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1. A CAREER OUT OF CONTROL (MAYBE)

James L. Bess*

Professor Emeritus, New York University

PROPAEDEUTIC

As an academic, I do love big words! In this case, I wanted to begin
by explaining my aim in this autobiography and the form it will take.
The reader will find a fairly lengthy introduction to my early years,
prior to entering the field of higher education because I believe these
details will make more understandable the trajectory of my professional
career. In turn, I hope to provide a reminder, perhaps gratuitous, that
examining one’s personal life reveals the unintended impacts of earlier
circumstances on later decisions. We, academics especially, like to
think we know and understand why we are behaving the way we do,
but it is largely in hindsight that we come to understand how and
why our lives evolved and whether in toto we were as successful and
happy as we might have been. Aristotle, who preceded me by a few
years, taught me this lesson. (I've also come to know that some theories
of organizational strategy take this same retrospective position — see
Hardy, Langley, Mintzberg, & Rose, 2003.)

I should also note that I debated whether to make this autobiog-
raphy more of an academic exercise. I might have used human devel-
opment theory, career theory, and organizational theory, for example,
to understand better how I got into various personal dilemmas at
the places I worked; teaching and learning theory to explain how I
conducted my classes; etc., etc. (see Brockmeier & Carbaugh, 2001).
But in the end, as I began to write, I found that who I was and am
flowed more honestly and directly from a straightforward narrative,
modulated by my own feelings and impressions of what was going on as

*James L. Bess, 186 Harkness Road, Amherst, MA 01002, USA. Email: Jlbessl@aol.com

J.C. Smart (ed.), Higher Education: Handbook of Theory and Research, Vol. XXII, 1-58
© 2007 Springer.



Bess: A Career Out of Control (Maybe)

it happened. I guess later I may try to figure out what it all means; but
to spare the reader, here is the unadulterated “me.” (Well, doubtless
biased by how I have come to see “me.”) As for most faculty members,
my academic life was divided between the challenges of finding satis-
factions inside my department and school and the quite different and
separate work and rewards from associating with colleagues around
the country and world. As will be seen, I was less successful with the
first than the second.

EARLY DAYS AND EDUCATION

It all began in Mount Vernon, New York, a suburb of New York City,
where I led a rather unremarkable life in the local school system.
I was reasonably successful in high school, but not without great
effort. T have a terrible memory and am not a “quick” learner. In
those pre-computer days, I spent countless hours making 3 X 5 cards
with notes on assigned readings, then more cards with notes on the
originals, then a mnemonic with the first letters of the key points of
the different cards. Those reminded me of the list of required answers
that I was to parrot back on the tests. (I'm sure these learning methods
are not unfamiliar to many readers.) I did have an active imagi-
nation and a busy non-academic life — different sports (tennis team
in high school), orchestra (violin), chess club, and lots of unrequired
reading. My tastes were (still are) protean. I love good literature,
art, drama, science, music, golf, languages, travel — the whole gamut.
I subscribe to the New York Review of Books, among quite a few other
publications.

My family background is, I believe, particularly relevant to
my career in higher education. Neither of my parents earned a
college degree. My father and his family emigrated from Ukraine; my
mother’s family from Belarus. My father’s family settled in Springfield,
Massachusetts, while my mother grew up in Hartford, Connecticut.
My father was an extremely creative, smart, charismatic, ambitious,
unscrupulous, volatile, and irascible individual. He was also a worka-
holic. His life in some ways became a negative role model for me, while
in other ways, he was inspirational. I learned from him how hard one
must work to succeed. As with most sons, I could never quite please
him enough. I am the eldest child by six and nine years, with a brother
and sister, who had their own ways of dealing with him.

My father’s avenue to success was through trial and error
experience, and the medium for measuring his success was money. He
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was extremely successful at times, but also periodically a disastrous
failure. My way of learning, on the other hand, was — and still is — from
books. I would rather interact with the giants of literature than with
friends; but that unfortunately prevents me from learning what I really
believe by testing my thoughts in public. It also limits the number of
friends that I have.

From the time I was quite young, I have been curious about all
of life and have striven for “understanding.” Playing with ideas was a
perfect way to spend my days. My father, however, never quite under-
stood the academic life or why I chose it and was forever criticizing me
for not pursuing a more lucrative career in business. Both parents, I
should add, were loving and caring. I felt from the start well protected,
secure, and optimistic about the future.

THE UNDERGRADUATE YEARS

From high school in Mount Vernon, I went to Cornell University in
1952. At my father’s urging, I majored in economics for the usual
reasons — it would come in handy when I went into business. I
was unhappy at Cornell. Even then (maybe not so now), it was a
party school. 1 joined a fraternity, as that seemed by far to be the
optimum route to popularity and status. Comparatively few students
at Cornell cared seriously about learning. I, on the other hand, audited
a number of courses. For example, I did not believe I should graduate
from college without having had a course in American history. I
debated switching to a smaller school where the learning atmosphere
would be taken more seriously. But the disruption and change seemed
too daunting, and I decided, partly out of inertia, I suppose, to stick
it out. In hindsight, I received a pretty good education at Cornell,
studying literature with Nabokov, for example, which set me up for life
of reading and appreciating good books. I also had some wonderful art
and philosophy courses whose content and messages to this day guide
my life.

Cornell and the fraternity experience were disappointing. (I am
only now learning how to enjoy good scotch!). I had to work as a waiter
and dishwasher to help my parents with expenses (my college years
were years of financial failure for my father). My social life suffered,
as I did not have a car, which would have enabled me to find lady
friends at nearby colleges. I was somewhat socially introverted (which
evolved into what some have called anti-social dispositions later in
academic life) and could not compete with upperclassmen for the local
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freshmen and sophomore women at Cornell. I did become president
of my fraternity in my senior year, an activity that was to provide me
with many insights about leadership, a subject I will address below.

MILITARY SERVICE

I applied to Harvard Business School in my senior year at Cornell,
but was told that they could not accept me without more business
experience. Since while at Cornell 1 had been a member of ROTC, 1
elected to serve as an officer in the Army for two years (with limited
reserve duty afterward) immediately following graduation — another
leadership experience at which I think I failed, but from which I learned
much. I was in an artillery guided missile unit for which I was given
scientific and technical training at Fort Bliss, Texas (my economics
background at Cornell to the contrary notwithstanding). We were being
readied to detect Russian missiles that might fly over the North Pole
on their way to attacking the United States. I studied very hard, but
learned only that our missiles were incapable of intercepting anything
going faster than the speediest United Airlines propeller-driven planes,
and then only when we knew their exact flight path. Moreover, even
if we knew where they were, our missiles were shown to be defective
when tested on the range.

Though I had assured the Army that I spoke French fluently (an
exaggeration of my Cornell learning) and would be pleased to serve in
France, I spent most of my military life near Youngstown, Ohio, where
French toast was the closest I got to foreign fare. Near Youngstown
was an Air Force radar station in Sharon, Pennsylvania with an
associated squadron of Air Force fighter planes ready to take off
when danger approached. This was in the early 1950’s, when the cold
war was real. I was sent to Sharon to be an Army liaison officer,
passing information that the Air Force radars detected to six Nike
missile batteries surrounding Cleveland. I had eight enlisted men under
my command, as did my two fellow officers, a staffing complement
that allowed 24/7 coverage. The enlisted men monitored a computer
screen with blips indicating aircraft in the area, but essentially, they
watched the Air Force trackers who, with earphones and felt-tip pens,
traced commercial and military plane flight paths on a huge (room-
size) plexiglass screen at the front of the room. When the Air Force
saw fit to designate an “unknown” plane as a potential enemy, they
alerted we Army people, and we, in turn, alerted the Cleveland NIKE
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missile batteries. There were occasions when Canadian geese stimu-
lated alerts that caused the fighter planes to scramble and the local
Army, thousands of them, to prepare all of the missiles for launching.
This usually happened at 2:00 a.m. in the morning.

Of special significance to my education (and later teaching and
research) was the way that I tried to lead my “troops” — all eight of
them. Taking a cue from my father, who was distrustful of everyone,
I made sure that I watched and supervised them “by the book.” My
inspections were with white gloves. My men hated me. What frustrated
me, moreover, was that one fellow officer rarely oversaw his contingent
of enlisted men. Yet they performed much more conscientiously and
at higher quality. I just could not understand how he could leave them
unobserved, unsupervised, and undisciplined. It was not until later in
graduate school that I understood (at least somewhat better) who I was,
what my beliefs about human nature were, and what my philosophy
of leadership was then — and is now.

Two events in my Army time were especially significant. One was
that I was “fired” from my post for (allegedly) being too aggressive
in personally securing better radar equipment than the Air Force
controllers themselves had. In point of fact, I was a good “scrounger,”
but what precipitated my dismissal was something else. I lived on
the base in Sharon at a BOQ (Bachelor Officers Quarters) at which
one day a theft of money occurred. I entered the BOQ one afternoon
and asked if the “strawberries” had been found. It seemed that the
base commander had initiated a thorough investigation of the theft,
calling in the Inspector General of the Air Force. The mode of exami-
nation resembled that of the Caine Mutiny’s Captain Queeg, a fictitious
character on a naval vessel. Queeg was an obsessive-compulsive, and
the Sharon commander interpreted my remarks as comparing him to
Queeg. The Air Force commander called my own Army commander
in Cleveland and asked that I be reassigned because I was, he claimed,
too aggressive on behalf of the Army unit. My commander immedi-
ately telephoned me with sincere congratulations (for beating out
the Air Force) and told me he was recalling me to Cleveland. In
this particular case, my indiscrete and ill-timed outspokenness at the
BOQ was not a cause for punishment, but it is indicative of a way
of behaving that has gotten me in trouble throughout my academic
career.

The second important event for me in Youngstown was my
decision to enroll in non-credit evening courses at Youngstown
University, my first non-required post-graduate formal learning

5



Bess: A Career Out of Control (Maybe)

adventure. It was there that I bought my first “serious” dictionary, and
it was then that I knew that education was something that I needed to
pursue diligently for all of my life.

GRADUATE BUSINESS SCHOOL

Toward the end of my two-year stint in the Army, I reapplied to the
Harvard Business School and this time was admitted — presumably
because of my work experience. The first year at HBS was extremely
stressful, in part because the admissions standards were so high that the
class was composed of genius types, many with executive experience
in the business world. I was quite intimidated. No grades were given
out until the end of the year, so it was difficult to get a fix on how
well one was doing. We went to school five and half days a week
(Monday through Saturday), and on each day were required to be
able to make a presentation — or respond to one — in each of three
classes about the business case we had been assigned for that class.
The cases sometimes were hundreds of pages long, including exhibits
with data. We organized ourselves into study groups of five or six
persons each and at roughly 11:00 p.m. nightly assembled to discuss
our interpretations of the cases. In class the next day, we were asked
to make contributions and so had to be thoroughly prepared. We were
evaluated by the instructor on our participation and its quality. As 1
noted at the outset of this piece, I was not (am not) a quick learner, so
suffered through many anxious classes and examinations. I did manage
to finish somewhere in the middle rank of the class of 5-600 students in
the first year, so the second year was somewhat less anxiety producing.
Equally important, my self-confidence was enhanced somewhat, and 1
realized that slow and steady may, in fact, be sufficient for success. At
this point, however, I didn’t know what success meant for me.

One other fortuitous event for me occurred between my two years
at HBS. An executive (maybe the president — I forget) at Swissair in
Zurich, Switzerland whose nephew was one of my fellow students,
invited Harvard to send six students to work for Swissair for the
summer of 1959. The idea was that Swissair would benefit from the
latest management techniques being touted by Harvard. We six were
split up across six departments, then rotated half-way through the
summer. Swissair flew us over (at no cost, of course, when there was
an empty seat), then paid us essentially a secretarial wage. I lived in a
pension, studied and learned enough German (high German, not Swiss-
German) to get around, and found myself exposed at work and play
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to an entirely new culture. Indeed, we were permitted each weekend
to fly (again at no cost in an unreserved seat) to any of the regularly
scheduled Swissair destinations. As a result, I traveled throughout
Europe to virtually all of the capitals. I also spent time during and after
the summer traveling by train in Switzerland itself. This adventure was
the beginning of my interest in and (partial) understanding of interna-
tional affairs and led me later to comparative higher education. (I also
played a lot of noon-time tennis!)

THE FIRST “REAL” JOB

Though Harvard’s Business School’ second year students were deluged
with recruiters from the most prestigious large corporations in the
world, T was not particularly interested in working as a corporate
executive for just any business firm, regardless of employment induce-
ments. I had decided that given my interest in literature and books,
I would enjoy working in publishing. Fortunately, I received a job
offer at what was then called Harper & Brothers publishers — also
publisher of Harper’s Magazine. Before starting at Harper’s, I had
visions of having fascinating interactions with writers and editors and
considerable involvement in planning and management. My official
title at first was Assistant to the Treasurer, then later Assistant to the
Executive Vice President. Compared with my former compatriots at
Harvard, I started at a relatively low salary — but, after all, T would
be doing what really interested me. Alas, the best laid plans... My
first office — small and windowless, but with a bright blue rug (for
status!) — was in the accounting division. I was surrounded by accoun-
tants and bookkeepers — who were most gracious and helpful — but
my primary initial role was keeping track of the expense account
reports of traveling salesmen. From time to time, I was permitted to
sit in on strategy meetings with my boss, but all of Harvard’s promises
that I would be a key executive within months of my arrival were
unkept. I did manage, however, to make myself known to the Executive
Vice President, who eventually made me his assistant and gave me
entree into somewhat more interesting tasks. For about three months,
I became acting personnel director for the Harper’s, which afforded me
some good insights into personnel policy, among other things.

One incident in particular was critical. I was asked to recruit
a secretary for the College Text Division. That Division, however,
had never hired an African American person, and 1 was advised
that it would be futile to send African-American candidates to them.
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I persisted, nevertheless, waiting for a candidate whose qualifications
they could not possibly reject. When 1 found one, I so informed the
Division that I would be sending this person to them for consider-
ation. It caused a great deal of consternation throughout the company.
Unfortunately, the candidate I had selected found another job, and I
never had an opportunity to pursue the issue again, as the company
hired a permanent personnel director. What was significant for me,
however, was the reaction of the top executives at Harper’s when 1
informed them that I myself planned to move on to another field
and organization. I was interviewed by the president and many of his
staff who asked me to stay on — probably at least in part because
of the personnel issue. Harper’s soon became Harper & Row, after it
merged with Row, Peterson, a publisher of elementary and secondary
education books. Harper’s offered me an opportunity to learn the
production side of the business by moving me to Pennsylvania (or
was it Ohio?) to their fulfillment plant. I declined on several grounds.
First, I knew that “out-of-sight,” out of mind would make me invisible
to the top management of the company. Second, as a bachelor, T had
no wish to leave New York City. Third, and perhaps most important,
I had come to realize that big business management was not the field
that 1 wanted to make a career of. (Harper and Row and its subse-
quent corporate incarnations were eventually absorbed by an inter-
national conglomerate in England. Had 1 stayed with them, I might
now be rich and enjoying the London theater scene — but without
ASHE!)

MOVING INTO HIGHER EDUCATION

I began to look for jobs in education and found one at New York
University’s School of Continuing Education, at that time, along with
UCLA, the most innovative school in the area of non-credit course
offerings. Its dean was Paul McGhee, the nationally acknowledged
progenitor of the new wave of continuing education in the 1960’s and
assisted by Milton Stern, who revolutionized the modes of promoting
adult education courses in California. I was hired partly because of my
background, but mostly because I informed them that I had been taking
non-credit courses for the last three years just for my own edification.
I remember with pleasure one literature course with Alfred Kazin at
the New School for Social Research and another in sixteenth century
counterpoint music theory, for which I bought a second-hand upright
piano to hear what I was composing. (I didn’t and don’t play the piano,
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so getting my fingers in the right places to play chords sequentially
made for some slow and difficult homework). But I loved it and learned
a lot about harmony and counterpoint. It’s an area for metaphorical
use in the organization and administration of colleges and universities
that I have never fully explored (though I know of research using the
musical idiom in other organizational settings).

I began at NYU with the unassuming title of “Program Associate”
in a tiny division called, “Liberal Arts in Extension.” The aim of
this division was to provide non-credit liberal arts courses to sixty
or so communities in the New York metropolitan area outside of
New York City — namely, Westchester County, Nassau and Suffolk
Counties on Long Island, and (mostly) Bergen County in New Jersey.
I had four regional coordinators reporting to me. They identified the
markets for course offerings, located the sites for the classes, promoted
them locally, did the on-site registrations, and handled other admin-
istrative details. They worked with great fervor and imagination and,
with my everlasting thanks, extraordinary skill and efficiency. My
own role was curriculum design, faculty recruitment, and direct mail
promotion (as well as more important tasks such as ordering books
and packing them up in boxes to be shipped to the site locations
for sale to the students). Our offices were on the fourth floor of
an NYU walk-up, and I credit NYU with keeping me in good shape
in those years as I lugged heavy boxes of books up and down the
stairs. My bosses were, for better or worse, from my perspective
relatively unengaged with this particular program and let me do
virtually whatever 1 felt was educationally sound. I learned how to
design a course catalog and how to get the word out to prospective
students.

The curriculum design work was enlightening, to say the least.
Not only did I have to become more knowledgeable about virtually all
subject matters in the liberal arts, but, since many of the arts, music
and drama courses involved having students travel to New York City to
see current exhibits, concerts, and plays, I had to become acquainted
with the fantastic cultural opportunities and amenities of the City in
order better to integrate the visits into the course syllabi. Recruiting
and hiring (and sometimes firing) faculty was also enlightening (for
me), as I learned how to evaluate credentials and to match them with
the curriculum and student body types. We often had faculty with
Ph.D.’s whose initial proposals for these non-credit courses would have
scared me as a prospective student in a graduate level course. Other
faculty were practitioners — e.g., up-and-coming painters and sculptors
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(some now quite famous) — who knew relatively little about how to
teach what they so skillfully did professionally. I also organized (and
attended) weekend workshops off campus.

THE BIGGER PICTURE

Despite the wonderful learning opportunities at NYU — oh, by the
way, I also earned a second Master’s degree at night, this time in the
Social Foundations of Education — I realized that I was part of what
at that time was a relatively small, segment of higher education —
continuing education — though it was a cash cow for the University.
I was not, however, getting experience at or learning about running
a large institution of higher education — something that my Harvard
Business School education made me think I might do reasonably well.
I began searching for upper-level opportunities at other institutions
and, after a short while, heard of an opening back at Cornell, my
alma mater. It was as Assistant to the President. The post description
was advertised in very general terms, but I took it to mean that when
the President was away, I would be in a position to make important
decisions. (I guess I didn’t learn too much at Harvard Business School!)
More seriously, I knew that I would be exposed to the problems of
higher education that were faced by top executives, especially at an Ivy
League school.

I applied for the position, even though the pay was less than what I
was earning at NYU — which wasn’t very much anyway. I was flown up
to Cornell by the Director of Personnel for an interview with the then
President, James A. Perkins. I realize now that the low salary meant
they were looking for someone with lesser qualifications than I had, so
I had something of a competitive advantage over others applying for
the job. Perkins liked me and told the personnel director to hire me.
When the latter called, I told him I could not/would not come for the
advertised salary. I had to receive at least what I was earning at NYU.
They conceded, and I proceeded up to Cornell in June of 1965. I took
with me in a U-Haul all of my possessions, sans piano, plus the motor
scooter that I owned and used in New York City.

I arrived in time to enroll in two summer courses whose credits
I needed to finish my Master’s degree at NYU. The president was
away that summer, and I very much enjoyed sitting out on the quad
under a tree in the delightful Ithaca summer, learning about political
science. My first real contact with the President was via a somewhat
angry telephone call from him at La Guardia airport asking me why 1
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hadn’t sent the Cornell airplane to meet him. It was then that I realized
why the job called for a relatively low salary. The duties were to be
commensurate with the salary. I quickly arranged to rent a Lear jet for
him — which, it turned out was the standard practice in a contract he
had made with the Cornell Board of Trustees. The Cornell plane was
an old C-47 used to transport the basketball team, but the president
used it whenever it was available.

Despite the lowly duties I was usually required to perform, the job
did present the overview of higher education that I was looking for.
I read and sorted all of the President’s mail and handled as much of
it as I could. This kind of access to the nitty-gritty of the presidential
role was most helpful in my later research. I did also have an oppor-
tunity to attend all of the presidential staff meetings. 1 took on the
responsibility of preparing minutes of the meetings and included with
the minutes for each member of the president’s team the work assign-
ments that emerged from the discussions of the meetings. This task
required careful attention to the exchanges and a conscious effort to try
to understand the policy differences among the staff. The latter, by the
way, comprised an extraordinary crew. There were many who had been
leaders of the government’s various scientific agencies (e.g., NASA) and
still had connections in Washington that were beneficial to Cornell. At
least half of the staff eventually went on to become college presidents
themselves — at Johns Hopkins, the University of Rochester, and many
others. I was also privileged to attend all of the trustee meetings (except
for the executive committee meetings), which gave me access to the
interactions between President and Board and to the unmitigated use
of specially selected data and of flattery by the President to induce or
enhance the Board’s support of him. I mention this not as an indictment
of President Perkins in particular. That was the way that power worked
in those days and for the most part still today — though it need
not have.

I think it is fair to say that Perkins was largely an absentee
president, spending much time away from the campus (for which he
was much criticized by faculty and students). He was formerly the
Vice President of the Carnegie Corporation and had many influential
friends throughout the country and around the world with whom he
continued to work on various charitable and educational projects. He
could, and did, call his friend, the President of Carnegie, to ask for
funds to ferry his international educational colleagues to a “conference”
on higher education — more, as 1 recall, a general discussion of
contemporary issues. He then called another friend at the Rockefeller
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Foundation and asked if they would provide the Villa Serbelloni on
Lake Como in Bellagio, Italy as a conference site — which, of course,
they did.

Perkins’ presidential style left his staff with great responsibility,
but frequently without firm leadership and planning. When he returned
from trips, he would ask his staff at meetings what the current problems
were. He would then lead a discussion of possible solutions and
would make an informed “executive” decision. From Perkins, then,
I learned about one style of leadership. One could argue, of course,
that his brilliant staff decided what problems to bring to him and were
themselves orchestrating his leadership style. But I think not.

I should make note of the fact that from 1965-1967, my tenure
at Cornell, the national student protest movement was inchoate or
starting its momentum toward becoming a powerful influence on
higher education. The protests at UC-Berkeley which became known
later as the free speech movement began for the most part in 1964 when
students began using campuses as a locus for demonstrations against
the Vietnam war. At Cornell, students could be found either “sitting
in” the President’s outer lobby or locked out of it. There were many
days when I had to step over bodies to get to my office. Discussions
about how to deal with the protestors — in terms of long-term institu-
tional policy as well as practically in response to their physical presence
and insistent demands — occupied the President’s staff frequently. We
learned, for instance, that students were planning to parade around the
football field before an alumni weekend game with Princeton armed
with banners against the war. Was that a legitimate use of University
property? What would our loyal (and wealthy) alumni think? In
another case, after I left Cornell, students carried loaded guns into (and
later out of) the student union, a case that was covered copiously by
the media. How should this crisis be handled? I wrote a case study,
published by the University Council on Educational Administration,
describing some of the issues I encountered at Cornell (Bess, 1978).
But, in truth, in hindsight, I must confess to not being fully engaged
philosophically with either the war or the related higher education
issues. My perspective was framed by the immediate “management”
problems with which Cornell’s executive staff was confronted. I am
still not quite sure how I might have been more instrumental at least in
clarifying issues for Perkins and his staff. I suppose, since I was closer
in age to the students who were protesting, I might have made it my
business to understand their perspectives which might then have been
used to “teach” the older generation (Mead, 1978).
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Another incident at Cornell poignantly taught me another lesson
about leadership. In 1964, a terrible fire destroyed one of the dormi-
tories in the middle of the night. Many students were killed. The
President was away at the time, and the provost, Dale Corson (later
himself a president of Cornell) had to deal with the extremely sensitive
relationships with parents of deceased students as well as with the
extensive negative publicity that surrounded the incident. I told myself
at the time that if I were ever to become an executive of a college or
university, my very first task would be to ensure the safety and security
of the campus. Nothing else matters if this effort fails. In my teachings
about organizational theory later, I found theories supporting this
view and could and did illustrate their utility with this heart-rending
example from Cornell.

At the end of my first year at Cornell, the President hired an
“executive” Assistant to the President, a woman (twenty years my
senior) with considerable experience at the executive staff level and
someone whose social skills would permit the president to use her in
ways that he could not use me. I found myself with relatively little to
do. I spent much time, at my own choice, critiquing the president’s
numerous commencement addresses delivered around the country
which he had planned to publish. In fact, the speeches were never
published as such, but much of the wisdom in them appears in his The
University in Transition (1966). 1 also enrolled part-time in Cornell’s
School of Education, where I took a philosophy seminar with D. Bob
Gowin who led me in great depth through Plato’s The Republic and
later let me do an independent study of Marshall McLuhan’s theories
which were “hot” (sic) at that time. The School also allowed me to
take courses in organization and administration at Cornell’s business
school. That gave me my first introduction to empirical research and
gave me immediate feedback about how little I knew. With the great
help of the then Editor of the Administrative Science Quarterly, Tom
Lodahl, we co-authored my first article, “Career Patterns and Satisfac-
tions in University Middle Management” (1969), which was published
in the Educational Record after 1 had left Cornell.

I should say, finally, that at Cornell, I met and had many an
intellectual colloquy with an extraordinary co-student, Bob Silverman,
who subsequently became not only a lifelong friend, but a profes-
sional colleague, and in many respects, one of my greatest teachers. His
eminent service as editor of The Journal of Higher Education made him
a mentor to some of the greatest minds in our field (as well as the rest
of us!). So, we benefited enormously in primary and secondary ways.
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MORE FORMAL EDUCATION

In 1967, having been exposed to higher education as an administrator
at NYU and as Assistant to the President at Cornell, it became obvious
to me that if I wanted to move up to more responsible positions, I would
need the credential of the Ph.D. and the more systematic and organized
knowledge of higher education that goes with it. Accordingly, I applied
to the doctoral program at the University of California at Berkeley
and was accepted in the higher education program in the School of
Education. In September, I drove out, again trailed by a U-Haul with
my motor scooter and all of my belongings in it.

It turns out that it was a particularly fortuitous time to be
entering the program. Not only was the program faculty outstanding,
but Clark Kerr had just established the Center for Research and
Development in Higher Education, funded by large grants from
the U.S. Department of Education. The program faculty comprised
among others Paul Heist, the humanistic and wise overseer of the
curriculum concerning students, Leland Medsker, former college
president and long-time and highly respected expert in community
college affairs and higher education planning, Dale Tillery, whose
field was the community college, Joseph Axelrod, a particularly genial
curricular genius whose work on teaching in higher education was
extraordinarily insightful, and T. R. McConnell, himself a former
chancellor at the University of Buffalo and the author of countless
insightful books and articles on the organization and administration of
colleges and universities. McConnell directed the Center, which had
numerous associated erudite luminaries including Bud Hodgkinson,
Burton Clark, Robert Berdahl, Martin Trow, Pat Cross, Warren Bryan
Martin, and Jerry Gaff, many of whom had close affiliations with
Berkeley’s program in higher education, if only through their being
accessible to students like me who sought them out for disser-
tation advice. Only Hodgkinson, Martin and Gaff played tennis
with me, but I didn’t hold the others at fault for their athletic
indifference.

Joining the faculty that same fall was Lyman Glenny, who came
from being the executive director of the Illinois Board of Higher
Education and whose area of expertise was statewide coordination
of higher education. He had participated in the study of Nebraska’s
higher education system and in the master plan for Illinois. His book,
Autonomy of Public Colleges: The Challenge of Coordination, published
in 1959, was an eye opener for most of the academic community.
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As I pursued my graduate studies in the program, I soon realized
that my own interests lay in the internal organization and dynamics of
colleges and universities. I was offered a position as a research assistant
to T. R. McConnell who, in addition to his other administrative duties,
was conducting a research study of the sources and uses of authority in
colleges and universities. It happened, however, that McConnell also
had the services of another graduate student, one year ahead of me,
Kenneth Mortimer, with whom McConnell ultimately co-authored the
now classic Sharing Authority Effectively (1978). While McConnell had
wanted me to work with Ken on the study, it was clear to me that
the study was well under way and that my own participation would
have been limited, in part at least because 1 was just beginning my
own studies. Instead, I worked with McConnell on a number of his
other projects, especially doing research for speeches on professional
education that he made around the country. For example, 1 spent
countless hours collecting information about social work education
and writing a draft of a speech. I don’t think McConnell used much
if any of it, but from my perspective, just experiencing his thinking
processes and organizing skills was of considerable value.

I proceeded through the academic program at Berkeley, enjoying
it immensely and learning at a prodigious rate, not only content, but
the norms and values of the publishing field. In fact, with another
student, I published my second article (Bess & Bilorusky, 1970). Its
origins were in the Berkeley student culture, which at that time was
aflame with student activism. One of my most vivid memories of life at
Berkeley was the diurnal overhead hum of police helicopters as I left
my house in the morning — said helicopters observing and reporting
the aggregations of students who might cause disturbances later. The
School of Education at Berkeley, however, was on the north side of
the campus and relatively tranquil — as were its students, compared
with the activists in the social sciences near Sather Gate. Again, I must
confess to a lack of involvement with the issues and the “movement.”
We education students had only occasional encounters with tear gas.
I did learn, by the way, that while I thought I was a “liberal” when 1
was working at NYU, when I arrived at Berkeley, I discovered that in
that culture, I was something else. Uncertainty or ambivalence about
any topic was deemed unacceptable — indeed almost immoral — among
Berkeley students. One had to be unequivocally for or against. I envied
those who could be so certain of the validity of their ideas all of the
time, but I couldn’t bring myself not to question their or my own
beliefs. Indeed, my Socratic style of questioning (well, I've put myself
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in a bit too elite a scholarly category!) still causes offense to many
people. Nobody likes to be asked to defend a shaky belief that is alleged
to be definitive. Socrates, by the way, was often quite sarcastic in his
queries, and I'm afraid I share that proclivity, though I try not to.

I should reveal that though graduate education was edifying,
I very nearly didn’t make it through. At Berkeley, one must submit
to the usual oral examination at the conclusion of coursework, Part
of the assignment for the exam was the submission by the student
of three questions on which he or she chose to be examined — by
a panel of five faculty (four from outside of the department). In my
naiveté, I thought to myself, what a wonderful opportunity to discuss
intriguing topics with a group of internationally known and respected
scholars topics in which I am interested. I chose tough subjects about
which I had a number of questions. One area was “the structure of
knowledge” (involving Artistotle, Kant, Plato, Sapir-Whorf, Ausubel,
Bruner, Comte, Bell, Schwab, Phenix, and the like), “transitional
authority” (many organizational theories to study in this category) and
John Dewey’s philosophy, a subject that I had long admired and studied.
When, however, during the exam, I was asked by one of the examiners,
the Associate Dean of the School, James Jarrett, a Dewey expert himself,
what Dewey meant by “warrantable knowledge” — a very basic concept
in Dewey’s theories, I could not provide the answer. I failed the oral,
to my considerable embarrassment, not to speak of fear of a career
end. Fortunately, the School permitted a re-examination, which I did
pass, thanks in part to the kindness of the Associate Dean who in
private tutorials guided me through the areas of Dewey’s philosophy
of which I was ignorant. I'm sure my chair, Lyman Glenny, was also
instrumental in persuading the others to give me another chance. The
moral of the story: in matters of professional life or death, choose
your battlefield well, have your weapons at the ready, and know your
“enemy.”

While McConnell’s background as a psychologist and an organiza-
tional theorist would have made him the logical choice as chair of my
dissertation committee, his other commitments prohibited him from
taking me on. Instead, I signed on with Lyman Glenny as chair, even
though I had little interest in statewide coordination. A second member
was Leland Medsker and a third was noted organizational scholar,
Raymond Miles, from the School of Business at Berkeley. Glenny, to
his credit, recognized his own limited scholarly knowledge (at that
time) of internal organizational theory, and left to me and Ray Miles
the development of a dissertation proposal.
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The proposal and final dissertation name — I spell it out here
because its subject matter is what occupied me as a scholar (and person)
for the rest of my career — is: “Patterns of Satisfaction of Organiza-
tional Prerequisites and Personal Needs in University Departments of
High and Low Quality.” I published excerpts from the dissertation in
an article in Sociology of Education in 1973. The basic question (very
basic!) 1 was addressing was whether it is possible to create organi-
zations whose structure, culture, and leadership permit individuals
to pursue their own personal interests and satisfactions while at the
same time meeting the organization’s needs. The dissertation integrated
the conceptual frameworks of Talcott Parsons (on the nomothetic
or organizational side) and Abraham Maslow (on the idiographic or
individual side). T still think that the individual and organization
integration is possible (see Argyris, 1964), but as my father often told
me, I never had to meet a payroll.

Doing the research for the dissertation was a joy. I lived for much
of the time in a small cottage behind what is now the Chez Panisse
restaurant in Berkeley. My study overlooked a small garden. My books
surrounded me. It was quiet. I could walk to classes and the library,
where I spent a great deal of time. I also taught for a semester or two at
San Francisco State across the Bay. My research was an empirical study
that involved both the collection and computer-assisted manipulation
of data. In those days, we used IBM punched cards — thousands of
them — which contained both the data analysis programs as well as
the data themselves. The turnaround time between submission of jobs
and retrieval of results at Berkeley’s computer center was at least 24
hours. One mistaken key stroke in the program we wrote (e.g., a period
instead of a comma) meant the loss of a whole day; one dropped box
of cards, at least a week. My motor scooter was of incalculable benefit
as, using Bungi cords, I strapped onto the rack in back of the scooter
seats many boxes of IBM cards (always with duplicates at home at the
ready). And I was able to find a parking space!

