
APPENDIX F

Mr. McKeon. They are. Thank you.
Mr. Burns.
Mr. Burns. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I thank the panel for being here.

I spent 20 years of my life in the university system of Georgia, so I share a good bit of the
experiences that you are sharing with us today. I want to talk about two things; one is
accountability and the other is quality.

I am interested in your input on policy, university policy changes that might assist us in
controlling costs and being more accountable for those things. We seem to focus on things like
student cost per credit hour and measures, as Mr. Miller suggested, of input and not output. We
have got to go over to the output side.

I recall advising a young man one time who attempted Accounting II five times, and his
marks were F, F, F, F, and B. I asked him, what happened to D and what happened to C? And I
think my challenge there is, how did this person have the opportunity to sit through the same course
so many times at, essentially, taxpayer expense? What policies can the universities provide to keep
those kinds of patterns from recurring?

Mr. Miller?

Mr. Charles Miller. Thank you. I think those are very valuable kinds of questions because that
gets down to policy decisions, that we can make those.

We are trying to get more flexibility in Texas to actually price those kinds of things, to
encourage people to get out faster, take afternoon classes, Saturday evening, things that would
lower the cost or accelerate the graduation.

But I think reporting on retention and those things we were saying a minute ago, the
graduation rates and comparing institutions, would encourage that kind of management. So the

policies that would be followed would be those that would help reduce the costs.

And that student might even be limited in being able to enroll a certain number of times or
the price may go up or they may not be able to come back for a number of years.

Unless you are reporting those, you would have a hard time implementing the policy.
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Mr. Burns. I am not suggesting that the class should not be available. I think, in this case, the
student was not taking the course seriously the first few times he took it.

Our system is quite unique in the United States in allowing access. We have a very open
access system. If you look at the Swedish system that I worked in, or the British system in
Australia or New Zealand I was in, their demands and expectations are higher than ours and they
hold them to a higher standard.

Are we seeing a different thing in community colleges, Dr. Duncan?

Ms. Duncan. I think occasionally what you say probably occurs. It certainly occurs sometimes in
remedial courses; and our board of trustees has asked us to look at how many times students repeat
classes and asked us to provide various kinds of intervention earlier so that students who are not
performing well can get extra support, so that they are not in that situation and they are basically
forced to make decisions about whether they are going to stay or leave.

But we certainly have out there as a possibility that, if students do not succeed after a
certain number of times, they may have to pay the full price. So we have certainly addressed that.

But I think as to your point about access, the community college can't be described in one
simple way. Since people are coming from so many different walks of life into the college, it is
rather chaotic.

But by and large, it is remarkable how many people do get to achieve, given the right
support.

Mr. Burns. The best students, I always found were those nontraditional students who were
coming back into the educational environment after having some life experience. If you look at the
triangle of the university, the student, and whoever the payee might be, it always works best when
the student is financing their own education because they have a vested interest in that.

Let's look at quality issues. I concur with some of the inputs I have heard this afternoon
about performance and quality measures. How do you define success? How do you measure
outputs? What would be the two or three key variables or key indicators of a successful education?

Ms. Duncan. For the community college student, whether or not they get the jobs they are
preparing for and the employers are satisfied; whether or not they transfer if that is their goal. Or if
they have another goal, which is very possible, I can give one very poignant example.

We have a student who is going to be singing at the Kennedy Center next week. The only
thing she was interested in studying was music. And she is going to be performing. She won the
Young Artist Competition for the National Orchestra. She only wanted to study music and foreign
languages so that she could study opera. She is a success story.

Mr. Newman. I think there are a small number of intellectual skills that are critical for the student.
We have plenty of institutions that are beginning to measure these. For instance, students ought to
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be able to write clearly, communicate orally clearly. They ought to be able to solve problems so
they could take information, for example, if they know enough math that is one thing, but if they
know enough math and they can apply it to a problem that is another thing.

These are things that we can measure. Admittedly, we will measure them at differing levels
depending on the institution where we measure them.

So I think we ought to be doing that, and I think we ought to work on getting every
institution to figure out how to ask those questions of its students. I think it is perfectly doable.
People are doing it.

But you asked a second question. What is success? I think it is not only gaining those
skills and that level of knowledge, it is something else. It is gaining the self-assurance and the
confidence to go out and do something in the world.

And somebody mentioned before, maybe it was you, expectations. We need to raise the
expectations students have of themselves. And you do that not by telling them, if you do not do
this, we are going to flunk you out. You do it by saying, you can do this; we are here to help, but
you have to get going here.

Mr. Burns. Virtually all the students I had had the capability. They had the ability, and they were
waiting for the right time.

My friend and colleague from Florida was pointing out or was asking about the issue of
testing. We already have testing at the graduation level; it is called the CPA or professional
engineer or some licensing whether you talking medicine or pharmacy or nursing, what have you.
There are already ways to evaluate professional competency. We may need to develop other types
of measures in other types of fields.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. McKeon. Thank you.

Ms. Majette.

Ms. Majette. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you to the panelists not only for being here
today, but also for all that you do to help to educate our nation. Ireally do appreciate your efforts
and your work.

I have a couple of questions. First, I would like to say that, Mr. Miller, I certainly agreed
with you when you made the statements earlier that we need to do a better job at K through 12 in
order to educate our children and prepare them for college.

I agree with you, coming from the experience of having attended an intercity public school

back in the 1960s and early 1970s, and then graduating and going on to Yale. And having been in
the top 10 percent of my class and doing very well, but then meeting the challenge of that
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university and finding out that I was not as well prepared as I could have been or should have been
at that public school level.

I was able to, with the assistance of the university; with tutors and study groups and other
kinds of things, I was able to get up to speed fairly quickly and go on to attend law school and
graduate, become a judge, and now I am here.

But having said all of that, I agree with you that the foundation of success at the college
level, that foundation is built in K through 12. And so I guess my question to you regarding that
you said you think the quality is down at the higher institutional levels, and do you see that as being
a function as a result of our failure to do what we need to do in K through 12?

And how do you see that Leave No Child Behind and the other programs that currently
exist will help alleviate the problems that we are dealing with now?

Mr. Charles Miller. Thank you. I think the answer is, I personally believe, for retention and
graduation, there is nothing more important than the fundamental parts that we get from K through
12.

We are trying to measure the high school results all the way back into earlier grade school,
and high school all the way through college, to align the system so we can follow or monitor
performance. So we could actually go back to look at a Texas high school to sce if they prepared a
student for college. We are doing that with some of the testing requirements and the like.

I think we have actually, to some extent, lowered standards, because we do not have any
measure of standards, particularly in the freshman and sophomore years. We have tended to take
that for granted. As we get more cost pressures and enrollment pressures, because many more
people want to do that and the value of a degree is going up a lot financially, the more we get that
pressure without some encouragement for quality, some productivity improvement, the more
quality goes down. It is just like an inevitable force. It is not easy to measure it, because we do not
have any measures of quality that most people widely accept.

But I think the public, at large, feels that, and I think it is probably accurate.
Ms. Majette. Doesn't that assume that people won't vote with their feet? It sounds as though you
are assuming, no matter what the cost, people are going to continue to pay that cost. And I don't

know that that is really how it would work in the real world.

And certainly Dr. Duncan has the example in her written testimony of the young man who
made the decision that he did not want to incur that kind of cost, and so he made a different choice.

I don't know if that is the norm, but I do think that people make decisions based on their
finances to a large extent on whether they would go to a particular place or not.

Mr. Charles Miller. Yes, they do vote with their feet. One of the ways they vote is to leave
college. They drop out. They are not retained. They do not graduate. They feel like they can get
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something better some other place. They go to other colleges. There are sets of people who do not
have an option, and they are put in categories that they either can't do it or won't do it. There are
people who can afford anything.

So what we are trying to say is, we want to broaden that access for as many people as we
can and make the ability for people to move with their feet wide-ranging. We don't necessarily
have that. We have limitations on people's ability to move with their feet. We want more of that.
So it is a very good goal.

Ms. Majette. Thank you.

And Dr. Duncan in your testimony, you talked about Marcus Bryant, who made the
decision to turn down the offer of a four-year college because of the debt load that he would
accumulate. That is a real problem, and I have seen it time and time again.

The students are writing checks they cannot cash and are graduating from college and
professional schools with sometimes debt in the six figures before they start to work. As a result of
that, we see that personal bankruptcies are on the rise and other related issues. What do you think
we can do?

Or do you think we are making it too easy for young people to begin their careers going too
deeply into debt and how do you see us resolving that issue?

Ms. Duncan. Frankly, I am not sure that I see a solution to resolving that issue, except that people
do have choice. And I think we do have responsibility to make people aware of what their choices
are.

And I think students do have to understand what the cost is, and certainly we advise
students very carefully who want to take loans, and we do not encourage loan taking for the very
reason that you mentioned. Because students are going to transfer, they certainly are going to have
other debts that they are going to incur later.

So we do try to be sure that students understand when they make decisions about taking
financial aid and loans that they know what that means in the long term. And I think it is part of
our responsibility to advise students in the process.

And we do a lot of work in high schools to advise them. We do not wait until they get to
Howard Community College. So we spend a great deal of time with juniors and seniors and their
parents talking about the cost of going to college and planning for it and realizing what their
choices mean in terms of costs.

Ms. Majette. Thank you.

Mr. McKeon. I guess it is my turn now; and I might have to leave, because my other committee is
in a markup on the Armed Services bill, and I will have to leave shortly for a vote.
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But I am glad that this hearing was held. I think it is very important that we focus on
affordability, accessibility, accountability, and quality. These are issues that we will be focusing on
as we go through the higher education reauthorization this year.

And I am glad that my good friend, Mr. Kildee, brought up, that somebody thought about
an idea that has kind of stirred a little controversy. But the focus on that idea, which is not yet
written into a bill, but we are in the process, everybody's focused on one thing, and that is, if the
tuition goes up at twice the rate of inflation for two years and then you report to the Department of
Education, and do you it again a third year, there may be some sanctions imposed. Nobody has
talked about the transferability or the creativity or other things that we have talked about in that
bill.

The purpose and the concern that I have is, Mr. Castle read some important statistics, 48
percent of our qualified high school graduates are not able to go to a university now because of
costs; 22 percent cannot go to a community college because of costs.

And when I talk about this bill and doing something about it, the whole brouhaha is, you
can't do that, we can't have federal controls, the federal government can't be involved in that kind of
thing. The federal government accounts for 38 percent of the cost of higher education. We provide
6 to 7 percent of the cost of K-12 education and we are quite involved there. I think if we are
providing about 38 percent, we ought to get somewhat involved.

Federal controls is anathema to me, but letting this problem go on is greater because we are
creating a mixed society if we say, you can go because you have the money, you can't go because
you do not have money.

I think we need to address it. And what I am saying is, the students, the parents, the States,
the schools, the financial institutions that are providing loans, the guarantee agencies, everybody,
including the federal government, needs to become involved in this process.

The federal government has increased their share of higher education, $23 billion in the last
four years. That is a lot of money. At the same time, the States are cutting their money. They
should be involved.

We have had some good points today about how the parents and students could be
discriminating buyers. We need to have a forum where people say; will I get a good education at
this school?

Sometimes in the past there has been a tainting of community colleges and that, I think, is
very misplaced. I think they do a fantastic job to help get people started. And in some cases, that
is all the education they have, but that really helps them as they go through life.

And I just think that we need to really all come together.

I do not dislike schools. And I do not dislike administrators. But the fact that the first thing
that came out of their mouth is: You can't do that. Not the idea that, well, maybe we should look
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at our costs a little bit or maybe we should look at what we can do to be creative.

In California, we have students that are going to one State university, take an education
class or English class, and they cannot transfer those credits to another California State university.
Same school, different campus. Why can't they do that?

On many of these things we need to come together and get involved and address this
problem, because the problem is great and it is going to get greater if we do not come to the table
and address it.

Dr. Newman?

Mr. Newman. Mr. Chairman, I want to be sure I am clear about something. I do not disagree; in
fact, I strongly agree that the problem needs to be addressed. I would argue that the universities
and colleges of this world, up to now, have been irresponsible on this subject; and I do not mean
that they are stealing.

Mr. McKeon. Let me interrupt you. You probably do not mean what you just said, when you say
the colleges are irresponsible. See, we tend to lump all the 6,000 schools into one thing when we
say that. And some are doing a very good job. Some are not. We need to all come together.

Mr. Newman. What [ mean by that, we have a responsibility to do more than control costs. When
I was a university president I went through a very tough budget cycle and had to cut out college
and sports teams and other things like that, and that is painful stuff. But we have to go beyond that.
We have to be very good at analyzing our costs and exactly what you are talking about. My
question is not whether that is a responsibility that the institutions have or whether or not the
federal government ought to be concerned and engaged in that. It is, what is the mechanism that
will get us there?

The reason I gave the answer that I did, we have been tracking over the last decade some
very extensive efforts on the part of the States to try to regulate costs. And it is like many of other
things that they have tried to regulate the costs. When they regulate, it does not do well. What we
need to create is a set of circumstances under which the institution feels compelled to get at this
subject on their own, and we have, I think we are on the cusp of that. And if we can find some
ways to push us over so that the institutions begin to take that responsibility.

There was a time maybe 10 or 15 years ago when you raised the question that, maybe of the
better-known institutions, you said, we really need to think about costs, someone would be sure to
say, if you are here talking about efficiency, then it is clear you do not understand higher education.
And that is just a cop-out. We have to address it, and I think the federal government has a stake. 1
just I think we have to find workable ways that will force the institution to be creative and
thoughtful about it, rather than regulate it.

Mr. McKeon. Five years ago, we talked; and not a whole lot has happened. We have to get
serious about it now, and we can't let this go on.
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My time is up, and I do not disagree with you. We need to come together and work on this
issue.

The chairman is back. I am leaving. I just finished.
Mr. Van Hollen.
Mr. Van Hollen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank all of the witnesses who are here today, and a special thanks to Dr. Duncan,
a fellow Marylander. I appreciate all the work that you do at Howard County Community College;
and I hope the governor will sign that piece of legislation, which will open the doors of higher
education to others who, as Congressman Hinojosa said, some of them are valedictorians in their
class. They graduated side by side with others, and just because they lack a permanent resident
status because of a decision their parents made, they might not have the opportunity that others
would have. So I hope the governor signs that bill.

I am trying to sort out the difference between the costs of providing that education versus
the components that go into it. Because I think sometimes when we talk about increasing costs we
are really meaning increasing tuition, and I am trying to sort out the differences between the two.

Coming from the State legislature, it is very clear to me the trade-off between State support
and tuition; and we are seeing that right now. As the States are strapped, you are seeing States
reduce their support for public higher education. As a result, the colleges and universities have one
or two choices, either they can cut back in services, they can fire some professors or cut back some
programs or whatever, or they can make up the difference in increasing tuition.

That does not mean the costs of the education have changed. It just means the different
components going into paying for it have changed. I think it is helpful for us to be reading off of
the same song sheet.

Is the cost in public higher education, I know tuition is going up, but to what extent is the
overall cost of providing that education like on a per-pupil basis going up? Because my
understanding is that, while it has been rising, it has not been going up like medical inflation and all
of these other things. It has been going up but not as rapidly. Tuitions are going up largely
because of the withdrawal of State support.

If I could get a sense from all of you if you know, and sort of on the national and average
level what is the increase.

Mr. Newman. Actually, I hate to do this again. Can I disagree?
Mr. Van Hollen. Sure.

Mr. Newman. It is bad to do it twice. It is bad to do it once.
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If you take the last few years, and obviously, this year particularly and next year are
extraordinary years, the financial crisis in the States mean that public institutions are really doing
some extraordinary things to keep functioning on a reasonable basis. But if you exempt that, if you
take, for example, the period from 1980 to 2000, what happened during that period was State
support on any basis you wanted to look at it taken as a whole for higher education increased on a
per-student basis after inflation. That is to say, institutions over that period of time got a significant
increase over that 20-year period in the amount of money they got from the State, real money.

In addition to that, the other revenue sources they have increased. So in the research
university world the federal research dollars increased substantially. Tuition increased during that
period, even though State support was increasing, and fund-raising increased. Now that depended
on the institution, but many of the major public institutions became skilled fund-raisers.

The result of that is the question you are asking, is the actual cost of educating went up.
There is no question about it. It went up at a fairly sizable rate. It is not that it simply has been a
trade-oft of we did not get the State money so we have to increase the tuition. That is true today
more than ever. It is always true during down times, but in fact it was going on when times were
very good and the amount money was going up.

Mr. Van Hollen. Do you have, and it would be interesting to see a chart in the rise in tuitions
versus the rise in costs. My sense is, at the State level, and having just come from the State
legislature, even at times even when State support was going up we tried to keep pressure down on
tuition so that could not rise as quickly as it would in normal times. But it would be interesting to
see what the increase was.

On the issue you raised, Dr. Newman, on the question of the students at lower-income
levels where such a small percentage graduated, and we talked about some strategies for changing
that, do you see there being a federal role?

Listening to testimony, it almost sounds like this is something the institutions themselves
really have to get a handle on, the students at the university or the college. It sounded like there are
some cases where, because of the way the college or university handled the situation, whether it
was on-campus jobs or things like that, they were able to, you know, increase its graduation rates.

This has been raised in the context of a congressional hearing. Do you see there being
federal strategies or is this something that we should say to colleges and universities, you have
identified the problems; go out and find a good way to deal with it?

Mr. Newman. I think there is a federal role. I think there is a role at the federal government, the
State government and the institutions.

The institutions, first of all, have to accept the fact that this is a problem, it is their problem,
and they need to do something about it. In our discussions, they too often said, I wish more
presidents would answer it the way President Duncan did. And I am just saying that because she is
from Maryland, and we know that is a powerful State. But, too often, the tendency is to say, the
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student did not do well. We probably shouldn't have admitted that student.

The evidence is very strong. Miami Dade Community College has an excellent program
along this line. The students in Miami are tough students to educate, but they have done extremely
will with them. You can see places like that all over the place.

What it means, among other things, is what you mentioned, congressman, about being
tutored and mentored while you were at Yale. The difference is that Yale has enormously more
resources to do that and the will to do it and the recognition that a student that gets into Yale ought
to graduate. Whereas that is not uniformly shared, I think there is an institutional responsibility.

But I think the federal government can do several things.

First of all, if it makes plain what the statistics are, the way repeatedly all three of us have
argued for. The federal government does force you to tell how the basketball players are doing.
But if you start making these things plain, the institutions will start responding. They always do
respond to better information.

Secondly, the questions of student aid and the other support program recommends are real.
I think the federal government has a real role in this.

Mr. Ehlers. [Presiding.] The gentleman's time has expired, and it is my turn.
I appreciate you being here. It has been an excellent panel.

I have a deep love for higher education. I have devoted a good share of my life, 30 years,
four as an undergraduate, four as a graduate, and 22 teaching. But I also served as the Chairman of
the Higher Ed Appropriations Subcommittee at the State Senate level, so I am very familiar with
the problems you are discussing.

Let me just make a couple of comments, and I would like each of you to react to them.

I am very concerned, first of all, about the federal government being the one governing the
accountability, although there is certainly a need for accountability, and I am interested in whether
or not accountability could be built in as part of the accreditation process. We already have that
mechanism in place. If they do such mundane things as counting how many books there are in the
library as part of accreditation, it seems to me that they could certainly begin to get at Mr. Miller's
comment about the fact that the bookkeeping is different at every school and the accounting
methods are different. Why not have them adopt standard methods of accountability, such as
financial accountability, instructional accountability, and so forth, and make that part of the
accreditation process, which every institution of higher education goes through periodically?

The second question is on the issue of inflation, which you have heard so much about.
There are two aspects that bother me: first of all, the inflation of costs, tuition, books and other
things, and secondly, of grades. They have totally different causes, but they are both major
problems. As I find when I interview students, I almost have to disregard their transcripts. It is
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virtually meaningless because all of them are getting very high grades, and so clearly it is not a
good measure. Also in terms of the financial inflation.

I find it interesting, I think we have a real problem here that I do not hear discussed much
and that is it is very difficult to increase the productivity of higher education or even K-12
education, just as it is very difficult to increase productivity in the medical field. Whereas in a
factory or any other work place, you can increase productivity. That, I think, is part of the reason
for the rapidly increasing costs. Simply because when you have one situation, as you do in a
hospital, or a one-on-20 situation, as do you in higher education, how do you increase productivity?
Particularly when other expenses such as university-wide computer systems and others come in.

Finally, my final comment is about loans. I hear a lot of concerns about the increasing
amount of student loans. I have to tell you, I had this opinion when I was a professor and I told
students to not worry about their loans, and I still feel that way.

The average student accumulated student loan as of this year is approximately $18,000 per
student. Think about the students who did not go to college. They probably bought a car and
borrowed $18,000 for it. What is going to be more useful for future earnings, the car or the
education? Obviously, the education, because it pays for itself.

Similarly, when students get out of college they get married, they buy a house, they may
even have a $200,000 mortgage. It is going to make their cost of education look pretty small, and
in fact their education will help them pay off the mortgage on their house more quickly.

So I think certainly we need accountability to keep the costs in rein, but at the same time I
don't think we should build this atmosphere that it is terrible to borrow money for an education but
it is fine to borrow is it for a car or house or anything else that you want.

I would appreciate your comments on the accountability through accreditation, the inflation
issue and the loans. Let's go backwards this time, Dr. Newman and Dr. Duncan and Mr. Miller.

Mr. Newman. Let me choose the productivity question.

I understand your point about the difficulty of understanding in an organization that
functions the way a university or college does even what productivity means, let alone how to
increase it. But there is some very interested and encouraging data.

I was mentioning before the Pew grants that were experimenting with redesigning courses
and trying to make them do three things: cost less, improve student learning and improve student
satisfaction; and that is really what productivity is about. If you can do those three things
simultaneously, it is more productive.

What they found, at least for large introductory courses, one would have to be careful about
saying if they can do it there they can do it anywhere, that you could take essentially any large
introductory course and make significant savings and improve student learning and improve
student satisfaction. They did it by a variety of things, and I have gone and looked at a number of
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programs, and I come away convinced that they have made real gains.

So that is one example. There are several other examples that I have been to see that fit
this.

So I would argue that today we have arrived at a point that if people are willing to sit down
and do a careful analytical job, which we essentially almost never do in higher education, if we
take, for example, if we ask ourselves the question, how do we teach students mathematics? And
we ask that question and look at it and try to find more effective ways of doing it so that the student
learns more and it costs us less, we can actually do it.

But it takes that kind of determination. That is not the way we are structured to do it. We
are structured to do it that the professor just figures, here is what I am going to do, and we do the
same thing, which is a costly way of doing it.

People have found cheaper ways principally by using adjuncts, but, of course, that has huge
costs in terms of quality associated with it.

Mr. Ehlers. Thank you.
Dr. Duncan?

Ms. Duncan. To your point about accountability, I think using the accrediting agencies as
mechanisms for getting to some of the issues that you are talking about is appropriate; and I think
many of them are addressing that. I don't think that in today's standards you see this input
anymore. | think that is kind of old news. That did happen at one time, but you do not see that
today in any of the standards. Nobody is counting books in the libraries anymore.

What you do see, for instance, in North Central is the option to use the Baldrich criteria as a
method of reporting; and I think it has a lot of very interesting aspects that gets to the issues that
you talked about. Cost, productivity, student outcomes, all of those issues is addressed in that
model. You see in middle States and emphasis on student learning outcomes. So there is a lot
happening in those areas in different regions of the State, of the country that address some of the
things that you said already in the accrediting agencies. These discussions are going on, and there
are new models that have been available for a number of years that do improve and get to some of
those measures. So I think it is an appropriate way to go. It is a process of continuous
improvement, and I think that we should continue to work on that.

On the subject of productivity, I certainly agree with Dr. Newman, to include all of those
factors. There are other issues that also become addressed, for instance, the issue of space. Many
of us do things now to minimize the use of space because we do not have it. So doing on-line
instruction or something like we do with campus web where you are in the classroom one day and
on line 2 days to relieve classroom space for other types of use.

All of these measures, student learning, student satisfaction, cost effectiveness and the use
of your facilities, how to get the most use out of them, and using them, of course, all the time, from
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7:00 in the morning to 11:00 at night, including weekends, is another productivity piece.

I think that many of us have had to learn how to find ways to increase productivity. But it
is not simply a measure of how many students and the students-teacher ratio, it is much more
complex than that. That is only one measure. And, remember, we do not want to sacrifice the
outcomes of retention and graduation. So we wouldn't look at just one measure. We have to
include all of those.

On inflation of costs and inflation of grades, the whole aspect of the learning outcomes
provides comparisons. For instance, at our community college all faculty have to do a learning
outcomes project; and they have to compare with outside institutions, other tests, either a
standardized test, a national measure or a university measure, to see whether or not in fact learning
occurs.

This prevents the inflation of grades by insisting that we look at other measures other than
our own. I think it helps a great deal, and it is something that I think faculty is very concerned
about. Faculty does not like their reputation to be eroded by saying that they all give good grades.
There are Web sites now where students also evaluate how they grade, and the administrator can
look to see if they have a reputation for giving good grades or hard grades.

Mr. Ehlers. The accrediting agencies basically set the bar. They set the minimum requirements.
Do they do any comparative evaluation? Do they look at all of these aspects and say University A
is doing a better job than University B? Students are learning more at University X instead of
University Y?

Ms. Duncan. They certainly ask to you name peer institutions and be involved in benchmarking
projects. More and more we are talking about benchmarking and looking at peer institution not
only within our States but also outside of our States.

Mr. Ehlers. Is that public information that the federal government could use as part of their
evaluation?

Ms. Duncan. Any information that is gathered is public information.

Mr. Newman. There is, Mr. Chairman, a very interesting thing going on that could fit your
description. I don't know if you are familiar with the National Survey of Student Engagement.
And there is a Community College Survey of Student Engagement. They are trying to measure
they are nongovernmental efforts, but they are trying to measure things that are not learner
outcomes but are surrogates for it. For example, how much contact is there between students and
faculty? How much this? How much that? Not just books in the library but things that are
relevant to learning. So far they have been private, because the institution insisted that they be
private at first.

The community college one is going on-line with all of the information from the
community college collected on the 23rd of this month. The university one isn't yet going on-line.
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Mr. Ehlers. Okay. Mr. Miller?

Mr. Charles Miller. The question, which is the new question today, I am in agreement with you.
I think there is a good economic case that people can afford to pay for it themselves, and people
should have responsibility to do that. You have done it on the other end of the pipeline,
encouraging tax shelters or tax incentives or things that encourage savings for higher education. I
would still encourage that people start early and remember the value of it so that by the time that
the student gets to college there is at least some incentive to have it paid for by the people that are
going to use it and benefit from it.

There are many private contributions to that. Anything that would encourage that would be
helpful, but there is nothing I see wrong with borrowing money to get a college education within
reason, and I think it should be encouraged as part of the financial aid program.

What you said is accurate. I think what is happening in a lot of cases, people that feel
pressed about loans have made decisions to do something else with their funds in many cases and
find themselves caught short when it comes time to have the child educated, including the parents.
So I think if loans are required, if people have the option of doing that, that is a good element.

I think I have said, on accountability, one of the problems again is transparency in data; and
the federal government in my opinion does have a role. I don't think you should regulate higher
education. The response I have heard on the accreditation, using that as an accountability place,
has been very firmly opposed because people feel that is a federal regulatory step. I think of it
more like we do securities markets, which is where I come from. There is less true regulation, and
we found some failures there because of self-regulation that got to a certain point where we had to
intervene. We should intervene at times, and there is a role for the federal government to complete
information, put it in a form for policymakers to use. We do that with census data and a lot of
other things. We put it in a form for people to use. We should do that in higher education. That
will make the system be more accountable. It will not have a choice.

Mr. Ehlers. My time has expired, but I would like to see, Dr. Newman, the data on teaching large
classes and having better student learning.

Because when I was teaching at Berkeley I taught several classes with hundreds of students
in, and at a private liberal arts college I taught much smaller classes, and I would find it hard to
believe that there is a way that you could structure a class of 200 or 300 students where the learning
takes place as well as it does in the classroom of 20 or 30 students. So you can send that to me
later.

Thank you. My time is more than expired.

Mr. Andrews, I apologize for taking so much time.

Mr. Andrews. Please, I enjoyed hearing the questions and the answers.
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I also would like to thank the witnesses for their insight and endurance this afternoon.

I am very worried about the rising cost of getting a higher education, and I think we do need
to adopt measures that make data more transparent so people can know what they are buying in
terms of quality. However, I would question the underlying premise of the hearing which
implicitly is that the market is dysfunctional in the area of higher education, that even though there
are many, many, many choices as to where one can go to school and many different programs that
the price that is yielded by market competition is somehow dysfunctional. I disagree with that.

In fact, I think it is a rather rational functioning market in this way: I think that the gap
between a person who is skilled and unskilled in terms of lifetime income has accelerated faster
than the increase in the cost of getting a higher education. And I think, although many students
would not articulate their choice this way, they intuitively understand that taking on this significant
expense at some point in their lives, usually early in their lives, more than pays back in multiples
over the course of the rest of their life.