Berkeley was also notable for another important reason. It was
there that I met the lady who was to become a year later my wife of 35
years (as of 2006), then Nancy Moore. She had several claims on me in
Berkeley. First, of all, I fell in love with her, of course. But in addition,
her apartment was closer to campus than mine, and, also relevant,
after working at the Educational Psychology library, she became the
research librarian for Clark Kerr's Carnegie Commission on Higher
Education. In that capacity, she was responsible for securing many of
the academic resources that Kerr and his colleague, Virginia Smith,
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needed for their own research. Hence, she (Nancy) was the recipient,
mostly through her own sleuthing, of both the latest research findings
in higher education, as well as some of the most abstruse and recondite
reports. She now claims (in jest, I hope!) that I married her for her
willingness to pass on these materials to me, a mere graduate student.

ARE MY NEW SKILLS MARKETABLE?

It took me about three and a half years to do my doctoral work at
Berkeley. In the fall of 1970, I began my search for a position in
higher education. In hindsight, I see that I really was unsure what
kind of work I wanted to do. I still harbored ambitions ultimately to
become a college president and hence scoured the usual job opening
announcements for position openings that might represent both inter-
esting challenges as well as provide a useful credential for upward
mobility. I also found myself with an interesting offer by Alan Jossey-
Bass, whose company began about the time that I arrived in Berkeley
but was growing rapidly — thanks in part to Alan’s skill in lining up
authors from the Center and to his marketing savvy. He said, come
work for me (at virtually a secretarial wage); youw'll grow with the
company, and, besides, I (Alan) take home only a small salary. If
Harvard Business School gave me anything, it was the knowledge that
an owner of a business had more potential for income than a mere
salary recipient, and Alan offered me no stock incentives. So I said no,
but thanks. Maybe a mistake?! I had wanted to be in publishing, after
all, and Jossey-Bass is now huge.

By the spring of 1971, when my dissertation was signed by my
committee members (no oral defense at Berkeley, thank goodness),
I had found a position at the State University of New York at Stony
Brook (now Stony Brook University). It was on Long Island, close to
the homes of my parents and siblings who persisted in thinking that
my motive in choosing the job was to be near them. But it was just
luck. Having met Bud Hodgkinson at Berkeley, I accepted his invitation
to stop by on my way East to say hello to him in Chicago at the annual
meeting of the American Association for Higher Education (AAHE).
That was my initial introduction to the pleasures and advantages of
involvement in professional associations. I was later to become active
in a number of associations.

Stony Brook was the youngest of the four universities in the
State system, located about sixty miles from New York City. Its initial
location in 1962 was at an estate called Planting Fields in Oyster Bay,
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New York, which it occupied while its main campus near the town of
Stony Brook was being built. By the time I arrived in 1971, many of
the major buildings at Stony Brook had been erected, but many more
were in progress. The physical state of the campus was in perpetual
disorder and turmoil, with large earth moving equipment constantly
shuffling noisily through the dirt roads between buildings.

Stony Brook was led by President John Toll, an eminent physicist,
who surrounded himself primarily with other scientists as staff
members in his administration. The aim of the State University and of
the local administration was to make the institution a world-renowned
locus of “big science” research. In addition to top scientists, Stony
Brook hired an extraordinarily talented complement of faculty in
virtually all of its disciplines, with promises of ample resources and
spectacular facilities. But then there came the problem of finding
students for them to teach. Ideally, the talents of the students would
match the levels of the faculty. However, it was difficult to recruit
students to a new State campus in what was then a rural or semi-
suburban area with none of the usual social and entertainment
amenities students wanted. The residential halls, for example, were
cramped and boxlike in structure. As a result of the shortage of
students, the University, to put it crassly, was forced to recruit local
students with much lower academic credentials than would fit the
faculty profile. The University became a commuter campus drawing
from local towns, with most students leaving on Thursday night and
returning Monday morning. Those who remained helped give Stony
Book its reputation as a drug Mecca with students out of control (or/and
sick) much of the time. As historian Joel Rosenthal wrote:

In the first decade of [the first president’s] presidency the
university experienced (and suffered from) drug busts and days
of student protest; the aura of a half-built, confrontation-oriented
campus...(p. 16)

The years of growth were rough and unpolished; the campus was
a construction site as well as an ivory tower, and vocal segments of
the local community were upset about the vast public institution
that had sprung up in “its” neighborhood. (p. 17)

And there were many students needed, since the funding formula of the
State set parameters for continued building expansion that depended on
the numbers of students attending. At some point, it became obvious
to both students and faculty that an informal accommodation would
suit everyone. It involved unspoken agreements by the faculty that
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they would not demand much from the students if the students would,
in turn, not ask much of them. It was a formula that did a great
disservice to both groups, but especially to students, since the faculty
could continue their research with more free time.

When I arrived at Stony Brook, I was hired to work in the Office
of Institutional Research to collect data and write reports on the quali-
tative state of the campus. My boss, Bill Moran, several years earlier had
hired a quantitative counterpart, “Woody” Troutman, to manage the
counting and government reporting functions. I liked Bill very much
and felt I could work well with him. Alas, he left to become president
of the University of Michigan at Flint the week after I arrived! That left
Woody in charge of the office, but Woody had no interest in the kind
of work that I was hired to do and asked me to shift to the quantitative
arena.

About this same time, on the academic side of the administration,
Vice President Sidney Gelber (whose book on the history of Stony Brook
[2001] was/is extraordinary) recognized the need for qualitative research
and formed an entity titled, the Research Group for Human Development
and Educational Policy (HUDEP). It was headed by Joseph Katz, abrilliant
psychologist/ psychiatrist/ philosopher and author, subsequently, of a
number of innovative books and articles very well respected today in our
field. I joined the Group, as did David Tilley, then Vice President for
Student Affairs and Editor of the NASPA Journal. Together we set out to
try to figure out what was wrong with Stony Brook and what might be
done about it. As a research team, we conducted many interviews and
sent out many questionnaires to different groups of faculty, students, and
administrators. We made ourselves available for consultation to others
who were worried about the direction the University was taking and
the troubles it was encountering. In addition to a number of “working
papers,” three comprehensive studies were published by the Group, with
each of the three of us taking primary responsibility for one.

Stony Brook was/is under the accreditation umbrella of the
Middle States Association of Colleges and Universities. It had
undergone a partial examination in the 1960’s, but was scheduled
for a complete visit and evaluation in the early 1970’s. I met with
Vice President Gelber and expressed my interest in taking an active
role in the preparation of the campus for the evaluation and was
given release time from the HUDEP to take a leadership role. An
executive committee was formed, with Gelber as the titular head,
and with representatives from almost all of the campus constituents.
A particularly astute and energetic and wise faculty member from
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the Department of Philosophy, Patrick Hill, was extremely helpful
both in articulating the vision of the objectives for the self-study, for
developing a new “philosophy” of student and faculty interaction, and,
perhaps most important for maintaining the high level of motivation
and commitment of the members of the committee (Hill, 1985).

We undertook an institutional “self-study,” as recommended by
Middle States. A great deal of excitement across the campus was
generated as the committee spread out to collect data and prepare
reports. We met initially every two weeks, then weekly. The final
complete report was sent to Middle States so that the anticipated
visitors to the campus could review it prior to arrival. The report pulled
no punches. As we stated in the report, we felt it would be far better
if we were honest up front about the faults of the campus than to
cosmeticize the state of the system and have the visiting team discover
the truth when they arrived. When the team visited, we wined and
dined them and escorted them around the campus. Not unexpectedly,
they found what we had written about and, in their report to Middle
States made many recommendations for change. They also called for a
re-accreditation visit two years hence.

The executive committee which had spent so much time preparing
the report, and, indeed, the campus as a whole received the Middle
States recommendation without surprise and viewed it as a mandate
for change. To make a long story short, however, very few of the
changes were made. As is well known, the value of the accreditation
process is in the integrity and fullness of the preparation process and
the courage of leadership to execute the will of the campus, supported
by the external evaluation. That value was wasted at Stony Brook.

By the time I left in 1976, Stony Brook had a bit less dirt and
mud on the ground, but the intellectual and cultural climate of the
campus remained the same. The students continued to be sacrificed on
the alter of growth in number of new buildings and faculty research.
(I understand that under different leadership later, there were signif-
icant changes for the better.) The implementation of a grandiose
plan for change would have necessitated the enthusiastic and sincere
adoption of the plan by the formal leadership as the committee was
disbanded. Instead, the institution reverted back to the status quo ante
with the initial high status science priorities reinstated. Needless to say,
I learned a great deal about institutions of higher education and their
constituents, about leadership and planning, and about institutional
norms of integrity — many problems in higher education with which I
have been occupied in my research and writing.
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Some of my work for HUDEP and for Middle States reflected my
new awareness and knowledge of students and student life, but some
also was an indication of some personal interests that were emerging
during that period. In 1971, T began to realize that I was getting older
(not much of an insight, I admit) and, apparently — from what I could
read, about to undergo a “mid-life” crisis. It occurred to me that it
might actually be dangerous for someone like me in such an insecure
mental state to be interacting with 18-20 year-old students whose own
“development” was also very much in progress (or so one would hope
as an observer of research on college and university students). And
so, in my usual “academic” approach to my own dilemmas, I wrote
an article called “Integrating Student and Faculty Life Cycles” for the
Review of Educational Research (1973). 1 probably knew what I meant
then, but I must confess in reading it today, that the idea was probably
better than the explication.

As might be expected, our small study group suffered from a
lack of funds to carry out the kinds of research that we believed
were necessary. We were encouraged, consequently, to seek outside
funding. At about this time, the government was establishing the Fund
for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE). I made an
application for a grant to conduct research on the roles that faculty play
contrasted with the roles they prefer. FIPSE awarded me the funds, and
I proceeded to conduct the study. The assumption of the research was
that many faculty are required to perform tasks as part of their regular
responsibilities in which they have little interest. The central question
of the research, then, was whether there were in fact sufficient numbers
of faculty, who, given the proper rewards (including appropriate equiv-
alent social approval and status) would be willing and satisfied with
performing a more narrow range of personally selected faculty roles
such that all the roles would be filled. A list of 320 faculty roles was
generated and validated, and questionnaires were sent to 2,400 faculty
at six universities. A quick answer to the central question is, yes, if
the faculty roles and reward structure could be changed, faculty as a
whole could perform a smaller set of roles that that gave them personal
satisfaction and collectively still met the total needs of the institution.
These findings appear in my first published book, University Organi-
zation, A Matrix Analysis of the Academic Professions (1982). 1 might
add that the grant that I received was of considerable general assistance
to HUDEP whose funds for simple supplies were quite limited.

I should note briefly that at Stony Brook, I also had my second
exposure to teaching in higher education. I was able to secure an
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adjunct appointment in the Department of Education and offered a
course in the introduction to American higher education. Serving
a class of approximately 20 undergraduate students one semester,
I assigned them a final project to conduct some research on a topic of
their choice. Three young men came to see me to say they had no idea
what they should write about. Using the “start where they are” learning
theory, I suggested that they seek something they would find personally
interesting. I rejected their first plan to study the graffiti in women’s rest
rooms (they couldn’t have gained access anyway), but I did encourage
them to study graffiti to gain insights into the culture of the student
bodies of that era, especially the culture at Stony Brook. Fine, they
said, but where do we start? And so began a process of self-education
for them - to figure out (and study about) what research meant, how
to collect data (especially when it was in writing or drawing form on
walls), how to interpret data, etc. At my urging, they also set out
as supplementary research questions the determination of the differ-
ences in graffiti in residence halls versus classrooms and differences in
graffiti in buildings in three disciplines — humanities, social sciences,
and sciences. They uncovered some interesting findings, which Dave
Tilley agreed to publish in an issue of the NASPA Journal that was
focused on sex on college campuses. I believe my students learned a
great deal, and I certainly learned much about teaching. The article
itself, was, T must confess, only moderately informative. I detail the
process here largely to reveal how I became interested in teaching.
I did, however, publish a number of other articles and book chapters
during that period on an interesting variety of subjects, including the
use of educational technology and the integration of classroom and
residence halls as learning environments.

I also began working on the collection and editing of a set of
original papers on the organization and administration of colleges and
universities. It was a special summer issue (published ultimately in
1983) of the Review of Higher Education, at that time a tri-annual
journal publishing under the auspices of the Association for the Study
of Higher Education. I managed to secure some modest funding for
the issue from the Exxon Education Foundation and a bit more later
from NYU. I discovered then that I had some skills in recruiting the
most prolific and admired authors in the field of organizational theory.
The chapter authors included Karl Weick, Kim Cameron and David
Whetten, Barry Staw, Greg Oldham and Carol Kulik, Ed Locke and
some of his colleagues, Victor Vroom, Michael Driver, Cynthia Hardy
and Henry Mintzberg and their colleagues, and John Van Maanen —
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people who then and especially now were/are giants in the field. The
summer issue came in longer than I had anticipated, a problem that
caused some friction between ASHE and me because of the extra
expense that was incurred. John Smart, Editor of the Review at that
time, was especially helpful in providing editorial suggestions and in
moving the production processes along swiftly. I learned much (the
hard way) from this experience — lessons that I would use later in
publishing other edited collections. The papers from the Review were later
expanded and accepted for publication as a book by New York University
Press (Bess, 1984) now available through I & I Occasional Press (2003).

Before leaving the topic of my stay at Stony Brook, I should mention
two personal matters that greatly affected my life and my work there. First,
my wife (of whom more later) became the coordinator of the Program in
Crafts at the Stony Brook museum. Simultaneously, with a little initial
input from me, she brought into being our two sons, Isaac and Ivan.
Nancy’s museum jobrequired great professional estheticjudgmentas well
as interpersonal and management skills, both of which began to equip her
for a highly successful later career. Our boys brought both joy and time
consuming obligations, the former fortunately far outweighing the latter.

It might be of interest to make a quick note of one way that I
juggled my family and work obligations. I was scheduled in the fall of
1971 to make a presentation at the annual meeting of a professional
association in San Francisco. It happened that the timing of the annual
meeting overlapped with the anticipated birth date of my first child, and
I very much wanted to be present at that occasion. So, with the help of
the Stony Brook video technicians, I made a videotape of my planned
presentation, and I sent it out to the conference with a colleague. In
my place at the presenters’ table, a monitor was placed. When it came
time for my presentation the chair switched on the tape player, and I
thus managed for the only time in my life to be in two places at the
same time. I should note that the tape I made was somewhat longer
than the time I was allocated. I do not know to this day whether the
chair waived his “Five Minutes Left” paper in front of the monitor, or
simply turned me off when my time had expired. At the other end of
the country, it was an exquisite birthing experience!

LEAVING STONY BROOK FOR TEACHERS COLLEGE

In 1976, the central administration at Stony Brook found itself under
unusual budget constraints, and HUDEP came to be seen as expendable.
It is quite possible also that the persistent messages of the group
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became redundant and certainly contrary to the administration’s prior-
ities. In any case, Dave Tilley and I were informed that our contracts
would be terminated at the end of June, 1976. Joe Katz had a tenured
appointment in the Psychology Department, so he remained at Stony
Brook as an advisor to the Academic Vice President.

I found myself under considerable pressure to find a new position.
It was late in the year, and my credentials were “ambiguous.” I was
neither administrative fish nor faculty fowl. During the summer, we
sold our house and were given a date by which time we had to move.
I applied for unemployment insurance in June, but was told that I had
not actually been dismissed. Since “presumably” I would be reemployed
at another institution of higher education in September, this hiatus
was just a natural part of the employment pattern of academics. Even
though I had no job prospects or contract, I was not eligible for
government insurance.

After looking into a number of possible positions, including one
in Washington, DC, I was very fortunate to find a position at Teachers
College Columbia University in their Department of Higher Education. I
was assigned the usual range of courses and associated responsibilities. 1
was given the rank of Associate Professor, though I would still have to earn
tenure over the next six years. My family was offered a lovely, spacious
apartment in the TC faculty apartment complex. In fact, my wife was
given studio space in an adjacent building. Moving from a roomy house
in Stony Brook to a New York City apartment proved to be no small feat,
but we managed and soon became accustomed to life in the big City.
In fact, when my wife was visiting her parents in California some time
after we arrived, I discovered the ready availability of fine vegetarian
restaurants in the Upper West Side of Manhattan — leading me to become
a non-meat eater, a habit I still maintain. (The alleged reduction in
aggressiveness from the absence of red meat in one’s diet, however,
did not seem to reduce my growling at students and colleagues!)

It was immediately apparent to me that the cultures of Stony
Brook and Teachers College were dramatically different, but the mini-
culture of the work group in which I worked turned out to be
remarkably similar to the one that I left. Tolstoy’s famous, oft-cited
observation about unhappy families comes to mind, but apparently
does not apply to dysfunctional academic departments. This one had
the same problems that my old one did — an insight that led me later
to my research on academic departments.

The Department of Higher Education at Teachers College had a
reasonably full complement of six or more full-time faculty members
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and several adjuncts. Max Wise was still active, but was about to retire.
An aging Walter Sindlinger was chair and had just completed a very
large training and development program for community college admin-
istrators for the Kellogg Foundation. But the grant was out of money
and was on its last legs. Jack Mezirow, now a world renowned and
respected scholar in the field of transformative education, headed up a
small contingent of part-time faculty in a program in adult and
continuing education which had been unrecognized if not frowned
upon by the College’s leadership. Jack struggled mightily for adequate
resources to support what would later become a highly respected source
of innovation in the field. Two other faculty members attended to
finance and student personnel administration.

When I arrived at Teachers College, renowned historian Lawrence
Cremin was its president, and the institution sparkled with a vigorous
intellectualism that suffused its hallways and departments. I met
and interacted with scholars with intellectual curiosity and depth of
knowledge. My exchanges with Maxine Greene were especially warm. 1
learned much from her. Initially,  was given much latitude in my teaching
and research, but as all new faculty know, one has work extremely
hard to develop syllabi and learn how to teach new courses. Indeed,
learn how to teach. ('m not sure I ever mastered that art.) I became
heavily engaged in the Teachers College governance structure, serving
on a number of committees and becoming known among the faculty.

In 1978, I organized a two-day conference for higher education
administrators that attracted over 160 attendees from all over the
country. There were too many to be accommodated in the TC facil-
ities, so part of the conference took place at the famous Riverside
Church, a block and a half away from the College, a setting conducive
to noble thoughts and quiet conversations. So loose were the controls
that no one asked for a preliminary outline of the conference agenda,
and I was given exactly the budget that I asked for virtually without
a requirement for details on how it was to be spent. Fortunately, we
broke even financially, but I doubt if such an arrangement would fly
in these days, though grant administrators have a degree of freedom to
spend their funds. The proceedings were never published (though they
should have been), but they are in ERIC under the title, “Academic
Work: Doing It Well/ Doing It Better” (ED180 289, 1980).

The presenters at the conference were well-known authors and/or
administrative leaders from around the country. I do not know how
I was able to convince them to participate in the conference (aside
from the fact that it was in New York City, and the conference paid a
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stipend and expenses). I have found throughout my career, however,
that I have been able to attract collaborators of considerable renown to
work with me. Perhaps I should have been a real estate salesman.

Now as a faculty member at Teachers College, I became much
more involved, then and in subsequent years, in a number of profes-
sional associations, including the American Association for Higher
Education, ASHE, AERA, the Academy of Management, the AAUP,
and the Comparative and International Education Society. I presented
many papers, served on panels, was a member of study committees.
My research (alas, unfunded) during my years at Teachers College
resulted a number of publications, three of which profoundly affected
the direction of my future research. The first was an empirical study
intended to understand how graduate students came to adopt the norms
and values of faculty — how the students were socialized. I conducted
some research on graduate students and faculty asking about values
and found that by the time doctoral students were in graduate school,
they were already faculty members “by culture.” I wrote “Anticipatory
Socialization of Graduate Students,” which was published in Research in
Higher Education in 1978. I now understand better why it is so difficult
to initiate and implement change in higher education. “Group think”
generated from the homogeneity of professional and pre-professional
socialization permeates the profession and blocks out much creative
deviance. I'll say more about this later.

A second strand of my research interests was directed toward my
emerging interests in the organization and administration of colleges
and universities. In my prior work at Stony Brook, I began to wonder on
what empirical grounds administrative leaders made policy decisions.
For example, what kinds of data on students were being regularly
collected, analyzed and distributed to potential users in the adminis-
tration and faculty on the campus. Coincidentally, I was invited by
Clif Adelman then at William Paterson College in New Jersey (now
famously at the U.S. Department of Education) to consult with them
in the development of a student information tracking system. I did so,
but as is my wont, went deeper, developing eventually an omnibus
conceptualization of the range of student data needed by the major
faculty and administrative decision makers in colleges and universities.
The result was a publication of “Classroom and Management Decisions
Using Student Data” (1979). In that article, I also listed the sources
of externally available published tests that could be used to collect
student data that would be of use to decision makers at all levels of
the administration.

27



Bess: A Career Out of Control (Maybe)

Perhaps the most intriguing of my research efforts at TC came
out of my own frustrations, disappointments, failures (and occasional
successes) at teaching. In the light of the enormous effort and
knowledge required to be at least an adequate teacher and in view of
the competing demands on one’s time — research, service, and family —
I began academically to ask the question of how faculty members
handle their professional and personal time. I wrote up my conclusions
in “The Motivation to Teach, which was published in The Journal of
Higher Education in 1977 and later in my edited collection for the New
Directions series: Motivating Professors to Teach Effectively (1982).”
The original article also appears in the ASHE Reader (Foundations of
American Higher Education) and has been cited quite frequently. I hope
others benefit from my analysis of my own musings during this difficult
period. In hindsight (this may be a shocker — except to my students!),
I have concluded that I really was not cut out to be a classroom teacher.
Besides the enormous energy needed to teach well, especially with my
poor memory, the trauma of performing in front of a large number of
students was usually somewhat unpleasant for me. Furthermore, the
ambiguity of the student responses was unsettling and unsatisfying.
An old Chinese proverb says, “good teaching is one-fourth preparation
and three fourths theater.” I once contemplated doing some research
on “stage fright.” As I wrote in one of my publications, most faculty
members have never learned formally how to discern the often subtle
effects of their words and actions on students and hence are deprived
of the satisfactions that they might derive from the feedback cues that
are actually available.

In my own case, I believe that the great pleasure I derived from
academia stemmed from my love of ideas — the beauty and symmetry of
the connections among concepts, the logic of sequential thought, and
the embeddedness of smaller ideas in larger systems. I am, in Myers-
Briggs terms, a dyed-in-the wool “NT” (intuitive-thinking) type. For
NT’s, it is relatively easy to convey our excitement about ideas, but
much more difficult to evoke a parallel thrill in students. They need
the “S” — the concrete sensation of experience to make concepts real
and meaningful. As William James, pragmatist though he was, wisely
observed, “concepts without percepts are empty; percepts without
concepts are blind.” I always had to work extremely hard to generate
examples to illustrate my ideas for students in class. (Am I also a dyed-
in-the wool Philistine, lacking in emotion and feeling? I certainly hope
not! Out of class my tastes include generous helpings of art, music and
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theatre. Among other cultural activities, I started a great contemporary
fiction book club in my home town.)

While I very much valued my new collegial relations with faculty
at Teachers College who were in other departments, by the end of
my third year there, it was evident that there was a serious leadership
gap in the Department of Higher Education and that the Department
was not a successful one. We had far fewer doctoral applicants than
we should have, and the quality of those applicants did not come up
to the TC standards in other departments. The central administration
of the College — President Cremin, especially — chose to revitalize
the department by bringing in from outside a new faculty member as
chair. That new person was Robert Birnbaum, then a former college
president and a well-published scholar in higher education. Bob came
into the program in the fall of 1979, I believe, and immediately insti-
tuted reforms that had long been needed. Unfortunately (for me), some
of those reforms boded ill for my career at TC. Since Bob’s and my
field of expertise — the organization and administration of colleges and
universities — overlapped, the College asked me to shift my emphases
in research and teaching to the community college. I was reluctant to
do so, since I had invested much in my prior studies of my own field
and had little interest in beginning fresh in a new area. When it came
time for the Department to evaluate my application for a third two-year
term of employment prior to the tenure decision, a vote of the then
four tenured faculty members was tied, with Bob and one other faculty
member voting against. Under those conditions, the determination of
the outcome is up to the department chair, who, of course, was Bob
Birnbaum again, and who in that capacity again voted no. I was told
that I would not receive a reappointment for the final two pre-tenure
years and would have to seek employment elsewhere.

Needless to say this was a blow to my ego as well as a threat to my
financial status, since the decision came in the spring of the year, and 1
would need to find another position for the fall. T did not immediately
accept the College’s decision, however, and began a series of grievance
steps as outlined in the TC by-laws. The grievance was based on what I felt
was an outstanding record of achievement and on the double-counting
of Birnbaum’s vote — once as faculty member, and second as chair. When
word of my situation got around to my colleagues in other departments,
I received strong and widespread support in the College for my effort to
reverse the decision. Had I persisted in my grievance, it would have been
a cause celebre but also source of unpleasantness at the College.
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Furthermore, with a family to support and not wanting to put all
my eggs in one basket, I began looking around for other positions.
Fortunately, there was an opening at New York University, a couple
of miles down the block from Teachers College. I applied and was
selected from a number of candidates.

I should hasten to add at this point that what happened to me at
Teachers College was not and is not unusual. It is the responsibility of
institutional leadership to recruit and appoint the strongest faculty that
they can find. It is not uncommon for a president or dean unilaterally
to override a weak faculty which, because of its weakness, is not able
to attract a strong colleague. Bringing Bob Birnbaum in was perfectly in
line with that leadership strategy (though the human relations tactics
employed left something to be desired). I'll have a little more to say about
this later when I describe a situation at another institution. Alas, for
me, the decision meant a loss of momentum and of the warm relation-
ships with fine colleagues at TC. On the other hand, it forced me to
take stock of my professional situation and gave me an opportunity to
establish myself in a different setting with an agenda that met my needs.

BEGINNING AT NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

I was recruited and interviewed by the small faculty in the higher
education program at NYU, itself a part of a larger department, which
came ultimately to be named the Department of Administration,
Leadership, and Technology (ALT). Like many organizational homes of
higher education programs around the country, it comprised a hodge-
podge of programs, including Higher Education, Educational Admin-
istration, Sociology of Education, and Business Education. By far the
largest component was Educational Administration. I made it through
the preliminary interviews and standard research and teaching test
presentations and proceeded to the final interview with the leadership
of the School. The Dean was Daniel Griffiths — a very tall, imperious-
looking man with an outward style of superiority and intolerance, but in
reality a caring and considerate leader. Griffiths was a highly respected
and well-published scholar in the field of organizational theory, applied
to educational institutions. I approached the interview with some trepi-
dation, as Griffith’s personal and scholarly reputation preceded him.
We chatted amiably at first, and we discussed some current scholars in
organizational theory whose work I greatly admired. One was Charles
Perrow, whom I knew from Stony Brook. I asked Griffiths if he was
familiar with Perrow’s work. He nodded impassively, yes. The interview
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concluded, I went home to await the outcome — which, fortunately,
was positive. I remained at NYU for the next twenty years. I learned
later, shortly after my initial interview with the dean, that two weeks
prior to the interview, Griffiths had invited Charles Perrow to address
the NYU School of Education faculty at the next faculty meeting. How
much does luck play in the employment game?

We (my wife and I) suffered through a number of weeks of serious
concern about housing and schooling for our children — we had to
leave Teachers College naturally. We wanted to remain in New York
City for many reasons, not the least of which was the opportunity
to continue to enroll our two children in exceptionally well-regarded
schools for the gifted. Private apartment housing in or near New York’s
Greenwich Village was way out of our price range. The University did
own several apartment complexes, some of which had been converted
from student housing. They had long halls and typical dormitory room
configurations. Other NYU apartments were nicer, but had long waiting
lists of faculty desiring them. Somehow, however, we were eventually
offered a very small (for two adults and two children), two-bedroom,
one-bath apartment right on Washington Square Park. With pressure to
leave Teachers College increasing, we were prepared to accept, though
with great reluctance. The week before the date when we had to give
our decision, we received a telephone call from the director of housing
offering us a much nicer, bigger apartment in the same Washington
Square building. The rent was much more than we could afford, but
we quickly accepted it, figuring (as many do) that we would “grow
into it” financially with the salary increases from my work at NYU.
Never happened, of course. But there we were in the Village, five
minutes from my office (and from the six tennis courts on top of the
athletics building!). As a side note, I will tell you that while having
no commuting time has its advantages (my wife would call me when
dinner was on the table), it also has its disadvantages. There is no
“come-down” time. When I opened the door to my apartment, my
kids would immediately jump on me and say, c’'mon dad, let’s wrestle!
I, of course, was still thinking about theory “Q” for my work. But I
discovered that in New York City, one must re-park one’s car every
night on the other side of the street so that street cleaning can take
place. So, I “commuted” after dinner, with the car stereo softly playing
classical music, as I looked, often for a long time, for a parking place
in the neighborhood.

The Programin Higher Education at NYU in 1980 when I arrived was
surprisingly small and weak. One would have imagined that as one of the
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two universities in the New York metropolitan area offering the doctorate
in higher education administration, there would have been a great
demand for places by middle-level administrators in the large number
of colleges and universities in New York City, Westchester County, just
north of the City, New Jersey and Long Island, across the rivers. The
higher education faculty in 1980 comprised Deane Bornheimer, who
served also as Program Director, Arnold Goren, a long-retired University
administrator,and one other faculty memberin the Department who hada
jointappointment in the Educational Administration program. By 1984—
85, Floyd Hammack, a specialist in the sociology of education, joined
the Program half time, and by 1995, the NYU Bulletin shows that Joshua
Smith and Carolyn Griswold had joined the faculty as full-time members.

Many courses were taught by adjuncts, some of whom were
outstanding. For example, the instructor for the course in the history
of higher education was Professor Paul Mattingly from NYU’s history
department. I personally taught the introductory course for masters
and doctoral students — the American College. I also taught (initially
co-taught) the Department’s two semester course in Organizational
Theory, Institutional Research and Assessment, and several other
common higher education courses. During summers, 1 taught short
courses in college teaching, curriculum, and topical issues.

After some time and the retirement of another department faculty
member, I was given the assignment of teaching the “dissertation
proposal seminar.” In point of fact, this course eventually came to be
the course that was required by all doctoral students in the School of
Education whose own departments did not have such a course. The
range of students and subject matters was broad. And I loved doing it!
First of all, it gave me an opportunity to teach students how to identify
topics in which they were interested and to locate literature that was
relevant to it. That task involved me in the perusal of preliminary
proposals on a wide variety of subject matters. Each proposal was, of
course, unique, and I was forced to learn at least something and often
quite a bit about fascinating subjects undergirded by disciplines and
subdisciplines about which I myself initially knew little. Meetings with
students were exciting and stimulating explorations of ideas, clarifi-
cations of meanings, narrowing of ideas into conceptual frameworks
that employed theory. Seeing students through this process, and later
successfully defend their proposals and dissertations, was one of my
greatest sources of the joy of teaching.

As might be guessed from reading this, I had no interest in quali-
tative research and declined to accept students into the course who
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planned that kind of research. A separate course was created for this
group. My feeling was then and is now that graduate students are not
qualified to identify areas needing qualitative research. They simply
have not had time to read and think enough about a particular subject.
As a result they come to believe that the subjects they want to study
have never been researched and that no research using conceptual
frameworks in other fields is relevant. My initial contact with students
who asked me to become involved with qualitative research revealed
that the proposals were naive and the conclusions from the research
almost invariably reiterated some commonsensical finding that had
already been reported on. Something like: “therefore, faculty who have
Type A personalities are likely to spend more time at work than others.”
In point of fact, in my experience, they typically rediscovered the wheel.
(I know I am going to offend many readers with these observations
and conclusions!) By no means do I intend to suggest that qualitative
research is not critically important to the discovery and understanding
of social phenomena. It's just that the process is complicated and
difficult to do well, and, most important, graduate students are not
prepared intellectually to make a meaningful contribution to the field
using qualitative methods. As I used to tell my own students, don’t try
to solve the problems of the world in your dissertation. Pick an area
where the addition of a small increment of knowledge will be useful.

The NYU Program in Higher Education had been limping along
for many years, mostly in the shadow of the adjacent educational
administration program. The ALT department was headed by Lloyd
Bishop, himself from ed admin. The higher education program lacked
curricular philosophy and integrity, and many of the required courses
were also required for educational administration students and staffed
by faculty from that program. As a result, most of the classes were
dominated by that program and by the ideologies and problems of
elementary and secondary education. A small master’s degree program
serviced NYU’s student services administrators. Again, with so many
colleges and universities in close proximity to the University, there was
a significant doctoral degree market ready to be tapped. NYU, by the
way, offered a Ph.D., while at Teachers College, the doctoral degree
was an Ed.D. There was no long-range plan and certainly no funds for
recruitment. None of the faculty had published anything in years, and
none was interested in research. Lots of work to do!

I was prepared to engage in a significant recruitment effort and
went so far as to secure from the publisher of the Higher Education
Directory a computer disk and a set of labels with the names and
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addresses of 15-20 administrators at every college within a 50-mile
range of New York City. I prepared promotional materials that invited
inquiries and visits and offered institutions the opportunity to invite
members of the Higher Education Program to make presentations
about the graduate program. I encouraged the NYU administration
to establish a “presence” at ASHE by holding receptions at the
annual meetings. Very little resulted from these efforts. The School of
Education and the Director of the Program were not supportive, either
in spirit or with finances. They were more interested in building up the
Master’s degree program that could generate enrollments from among
NYU student affairs staff. In fairness, the Program Director, Deane
Bornheimer, exercised considerable effort and imagination in building
the Master’s program — and, in hindsight, probably saved the Program
from bankruptcy and extermination.

In the meantime, my course load consisted of three courses a
semester and two during the summers. There was no release time for
service — at least for me. I served on many Departmental and School
Committees and was active on the national scene in AAHE, ASHE and
AERA. T also made it a point to attend the annual meetings of the
Academy of Management, since many of my interests and the courses I
taught partook of the theoretical paradigms that were discussed at those
meetings. In addition, I had opportunities to meet with the authors of
books I was using in my classes. The best part of the Academy meetings,
however, was the enormous book publisher exhibit (far bigger than
AERA’s) specifically in the area of my greatest academic interest.

For many years before I arrived at NYU, the ALT Department,
which housed the Program in Higher Education, had been offering
graduate courses to students at NYU’s Puerto Rico center at the
College of the Sacred Heart in San Juan. The Program began to offer
the doctorate there in the 1970’s (I believe); it ceased operations in
1991-92, and part of my teaching load from time to time included
offering courses in San Juan. The classes were held on alternate
Saturdays for six hours. The semester was twelve weeks long, so I would
fly down six times during the semester. Sounds idyllic, but it actually
was a killer. Invariably, because of the press of other work, by the
end of the week, I found myself unprepared to teach on Saturdays.
On Friday afternoons, I had to throw everything that I “might” need
for my teaching into a large suitcase. I prepared for class on the plane
on the flight down; I prepared in my hotel room, spread out on the
floor and two beds on Friday nights. I taught for six hours straight
on Saturdays. It’s hard to keep students’ attention for that long a time
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without expending a lot of one’s own. Then, desiring to be home with
my family on Sunday, I would race out to the airport to catch a Saturday
6:00 p.m. flight back to New York, arriving at home close to midnight.
I loved the students. They were warm, fun-loving, and conscientious,
and I genuinely enjoyed teaching them. But it was a grind for me,
and, frankly, I do not believe the program was viable. It is just not
possible to teach well in that format. More important, Puerto Rico had
a surplus of administrators in its relatively few universities; hence, we
were preparing students for non-existent jobs. Needless to say, I tried
to make this point to the NYU leadership, but the fact of the matter was
that the NYU Program at Washington Square was so short of students
that Puerto Rico represented a way to provide “load” for faculty. It was
quite embarrassing.

Back in New York, although I had no formal administrative respon-
sibilities, I did try to get NYU’s program in higher education better
known in the local geographic area. I started a “Colloquium on Higher
Education” and recruited speakers from colleges and universities to
make presentations. Participants came from all around the metropolitan
area. I tried to organize meetings of the NYU alumni so that they could
act as recruiters. I visited nearby colleges and universities which, at my
suggestion, had set up meetings for their junior administrators who
might be interested in learning about NYU’s advanced degree programs.
All of these activities — and others — were time consuming, boring,
rewardless, and largely unsuccessful.

In the meantime, I was becoming quite active on the national
scene. I was fortunate about this time (circa 1988) to be chosen to be
the Chair of the Editorial Board of the Journal of Higher Education, an
honor that I cherish greatly. I very much enjoyed the annual meetings
with the Board and with Editor, Bob Silverman. Some of the most
interesting discussions about higher education that I ever have had
occurred during those meetings.

My professional service activities at ASHE and AERA increased
substantially beginning in the 1980’s. I served on various committees,
sometimes as chair, usually not. I have a copy of my 1985 letter
to Patricia Crosson, then head of ASHE’s curriculum committee
suggesting that ASHE get itself up to speed in the burgeoning electronic
media field for teaching. Given the overwhelming number of small (3-5
member) programs in higher education around the country, I reasoned,
there were never enough specialized faculty in any one program to
cover well most of the subject matters that were basic to all programs.
(Same for many other liberal arts subject matters covered by small
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numbers of departmental faculty — e.g., archeology.) I suggested that
it ought to be possible to bring in as “electronic adjuncts” (I don’t
think they would like that appellation!), the giants of our field to teach
courses in their specialities. (Today, there are many such electronically
enhanced graduate programs for part-timers, especially in the business
field.) If the schedules of the programs across the country could be
coordinated (“If it's Tuesday, it’s student development day), then we
could ask the Sandy Astins and his ilk to teach live by telecommuni-
cation (in those days, “slow scan” video). His presentation would be
augmented by a local adjunct faculty member at each receiving campus.
Pat Crosson presented the idea to the ASHE curriculum committee and
received a positive response. Jack Schuster was especially enthusiastic.
However, as with most innovations, it needed money (grant money)
and an active leader. Although I submitted a grant proposal to the
NYU Challenge Grant program for a pilot project, I was not prepared
at that time to devote a great deal of my time to an area that was not
an essential academic interest. As I had learned earlier at Stony Brook
and relearned at NYU, innovative organizations need more than good
ideas. They need “pushers.” In my view, the pushers at a professional
association like ASHE or AERA should come from the elected officers
and their appointed committee chairs, not from the idea people. On
the other hand, ideas are a dime a dozen (or whatever they’re worth
after the Federal Reserve decides on the discount rate). Thoughout my
professional life, I've always had just a bit too much faith in the power
of reason and logic alone to convince people to change their behavior,
and relatedly, not enough concern for individual perspectives that stem
from their values and priorities.

As might be expected, I was constantly on the lookout for
funding for my academic research. Usually, the questions I sought to
find answers to were conceptual and theoretical, without too much
immediate practical application possible. I applied to the usual founda-
tions, including Spencer, Ford, Pew, Mott, Carnegie, OERI, National
Institute of Education, NSF, and many other possible sources. For the
most part, I was not successful. I had great ideas (he said immodestly),
but they were not in the priority areas of the funding agencies. I never
learned what so many of my colleagues in the field did learn — give
the funders what they want and piggyback your own research onto
the research that has to be done for the funders. Much of my writing
and publication has not, therefore, been based on my own empirical
research, but on my research and reading in the library. I made many
proposals to the AERA and ASHE annual meetings, most of which
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were accepted. The critiques that I received from my presentations
helped me expand the papers into articles or chapters or books for
formal publication.

TWO NEW DEANS

The tale of my career and its sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction
can best be described in terms of the bifurcation of my inside and
outside activities and colleague relationships. I will describe these two
sectors separately, though occasionally there is an overlap.

The School of Education at NYU had prospered under Dan Griif-
fiths’ 18-year tenure, but, largely due to declining enrollments and
other economic circumstances, was sliding badly by the time he retired
in 1982. The School had suffered through significant budget cuts
from the central NYU administration and was operating at an annual
deficit of over $1 million. In 1983, the central administration at NYU
brought in Robert Burnham, a highly respected and successful upper-
level university administrator from Ohio to be the new dean. Burnham,
through extraordinary effort, but in his low key way, completely
reorganized the School and brought in a great deal of money from
external grants. Unfortunately, the reorganization and its not unexpected
disruption resulted in a culture of disillusionment and poor morale,
despite Burnham’s direct and open, participative leadership style.
Burnham left NYU in 1989, having personally suffered through the worst
of times, while preparing the School well for a new start on sound footing.

I and many others very much looked forward to the arrival of
the new dean, Ann Marcus, a long-time NYU administrative leader
(Vice President for Student Affairs, Dean of the School of Continuing
Education). We faculty soon learned that Marcus had very strong
ideas about how the School should be organized. In fact, she had
strong ideas about everything, imposed her ideas on the faculty, and
micromanaged. Marcus was not a “walk-around” dean. She practically
never visited the faculty in their offices — except perhaps to decide on
space allocation and paint color. She acted unilaterally and brooked
no dissension from the faculty. For example, despite our Department’s
objections, she insisted on changing the merit reward system on which
we had diligently worked and with which we were completely satisfied.
She also arbitrarily controlled the allegedly participatory faculty merit
evaluation system by holding out a significant proportion of the funds
budgeted for faculty compensation for her personal decisions to reward
her favorites. She even changed the name of the department over the

37



Bess: A Career Out of Control (Maybe)

objections of the faculty. Whereas at the beginning of her tenure, I had
an opportunity to meet occasionally with Dean Marcus, after about
five years, I apparently became one of the “enemy,” and I had no more
meetings with her until I left the institution in 2000.

My point in detailing this phase is to illustrate the environment in
which I was working — i.e., in one of the least successful programs in
the School and one with inadequate funding and leadership. Further,
as I noted earlier, the Program in Higher Education was located in
a department that was formally led (and dominated) by the Program
in Educational Administration which, in turn, embraced the modes
of governance of elementary and secondary schools. The Department
Chair, a brilliant organizational behavior theorist, was chosen in the
mold of the Dean, agreed mostly with her administrative orienta-
tions, and did her bidding — or exceeded it. Nevertheless, whatever
promise the Program in Higher Education had was initially enhanced,
we thought, by the appointment as Program Director of a former college
president twice over and the head of the California Community College
system. That promise, unfortunately, was never fulfilled as the Director
utterly failed to exercise any initiative and lacked the imagination to
take advantage of NYU’s potential in the region.

In short, T spent the last ten years of my career disenchanted
with my local colleagues and with the School of Education as a whole.
I learned that my interactions with my own doctoral students and with
the University’s reference librarians were most to be valued and that my
outside professional relationships with colleagues around the country
were the source of my greatest satisfactions. I am by nature a “loner.”
I never went out to lunch with local colleagues, preferring to eat while
working at my desk. I cannot pin all the blame for my dissatisfactions
on the School, Department and Program cultures; but I would have
come out of my shell much more often under a more salubrious social
climate.

SCHOLARLY WORK

I have already noted a number of the scholarly projects and professional
activities in which I had been engaged during the twenty years prior to
my arrival at NYU. The culmination of a number of papers presented
at national conferences over a five year period was the publication of
my book, Collegiality and Bureaucracy in the Modern University, The
Influence of Information and Power on Decision-Making Structures (1988).
The book borrowed generously from many extant theories from the
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field of organizational theory and behavior which I felt had generally
been ignored in our field. It also allowed me to think carefully about the
appropriateness of those theories and the caveats to wholesale adoption
by leaders of colleges and universities. I was able to modify, adapt, and
create theories that I thought were more suitable and ultimately more
useful. For example, I worried through issues of issues of participation
in institutional governance by students who were naive clients of the
university, while at the same time often being affected intimately by
the policies and procedures of the institution. They were also “closer to
the action” and in some social constructionist interpretation “owned”
the institution. In the book, I was able to articulate some of my ideas
about “rationality” and “collegiality” in institutions of higher learning,
subjects that would occupy my thoughts and writing until the present
day. They are in part contemporary labels for the age-old dichotomy
that the Greeks posed between modes of being represented by Apollo
and Dionysus and, relatedly to some extent, in more contemporary
social thought between positivism and social constructionism. This
autobiography is not the place to expound on these controversial
issues, but my personal and professional life has been torn (yes, that’s
probably the right word) between actions called for by one or the other
perspective.

COMPARATIVE HIGHER EDUCATION

As I noted earlier, my interest in other cultures was initially stimulated
by my travel between years at the Harvard Business School. Subse-
quently, in my academic career, I tried periodically to pursue in a
more scholarly way the cultures of other countries. In the 1970’s, I was
invited to give a series of lectures at Ben-Gurian University in the Negev
desert in Israel — an occasion for me to learn how a tiny country can
maintain a cosmopolitan professionalism in its institutions of higher
learning. Israeli scholars are well-funded for frequent sabbaticals to be
taken in other countries and are encouraged to participate globally in
academic conferences. Money to bring in scholars from outside is also
liberally available.

In the mid-1980’s there came a significant shift in my professional
orientations and activities that matched my latent interest in compar-
ative higher education. Partly at the urging of my wife, who is an
internationally known fiber artist and author (Bess, 2001), I began to
explore cultural differences across nations and the impact of national
culture on organization and administration of colleges and universities.
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In 1985, I began a serious study of Japanese language and culture.
During this period, I wrote many grant proposals for funding both
my travel and planned research. I made proposals, for example to the
Social Science Research Council, the Japan Society for the Promotion of
Science, the Japan-United States Educational Commission (Fulbright),
the National Institute for Resesarch Advancement (NIRA of Japan),
the U.S. Japan Foundation, Xicom (a New York state publisher of
an research instrument I wanted to translate into Japanese), and the
Toyota Foundation.

In 1985, T had applied for a Fulbright for research in 1986, but it
was not funded. Fulbrights for research in contrast to teaching were/are
extremely rare. My wife, however, had also applied for a Fulbright, and
to our delight, she received a letter from the Fulbright office in New
York saying she had been funded, pending final approval by the Tokyo
office. We prepared to leave, only to find two months later that the
panel in Tokyo that made the ultimate funding decisions had reversed
the New York decision. Needless to say, we were shocked and at a loss
as to what to do. We had taken our children out of school and rented
our New York apartment.

We decided to go to Japan anyway, scraping together enough funds
at least to live on. Three institutions ultimately invited me to spend
time with them in Japan: Fukuoka University, Kyoto University, and
the National Institute for Educational Research (NIER) in Tokyo. The
latter invitation was at least prompted by NYU’s agreement to host a
visiting Fulbright scholar, Tatsuo Yamada, from NIER in 1985. Yamada
had an office in our Department and enlivened our local environment.
He became a good friend, with whom I still correspond. (Alas, his
tennis was lacking somewhat — but more on that later.)

NIER was Japan’s premier government funded educational research
agency, with well over 100 professional researchers plus associated staff
housed inamodern edifice in Tokyo. As my “official” host during my stay
in Japan, NIER was exceptionally generous in providing both facilties
and advice throughout the year. I was given a large office, a typewriter
(in those days pretty sophisticated technology), duplicating equipment,
telephone, library access, and mailing privileges. Professor Yamada
graciously accompanied me on visits to key people in education and the
government, arranged for meetings, assisted in literature searches, and,
equally important, made life for my family most pleasant and satisfying.
I learned the Japanese way of “sharing” as I participated in the noontime
tennis matches on the court that was located outside of my window. It
seems that how much time one gets to play depends on how many show
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up to play. If there are many, each person plays at most three games before
othersare entered into the rotation. Women are equal to men in priorities.
Weaker players played with the stronger, with the latter making accom-
modations for talent differences. My only regret in my tennis encounters
was that much of the fun of tennis, not only in Japan, comes from the
repartee and teasing that accompanies the play, and since my Japanese
was limited, there was much mirth that I could only smile at with my best
Japanese face on. More seriously, from tennis (among other interactions,
of course) I learned much about the Japanese social system in its organi-
zations and the relation of that system to work and authority — lessons
that I could apply to my understanding of higher education in the States.

In fact, it was Yamada who found us an apartment — in Yokohama,
a “short” (by Japanese standards) daily one-way commute to my office
in Tokyo of about an hour and forty minutes. My children, however,
went to Nishimachi International School in Tokyo and had a compli-
cated, multi-train/subway commute from Yokohama even longer than
mine. There was an international school in Yokohama, but my children
would have to have worn uniforms, and the school was quite strict.
Nishimachi’s enrollees came from a wide variety of countries and
required the children to learn Japanese. The commute and attendance
at Nishimachi opened my children up to new cultures, made them
more tolerant, and developed in them a strength of independence and
initiative. Needless to say, as a family we learned much from each other
as we recounted our daily adventures on returning home each evening.

While in Japan, I enrolled in two separate language classes/schools —
one for grammar, located in Yokohama, where I lived; the other for
conversation, located in Tokyo. I continued my study of Japanese for
many years, but never quite mastered enough to use it in my schol-
arship. My academic reading was of translations or original books about
Japanese organizationand education written in English. Nevertheless, the
gradual understanding and appreciation of the Japanese language itself
was critical in my apprehension of the culture.

While NIER provided facilities and aid, I still needed funding
for the research. Fortunately I received a fairly substantial grant from
the National Institute for Research Advancement (NIRA) in Tokyo.
NIRA was a government funded social science “think tank” in Japan
(actually a “meta-think tank,” as they usually contracted out almost
all of the empirical research projects they elected to fund). In my
case, however, NIRA provided me with funds to conduct the research,
a base of operations at the NIRA offices, and, importantly the NIRA
imprimatur. NIRA’s reputation throughout the government, industrial
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and academic communities was extraordinary, thus offering entrée to
otherwise unavailable national leaders in these fields. NIRA also staffed
my research enterprise with a secretary, an administrative assistant, and
an interpreter/translater who accompanied me at interviews. I worked
mostly out of my Tokyo office at NIER.

The major focus of my research was inquiry into the nature of the
leadership of scientific research in Japan. Much had been made in the
early 1980’s of the exceptional success of the Japanese in adapting new
theoretical discoveries in science to the technological demands for new
product development. In 1986, Japan’s economic success was awakening
the business world to the possibility of new ways of organizing. The
theoretical underpinnings of the research that I conducted were centered
in three areas: leadership, conflict management, and worker motivation.
I spent a great deal of time looking for research instruments that I could
have translated validly.

With the assistance of an extremely competent and hardworking
research assistant (who later went on to become a research
scientist), 1 selected a sample of roughly 3,600 researchers and
600 leader/managers of research and development centers at univer-
sities, corporations, and government laboratories in four domains —
chemicals, transportation, iron and steel and electronics. I will spare
you the details of the full research plan, but they conformed to the
usual methods of survey research. Of course, there were cultural differ-
ences that I had to take into account. For example, Japanese workers
will not answer questionnaires from outside without the permission of
their supervisors — another step in the research strategy that I had to
deal with.

While in Japan, I was interviewed on national television (NHK)
and I gave a lecture on my research activities. I made other presenta-
tions to the NIER and NIRA staffs and to the members of a Japanese
educational professional society. With the help of some funding assis-
tance from NYU, I also attended a conference in Osaka organized by
the United States/ Japan Teacher Education Consortium on teacher
education and educational administration. Some of my lectures were
later published in Japanese journals. I gave many papers back in the
United States about my research in Japan. One presentation I made
to the NYU’s School of Education graduate student organization was
titled, “Non-Leadership in Japanese Research and Development Labs:
When and Why It Works.” I'm not sure I remember what I said, but I
still like the title!
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My interaction with Japan did not end with my sabbatical. Toward
the end of the sabbatical year, I received a telephone call from the
Fulbright office asking if I wanted to resubmit my application. There
would be no additional application work involved; they would simply
consider the application from the previous year. I agreed, and, mirabile
dictu, 1 received the award! Now, this created a problem, since I had
just spent a year away from NYU and doubted that I could receive
permission to spend another. Moreover, before we left for Japan one
of our children had been accepted at another unusually good school
in New York, and he would lose his place if he could not take his
place in the sixth grade class. Fortunately, I was able to work out with
Fulbright an arrangement whereby I could complete the grant in three
months via separate visits over the next year (e.g., during holidays) and
summer, though they would pay for only one transportation expense.
I made many trips back that year and in subsequent years.

In 1992, T was entitled to another sabbatical leave, but delayed
taking it until 1996-97. To continue my research on Japanese higher
education, I elected to return to Japan for at least part of the sabbatical
year. This time, I was fortunate in becoming associated with the
National Institute of Multimedia Education in Chiba, Japan. NIME
was in part responsible for research on telecommunications in Japan.
In fact, the University of the Air, an affiliate of Japan’s television
network, NHK, was a component of the institute. Part of NIME’s
activities involved putting together educational programs authored by
faculty in universities around the country for broadcast throughout
Japan.

Chiba was/is a small community located about 30 minutes by
train from Tokyo. My wife and I arrived in Chiba in the fall and were
allocated an apartment on the Institute campus. Needless to say, since
the tennis courts were directly across the street, I found the living
conditions quite pleasant. I had relatively few formal assignments at
NIME. 1 believe they were pleased to have an American academic
spend some time with them if only for the purpose of learning a bit
more about our country and ways of behaving and thinking. They
were most cordial and accommodating, and I became friendly with a
number of families who later visited us in New York. Life outside of
Tokyo is, of course, much less cosmopolitan, and we were enabled
to understand and participate in the traditional Japanese rituals more
freely and frequently. Of course, we continued our Japanese lessons.
Because of the absence of work requirements, I was able to continue
my research and writing on Japanese higher education, as well as other
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subjects. I stayed at NIME from the fall of 1996 to about March of
1997, when my wife and I left for Hawaii, where I spent the last third
of my sabbatical. More on that later.

At some point during this period, I was contacted by the Middle
States Association of Colleges and Schools and asked whether I would
be willing to do an evaluation of a branch campus of the Sullivan
County Community College in New York State. The branch was located
in Toyama on the west coast of Japan near the city of Kanezawa,
allegedly the “Kyoto of the West” in its cultural richness (and seafood!)
and located in a valley surrounded by tall, snow covered mountains.
I hastened to accept and spent a delightful week there learning about
their campus. During one period in the 1980’s branches of a number
of U.S. campuses were in the process of being constructed. Usually,
they operated in cooperation with a Japanese university so that credits
for students from each participating institution could be linked. Just
when the trend was at its height, however, virtually all of the institu-
tions in this country with overseas aspirations began to have second
thoughts as it became evident that coordinating the systems was difficult
and expensive — as was recruiting students. The initial plan was to give
American faculty an opportunity to spend a year or two in Japan teaching
English and other Western subjects, then for the students to come to
the home campus in the United States to finish their degrees — and,
of course, to improve their English language skills. To my knowledge,
few colleges or universities were successful — Temple University in
Philadelphia lasting the longest. At any rate, I learned much from this
evaluation experience. For one thing, I found that Japanese educators
have the same worries about accreditation as their American counter-
parts and engage in the same kinds of preparations for and courting of
visitors. The word “accreditation” does not adequately convey the formal
procedure nor impact that institutional evaluation has in Japan.

I was to have yet another opportunity to return to Japan, this time
in the summer of 1998. I was invited to spend time at the Research
Institute for Higher Education in Hiroshima. Again, my responsibilities
were light. I was asked to give a few lectures. Mostly, I did my own
work on Japanese subjects and interacted with the RIHE staff to add to
my knowledge of Japan. I hope my hosts learned an equivalent amount
about our country and American higher education from me. I had
occasional lunches with the staff at local restaurants and through those
informal social opportunities learned much that could not be garnered
from books. As in my prior settings, I made many friends who came
to New York to visit.
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I believe that most of what I learned about Japan is contained in
my book, Creative R & D Leadership: Insights from Japan. It permitted
me to discuss my observations about Japanese society and culture
and its impact on organizations, especially leadership. As is well
known about cross-cultural study, one learns as much about one’s own
culture and institutions as the one one visits. We in higher education
here in the United States make many unexamined assumptions about
“necessary” organizational principles that guide our practices — assump-
tions that could well be challenged so that our institutions could be
improved.

OTHER EDUCATIONAL TRAVEL

As noted earlier, only about two thirds of my 1996-97 sabbatical was
spent in Japan. The last third was spent at the University of Hawaii.
Since 1 have been teaching and writing about the organization and
administration of colleges and universities, I have continually worried
about my lack of direct experience and line responsibility. The best
I could do was careful research and observation. Hence, when my
sabbatical was coming up, I wrote to Kenneth Mortimer, then President
of the University of Hawaii and Chancellor at its Manoa campus,
to ask if I might have an opportunity to observe the operation of
the university from the perspective of his office. With my everlasting
gratitude, he graciously assented to my spending time with him and
his staff. It was a particularly difficult time for the University as its
fiscal status was perilous, its relationship with the State ambiguous
and in transition, and its main campus at Manoa and its related
satellite campuses in political turmoil. Ken was faced with monumental
problems, almost all of which he inherited. Because of the delicacy
of the situation, discussions among the President’s executive staff had
to be kept confidential. Accordingly, I wrote and signed a statement
pledging not to reveal in publications or otherwise the substance of
anything I heard or observed, so all I will say here is that my experience
was extremely edifying. As with my tenure with President Perkins at
Cornell, I attended staff meetings and retreats, talked with the vice
presidents and other officials, and read documents relevant to the
governance of the University. There was much public information
available about the relations between the President and his staff and
the Board of Trustees and other officials of the State because of the
Hawaii “sunshine” law that prohibited private conversations among
them without the presence of a member of the press.
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Again, with the President’s good graces, my wife and 1 were
offered an apartment near the campus. We both had access to the
library, and my wife was able to pursue her own professional interests
through her association with the Bernice Bishop Museum and Honolulu
Academy of Arts. I had the good fortune to be given an adjunct faculty
appointment (and an office and computer) in the University’s School
of Education, where I met some outstanding faculty working in the
field of higher education and other specializations, many of whom 1
continue to delight in encountering each year at professional meetings.
I asked for and was given permission to teach a summer course on the
American college through the University’s distance learning program,
which offered courses by television to UH’s branches on its various
islands. This was truly an educational experience for me, even though
I had had some prior experience with distance learning between NYU
and Puerto Rico. The preparation for a course, the pedagogy, the
delivery, and the interactions with students were completely different
from what I had been accustomed to. Thank goodness for the good
advice 1 received from my local colleagues. 1 did have an oppor-
tunity to fly to another island and “teach back” to my students at the
main campus on Oahu — another good learning experience — at least
for me!

In general, my time in Hawaii was both edifying and extremely
enjoyable. I bought (and later sold, of course) a motor scooter so
that I could move easily around the Island. My new colleagues in the
administration were generous with their time. I hope in turn I made
at least a small contribution to their thinking. The climate, cultural
ambience, and people were warm and friendly. And did I mention that I
played a lot of tennis with people of many different nationalities — who,
despite the language barrier, managed to handle my serve quite well?

BELARUS

My interest in foreign cultures having been sparked by my Japanese
experience, I was pleased to be invited to be part of a team of NYU
scholars, led by Professor Philip Hosay, to consult with the government
and educators in Belarus. The study was funded by an agency of the
U.S. Government and was sufficient to enable six to eight educators
from various departments in the School of Education to travel for two
consecutive summers (month-long visits in May of 1993 and 1994).
Our primary host was the Belarus Institute for Educational Adminis-
tration, an agency of the federal government in Minsk, the capital of
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Belarus. Each team member was given travel money plus a per diem
allowance and a small stipend, more than enough to live comfortably
in an exceptionally poor country.

During the first year, I lived alone in an apartment in the building
formerly occupied by the KGB. In the second year, I lived with another
faculty member, Millard Clements, who was an ideal compatriot in
the exploration of another part of the world. He was inquisitive and
curious, continually issuing expressions about his experiences such
as “Isn’t that interesting!” Besides he was an excellent cook who
managed to put together nutritional and tasty meals from the typical
root vegetables that were likely to be found in the markets. He also was
engaged in a serious effort to connect Belarus (and other countries)
through telecommunications to the United States by setting up formal
linkages among elementary and secondary schools in the two countries.
Besides this noble effort, his computer connection afforded me the
opportunity to stay in communication with my family. I tried to learn
a little Russian before and while I was there, a practice which I believe
may not have been too successful in my communication efforts, but
did much to open up local residents to try their English language skills.
(I did learn to compose and give (read) at least one vodka toast of five
minutes in very bad Russian. Mine was not the first toast of the event,
however, so my grammar and pronunciation went uncriticized.)

My role in Belarus was to work with the government and with
higher education institutions to set up a plan for modernizing the
system. Belarus had at that time an excellent system of education from
kindergarten to higher education (indeed to continuing and profes-
sional education), though the percentage of students going on to higher
education was unremarkable. Still, education per se had an extremely
high social and cultural value in the country.

The system, however, was dominated and controlled centrally.
In fact, all of Belarus was a victim of the authoritarianism of the
former Soviet Union. Since “perestroika” was a recent phenomenon,
the culture of individual initiative and risk taking was absent in all
domains of the culture — education, government, economics (e.g.,
capitalism). My conversations with the Ministry of Education and with
heads of educational institutions revealed a desire to loosen up the
central controls, but the culture of centralized command persisted.
I was fortunate to have as a colleague a young scholar, Vassily Selechev
from the Belarus Educational Center for Leadership Development, who
not only introduced me to the system and its incumbent leaders, but
as a scholar worked assiduously to produce a report that might be
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useful to the Ministry of Education. Alas, our report, some 91 pages in
English with lots of data and, I hope, insights, never made the light of
day. My efforts to have it published in the United States failed (except
for a short blurb in International Higher Education. 1t was too long for a
journal article and too tangential to the interests of most in comparative
education. It still remains an extremely useful historical documentary
about Belarus during this period. (Readers: if you're interested, I'll send
you a copy!) Belarus today, has reverted back to its totalitarian ways,
joined at the hip to Russia and unable to become the independent
nation that it deserves to be.

CONSULTING

I'll mention briefly some of the consulting I have done in my career,
as in a number of ways it was significant in its relationship to my
scholarly work. There hasn’t been too much, alas, and I've noted several
assignments above. Despite many requests to and encouraging conver-
sations with Middle States and NEBHE, except for one visit as an
adjunct member of a team, I was never able to get onto the “circuit.”
My feeling was and still is that such assignments are invaluable oppor-
tunities to learn deeply about how other campuses operate. I believe
the reason I was never chosen to serve is that my credentials are too
broad and general. Had I served as a vice president for academic affairs
or for research, for example, 1 could have made a more specialized
contribution to the team.

Perhaps the most rewarding of my consulting jobs was with
Cooper Union in New York City which asked me to help them design a
comprehensive assessment program for their students. Cooper Union,
a private college founded in 1859, is unusual in that they charge no
tuition. The institution is divided into three major specializations: art,
architecture and engineering. Each has an exceptionally fine reputation
for turning out highly qualified and imaginative students. When 1
began consulting at Cooper Union in the mid-1990’s, I found that they
had no systematic mode of assessing their students’ goals, attitudes,
values, levels of maturity — concerns that might have helped the faculty
better design the students’ educational experiences, both curricular and
extracurricular. Through a series of weekly meetings with faculty in
different departments and with larger groups of faculty and adminis-
trators, I outlined some of the possibilities for a program of assessment
in which the School might engage. I soon learned, however, that
much of the thrust for the introduction of such a program came from
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the president, not the faculty. The latter were unionized and fiercely
defensive of the curricular and teaching prerogatives to which they
had grown accustomed and had institutionalized through a compre-
hensive and somewhat cumbersome bureaucracy. In addition to resis-
tance to top-down initiatives and an entrenched union, there was an
odd disjuncture among the faculty with which I had to work. First,
there was a faculty in the arts with strong individual desires for control
over their freedom of expression. Then, there were the engineers and
scientists, whose ideas about teaching and learning were quite different
from the arts. I worked assiduously with both groups alone and together
for about a year, at which time the Cooper Union president announced
that he was resigning. It would take at least two years to recruit and
appoint a successor, during which time, the school would be in limbo —
without direction or a mandate for change. In a joint decision with
Cooper Union, we decided at that point that I could no longer be of
assistance until a new president was appointed. So ended my associ-
ation with the institution. Looking back, I see that I learned much
about governance in a unique institution. Because of the extremes of
the positions, the issues were made clearer as were the difficulties of
instituting change in any institution of higher education.

SCHOLARSHIP

By far, the most intriguing and satisfying part of my career has been the
research I have conducted on a variety of subjects and the writing that
evolved from it. I've noted earlier a number of the research projects
in which I've been engaged, but let me here describe several others
that were particularly challenging and rewarding. I will be brief, partly
because of space limitations, and partly because the publications are
available for reading in the public domain.

About half of the books I published were collections of original
articles written by others that I edited. I did very much enjoy both the
conceptualization of an original idea for a collection, the recruitment
of the best scholars in the field, and the exchanges with those scholars
in the editing process. Fortunately, I had to do very little, except
learn a lot and ask questions — things I obviously very much like
to do. As a matter of fact, in the late 1980’s, I was one of two
finalists for the editorship of the AAUP journal, Academe, a post that
would have fit in with my predilections toward editing. But the other

guy got it.
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At any rate, in 1991, the first edition of Foundations of American
Higher Education was published as part of the ASHE Reader Series. As
editor, I served with the most able assistance of an extremely talented
and knowledgeable Advisory Board. Barbara Townsend was followed
by Daryl Smith as head of the ASHE Reader Series. Both made many
suggestions for changes in my and the Board’s selections of articles
(a number with which I strongly disagreed but came later to see the
wisdom of ). The original conception of the purpose of the Foundations
reader was somewhat problematic because the aim was unclear to some,
but quite clear to others who did not always agree with one another.
My own view was that the Reader would comprise “classic” articles and
book chapters that were not readily available to beginning students in
the field of higher education. Many trips to the library by beginners
would have been necessary to access all of them. My thinking was that
the Reader would very rarely be updated, since after all, classics are
classics. Individual instructors would use the Reader as a basic text and
would supplement it with more contemporary material. I did include
in the Reader a feedback form to tell us whether the selected choices
“worked” for instructors and students.

I recruited an outstanding group of Associate Editors in thirteen
key domains of higher education, asked them to make suggestions for
material to be included in the volume, and to write a brief introduction
to the domain for which they were responsible. Rereading those intro-
ductions now fifteen years later, I realize how wise and prescient the
authors were. They mark clearly a place in the history of ASHE’s
thinking at that time.

Despite my philosophy about the classic character of the articles
in the Foundations reader, there were a sufficient number of readers
who felt that a number of the articles were dated and not suitable
for understanding contemporary issues to warrant our considering a
revision. Somewhat reluctantly, I agreed to edit a second edition, with
David Webster as co-editor. It was published in 1999. Some of the same
editors updated their introductions to the selections, some of which
were new to this edition. We added several new editors as well. The
second edition is still in print in 1999 (Bess & Webster, 1999).

The experience for me of editing a collection of readings comprising
the whole of higher education was of course both daunting and edifying.
It goes without saying that I have memorized all 726 pages of the second
edition, so I can tell myself how smart and knowledgeable I must be! In
truth, I would ask that ASHE members at the next annual meeting not
take it upon themselves to test me on the particulars of the articles, nor
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even on the general principles espoused in them. As I noted at the outset
of this Handbook chapter, I have a terrible memory, and even if I didn’t,
I think that at this point in my life, the lessons of these classics have
become merged with my own notions about most of the subjects in the
Foundations reader. Ask me about a subject, and I'll have an answer at the
ready; but I can’t claim it as exclusively my own. I suspect that for most
members of our profession, this is the case, especially if we continue to do
researchin new areas, and our brain cells get clogged up with exciting new
ideas and theories. Nevertheless, the Foundations collection was, indeed,
“foundational” for me personally and I hope for others.

As a side note, I cannot resist commenting on the other readers
in the ASHE series. As I understand it, these readers are intended
more to be compilations of the most contemporary and trenchant of
writings on a number of different issues in the specialized domains
of the individual readers. It is my impression, however, that there is
some considerable danger in the increasing popularity of the readers.
Our higher education community can become lazy and homogenized
in its thinking, thus narrowing its academic gene pool. Busy faculty
may find it overly convenient to assign the reader without doing
additional research to make their syllabi contemporaneous and unique
to their personal perspectives. Some years ago, I recommended to the
ASHE Board that when existing stock ran out on a particular reader,
they declare a three-year moratorium on reprinting it. Instructors in
higher education programs would then be forced to seek out and assign
new readings. After the three years, a new reader could be prepared.
I wonder what happened to that suggestion. (Not really; I know.)