So, I approach this from a very different point of view and, frankly, find any explicit or
implicit price regulation to be unacceptable. I think the premise of the price regulation is flawed to
begin with. .

I am in favor of more transparent information about quality. I think most people choose a
school based upon what happens to the graduates of that school. For example, there is a
community college near my area that has an outstanding mortuary science program, and the
students that want to go to that program look at whether the people are hired by funeral homes and
whether they are still working as morticians later on. .

I went to Cornell. Iknow that people look at Brown on the basis of whether they can read
and write when they graduate. I say that in jest.

Let me ask you this question: If we were going to make higher education the first priority
of the federal budget, a truly parallel universe, if we were going to make it the first priority of the
federal budget, I would like each of you to tell me what you think the maximum Pell grant ought to
be and what the maximum family income ought to be to qualify for a Pell grant. If you make more
than $40,000, you effectively do not get a Pell grant. If we were going to make higher education
spending the first priority in the budget, what should the maximum Pell and be what should the
maximum family income be for eligibility?

Mr. Newman. Well, everybody else is standing back, so I will go plunge ahead fearlessly. I think
that is a nifty question.

First, I would make the maximum Pell grant fairly sizable and maybe something in the
order of 8- or $10,000, $8,000 probably.

Mr. Andrews. What would you make the maximum family income that could begin to receive it?
I realize you wouldn't give the same grant to everybody. What would the maximum family income
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be?

Mr. Newman. Certainly no higher than $60,000 and maybe less. The reason I say that is because
student aid in the rest of the system is moving rapidly toward middle-income and up students. It is
moving toward merit and other vehicles, ways of getting money to students. The net effect is that
the great bulwark of worry about this low-income student is the federal government. In fact, one
could almost say it is the last bulwark. And what is happening institutionally is it is moving toward
merit, away from low-income students.

The Pell grant and the federal government were the original agencies worrying about this.
It is now more central than ever that they focus on the low-income student.

Mr. Andrews. Dr. Duncan, what would you say?
Ms. Duncan. I would agree with Frank. Those are good numbers.

Mr. Andrews. The 8- to 10- would take it close to 80 or 90 percent of public university average
tuitions. It is now down to 42 percent, I think.

Mr. Miller what you would say?

Mr. Charles Miller. I am not as sophisticated on the details as these people, but I wouldn't do
much to raise those limits today unless there was some conditions about higher education providing
more accountability to the public and more information and data that is transparent to you all.

And I don't want price controls, so I really want to be clear. I am very uncomfortable with
that idea at any level. Although I was intrigued by what Congressman McKeon said when he said
everything else but the details of his plan. I think there is a very important crisis coming up. When
we see the cuts in the States that we haven't seen yet and when we see the rise in tuition that we
haven't seen yet but are on the table, I think we will see it more clearly.

Mr. Andrews. What if we passed a law that said that every institution that receives title 4(a),
which is really every institution, has to publish on the internet the following information: what
percentage of their students graduate; what percentage of their students are employed after five
years of graduation; what percentage of their students are employed in the field of their major field
of study in five years; what the median income of their graduates is after five years; and what the
loan default rate is for after five years.

Let's assume we did that. What do you think the maximum Pell ought to be under those
circumstances?

Mr. Charles Miller. I think that kind of data is what we are looking for in a format that could be
used several combinations for several kinds of institutions. Because I believe there is diversity and
a marketplace that can work with that and has worked. I think it could be raised if it is means
tested. I do not have a set number that I have studied carefully. Over time, if we get the kind of
accountability that is proper and transparency that is proper for the federal government to provide
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aid for students from families who need that protection.
Mr. Andrews. I appreciate that. I realize my time has expired. I just make this comment.

I do appreciate the need for more accountability. I think costs are a problem. It is not the
number one problem in higher education in America today. The problem in American higher
education is that students in the bottom 40 percent or so of family incomes have to borrow an
amount of money that is so overwhelming for them that a lot of them are not going to school, are
not staying because they have to work full-time once they are there, and are being sort of diverted
from the schoolhouse door.

The answer to that is some combination of an increase in the Pell, a broadening of the
work/study program, in my view, an increase in flexibility of loan repayment and some other
combination of tools. If you make 31-, $32,000 a year family income and you are looking at 14-,
$15,000 a year to go to Rutgers in my State, you are not going, if you have to borrow 9- or $10,000
ayear. That is the problem, and I look forward to the committee having that hearing soon.

Mr. Ehlers. The gentleman's time has expired. I thank you for those thoughtful questions.

Part of the problem, incidentally, with the marketplace that you referred to is that in today's
system you virtually have to be a college graduate to understand enough in order to choose
appropriately to make the marketplace work. So we have to improve the accessibility of that
information so that students that can, in fact, make those decisions.

This concludes our hearing. I wish to thank the witnesses for giving up their valuable time
to enlighten us about their perspectives. I rarely sit through an entire hearing, and this is one I
enjoyed sitting through because I learned a great deal all the way through the hearing. I appreciate
your participation.

If there is no further business, I declare the hearing adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]
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Opening Statement of John A. Boehner
Chairman
Committee on Education and the Workforce

Hearing on The State of American Higher Education: What are
Students, Parents & Taxpayers Getting for Their Money?

Tuesday, May 13, 2003
Good morning.
I want to welcome our witnesses here today and thank them for
taking the time to come before this committee and continue the discussion
about the Higher Education Act reauthorization and its four guiding tenets

— accessibility, accountability, affordability and quality.

We began the conversation about the reauthorization of the Higher
Education Act in the 107" Congress. We sent a request for proposals to
the postsecondary education community and received hundreds of
proposals, which are currently under review. While the process will take
time to complete, this hearing will serve as a “kick start” to an important
dialogue. It is clear that for nearly forty years, the Higher Education Act
has been the vehicle that has opened the doors of postsecondary education

opportunity to all Americans. However, reauthorization should not be a
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rubber stamp process. We need to be open-minded and leave the old
territorial issues at the door. This reauthorization should be a time to move

outside our comfort zone and ensure that the best policy is enacted.

This Congress and this Administration have made a firm
commitment to education. Currently, according to the College Board, the
federal government provides over 70 percent of direct aid to postsecondary
education students, amounting to nearly $65 billion annually. However, 1
am most interested in learning more about what institutions can and should
be doing to assure the American people that the investment in higher
education as a student, parent or taxpayer is one that will produce results

and assist with lifelong career pursuits.

Accountability is the hub of the higher education wheel. The
previously mentioned tenets — accessibility, affordability and quality — are
the spokes that keep the wheel in motion. Before we move the
reauthorization legislative vehicles through the House, I want to explore

how postsecondary institutions are accountable to students, parents and
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taxpayers. | am aware that institutions report volumes of data to the
federal government and others, but does that reporting provide valuable
accountability? Moreover, is the data reported the right data and is it

enough?

I have learned that in some states, public colleges and universities
require their students to take basic skill assessments before, during or after
their degree program. Assessment results provide the higher education
system, the state and its policymakers, and students and families with
tangible results about the quality of the education provided. These results
help families to make important decisions about their investment in
postsecondary education. In many instances, these assessment results also
help states make performance based funding decisions for their public
institutions. [ am interested in hearing the opinions of the witnesses here

today on the value of assessment.

The increasing costs of postsecondary education dictate that

institutions provide some degree of outcome results to the American



people. The College Board reports that the average tuition at a public
four-year institution is over $4,000, an increase of 9.6 percent over last
year. Average tuition at a private college or university is over $18,000, an
increase of 5.8 percent over last year’s average. These increases exceeded
the rise in the Consumer Price Index by 8.4 and 4.7 percent, respectively.
Tuition and fees began to grow much more rapidly than consumer prices
beginning in the early 1980’s, and these increases have not slowed down.

The intense rising cost of a postsecondary education concerns me.

Many parties invest their resources in postsecondary education — the
federal government, state governments, students, parents, taxpayers, and
employers. Obviously, many parties have a stake in higher education, as
graduates appropriately fuel our nation’s economy. How then, can
institutions provide all of these stakeholders with an assurance that the
investment made in postsecondary education will be returned to them in
the form of a strong, viable and educated workforce? Qur panelists can

discuss this issue with us today.
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Finally, it is clear to me that all of these issues are closely connected.
What is the federal role in ensuring access, affordability and quality? As
Mr. Pat Callan, President of the National Center of Public Policy and
Higher Education stated during last month’s meeting of the Advisory
Committee on Student Financial Assistance, “A solution where institutions
of higher education take no responsibility is not viable. Postsecondary
education cannot take the view that they can raise their prices until they are
able to pay for what they need and then rely on the federal government to

step in and provide enough funding for every student to attend.”

Therefore, it is important that we proceed in the reauthorization
process with a broad discussion of these crucial tenets — accessibility,
accountability, affordability, and quality. I am looking forward to the
testimony of our witnesses so that we may identify specific strategies and

proposals about these key issues.

With that, I yield to my friend Mr. Miller for any opening statement

he may have.
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Written Testimony by Charles Miller

Is There A Need for a New Approach to Higher Education Accountability?

House Committee on Education and the Workforce
May 13, 2003 - 2:00 p.m.

Rayburn House Office Building, Room 2175

1. Current Higher Education Accountability Practices

Multiple stakeholders. Higher education institutions are accountable to students,
parents, and taxpayers for the education provided and the costs of providing it through state
appropriations, tuition, and financial aid. Ohio Governor Bob Taft said in his inaugural speech
in January 2003, “We need to ensure that the financial sacrifices parents and students are making
for college today are rewarding them with the results they deserve...”

A long-term issue. Accountability in higher education has been an increasingly
significant national issue over the past decade, spurred by rising costs of college, disappointing
retention and graduation rates, employer concerns that graduates do not have the knowledge and
skills expected in the workplace, and questions about the learning and value that higher
education provides to students.

Higher education is already accountable. Higher education associations, accrediting
bodies, research centers, and federal and state governments all promote higher education
accountability. Institutions produce voluminous accountability information, reporting data to the

Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, to regional,

Charles Miller Testimony
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national, and specialized accreditation associations, and to state legislatures and/or higher
education coordinating boards. As American Association for Higher Education President
Yolanda T. Moses wrote recently “Colleges and universities already comply with numerous
accountability regulations, including voluntary programmatic and institutional accrediting
processes.”

Current accountability information is not effectively communicated. Yolanda Moses
contends, however, that “while current quality measures in place on campuses may be working
they are poorly understood by a wider public, and therefore institutions should work more
closely with various stakeholders to ensure that these methods become more widely
understood.”™!

Current accountability systems are fragmented. The quantity of information actually
serves to obscure what we really need to know. Today, higher education accountability systems
are characterized by fragmentation, frustration, and lack of utility. Professor Joseph C. Burke of
the Rockefeller Institute at SUNY Albany recently reported that 44 states have some
combination of higher education performance reporting, budgeting, and/or funding. >

Current accountability systems are not highly useful. Professor Burke warns policy
makers about an ongoing weakness in existing accountability systems: “The big problem... is
notjust ... flawed format, huge size, and excessive indicators, but the failure of state, system,
and campus policy makers to use them in planning and decision making.™
What is needed: building alignment and a culture of evidence. Thechallengeis to

get the right information to the right people, and to align accountability systems so that

! AAHEBulletin,com, “President’s Letter,” March 2003, aahebulletin.cor.
* Joseph C. Burke and Henrik Minassians, “Performance Reporting: The Preferred ‘No Cost’ Accountability
Program, the Sixth Annual Report,” The Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute of Government, 2002,

rockinst.org/quick, tour/higher?ed/current projects.html.
® Joseph C. Burke, personal email communication with Geri Malandra, Feb. 7, 2003.
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institutional, state level, and national systems use the same information. We need useful
information, to build a “culture of evidence,” not to add to the burden of red tape that institutions

of higher education currently bear.

2. Overview of Proposals to Improve Accountability Systems.

Agreement on what we generally need to know. A number of research centers,
nonprofit education associations, and federal and state governments have proposed various
approaches to improve higher education accountability. There is some agreement about the
broad areas about which we need to know more, or at least communicate better: affordability,
accessibility, retention and graduation rates, student learning outcomes, and post-graduation
employment.

Lack of consensus on framework or standards, Diversity of institutional mission,
students, and decentralized governance are unique strengths of American higher education.* But,
this variability presents a major issue: with no single national curriculum, and funding streams
more complex than in K-12 systems, it is difficult to prescribe uniform standards for all of
postsecondary education.

Structure of Accountability Systems. Paul Lingenfelter, of the State Higher Education
Executive Officers group, recently made these suggestions on effective higher education
accountability systems:®

* Focus on a few clear, significant, measurable goals

* Determine why existing practice is not achieving goals

“Institute for Higher Education Policy, Requthorizing the Higher Education Act: Issues and Options, March 2003,
. 144

?Paul E. Lingenfelter, “Educational Accountability: Setting Standards, Improving Performance,” Change,

March/April 2003, pp. 19-23.
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Monitor progress publicly

Focus on improving performance rather than punishing failure

Employ both intrinsic and extrinsic incentives for individuals who produce
results

Build capacity

Involve everybody and use multiple tools

Invest in results

Jane Wellman, writing for the National Governors Association, has suggested key

elements that should be included in statewide higher education accountability strategies.® These

elements could inform a national system, as well.

Establish goals in relation to statewide plans
Focus on total state support for higher education
Ensure comparability, simplicity, and visibility
Include institution-specific information

Track students

Cultivate broad support for statewide systems

Recognize the difference between K-12 and higher education

Report cards. Responding to information now available in the Center for Public Policy

and Higher Education’s Measuring Up report cards, many institutions have instituted report

cards. Some have suggested that these become a requirement. There is significant overlap

among the proposals. For example, Professor Joseph Burke suggests that indicators should be

¢ Jane V. Wellman, “Statewide Higher Education Accountability: Issues and Strategies for Success,” Higher
Expectations (National Governors Association, 2002}, pp. 7-16.
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selected that would allow “measuring up and down,” useful at the state, institution, and even
department level”
= Funding — state appropriations per FTE
= Affordability — Tuition and fees, less financial aid, as % of median family
income
* College-school collaboration — pass rates on teacher certification examines; % of
freshmen with college preparatory curriculum in high school
= Participation ~ rate of higher education going as % of high school graduates
s Articulation — transfer rates between 2- and 4-year institutions
= Completion — graduation rates

®=  Degree attainment

Job placements of graduates

*  Sponsored research — dollar volume

= Student development —~ alumni survey on the knowledge and skills developed in

college
The Carcer College Association has proposed a required institutional report card,

including:®

= Institutional mission

»  Student demographics

*  Student/faculty ratio

= Instructional expenditure per student

7 Joseph C. Burke and Henrik P. Minassians, Reporting Higher Education Results: Missing Links in the
Performance Chain , New Directions in Institutional Research, No. 116 (Jossey-Bass, Winter 2002), pp. 110-111,
8 Stephen Burd, “Will Congress Require Colleges to Grade Themselves?” The Chronicle of Higher Education,
April 4, 2003.
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»  Services provided to students

*  Graduation rates

= 1% 2 year retention rates

= Transfer rates into or from the institution
* Post-graduation employment success

s Licensure examination pass rates

® Student and alumni satisfaction

» Employer satisfaction with graduates

These clements can be part of system- or institution-specific accountability systems, like
the one The University of Texas System is launching this year. Its comprehensive
accountability system will include measures like those above, within a framework that will
evaluate performance around five critical mission-related areas: 1) Student Access and
Suecess; 2) Teaching, Research, and Health Care Excellence; 3) Collaboration with and
Service to Communities; 4) Organizational Efficiency and Productivity; and 5) Aggregate

System Performance.