From about 1995 to 2000, my research interests turned predom-
inantly to questions of the organization of faculty and the effects of
organization on their motivation — a subject I had explored some years
earlier. I became increasingly intrigued by questions of “sociological
ambivalence” (Merton & Barber, 1963), elaborated later in the work
of Burrell and Morgan (1979), which I interpreted as a discontinuity
or discordance in the norms and values of two or more continguous
social systems. The paper which was published in John Smart’s and Bill
Tierney’s Handbook (2001) used the Japanese system as a case study,
but my conclusions, abetted by the complementary theories of Cohen
and March’s “organized anarchy,” are, I think, quite helpful in under-
standing the motivational dilemmas facing faculty in major research
universities in this country.

I worried greatly during this period about the increasing mecha-
nization of higher education and wrote a think piece about the probable

51



Bess: A Career Out of Control (Maybe)

negative effects of an increase in “contract systems” for the Journal
of Higher Education that might replace the tenure system. I was also
concerned about the schizophrenia of the faculty role that split faculty
allegiances and energies — unnecessarily, I thought. I wrote about that
in an article in Review of Higher Education in 1998. Two other signif-
icant writing projects engaged me from 1995-2000. My edited book,
Teaching Well and Liking It, brought together outstanding authors from
many different fields to address the question of faculty motivation.
The chapters covered such topics as intrinsic and extrinsic motivation,
flow theory, feminist theory, expectancy theory, behavior modification,
leadership and politics, and a host of others. The insights provided
by these authors were truly innovative and stimulated completely new
ways of thinking about how we need to organize faculty work. I also
published in 2000 Teaching Alone, Teaching Together, Transforming the
Structure of Teams for Teaching. With the help of another group of
extraordinary thinkers, we endeavored to break down the faculty role
into discrete dimensions so that we could analyze the very different
talents and interests needed by different faculty if the subtleties of each
dimension were to be “professionally” addressed. Among the topics
considered, as one example, were the research role of the teacher
compared with the lecturer role. Typically, we ask both roles to be
performed by the same person, but, in truth, very different person-
ality dispositions and skills are required for each. The book considers
how teams comprising faculty skilled and sincerely interested in these
more specialized areas might be assembled as a formal organization to
prepare and deliver the composite teaching package.

More recently, I have been even more concerned with the mecha-
nization of higher education and the resulting loss of professional-
ization of faculty. Bureaucratic forms of oversight are creeping into our
academic environments threatening traditional faculty prerogatives and
institutionalizing the paranoia that characterizes work environments
in other settings. In 2006, I published “Toward Strategic Ambiguity:
Antidote to Managerialism in Governance,” in John Smart’s Handbook.
I am hoping that it will be part of a larger work already in progress that
I have tentatively titled, “The Mask of Ambiguity — and the Preservation
of Academic Democracy.” The general thesis of the book (as was the
chapter already published) is that colleges and universities must find
ways to reinstitutionalize “ambiguity” as a norm. It may seem counter-
intuitive that organizations that wish to become more efficient and
effective should avoid trying to be clear and understandable in their
authority structures, policies, and procedures, but I would submit that
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democratic decision making is a sine qua non of efficiency in academia
and that democracy is necessarily messy. So also must organizations
be so — up to a strategic point. Well, you’ll have to read the book, I
suppose.

It should be clear that a very different kind of leadership will
be required for an institution with these characteristics. With a co-
author (Paul Goodman), I took a stab at this subject. We published
“Leadership Ambiguity in Universities and K-12 Schools and the Limits
of Contemporary Leadership Theory.” It appeared in the journal,
Leadership Quarterly in 2002.

Finally, along the publishing front, I am pleased finally to be nearly
finished with the writing of a two-volume (700 pages each) textbook
on the organization and administration of colleges and universities.
It will be published by Stylus Press in the very near future (Bess &
Dee, 2007, in Press). My co-author on this massive (and exhausting!)
project has been Jay Dee, who is on the faculty in higher education at
the University of Massachusetts at Boston.

SUMMING IT UP

Well, Yogi’s cliché is apt. It ain’t over — yet. I now live in Ambherst,
Massachusetts, having moved here after leaving NYU in 2000. We chose
Ambherst because it is the home of five colleges — Amherst, University
of Massachusetts, Mount Holyoke, Smith, and Hampshire. It is also,
therefore, the home of many academics and students and cultural
activities — as well, needless to say, of many other fine folk that we have
met. The culture is pretty much affordable, compared with the choices
my wife and I had in New York City. Our house is commodious, the
yard amenable to landscaping — and weeds. A few years back, I had
an operation on my back, so the sport of choice is no longer tennis,
but golf — an activity that gives me access to new friends whenever
I play at the public course that is nearby. I have become involved
in community service activities and plan a heavy involvement in the
state and national elections — something I have been doing regularly in
recent years. (Check my bumper stickers!) Financial constraints have
limited somewhat my and my wife’s leisure travel activities, but I am
hoping that within a year, those will be at least partially removed. We
have a number of plans.

I intend to remain active professionally, though I will be writing
less and with fewer time deadlines. I would like to do more consulting.
I will probably make louder organizational noises at ASHE, even
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though it remains the professional home of some of my dearest friends.
I have been working with doctoral students and young faculty from
the University of Massachusetts on their research and would hope to
do more of that. Family life is also critically important. Neither of my
children, two young men, is married, so the joys of grandparenthood
have yet to come. I'm looking forward to that new experience. The
rewards of fatherhood, on the other hand, have become even more
meaningful in recent years, as my sons have moved successfully into
their chosen fields — music and film — and I now relate to them as
adults. And, lastly, I can only hope that the great fortune that I have
had in finding and marrying my wife, Nancy, will continue throughout
our remaining years. She’s an unimaginable, sparkling gem and the
true source of my tranquility.
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Political concern for the productivity, efficiency, and quality of
higher education is shaping the ways in which academic and insti-
tutional researchers evaluate the effectiveness of collegiate programs
and institutions. The search is on to identify “best practices” that will
increase educational productivity. To motivate that search, account-
ability standards tend to emphasize the importance of quantitative
indicators of student learning outcomes and de-emphasize the need to
understand educational processes and institutional contexts. Though a
focus on student learning outcomes is essential to the study of insti-
tutional effectiveness, it is not sufficient in itself to spur productive
change and innovation. In this chapter, we argue that the recent history
of legislative accountability (and institutional responses to it), develop-
ments in educational research methodology, and theories of learning
and professional practice demonstrate the need for equal attention
under accountability to educational processes and contexts alongside
the measurement of student outcomes.

To address our concern that the search for “best practices” in its
current form will be ineffectual, we propose the creation of evidence-
based inquiry councils (EBICs) as a central feature of a comprehensive
accountability system designed to integrate knowledge of institutional
context, educational processes, and learning outcomes for the purpose
of increasing the educational effectiveness of colleges and universities.
EBICs, as proposed here, are distinguished by an integrated scholarship
involving academic and institutional researchers with an inter-related
focus on institutional processes (including resource use) and student
learning outcomes.

The evidence-based inquiry councils are intended to capitalize on
existing features of assessment and accreditation systems, such as
self-studies and campus review teams, in support of accountability
goals. The proposed EBIC design addresses two primary weakness of
results-based accountability plans, namely (1) lack of a clear strategy
to understand “what works” in a variety of higher educational contexts
and (2) a clear mechanism to promote the adoption by adminis-
trators and faculty of educational practices identified as what are
often called “best practices.” The educational programs and practices
that prove to be effective in one setting may not be in another,
or may not be effective in the same ways, so we prefer to call
these “effective” or “exemplary” practices, meaning they are worthy
of examination for potential adoption in other settings. Knowing that
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educational contexts are highly variable, practitioners may be legiti-
mately dubious or hesitant about adopting new approaches to improve
student outcomes, even if those approaches have been warranted
by rigorous academic research. The design of the inquiry councils,
as proposed here, takes into account the different decision-making
and information needs of policymakers and educational practitioners.
We prescribe an integrated set of evaluation strategies to meet those
needs.

The search for institutional “best practices” is evident today in
federal and state accountability initiatives (Dwyer, Millett, & Payne,
2006; Erisman & Gao, 2006; U.S. Department of Education, 2006;
“What Works Clearinghouse,” 2006) and in the philanthropic prior-
ities of foundations with a focus on higher education (see, for
example, Dowd, 2005; Dowd et al., 2006; Lagemann, 2002; Lumina
Foundation, 2006; What we know, 2006; Wyner, 2006). Our views are
informed by participation in the Community College Student Success
Project at the University of Massachusetts Boston, which was initiated
with funding from Lumina Foundation for Education. The project
involved higher education administrators, faculty members, and insti-
tutional researchers in a series of symposia and working papers which
reframed the search for scientifically warranted best practices as a
search for best practices of assessment. The distinction stems from our
beliefs that the emphasis of accountability should be on creating a
scholarship of effective assessment practices rather than on the identi-
fication of specific practices or programs as a toolkit for educational
improvement. The entire accountability movement has been decidedly
in the opposite direction, a point we explore by discussing the account-
ability environment for academic research and institutional research.
In our view, the scholarship of best practice should be a scholarship
of professional development and learning among higher education
practitioners that integrates the work of practitioners-as-researchers
and academic researchers as facilitators of learning. That said, we see
the study of the causal-effectiveness of educational programs using
traditional research methods as one of many essential elements of this
broader research program.

Our consideration of the current state and future prospects of
a “scholarship of best practice” centered on learning and the devel-
opment of a “culture of inquiry” (Dowd, 2005) is presented to inform
academic and institutional researchers, policymakers, and officials of
funding agencies who are interested in increasing the quality and
productive capacity of higher education. Our argument is presented in
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five following sections, with references to the relevant academic and
policy literature throughout. The first section provides a brief review of
studies of the effectiveness of accountability in bringing about changes
in institutional behavior. The second section discusses recent contro-
versies in academic research concerning federal research standards
that focus nearly exclusively on experimental and quasi-experimental
methods as the kind of research needed to increase educational effec-
tiveness. Consistent with our emphasis on practitioner learning, we
argue that evaluation designs using a variety of methods are better
suited to achieving accountability goals because ethnographic and case
study methods are necessary to develop the “ordinary knowledge”
(Lindblom & Cohen, 1979) and “practical wisdom” (Aristotle, cited
in Polkinghorne, 2004) of effective practitioners.

Just as federal research policy places high value on quantitative
methods and analyses, state accountability policies place great value
on quantitative indicators of institutional performance. The account-
ability climate and the challenges of educational problem solving are
similar for academic researchers and institutional researchers. In both
settings, we perceive a risk that accountability policies will problem-
atically obscure rather than illuminate the dynamic, context-sensitive
nature of teaching, learning, and educational administration. The third
section presents the basis for this concern in the realm of institutional
research and assessment by comparing the methods and premises of
performance, diagnostic, and process benchmarking. While account-
ability systems do not necessarily involve benchmarking, they often
do, and peer benchmarking is the preferred strategy of policymakers
hoping to spur institutional change and innovation (see, for example,
U.S. Department of Education, 2006) The circumstances under which
innovation is likely to occur through benchmarking activities are
discussed, emphasizing concepts of individual and organizational
learning. This section and the previous one demonstrate that both
academic researchers and institutional researchers are responding to
accountability requirements by emphasizing the importance of under-
standing educational processes within specific institutional contexts in
order to determine “what works.”

The fourth section describes the structure of the proposed
evidence-based inquiry councils, which are characterized by the study
of student learning and educational outcomes integrated with the
self-study of practitioner knowledge and learning. The research and
evaluation methods of the EBIC are intended to facilitate synthesis
by practitioners of evidence from quantitative and qualitative data
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analyses. The purpose of the EBICs is to understand how, why, and
when educational practices are effective. Finally, a brief concluding
section summarizes our main argument.

I. ACCOUNTABILITY TRENDS AND EFFECTIVENESS

Competing Priorities of Multiple Stakeholders The higher education news
has prominently featured a national debate among legislators, business
leaders, higher education officials, and higher education associations
about the means by which colleges and universities should be held
accountable for educating their students (Field, 2005a, 2005b; Selingo,
2006; Strout, 2004). As Congress drafted revisions to the Higher
Education Act, which sets federal higher education policy, Republican
leaders and the U.S. Secretary of Education’s Commission on the Future
of Higher Education argued that college accreditation reviews should
become part of the public domain, with information about college
effectiveness and quality made readily available to the public (Field,
2006; Fleming, 2004; Lederman, 2006; U.S. Department of Education,
2000).

Informed by business perspectives emphasizing consumer satis-
faction and economic competitiveness, the watchwords of draft reports
issued by the Secretary’s Commission on the Future of Higher
Education in the Summer of 2006 were “quality” and “innovation.”
Consumer access to college performance data was highlighted as an
important lever for bringing about improvements in educational
efficiency and effectiveness. In addition, the accreditation system was
viewed as too focused on assessing educational processes, with insuffi-
cient attention to “bottom line” results (U.S. Department of Education,
2006). Both the Spellings Commission report, which called for a
“culture of accountability,” (p. 20) and a proposal for a compre-
hensive higher education testing system issued by the Eductional
Testing Service, which called for a “culture of evidence” (Dwyer
et al.,, 2006), advocated using the accreditation system to increase
higher education accountability. In presenting evidence-based inquiry
councils as an accountability structure, we also propose to link accred-
itation to accountability but in a manner that values the existing focus
of accreditation on promoting effective assessment processes.

These proposals to subsume the accreditation system to the
accountability agenda represent a striking change from the existing
voluntary and confidential system of higher education accreditation
(Bollag, 2004). While unwelcome to many higher education leaders,
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these proposals were not unexpected. The advance of public account-
ability pressures into the previously private domain of accreditation
was one step in an ongoing struggle to document the quality and
productivity of colleges and universities (Zumeta, 2001). The tensions
stem from contrasting values outside and within academia and from the
inherent difficulty of the task of quality measurement. External values
include institutional efficiency and quality, adherence to performance
standards, comparability of measured outcomes, and public reporting
to higher education consumers. Internal values also include institu-
tional quality, but then diverge towards an emphasis on mission differ-
entiation, a focus on process improvement rather than comparative
outcome standards, and confidentiality of results for internal review
(Burke et al., 2002; Burke & Minassians, 2003; Ewell, 1991, 2002;
Moore, 2002).

The accountability debate raises questions regarding the appro-
priate reach of state and federal governments into the operation,
management, and core educational activities of higher education. Trow
(1996) defined accountability simply as “the obligation to report to
others, to explain, to justify, to answer questions about how resources
have been used, and to what effect” (p. 310). Based on this definition,
he raised the following set of fundamental questions: “Who is to be held
accountable, for what, to whom, through what means, and with what
consequences?” (p. 310). Burke (2005a) drawing on Trow’s framing
questions described an “accountability triangle,” with state priorities,
academic concerns, and market forces as the three basic stakeholders
of accountability. Like Clark’s (1983) earlier work, which similarly
identified state control, an academic oligarchy, and market models
as the three forces of contention in the field of higher education,
Burke’s accountability triangle provides an apt instrument with which
to survey the forces of contention in higher education accountability.
For example, assessment (e.g. Kuh, 2005), accreditation (e.g. Wollff,
2005), and academic audits (e.g. Massy, 2005) can be located in the
corner of academic concerns. State-by-state report cards (Callan &
Finney, 2005), the “rules in use” of higher education governance
(Richardson & Smalling, 2005), and performance reporting (Burke,
2005b) are in the corner of state priorities; and reputational ratings,
such as those in U.S. News and World Report (Volkwein & Grunig,
2005) in the corner of market forces.

Under a paradigmatic shift towards a new form of govern-
mental accountability, in the early 1980s legislators sought to create
measurable goals and financial incentives to spur improved results,

62



HIGHER EDUCATION: HANDBOOK OF THEORY AND RESEARCH, VoL. XXII

as well as to motivate colleges to improved performance through
concern for their public relations and market shares (Burke et al.,
2002; Dougherty & Hong, 2005). While the external accountability
movement stressed institutional efficiency and the establishment of
performance standards, during the same era an internal assessment
movement focused on the improvement of teaching and learning
environments.

While the prevailing political ideologies of accountability has
been strongly steeped in business perspectives concerning the need
for efficiency, productivity, and economic competitiveness (Alexander,
2000; Ayers, 2005; Dowd, 2003; Leveille, 2005; J. S. Levin, 2001),
higher education scholars have warned that business market models
cannot be adopted wholesale to the regulation of higher education
because they are essentially different organizational enviroments (Dill,
2003; Gumport & Pusser, 1995; Toutkoushian & Danielson, 2002;
Zemsky, 2005). Dill (2003) and Zemsky (2005) pointed out that
the current market conditions of higher education are not typical
of business markets. For example, the higher education market is
imperfect because consumers cannot differentiate the quality of insti-
tutions that are “reputation-” and “prestige-" oriented (Dill, 2003). Not
surprisingly, the academic community has been hesitant to identify
specific or uniform indicators of institutional performance as bottom
line indicators of performance (Burke et al., 2002) and instead empha-
sized the diversity of institutional missions and broadly defined
learning outcome goals (Greater expectations, 2002; Our students best
work, 2004).

Uncertain Effects of Accountability Through a series of surveys of
state higher education officials conducted at the Rockefeller Institute,
Burke and colleagues have documented the changing forms and
uncertain effects of accountability on institutional behavior (Burke
et al., 2002; Burke & Minassians, 2003). Using the typology of state-
required performance reporting (requiring assessments and reporting
of performance indicators), performance budgeting (loosely tying insti-
tutional performance to budget priorities), and performance funding
(allocating funds based on performance), they have shown that almost
all states have experimented with some form of accountability and
that legislative preference for these different accountability mechanisms
have changed over time. Lawmakers attempted to strengthen early
performance reporting requirements, which were ultimately viewed as
ineffective, by tying performance to funding. However, the amount of
money involved was typically small, in the neighborhood of one-half
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to six percent of state funds, and states had a tendency to cancel
or suspend performance funding when budgets were tight (Burke
et al., 2002, pp. 27, 32-34). More recent state-level case studies of
community colleges (Dougherty & Hong, 2005; Erisman & Gao, 2006)
provide further evidence that performance budgeting and funding had
little financial impact on colleges and that these requirements have lost
favor in policy circles compared to performance reporting, which has
reemerged as the favored accountability mechanism.

The uneven performance of state accountability requirements on
institutional performance led Burke and colleagues to characterize
them as “symbolic policies,” which “appear to address problems, while
having little substantive effect” (Burke & Minassians, 2003, p. 14).
Similarly, a report from the Institute for Higher Education Policy, based
on interviews with representatives of state higher education agencies
and system offices in eight states, concluded that accountability data do
not typically inform or drive state policy, largely due to a disconnection
between performance indicators and policy goals (Erisman & Gao,
2006). Dougherty and Hong (2005) summarize their findings by noting
that the effect of performance accountability on colleges is “uneven,”
“at best moderately strong,” and perhaps undermined by “significant
negative unintended outcomes” (p. 12). The policies affected colleges
by raising their awareness of state priorities, increasing attentiveness
to their own performance, and raising concerns about public percep-
tions of their quality. However, the case study results provide only
weak evidence concerning the effect of performance accountability on
the ultimate goal of raising student outcomes and those results were
mixed. The possibility that increases in retention and graduation rates,
where observed, were due to reduced academic standards could not be
ruled out. The almost “mythical powers” of reform ascribed by some
to the use of performance indicators as a mechanism for change have
not been observed in institutional responses to accountability (Toutk-
oushian & Danielson, 2002, p. 206) These studies provide evidence
that performance accountability as implemented to date in the U.S.
has not been successful in improving the performance of colleges and
universities. They signal the need for deeper examination of the means
and goals of legislated higher education accountability.

According to Burke (2005¢), the ideal accountability system will
be located at the center of the accountability triangle, implying the
equal role of all three types of stakeholders. The recent history of
accountability systems adopted, implemented, modified, discontinued,
and recycled is a strong sign of the search for that ideal as well as
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the competing push and pull of stakeholders with oftentimes different
values, goals, and cultural norms. Surveying this field of contention,
a recent report by the National Commission on Accountability in
Higher Education emphasized the need for new approaches to account-
ability, particularly ones based on democratic participation and shared
responsibility among faculty, administrators, and legislators. (Account-
ability for Better Results, 2005). Our proposal for evidence-based inquiry
councils incorporates the emphasis of accountability on evidence-
based decisionmaking and the emphasis of assessment on professional
judgment. Recognizing the very real challenges facing higher education,
the EBIC design is intended to promote shared responsibility among
stakeholders as the best strategy for addressing those problems.

Although tuition charges are an ongoing point of contention, the
key problem facing higher education is how to educate large numbers
of students with diverse levels of academic preparation (many signifi-
cantly underprepared), speaking many different native languages, and
often attending college part time while juggling home and work respon-
sibilities. In many states demand exceeds capacity at the same time
public resources are declining, so these educational challenges are to
be met with the same or fewer resources. As a result, accountability
perspectives have emphasized doing more with less, which implies
efficient use of resources.

If news of poor performance in graduating or retaining students
motivates practitioners to want to adopt different educational
approaches or to change the way they interact with students, they also
need to see how current practices waste resources in order to become
more effective and efficient. This is difficult when it is a matter of
seeing ones own culture, values, and behavior. Theories of practice in
the “caring professions,” such as education, indicate that practitioners
learn through “intelligent inquiry” when faced with having to resolve
errors in their own judgment (Polkinghorne, 2004). It follows that
college administrators and faculty will need to discover how to educate
more of the diversely prepared students more cost-effectively. Account-
ability can foster such discoveries, perhaps using many of the policies
now in place, such as the collection of data on graduation rates, if it is
not antagonistic to practitioner inquiry.

However, all research and evaluation is political (Chatterji, 2005;
Lather, 2004; Weiss, 1975), and our culture currently places a high
value on the technical knowledge of experts (Polkinghorne, 2004).
The climate of accountability for academic research and institutional
research, using the latter term for simplicity of exposition in a way
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that encompasses institutional self-study and assessment initiatives, is
similar because they exist in the same culture. Emphasis is placed
on data, quantitative measures, and statistics as key mechanisms of
accountability. The problematic aspects of this emphasis on technical
rationality have been explicitly argued in the academic research liter-
ature, where academics schooled in other epistemological traditions
point out that what people know and believe and how they behave is
mediated through social interaction and is context-dependent (Tharp &
Gallimore, 1988). Within the world of institutional research and
assessment, this point of view is more often voiced as concern for a
lack of attention to the diversity of educational contexts and students,
which, it is argued, cannot be appropriately captured in uniform
indicators of institutional performance.

In the following two sections, we take a broad view of the culture
of accountability as we see it manifested in the worlds of academic and
institutional research to explain what we perceive as a clear need for an
accountability structure that combines evidence-based decisionmaking
and practitioner inquiry. Our review emphasizes that in both realms
the fundamental challenge is developing methods for understanding
and evaluating dynamic, in the sense of highly interactive, educational
contexts.

II. POLITICAL AND SOCIAL CONTEXT OF EVALUATING
“WHAT WORKS”

As Lather (2004) has observed “science is, like all human endeavor, a
cultural practice and practice of culture” (p. 28). The current political
view of the culture of science is perhaps best epitomized by the fact
that the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (HR1) reauthorizing the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act references “scientifically-
based research” 111 times, gaining it “acronym status inside the
Beltway” as “SBR” (Feuer, Towne, & Shavelson, 2002, p. 4). The
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act also requires that schools use
educational methods shown to be effective through scientifically-based
research.

Though higher education is not governed by NCLB, the Act
and related definitions of scientific standards and rigor adopted and
endorsed by the Institute for Education Sciences (IES) (Identifying and
Implementing Educational Practices, n.d; Scientifically-Based Research,
n.d.; “What Works Clearinghouse,” 2006; “WWC Study Design Classi-
fication,” 2006; “WWW Study Review Standards,” 2006) affect higher
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educational researchers and practitioners. The issues and priorities
of the NCLB are clearly echoed in the draft reports of the Spellings
Commission on the Future of Higher Education (U.S. Department
of Education 2006), demonstrating the relevance of the research
and policy environment surrounding NCLB to higher education. As
indicated by recent calls for higher education research proposals issued
by the IES, the same federal standards will shape what is funded. Exper-
imental and certain forms of quasi-experimental research designs are
endorsed as those most necessary for understanding the effectiveness of
educational programs. Some view the emphasis on rigor and objectivity
expressed in these new federal standards as an embrace of scientific
reasoning (Feuer et al., 2002; Shavelson, Phillips, Towne, & Feuer,
2003) while others decry it as a narrow form of “scientism” (Lather,
2004, p. 28) bereft of insights from the broader world of research,
inquiry, and scholarship (Berliner, 2002; Chatterji, 2005; Erickson &
Gutierrez, 2002; Lather, 2004; St. Pierre, 2002).

These critics argue the federal standards are uninformed by
important methodological and epistemological debates and insights
of the past two generations of researchers in education, evaluation,
sociology, cultural studies, and other fields. They argue that the claims
made to objectivity and scientific rigor in the federal research standards
are greatly overstated. Not only because “Time and again, political
passion has been the driving spirit behind a call for rational analysis”
(Cronbach, cited in Chatterji, 2005, p. 18), but because there are
distinct challenges to the generalization of statistical results to educa-
tional settings, which are highly variable and constantly changing
(Chatterji, 2005; Erickson & Gutierrez, 2002; Raudenbush, 2005). The
academic mode of research driven by theory and hypothesis-testing of
causal effects, is not sufficient to answer what are essentially evaluation
questions of “how, when, and why a program works” (Chatterji, p. 20).
Greene (2000), arguing that the content and method of program evalu-
ation are “inextricably intertwined with politics and values” (p. 983),
places the current emphasis on examining the effectiveness of social
programs as part of a historically dominant tradition, which in its
contemporary form she terms “postpositivism.”

The omission from the federal definitions of scientific research
of other forms of educational research, including the evaluation
genres Greene (2000) refers to as utilitarian pragmatism, interpre-
tivism, and critical social science is viewed as particularly problematic
because “educational change is accomplished locally” in “local situa-
tions of complexity and contingency” (Erickson & Gutierrez, 2002,
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p- 23). What “works” in one educational setting may not necessarily
work in another. Therefore, practices shown to be effective through
causal experimental analysis cannot be replicated in practice in a
simple manner. In addition, even if programs can be demonstrated
“scientifically” to be effective, the “push” by policymakers for repli-
cation of educational practices will require a “pull” from educa-
tional practitioners for innovation to actually occur (Zaritsky, Kelly,
Flowers, Rogers, & O’Neill, 2003, p. 33). This implies that the federal
investment of $18.5 million in the What Works Clearinghouse (Lather,
2004, note 15), which is a “push” approach to dissemination of effective
programs, will require additional investment to put scientifically
validated knowledge into use by practitioners. Cohen, Raudenbush and
Ball (2003), for example, emphasize that knowledge gained through
educational experiments will require consideration by “communities
of practice” and well informed “professional conversations” to be put
into practice. These insights are the basis of action research and
practitioner inquiry (Bensimon, Polkinghorne, Bauman, & Vallejo,
2004), which emphasize the educational practitioner’s role as agents of
change.

Feuer, Towne and Shavelson argue that “decision makers at
all levels are clearly thirsting for rational and disciplined evidence
provided by science” (2002, p. 4, italicized emphasis added). However,
scholars in diverse fields including psychology, philosophy, organi-
zational behavior, and cognitive science have shown that decision
making in educational practice is informed by a much broader range
of ways of knowing (Bensimon et al., 2004; Polkinghorne, 2004;
Sergiovanni, 1992; Simon, 1997; Tharp, 1993; Tharp & Gallimore,
1988). The dominance of “technical rationality,” which elevates the
knowledge of experts over the knowledge of practitioners, stems from
the view that academic science can determine how to “understand
and refine practice” and then “transmit” that knowledge to practi-
tioners (Polkinghorne, p. 170). Yet, changes in educational practice
come about through changes in the knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, and
behaviors of educational practitioners. Effecting change is fundamen-
tally an issue of professional development (Dowd, 2005) and learning,
which is known to take place through social interaction (Bauman,
2005; Bensimon, 2004, 2005; Bensimon et al., 2004; Rueda, 2006;
Tharp, 1993; Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). Understanding the feasibility
of replicating or scaling up programs shown to be effective through
scientific causal analysis is an issue distinct from that of promoting the
adoption of effective practice among educators. Understanding what
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motivates the adoption of “best practices” also requires the study of
professional practice in education.

Audiences for Evaluation Results Though it is a critical issue,
the way in which scientific knowledge is effectively transformed into
practitioner knowledge and put to use in practice is not adequately
addressed in the federal standards for educational research. To under-
stand why, in addition to recognizing the role of politics, it is useful to
distinguish the primary information needs of policymakers, educators,
and academic researchers. As noted, the question of “what works” is
essentially a matter of program evaluation. Whereas academic research
is traditionally characterized by theory-driven questions and answers
(Chatterji, 2005; Cobb, Confrey, diSessa, Lehrer, & Schauble, 2003;
Feuer et al., 2002) and institutional, or user-driven, research is charac-
terized by institution-specific investigations to inform administrative
decision making and planning (McEwan & McEwan, 2003; Walleri,
2003), evaluation research occupies a middle ground and draws on
both academic and institution-specific perspectives to inform different
audiences. The field of evaluation uses diverse methods to provide
formative and summative evaluations to practitioners and policy-
makers, recognizing their different decision making needs (Chatterji,
2005; Greene, 2000). Whereas practitioners are primarily concerned
about effectively and cost-efficiently using resources at their disposal
to operationalize program goals and objectives through specific educa-
tional practices, policymakers are rightly concerned with determining
the best investment of public dollars among any number of educational
programs or policies. The scope and specificity of interest of the two
groups differs.

As Raudenbush points out (2005), policymakers cannot intervene
directly in classrooms and, therefore, attempt to influence teaching
and learning primarily through accountability and governance require-
ments and by providing resources in the form of incentives. Therefore,
the historically dominant tradition of evaluation, with its focus
on assessing effectiveness and cost-efficiency and quantifying the
magnitude of program effects, is well oriented towards the views and
needs of policymakers. Greene (2000) distinguished this set of values
from that of organizational decision makers, who, acting as utilitarian
pragmatists, focus on program effectiveness and improvement in terms
of what is working at an operational level, including whether clients
like a program and are satisfied with it. These methods meet the infor-
mation and decision-making needs of midlevel program managers and
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on-site administrators and are often carried out by them through inter-
views, focus groups, and surveys of program participants.

The Dynamic Educational Production Process Theory-driven
academic research informs evaluations of higher education effectiveness
conducted in these various evaluation traditions. Synthesizing the
extensive academic literature in the area of college student outcomes
by higher education scholars such as Pace, Astin, Tinto, Bean,
Cabrera, Nora, Pascarella, Terenzini, and many others, Volkwein
(2003, pp. 184-185) summarizes four “major assertions” of the higher
education literature that are useful in analyzing institutional effec-
tiveness. These four major research-based assertions are centered on
(1) organizational characteristics, including mission, size, expenditures,
complexity and selectivity, (2) pre-college characteristics, including
academic preparedness and goals; (3) student-institution fit, depending
on (a) social and academic integration, (b) student involvement and
effort, (¢) financial circumstances, and (d) competing demands of
family, work and community; (4) campus climate, including percep-
tions of prejudice, discrimination, racial harmony, and tolerance of
diversity. These families of assertions serve as models for academic
and institutional research by characterizing and focusing on particular
factors and processes that influence student learning and educational
attainments, such as grades, degrees, certificates, and subsequent
job placements. Under accountability, models of this type help to
guide data collection and analysis, potentially making the processes
of institutional assessment more efficient by avoiding “the expensive
trap...of the need to measure everything all the time” (Volkwein, p. 184).

Conceptualizing institutional effectiveness with a basic “I-P-O”
model where resources of all types are treated as inputs (I) used in
a collegiate production process (P) to produce outputs (O), we can
note that the families of research assertions focus attention on different
elements of the production process, and thereby frame consideration of
the problems and potential solutions of higher education effectiveness
in different ways (For a review of the concept of a production process
in higher education, see Toutkoushian & Danielson, 2002). Student
pre-college ability and goals and certain organizational characteristics
such as institutional expenditures can be viewed as measures of inputs,
while concepts of student-institution fit emphasize the interaction of
students and institutional characteristics in the educational production
process. In these models, students themselves are viewed as important
inputs, not only based on their levels of academic preparedness but on
their level of motivation, effort, and time investments in their studies
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as well. Rather than focusing on students as inputs, studies of discrim-
ination and diversity focus on the way resources are used and people
behave “inside the box” in educational processes to create supportive
or denigrating climates for racial-ethnic minority students.

The difficulties of observing the use of inputs in educational
processes and characterizing an institution’s level of efficiency in trans-
forming those inputs to desired educational outcomes are well known,
and in fact are the basis for increasing calls for higher education
accountability. Cohen, Raudenbush, and Ball (2003, p. 122) argued
that understanding the central policy question concerning how the
provision of additional resources affects instructional effectiveness has
been highly elusive due to the fact that resources are not “self acting.”
As they pointed out, “The value of resources is likely to depend on the
ways they are used” (p. 138) by teachers in instruction, by students in
learning, and by the interactions between teachers and learners, which
are mediated by the instructional environment. They observe that
“What reformers term instructional ‘capacity’ is not a fixed attribute
of teachers, students, or materials, but a variable feature of interaction
among them” (p. 125).

Cohen, Raudenbush, and Ball (2003), therefore, advocate greater
use of experimental designs, arguing that non-experimental causal
analysis is inadequate to observe the highly interactive relationships
between resources, users, and outcomes. It is not possible to statisti-
cally control for institutional characteristics and features “inside the
black box” of the educational production function and relate those
inputs to student outcomes in ways that can authoritatively inform
policy decisions about resource allocation to improve educational
effectiveness. Their call for experimental methods follows mounting
critiques and consensus that commonly used multivariate regression
analysis techniques have failed to adequately take into account
unobservable characteristics influencing students’ choice of educational
programs as well as their performance in those settings. Within the
field of higher education, major bodies of literature concerning key
policy variables such as financial aid are thought to suffer from an
inability to statistically distinguish the effects of student characteristics
from the effects of program characteristics on important outcomes such
as graduation and persistence, leading to biased estimates of program
and policy effects (Alon, 2005; DesJardins, Ahlburg, & McCall, 2006;
Dowd, 2004; Dynarski, 2002a; Rouse, 1998; Titus, in press).

These shortcomings of commonly used educational research
methods have provided support for the NCLB research standards
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and initiatives like the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC), which
was created to identify and disseminate educational “programs,
products, practices, and policies” demonstrated to be effective solely
through experimental and quasi-experimental studies (see w-w-c.org,
“What Works Clearinghouse,” 2006) that are not subject to these
estimation biases. The Clearinghouse limits its review of educational
studies employing experimental designs with randomized treatment
and control group assignment or quasi-experimental designs using
regression discontinuity and matching techniques that statistically
create equivalence in the characteristics of the treatment and control
groups. These techniques are viewed as best for isolating the effects of
specific programs on student outcomes. Unlike Cohen, Raudenbush,
and Ball (2003), who advocated for the integrated use of ethnographic
and experimental field research, the federal standards give minimal
attention to non-experimental methods.

Observing Educational Practice in Institutional Context A primary
weakness of the experimental and quasi-experimental analyses of
program effectiveness emphasized as rigorous and scientific under
the NCLB and IES standards is the lack of direct observation of
educational processes and social contexts, a task for which other
forms of research and evaluation are better suited (Chatterji, 2005;
Erickson & Gutierrez, 2002; Feuer et al., 2002; Raudenbush, 2005;
Rossi, Lipsey, & Freeman, 2004). Feuer et al. (p. 8), though major
proponents of experimental methods, concede the need to understand
the role of contextual factors in causal processes: “When a problem
is poorly understood and plausible hypotheses are scant—as in the
case of many areas of education—qualitative methods...are necessary
to describe complex phenomena, generate theoretical methods, and
reframe questions.” This point is argued more forcefully by qualitative
researchers. For example, Erickson and Gutierrez (2002, p. 23) criti-
cizing the federal research standards wrote, “The variety and change-
ability of the hierarchically embedded contexts of social life are such
that simple, consistent associations between generic cause and generic
effect of the sort tested in formal social experiments are not likely to
occur.”

Given the relative strengths and weaknesses of experimental and
non-experimental research, many argue for the use of mixed-methods
of program evaluation (Chatterji, 2005; Cobb et al., 2003; Cohen
et al., 2003; Design-Based Research Collective, 2003; Raudenbush,
2005). Cohen, Raudenbush, and Ball (2003) recommended the devel-
opment and testing of social science experiments, or “regimes” as
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they have termed them, using a combination of ethnographic and
experimental designs (see also Raudenbush, 2005). Chatterji (2005,
p. 17), argued that the quality of evidence concerning educational
program effectiveness will be seriously compromised unless what she
called “extended term mixed-method” (ETMM) designs are used.
She emphasized that, within ETMM designs, theory-driven research
informs academic perspectives, while pragmatic program-level research
informs practitioners about client needs and social context, quality
of program implementation, feasibility of goals, costs, and resource
use. While small- and large-scale experimental tests of program effec-
tiveness are necessary to inform policymaking, she argued, pragmatic
evaluation is equally essential to inform decision making by practi-
tioners. Similarly, the Design-Based Research Collective, recommends
mixed-method use of hypothesis testing, experimental “engineering”
of instructional settings, ethnographic observation, and theory devel-
opment (Design-Based Research Collective, 2003). In design experi-
ments, which have been conducted in secondary schools much more
so than in higher education where the approach is relatively unknown,
specific instructional technologies are studied within a “learning
ecology,” a complex, interacting social system (Cobb et al., 2003, p. 9).
Design experiments are intended to address the shortcomings of tradi-
tional social experiments by directly examining and seeking to explain
why instructional designs work and how they should be modified
when implemented in new settings. These methodological debates and
developments demonstrate the ways in which academic researchers
are attempting to systematically examine and understand the dynamic
processes of education in social context.

I1I. ASSESSMENT: EVALUATION OF INSTITUTIONAL
EFFECTIVENESS THROUGH BENCHMARKING

Growing Interest in Performance Benchmarking Assessment is essentially
an institutionally-designed mechanism of accountability that aims
to improve learning and teaching in a higher education institution.
According to Ewell (2005), assessment is “a program of locally designed
and operated evaluation research intended to determine the effects of
a college or university on its students, centered on learning outcomes,
and engaged in principally for the purpose of improving teaching and
learning.” (p. 105). Assessment takes many forms, which have been
amply documented by Banta, Ewell, Kuh, Peterson and colleagues, and
others (Banta, 2004; Ewell, 1991, 2002; Kuh, 2001; Maki, 2004; Peterson
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& Einarson, 2001). In this section, we focus narrowly on a particular form
of institutional assessment, namely benchmarking through peer compar-
isons, which has proliferated under accountability perspectives infused
with business-minded approaches to governing higher education (Bender
& Schuh, 2002; Burke et al., 2002).

The perspective that benchmarking institutional performance will
motivate innovation is reflected in the Spellings Commission report,
for example, which sets the collection of “comparative institutional
performance” data as its first priority for accountability. The purpose
is to enable students, policymakers and others to “weigh and rank”
institutions and use the information as a “vital tool for accountability,
policy-making, and consumer choice” (U.S. Department of Education,
2006). The Commission envisions a central role for accrediting agencies
in this effort, charging them to expand accreditation standards to “allow
comparisons among institutions regarding learning outcomes and other
performance measures” and to collect and disseminate these data as a
“priority over inputs or processes” (p. 24).

Similarly, the Educational Testing Service (ETS) recommends
the national development of a comprehensive data base measuring
student learning outcomes through the use of standardized tests of
general education and discipline-specific knowledge and skills in order
to measure institutional performance and improvements in perfor-
mance over time. In a far-reaching proposal, ETS recommends annual
collection of standardized test results at all higher education insti-
tutions in pre- and post-college attendance administrations to allow
comparisons of value added “across institutions or groups of peer insti-
tutions” (Dwyer et al., 2006, p. 23). Like the Spellings Commission,
ETS would charge the regional postsecondary accrediting agencies with
the task of integrating these test results into their accreditation review
of colleges and universities as indicators of institutional performance.
These proposals show that at many levels, the collection of student
outcome data in forms enabling peer performance benchmarking is
receiving serious attention and emphasis as a primary strategy to
improve institutional effectiveness. Furthermore, accrediting agencies,
whose standards set the context for a college’s locally designed evalu-
ation research (assessment), are being called on to play a major role in
this effort.

Just as the prevailing federal legislative interest in educational
research focuses almost exclusively on quantitative data and statistical
analysis, accountability standards place great emphasis and value on
the “hard evidence” (Dwyer et al., 2006, p. 1) and “bottom line results”
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(U.S. Department of Education, 2006, p. 14) of quantitative student
outcome indicators. The confidence placed in quantitative indicators
and the rejection of assessment processes that are now an important
aspect of accreditation requirements reflects the dominance of what
Polkinghorne (2004) refers to as “technical-rational” views. Reviewing
the historical development of different conceptions of rationality,
Polkinghorne observed that “modern Western culture is dominated by
means-end rationalization and technology. Technical-rational decision-
making is presented by the culture as the only effective way of deter-
mining which actions to take in order to solve practical problems
in both the physical and human realms” (p. 45). It is important to
consider what is lost and gained through the current emphasis on
performance benchmarking and to carefully consider the mechanisms
by which higher education benchmarking can indeed be expected to
increase the educational effectiveness of colleges and universities as a
result.

Benchmarking is essentially a process of comparison for purposes
of assessment or innovation (Bender & Schuh, 2002). The objective
typically is for an organization to understand its own activities,
achievements, shortcomings, and environment through comparison
with carefully selected “peers.” The peer group may be selected based
on similar objective characteristics, such as enrollment size, or by
the use of perceived best practices that are to provide a model for
improved performance (Hurley, 2002). Benchmarking takes several
forms and a number of classification systems exist to differentiate
them. Yarrow and Prabhu (cited in Doerfel & Ruben, 2002) define
metric, diagnostic, and process benchmarking in a manner that is
relevant to the higher education context. Doerfel & Ruben (2002, p. 6)
explain that the metric form of benchmarking is simplest and takes
place through the straightforward comparison of performance data.
This approach focuses “only on superficial manifestations of business
practices” (p. 6). Diagnostic benchmarking is like a “health check,”
intended to characterize an organization’s performance status and
identify practices needing improvement. The third approach, process
benchmarking, is the most expensive and time consuming. It brings
two or more organizations into an in-depth comparative examination
of a specific core practice.

Public higher education accountability systems initially relied
primarily on metric benchmarking (Barak & Kniker, 2002), which is
also called performance benchmarking, but have become more nuanced
over time in response to objections from higher education practitioners
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and leaders (Erisman & Gao, 2006). Elements of diagnostic bench-
marking are beginning to emerge as accountability systems mature
and are revised in reaction to the limitations of a sole reliance
on metric indicators. As discussed below, this evolution has taken
place in three ways: through greater attention to the identification
of appropriate peer comparison groups, through the use of academic
theories of student-institution fit as explanatory frameworks for student
outcomes, and the development of practitioner inquiry teams designed
to investigate the problems associated with metric indicators of poor
performance.

Effects and Limitations of Performance Benchmarking Examples of
systems designed to facilitate the comparison of higher education
performance metrics are readily available. To enable comparisons
among institutions by consumers, practitioners, and researchers, the
federal government created the Peer Analysis System (PAS) and
College Opportunities On Line (COOL) databases. These data analysis
tools include a wide range of information from the mandated higher
education data collection contained in the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS). Subsequent to the Student Right
to Know and Campus Security Act (1990), all colleges have been
required to report the graduation rates of their full-time first-time
fall student cohorts and community colleges have been required to
report transfer rates (Bailey, Jenkins, & Leinbach, 2005). At the state
level, the most common mandated outcome indicators of institutional
performance are graduation, retention, transfer, and job placement
rates (Burke et al., 2002; Dougherty & Hong, 2005; Erisman &
Gao, 2006). The National Community College Benchmarking Project
(NCCBP) is an example of a voluntary peer comparison effort that
collects metric, as well as other, indicators, and involved 150 insti-
tutions and three state systems in 2005. In addition, non-profit
agencies such as the Education Trust and The Institute for College
Access and Success have created web-based data bases of college
graduation rates and indicators of economic diversity, respectively,
to enable institutional comparisons (see http://www.collegeresults.org/
and http://www.ticas.org/economicdiversity).

Graduation rates, the most prominent indicator in recent account-
ability news, have been assailed by college officials as particularly
inappropriate and unfair as measures of performance for community
colleges, with their diverse missions, (Bailey, Calcagno, Jenkins,
Leinbach, & Kienzl, 2006; Dellow & Romano, 2002; Dougherty &
Hong, 2005; Erisman & Gao, 2006), but the concern applies in the same
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way to four-year colleges enrolling part-time students and students
with “swirling” multi-institutional enrollment patterns (Borden, 2004;
Pusser & Turner, 2004).

Bailey et al. (2005, 2006) summarize objections frequently heard
among community college administrators and faculty, for example.
These include the fact that many students are not aspiring to earn a
degree, that many barriers to degree completion are beyond the control
of the college, and that colleges don’t earn credit under the Student
Right to Know (SRK) graduation rate calculations for the many students
who start at one campus and finish at another. Indicators based on
rates of student progress or degree attainment are also undermined
by the difficulty of identifying an appropriate cohort for comparison
(Dellow & Romano, 2002). The federal graduation rate is based only
on the outcomes of full-time students, which excludes a significant
proportion of college students at institutions of lesser selectivity. In
addition, it is based on a three- or six-year period, 150% of the tradi-
tionally expected time at two-year and four-year colleges, respectively,
despite the fact that many students take much longer to graduate and
are therefore excluded from the statistic.

Other challenges associated with the collection of accountability
data include the fact that students may accumulate credits without
applying for a degree or certificate; job placement, tenure, or perfor-
mance information may not be available from employers; and subse-
quent enrollment at another institution may occur in another state or
long after the student’s initial enrollment, making it difficult to track.
For community colleges, in particular, the indicators do not capture
the multiple missions of the colleges and the extent to which they
are responsive to their communities. The fundamental shortcoming
of commonly used performance indicators stems from the fact that
they are measures of college outputs, for example degrees awarded,
rather than of the ultimately desired outcomes, in this example student
learning, and therefore divorce attention from the true goals of account-
ability (Toutkoushian & Danielson, 2002)

Yet, Bailey et al. (2006) demonstrate that the SRK graduation
rates nevertheless have value for several reasons. First, the majority of
students enrolled do aspire to a degree and, given the high correlation
between low aspirations and low socio-economic status, colleges also
have a responsibility for raising students’ aspirations. Second, though,
community colleges and other open access colleges face challenges in
educating academically under-prepared students who are often juggling
work and family obligations at the same time they are enrolled, the
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data show that some colleges are more effective in graduating students
with similar characteristics. Therefore, low performing colleges may
have something to learn from their higher performing peers, even
if all institutions of lesser selectivity or open access admissions face
distinct challenges in educating under-prepared students. In addition,
although the SRK institutional graduation rates underestimate longer-
term, system-wide graduation rates, this bias appears to be minimal
and consistent across institutional peers in terms of their overall
performance.

Although measurement issues may be addressed through more
sophisticated data collection and analysis strategies, it is also important
to consider the mechanisms by which the collection and public dissem-
ination of collegiate performance indicators can be expected to bring
about productive change at low performing institutions. Dougherty
and Hong (2005) identify four policy levers, with the first, reduced
funding, associated with performance funding and budgeting and the
others associated with performance reporting. The threat of reduced
funding has the potential to be a powerful lever of change, as illus-
trated by a case study of performance funding in England’s further
education colleges. Under an extensive and far reaching reform, the
budgeting and administration of the further education colleges, which
are similar to community colleges in the U.S., were restructured such
that ten percent of their total funding depended on student outcomes.
Along with other policy tools, this incentive led to a ten percent
increase over a five-year period in the rates of student completion of
short-course diploma programs (Jaquette, 2006). Though the context
of this case study differs in many ways from accountability in the
U.S., particularly in regard to the high degree of centralization of
authority at the national level, the case demonstrates the manner in
which changes in government policy can function as key determi-
nants of higher education performance. Richardson and Ramirez (2005)
reached a similar conclusion by examining specific policy components
of accountability in six states and rating each of the states against each
component. Comparing the relationship between these ratings and
performance indicators, they concluded that the governmental “rules
in use” do affect institutional performance.

However, as noted above, performance funding and budgeting
have declined in popularity and were never associated with significant
proportions of institutional budgets in the U.S., with the exception
perhaps of Florida (Dougherty & Hong, 2005). Policymakers appear
to be hesitant to increase the complexity of accountability plans
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with elaborate budgeting schemes, unable to settle on stable and
fair performance-based resource allocation criteria, and unwilling to
increase higher education budgets sufficiently to fund performance
incentives. Therefore, the remaining three policy levers associated
with performance reporting are those primarily in use in higher
education today. In the absence of financial incentives, the collection
and reporting of student outcome data can motivate more effective
performance through three mechanisms: by increasing awareness of
state priorities at the college level, enhancing knowledge on campus of
student outcomes, and promoting status competition. Dougherty and
Hong (2005) found that these changes in practitioner knowledge had
a more significant impact on colleges than threats of or real changes in
funding. This was in part due to the fact that state officials themselves
were required to clearly articulate state-level priorities and goals in
setting the accountability standards.

However, this new knowledge about and concern for student
performance had intended and unintended consequences. Dougherty
and Hong (2005) observed positive changes in educational practice
in the areas of institutional planning, curriculum, advising, outreach,
and student outcomes assessment. But they also found evidence that
colleges had reduced their academic standards and adopted policies
restricting admission to more prepared students in order to improve
their graduation and program completion rates. Their study shows
that accountability pressures can lead colleges towards improved data
collection, a more nuanced understanding of institutional performance,
and decision-making based on data analyses (see also Dougherty,
2002), but they can also create “perverse” incentives that undermine
the goals of accountability (Dougherty & Hong, 2005, p. 8). Reviewing
the effects of accountability programs, such as mandatory testing, on
secondary schooling, Bowen, Kurzweil, and Tobin (2005, p. 240) also
conclude that powerful government incentives can have “good and
bad results.” The negative effects can be particularly problematic, they
emphasize, because “the worst subversions” are often found at schools
educating the most disadvantaged students.

Individual and Organizational Learning about Institutional Effec-
tiveness If changes in beliefs and behaviors come about through experi-
ential knowledge, the skepticism of practitioners regarding the validity
and fairness of the accountability metrics is problematic. Applying the
“carrot and stick” metaphor, learning theory demonstrates that simply
using performance indicators as a stick to prod educators is unlikely
to be effective in achieving accountability goals. A study of schooling
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under accountability involving extensive field research (Abelmann &
Elmore, 1999) illustrates why this is the case. In their study, Abelmann
and Elmore found that the external accountability system had very little
influence on actual problem-solving by school teachers and adminis-
trators. They concluded that the personal attitudes, values and beliefs of
these practitioners regarding the learning enterprise in school (i.e, what
students can do, what teachers expect from each other, and how much
student, family, community, and school influence student learning)
were the key factors in determining the solutions for the problems
targeted by accountability.

Adult learners and experienced practitioners possess established
knowledge of their educational contexts and students and this
knowledge must be challenged or disrupted in some way before new
professional practices will be adopted. Polkinghorne (2004), drawing
on Dewey’s description of the learning that takes place through
reflective problem solving and “experimental inquiry” in “indeter-
minate situations” stresses the importance of experiences where “one’s
actions fail to produce the desired result” (p. 121). Based on this
insight, Polkinghorne outlined four steps of “intelligent inquiry”
necessary for the development of professional expertise and increased
efficiency in problem solving. Notably, the inquiry process starts with
“an indeterminate situation” (p. 123)—the experience of uncertainty
or errors in judgment. Once the practitioner realizes certain practices
are ineffective, she or he will subsequently be motivated to identify
the problem, determine a solution, and carry out the solution. As
Bauman (2005) concluded based on extensive field research involving
higher education practitioners engaged in an organizational learning
initiative, “When organizational actors doubt what they have tradi-
tionally believed to be true, an opportunity for learning arises” (p. 27).
In fact, she defined “high learning groups” as those “prepared to doubt
and question their own knowledge and practices” (p. 29).

Similarly, Tharp and Gallimore (1988), synthesizing a large body
of socio-cultural, psychological, and cognitive research, emphasize the
importance of the “de-automatization,” of “fossilized” knowledge—
what might be referred to more crudely as the “unlearning” of
established knowledge—to instigate openness to new learning. When
learners, including professionals, realize their established competencies
and knowledge are ineffective or incorrect, they become motivated to
seek assistance from “more capable others” and to consciously assist
themselves in gaining new competencies.
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Among the means of assisting learning and the performance of
new competencies are strategies in use in the accountability field.
These include modeling (e.g. publicizing “best practices”), contin-
gency management (legislative incentives and sanctions), explanation
(journal articles, research briefs, and policy reports), and instruction
(presentations at professional association meetings). An additional and
critically important strategy is creating “activity settings” in which
learners are called on to perform actions requiring new competencies.
As Thomas, Clark and Gioia (1993) express it, citing Weick, “cognition
often begins with action.” Ideally, these activity settings are structured
in ways that both draw on and challenge established competencies,
placing learners in the “zone of proximal development” where the new
competencies are in reach (Tharp, 1993; Tharp & Gallimore, 1988)
and obtainable through a process of “situated” inquiry (Bauman, 2005;
Pena, Bensimon, & Colyar, 2006). There are two important impli-
cations of these theories of professional practice and socio-cultural
learning. First, performance indicators must have face validity, or what
we might also think of as “experiential” validity, among practitioners
before they can be expected to motivate changes in behavior substantive
enough to improve student learning outcomes. Second, the learning
necessary to improve institutional effectiveness begins with the “culti-
vation of doubt” (Bauman, 2005) among organizational actors about
the effectiveness of their current practices.

Academic Resistance and Engagement in Accountability Many in
academia are far from being swayed by the “rational” and “objective”
meaning of performance metrics. Miller (1998), for example, who takes
a Zen approach to teaching and believes that teaching and learning
are deeply personal endeavors, argued that great teachers are those
immersed completely in the compassion of teaching and the “intoxi-
cation” of their subject matter. Arguing “that’s what counts,” he notes
that teachers will “die” under the outcomes assessments and learning
objectives of assessment (p. 15). The spiritual nature of teaching and
the importance of passion and compassion to the art of teaching have
also been emphasized by Palmer (1998), for example.

In contrast, others in academia support the contention that faculty
members have been negligent in ensuring successful student outcomes.
In an in-depth, historical analysis, Lazerson (n.d.) criticized the profes-
soriate for derailing the issue of student learning. In fact, he suggests
that as academic disciplines become more prosperous, their intel-
lectual engagement with student experiences decreases, a view also
advanced by Zemsky and colleagues (Zemsky, Massy, & Oedel, 1993).
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Bogue (1998), as well as others, advocated self-leadership and respon-
sible partnership with other stakeholders to strive for effective reorga-
nization. This range of responses demonstrates it is not inevitable
that accountability will be met by resistance from the professoriate.
However, as Hirschhorn observed (1990), social defenses will be
mobilized when stakeholders feel threatened and accountability is not
managed with care. The axiom “we account for what we choose and
what we claim as our own” (Koestenbaum & Block, 2001 p. 10) is
extremely relevant to examining educators’ responses to accountability.
It leads to the conclusion that practitioners must be integrally involved
in designing, adopting, and applying the knowledge acquired through
accountability plans in order for accountability to have the desired
influence on institutional quality and efficiency.

Furthermore, authentic faculty and administrative participation is
essential because accountability systems leave the job of identifying
effective processes to the colleges themselves. Metric benchmarking
on output indicators assumes an underlying optimal “production
function” (Higher education revenues and expenditures, 1998), in which
resources are used to produce the highest quality outputs possible. The
benchmarking process is intended to spur colleges to search for and
adopt optimal practices once they become aware of their poor perfor-
mance relative to peers. There is an implicit assumption that these
strategies are knowable and attainable.

Therefore, learning must take place “inside the black box” of
higher education. The ease with which practices effective in one setting
can be adopted into another is debatable, as shown by our review
of methodological debates in the educational research and evaluation
literature. This is one reason state-level accountability systems have
been under constant revision, evolving over time to be more sensitive to
differences in institutional contexts (Erisman & Gao, 2006). “Contex-
tualized problem solving” is important to develop “local knowledge” of
a problem (Pena et al., 2006, p. 50), without which a college may copy
the practices of its peers in a manner inappropriate to their context,
leading to negative kind of “institutional isomorphism” (DiMaggio &
Powell, 1983). If colleges bypass problem-framing, they may fail to
identify the root causes of the problem on their campus and lose out on
opportunities to prioritize potential solutions. Bensimon and colleagues
(Bauman, 2005; Bensimon, 2005; Bensimon et al., 2004; Pena et al.,
2006), drawing on work by Argyris and Schon, have emphasized the
need for “double-loop” rather than “single-loop” learning to bring
about transformative changes in higher education:
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The difference between single- and double-loop learning is that
the former encourages individuals to view a problem functionally
and search for structural or programmatic solutions. In contrast,
double-loop learning entails the ability to reflect on a problem
from within, in relations to one’s own values, beliefs, and practices.
Simply put, the difference is that the single-loop learner locates
the problem externally and seeks to change others. Conversely, the
double-loop learner is more apt to start from the self and engage
in reflection that brings about self-change in values, beliefs, and
practices (Pena et al., 20006, p. 50).

If we accept the empirical findings that over and above policymakers’
“rules in use” (Richardson & Ramirez, 2005) the personal attitudes,
values and beliefs of educators are the key determinants of the solutions
practitioners adopt to address the problems targeted by accountability
(Abelmann & Elmore, 1999), these distinctions between double- and
single-loop learning are critical and cast the entire enterprise of identi-
fying universal “best practices” for higher education in doubt. Invest-
ments in the collection of vast amounts of assessment data will not
serve to create comprehensive “national resources” (Dwyer et al., 2006)
in the absence of equally large investments in professional devel-
opment activities that engage higher education practitioners in actively
identifying and learning about the causes of inadequate institutional
performance. This point distinguishes arguments for an accountability
“culture of inquiry” (Dowd, 2005) from those advancing a “culture of
evidence” (Dwyer et al., 2000).

The Evolution of Higher Education Benchmarking Causal analysis
is inevitably necessary if the primary accountability interest is on
institutional improvement, but performance benchmarking in and of
itself does not provide any data for causal analysis. Though it may be
tempting to interpret the higher scores of one institution relative to
another in a straightforward way as a sign of a higher quality, more
productive college, such an approach is flawed. If an institution (X)
scores lower than a peer institution (Y), the comparison has many
potential meanings, including that (a) X is, in fact, a lower quality
institution than Y, or that (b) X is actually more productive than
Y, but its outcomes are also lower because it uses a lower level of
inputs, (c) X is better than Y on other valuable outcomes that are not
measured, or (d) X obtained a lower score than Y in any given year
due to measurement error. In terms of causal validity, a linear I-P-O
production function model is inadequate as an explanatory framework
for improving college quality. The fundamental stumbling block is the
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fact that students themselves are both inputs and outputs in educa-
tional processes (Boulding, 1996; H. Bowen, 1996; Toutkoushian &
Danielson, 2002), making it difficult to estimate the college’s effect
on its primary output: students. This is recognized both by educators
who object to performance criteria that fail to take entering student
characteristics into account and by educational research methodolo-
gists (Cohen et al., 2003). Therefore, in addition to collecting outcome
data, a diagnostic strategy for improvement must also be adopted.

Informed by such methodological debates and controversies,
higher education accountability has evolved in two primary ways. The
first entails renewed attention to the importance of identifying appro-
priate peer groups for benchmarking performance indicators, which is
necessary to achieve campus “buy in” that the comparisons are legit-
imate. The second involves the use of different strategies to contextu-
alize benchmarking results. These strategies add a “diagnostic” element
to benchmarking by providing a theory or process for interpreting
performance data. As discussed below, diagnostic benchmarking as
implemented in higher education often links academic research to
institutional research and assessment, using diagnostic frameworks or
diagnostic processes based on academic theories.

Identifying Appropriate Peer Groups for Benchmarking Selecting
peer groups for appropriate comparative analysis is an important first
step in benchmarking and is in itself challenging. The peer selection
process is a political one. Naturally, college leaders seek to position
their institution well in relation to the peer group for subsequent perfor-
mance reports and general publicity. Therefore, the selection process
often combines objective data analysis and political wrangling. Admin-
istrators, institutional researchers, state system analysts, and external
consultants are among those who may be involved in identifying a
group of potential peers, with administrative leaders, in particular,
keeping an eye on potentially negative funding and public relations
implications.

Throughout this process, each institution remains aware of its
own unique characteristics and those of the communities and students
it serves. This is true even when an entire state system is identified
as the peer group, because inevitably important differences in institu-
tional characteristics are present. Further, even if peer institutions are
similar in terms of structural and environmental characteristics at the
time they are chosen, this equivalence may not hold throughout the
life of an accountability plan. It is likely no peer group will ever be
considered perfect by all interested parties for accountability purposes,
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especially when subsequent student outcome indicators will mark some
institutions as “underperforming.” These aspects of peer comparison
under accountability create incentives to aim low in the selection of
peers, rather than including “aspirational” institutions as members of
the comparison group (Hurley, 2002).

Grouping colleges by state and institutional characteristics such
as size and degree of urbanization are natural starting points for peer
comparisons under public accountability. However, concerns that these
groupings fail to take into account differences in student characteristics
or the economic vitality of the surrounding communities or region have
led to the proposed use of statistical modeling to predict a college’s
expected performance on an outcome measure such as graduation
rates, controlling for such institutional and external factors (Bailey
et al., 2006). Colleges would then be held accountable for levels of
student outcomes based on statistically predicted performance targets
(Dougherty & Hong, 2005).

Statistical controls of this type represent an important devel-
opment because they can take into account two important types
of “inputs” determining a college’s productivity: student quality and
financial resources, which particularly in the case of community
colleges may differ quite significantly due to variations in local
resources and tax support. While results-based accountability has
always emphasized outcomes over the provision of resources and polit-
ically shifted attention away from questions of equity in resource
allocation (Alexander, 2000; Burke et al., 2002; Dowd, 2003; Leveille,
2005), recent reports are again emphasizing the importance of under-
standing differences in institutional inputs, including governmental
funding, on college productivity (Dougherty & Hong, 2005; Dwyer
et al., 2006; Erisman & Gao, 2006; Jaquette, 2006).

Contextualizing Performance Results While these developments
begin to connect the inputs and outputs of higher education, other
provisions of accountability plans begin to look inside the “black box”
of the “production function” of higher education. In a simple way, this
is reflected by the fact that most states now allow colleges to provide
a narrative explanation of problems or inconsistencies suggested by
their outcome indicators (Erisman & Gao, 2006; Wellman, 2002).
This is arguably an essential step for reducing unintended negative
effects of selected performance measures that create disincentives to
pursuing other desired goals. Erisman and Gao (2006, p. 15) provide
the example that a community college should not be dissuaded
from providing a needed GED preparation program because it might
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“consume resources but not produce outputs for several years.” To
some extent, such undesirable trade-offs can be avoided by including
a broader range of goals, such as increased access or remedial
education, among the adopted performance indicators, as suggested by
Dougherty and Hong (2005), or by allowing colleges to select their
own customized indicators consistent with a state’s strategic planning
and long-term goals, a trend observed by Burke et al. (2002). These
options move accountability plans towards a diagnostic benchmarking
approach, in which campuses report indicators they consider most
consistent with their mission and priorities for improvement. They also
represent a compromise between the external accountability values of
standardized reporting of outcome indicators and the internal academic
values of mission differentiation and local autonomy of campuses.

However, these developments also have limitations in that states
and institutions themselves would then have to deal with a larger
number of indicators, which might proliferate and diversify by institu-
tional sector. Wellman (2002), who studied the accountability systems
of five states intensively, described seven principles for account-
ability effectiveness, including the need for comparability, simplicity,
and visibility. She recommended that states link indicators to goals
established in statewide plans. This theme is echoed in the Institute
for Higher Education Policy’s accountability study, which found a
“frequent disconnect” between indicators and goals, as well as incon-
sistent use of the data collected to inform policy decisions. These
studies suggest that indicators can be contextualized not only through
narrative explanations of performance indicators, but also by relating
specific indicators to broader goals for higher education and allowing
colleges to demonstrate how trade-offs in their results contribute to
those goals.

Diagnostic Frameworks and Processes Through institutional assess-
ments driven by or endorsed as part of accountability requirements,
academic theories also provide the basis for contextualizing results
on performance indicators. A number of assessment instruments
commonly administered by colleges draw on theoretical models of
student-institution fit. These models conceptualize the production
process of higher education as a set of interactions between students
and learning environments. For example, in Astin’s theory of student
involvement, where the “process” component of the “I-P-O” is replaced
by “environment,” the model is characterized as “Input-Environment-
Output.”
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Assessment instruments grounded in the student-institution fit
literature include the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE),
for four-year colleges, and its counterpart the Community College
Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE); the College Student Experi-
ences Questionnaire (CSEQ) and its two-year counterpart (CCSEQ),
and the Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) survey. The
growth under accountability initiatives in use of these assessment tools
illustrates the demand for diagnostic benchmarking strategies designed
to assist practitioners in identifying solutions to the problems suggested
by outcome indicators (Barak & Kniker, 2002). Other popular instru-
ments such as the Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory and the
ACT Student Opinion Survey are essentially surveys of consumer satis-
faction. These can inform administrators’ understanding of student
satisfaction with institutional support services, such as parking, dining,
and access to timely advising, but do not offer solutions at the heart of
the pedagogical process.

One such assessment tool, the CCSSE and its College Student
Report, provides an example of the application of the student-
institution fit model to diagnostic benchmarking. The CCSSE has
been adopted system-wide or at the majority of colleges in five states
(Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Maryland, and New Mexico). Several
consortia, including the Hispanic Serving Institutions/Hispanic Associ-
ation of Colleges and Schools, have adopted the CCSSE as a shared
assessment strategy (CCSSE, 2004) and the CCSSE as well as the
NSSE were recommended for institutional adoption by the Educa-
tional Testing Service’s in its discussion of a comprehensive national
system for assessing student learning. Student responses to survey items
are grouped into five areas of collegiate experiences—student effort,
active and collaborative learning, academic challenge, student-faculty
interaction, and support for learners—and standardized benchmark
scores obtained for each participating college. The concepts of student
“engagement” and “effort” provide explanatory frameworks, based in
the academic research literature. These constructs are a lens for inter-
preting the benchmark scores in relation to a small peer group present
in the data and examining institutional practices to determine how
institutions can increase their effectiveness.

For example, the survey asks how often a student “Talked about
career plans with an instructor or advisor.” The student’s response to
this and other similar questions about behaviors in and out of class
contributes to the college’s score on a Student-Faculty Interaction scale
(Marti, 2004). Remedies for colleges scoring low on this scale might
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include revised faculty advising policies or assignments, with the goal
of improving student retention. This benchmarking strategy offers an
explanatory framework for “what matters” to student success in ways
that offer guidance to administrators about effective practices. College
results on the benchmarks are comparable nationally against other
institutions participating in the survey, within state systems that adopt
the CCSSE as a performance indicator, and over time at individual
colleges (CCSSE, 2004).

Whereas assessment instruments based in the student-institution
fit literature provide a diagnostic framework for interpretation of
outcome indicators, another approach, taken by the Equity Scorecard
projects structure a diagnostic process. With its focus on inequities
in student outcomes by race and ethnicity, the interpretive lens is
provided by the fourth “family” of academic perspectives described
by Volkwein (2003). Practitioner “evidence” or “inquiry” teams
(Bensimon, 2004, 2005; Bensimon et al., 2004) are instituted to
“cultivate doubt” among team members about the equity and effec-
tiveness of current practices (Bauman, 2005) through close exami-
nation of student outcome data, such as graduation and persistence
rates, disaggregated by race and ethnicity. Institutional barriers to
student attainment are conceptualized as stemming from socially
constructed beliefs, held consciously or unconsciously by faculty and
administrators, about lack of student ability, motivation, or aspiration,
particularly among African American and Latino students.