3. Accountability for Quality.

Employers want consistent skills, including good verbal and written communication
skills, honesty and integrity, teamwork skills, interpersonal skills, and a strong work ethic. Also
included on lists of what employers seek from college graduates are:

» Ability to learn, take initiative, decision making, teamwork, motivational fit,

ability to thrive in a diverse environment;

Charles Miller Testimony
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= Strategic thinking, flexibility, initiative;
= Portable skills: writing, technology literacy, qualitative analysis, scientific
literacy, oral communication, critical thinking.

Learning assessment is a critical issue. It is being examined seriously by several
national research gmups.9 As the National Research Council recommends in Knowing What
Students Know,

“Policy makers are urged to recognize the limitations of current assessments, and to

support the development of new systems of multiple assessments that would improve

their ability to make decisions about education programs.. e
The NRC also recommends that

“Funding should be provided for a major program of research, guided by a synthesis of

cognitive and measurement principles, focused on the design of assessments that yield

more valid and fair inferences about student achievement,”"!

Setting a research agenda. Stanford’s National Center for Postsecondary Improvement
proposed a set of research questions to guide the improvement of higher education in the 21%
century.’? Improving educational quality and institutional performance is one of the three key
priorities articulated in the NCPI report, Beyond Dead Reckoning. 1t calls for the development of
a “culture of evidence” — to create quality measures, collect data on outcomes, and use the

information to redesign practices to improve quality (p. 12). This study suggests a focus on such

questions as:

® The American Association of Higher Education is leading a major national initiative on learning assessment;

extensive resources are available at hitp;//www.aahe.org/assessment/,
' James W. Pelligrino, Naomi Chudowksy, and Robert Glaser, eds., Knowing What Students Know: The Science
:zlnd Design of Educational Assessment (National Academy Press, 2001), p. 310.
Tbid., p. 299
2 Beyond Dead Reckoning: Research Priorities for Redirecting American Higher Education, October 2002,
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= What are the attributes of a culture of evidence in a higher education institution?
How are these qualities cultivated?

= How are external accountability measures aligned with internal quality
improvement processes? What policies motivate institutions to define and apply
measures of performance that are relevant to public purposes as well as to
institutions?

=  What policies, incentives, and resources support institutions and their faculty to
develop better measures and instruments of student learning — and use them in
their teaching?

Value-Added Assessment. The Rand Corporation’s Council for Aid to Education is in
the midst of National Value Added Assessment Initiative. This is a long-term project to develop
a way 10 assess the quality of undergraduate education in the U.S."* The purpose is to create
system that will show how institutions add value to their students. The Rand authors caution that
“it is simply not sufficient to import from K-12 or industry the rhetoric of assessment and
efficiency....An assessment system cannot be handed down to higher education from above; it
must be a faculty- and institution-driven initiative.

Need for a Conceptual Framework. The current “frenzy” lacks a “coherent conceptual
framework that would align assessment with the valued outcomes of higher education,”
according to Richard Shavelson and Leta Huang of Stanford University."* For these authors,
testing is a risky approach because “the tests quickly become proxies for the goals we really

value.” They suggest several tactical principles:

' Roger Benjamin and Richard H. Hersh, “Measuring the Difference College Makes: the RAND/CAE Value
Added Assessment Initiative,” Peer Review, Vol. 4, No. 2/3, Winter/Spring 2002, pp. 11-15.

" Richard J. Shavelson and Leta Huang, “Responding Responsibly to the Frenzy to Assess Learning in Higher
Education, Change, January/February 2003, pp. 11-19.
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*  Assess personal, social, and civic abilities as well as cognitive ones
= Encourage real dialogue and greater agreement on the content of the assessments
= Recognize that what we test and make public will greatly influence what is
taught and what is learned
* Achieve clarity in the debate about what to assess through the use of a conceptual
framework
" Develop multiple and varied assessments
* Distribute meaningful feedback on assessment to all stakeholders
Role of Testing. Testing can play an important role in the assessment of student
learning. More is being learned about how testing affects quality in K-12 education, as part of
the No Child Left Behind movement.”® Some of this knowledge will be useful in considering
postsecondary testing. Consensus seems to be growing that postsecondary testing should focus
on assessing how well colleges are teaching, rather than individual student achievement.'® The
University of Texas System is taking the initiative for a pilot assessment project that will
include testing of general academic knowledge and skills in writing, math, reading, and
critical thinking. Ultimately, we would do this assessment at all nine of our academic

campuses.

4. Policy Questions.
Is there a need for a new approach to higher education accountability? Yes, it is time for
our nation to focus on the critical outcomes we expect for our students, and to hold our

institutions accountable for these results.

' See Jonathan Crane, “The Promise of Value-Added Testing,” Policy Report, November 2002 (Progressive Policy

Institute, http://www. ppionline.org.
' Kate Zernike, “Tests Are Not Just for Kids,” New York Times, August 5, 2002,
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Do we know enough now to design a national higher education accountability framework
that is highly likely to have a greater impact than the systems in place now? Not yet, although
many of the building blocks already exist.

Can a consistent, but flexible, vision be developed of what students should get out of
college? Yes, but only if national leadership and institutional will are aligned.

Should a national accountability model be developed for higher education? The long-
term goal would be to gather specific, longitudinal, and comparative data that would show
which, among like institutions, are most successful in the areas under study, determine the
factors of that success, and then apply the knowledge for further improvement. This model
should:

» Build on existing systems and sources of data.

= Be aligned with state efforts.

= (Create a conceptual framework.

= Utilize multiple kinds of measurements.

* Select meaningful indicators.

= Develop a method to benchmark higher education institutions with similar
missions.

» Foster engagement of higher education community

* Communicate widely about process and results.

* Foster use of results by rewarding success

Charles Miller Testimony
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Good afternoon. My name is Mary Ellen Duncan and I am president of Howard
Community College located in Columbia, Md. I am pleased to be with you today to present
testimony on behalf of the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) on the state
of American higher education and the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act (HEA).
AACC represents almost 1,100 public and private, associate degree granting, regionally

accredited institutions, and serves as the national voice for community colleges.

It is appropriate that community colleges be represented at this overview hearing on
higher education. To a large degree, the growth that is commonly referred to as “the community
college movement” occurred largely because of the programs authorized by the HEA. In the fall
of 2001, community colleges had credit enrollments of over 6 million students, and about 5
million noncredit students. These numbers have surged over the last couple of years, and this
trend shows no signs of abating. Community colleges are the first choice for the workers
challenged by our sluggish economy. Most of our colleges report that the recent spikes in
enrollments, which have pressed our institutions to the limit, have been due to both the “baby
boom echo” of traditional college-aged students, as well as older individuals who are employed

or recently became unemployed.

Community colleges enroll 44% of all U.S. undergraduates (measured in terms of head-
count), and 45% of first-time freshmen. Almost two-thirds, 63%, are enrolled on a pari-time
basis of fewer than 12 credit hours. The average age of our students is 29 years. Because

community colleges enroll 46% ofall African-American undergraduate students,



75

55% of all Hispanic students, and 46% of Asian/Pacific Islander students in higher education,

they pride themselves on being the “Ellis Island” of higher education.

At Howard Community College, 2,300 students received financial aid in the current
award year. Of these students, approximately 1,400 benefited from Federal Pell grants and
Federal Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants (FSEOG), totaling $1.7 million.
Financial aid recipients represent approximately 26% of our total credit students enrolled in the
2002-2003 award year. More than half of our financial aid applicants are independent students,

and many of these are single parents and minorities.

Title IV Programs and Participation in Postsecondary Education

As Congress sets to reauthorize the HEA, it deserves thanks for having done so much to
make college possible for those who otherwise would not have had the chance to improve their
lives through higher education. The college continuation rate for recent high school graduates
has risen from 47% in1973 (just as the central student aid programs of the HEA were being
implemented) to 62% in 2001. The genius of creating a student-focused system in which aid is
delivered to the individual, for use at the college of his or her choosing, has repeatedly proven
itself. But this investment is one that not only accrues to the individual; our economy would be
incalculably weaker if not for the increased education and training fostered by the Title IV

student aid programs.

Student aid works. AACC strongly supports the current programs and basic structure of
the HEA, and does not believe that the Act is flawed in any fundamental way. Rather,

reauthorization provides an opportunity to make a system that is working well function even
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better. Our colleges view themselves as having a pact with the federal government: community
colleges strive to keep tuitions as low as possible, but for those who cannot meet the cost of
education, the need-based programs in Title IV of the HEA are there to fill the gap. And there is
a consensus that the HEA has proven extremely efficient and effective in providing financing to

students and families who need resources to attend college.

Federal student aid represents close to 70% of all the student aid made available across
the country (most of the rest consists of institutional grants from private colleges). American
higher education would be radically different without it. Furthermore, the student financial aid
programs are well targeted—those who need financial assistance the most are generally those
who receive it. More than 90% of all Pell Grant funds are awarded to students with family

incomes of less than $40,000.

Unfortunately, the job of promoting equal access to postsecondary education is not yet
complete. Access to college remains highly stratified by income. Over the last 25 years, a
“rising tide” has lifted the college participation rates of students across the income spectrum
fairly equally, with the largest gains occurring in the second lowest income quartile. This is a
great achievement. Unfortunately, the persistence gap between less affluent and more affluent
students has widened over that time. And, despite the gains in overall college access, the gaps in
college participation across the various income bands have remained fairly consistent. We
believe these gaps must be eliminated; with that will come the end of the current condition in
which low-ability, high-income students are likelier to attend college than low-income, high

ability students.

‘What Have Parents, Students and Taxpayers Gotten for Their Money?
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The short answer to the question posed by today’s hearing is: the best system of higher
education in the world, a system that is not only the envy of other countries but also the nation’s
sixth largest net export. Support for higher education has fostered the world’s strongest
economy, with productivity gains resulting from a better skilled workforce as well as the
research that is conducted in America’s colleges and universities. The holders of a bachelor’s
degree, with no education beyond that, can answer this question by responding that, on average
(according to the U.S. Census Bureau), they have received about $750,000 more in lifetime
earnings compared to those holding just a high school diploma. Those with an associate degree
could answer that their lifetime earnings increased by about $335,000 compared to high school
graduates. Obviously, complex sets of aptitudes and abilities give rise to these enhanced
earnings. However, higher education is not just about earnings. Our higher education system
produces a better-informed citizenry that participates in civil and political discourse, essential to
a smoothly functioning democracy. Our society benefits, tangibly and intangibly, from a better

educated populace.

Community Colleges and the Workforce

A first principle of community colleges is providing their local communities with the
workers they need. A correlate important goal is to provide individuals with the skills that they
need to attain economic independence. In the last 25 years, the percentage of workers with an
associate degree, certificate, or some college has more than doubled from 12% to 27% of the
workforce. The array of occupational programs offered by community colleges is truly mind-
boggling, and permeates every sector of the economy. Our colleges pride themselves on their

entrepreneurial nature. For example, when Howard County’s executive asked us to create a



78

photonics program to support the fiber optics companies in our community, we responded within

six months.

In all of the fields in which high-profile labor shortages exist, such as teaching, nursing,
information technology, and first responders, community colleges are on the front lines, offering
programs designed to address these pressing needs. For example, 48% of all applicants taking
the national registered nurse examination to become licensed professional registered nurses were
graduates of associate degree programs, and these graduates pass that examination at the same
rate as those who have attended four-year colleges. 65% of new healthcare workers get their
training at community colleges. Community colleges also train and credential 85% of the

nation’s first responders—police, firefighters, and emergency medical technicians.

Community colleges do not receive adequate recognition for their role in educating the
nation’s teachers. It is estimated that at least 25% of graduates of undergraduate programs in
teacher training began their postsecondary education at community colleges. Community
colleges provide this initial teacher preparation, but also are heavily engaged in professional
development for K-12 teachers; post-baccalaureate certification for undergraduate majors in non-
teaching fields; encouraging high school students to enter the teaching field, and training the
paraprofessionals whose skills must be enhanced as a result of the “No Child Left Behind” law.
Consequently, AACC is proposing that a small new program in the Higher Education Act be
created to help community colleges further their activity in this critical area. We seek a national
competitive grant program of $20 million. Howard Community College is now offering an

Associate of Arts in Teaching (AAT) degree in elementary education that will fully articulate
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into the teaching training programs at Maryland’s four-year public colleges and the AAT in

secondary education is currently under development.

States consciously use community colleges in their economic development strategy,
through programs that are designed in part to attract and keep businesses. A recent survey by the
Education Commission of the States showed that at least 21 states provide special funding to
community colleges to train workers for high-demand occupations. Thirty-two states provide

funding to support customized training for employers.

Most colleges contract directly with a wide variety of businesses to provide the
customized training to meet their needs. These programs are developed rapidly according to
customer specifications. 95% of businesses and organizations that use them recommend

community college workforce education and training programs.
The Accountability Debate

Community colleges embrace the accountability discussion because they are already
highly accountable. In fact, colleges already provide a great deal of accountability information
to federal, state, and local governments and accreditation agencies, and welcome every chance

they have to explain how they are accountable for the funds they receive.

Proponents of greater accountability often claim that community colleges and other
higher education institutions graduate an insufficient percentage of their students, or that their

program quality is lacking. The astonishing diversity of higher education, whose non-profit
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institutions alone serve more than 16 million students each year, tends to get lost in these

generalizations.