The Equity Scorecard Project, and its predecessor the Diversity
Scorecard, is modeled on the business world’s Balanced Scorecard
Framework (Kaplan & Norton, 1998) and has been implemented in
over 35 four- and two-year colleges in six states. In California and
Wisconsin, the use of the Equity Scorecard process by groups of
colleges was endorsed by state system leaders to meet state account-
ability requirements and in Colorado it was implemented in collabo-
ration with the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education
(WICHE). The benchmarking process is designed to create an “activity
setting” for learning (Tharp, 1993; Tharp & Gallimore, 1988) and
professional development among the faculty, administrators, and insti-
tutional researchers who constitute the inquiry teams as well as among
their colleagues with whom they interact in professional settings.

The Scorecard process engages team members in a series of
meetings that initially revolve around “vital signs” (indicators of
student degree progression and student outcomes) but proceed to
examination of “fine-grained measures” of the same types of indicators.
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An important difference between the vital signs and the fine-grained
measures is the fact that the teams themselves select the latter indicators
and request that they be provided for discussion to the team by the insti-
tutional research office. The selection of “fine-grained” indicators often
involves narrowing the focus to student progression between particular
course sequences, for example from developmental to college-level
coursework, or to particular groups of students, for example African
American males, who may have progressed through the curriculum
at lower rates. The process of defining the indicators and specifi-
cally requesting the data is intended to promote problem framing
and ownership of the assessment results. Theoretically, the plausi-
bility of this assumption is supported by sociocultural and organi-
zational learning theories that indicate that learning is essentially a
social process that takes place in “communities of practice” through
engagement in collaborative and productive activities (Pena et al., 2006;
Rueda, 2006; Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). The Equity Scorecard project
provides “assisted performance” to the inquiry team members by struc-
turing the inquiry process and providing instruction to team members
in the dynamics of productive group processes and social learning
(Bauman, 2005; Rueda, 2006).

These examples illustrate the diverse approaches to higher
education benchmarking intended to assess and improve collegiate
educational quality, productivity, and efficiency. They reflect different
strategies for finding a model or explanation for “what matters” in
achieving positive student outcomes as well as different assump-
tions about the best strategies for bringing about institutional change
and improvements in educational effectiveness. That some type of
diagnostic process is needed to achieve accountability goals is suggested
by the uneven performance of various accountability indicators and
plans to date, which empirical studies of accountability have shown
to have effects that are moderately positive at best, inconsequential or
uncertain at the mode, and negative at worst due to unintended conse-
quences that undermine other valued higher education goals. Further,
although the value of diagnostic benchmarking is supported through
educational and learning theories, empirical studies of the effects of
these types of assessments on organizational learning and change are
also needed to demonstrate their capacity to improve student outcomes.

None of these benchmarking strategies is designed to measure the
“productive efficiency” (DesJardins, 2002) of educational processes,
which would entail understanding an organization’s ability to convert
inputs to outputs, or resources of many different types to student
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outcomes in the form of learning and degree completion. Process
benchmarking, which involves the in-depth comparison of core
“production” processes for the purpose of improvement and innovation
among two or more organizations (Doerfel & Ruben, 2002), has
been largely absent from accountability plans. While the accountability
movement has primarily asked institutions to report metric indicators
of student outcomes, the assessment movement has focused on charac-
terizing specific aspects of instructional environments and institutional
practices that support learning. The design of the EBICs, discussed in
the next section, is intended to be comprehensive in capitalizing on
recent developments in the theories and methods of accountability and
also to introduce a process benchmarking dimension. Process bench-
marking is an important missing piece of what is needed to identify
and disseminate effective educational practices in such a way that they
will function as “best practices” not only under empirical study or in
the eyes of individual practitioners who promote them based on their
experiential knowledge, but at colleges of varying characteristics and
institutional contexts where they might be adopted.

IV. EVIDENCE-BASED INQUIRY COUNCILS

In the previous section, we have argued that practitioner inquiry is
an essential component of an accountability-driven research agenda.
Furthermore, we contend that the theories and empirical results of the
organizational and sociocultural learning literature demonstrate that
much is known about the kinds of accountability structures needed
to increase practitioner knowledge, motivation, and efficiency to meet
accountability goals. To create a “pull” for change and innovation
complementary to the “push” created by accountability policy (Zaritsky
etal., 2003), educational practitioners should be involved in assessment
activities that will cause them to question the effectiveness of their
current practice and that will offer new information as the starting
point for collaborative learning and increased productivity.

The design of the Evidence-Based Inquiry Councils (EBICs) is
particularly attentive to the practitioner role within an integrated
strategy of assessment and accountability and provides structures
for user-driven research that will promote innovation. It treats the
collection of student outcome data and the institution of practitioner
inquiry teams as equally essential aspects of accountability. In addition,
recognizing direct study of the efficient use of resources as a missing
piece of accountability, the EBICs incorporate processes to audit the use
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of resources within colleges and to compare those resource allocation
decisions among peer institutions. The comprehensive research and
evaluation agenda of the inquiry councils is intended to promote
practitioner knowledge, organizational learning, instructional design
innovation, and the integrated study of causal effects and mediating
contexts.

As outlined in Table 1] the EBIC structure and activities are
conceptualized as four inter-related phases, with different types of
research and evaluation in the foreground at different points in the
assessment and accountability cycle. Phase I involves determining a
content focus for the council, such as developmental mathematics
education, writing, critical thinking, engineering, or nursing, and
convening member institutions. Phase II draws on multiple approaches
including statistical data analysis, ethnographic observation, resource
audits, and descriptive data analyses to reach a collective understanding
of the nature of the problem to be addressed.

At Phase III the inquiry team adopts a “programmatic inter-
vention,” broadly defined as changes in the instructional materials,
methods, settings, and interactions, as well as changes in the preparation
and ongoing professional development of instructors, administrators,
and student services personnel. The intervention, for example the
adoption of computerized software and peer tutoring to teach devel-
opmental mathematics is implemented and the member colleges begin
to test the effectiveness of the instructional changes through a design-
based experiment (Cobb et al., 2003; Design-Based Research Collective,
2003) and, where warranted, experimental field research. Phase III
is a period of formative evaluation, which also yields valuable infor-
mation about how to implement the solution in a variety of contexts
and how to achieve a high degree of uniformity in the “instruc-
tional technology” for testing in an experimental “regime,” a highly
structured instructional program conducted among peer colleges with
variation in institutional contexts and resources (Cohen et al., 2003).

Phase IV provides a summative evaluation in three main forms.
First, the results of the design-based research are presented as narra-
tives providing rich descriptions of program design, implementation,
and outcomes. These enable “naturalistic generalizations” (Stake, 1995)
by practitioners to inform their decision to adopt the solution in
other settings. The design-based research results also inform theories
of teaching and learning that explain how, when, and why the inter-
vention is expected to be effective. Second, quasi-experimental statis-
tical analyses of the factors affecting student outcomes measured in

91



Dowd and Tong: Scholarship of “Best Practice”

Table 2.1: Structure and Activities of Evidence-Based Inquiry Councils (EBICs)

Structure and Activities

Primary Mode of
Inquiry and
Research Methods

w

Phase I: EBIC Request for Proposals and Council
Formation
1.

Call for participation in one or more EBICs focused on
a specific domain of educational practice (e.g.
developmental mathematics or two- to four-year college
transfer) issued by a state higher education coordinating
body, a consortium of colleges, the IES, an accrediting
agency, or a philanthropic foundation.

Colleges submit proposals to demonstrate preparedness
for participation. Criteria for participation include data
analysis capacity, commitment of personnel (including
institutional researchers, faculty members, and
administrative leaders), endorsement of the academic
governing body and (where applicable) faculty and
administrative unions, and allocation of physical and
financial resources.

Academic and evaluation researchers submit proposals
to serve as evaluators and facilitators.

Phase II: Problem-Framing
1.

Analysis of course-level descriptive quantitative student
enrollment, progression, and outcome data
disaggregated by race/ethnicity, gender, and income.
Audit of current practice and resource allocation.
Self-study of institutional culture.

Cross-institutional metric benchmarking of inputs (e.g.
financial resources, faculty qualifications, student
characteristics) and student learning outcomes using
available institutional and state-level data.

Review of extant literature characterizing effective
practices in the educational domain of the EBIC,
including studies of causal effectiveness in
peer-reviewed journals, web-based clearinghouses, and
archival sources.

Identification of a small number of promising practices
as exemplary and review of the program logic (or
theory) for consistency with institutional missions.
Advice gathered through expert testimony regarding
evidence of effectiveness of the exemplary programs in
the peer-reviewed academic literature.

Comparison and benchmarking of self-study findings
among EBIC colleges.
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Mode of Inquiry

User-driven
institutional
research

Methods

Document review;

Descriptive
statistical data
analysis.

Primary Mode of
Inquiry

Action research

Practitioner
inquiry

Ethnographic case
study

Methods
Document review;
Descriptive
statistical data
analysis;
Unobtrusive
observation;
Interviews
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Table 2.1: (Continued)

Structure and Activities

Primary Mode of
Inquiry and
Research Methods

Phase III: Adoption of a Programmatic Intervention and

Formative Evaluation

1. Council adoption and detailed description and of a
programmatic intervention warranted by existing
research and practitioner knowledge as an exemplary
educational practice in the content domain of the EBIC.

2. Adoption of learning assessment instruments.

3. Field research by external evaluators examining the
process and fidelity of program implementation.

4. Where warranted by consensus within the council of the
potential effectiveness and fidelity of implementation of
the instructional interventions, design and assignment
of colleges to treatment and control groups for a
small-scale randomized clinical trial.

5. Dissemination of findings and practices to other
campuses through mobility of experienced faculty and
administrators, presentations at professional association
conferences, peer-reviewed journals, archival data bases,
and EBIC web sites.

Phase IV: Summative Evaluation

1. Statistical analysis of student learning outcome data to
determine treatment effects.

2. Institutional self-study reports of program effectiveness

and costs, including social context.

Cost-benefit analyses.

Dissemination of reports on EBIC member campuses.

5. Dissemination of findings and practices to other
campuses through mobility of experienced faculty and
administrators, presentations at professional association
conferences, peer-reviewed journals, archival data bases,
and EBIC web sites.

W

Primary Mode

Extended-term
mixed methods
evaluation;

Design-based
research and
social science
experiments.

Methods
Design
experiments;
Randomized
assignment
field
experiments;
Ethnographic
observation;
Interviews;
Document review;
Narrative analysis.

Primary Mode

Inferential
statistical
analysis;

Evaluation

Methods

Statistical
analysis;

Narrative analysis;

Thematic and
categorical
analysis.

terms of course grades, tests scores on standardized assessments, and
completion rates in courses and degree programs provide evidence of
the relationship between student characteristics and outcomes in the
programmatic intervention. When there is strong consensus in an EBIC
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that the adopted intervention is expected to be effective and can be
implemented with a high degree of uniformity and consistency, exper-
imental research is conducted with volunteers from EBIC member or
non-member colleges. A comparison of the outcomes of students in
the experimental treatment and control groups provides evidence of a
program’s causal effectiveness.

Phase I: Call for Participation and Council Formation Under an
integrated accountability, accreditation, and assessment system with
the EBICs as a central feature, both private and public institutions
would be required to participate in at least one EBIC per accreditation
cycle by their accrediting associations. However, they would have the
opportunity to choose among multiple possibilities which EBIC to
participate in. For public institutions, EBIC participation would also
meet state requirements for performance accountability. States and
regions would have reciprocal recognition of each other’s EBICs to
enable the in-depth, sustained study of the most pressing problems
facing higher education. When states require reporting of numerous
outcome indicators, there is an implicit assumption that reporting on
those indicators will motivate colleges to adopt solutions to improve
performance across the board. This expectation is not well supported
by empirical studies of the effects of accountability on institutional
behavior, which is not surprising given that progress on longstanding
problems is likely to require focused and collaborative effort. Therefore,
states would coordinate the content focus of their EBICs with the
assistance of the regional accrediting associations to enable a number
of problems to be addressed simultaneously but without redundant
effort in each state.

For example, if one state were to commission an EBIC to identify
effective practices in developmental mathematics education, another
an EBIC focused on writing-across-the-curriculum, another science
education, and so on to address a wide range of issues including
civic education, critical thinking, service learning, nursing, teacher
education, etc., resources would be better directed both towards
problem-solving and dissemination of evidence from the EBIC evalu-
ation of program effectiveness. A call for participation in an EBIC would
come from a state or regional higher education coordinating body, at
the federal level from the IES (for example in critical national security
areas such as foreign language study), from consortia of colleges and
universities, or from a foundation seeking to improve institutional
performance in a specific area of practice (for example, as in the Jack
Kent Cooke Foundation’s focus on increasing transfer from community
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colleges to highly selective institutions (Wyner, 2006). In issuing the
call for participation, the coordinating organization would name a
steering committee and specify the content focus. The types of insti-
tutions eligible for participation would be specified, for example, all
public or private, all four-year or two-year, or a cross-sample by sector
and type. The number of participating colleges would vary, with a
maximum number established at about twenty to allow for coordi-
nation and communication among the colleges. Conceivably, multiple
EBICs would be established nationwide on the same topic to accom-
modate both the demand for participation and the need for an intensive
problem-solving effort. The EBIC steering committee would seek to
balance the participant group to enable peer and aspirational-peer
comparisons among institutions with a range of existing practices.

In responding to the EBIC call for participation, each college
would be asked to describe their current curriculum and assessment
activities in the focal area, their data analysis capacity, and the titles
and backgrounds of those who would be appointed as member of
the college’s inquiry team. All members must be willing to partic-
ipate as collaborative learners, as the team is intended to support
inquiry within a community of practice focused on understanding
institutional effectiveness in the EBIC’s content area. This team would
coordinate activities on their campus both to gather input to the EBIC
and to disseminate its findings. Each college would also submit a
budget identifying their in-kind contributions of human and physical
resources, as well as their resource needs, particularly in the area of data
management and analysis. To ensure faculty participation, endorsement
of the proposal to participate in the EBIC would also be required of
the governing bodies of the college’s faculty.

The EBIC will be effective only if it has the full support of the
college leadership and it is allocated sufficient resources, including
data, information, and time. The formal charge to the council to
leverage resources for problem-solving in the EBIC content area should
set high expectations for performance. Although there is no magic
number for the size of the group, to facilitate effective participation at
the college level, it should be relatively small and the members must
have relevant and complementary expertise. Lipman-Blumen & Leavitt
(1999) indicated that “hot groups” can range in size from three to
thirty, but the optimal size depends on the degree of complication of
the group task. The designation of advisory teams or sub-committees
of the campus-level inquiry groups would be desirable, particularly for
conducting specific tasks such as the cultural audits or cost analyses
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of Phase II (discussed below). Goal clarity is essential for effective
work groups, so the initial EBIC goals should be well specified by the
steering committee and endorsed at the college-level at the proposal
phase.

The entire multi-campus inquiry council, comprising all the
campus-level inquiry team members, would be considerably larger
than an effective work group and would function more as the EBIC’s
governance, communication, and decision-making body. At council-
wide meetings, college-level teams would report the findings of their
research concerning effective educational practices, benchmark their
initial and ongoing educational processes, interpret outcomes of quasi-
experimental and experimental tests of programmatic interventions,
and share strategies for disseminating findings. In Phase III, where
the council is asked to adopt and test a programmatic intervention
warranted by existing research as effective or designed by the EBIC
based on the extant literature, it might well be difficult to reach a
full consensus among competing programmatic solutions. Therefore,
the full inquiry council would also require a governance structure
similar to an academic senate to vote on proposed solutions put
forward by the teams. This governance process should stimulate debate
about the range of options for selecting an intervention, because the
debate itself, in promoting rigorous professional conversations (Cohen,
Raudenbush, & Ball, 2003) and intelligent inquiry (Polkinghorne,
2004), may be as valuable in promoting organizational effectiveness as
the identification of effective practices in the instructional regime. Both
at the campus level and at the cross-campus EBIC level, the goals and
tasks of the EBIC are intended to create structured “activity settings”
(Tharp, 1993; Tharp & Gallimore, 1988) for organizational learning
about institutional effectiveness.

The call for participation in an EBIC would also solicit proposals
from academic researchers and professional evaluators to serve as facil-
itators and evaluators of the EBIC inquiry process and of the effec-
tiveness of programmatic interventions adopted by the EBIC. Although
studies of sociocultural learning have most typically involved subjects
in experimental tasks rather than in everyday decision making, the
insights of this field provide support for the integration of certain types
of “assisted performance” (Tharp, 1993; Tharp & Gallimore, 1988) that
would structure the inquiry councils as groups with a capacity for peer-
assisted teaching and learning surpassing that of ordinary committees
and task forces. EBIC evaluators external to the member colleges would
serve as facilitators to the inquiry council to create task structures and
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inquiry team member roles necessary for professional development and
learning. Researchers with methodological expertise in ethnographic
case study, design-based research, evaluation, and statistical analysis
would also be needed to carry out the formative and summative evalua-
tions of the EBIC’s programmatic intervention as well as to disseminate
generalizeable results of the study.

In addition to being in a better position to reach summative
judgments of program effectiveness, external researchers and evalu-
ators are needed at times to assist practitioners in the iterative process
of identifying problems and evaluating solutions. Tharp and Gallimore
(1988) describe several inhibitors of learning in professional settings:
practitioners do not always see their own social (eco-cultural) context;
supervisors and those with bureaucratic authority mistakenly focus on
assessing rather than assisting performance; practitioners face real or
perceived constraints on professional development and learning from
authorities in their professional life; habits of interaction (“interaction
scripts”) are unconscious, deeply embedded in professional culture,
and taken as a given; errors or weaknesses are not well tolerated
as opportunities for learning in everyday professional life; and in-
house training programs may simply perpetuate the existing culture
and strengthen counter-productive entrenched knowledge. Based on
these observations, the key principle for designing effective professional
development programs is to ensure that effective assistance for learning
and professional development occurs among peers, among author-
ities and those whose professional actions are regulated, and between
external facilitators and participants in the activity setting. Some of
these positive features already exist in the self-studies and external
review team visits of accreditation, which can serve as a starting point
for integrating assessment and accountability.

Phase 1I: Framing the Problem and Identifying Potential Solutions
Once the focus and goals of the EBIC have been established and
the inquiry teams convened, Phase II involves the inquiry teams first
in self-study and problem-framing at the campus level and then in
cross-institutional benchmarking of resources, educational processes,
and student outcomes among all the EBIC member colleges. The self-
study involves descriptive data analyses, audits of resource use, and
ethnographic observation. The use of a variety of audit instruments
serves several purposes. First, they collect initial data for benchmarking
change in practices through the course of the EBIC. Second, they
help the inquiry team see and consider their own practices in new
ways, in order to introduce the new ideas that stimulate learning.
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And third, they structure the activity settings of the inquiry group, as
cultural “artifacts” or mediators of interaction. (Design-Based Research
Collective, 2003; Rueda, 2006).

In an EBIC focused on developmental mathematics education,
for example, the college inquiry team would first examine student
enrollment, performance, and outcome data in the mathematics
curriculum. The relevant data, when available, include high school
mathematics grades, standardized placement test scores, college course
grades and completion rates, both in the developmental course
sequence and in college-level courses in the curricular sequence, and
the ultimate transfer (for two-year colleges) and graduation rates for
students starting at the developmental course level. These data would
be disaggregated by race and ethnicity and socio-economic status to
observe inequities in participation and performance (Bensimon, 2004;
Bensimon et al., 2004). The correlation among a variety of assess-
ments of student learning (for example instructor-designed exami-
nations, standardized placement or achievement tests, course grades,
progression to higher level courses) would also be examined at
this stage and disparities examined to determine if certain outcome
indicators function better than others or can be improved through
modification.

Theresource audit process essentially involves creating an inventory
of current personnel and physical materials allocated to instruction
in the EBIC area, where “instruction” is broadly defined as inclusive
of administration, teaching, and student support services. The costs
associated with these resources would be estimated using an inventory
tool such as the “ingredients method” (H. L. Levin & McEwan, 2001,
2002), which requires a systematic accounting of all the ingredients of
instruction. Design-based researchers should be called on during Phase
I when the EBIC is being convened to devise assessment instruments
to facilitate the inquiry teams” work on this task. Through a case study
of a small number of purposefully sampled institutions, the researchers
could, for example, identify both typical and atypical, but potentially
exemplary, ingredients of instruction in the EBIC content area.

A number of examples exist in higher education to provide models
for the development of assessment instruments designed to benchmark
educational processes. These include the Campus Compact’s Indicators
of Engagement Project (IEOP, n.d.), the Council for Adult and
Experiential Learning’s (CAEL) Adult Learning Focused Institution
(ALFI) Assessment Toolkit (ALFI Toolkit, n.d.; Serving Adult Learners,
2000), and the Transfer Access Self-Assessment Inventory developed
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in support of the Jack Kent Cooke Foundation’s Community College
Transfer Initiative (Dowd, Bensimon, & Gabbard, 2006; Gabbard
et al., 2006).

The Campus Compact’s indicators, which are derived from survey
data, document exemplary practices for colleges whose mission and
values include service learning and civic engagement. Based on a
process benchmarking study of six institutions identified as highly
focused on adult learners, CAEL’s Assessment Toolkit includes a
series of practices identified as particularly effective for serving adult
learners. The Transfer Access Self-Assessment Inventory was developed
through a literature review, document analysis, and case study of
eight pairs of community colleges and highly selective colleges which
appeared to have exemplary practices in the area of transfer. As recom-
mended for identifying peer benchmarking groups and performance
goals (Bailey et al., 2006; Dougherty & Hong, 2005), the initial case
study sample of exemplary colleges was identified through statistical
regression analysis comparing the predicted and actual number of
transfer students (Dowd & Cheslock, 2006).

These standardized assessment tools provide examples of audit
instruments needed to delineate core educational practices, which is
an essential component of process benchmarking. These tools can be
paired with cost reporting using the ingredients method of cost analysis
to estimate the instructional costs per student expended at each EBIC
college. In addition, they should be supplemented with self-study activ-
ities using the ethnographic methods of interviews, focus groups, and
observation to enable the inquiry team to systematically study their own
institutional culture. Examples of inquiry team activities conducted as
part of the cultural audit include sitting in on classes, participating in
students’ study groups, observing patterns of use and interaction in
the mathematics tutoring center, reading the course catalog to look at
information about the curricular sequence from the student’s point of
view, and interviewing students either individually or in focus groups.

In this phase, EBIC member colleges would also exchange campus
visits and observations to initiate the process of seeing their own
campus from a new perspective. In addition, this evaluation would be
informed by a review of the research literature concerning effective
practices, factors affecting student outcomes, and variation in learning
and outcomes by student characteristics. Peer-reviewed journals and
archival data bases of “what works” will be useful at this stage to
gain a comprehensive understanding of current educational theories
and practice. This research review may be conducted by a college-level
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subcommittee or advisory committee of the inquiry team who may
be assisted by academic researchers, but it should not be conducted
primarily or solely by external researchers. The inquiry team members
must be knowledgeable decision makers regarding the design of the
programmatic intervention to be adopted in Phase III and must also
take ownership of the research and evaluation process to effectively
implement the intervention and disseminate the findings of the EBIC
throughout its life cycle.

The full inquiry council should convene at two points in Phase
II, once to plan the processes and define the desired outcomes of
the resource and cultural audits and once to compare the findings of
their audits and research. The manner of benchmarking the inputs,
processes, and “outputs,” or student outcomes, of the colleges should
be specified by the adoption of audit instruments and reporting formats.
At either or both of these meetings, a panel of content and method-
ological experts should be convened to advise the EBIC members in
the inquiry and evaluation process. Consistent with theories of socio-
cultural learning and the conceptualization of the inquiry teams as
learning teams, the role of the expert advisory panel and of the external
team of facilitators is to assist the performance of the inquiry teams by
helping them to acquire new ideas and cultivate doubt in their current
practice.

For the inquiry council to function as a learning group, the content
experts and academic researchers serving as facilitators and evalu-
ators should not impose an educational “solution” on the EBIC, but
rather assist decision making by using all “seven means of assisted
performance” (Tharp, 1993). As stated, these include explanation
and instruction, common forms of communication by experts inter-
acting with practitioners. However, other necessary modes of inter-
action include modeling processes of program evaluation, questioning
decision makers about their rationale and evidence for adopting new
programs or practices, and helping to segment decision processes to
bring appropriate evidence to bear on decisionmaking.

The benchmarking process of Phase II should move the EBIC
towards adoption among member colleges of an instructional “regime”
in Phase III, where following Cohen, Raudenbush, and Ball (2003),
a regime is defined as “systematic approaches to instruction in which
the desired outcomes are specified and observed, and in which the
intended outcomes are rationally related to consistent methods of
producing those outcomes” (p. 133). It is important to note that
instruction is construed broadly as a “collection of practices, including
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pedagogy, learning, instructional design, and managing organizations”
(p. 124). Therefore, the intervention is conceptualized not solely as
the adoption of a specific practice or program, but also as the devel-
opment of a learning system with its own complex ecology (Cobb
et al., 2003; Design-Based Research Collective, 2003). Therefore, the
underlying theories of program effectiveness also need to be articulated
in order to ensure “authentic” (Chatterji, 2005) implementation of the
intervention in a variety of sociocultural settings. In order to enable
process benchmarking and improvements in Phase III, the resource
and cultural audits of Phase II should, therefore, precisely document
the existing “production” processes, resource use, and contexts of
instruction among the member colleges. These activities provide the
foundation for formative and summative evaluation of the educational
effectiveness of the practices of the EBIC colleges.

Phase III: Adoption and Formative Evaluation of an Instructional
Regime While Phase II is a period of “informed exploration,” Phase
III is an “enactment phase,” (Bannan-Ritland, 2003) in which the
EBIC adopts, refines, and tests an instructional regime. This may
center on a new curriculum, a tutoring program, a learning community
of integrated teaching and advising, or computer-aided instruction,
but also requires attention to the social context of implementation,
including the values and beliefs of practitioners at the colleges regarding
student success. The adoption of an intervention entails a commitment
from EBIC members to follow a specific instructional program with a
high degree of uniformity and consistency and to allocate resources in
particular ways (Cohen et al., 2003). The regime is broadly conceived
in a way inclusive of its human, physical, and social resources. It is
implemented as an intervention in this phase with an initial design that
is subsequently modified through formative evaluation and theoreti-
cally informed “engineering” of the instructional program and learning
ecology (Cobb et al., 2003; Design-Based Research Collective, 2003).

Developing Communities of Practice with Evaluative Capacity The
benefits of this iterative and collaborative process of program definition
are not only the development and testing of the specific set of practices
that constitute the regime, but the development of communities of
practice involved in evidence-based decisionmaking. EBIC activities
in Phase III contribute to practitioner knowledge about program
effectiveness in local settings, provide comparative estimates of cost-
effectiveness across institutions, and aid in developing audit instru-
ments for comparing resource use and institutional cultures. They are
also intended to motivate practitioners to see their own practices and
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sociocultural contexts in order to stimulate learning and a willingness
to change. The simple fact of closely observing ineffective practices
can create the “indeterminate situation” (Polkinghorne, 2004) that
challenges established practitioner knowledge and spurs new learning.

The dual objectives of the EBIC are to generate evidence of
effective educational practice to inform policymaking and to increase
organizational capacity for evaluation in order to bring about regular
use of multiple forms of evidence to inform practitioners’ everyday
decision-making. Cohen, Raudenbush, and Ball (2003) describe this
approach as “developing professional knowledge and norms around
a skeleton of objectives and tasks” in a community of practice. They
describe the purpose of developing communities of practice organized
around an instructional regime as fostering “professional conversa-
tions” as a form of rigorous evaluation (p. 138).

The audit processes of Phase II are intended to help EBIC member
colleges observe their own institutional culture, particularly the ways
in which decisions about resource use affect student learning. In Phase
111, colleges are asked to adopt more uniform use of resources in order
for systematic comparisons to be made across EBIC members about the
effectiveness and efficiency of resource allocation decisions. Evaluation
and research in Phase III is intertwined to determine both what works
in the local context of the participating colleges and to develop theories
of teaching and learning that explain how, when, and why the instruc-
tional program works in order to enable successful innovations at other
colleges. The evaluation is focused on determining if the intervention
works as designed and if it works in ways that make sense to the partic-
ipants in the assessment process, which Bannan-Ritland refers to as
its “ecological validity” (2003, p. 23). Undoubtedly, variations will be
observed in the extent to which the practices selected for evaluation are
effective. These variations are themselves instructive in clarifying why
certain practices are effective in certain settings. “Lethal mutations”
of innovations, which superficially share program characteristics but
deviate upon implementation from the underlying principles of effec-
tiveness (Zaritsky et al., 2003), can be instructive in emphasizing the
how, when and why of “what works.” In addition, the logic of program
effectiveness becomes better specified through structured observations
of program implementation in multiple settings.

Obtaining evidence of effectiveness and ineffectiveness through
the problem-framing and formative evaluation stages of the EBIC,
faculty members and administrators would begin the dissemination of
the EBIC questions and findings through presentations by inquiry team
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members in their departments, colleges, universities and professional
association meetings. In addition, faculty members might very well
inform their research, writing, and teaching in other settings through
their experiences in the EBIC. The involvement of practitioners in
user-driven research is more likely to spur the “word of mouth” dissem-
ination that is critical to creating a demand for information about
innovative practices (Zaritsky et al., 2003).

EBICs and Experimental Field Research The quality of the
summative evaluation possible in Phase IV will be affected by the types
of formative evaluations conducted in Phase III, including whether the
EBIC conducts experimental field research. Although a well designed
experiment is considered the “gold standard” for evaluating the causal
effectiveness of educational programs, the majority of EBICs would not
likely include a “true” experimental component, because it is admin-
istratively demanding and expensive to conduct experimental research
with random assignment (Feuer et al., 2002). Nevertheless, valuable
information about program effectiveness would be obtained to meet
the dual objectives of generating results to demonstrate “what works”
to both policymakers and practitioners.

Even in the absence of experimental field research, the formative
evaluations of Phase III would be valuable to inform the experimental
research agenda. Arguing that randomized clinical trials are a necessary
but insufficient component of a research agenda focused on the effective
use of educational resources, Raudenbush (2005) described the critical
value of formative evaluation for eventual causal analysis of effec-
tiveness. For example, the design stage identifies promising interven-
tions and reduces the number of candidates for testing in experimental
research. Formative assessments also precisely specify the instructional
innovations worthy of testing and can do so in a manner targeted
towards specific learners in specific settings. Given that large-scale
experimental interventions are expensive, it is important to know if an
intervention can be implemented as conceived on a smaller scale before
proceeding to a large-scale randomized assignment intervention. The
results of poorly conceptualized experiments are not only wasteful but
may be misleading, Raudenbush observed, given that “Testing good
ideas that are poorly implemented does not tell us ‘what works™ (p. 29).

In contrast, a well constructed non-random or small-scale
randomized experiment can show whether an innovative practice
produces an effect in the expected direction. Such findings provide
valuable information regarding instructional innovations even if the
effect is not representative in broader populations. In addition, certain
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innovative practices that worked in one setting may ultimately be
ineffective due to resource constraints in other settings, so it is
important to systematically observe resource use in an educational
change process in multiple settings (Raudenbush, 2005).

The formative evaluation also assists in ensuring fidelity of
program delivery, defining the specific nature of a “treatment” and
identifying confounding or interaction variables that can mask effects
in experimental field research, should large- or small-scale experi-
ments be conducted as part of the EBIC or subsequently based on
its results. The measurement of predictor and outcome variables for
quasi-experimental and experimental studies can be specified and
validated through formative evaluation (Chatterji, 2005; Cohen et al.,
2003; Raudenbush, 2005). Through their discussions in Phase III,
for example, EBIC members might adopt uniform ways of measuring
student characteristics, such as race and ethnicity, socioeconomic
status, and prior academic achievement, which would serve as control
variables in analyses of student outcomes. Given that “innovative
thinking often entails new goals for student learning” (Raudenbush,
p- 29), alternatives for defining the dependent variable would also be
explored at this stage. Assessment might take place through available
standardized tests or instructor-designed assessments. The use of
formative evaluation to specify key predictor, control, and dependent
variables is an essential step for designing large-scale randomized field
experiments (Chatterji, 2005).

An Example of an EBIC Instructional Regime An example helps
illustrate the multiple research methods and tools that would inform
understanding of “what works” under this proposed application of
Cohen, Raudenbush’s and Ball’s “regimes” to the institution of EBICs as
part of the accreditation and accountability system. As before, consider
an EBIC investigating effective practice in developmental mathematics
education. The members conclude through the problem framing,
literature review, and expert panel discussions in Phase II that a
particular curriculum involving computer-aided instruction (CAI) was
a promising practice for improving student learning in developmental
mathematics education. Therefore, the EBIC members decide to adopt
the pedagogical theories, instructional software, textbook, instructor’s
manual, and standardized assessment tests of this curriculum at their
colleges. The adoption of this program as an innovation is expected to
be beneficial and, ultimately, scaleable as a cost-effective approach to
increasing higher education productivity.
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At the beginning of Phase III, the council faces the task of
determining the physical, human, and social resources necessary to
implement the new curriculum and specifying the program “theory”
or “logic” of its effectiveness. The computerized component of the
instructional program might be expected to increase student learning
by allowing students to progress at their own pace and increase their
time in class spent on solving mathematical problems. In addition, the
EBIC members expect that with CAI instructors will spend more time
in one-on-one interaction with students, which will help them individ-
ualize their instruction. The existing variation in resources among the
EBIC colleges, such as in teacher experience and credentials, tutoring
capacity, computers, and classroom space, would inform understanding
of the resources necessary to implement the curriculum.

Different models of independent and collaborative learning,
resulting from differences in available resources, could be explored.
Through class observations, learning at one college with enough
computers for each student might be compared to another college
where students are grouped in pairs or trios due to a shortage
of computers, with an opportunity to determine if individualized
computer access is essential to the curriculum. The effects of differ-
ences in physical space use, such as the placement of computers in
rows looking towards an instructional console at the front of the room
or around the periphery of a group work space at the center could
also be explored. Differences in student experience of the curriculum
by characteristics such as age, enrollment intensity (full time or part
time), and native language would be explored through interviews, focus
groups, and surveys. The assumption of increased time on mathematics
problem-solving might not be observed other than in classrooms with
peer tutors, for example, who might have helped in a critical way to
reduce the time students spent waiting for the instructor’s assistance.

Through a combination of evaluative activities of this type
involving cross-institutional observations, interviews, surveys of faculty
and students in multiple developmental mathematics sections at
multiple colleges, the EBIC members might then arrive at a
preferred implementation plan involving the computerized instruc-
tional materials, one peer tutor, and one instructor per classroom with
collaborative work groups of three students per computer. This config-
uration of resources could be benchmarked at member EBICs in terms
of cost and feasibility using the cost analysis instruments from Phase II,
which could also be refined based on observations of key “ingredients”
that may have previously escaped notice.
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Recognizing that the computers and educational software of the
computer-aided intervention are not “self-acting” (Cohen et al., 2003),
the inquiry teams would also investigate the extent to which the
provision of resources in the regime motivates faculty effort, student
effort, and facilitates or impedes interactions between them. Interviews
with students, for example, may show that some feel embarrassed to ask
instructors for help (perhaps with variation observed by the student’s
native language) while others have trouble navigating the software or
seeing the screen (with variation by age). These results would lead to a
revised implementation, in which the instructional program is “reengi-
neered” to include a formal question and answer period and larger
screens are made available in classrooms for older students. Native
language and age are documented as interaction variables that affect
students’ experience of the curriculum.

The observed negative effects among some groups of students
might be significant enough to reject further investigation of the CAI
curriculum as a scaleable intervention, or the treatment could become
better specified in terms of the required social resources (e.g. peer
tutors) or physical resources (e.g. larger computer screens). A period
of faculty and tutor orientation to provide instructional training in CAI
might also be introduced as an essential aspect of the regime.

Through this process of specifying the CAI treatment, which
should be long enough to include at least one feedback loop (Chatterji,
2005), the EBIC may have enough member colleges interested in
conducting an experimental test of the effectiveness of the software
and curriculum in comparison to traditional classroom approaches. If
colleges did not feel it was ethical to assign students randomly, student
characteristics in the CAI and traditional classrooms could be matched
across colleges to obtain quasi-experimental statistical estimates of the
impacts of the CAI curriculum. Colleges opting out of the experimental
phase of implementation could participate as control classrooms or
conduct observations of the fidelity of program implementation in the
treatment classrooms.

Chatterji (2005) gives the example of a small scale field exper-
iment involving one school, 16 classrooms, and approximately 250
students that provides a model for quasi-experimental in small numbers
of EBIC colleges. In Chatterji’s study, administrative constraints ruled
out random assignment, but teachers in eight classrooms volunteered to
participate in the field experiment and their classrooms were matched
with eight others as a control group. Student outcomes were compared
in matched-pairs by grade level and demographic characteristics. Prior
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to the summative evaluation of the program effects, threats to the
validity of the causal analysis from non-equivalent student charac-
teristics on these moderating factors were evaluated and ruled out.
Similarly, regression techniques analyzing a treatment group in one
semester and a group of students from a previous semester can
take advantage of the “discontinuity” of program characteristics amid
the continuity of student characteristics to arrive at estimates of
new program effects (see for example, Dynarski, 2002b; Linsenmeier,
Rosen, & Rouse, 2001). As an alternative approach to obtaining
rigorous estimates robust to self-selection and endogeneity bias, Titus
(forthcoming) recommends the use of the propensity score matching
technique to simulate the comparison of outcomes among groups of
“treated” and “untreated” students.

Phase 1V: Summative Evaluation Four sets of questions would
be asked of the EBIC at the summative evaluation stage regarding
the effectiveness, efficiency, and productivity of the tested educa-
tional practices and the effectiveness of the EBIC itself in instituting
evidence-based decision making. First regarding effectiveness, what
was the impact on student learning of the interventions implemented
in the EBIC’s instructional regime? What evidence can be presented
to support the conclusions of the EBIC regarding program impact and
what is the degree of confidence surrounding those conclusions? The
highest degree of confidence concerning causal-effectiveness of educa-
tional programs would result from field experiments with randomized
assignment of students to treatment and control classrooms or settings,
in which case the program impact would be quantified by an effect
size and a confidence interval. However, field experiments have been
relatively rare in higher education and few EBICs would have the
organizational and financial capacity to conduct them on a large scale.
Evidence of causal-effectiveness would also result from well executed
quasi-experimental analysis.

In addition, as argued by advocates of design-based research, rich
narrative reports describing the iterative modifications and results of
“engineered” experiments in the improvement of educational practice
can provide evidence of the effectiveness of specific practices in a highly
contextualized manner appropriate to informing practitioner knowledge
about similar practices in other settings (Bannan-Ritland, 2003; Cobb
et al., 2003; Design-Based Research Collective, 2003). Although this
type of finding is not viewed as scientifically “warranted” knowledge
by proponents of experimental field research (Shavelson et al., 2003),
it does provide descriptive examinations of cause and effect that can
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be judged by practitioners based on the authenticity and trustwor-
thiness of the knowledge claims. In producing narrative reports, in
particular, the external evaluation team would need to work closely with
the practitioner-researchers in the EBIC to produce accurate reports of
program effectiveness for the summative evaluation stage.

Second, regarding the efficiency of the instructional practices
tested in the regime, the inquiry council would be asked to document
the cost of implementing the instructional regime across the multiple
institutional settings of the EBIC member colleges. What variations
were observed in implementation and how did the variation in
resources expended affect student outcomes? Do the results of the
process benchmarking across the EBIC colleges provide evidence of
optimal use of resources given more widespread adoption of the
particular set of instructional practices tested in the regime?

Third, regarding the expanded productivity of higher education,
is it feasible to “scale up” the instructional practices identified in the
regime as effective across numerous colleges nationwide or were the
circumstances of successful implementation restricted to colleges of
a particular type serving a homogeneous student body? What would
be the expected impact on student learning of adoption of practices
recommended by the council, particularly on the number of additional
students who would successfully complete an associate’s or bachelor’s
degree?

Finally, regarding the effectiveness of the EBIC itself under an
accountability agenda of increasing the number and quality of educated
college graduates ready and able to contribute to national economic
vitality, how did the EBIC contribute to the dissemination of innovative
educational practices and the creation of a culture of inquiry on
campus? To what extent did individual EBIC members adopt or test
out new instructional practices and engage in self-reflective learning?
Did practitioners engaged in EBIC activities develop a greater sense of
self-efficacy in terms of their capacity to help students succeed?

It is also important to consider the potential cost-effectiveness
of the EBICs as an accountability strategy. Although the meetings of
the entire cross-institutional EBIC would incur direct costs for travel
and materials, many campus-level activities could be conducted within
existing academic and administrative structures, such as curriculum
committees, accreditation self-study teams, faculty senates and subcom-
mittees, and institutional research reports. The duration of an EBIC
would vary, but the four phases are structured such that both the
formative and summative evaluation results would be available within
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the five- and ten-year periods of accreditation and mid-point review as
evidence of institutional effectiveness in the focal area of the EBIC and
of commitment to institutional assessment.

While ETS has proposed wide scale testing in higher education in
general education and discipline-specific content areas (Dwyer et al.,
2006), testing within EBIC instructional regimes may offer a more
cost-effective strategy, by allowing focused evaluation of specific
instructional practices considered by higher education faculty and
administrators as those with the most promise to raise student
achievement. As proposed by ETS, the universal collection of
assessment data for all colleges may provide a means of continually
tracking college student progression to a degree and thereby monitoring
individual college performance. However, even after correlational
analysis controlling for initial student characteristics, the significant
investment in the assessment test data would not reveal information
about the specific institutional practices and contexts that contributed
to higher or lower performance among particular colleges. Even if
educators were motivated to investigate causes of lower than expected
performance at their college, they might not have sufficient knowledge
outside a community of practice, such as that created by the EBICs,
to interpret the causes of that poor performance. The integration of
assessment and accountability reporting functions within the EBIC
offers the potential to capitalize on existing expenditures on these
activities and to increase utilization of the results.

IV. SUMMARY

To return to the statement by Feuer, Towne, and Shavelson (2002)
cited earlier, we agree that decisionmakers at all levels are thirsting for
rational knowledge to inform their decisions, if the concept of “ratio-
nality” is not too narrowly framed. There is a form of rationality that
is critical to improved student learning that differs from the technical
rationality underlying the concept of scientifically-based research or the
“hard evidence” of test scores (Dwyer et al., 2006). It has been widely
recognized by many scholars and is referred to as ordinary knowledge
by Lindblom and Cohen (1979), practical rationality or deliberation
by Lather (2004, citing work by Flyvbjerg), or reflective understanding
by Polkinghorne (2004). Practitioners with this form of knowledge are
responsive to the needs of individual clients (or students) and engage
in problem-solving in context-sensitive ways.
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Polkinghorne (2004) argues the critical necessity of drawing
on practitioners’ judgments to achieve excellence in the human
sciences. He contrasts Plato’s views of “techne” knowing, which aims
to transcend the limitations of human experiential understanding
through mathematical and calculative reasoning, with Aristotle’s views
of “phronetic reasoning,” which “produces a perceptive understanding
or insight about what is called for in a particular situation” (p. 106).
He notes that “People’s actions take place in situations of complexity
and conflict. For an action to be appropriate to the occasion, it
cannot simply be deduced from general knowledge or codified into a
metric” (p. 107). Aristotle termed the “practical wisdom” that comes
from this type of perceptive understanding “phronesis” (cited in
Polkinghorne, p. 106).

Polkinghorne (2004) convincingly makes the case that our society
must recapture Aristotle’s sense of “phronesis” as an antidote to the
dominance of “techne” knowing, which is inadequate on its own
for problem-solving in the complex realms of practice in care-giving
fields such as education and psychotherapy. Phronetic knowledge is
responsive to the particularity of situations and the contexts in which
they are embedded. The practical wisdom that is associated with
phronetic reasoning enables practitioners to determine an appropriate
course of action when dealing with contingent and changing situations
and the uniqueness of the individuals involved in them.

Despite its uncertain impact, accountability continues to be polit-
ically prominent at the state and federal levels (Field, 2005a; Leveille,
2005; Zumeta, 2001). The fluctuations in accountability policy reflect
the difficulty of mandating indicators of campus performance and of
selecting appropriate measures of the complex ways in which colleges
serve different students and communities. These limitations are present
even when administrators and faculty accept or endorse the premise of
public accountability. They are exacerbated when accountability plans
take a punitive approach.

Numerous proposals have been made to modify and improve
the design of accountability policies. Three emphasize developing a
particular culture of higher education to promote educational effec-
tiveness. The Spellings Commission relied heavily on the creation of
data bases of collegiate performance indicators and consumer choice
to establish what they described as a “culture of accountability.” ETS
proposed a “culture of evidence” in which colleges would extensively
employ standardized assessments of student learning to benchmark
their performance over time and against peer institutions. Our proposal
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revolves around the concept of a “culture of inquiry,” in which perfor-
mance indicators and test scores are only two forms of evidence
influencing educational change, which, we believe will come about
only through changes in the beliefs, attitudes, and knowledge of
practitioners. Quantitative data and outcome indicators are essential
as part of a comprehensive accountability agenda that also empha-
sizes professional development and learning. Assessment processes are
also an essential complement to results-based accountability. Much
more empirical work needs to be done to understand the levers of
effective accountability policy, including how a culture of inquiry can
be developed to improve student learning. However, multiple strands
of the theoretical social science literature support our argument that a
focus on practitioner knowledge is critical to achieve the accountability
goals of greater levels of higher education among the increasingly
diverse population of young adult and adult learners in the United
States. It is also supported by the uneven results of accountability
policies to date in achieving their expressed goal of increasing educa-
tional effectiveness.
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3. STRIVING FOR WHAT? EXPLORING THE PURSUIT
OF PRESTIGE

KerryAnn O’Meara*

University of Massachusetts Amherst

INTRODUCTION

[-Want-To-Be-University (IWTBU) is a medium-sized public,
primarily undergraduate teaching college in an urban setting in the
Southeast. The institution started as a normal school for teachers
and evolved over time to a more comprehensive curriculum. It
recently changed its name from college to university after a wealthy
donor made this a criterion for his donation. IWTBU is somewhat
selective in its admissions and its efforts to recruit faculty. Signif-
icant executive administrative turnover in the last 5-10 years has
fostered uncertainty and dialogue about institutional priorities.

Michael Vaughn, Director of Institutional Research, has worked at
IWTBU for 30 years and has seen a lot of change. In particular, he
has seen public support for higher education decrease and a smaller
portion of the institutional budget subsidized by the state, making
the institution more dependent on students who can pay full price.
Concurrently, Vaughn has seen competition for students increase
as for-profit competitors offer prospective IWTBU students degrees
they can earn while never leaving their homes. Likewise, parents
and student applicants are increasingly interested in how programs
are ranked.

IWTBU has always kept on top of what their peers were doing.
However, department chairs are now just as concerned when
they hear about innovative programs at institutions below them
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in national rankings as they are in what happens among aspira-
tional peers. Most of the faculty hired 30 years ago were ABD
and came to IWTBU for a secure teaching position. The most
recent faculty hires come with research university Ph.Ds and seem
more concerned with research and improving their departments’
national reputation. The competitive job market has allowed
IWTBU to recruit some very research-oriented faculty, which they
“stole” away from more prestigious institutions for larger salaries
and/or better packages (e.g. release time, research monies, etc). A
new president and provost are working with faculty on a strategic
plan that they claim will move IWTBU up in USNWR rankings
over the next five years.

While IWTBU is a fictitious institution offered to illustrate the many
forces that give rise to striving, it could describe many institutions of
higher education. Each year colleges and universities strive to increase
their national standing in the academic hierarchy, and the behavior
associated with this “striving” has taken many forms. Striving is defined
here as the pursuit of prestige within the academic hierarchy. Striving
behavior might include campuses amending their admissions process,
reward structures, and resource allocation decisions (Aldersley, 1995;
Dichev, 2001; Ehrenberg, 2003; Meredith, 2004; Morphew, 2002;
Winston, 2000).

In recent years research has examined the nature of such “striving”
to frame how it might be studied, and to examine how striving impacts
various aspects of institutional functioning, including but not limited
to admissions, pricing/cost, and educational quality (Aldersley, 1995;
Ehrenberg, 2003; Massy & Zemsky, 1994; Meredith, 2004; Monks &
Ehrenberg, 1999; Morphew, 2002; Morphew & Baker, 2004; Sarraf,
Hayek, Kandiko, Padgett, & Harris, 2005; Sweitzer & Volkwein, 2006).
Additionally, there is emerging attention to how striving influences
faculty work-life (Dubrow, Moseley, & Dustin, 2006; Finnegan &
Gamson, 1996; O’'Meara & Bloomgarden, 2006; Wolf Wendel & Ward,
2005).

This Handbook chapter contributes to this growing area of research
by synthesizing recentstudies onstrivingin order to (a) recognize striving
institutions (b) better understand the forces influencing striving (c)
explore striving behaviors (d) examine possible consequences of institu-
tional striving and (e) identify areas for future research.

It is important to study striving because campuses that engage in
striving behavior are often making trade-offs without knowing what
they are. Very little research has looked at the consequences of striving
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behavior across college and university missions and functions. The
popular rhetoric of “moving up in U.S. News and World Report (USNWR)
rankings” does not include any discussion of the impact of such a move,
for example, on faculty work-life, student diversity, or the cost of tuition.
The old adage, “the grass is always greener on the other side” applies here.
By isolating striving behaviors and associating them with a set of conse-
quences (whether positive, negative or neutral) researchers can provide
a clearer view of whether the grass is actually greener on the other side
of the fence. Likewise, by studying what Morphew and Baker (2004)
refer to as “the organizational behavior that accompanies aspiration (p.
382)” researchers can make the means used to achieve the ends apparent.
Thus research on striving behavior in higher education has a direct
audience amongst Boards of trustees, college presidents, provosts, deans,
and department chairs poised to sign off on strategic plans that promise to
move the institution to better rankings. Likewise, state systems of higher
education, as well as national accrediting bodies and associations will
also benefit from a more complex understanding of how striving impacts
less privileged students, and the teaching and service missions of higher
education institutions.

Section I explores characteristics of striving institutions and what
institutions strive for. Section II examines the forces that compel
striving. Section III discusses striving behavior across university opera-
tions, and the institutions most likely to strive. Section IV outlines
possible consequences of striving behaviors for stakeholders and higher
education missions. Section V provides recommendations for further
research.

SECTION I: EXPLORING THE NATURE
AND CHARACTERISTICS OF STRIVING

A WORKING DEFINITION

As mentioned above, striving is broadly defined here as the pursuit of
prestige within the academic hierarchy. The concept of striving builds
on the previously studied concepts of “vertical extension” (Schultz &
Stickler, 1965), “academic drift” (Berdahl, 1985) and “upper drift”
(Aldersley, 1995), “academic ratcheting” (Massy & Zemsky, 1994),
and institutional isomorphism toward research culture (DiMaggio &
Powell, 1983; Milem, Berger, & Dey, 2000; Morphew, 2002; Riesman,
1956). Additionally, this concept has been called, “institutional
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homogenization” or “institutional imitation” (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983; Jencks & Riesman, 1968; Scott, 1995).

David Riesman (1956) was one of the first to introduce the idea
of institutional isomorphism. Riesman (1956) observed, “there is no
doubt that colleges and universities in this country model themselves
upon each other...All one has to do is read catalogues to realize the
extent of this isomorphism (p. 25).” Riesman depicted the higher
education system as an “academic procession.” Higher education insti-
tutions in his portrayal resemble a snake-like entity where the most
prestigious institutions in the hierarchy are at the head, followed by
a middle group, and then less prestigious schools at the tail of the
snake (Riesman, 1956). The most prestigious institutions watch each
other closely, while the middle emulate those at the head and those
at the tail emulate those in the middle. Each group starts to look
more and more like those they emulate and the institutional forms
within them become less distinctive (Riesman, 1956). Berdahl (1985)
continued this work, describing academic drift as the “tendency of
institutions, absent any restraint, to copy the role and mission of the
prestige institutions (p. 303)”. Massy and Zemsky (1994) furthered
work on striving by describing how academic ratcheting occurs within
departments that strive. These authors examined how administrative
costs increased as faculty loosened teaching and institutional ties and
increased disciplinary ties and activities.

More recently, Brewer, Gates and Goldman (2002) categorize three
types of higher education institutions in the industry. This taxonomy
classifies institutions as prestigious, prestige-seeking, or reputation-
building. Prestigious institutions are those at the very top of the
academic hierarchy, inherently conservative, that work to maintain
their prestige through acquired resources. On the other end of the
continuum, reputation-building institutions are most tuition dependent
and most responsive to the needs of students as customers. They pursue
strategies to meet current and emerging needs as markets shift. In
the middle are prestige-seeking institutions that make ongoing invest-
ments to seek and enhance prestige. Sometimes these investments
are in athletics, other times faculty research, or merit scholarships
(Brewer, Gates, & Goldman, 2002). In the discussion of striving in
this chapter, it is the prestige-seeking institutions, the ones that are
currently engaging in organizational behaviors, entirely, or in large
part, to achieve prestige (as defined by external rankings of the insti-
tution), that are of interest. Thus striving institutions are those actively
engaged in organizational behaviors to fulfill their aspirations of greater
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prestige. Faculty or administrators engaging in striving behavior are
those who are intentionally using available resources, and making
strategic decisions to bring prestige to them, their department, and
their institution.

WHAT ARE INSTITUTIONS STRIVING FOR?

To put it succinctly, ratings. Striving institutions want to improve
their USNWR college rankings, and related rankings such as those in
Money, and Business Week. Historically, striving institutions have also
wanted to move to what institutional leaders consider more presti-
gious Carnegie classification categories, and be admitted to distin-
guished groups of institutions. While it can be argued that there has
always been a “pecking order” within higher education institutions, the
college rankings institutions compete for today came to the national
forefront in the 1980s, during a time of declining applicant pools,
rising costs, and a national push for assessment and accountability
(Eide, Brewer, & Ehrenberg, 1998; Hossler, 2000; Meredith, 2004). The
USNWR rankings began in 1983 as a reputational survey of presidents,
switching in 1987 to a combination of objective data and reputational
survey data (Meredith, 2004). The USNWR ranking process includes
seven measures of college quality including, academic reputation,
student selectivity, faculty resources, graduation and retention rates,
financial resources, alumni giving, and graduation rate performance
(Ehrenberg, 2003). Money Magagzine began publishing Money Guide:
Your Best College Buys Now in 1990 (McDonough et al., 1998).
McDonough et al. (1998) conducted research with USNWR, Money,
Newsweek/Kaplan and Time/Princeton Review and estimated that these
magazines were generating approximately 15 million dollars per year
in sales from college issues.

The Carnegie classification system adopted in 1970 has also served
as a “prestige barometer” for higher education institutions because the
variables it used to classify institutions (at least in pre-2005 versions) all
correlated with prestige, such as amount of federal research dollars and
selectivity (Morphew & Baker, 2004). For some time, researchers have
reported four-year institutions attempting “upward drift” within their
respective categories (e.g. Baccalaureate to Masters, Masters to Compre-
hensive, Doctoral to Research University), and many with success.
For example, the Carnegie foundation reclassification showed, that the
number of institutions identified as Research University 1 increased
from 70 in 1987 to 88 in 1994 (Morphew & Baker, 2004).
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The use of Carnegie types as a prestige barometer occurred
for decades despite the fact that the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching never intended, and repeatedly stated that
the Carnegie classification system not be used in this way. In the
foreword to the 1987 edition of the Carnegie classification Ernest Boyer
observed that “the classification is not intended to establish a hierarchy
among higher-learning institutions.” Nonetheless, McCormick (2005)
observes that while the classification was developed in 1970 to support
research on U.S. higher education, “it has been put to many other uses
over the years.” In 2005 the Carnegie Foundation revised their classi-
fication system and released six new all-inclusive schemes, each of
which provides a different perspective on institutional characteristics.
The new classification schemes provide a more multi-dimensional
framework for viewing institutions, encouraging institutions to look
elsewhere for a prestige barometer.

This chapter focuses on campuses striving for external ratings and
prestige and the organizational behavior associated with those efforts. It
is possible for campuses to strive for other things, and to do so simulta-
neously as they strive for prestige. Likewise, it is possible for campuses
to act in ways that bring institutional prestige without intentionally
pursuing it. However, the focus of this chapter are campuses that are
intentional and purposeful about improving their external ratings and
prestige and act in ways to achieve that goal.

DOES PRESTIGE MATTER?

In the minds of the public, “the best colleges are the most selective
(Kuh & Pascarella, 2004, p. 53).” An assumption is made by consumers
of USNWR rankings and similar rankings that prestige equals quality,
and students want the high graduation rates, and earnings that highly
ranked, prestigious institutions offer.

A major problem with equating USNWR rankings with quality
however, is that such ratings are heavily dependent on the incoming
credentials of entering students, rather than measures of what they
learn while they are there. For example, Webster’s (2001) recent
study of USNWR rankings indicate that the average SAT/ACT score
of incoming students is the most influential criterion in determining
where an institution ranks. Likewise, Kuh and Pascarella (2004)
completed a similar examination of the top 50 universities and found
that the USNWR rankings could be easily predicted simply by knowing
average SAT/ACT scores. It is difficult to make an argument that
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an institution is providing a high quality education simply because
of the prestige of the group of students who enroll the first day of
class. Ehrlich (2006) observes, “the quality of campus resources and
of incoming students—factors that dominate most rankings-are some
of what should be considered. But no one would choose a hospital
based on the health of patients coming into the hospital, and no one
should choose a college based primarily on the grades and test scores
of incoming students (Ehrlich, 2006, p. 1).

Decades of research by scholars such as Astin (1993), and
Pascarella & Terenzini (2005) show that the outcomes of a college
education are related to how engaged students are with their colleges,
and the academic and social fit between them and their institutions,
not institutional prestige (Hossler, 2000). On the other hand, there is
research showing that peers influence what students learn in college
as much, and sometimes more, than professors (Kuh & Pascarella,
2004). Thus, in some ways students are paying for the privilege of
who will sit next to them as well as the quality of the faculty and
institutional resources at prestigious institutions. Institutions want to
attract prestigious students, in part for the halo effect it provides their
institution.

Recently, research has begun to examine the linkages that do and
do not exist between USNWR ratings and a quality higher education.
Kuh and Pascarella (2004) compared the National Study of Student
Learning (NSSL), National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE),
and used Barron’s Selectivity Score to estimate institutional selec-
tivity. These authors concluded that institutional selectivity is a weak
indicator of student exposure to good practices in undergraduate
education. In fact, the more selective the college, the less frequently
students received feedback from their teachers (Kuh & Pascarella,
2004, p. 56). Dichev (2001) found that as little as 10% of the variation
in an institution’s USNWR scores over time were due to changes in the
quality of the institution. Pike (2003) compared the NSSE benchmark
scores for 14 AAU public research universities with their USNWR
rankings using multivariate statistics. The examination of these results
suggested that USNWR rankings and NSSE benchmarks were not
related to one another, with the exception of enriching educational
activities. Pike (2003) found the students at more selective institutions
reported higher levels of engagement in activities that NSSE classifies
as educationally enriching.

While the quality of higher education does not necessarily improve
as USNWR rankings improve, there are very real resource pay-offs
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associated with climbing academic ladders. There are also losses when
institutions fall in rankings. Monks and Ehrenberg (1999) analyzed
whether the USNWR college rankings affected admissions outcomes or
pricing decisions of schools in the Consortium for Financing Higher
Education. Increasing in rank (i.e. 5th to 10th) is considered less
favorable, decreasing in rank (i.e. 10th to 5th) is considered advanta-
geous. They found there was a direct relationship between institutions
moving up or down in USNWR ratings, yield and selectivity. Institu-
tions improving their rank could accept a smaller percentage of their
applicants and increase their selectivity the following year, and institu-
tions whose rankings declined had to admit more students to achieve
less selectivity (Monks & Ehrenberg, 1999). Monks and Ehrenberg
found that a decline in rank from 5th to 10th place coincided with an
increase in the institutions’ admit rate the following year of almost 2
percentage points. Whereas an improvement in rank from 10th to 6th
place was associated with an increase in an average SAT score of 5.5
points. While modest, this research points to the very real pay-off in
terms of the academic quality of students associated with improving
institutional rankings. A limitation of Monks and Ehrenberg’s work
was that it was limited to a small number of institutions in the very
top tier (16 top national universities, one university ranked between
26th and 50th, and 13 top national liberal arts colleges in the 1998 US
News rankings).

Meredith (2004) extended Monks and Ehrenberg’s work across a
broader range of schools and variables to understand how these ratings
impact admissions outcomes across different institutional types, and
how racial and socioeconomic demographics, and alumni giving are
affected by an institutions’ USNWR ranking. A net tuition series was
constructed (tuition plus room and board minus average freshman
grant) from the 1999 and 2000 Princeton Review. A school improving
its ranking from the second to the first quartile increases the percentage
of students in the top 10% of their high school class by about 1.5% and
decreases their acceptance rate by about 4% (Meredith, 2004, p. 451).
Meredith (2004) found that USNWR rankings have a greater effect on
admission outcomes at public schools. No significant difference was
found in alumni giving among institutions that moved rank one way or
another. However, Meredith (2004) speculated that this may have been
the result of the dependent variable (log of private gifts, grants and
contracts) being too broad. Isolating alumni giving as its own variable
in future research may demonstrate a stronger relationship between
changes in USNWR rankings and alumni giving.
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Thus there is significant research showing that external rankings
do matter in terms of the numbers of applicants and the quality
of students that an institution can admit. However, research does
not suggest that rankings predict the quality of the undergraduate
experience. This raises the question of whether parents and students
making college choices are aware or care that prestige does not
guarantee a quality undergraduate experience. Given the emphasis on
career placement in many student and parents minds, it might be
argued that parents want prestige and if given multiple choices will
always choose the most prestigious college for that reason. However,
it can also be argued that higher education has not been adept about
documenting what else matters in college choice and student outcomes,
and if given this information, prestige would not have as much sway
as it does in guiding college decisions.

Regardless, the context of higher education is very different than
it was thirty years ago in terms of the quantity and variety of ways
there are to pursue prestige. Whereas the early colonial colleges
competed largely through athletics for prestige, today colleges compete
for prestige through the numbers of national merit scholars they
admit each year and Fulbright scholars on their faculty. They compete
through state-of-the-art athletic centers and high technology residence
halls. They compete for the highest endowments and the greatest
percentage of alumni giving.

In summary, institutions strive for prestige as they do other
resources. With prestige comes more resources, which help the insti-
tution gain more prestige, which brings more resources and on and
on. While institutions have sought many types of prestige over time,
currently the coin of the realm for many institutions seems to be college
rankings and classifications.

IDENTIFYING STRIVING INSTITUTIONS

It is challenging to isolate characteristics of striving across institu-
tions because each institution’s striving decisions are inevitably linked
to a specific history, market, competitors, institutional identity, and
leadership at any given time. Every institutional decision or behavior
is influenced by a complex set of internal and external forces. It is
therefore difficult to isolate specific behaviors and attribute them solely
to the pursuit of prestige. Likewise, “striving” toward greater prestige
will look different for a liberal arts college in the fourth tier of USNWR
rankings than a public four-year comprehensive institution; different
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for a historically black college in the South and a state land-grant in the
Midwest. There will be regional differences and ways in which public
versus private institutions and institutions that are part of state systems
are striving for different levels and kinds of prestige.

Nonetheless, it is useful from the perspective of studying the
phenomena of striving institutions to identify characteristics of
striving institutional environments that might be used to “diagnose”
striving institutional behavior at a particular time. Table Bl provides
a list of characteristics of striving institutions categorized by
different functional areas of colleges and universities. This list was
developed from studies on institutions identified as striving, experi-
encing upward drift, academic ratcheting, or institutional isomor-
phism toward research culture (Aldersley, 1995; Birnbaum, 1983;
Brewer, Gates & Goldman, 2001; Ehrenberg, 2003; Finnegan &
Gamson, 1996; Jencks & Reisman, 1968; Massy & Zemsky, 1994;
Meredith, 2004; Monks & Ehrenberg, 1999; Morphew & Baker, 2004;
Morphew & Huisman, 2002; Morphew & Jenniskens, 1999; O'Meara &
Bloomgarden, 2006; Winston, 2000).

These characteristics might be used in some objective way to
define a set of institutions as “striving” for the purposes of further
study, and to compare them to a similar set of institutions that do
not have these same characteristics, or do not have them to the same
degree.

No one of these characteristics necessarily indicates a striving
institutional environment. Nor is the list by any means exhaustive of
all possible characteristics. However, a researcher looking to identify
an institution as striving might examine whether it has exhibited an
overall picture (or significant number) of these characteristics over the
previous five years. These indicators might be used in an exploratory
sense to develop survey instruments or selection criteria for choosing
institutional case studies. They might also be used to develop testable
propositions for further research. The indicators might be used to
diagnose which campuses seem to have orchestrated a full-fledged
campaign to increase prestige, pursuing prestige in multiple ways on
multiple fronts, versus campuses that may have just taken a first
step on this path (pursuing prestige in admissions for example). Such
indicators might help researchers compare striving campuses and begin
to understand whether there are patterns in how campuses approach
various strategies (e.g. do campuses tend to begin in one area such as
admissions and then quickly move on to other areas?)

The next section explores the forces that compel striving behavior.
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Table 3.1: Characteristics of Striving Environments

Areas of Institutional
Operations

Indicators of Striving

Student Recruitment and
Admissions

Faculty Recruitment, Roles
and Reward Systems

Curriculum and Programs

External Relations and Shaping
of Institutional Identity

Resource Allocation

e Institution increases selectivity over
recent years, including high school rank,
SAT & GPA

e Increase in use of early decision in
admissions

o Institution invites more National Merit

Scholars and fewer Pell Grant Recipients

Greater attempt to hire “faculty stars” with

research emphasis, increase in faculty

salaries and in start up research packages

Faculty teaching load decreasing; increase

in discretionary time, loosening of

institutional ties; increased emphasis on
disciplinary ties

Faculty report expectations for research in

tenure and promotion have increased

e Rise in faculty grants, awards, prestigious

fellowships

Shift of emphasis and funding away from

remedial and developmental programs &

towards honors and programs for
academically talented students

Institution is adding graduate programs,

shift in emphasis from undergraduate to

graduate programs

e Focus among faculty on making programs

more rigorous and on preparing students

for graduate school or prestigious career
placements

Institutional actors use language,

speeches, websites, and symbols to shape

the external image of the institution as
more prestigious or “on the move”

Institutional actors also work to shape an

internal, institutional narrative about

striving and use the language and
rhetoric of striving to frame major
decisions, goals statements, and directives

Increased spending on infrastructure and

administrative support

Shift in resources from instruction to

administrative support

Investments made in competitive

amenities
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SECTION II: UNDERSTANDING THE FORCES
THAT COMPEL STRIVING

Understanding the forces that compel striving is as complex as
understanding all of “how colleges work (Birnbaum, 1988).” This
part of the chapter is divided into five sections, presenting different
explanatory frameworks for why institutions are compelled to strive.
First, historical, economic, ecological and sociological, and political
frameworks are described, followed by how the nature of the faculty
career and academic culture impacts striving. All of the forces described
in this section operate within the environment of higher education, at
the institutional level, and at the individual level (O'Meara, Terosky, &
Neumann, 2006) to compel institutional striving behavior.

HistoORrIiCAL FORCES

One way of viewing striving behavior is as a natural organizational and
historical evolution of higher education institutions, who they have
served, where they are located, and their changing aspirations over time
(Geiger, 2004). Historians contextualize an institutions’ aspirations
today in the context of institutional saga, including: historical events
locally or nationally, important leaders in the institution’s past such
as college presidents who had a vision for transforming an institution
over time. From the perspective of institutional and national history,
major events that have occurred in the nation, such as the G.I. Bill
and the expansion of higher education, or the money poured into
research universities after Sputnik, have acted as catalysts to individual
institutions to expand, to refine missions, and to strive to obtain the
resources and prestige of the higher education institutions with the
greatest status (Thelin, 2004).