Let me mention three examples at HCC: this week I received an invitation to hear Jessica
Swink, soprano, sing at the Kennedy Center. She took only music classes at Howard, because
she did not qualify for financial aid even though she was one of 10 children. Swink studied part-
time and would only take music classes until she became an apprentice to the Washington Opera.
Though Swink may never get a college degree, I am likely to hear her sing at the Metropélitan
Opera House ong day. On the other hand, Marcus Bryant, an African-American student, with
high grades, turned down offers to four-year colleges to attend HCC because he did not want to
accumulate debt. He will transfer to Georgia Tech or Camegie Mellon and study mechanical
engineering. And just this week, an 80-year old man complained because he couldn’t get into an
accounting class (no available seats), but I guaranteed I would get him registered early next
semester. These are some of the people who become statistics in the reporting process. HCC’s
motto is “You can get there from here.” Students decide the “there” and that’s the way it should

be.

Community colleges alone have an enormous variety of programs and goals: to provide
basic transfer education in academic areas; to give adult basic education to those who need it; to
allow incumbent or unemployed workers to upgrade their skills; to provide language education
for those who lack facility in English; and to help businesses get the workers they need in short

order. These various functions will have different desired outcomes attached to them. It is also
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important to remember that not all students who enroll at a community college plan to earn an

associate degree.

The competitive nature of higher education ensures that the ultimate goals of
accountability-—quality and efficiency—will be generated. The portable nature of the federal
student aid programs neatly complements our competitive higher education system, empowering
people to make their own choices about which college suits them best, whether they be deciding
between Stanford University and the University of California at Berkeley, or between
Kingsborough Community College in New York and the local ITT Technology Institute.
Students themselves know better than anyone else how committed they are to complefing a

program.

Community colleges currently report substantial amounts of performance-related
information to a variety of external bodies, and this includes the federal government. States
provide about 42% of the overall annuat revenues of community colleges and local governments
add another 18%. These entities have developed extensive and growing reporting requirements.
AACC has provided some information on state reporting to the Committee. Accrediting bodies
and the sponsors of other programs, government and private, also demand reporting of various
kinds, including reporting on outcomes. Accreditation also demands continual institational self-
assessment, a data-driven process. For example, an important focus of Middle States is on
learning outcomes assessments. The North Central region has a process that parallels the

National Baldrige quality model.
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Congress obviously has a legitimate need to ensure that its enormous investment in
student financial aid is well spent. However, community colleges urge this Committee to think
carefully before it places new accountability mandates on institutions. We believe that the focus
should be on providing data that will help students make more informed choices about the
college best suited to their needs and goals. Wherever possible, Congress should strive to let
colleges use information that they are already generating for other purposes. For example, at
HCC there are five full-time employees and several part-timers who respond to accountability
requirements from local, state, federal, and accrediting agencies. Unfunded mandates erode
dollars from direct services to students, especially at a time when local and state governments are

withdrawing support and enrollment is growing.

In its Dec. 30 HEA reauthorization submission to this Committee, AACC stated the
openness of its member institutions to report to the federal government new outcomes
information. We also think that different types of institutions should provide different types of
information. For example, many community colleges will want to report on the attainment of
skills certificates and industry certifications by their graduates, as well as their wage gains.
Liberal arts colleges may find these measurements inappropriate to their missions and programs.
Congress should recognize that the 3,600 non-profit institutions of higher education, which now

enroll over 16 million students, should not be looked at through the same lens.

Congress should also ask if it is always desirable for every student to graduate, or
whether colleges are now being used for other purposes as well. Community colleges are under

extreme pressure from local employers to provide more short-term training to help workers keep
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pace with changing skill requirements. A growing body of data shows that significant economic
gains accrue to those who receive some postsecondary education, but not a degree. According to
the Census Bureau, in 2001 the average salary of a high school graduate was $23,470. The
average salary for an individual who had attended a postsecondary institution but had not
attained an associate degree was $28,245—a difference of almost $5,000, more than 20%. In
addition, the children of those who attend any amount of postsecondary education are much
more likely to enroll in college than those whose parents have no postsecondary education

experience, The fact that these students don’t receive a sheepskin is no sign of failure.

In this reauthorization, Congress should focus on the enormous impediment to graduation
created by the huge and growing number of students who are working. Studies show that when
students work more than 15 hours per week, their likelihood of graduating declines sharply.
Unfortunately, according to the National Center for Education Statistics, in the 1999-2000
academic year 84% of community college students worked, 54% of them full-time. This
intensity of work involvement may be due to student financing needs, or because the student was
employed full-time before enrolling in college. Nationally, according to the National Advisory
Committee on Student Financial Assistance, low-income students average 24 hours of work each
week. Common sense suggests that a lack of persistence and graduation will correlate with part-
time enrollment in college; the longer it takes a student to complete his or her coursework, the

likelier that extemnal factors will deter that student from achieving a degree or certificate.

Community colleges accept from the start that, for many reasons, not all of their students

will graduate.  Some important factors include lack of adequate financing; the rigors of



employment; family and other personal reasons; or because a student’s goal of improved
employment prospects have been met. In addition, some students are able to transfer to a four-
year institution without obtaining a two-year degree. Furthermore, in some cases students will
find that college is just not right for them. However, community colleges ardently believe that
these cases are the unavoidable consequence of a system that operates with an open-door
admissions policy, and that what some might label a failure is rather an ongoing, but reasonable,
price that the nation’s system of higher education must absorb, Congress should remember that,
for community colleges nationally, the majority of the cost of educating students rests with state

and local governments.

College Tuitions

Students, their families, and legislators have good reason to be worried about college
costs. For many college students, tuition is rising faster than family incomes, a situation that
causes deep and persistent concern throughout higher education. Community colleges are
particularly sensitive to tuition increases because of their high enrollments of low-income

students, for whom relatively small tuition hikes can stand in the way of enrollment.

Community colleges are surprised and disappointed by the current battery of criticisms
about college tuitions. The simple fact is that college tuitions are, across a broad range of
institutions, extremely affordable, and represent the best investment most individuals will ever
make. According to the College Board, in the fall of 2002 the average tuition and fees charged at

a two-year public institution of higher education was just $1,735. The average tuition and fees
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charged by public four-year colleges were $4,081. Roughly 80% of the students in non-profit
higher education attend these institutions. The average cost of a baccalaureate degree at a four-
year public college is now about two-thirds of the average cost of a new American automobile.
Therefore, it is hard to understand why tuition charges are thought be inordinate, given the
economic returns that accrue to participation in higher education as outlined above. Also, the
tuition that students pay is only a small fraction of the overall costs of educating them, whether it

be at a public or independent institution.

Community colleges raise their tuitions as a last resort. It is just plain wrong to think
otherwise, Last fall, tuitions at two-year public institutions rose on average by 7.9%. This
regrettable hike came after a series of tuition increases in academic years 1995-96 to 2006-01
that, according to the National Center on Education Statistics, were as follows: 3.9%, 2.9%,
3.0%, 1.0%, 0.8%, and 1.6%--an average of 2.2%. At HCC, tuition remained the same in FY99,
00, and 01. The increase since 1999 ($81) to 2003 ($86) has been 6.2%. From 1999 to FY2004
($90), it will be 11.1%. Reductions in state aid are directly related to these increases and I’ll talk

about that more in a moment.

In virtually every case, the recent large tuition increases were a direct outgrowth of state
and, in some cases, Jocal funding reductions. These cuts have been unprecedented in their
severity, and have often occurred in the middle of the academic year. The current round of
tuition hikes came after community colleges were forced to tell faculty that they were being laid
off, or notify students that classes they were counting on to complete their programs were being

cancelled, or that candidates who had expected to be enrolling in nursing or other high-demand
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programs would have to wait another year. We regret to report that early signs indicate that
community college tuitions will be rising this coming fall at an even higher overall percentage
than they did last year. The colleges have no choice. For example, the Governor of California
has proposed raising the fees charged for each credit at the state’s community colleges from $11

to $24.

At Howard Community College, we have been forced to raise our tuitions, but this has
been coupled with a hiring freeze for all positions. Howard Community College, like all
community colleges in Maryland, is funded by a formula. However, because of reductions by
state government made to balance the state budget, we have received about $2 million Jess over
the last two years than we would have received if our statutory aid formula had been followed.
We have stopped making new investments in every comer of our operation. In addition, our
college, as a matter of policy, devotes a portion of the money that is derived from tuition
increases to scholarships. All this has been coupled with unprecedented increases in
enrollments. At HCC, we have been averaging about 7% increase each year for the last 4 years.

The fall numbers will be even higher.

AACC strongly contests the claim that federal student aid increases cause higher tuitions
at community colleges. For example, between the 1995-96 and 2001-02 academic years, thanks
to generous appropriations, the maximum Pell Grant was increased by $1,410, from $2,340 to
$3,750. Over that same span, according to the College Board, the average tuition and fees at
two-year public institutions increased by just $278, from §1,330 to $1,608. Also during this

period, the Hope Scholarship tax credit of up to $1,500 was put into place. It simply is not true
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that institutions consider the availability of federal aid when setting their tuitions. {In many
states, of course, tuition is set by legislatures, not the colleges.) Community colleges are pleased
to report that this strong Congressional support for the Pell Grant program has translated into
increased access. In fact, the Pell Grant recipient pool increased by almost one million students,

to 4.9 million, over just the last two years.

Lastly, it may be that certain factors endemic to the academic enterprise cause the cost of
educating students to rise at a faster rate than most other goods and services. For better or worse,
college is a labor-intensive enterprise in which the application of technology to achieve
productivity gains is not possible to the degree that it is in manufacturing and even other service
industries. And the cost of technology itself is dear. However, community colleges strive to
keep their costs of education as well as the tuitions they charge at levels that allow for
widespread access. Their average cost of educating a student is about 60% that of educating a

student at a public four-year institution.

College Preparation

As Congress looks at the state of higher education, it should focus on college preparation.
College is the key to the American dream, but not all students are given the same tools to take
advantage of it. Academic achievement from the earliest ages remains strongly tied to economic
background. Numerous studies show that college participation is related to students taking

rigorous high school curriculums. Hopefully, reforms in elementary and secondary education
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will result in greater numbers of students taking mote challenging academic coursework and

succeeding at it.

More than any other sector of higher education, community colleges pay the price for
under-prepared students. This is becoming ever more the case as four-year institutions ratchet up
their admissions standards. Community colleges are open-door institutions, but that is not the
same thing as allowing students to enroll in the program of their choice. Community colleges
routinely undertake assessments of all new students so that they can determine their readiness for
specific programs. They devote large amounts of resources to providing education designed to
ready students for their offerings. Some of this is delivered to recent high school graduates,
while much of it is provided to individuals who have been out of school for years. Remedial
math is more frequently required than reading or writing; the need for these services is

concentrated in urban areas.

Howard Community College has benefited greatly from a TRIO Student Support
Services grant. The program has had a tremendously beneficial impact on the ability of 225
eligible students to complete their programs. Over two-thirds of the students are low income,
first-generation college students and/or students with disabilities. 42%-47% are minority
students (compared to HCC's 35% overall}, and 60% of all the students are low-income. All of
these students have a need for academic support in personal, career and retention counseling as
well as individualized advising and tutoring, help with improving study skills, leadership

development and development of self-advocacy skills. Even though this program serves a



89

population that has the most barriers to academic success, the program consistently demonstrates

its effectiveness by meeting and/or exceeding a set of measurable objectives.

For community colleges, it is not just a matter of selecting the best students but bringing
out the best in all students who apply themselves in our colleges. The federal government is a

big element in the fulfillment of our mission.

AACC is pleased to have the opportunity to present this testimony to the Committee, and

looks forward to working cooperatively with you over the coming months.
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Federal Grants Received by American Association of Community Colleges (AACC)
Since October 1, 2000

1) National Science Foundation, Advanced Technological Education Program. The
award totals $1,767,569 from October 1, 2000, and expires May 31, 2003,

The award is designed to encourage the development of ATE-related programs in more
community colleges, and to share information about the value, accomplishments, and
community impact of the ATE program in and beyond the education field. In short, the
grant activities include hosting three national conferences and other presentations and
meetings, a mentoring program, a cybersecurity workshop and report, publications, and
national dissemination.

2) Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control.

09/25/Q0 - 09/24/01  $290,000
09/25/01 - 09/24/02  $261,000
09/25/02 - 03/31/03  $130.120
04/01/03 - 03/31/04  $261,499

Bridges to Healthy Communities project: “Helping National Organizations to Enable
Postsecondary Institutions to Prevent HIV Infection and Other Important Health
Problems Among Youth."

3) Natiopal Science Foundation--$2 million grant since October 1, 2000,

To develop a program focusing on K-12 science, math and technology teacher
preparation at two- and four-year colleges and universities.

4) Corporation for National and Community Service, Learn and Serve America program:
$1.2 million since October 1, 2000,

The goals of the grant are to integrate service learning into the institutional climate of
community colleges, and to increase the number, quality, and sustainability of service
learning programs through an information clearinghouse, data collection and analysis,
model programs, training and techrica] assistance, publications, and referrals. AACC has
sub-granted to 21 colleges in this period.

5) Department of Labor—Employment and Training Administration--$195,000 since
QOctoberl, 2000,

In order to foster exemplary service by community colleges in providing work-related
education and training, as well as workforce transition services, the Department of Labor
and AACC will jointly provide awards to community colleges on key areas of service by
community colleges.
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6) Department of Labor—Employment and Training Administration-approximarely
$1.,650,000 since October 1, 2000.

The grant builds on the DOL/AACC partnership to further enhance the capacity of
community colleges nationally to respond to workforce training and retraining of
dislocated and incumbent workers. The program includes: professional development of
faculty throngh the Workforce Development Institute, a state liaison network to expand
the reach of the DOL electronic tools suite and One-Stop Career Centers, and an effort 1o
connect the business community o the educations, skills, and training efforts of
community colleges.
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Higher Education in the Age of Accountability
Frank Newman
Testimony before the Committee on Education and Workforce
United States Congress
‘Washington, DC May 13, 2003

As the new millennium gets underway, higher education finds itself facing increasingly
intense questions about “accountability.” What is it for which higher education should be
accountable and to whom? Why is this such an issue now?

First, I believe that there is a longstanding mutual commitment between American
society and American higher education, an unwritten but powerful compact. Society
provides academic freedom, the right to discuss controversial subjects openly, tax
exemption and ~ most importantly — respect and trust. Higher education warrants in
return that it will provide students an education that is fair and objective (not an
indoctrination) and of the highest quality in order to prepare for a life of workforce and
civic participation. Recently, the need to ensure quality (not just espouse it} and
efficiency has been added to our responsibilities by the public officials representing the
society.

Today, these commitments are more important than ever. Higher education has become
more central o the performance of both the economy and the civic development of the
community—as every state governor has argued. For the individual, it has become the
essential ticket to the middle class. Higher education, in short, matters greatly to society.

At the same time, major flaws in the operation of higher education have become visible
in a system long renowned for its quality. Research over the last 40 years has
documented that, in general, college students gain in knowledge, intellectual skills and
personal development at a rate that substantially exceeds that of non-attendees of
comparable promise. More recent research has documented the sizeable premium in
lifetime earnings of graduates. Across the globe, American universities and colleges
remain the gold standard in the eyes of students, academics and political leaders atike.

However, this success is not without some cracks in the armor. The leaming level is
strikingly uneven among students, even students at the same institution. The average 5-
year institutional graduation rate is approximately 51 percent.! Among the lowest income
college entrants, an abysmal six percent gain a degree.” As the National Science
Foundation has reported, few graduates understand math or science well enough to apply
their knowledge to actual problems.™ The business community, in a series of reports
over the last decade, has identified key skills that graduates lack. A report by the
Business-Higher Education Forum, called Spanning the Chasm, called for “cross
functional skills” such as leadership, teamwork, problem solving, time management, self-
management, adaptability, analytical thinking, and global consciousness.” The political
community (particularly state governors and legislators) has seconded those needs and
added the urgency of addressing the cost and efficiency of the education process. In
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other words, ours remains the best higher education system in the world, but one with
important issues that must be addressed.

Can these concerns be addressed? Is it realistic to expect improvement across the face of
the system? 1believe the answer is yes, absolutely. For one thing, the last several
decades have seen a significant gain in the research on pedagogy, about how students
learn. We have the knowledge of how to structure the teaching and learning that goes on
s0 as to greatly increase the quality—and the excitement and enjoyment - of the learning
experience—if we so choose.

The steady advance of information and communication technology adds to that
opportunity. New software is demonstrating a growing capacity to improve the
effectiveness, the excitement and most recently the efficiency of learning. While, for
many reasons, the application of technology has moved ahead at a rate that seems slow to
many, American universities and colleges are still well ahead of the rest of the world.
The opportunity is there for the United States to, once again, play a leading role in the
advance of higher education and gain a significant competitive advantage.

While the low rates of attainment and graduation are widespread across the system, there
are also a number of programs that have successfully addressed the problems—enough to
make plain that these are not simply one shot solutions, but approaches that can be
applied broadly. Institutions such as the University of Texas at El Paso, the Community
College of Denver and LaGuardia Community College in New York City have
demonstrated that, with the proper programs in place, low-income students can graduate
at the same rate as the national average.

In general, these are the approaches that have been proven to work for such students:
early outreach programs, carefully structured retention programs, academic support
programs, effective remedial programs, early warning systems that identify students in
trouble, learning communities that promote active leaming, and replacing loans with
grant—all of these programs have been shown 1o increase graduation rates for first-
generation students, low-income students, and students of color. Colleges and
universities need to create and foster a campus culture that is welcoming and supportive
of all students. Faculty and staff should reflect the color and diversity of the student
body. A/l students need role models with whom they can identify.

Most important, institutions must move beyond an isolated program serving a limited
numiber of students to an institutional commitment to this concept: all students can and
should Tearn.

With regard to the measurement of learning, it is interesting to note that all universities
do regularly assess the depth of learning, intellectual skills and the ability to apply those
intellectual skills to real problems of students they care about most — their Ph.D.
candidates — through orals, dissertations and defense of dissertation, This is, of course, a
complicated, labor intensive and expensive process hardly appropriate for bachelor’s
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candidates. But it does make plain that it can be done and that within the academic
community we, deep down, believe it should be done.

At the undergraduate level, slowly, more institutions are assessing learning. The
techniques used, pioneered by such institutions as Alverno College, the University of
Tennessee or Truman State University, focus on critical areas of intellectual skills. The
1llinois Board of Higher Education has recently concluded an agreement with its
institutions to begin the regular assessment of learning. Higher education is far more
diverse in its subject matter and student abilities, and more complex to assess than
elementary and secondary education. Still, it is clearly possible to do so.

Two interesting, and large, examples of this are the British Open University (non-profit,
public) and University of Phoenix (for-profit). Each of these large and complex
institutions assesses the learning of every student, for every course. They also use these
assessments to evaluate each instructor in terms of how well students are learning—not
based on the instructor’s grading but on the independent assessment.

So it is clear, learning can be assessed in a meaningful and economical way. As the use
of technology advances, our ability to improve the quality and sophistication of
assessment while keeping the costs down will grow.

Why, then, aren’t these practices widespread? The Futures Project recently ran a series
of focus groups with state legislators and with other political leaders and a series with
university and college presidents. While the political leaders were quite clear that these
problems are important, in fact critical, the presidents saw them as minor, small in
comparison to the more urgent problems of inadequate funding and overregulation.

It is important to put the funding problem in perspective. This year, and surely next,
there is indeed a difficult and painful funding problem facing the public colleges and
universities. The cuts in state appropriations are likely to do real harm to higher
education. However, this has not been the case over the longer haul. State appropriations
to higher education actually increased over the last two decades, even on an after-
inflation and a per-student basis. In the past decade alone (1993 to 2003), the amount
spent on higher education by state governments increased on average by 60.2 percent.”
What clearly is the case is that, even as state funding was expanding, colleges and
universities were aggressively expanding other sources of revenue (tuition, sponsored
research, corporate contracting, fundraising).

Tuition, during that same time, grew rapidly. In the first half of the 20" century, college
costs rose slower than family income. As a consequence tuition remained affordable
through the 1950’s. Public college tuitions began to increase in the 1960s and 1970s, and
then took off in the early 1980s.” Since 1980, the average cost of four years of college
has increased at a rate more than 110 percent over inflation.” Between 2000-01 and
2001-02, tuition rose 5.5 percent at private colleges and 7.7 percent at the publics.™
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1t is not, therefore, that starvation budgets from the states have driven the institutions to
constant tuition increases in excess of inflation. It is rather that the subject hasn’t been
addressed. Academics often argue that to even think in terms of efficiency is to
fundamentally misunderstand the nature of the collegiate experience. In terms of cost,
there is some new and encouraging information. In several settings, universities have
found innovative ways to reduce the costs of teaching while improving student learning.
Perhaps the most useful experiments were conducted by the Pew Grant Program in
Course Redesign, funded by the Pew Charitable Trusts and run by Carol Twigg. The
emphasis was on large, introductory courses and reducing cost, improving leamning, and
increasing student satisfaction. In the first round involving ten universities, every project
reaped cost savings ranging from 16% to 77%, with an average of 33%. Half of the
institutions also reported improvements in learner outcomes (no institutions reported
reductions in learner outcomes), and all of the participants remain committed to
maintaining their redesigned courses.”™

Two powerful traditions within the academy make the spread of these common sense,
workable and needed changes difficult. The first is the rhetoric/reality gap. Over the
years, we have become expert at fending off criticism by a now well polished argument
abut the importance of higher education, the danger to the process (and to academic
freedom) of external meddling and the mystic and immeasurable basis of a liberal
education. We need to move out from behind these defenses and openly acknowledge
and work at correcting our problems. In an encouraging step, the National Association of
Independent Colleges and Universities has begun surveying its members to determine
what they are doing to begin to address these issue of accountability.”

The second is that the faculty reward structure remains focused on scholarship and
publication, not teaching, even at many institutions that are not truly research universities
(though not at community colleges). While we often criticize faculty for their lack of
attention to the opportunities to improve teaching, they are simply acting logically in light
of the current structure.

There is a further force for change that must gain our attention. Higher education is
moving rapidly from a regulated public sector toward a market. This change is going on
right across the globe. States—and governments elsewhere—are giving universities and
colleges more autonomy but, at the same time, insisting on more clearly defined
accountability. How will the institution measure and improve learning: how will it
increase retention and graduation, how will it report its performance? Here, and aboard,
governments are authorizing private, for-profit institutions to give degrees up to and
including law and Ph.D degrees. The goal is to use the force of the market {o bring a new
sense of responsiveness and accountability.

Markets, however are not easily tamed. The gains can be great (for example, the market
may, for the first time, be forcing some higher education institutions to examine their cost
structure and efficiency) but the risks can be great as well (for example, focusing student
aid on those who need it least). There is, therefore, an urgency to understanding how the
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market is emerging and how government policy can structure it to serve the public
purposes and restore the great compact between higher education and the public.

Federal efforts should, I believe, be focused on helping the states (who are the owners
and operating of the public institutions that enroll three quarter of the students to create
an effective market). The history of both federal and state efforts demonstrates that using
regulations to achieve accountability rarely works except in extraordinary cases where
government is prepared to use its full power and authority as in the desegregation of
higher education or the Title IX programs aimed at ending of gender discrimination.

The federal government has a long history of collecting analyzing and marketing
available information. Today, it is more needed than ever—not huge amounts of
undigested information but carefully gathered and analyzed information on the key
issues. Most important of these are learner outcomes and retention. Two new voluntary
efforts, the National Survey of Student Engagement and the Community College Survey
of Student Engagement have been measuring activities that have been shown to relate to
student learning, such as the amount of student engagement with faculty both in class and
outside of class. Perhaps nothing the federal government can do would be as useful as
focusing on ensuring that the information necessary to allow the higher education market
to serve the public is available. The Futures Project has been studying the impact of the
availability of information on institutional accountability as states have moved toward
performance based budgeting and performance based funding on institutional
performance. While 1t is still early in terms of the availability of the information, the one
thing that is a clear is that there is a correlation between open information and
institutional performance.

A second opportunity is for the federal government to build on its greatest policy
success—the development of the peer reviewed, competitive grant program for university
research. Until this program was introduced in 1945, the United States was an also ran in
research. Since the system’s introduction and growth, American university research has
become the leading research in essentially every field to the huge benefit not only of this
country but the entire world. It is time to think abut how this approach can be applied to
higher education two other great tasks—teaching and learning and service to the
community. The advantage of the grant system is that the institutions respond, quality
and efficiency are rewarded, innovation is encouraged—without the federal government
meddling in the institution’s internal affairs. The federal government, incidentally, is
better at this than the states as it is better able to resist institutional pressures that undercut
the competitive grant system.

A third opportunity also lies in a traditional area of federal involvement—helping the
least advantaged students gain a college education. There are two particular areas where
the federal capacity can help overcome the crises of low retention and attainment noted
above. Better information, in the form these students can use and in the settings where it
will reach them, is essential. This includes key information they need as early as middle
school. Affluent students already have access to the key information they need which
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gives them a great advantage. The other key federal role is financial aid. The federal
forms of aid are the last remaining bulwark of need—based aid and expanding this is
urgent.

‘What could be better, in a world in which a college education matters so much, for a
growing competition to break out over how much students are learning rather than the
current competition over prestige?
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Improving Learning and Reducing Costs: Lessons Learned from Round I

The Center for Academic Transforma-
tion at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
is conducting a Program in Course
Redesign with support from the Pew
Charitable Trusts. The purpose of this
institutional grant program is tc enceur-
age colleges and universitiss to redesign
their instructional approaches using
technology to achieve cost savings as
well as quality enhancements. Redesign
projects focus on large-ensoliment,
introductory courses, which have the
potentia} of impacting significant stu-
dent numbers and generating substan~
tial cost savings. The Center hasawarded
$6 million in grants to tirty projectsin
three rounds of ten projects each.

The first round of redesign projects
began in July 1999 and concluded in

fuly 2001, (Detailed descriptions of the
ten redesigns and the outcornes each
achieved can be found at
www.center.rpi.edu/PewGrant/rdlaward
.htral) The ten institutions and the
courses they redesigned are:

*  Indiana University-Purdue
University at Indianapolis
(TUPUI): Sociology

*+  Penn State University:
Elementary Statistics

*  Rio Salado College: Mathematics

*  University at Buffale {UB):
Computer Literacy

University of Central Florida
{UCF}: American Government

University of Calorado-Boulder
{UC}: Astronomy

*  University of Illineis at Urbama-
Champaign (UUC): Statistics

University of Southern Maine
(USM}: Psychology

Usiversity of Wisconsin-Madison
(UW): Chemistry

*  Virginia Tech: Linear Algebru

Round I was constructed as a pilot for
the overall program. Rather than open-
ing the program o a national competi-
tion, the Center staff selected representa-
tives from twenty institutions that exhib-
ited a high degree of readiness to develop
proposals. Ten of the twenty institutions

were selected to receive grants, and they
began their redesign projects in fall 1999,

Cur intention was to teach the principles

of redesign that the Center espouses to
those institutions that we considered
most “ready” and to work closely with
them as they developed praposals. We
believed that it was necessary to estab-
Tish exernplars for future redesign efforts
since highes education institutions have
had little experience with redesign
strategies that both imprave quality and
reduce cost.

‘What follows is an analysis of the results
of the Round | projects, with a focus on
the maost important quality Improve-
ment and cost reduction techniques
used in the redesigns, the implementa-
tion issnes they encountered, end the
projected sustainability of the course
redesigns. The Center will producea
similar analysis for Rounds Il and {11
when they have been completed.

Quality Improvement
Strategies and Successes

Five of the ten projects reported
improved learning outcomes. Four
reported no significant difference, and
one was inconclusive, Among the find-
ings were the following:

*  AtIGPUY, students in redesigned

sections had significantly higher
{.10level} grades.

Redesign students at Penn State out-
performed traditional students at a
statistically significant level ona
content-knowledge test: 60 percent
correct in the taditional format, and
68 percent in the redesigned classes.
Students in the redesigned classes
also demonstrated a greater under-
standing of a number of critical
statistical concepts.

* At UB, the redesign resulted in
an increase in the percentage of
students carning a grade of A-or
higher, moving from 37 percent to
56 percent. The mean grade eamed
in the course increased by one-third
of a letter grade, froma C+ toa B~

* At UCF, students in the traditional
format posted a 1.6-point improve-
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ment on & content examination,
whereas at 2.9, the mean change for
students in the sedesigned course
as almost double that amount.

*  AtUSM, the redesign resulted in
significant improvements in overall
understanding of course content as
measured by pre- and post-course
assessment of important concepts.

Six of the ten projects measured changes
in drop-failure-withdrawal (DFW) rates;
five showed improvement, Among the
findings were the following:

* At Penn State, the DEW rate
decreased froma rate of 12 percent
in the traditional course to 9.8
percent in the redesigned course.

*  JUPUT reduced the DFW rate from
389 percent to 24,8 percent.

*  Rio Salado increased completion
rates from 59 percent 10 64.8
percent.

*  AtUSM, a smaller percentage of
students received failing grades,
maving from 28 percent in tradi-
tional sections to 19 percent in the
redesigned corrse.

* At Virginia Tech, the percentage
of students completing the course
and achieving grades of D- or better
improved from an average of 80.5
percent to an average of 87.25
pescent,

Allten projects made significant shifts
in the teaching-learning enterprise,
making it more active and learner-
centered. The primary goal was to move
students from a passive, note-taking role
to an active, learning orientation, As one
math professor putit, “Students learn
math by deing math, not by listening

to someone talk abeut doing math.”
Lectures wers replaced with a variety of
learning resonrces, all of which involved

more active forms of student learning

or more individualized assistance, When
the structure of the course moves from
an entirely lecture-based to a student-
engagement approach, learning was less
dependent on the conveying of words by
instructors and more on reading, explor-
ing, and problem solving by students.
‘The following is alist of the most effec-
tive quality improvement techniques
used by the Round I projects.

* Comtinuous Assessiment and Feed-

back. Six of the projects incorp d

right” approach: students were
allowed to take quizzes until they
mastered the material.

Quizzes also provided powerful for-
mative feedback to both students
and faculty members, Faculty could
detect those avess whers students
were not grasping concepts, therehy
enabling corrective sctions tabe
teken in 2 timely manner. Students
received diagnostic feedback that
pointed out why an incorrect

autemated (computer-based) assess-
ment and feedback into their re-
designs. Automating assessment and
feedback enabled both repetition
{student practice) and frequent feed-

«

back, pedagogical techaiques that
have repeatedly been documented
to facilitate learning. Stadents were
regularly tested on assigned readings
and homework using short quizzes
that probed their preparedness and
conceptual understanding. These
lowe-stakes quizzes motivated stu~
dents to keep ontop of the course
material, structured their studying
and encouraged them to spend
more time o1 task, Online quizzing
enceuraged a “do it till you get it

.

ponse was inappropriate and
directed them to material that need-
ed roview. Since students were
required to complete quizzes before
class, they were better prepared
for higher-level activities In closs.
Consequently, the role of the instruc-
tor shifted from one of intreducing
basic material to one of veviewing
and expanding what students had
already mastered.

Increased Interaction arsong
Students. Seven of the projects ook
advantage of the Internet’s ability
to provide aseful and convenient
oppurtunities to increase discussion
among students. Students in large
lecture classes tend so be passive
recipients of information, and
stadent-to-student interaction is
often inhibited by class size. In
smaller discussion forums, students
can participate actively. UCF and
TUPUT created small onkine discus-
sion groups in which students could
egsily contact one another. Students
were able te benefit from participat-
ing in the informal learning commu-
nities that were created. Sofware
allowed instructors to monitorthe
frequency and the quality of sta~
dents’ contributions to discussions
more easily and carefully than it
acrowded classroom,
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Five of the projects replaced lecture
time with individual and small-
group activities that took place in
computer labs, staffed by faculty,
graduate teaching assistants {GTAs)
and/or peer tators, In several
instances, increased lab hours
enabled the students to have more
one-or-one assistance. Students
welcomed the reduction in lecteres
and the opportunity to work in
groups to apply what they had
learned from the resource materials.
Students learned fram each other
and increased their skills in warking
collaboratively on projects. In addi-
tion, pesy pressure within groups
was a powerful incentive for students
to keep up with their work,

Online Tutorigls. UW and Virginia
Tech were the most sophisticated
users of online tutorials. Building

on substantial experience in using
and developing interactive materials,
UW has developed thirty-seven
Web-based instructional modules

in chemistry es of July 2601, Each
tutorial module leads a student
through a topic in six to ten interac-
tive pages, Wher the student has
completed the tutorial, a debriefing
section presents a series of g

Virginia Tech also used a variety of
Web-based course delivery tech-
niques such as tutorials, streaming
video lectures and lecture notes as
the main tools for presenting course
materials. Consisting of exercises
with solutions that were explained in
built-in video clips, tutorials could
be used at home or at a campus lab.
Tutorials have taken over the main
instructional role: 84 percent of the
students reported, “The computer
presentations explain the concepts
well.” Students at UB also found the
self-paced tutorials provided by the
textbook publisher to be effective
and easy to use, and they reported
that the materials enhanced their
learning.

that test whether the student has
mastered the content of that module.
UW alse incorporated interactive
chemistry materials created by
Stanley Smith at VIUC. Students
found these online tutorials to be
very helpful; they particularly liked
the ability to link directly from a
problem they had difficulty with

to a tutorial that helped them learn
the concepts needed to solve the
problem. Many reperted that they
found the online materfal much
more accessible than the textbook.

Unde duate Learning Assistant:
(ULAs). UC and UB employed ULAs
in lieu of GTAs. Both universities
found that ULAs turned out to be
better at assisting their peers than
GTAs because of their understanding
of the course content, their superior
communication skills and their
awareness of the common miscon-
ceptions about computers heid by
the students. At UC, the instructor
met weekly with the ULAs and dis-
cussed in detail what was working
and where the students were having
difficulty. The feedback from these

weekly meetings gave the instructor
amuch better sense of the dlass as
awhole and of the individual stu-
dents in it than would be possible
with a class of 200 students.

Those knowledgeable about the impact
of pedagogy on improved student learn-
ing will find nothing surprising in this
list. Among the well-accepted “Seven
Principles for Good Practice in Under-
graduate Education” developed by
Arthur W. Chickering and Zelda F.
Gamson in 1987 are “encourage active
learning,”
“encourage cooperation among
students,” and “emphasize time on
task.” Good pedagogy itself has nothing
to do with technolagy. What is signifi-
cant about these redesigns, however,

is that they were able to incorporate
good pedagogical practice in courses
with very large numbers of students,
which would have been impossible
without using technology.

‘give prompt feedback,”

Cost Reduction Strategies
and Successes

There arc a varicty of ways to reduce
costs and, consequently, a variety of
instructional models that can be devel-
oped depending upon institutional
circumstances, The approach most
favored by the Reund I projects was to
keep student enrollments the same while
reducing the instructional resources
devoted to the course. Seven of the ten
projects employed this approach, which
makes sense when student demand for
the particular course is relatively stable.

The other three projects—IUPUL, USM
and Rio—increased student enrollments
with little or no change in course expen-~
ditures. In the first two instances,
section size was increased; in Rio's case,
one faculty member, who had tradition-
ally taught one section, handled four
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sections simultaneously with the help

of a course assistant. This techniqueis
especially appealing to institutions that
face greater student demand than can be
met using conventional methods.

A third way to decrease costs is by
reducing the number of repetitions
required to pass the course, In many
community colleges, for example, it
takes an average of 2.5 enrollments to
pass introductory mathematics courses.
This means that the institation and the
student must spend 2.5 times what it
would cost to pass the course on the first
try. Five of the ten projects showed a
decrease in drop-failure-withdrawal
(DFW) rates, ranging from 10 to 20
percent. Of those five, only UCF calculat-
ed the cost savings resulting from higher
retention rates. Clearly, the other four
could calculate those savings, which,

in turn, would produce a higher cost-
per-student savings than we report.

What were the most effective cost
savings techniques employed by the
Round ! projects? Since the major cost
ftem in instruction is personnel, reduc-
ing the time faculty and other instruc-
tional personnel spend and transferring
some tasks to technology-assisted activi-
ties is key. By reducing the number of
hours spent by faculty and others while
keeping credit hours constant with no
dimination of learning results, all ten
projects were able to reduce costs while
maintaining quality, The following is a
list of the predominant techniques used
by the projects.

+ Online Course Management Systents.
Course management systems played
a central role in ¢ight of the ten
redesigns, Some projects used com-
mercial products like WebCT and
Blackboard; others used homegrown
systems created for campuswide use
or specifically for the redesigned

course; and others used instructional
software that included an integrated
management system. Using a course
management system radically
teduced {or eliminated) the amount
of time faculty spent on nonacadem-
ic tasks such as recording, calcafat-
ing and storing grades; photocopying
course materials; posting changes in
schedules and course syllabt; send-
ing out special announcements; and
transporting syliabi, assignments,
and examinations from one semester
to the next.

Online Automated Assessment of
Exercises, Quizzes, and Tests. Five

Skared Resources. When the whole
course {or more than one section)

is redesigned, substantial amounts
of time that faculty spend developing
and revising course materials and
preparing for classes can be consid-
erably reduced by efiminating
duplication of effort. Penn State
constructed an easily navigated Web
site that contained not only the
management aspects of the course
but also alarge number of student
aids and resources {sohutions fo
problems, study guides, supplemen-
tal reading materials for tapics not
ptherwise treated in the text, self-

of the ten projects used d
grading of exercises, quizzes or tests.
Some used the quizzing features of
cammercial products like WebCT;
others used homegrown systems
created for campuswide use like
UIUC’s Mallard; and others used
specific quizzing software like TEST-
PILOT. The amount of time faculty
and/or GTAs spent on the time-
consuming process of preparing
quizzes as well as on grading, record-
ing and posting results was sharply
reduced. Automated testing systems,
comprised of large datadases of
questions, enabled individualized
tests to be easily generared.

Onlize Tutorials. Qaline tuterials

at UW helped structure discussion
sections by having students come to
class prepared to ask questions. This
meant less preparation time for GTAs.
Virginia Tech’s use of similar online
course delivery techniques enabled

a radical reduction in teaching staff.
Individual faculty members were no
longer reguired to present the same
content in duplicat:ve efforts, nor
were they required to replicate exer-
cises and quizzes for each section.

1t activities, etc.). Having
assignments, quizzes, exams and
other course materials ena commu-
nity Web site saved a considerable
amount of instructional time.

Staffing Substitutions. UCand UB
found that using ULAs in lieu of
GTAs was a key cost-saving device,
By replacing expensive Jabor (faculty
and graduate students} with rela-
tively inexpensive labor, the teams
increased the person-hours devoted
1o the course while cutting costs.
Rio Salade employed a course agsis-
tant to address nonmath-related
questions (which characterized

90 percent of all interactions with
students!} and to moniter student
progress. This freed the instructor
to handle more students and to cor~
centrate on academic rather than
logistical interactions with students.
Penn State also used ULAsto grade
homework assignments, refieving
GTAs of this chore, as well as to as-
sist in labs, thus reducing the num-
ber of GTAs required for the course.
Reduction of Space Requirements.
UCF wanted to utilize classtoom
space more efficiently and thus
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reduce the amount of rented space
needed by the university. Delivering
portions of a coursevia the Web as
a substitate for face-to-face class-
room instruction saved precious
classroom space, Two or three
sections/courses could be scheduled
in the same classroom where only
one could be schedaled before. UCF
was the only projectthat detailed the
cost savings resulting from reduced
space costs, but anyof the projects
that reduced contact hours could
<alculate those space savings as well.

In regard to cost savings, the redesign
methodology was an unqualified
success. All ten of the Round I projects
reduced their costs. Some saved more

than they had planned; others saved less.

The Round 1 projects planned to reduce
<0sts by about 37 percent on average,
with a range of 20 to 71 percent. They
actually reduced costs by 33 percent on
average, with a range of 16 to 77 percent.
Final results from Round I show a
collective savings of $1,006,506 for ten
courses, compared with the original
projection of $1,160,706. (For a detailed
comparison of planned versus actual
savings, please sce www.center.rpieduf
PewGrant/Rd1saving.html.)

Why is there such a large range of sav-
ings among the projects? The differences
are directly attributableto the different
design decisions made by the teams,
especially regarding what to do with the
faculty time that was saved. Those with
alower percentage of savings tended to
redirect rather than reallocate saved fac-
ulty time; in other words, they kept the
total amount of faculty time devoted

to the course constant but changed the
nature of how the faculty spent their
time {e.g., lecturing vs. interacting with
students. ). Others radically reduced the
amountof time non-faculty personnel

like GTAs spent but kept the amount of
faculty time constant. Those decisions
cut down on the total savings. In con-
trast, by reatlocating faculty time to
other courses and activities, Virginja
Tech showed the most substantial cost

Implementation Issues

As part of the grant application process,
the Center required institutions to assess
and demonstrate their readiness to
engage in large-scale redesign by

savings. Other projects could have saved
more with no diminution in quality had
they made different design dedisions.

Higher education has traditionally
assumed that high quality means low
student-faculty ratios and that large
lecture-presentation techniques are the
only fow-cost alternatives. By using tech-
nology-based approaches and learner-
centered principles in redesigning their
courses, these ten institutions have
demonstrated a way out of higher educa-

tion’s historical trade-off between cost
and quality. Some of the projects relied
on asynchronous, self-paced learning
modes; others used a traditional,
synchronous dassroom setting but with
reduced student/faculty contact hours.
Both approaches considered how best to
use all available resources—including
faculty time and technology—to achieve
the desired learning objectives. Moving
away from the current credit-for-contact
mode of instruction and focusing on
how to produce more effective and
efficient learning by students were
fundamental to success.

ponding to a set of i
readiness criteria and to a set of course-
readiness criteria, both developed by
Center staff. {(For a full description of the
program’s readiness critetia, please see
www.center rpl.edu/PewGrRdihtml )
Our experience in the program has
taught us that some institutions, because
of their prior investments and experi-
ences, better understand what is
required to create these nev learning
environments and are more ready to
engage in redesign efforts. 1o addition,
just as some institutions are more ready
than others to engage in large-scale
redesign, some faculty members and
some courses are more ready than others
1o be the focus of that redesign effort.
Prior experiences with technology-
mediated teaching ard learning and
numerous attitudinal factors give them
a head start on the process.

The experiences of the Round 1 projects
corroborated the importance of readi-
niess in completing 2 successful redesign
project. The ten institutions involved

in Round ] exhibited a high degree of
readiness, and all successfully completed
their redesigns. When project teams
encountered mplementation problems,
however, in almost every instance the
problent was directly related to alack of
readiness. The description of implemen-
tation problems that follows is organized
in relation to the program’s readiness
criteria; the italicized portions are taken
from commentary about each criterion
included in the grant program guide-

{ines,

*  Course Readintess Criteria #3.
Decistons about curriculum in the
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department, program, or school
must be made collectively.
Decisions to engage in large-siale
course redesign cannot be left to an
individual faculty member. An insti-
tution’s best chance of long-term
success involves not a single individ-
wual but rather i group of people who,
working tagether, ave committed to
the objectives of the project. Indica-
tors that the faculty ina particular
unit are ready to collaborase include
the following: they may have talked
among themselves about the need
for change; they may have decided to
establish common learming objectives
and processes for the course in ques-
tion; and they may have instituted
pieces of @ common approach, such
as & shared final examination.

The biggest implementation issue for
several of the projects was achieving
consensus ameong all faculty teaching
the course about a variety of issues.
Course development is usually done
by a single faculty member working
on a single course, and the redesign
of a single course by multiple faculty
presented several challenges. These
challenges included gaining agree-
ment on core course outcomes and
instructional formats, reaching
consensus on textbook selection and
topic sequences, and setting up a
common Web site, Since instructers
were not used to talking about such
issues, they needed time to work
through them. As one team com-
mented, however, thiswas 2 “good”
problem to have in that it led to
exciting discussions and efforts to
design a course freed of past conven-
tional wisdom.

Individual faculty readiness, not anly
departmental or program readiness,
needs to be an integral part of the

course redesign process. Identifying
the “right” faculty members to teach
the redesigned courses—that is,
those with attitudes open to change
and to collaboration—is impartant.
Twao of the projects encountered
difficulties when they tried to move
beyond the initial course designers
to entist other faculty in teaching the
redesigned course.

Course Readiness Criteria #4. The
faculty must be able and willing

to incorporate existing curricular
materials in order to focus work on
redesign issues rather than materials
creation.

Faculty who are willing to use an
appropriate blend of homegrown
(created by local faculty) and pur-
chased learning materials in a non-
dogmayic fashion will have a head
start, Faculty who are susceptible to
the “not-invented-here syndrome”™—
that is, who believe that they must
create everything themselves from
scratth—will be consumed with
materials development and will add
farge amounts of time te the redesign
process. Courses taught by faculty
who are willing to partner with other
content providers, whether commer-
cial software producers or other
colleges or universities that have

.

developed technology-based
materials, make better candidates
for g large-scale redesign profect,

In several instances, revising previ-
ously developed materials, adapting
existing materials and developing
new materials turned out to be more
work than originally anticipated. As
one team put i, these activities were
both time- and thought-consuming.
One team that decided to develop
customized course management
software, which was a larger task
than they anticipated, now believes
that it was a mistake notto adopt a
standard course management soft-
ware package.

Institutional Readiness Criteria #3,
The institution’s goal must be to
integrate computing throughout the
campus culture.

Unlike institutions that have estab-
lished “initiatives” without specific
milestones, computing-intensive
campuses know the numbers. They
know the level of availability of net-
work access and the level of personal
hip {or availability)
Jor students and faculty on their cam-
puses because their goal is saturation,
ani the numbers tell thew: kow close
they are tp achieving that goal.
Ubiquitous networked computing is
a prerequisite to achieving a return
en institutional investment, Uaiil all
menmbers of the campus community
have full access to IT resources, it

is difficult to implement significant
redesign projects.

Comput

As they ramped ug, two of the projects
encountercd problems in providing
adequate lkboratory classroom space
and equipment to offer the coursc in
the redesigned format. In both cases,
computer Jab space on campus was
scarce. The institutions involved
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view these problems as temporary
and see three solutions on the hori-
zon: 1} constructing more smart
classrooms, 2} adopting wirelass
solutions in which students bring
laptops to traditional classrooms,
and 3) using lab facilities in campus
housing sites that have experienced a
decline in demand as more students
bring their own PCs to campus.

Institutional Readiness Criteria #7,
The institution must have estab-
lished ways to assess and provide
for learner readiness to engage in
1T-based courses.

Learner readiness involves mare than
access to computers and to the net-
work. It also involves access to techni-
cal support for using navigation tools
and course-management systems.
Students also need to be aware of
what is required to be successful in
technology-intensive courses. Making
the change from face-to-face instruc-
tion to online learning involves far
more than learning 1o use 2 computer.
Many students are set in their ways
after alifetime (albeit brief) of passive

prablems were resolved through
improvements in equipment,
programs and system backups, and
eventually these problems decrezsed
1o near zero, Finally, both novehy
and anxiety wore off s succeeding
classes of students moved through
and the redesigned approaches
blended into the teaching and
learning scene,

Additional Implementation Problems.
Several projects experienced
problems and delays due to factors
beyord their contral having to do
with the current, relatively immature
state of the commercial software
marketplace. Course management
software, for example, is being
continnously changed and updated.
Upgrades can bing problems,
especially in sitvations where the
software is being stretched, suchas
occurred in these projects. Upgrades
in software required rechecking on-
fine homework and quiz questions
and revising online tutorials. Conse-
quently much time was spent redo-
ing course materials that had been

instruction. They nesd pref in
making the transition to more active
learning environments.

Preparing students (and their par-
ents) for changes in the way a course
is offered turned out to bean impor-
tant ingredient for several projects.
Students and their home depart-
ments were uneasy at best about the
new approaches. Inevitable develop-
mental problems like system crashes
and data-handling errors became
visible targets of dissatisfaction.
Issues of perception were addressed
successfully through active commu-
nication with departments and
patiens replies (o student e-mail
messages, Software and hardware

developed and tested earlier.

Similarly, those project teams
committed to using instructional
software products developed by
textbook publishers eacountered
some problems in adapting the
software to meetboth faculty and
student needs. I a team decided to
change texts, for example, they
found themselves having to spend
considerable time changing linked
feedback for students. Some com-
mercial materials that were originally
planned to be included in the
redesigns were rejected because of
perceived low quality or because they
were unable to sccommodate large
numbers of students. {Many soft-

ware products assume a small class
size in contrast to the projects class
sizes of more than 1,000.) Ope team

commented that because the off-the-

shelf software they used was not as

mature as anticipated, their redesign

might have been slightly ahead ofits

time. They believe, however, that the

software will mature sufficiently in
the not-too-distant future.

Several of the projects experienced sig-
nificant backsliding from their original
project goals in regard to cost reduction,
bringing to mind the importance of
Institational Readiness Criteria #1: The
institution must want to reduce costs and
inerease acedemic productivity. I one
case, the projected cost reduction was to
be achieved by increasing section sizein
order to free faculty to offer additional
courses, Despite the lead faculty
member’s confidence that this could

be done and increased quality could be
preserved, the administration falled to
follow through on their responsibility

to reduce the number of sections. in
another case, a department reneged on
its commitment to reduce seat time to
the projected percentage, again despite
the lead faculty member’s confidence
that this could be done. Both of these
instances suggest a lack of institutional
commitment to increasing academic
productivity,

Because we did not require the institu-
tions to redesign the entire course, as we
did in subsequent rounds, several of the
projects redesigned a single section as

2 proof of concept. In one iastance, the
project proved in one section that
stadents were able to learn effectively in
the absence of Jectures by using Web-
based tutoriaks. The project Jeader’s
departmental colleagues, however, were
reluctant te reduce the number of
lectures in the remaining sections.

»
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Again, this suggests alack of depart-
mental and institutional commitment.
Faculty members op their own have
shown spectacular success in creating
highly effective new learning environ-
ments, but in order for these successes

to have & real impact on the institution
i bi

course. In addition, their redesigned
statistics conrse will be distributed for
use at Penn State’s twenty-two Com-~
Ith Campuses. UB’s redesig
methodology is being applied to other
courses within the department. Based
on what they learned in their initial
redesign, Virginia Tech has created a

as a whole, administrati P
needs to play an active and continning
role.

Sustainability

One way fo judge the sirccess of a grant-
funded project is to assess its potential
0 be sustained once the grant funding
runs out, All ten of the Round I projects

new tutorial system to be used in the
Math Emporium in additional courses.
UW’s team has also jmplemented a
coursewide redesign in General and
Analytical Chemistry based on the same
principles employed in General Chem-
istry, UCF's course redesign model is
being adopted widely throughout the
insti Three other large enrollment

are firmly ¢ itted to ining their
redesigns. Comments include “the
team is convinced that the redesign is
sustainable,” “our efforts are clearly
sustainable,” “the department is totally
cominitted to its continuation,” “there
is no desire within the departiuent to
return to the traditional design,” and
“there are overwhelming reasons for
continuing with the redesigned course.”
Several project leaders have said that the
redesigned format is now embedded
within the department’s culture or that
a new culture for teaching the introduc-
wry course has been created, and “from
this there is no golng back.” As one team
put it, “The success of the restructured
course-~as reflected by cost savings,
improved student performance, and
instructor satisfaction—ensures that
{the redesign] is the preferred mode of
instructional defivery.”

A second way to cvaluate the success of
a grant-funded project is to consider

its impact on other courses within the
department and within the institution.
Again, all ten projects report a signifi-
cant impact on other courses. Penn State
is redesigning two additional introduc-
tory courses and a 400-level statistics

general education courses, English

Compaosition [ and 1 and College Alge-
bra, are in various stages of planning
and implementation of the reduced seat-
time instructional model.

To what do we attribute the high level

of success achieved by the Round |
projects? The innovation, dedication
and hard work shown by each of the ten
project teams was an essential ingredi-
ent. Inaddition, the Center for Academic
Transformation provided leadership in
choosing the right participants, eaching
them the planning methodelogy, actively
supporting them as they developed their
design plans, closely monitoring the
implementation process, and insisting

on ongoing and final progress reports
that include measurable outcomes,

The Center created a urique three-stage
proposal process that required appli-
cants to assess their readiness to partici-
pate in the program, develop a plan for
improved learning outcomes, and
analyze the cost of traditional methods
af instruction as well as new methods of
instruction utilizing technolegy. {See
www.center.rpledu/PewGrant/ TooLhtml
for 3 description of the Center’s Course
Planning Tool, which facilitates this
analysis.)

Perhaps the most significant aspect of
this process has been the need for the
Center to teach the redesign methodol-
ogy, especially in regard to cost savings,
since neither faculty nor administrators

iar

lly exploy this approach to
restructuring courses using IT. Prospec-
tive grant recipients were supported
throughout by a series of invitational
waorkshops that taught these assessment
and planning methodologies and by
individual consultations with Center
staff. Both faculty and administrators
have repeatedly indicated that learaing
the methodology is key to the effective-
ness of the process, Once learned, how-
ever, the methodology is eastly transter-
able to other courses and disciplines,

The pioneering institutions from Round
Fhave established replicable models for
those institutions that want to use tech-
nalogy to improve student learning
while reducing instructional costs.
Building upon that valuable experience,
the Round 11 and Round 11 projects
have made improvements to these initial
efforts and appear to be achieving even
stronger results. We look forward to
producing an analysis similar to this one
for Rounds 11 and [11 when their projects
are complete,
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Access and Achievement Building Block:
Making the Case for Al to Achieve

What is the problem?

The New Economy, fueled by globalization and technology, now demands students who
are increasingly more knowledgeable and skilled. Education provides students with the
skills and knowledge needed to be productive, prosperous, and engaged citizens. Twa
decades ago a ticket to the middle class could be purchased with a high school diploma.
Today, that ticket is more expensive—it requires a coilege degree. A college diploma
serves as the primary signal of one’s ability. But, as the wage differential between a
worker with a high school diploma and one with a college degree continues io widen,
who has access to acquiring this all important signal?

When it comes to college attendance and graduation, statistics show that students of color
and low-income students lag behind their White counterparts. Predictive studies suggest
that students of color are the fastest growing segment of the population. Given this, it is
incumbent on policymekers and academic leaders to figure out how to continue to
improve access, while broadening their focus to include efforts aimed at increasing
attainment rates for all students.

What is the current demographic and educational environment?

¢ The levels of academic achievement as percentages of the adult U.S. population is
as follows"s
o 8th grade or less - 6.9%

Some high school, no diploma - 11.5%

High-scheol diploma - 29.5%

Some college, no degree - 20.5%

Associate degree - 16.1%

Bachelor's degree - 16.1%

o Graduate or professional degree - 9.0%

* In 2001, 68% of the undergraduate enroliment was white, 13% was black, 12%
Hispanic, 6% Asian or Pacific Islander, and 1% was American Indian or Alaska
Native. 44% of undergraduates were male, and 56% were female.”

* A strong correlation between income, education levels, and health has also been
observed. Within specific income ranges, people with a higher levels of
education self-reported being in better health than those with lower levels of
education. Also, the percentage of the population over 25 in 1997 who reported
being in excellent or very good health increased with increasing levels of
education across all income ranges™:

Legss than high school-- 38.7%

o HS diploma or equivalent ~ 57.8%

o Some college —67.6%

o Bachelor’s degree or higher — 79.7%
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e Currently, minimum requirements for eniry into 4 vear colleges are™:
o 4 years of Math, including Geometry, Algebra IT and two years of AP
classes.
o 4 years of Science — 2 Physical Sciences and 2 biological sciences.
o 4years of English - including 2 AP.
o 2 years (minimum) of a foreign language.

The following chart best illustrates persisterce and aitainment vates by high school
curriculum and level of parent’s education. What is siriking here is that the “Core
New Basics” curriculum (4 years of English, 3 years of math, 3 years of science and
social studies), prepares too few for a successful post-secondary education. Even for
first generation students, those who took a rigorous curriculum had attainment or
retention vates similar to non-first generation students. However, the gap between
those first generation students taking “Core New Basic” Curriculum and those taking
a “Rigorous” program is quite large.  In the first year, 9.9% and 1.0 respectively; in
the second year, 12.9% compared to 4.4%. We must provide everyone with a
“vigorous” curriculum’.

DRAFT

Net for Citation
5/16/2003

Last Revised 3/1/2003
Jamie E. Scurry



121

Tshk 17-Fercentage tistributiin of 199596 i) dary students sccording fo attdnmment
. fevel wnd year afpostmmdny dcparfma yelrv Isker {xpnﬂg 1998) by stukmi& r‘igm uf
secondary eurriculur nid frst-generafion stetiis - . )
Tokl 0 e Na&cg o
sttained or Atfained Tefiwithod leRvwithoo! Lellwithout
. sﬂl enolled Ty siring - S sokan i rwmin R b
5?998 908 - emolled 1980788 iseeay __ 1gos-96
Tod N e 4 13 0
Gumdidion o
CaneMew Breics artmlow L TS A8 88 L S - 19
Beyond New Busiex N -4 3 R S B4 R T 3% 18:
< Beyond New Bosics I ‘ R 1 R " ETIEEIE BRI I
‘Rigovows - ) o0 BT 536 e
: A L N . - . Fnrst—gaxxa’hon " L
okt Co 7.1 s2 €19 e e
Uvu’nﬂ ngar A R ’ : T ) : L -
‘Coré Neww Hasics o b:]uw 0o 53 LES T 129 9%
Bryond Now Basins I 845 50 7.9 24 NN LX
Biycind New Basies 11 563 39 X1 54 &0 24
Rigorous ne 54 815 ) T i‘% £
. b o " Phriss b basbelei’s G wtvmnsed dogres,
- Teil DRI % 28, . o885 . . 3 43 39

Ovcrlhngc.r T B ST . v o
Lo New Bucx nrbciow‘ oL BLE XN O & R &2 RS
Bc)mn New Bogies |- . 87 832 58 . 30 o §4
Beyend Sow Masios 1] B 548 s 48 51
“Rigarass : 961 .4 L4 R
- ‘ ,  Puwert T sorme sollegs
Te