For example, Jencks and Reisman (1968), Finkelstein (1983),
and Geiger (1993) have all chronicled the great changes that took
place across higher education after World War II and the G.I. Bill.
Graduate education became a much greater part of higher education,
and specialized knowledge and ties to ones discipline became more
desired attributes of “star faculty” at premier institutions. As the
federal government poured money into faculty research after Sputnik,
a greater value was placed on, “cognitive rationality,” and the writing
and research of specialists (Geiger, 1997, p. 283). As research univer-
sities and comprehensive state colleges expanded, many private liberal
arts colleges became more selective. As the faculty labor market has
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changed over time, many institutions have been able to take advantage
of the opportunity to “recruit for their aspirations rather than the reality
of resources” (Finnegan, 1993, p. 652), meaning institutions hiring
more research-oriented faculty at primarily teaching institutions. This
in turn propelled institutions to aspire to greater prestige based on
research university standards.

One such example of striving over time are the American Jesuit
Colleges such as Boston College, Georgetown, and Loyola of Baltimore.
Goodchild (1997) describes a gradual evolution of Jesuit Colleges over
a hundred years from primary teaching institutions to competitive and
selective liberal arts colleges with distinguished professional schools.
In part, Jesuit Colleges were compelled to become more research-
focused and pursue prestige by the events and circumstances of their
times. For example, between the 1930s and 1950s many Catholic
students graduating from Jesuit baccalaureate colleges wanted to pursue
graduate education but found discrimination in gaining admission to
non-Catholic professional schools (Goodchild, 1997). Jesuit colleges
began creating graduate schools to fulfill this need. Likewise, as the
standardization movement swept higher education in the early 1900s, it
became imperative for Jesuit Colleges to employ faculty with doctorates
in order to obtain accreditation and legitimacy within the system of
higher education. However, the Catholic governing bodies wanted
Catholic faculty teaching at their colleges, thus making it essential to
further develop graduate programs to train faculty and Jesuits to teach
in and lead Jesuit Colleges (Goodchild, 1997). In this way, striving to
develop a “Jesuit university of high rank,” was compelled by a need set
in contemporary circumstances (Goodchild, 1997).

Jesuit Colleges very much wanted and needed Association of
American Universities (AAU), American Council of Education (ACE),
and/or North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools
(NCA) approval. When ACE published a list of 63 distinguished
or satisfactory graduate programs in 1934, no doctoral programs
from any Jesuit institution were on the list. The Jesuit General
published an Instruction, asking American Jesuits to develop, “a new
direction and a fresh impulse of Ours [and] a systematized attempt to
secure for our educational activities that due recognition and rightful
standing among other groups of similar rank and grade (Goodchild,
1997, p. 544).” According to Goodchild, Jesuit institutions changed
curricula, improved their graduate schools, created doctoral programs
and research institutes, and made achieving AAU membership a
main goal. While Jesuit universities attempted to maintain their
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distinct Catholic identity, they engaged in “Americanization” of their
curriculum and identity, in part out of need to serve Catholic students
in a way other institutions were not, and in part to become part of the
prestige ladder that was being established among universities at that
time. Also, while the circumstances of the time and actions of Jesuit
Prefects (leaders within the order) were the major players in this story
of striving, an important social subtext is the Jesuits role within their
larger Catholic organization. Among the many orders of Catholics,
(e.g. Franciscan, Sisters of Charity, etc.) the Jesuits have a long history
of being both personally and professional ambitious, and among the
elite of Catholic intellectuals. This is an important context for this
story because it begs the question of whether the Jesuit colleges might
have engaged in striving behavior regardless of their external context,
given their leadership, and/or demonstrates the interplay of internal
and external forces that can contribute to an institution or group of
institutions’ striving.

The striving of historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs)
might also be explained from a historical lens. After World War 1,
accreditation was a main goal of HBCUs, who needed regional and
national accreditation in order to survive with the name of “college,”
and provide gateways for African Americans into professional careers
(Anderson, 1997). In particular, between World War 1 and World
War II, HBCUs struggled to develop endowments, upgrade the qualifi-
cations and salaries of faculty, and to make course work more rigorous.
These were significant struggles since most HBCUs had been operating
as secondary schools, providing critical remedial work that prepared
students for college level instruction (Anderson, 1997). For example,
in 1915 only 33 black private institutions were assessed to be teaching
at the college level- 79% of the enrollment in black institutions were
engaged in pre-college work (Anderson, 1997). In the 1910s when
national and regional accrediting agencies such as the Middle States
Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools were formed to differ-
entiate between “colleges” and “high schools” there was significant
pressure on black colleges to become more like white colleges and
universities. In order to be rated as a college by the North Central
Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools there were decrees that
institutions have an endowment of at least $200,000, have standardized
and more rigorous admissions standards and at least six departments
(Anderson, 1997). Thus efforts taken in the area of admissions, faculty
recruitment, and fundraising, which might be classified as striving
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behavior today, were a direct response to these events and were key to
the very survival of these institutions.

The changing missions of normal schools between the 1890s and
1920s provides a third example of striving in a historical context.
In 1890, normal schools, which began as academies and evolved as
teacher-training colleges, were widespread with at least 37 states having
one or more normal schools (Ogren, 1997). Ogren writes of the unique
quality of these institutions early in their histories. Quite unique for
the time period, men and women seemed to co-exist as intellectual
equals under the tutelage of male and female teachers in the early
normal schools. However, as the purpose of these institutions changed
to include Bachelor degrees in areas outside teacher education, gender
equality lessened. For example, in the Wisconsin normal school system
new departments and elective courses encouraged gender differenti-
ation in curriculum, literary societies, and social life during the 1910s
and 1920s (Ogren, 1997). As the prestige of these institutions increased
and they transformed to multiple purposes gender equality eroded
by the late 1920s. As the professions students were being prepared
for became more gender specific, those considered women’s programs
assumed a lesser stature on campus. These normal schools appropri-
ately transformed to meet the more complex needs of their region, but
as they did the distinct co-education they provided was lost.

Another example of considering striving in a historical context
involves Astin and Lee’s (1972) study of 494 “invisible colleges” or
small private liberal arts colleges. The authors, and many others at the
time, feared these institutions would become extinct if they did not
increase enrollment, focus on their distinct purposes in the market, or
receive state support. In 2007 it is clear that the great majority did not
disappear but rather engaged in striving behavior in order to survive.
Examples include single sex institutions merging with other colleges
to become co-ed; many have added professional programs and distance
learning programs, and virtually all have engaged in major development
efforts to increase endowments. From a rational perspective, these
institutions exerted themselves so they could attract more students;
however, they also transformed in ways that emulate more presti-
gious institutions. Looking at this group of institutions historically,
one notices that some types of striving behavior were their presidents
ways out of extinction, and natural given the of circumstances they
faced throughout the last 35 years.

Likewise, Geiger (2004) has written about the aspirations of public
land grants and private universities in the 1950s and 1960s. Some of

135



O’Meara: Striving for What? Exploring the Pursuit of Prestige

the ways they strove to model the most prestigious research universities
helped them to become better institutions, expanding the numbers of
students served, and garnering “world-class” resources for research and
instruction they otherwise would never obtain.

Thus from a historical perspective, striving behavior in higher
education can be explained through an institutions’ organizational saga.
Events and circumstances within specific time periods compel decisions
and leaders shape institutional aspirations.

An important subtext within the larger story of institutional
striving however, are how the faculty who have inhabited these insti-
tutions have changed over time. Finkelstein (1993) analyzes some
of the changes that have occurred in his seminal piece, From tutor
to specialized scholar, tracing the very first Harvard tutors and their
roles, through the research university professor of today. Finkel-
stein shows how the identity and aspirations of faculty have changed
as higher education missions have expanded and new institutional
types have formed. In some cases, changes occur even within a
single faculty career, causing a potential disconnect between insti-
tutional and faculty aspirations. For example, during the early 21st
century, many of the faculty hired in the 1960s and 1970s in state
comprehensives have retired and been replaced by research-oriented
early-career faculty, many of whom may have preferred research
university careers but not found them because of a competitive
job market. These faculty help the institution strive toward greater
prestige research wise, but may come in conflict with faculty hired
in previous decades with more of a teaching and service orientation
(Wolf-Wendel & Ward, 2005). Finnegan (1993) conducted case study
research on hiring cohorts in comprehensive universities over three
time periods. Her research found that the more research-oriented
the faculty, the greater the pursuit of prestige. Considering current
forces impacting faculty and campuses to strive as “generational” can
help us understand present behavior (Finnegan, 1993; Finnegan &
Gamson, 1996).

EcoNnoMiC FORCES

A second related and equally important way of explaining why institu-
tions strive relates to the economics of higher education, and the U.S.
higher education market in particular (Clotfelter, 1996). A number of
economists in higher education, as well as scholars of organizational
change have researched the economics behind institutions striving
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for USNWR rankings (Brewer, Gates & Goldman, 2001; Clotfelter,
1996; Ehrenberg, 2000; 2003; Meredith, 2004; Morphew & Baker,
2004; Webster, 2001; Winston, 2000). The explanation for institu-
tional striving is as follows. Once an enrollment threshold is met,
institutions want to increase student quality. The better the student
inputs (i.e. GPA/SAT), the better the peer effects on learning, and
the higher likelihood of positive outcomes (retaining students, career
placement, student satisfaction and alumni giving) (Winston, 2000).
Because there are a limited number of students with the most desirable
characteristics (high GPA/SAT, able to pay full tuition price), insti-
tutions compete for these students. In this zero-sum game, “a college
or university’s access to student quality, then, depends on its position
relative to other institutions (Winston, 2000, p. 21).” This creates what
Winston (2000) calls a “positional arms race in higher education,”
wherein high-ability students are trying to achieve the best deal
(e.g. for students, the lowest price for the highest quality education;
for institutions, the highest ability students for the lowest amount
of tuition subsidy). Pressure from institutions below an institutions’
position in the rankings are more likely to increase competition than
pressure from above because institutions below are the ones with
the power to chip away at an institutions current level of prestige
(Winston, 2000).

Brewer, Gates, and Goldman (2001), economists at the RAND
corporation, apply a similar “industry framework” to their study of the
issue of “prestige-seeking” among 26 diverse institutional case studies
(in an earlier section, their typology of prestigious, prestige-seeking,
and reputation-building institutions was described). Brewer, Gates and
Goldman’s (2001) theory describing how the market works for each
of these institutional types is relevant here. The authors begin with
the observation that in higher education, like many service industries,
the consumer often does not know what they are buying until they
have purchased it. Institutions use two different concepts — prestige
and reputation — to attract customers. While reputation is achieved
by institutions meeting specific consumer demands, prestige is less
tangible, but generated through “prestige generators” such as student
quality, research, and sports (Brewer, Gates & Goldman, 2001). Both
reputation and prestige are competitive concepts as multiple institu-
tions in a region might have strong reputations, and any institution
can compete for and achieve prestige. Institutions strategize to attract
additional resources to their institution to enhance prestige—while at
the same time working to diminish the prestige of their competitors.
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And while it does not have to be a zero sum game, if two institutions
in a region are competing for students, the one with the stronger
reputation is likely to “steal” students from the other.

In a similar vein, the over-supply of prospective faculty within a
time period, or within a discipline, increases expectations for entering
qualifications because of supply and demand. Likewise, faculty with
“super qualifications,” or very well credentialed, in disciplines with an
undersupply can demand amenities and research support as part of
their appointments, which can contribute to striving. As such supply
and demand realities enable and in many cases encourage institutional
striving. Comprehensive institutions and departments that receive 300
applications for one faculty position in Philosophy, can aspire to the
highest research standards because they are in a buyer’s market. Yet
if the institution is located in a less desirable location geographically,
they may receive 30 applications and thus be more likely to show
alignment between institutional mission and expectations for faculty
recruitment.

Clotfelter (1996) studied trends in institutional costs among
departments in the humanities, social sciences, and sciences at three
leading research universities (Chicago, Duke, and Harvard) and the
contrasting experience of a leading liberal arts college, Carleton,
between 1976/1977 and 1999/1992. Clotfelter’s analysis suggests
increasing costs in higher education are largely based on univer-
sities competing in a national market for scholars and high-ability
students, increasingly featuring highly paid star-faculty and students
with generous aid packages. One example Clotfelter gives of this are
making deliberate efforts to increase the quality of the faculty by insti-
tutions extending offers to senior faculty at competing institutions, a
strategy he describes in several of the institutions in his study.

It is important not to over-simplify the economic forces that are
compelling institutions to strive or to suggest that all actions institu-
tions take to improve the entering qualifications of students, or the
scholarly reputation of the faculty, are related to striving. For example,
an institution badly in need of out-of-state students for economic
reasons (i.e. a higher tuition) may actually decrease the selectivity
of those students to get them. Seeking out-of-state students in this
case may appear to be striving behavior, but in fact have a mostly
financial motivation. Likewise, not all campuses that ramp up their
development efforts, redesign their residence halls, or invite more
Fulbright scholars to campus are doing so for purely economic or
striving reasons. Nonetheless, in the economic environment of higher
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education, prestige is an intangible resource used to acquire additional
resources. This perspective adds another useful way of explaining why
campuses strive.

ECOLOGICAL, AND SOCIOLOGICAL FORCES

Two additional perspectives provide an explanation for striving at
multiple levels that focus less on dollars and sense and more on the
social interaction of institutions and actors. In Birnbaum’s (1983) large
scale study of change in the institutional diversity of U.S. colleges and
universities, he argued that population ecology provides an appropriate
explanatory framework for why institutions have not become more
diverse during the growth of the U.S. system during the 1960s and
1970s. Within this framework is also an explanation for why institu-
tions strive to emulate more prestigious models. Population ecology
theory suggests that institutions that exist in the same environment,
responding to the same stimuli, are likely to become more homogeneous
over time. As they struggle to survive, institutions of the same type will
deal with similar scarce resources, similar supply and demand of faculty
and students, and similar government regulation (Birnbaum, 1983). As
such, striving can be explained as institutions maximizing their chances
for survival by acting in the ways that protect them from extinction.

In contrast, institutional theory, drawn from sociology, posits that
an organization’s survival is closely tied to self-perceptions of legitimacy
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer, Deal, & Scott, 1981). Organiza-
tions in fields like higher education where goals are hard to measure,
technology is unclear, and the organization is highly professionalized,
are highly susceptible to isomorphic pressures (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983; Morphew & Huisman, 2002). DiMaggio and Powell, (1983)
found that institutions are compelled by coercive, mimetic and normative
forces to emulate the most prestigious institutions in a group. Morphew
and Huisman (2002) further explained DiMaggio and Powell’s theory
when they wrote:

Coercive isomorphism occurs when institutions respond to
regulatory controls by organizations upon which they are
dependent. Mimetic forces include institutions engaging in
modeling the most prestigious organizations because they lack
clear goals and technologies that suggest a more distinctive path.
Professional networks and the communication that occurs in
“invisible colleges” facilitates normative pressures toward homog-
enization (Morphew & Huisman, 2002, p. 496).
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Morphew (2005) wanted to compare ecological and institutional theory
as explanatory frameworks for the degree of change over time in insti-
tutional type. He examined changes in institutional behavior in higher
education using IPEDS institutional characteristics and enrollment
datasets from the years 1972-1973 and 2002-2003 to identify the
growth in specific college and university types and declines in other
types, repeating a strategy used by Birnbaum (1983). Morphew found
that there was zero or negative growth in the general institutional
diversity of U.S. higher education system as measured in these two
snapshot years. However, Morphew (2005) suggests that the work of
new institutional sociologists, such as Oliver (1991) may provide a
better explanation for his findings than population ecology or previous
explanations of institutional diversity. Oliver (1991) offers a concep-
tualization of institutional theory that is consistent with what previous
institutionalists have referred to as “buffering.” This conceptualization
is useful for framing how and why institutions of the same type may
differ in the extent to which they pursue prestige. Oliver posits that
institutions try to find a balance between external pressures regarding
how they think they should be, and their institutional core. Oliver
(1991) explains that organizations compromise, “as a tactical response
to institutional processes (p. 153).” For example, an institution striving
to become a more prestigious liberal arts college might require more
research from faculty, but may also try to protect teaching as a primary
mission. More organizational balancing will occur in environments
dominated by highly professional actors. That is, faculty will have
more to say in how and where the institution pursues prestige in
institutions where faculty involvement in governance and power is
strong.

PoLiticAL FORCES

Another force impacting institutional striving is politics. From a
political perspective, prestige is simply another scarce resource, a
source of organizational and personal power, to be achieved among a
group of higher education institutions (Bolman & Deal, 1997). Institu-
tions are compelled to strive in order to obtain more of this resource,
which allows them the ability to do the things they want to do (e.g.
recruit better students and faculty; have greater autonomy from state
control). Institutional leaders bargain and negotiate, even sometimes
misrepresent facts and figures, to gain advantage in national rankings
systems and distribution of federal research dollars, and to become
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members of prestigious groups. At the federal level, interest groups and
lobbyists, higher education associations, and politicians have created
legislation and regulations defining “quality” in postsecondary policy
arenas that have real consequences for how resources are distributed
(Pusser, 2004). Lobbyists have pushed for federal funding in research
and subsidies that have fueled the prestige movement (Pusser, 2004).
Likewise, the new Commission on the Future of Higher Education
(Parker & O’Donnell, 2006) is an excellent example of how politics
can influence public policy in ways that promote striving. There have
been discussions within this group of national standards tests for
college graduates, and an increase in publicly available information
on the quality of higher education. While the rhetoric suggests higher
education change from a “system based on reputation to one based on
performance,” (Commission Report, 2006, p. 10), inevitably different
interest groups will lobby for what types of performance will and will
not count. Because of varied political agendas, the Commission may
very well set up new and more costly ways for institutions to strive.

Birnbaum (1988) created the fictitious Regional State University
as a way of describing the internal politics inherent in organizational
functioning. This case also provides context for how politics influ-
ences striving behavior on multiple levels. Birnbaum observes that as
an organization, Regional State University is a “super-coalition of sub-
coalitions” (p. 132), meaning that units and departments within the
university each have diverse interests, yet are interdependent with each
other for power to obtain their desired outcomes. One of the ways
that units within Regional State University obtain power on campus
is by bringing prestige to the institution through external guilds,
external research dollars, and other resources such as accomplished
graduates and alumni. Likewise, within a larger system of higher
education, regional state leaders will have more power in negotiating
for resources if both the tangible and intangible (prestige) resources
they bring to the state system are plentiful. Because decision-making is
not necessarily rational, but dependent on arguments made by coali-
tions and the use of power, decisions can be made without clear goals
(Birnbaum, 1988).

This last point is underscored in Morphew’s (2000) case study
research on strategic planning. Strategic planning in higher education
often claims to be rational and objective but can be subjectively inter-
preted and selectively applied (Morphew, 2000; Slaughter & Silva,
1985). Morphew’s research found that institutional strategic planning
can accelerate an already biased system of resource allocation, a system
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where the “rich” get richer and the “poor” departments do not get
the resources they need to compete. Often departments with the most
valuable resources going into strategic planning are the ones who
receive the greatest rewards in any redistribution of resources. Given
that prestige is a valuable resource, it is clear why departments and units
on campus would strive to obtain as much prestige as possible so that it
might be used in any campus negotiations for more resources. Slaughter
and Silva (1985) and Morphew’s (2000) research suggests that activities
introduced by campus presidents and provosts as strategic planning
and retrenchment are often a front for activities designed to promote
the prestige of the institution by rewarding those units who provide
the most prestige already.

Recent scholarship on the rise of academic capitalism further
demonstrates how actors at federal, state, institutional, and even
department levels jockey for prestige as a scarce resource. Slaughter
and Leslie (1997) used resource dependency theory to explain the rise
of entrepreneurialism among campus units and universities. According
to these authors, resource dependence theory suggests that “organiza-
tions deprived of critical revenues will seek new resources (p. 113).”
Through case studies, and interviews with faculty and administrators
involved in entrepreneurial projects, and their colleagues, the authors
observed that personal prestige was enhanced by successful revenue
generation and that universities also maximized prestige through
entrepreneurial projects. Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) extended this
research by exploring:

An ascendant tendency and orientation of colleges and universities
to engage in market behaviors in the pursuit of revenues that
involve developing new organizational infrastructures, fostering
new professions and structures of professional employment and
forming new intersectoral networks that affect the very identity of
higher education institutions and their relations with faculty/staff
and students (p. 33).

Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) proposed that administrators are
provided real incentives to encourage their units to act in ways
that bring institutional prestige. Often then, striving may result from
policies within universities that incentivise competition and activities
that will result in prestige. In summary, political forces impact the
pursuit of prestige in the academic hierarchy. Prestige is desired as a
source of power and resource that can facilitate institutions” achieving
their goals.
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THE NATURE OF ACADEMIC REWARD SYSTEMS
AND FACULTY CAREERS

There is a significant body of research on academic norms, values, and
reward systems that provides an explanatory framework for faculty
and departmental striving across disciplines and institutional types
(Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996). This
literature suggests there are powerful extrinsic rewards associated
with faculty striving toward a more research-oriented career. For
example, Fairweather’s (1993) research on faculty salaries found
that across institutional type, faculty salaries are based primarily
on research productivity. The more research faculty engage in,
and the less teaching, the higher the salary. This norm creates a
powerful incentive to emphasize research over teaching, especially
in striving institutions. Because national ranking systems depend
more heavily on the scholarly reputation of faculty than teaching,
there are strong incentives for faculty, their departments, and insti-
tutions to emphasize research over teaching. Likewise, professional
norms and pressures toward specialization encourage faculty to
become more cosmopolitan than local in their careers (Finnegan &
Gamson, 1996; Jencks & Reisman, 1968; Morphew, 2002; Morphew &
Huisman, 2002).

Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) comprehensive framework for
faculty motivation and behavior posits the interaction between self
knowledge and social knowledge causes faculty to act in one way
or another. Using this theory, faculty are compelled to strive for
prestige based on a complex interaction of their own graduate school
experience and an institutional reward system that is increasingly
sending messages that it wants publications, external grants, and
awards from them. The greater the professionalization of the faculty,
(i.e. the more they look outside their own institutions for norms,
trends, and direction for teaching and scholarly work) (Morphew &
Huisman, 2002) the more likely the institution as a whole will engage
in striving behavior (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Morphew & Huisman,
2002).

Whether a striving institution attracts striving faculty, or new
cohorts of striving faculty engender a striving institution are inter-
esting questions. Clearly they influence each other in complex ways
and are cyclical. Likewise, department context and department chair
behavior will influence a faculty member’s inclination toward striving
behavior. For example, department chairs communicate expectations
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for promotion and tenure to pre-tenure candidates, they interpret insti-
tutional messages from deans and provosts to faculty, negotiate course-
loads, and determine how scarce department resources are divided.
Faculty have reported in many studies that department chairs influence
decisions they make about how to prioritize their time, and thus are
important players in understanding whether, and if so, why faculty
engage in striving behavior.

Department chairs, deans, and provosts are also administrators,
who themselves engage in striving behavior, and propel institutions to
try to move up in USNWR ratings. There are isomorphic pressures on
individual college presidents and/or provosts regarding what consti-
tutes a good leader that acts as a force compelling striving (McCormick,
2005). When being a good leader is defined as (a) increasing selec-
tivity (b) raising faculty salaries and resources (c) scaling USNWR
ratings, and (d) bringing in external dollars, administrators in these
roles are bound to respond accordingly. Research is needed to explore
the pressures executive leaders feel to show trustees, donors, alumni,
faculty, and students they are moving the institution to a “better”
position. Likewise, the resources used in the pursuit of striving behavior
need to be better defined.

In considering the academic norms that compel striving, it is
important not to make faculty or administrators sound like victims of
a system out of their control. In fact, many faculty and administrators
actively engage in striving behavior, not because it is imposed on them,
or expected of them, but because they desire the benefits prestige offers
for them personally, for their department, and university.

It is also important to consider the American context of profes-
sional work and the cultural drive for externally defined success (Reich,
2002). Americans in law, health care, and many other professions with
significant education and training are notoriously driven and higher
education is well-known to attract individuals with high standards and
expectations for success. These forces combine to bring a likely group
of “striving personalities” to “striving institutions.”

In summary, it is possible to understand the forces that compel
striving from many perspectives, not the least of which are historical,
economic, ecological, sociological, political, and embedded in the
constructs of academic careers. Table B2l provides a summary of these
perspectives and what they offer us in understanding this complex
phenomena. The next section revisits IWTBU and then explores specific
types of striving behaviors.
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Table 3.2: Perspectives on Forces that Compel Striving

Perspectives from... View Striving as...

History e A natural organizational evolution for institutions
e Embedded in the context of institutional saga
e Influenced by contemporary local, regional, and
national events and conditions
e The work of visionary leaders
e A result of available resources and societal
constraints at that point in time
Economics e The result of supply and demand, and competition
in the higher education market
e An effort to obtain an intangible resource that will
be exchanged for tangible resources
Ecology e Involving institutions of similar types within an
environment responding to the same set of scarce
resources, supply and demand of students, and
government regulation. Institutions become more or
less similar over time as the environment chooses
organizations that will survive
Sociology e Driven by isomorphic pressures to obtain legitimacy;
specifically, coercive, mimetic, and normative forces
e A balance for organizations between external
pressures and their institutional core
Politics e The result of institutions seeking out sources of
power that will allow them to achieve desired goals
e A process of bargaining and negotiating to gain
advantage in an arena where prestige is a valuable

resource
Nature of Faculty e Impacted by academic reward systems, professional
Careers norms, and the nature of disciplinary careers

e Part of a system that values disciplinary ties and
activities more than institutional commitments.

SECTION III: THE PROCESS OF STRIVING: WHAT HAPPENS

A new IWTBU president is talking a great deal about aspira-
tional peers. IWTBU has always emphasized their teaching and
learning environment in marketing the institution and promised
a reasonable student to faculty ratio. Historically the institution
was also very proud of the increased access and opportunity it
provided to students who might not otherwise have attended
college. However this has been changing as both the admis-
sions process and faculty talk more about getting more “quality
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students.” Faculty teaching load is 6 courses per year but faculty
are pushing for it to be shifted to 5 courses, given the addition of
recent masters programs and increasing institutional expectations
for scholarship.

The Director of Admissions is a close friend of Michael Vaughn,
Director of Institutional Research, and feels the competition for
students with high SAT scores and pressure on his office to
increase yield has intensified greatly in the past 5 years. The social
world in which IWTBU is recruiting seems to be more consumer-
oriented than ever before, and millennial students seem more
interested in the gym and technology in the residence halls than
what they will be learning or from whom. This year he spent
on one four-color brochure what he had in his entire budget 10
years ago—but the President keeps providing more funding, so
he looks for new marketing opportunities each year. This year
IWTBU offered significantly more national merit scholarships than
ever before, and made significant investments in updating their
website. It seems to be paying off in a more selective student body.

This section builds from the previous one, exploring specific organiza-
tional behavior of institutions striving toward greater prestige. While
institutions seek prestige in a variety of venues, this section focuses
on five areas where researchers and commentators have observed
“prestige-seeking” behavior: studentadmissions and recruitment, faculty
recruitment, roles, and reward systems, curriculum and programs,
resource allocation, and the shaping of external image and institutional
identity. Directly following these subsections, institutions most likely to
engage in striving behavior are described.

STUDENT RECRUITMENT AND ADMISSIONS

Institutions gain prestige when the “quality” or qualifications of their
incoming students improve, and this is often achieved by increasing
student selectivity. Striving toward greater student selectivity means
improving student acceptance and yield rates. One striving behavior
in this category is to actively solicit applications from lesser qualified
students to make the admissions process more selective (Ehrenberg,
2003). Another strategy is to reject well-qualified applicants that the
institution believes will attend ivy league institutions, relegating them
to a waiting list (Ehrenberg, 2003).

Yet another strategy is to ramp up the marketing of the insti-
tution, through multi-colored brochures and DVDs, website programs,
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and recruitment efforts. This strategy is aimed at both increasing
the number of applications and attracting more students with high
GPA/SATs. Winston (2000) points out that part of making the insti-
tution more desirable, however, has to do with the “competitive
amenities” (such as new athletic centers, residence halls, new programs
and expanded student services, enhanced technology in classrooms),
that institutions are willing to invest in as part of the “positional
arms race.” These amenities will be discussed more in the resource
allocation section, but a point made here is that striving institutions
are likely to market these amenities aggressively to improve acceptance
and yield rates.

Another well-documented strategy for improving acceptance rate
and yield with clear economic advantages to institutions is to admit
more students through early decision. In early decision students are
given a short window (usually between December and January) to
accept, decline, or defer admission to the regular process. If they accept,
they must remove their applications from other institutions (Avery,
Fairbanks, & Zeckhauser, 2001; Ehrenberg, 2003).

Early decision has benefits for both institutions and students—
institutions get students for whom they were their first choice thus
lowering admit rates and increasing yield (Avery, Fairbanks, &
Zeckhauser, 2000; Ehrenberg, 2003). This helps institutions improve
their student selectivity. Students for whom the institution was their
first choice are given an advantage in the process and find out they
were accepted early in the admissions cycle. Machung (1998) quotes
Joe Allen, a Dean of Admissions and Financial Aid in 1998, regarding
how early admissions benefits institutions: “If you can get 40 to 50
percent of your class by December, statistically your “yields”—the ratio
of the number of students who matriculate to the number admitted—
are much higher. A typical selective liberal arts college may have a
yield of about 30%. If the college admits half of its class through early
decision, half through regular admission, its yield could jump to 60
percent” (p. 12). While Machung (1998) goes on to point out that yield
is actually only one part of the student recruitment score for USNWR,
she notes the perception that early decision makes big differences in
this regard, as well as the economic benefits, make it an established
organizational behavior associated with the pursuit of prestige.

What are the economic benefits to institutions? Early decision appli-
cants are more likely to be from upper or middle-income families and
thus require less institutional grant aid than other applicants (Ehrenberg,
2000;2003). Thus, increasing the number of early decision students helps
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to “dampen the growth rate of financial aid budgets (Ehrenberg, 2003,
p. 154).” As such, early decision improves an institution’s chances of
getting full tuition price from students, but it also makes these colleges
much less affordable and often unreachable for students from low-
income or middle-income families who cannot commit to an institution
without knowing what financial aid it can provide (Ehrenberg, 2000;
2003; Machung, 1998). Ironically, the more successful an institution
is in striving, the less competitive they become with need-based aid. A
less favorable ranking one year has been found to influence institutions
providing more generous grant aid the next, whereas higher-ranked insti-
tutions do not have to offer deep discounts to attract students with high
entrance qualifications (Monks & Ehrenberg, 1999).

Perhaps one of the more unfortunate aspects of prestige-seeking
behavior in admissions is the rhetoric about increasing student “quality”
that often accompanies such behavior. Shaw and LeChasseur (2005)
documented some of the changing student demographics of Temple
University as it was striving, which will be discussed in a subsequent
section. The point relevant to this discussion was that student charac-
teristics were changing from more local to more regional and national,
and from a higher to a smaller percentage of minority students. As this
was happening, Temple’s president said in the Philadelphia Inquirer,
(6/5/05), “Tomakeitatruly greatinstitution...means pushing theadmin-
istration, pushing the faculty and yes, looking for better students (Shaw &
LeChasseur, 2005).” This type of comment is made often by college presi-
dents as a simple way of representing a desire to improve the GPA/SATs
of entering students. However, the rhetoric of “better,” “high ability,”
“higher quality” and “super students,” as the student body becomes
less diverse and the university less committed to students in their own
backyard, seems to cast a dim light on the students who have previously
attended the institution. It also creates a somewhat limited definition
of excellence. It can be argued that this type of rhetoric reinforces a
stereotype that students with average or low GPA/SAT are somehow less
able, and less likely to succeed. This judgment is made by a narrow set
of criteria, which research has shown do not fully measure potential for
academe or for a successful life.

In summary, striving behavior in prestige-seeking institutions
involves specific actions to increase student selectivity through
improving acceptance rate and yield, and these efforts rarely come
cheap—though they can have a significant financial benefit if they are
successful.
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FACULTY RECRUITMENT, ROLES, AND REWARDS

Institutions seeking greater prestige will actively recruit more research-
oriented faculty, even in institutions with a primary teaching emphasis.
A big part of this effort will involve increasing faculty salaries and
start-up funds for research, especially to recruit, or “steal” star faculty
from other more prestigious institutions. Because faculty salaries are
a significant proportion of the faculty resources criterion for USNWR
rankings, institutions have a significant incentive to increase faculty
salaries, outside of market conditions or any internal desire to do so
(Ehrenberg, 2003). Ehrenberg provides an example of this behavior
at a small liberal arts college located in a Middle Atlantic State that
explored ways to improve is USNWR rankings. The institution was
ranked Tier 4 (the bottom quartile) of national liberal arts colleges.
Because of the significant weight of faculty salaries in the ranking
formula, an early draft of the strategic planning document called for
raising faculty salaries (p. 149). Likewise, Clotfelter’s (1996) book,
Buying the Best, demonstrates the lengths to which the most prestigious
institutions will go to lure star faculty away from their competitors.

A second, often faculty-driven striving strategy is raising
promotion and tenure requirements. Research on striving institutions
suggests that institutions look to aspirational peers for norms for faculty
work in order to raise expectations for tenure (Finnegan & Gamson,
1996; O'Meara & Bloomgarden, 2006; Ward & Wolf Wendel, 2003;
Wolf Wendel & Ward, 2005). Finnegan and Gamson (1996) point out
that, “when institutional mission is not used to define the criteria and
standards within faculty personnel policies, faculty are encouraged to
apply the professional standards by which they were socialized, that
is the culture of research (p. 172).” Likewise, research suggests that
values held by faculty on personnel committees such as, “the best
scholarship brings the most prestige to our positions,” “climbing the
academic ladder is who we are,” and “we want our institution to be like
other institutions” will likely influence the evaluation of faculty work
in striving institutions (O’Meara, 2002, p. 67). Likewise, Finnegan and
Gamson (1996) studied comprehensive universities trying to adopt
“research cultures.” They found that the “cultural schema” of research
culture was reinforced as key resources such as faculty hiring processes
and promotion and tenure systems were employed to support it. Thus
whether intentional or not, institutions pursuing prestige will often
“up-the-ante” in terms of what is expected by faculty in research and
external funding for promotion and tenure.
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The scarcity of faculty jobs, especially tenure-track jobs, in many
disciplines contributes to an institutions’ behavior in raising expecta-
tions and standards for faculty work. The over-supply of applicants
with research training and research emphasis who cannot find positions
in research universities but want to work in academe facilitates insti-
tutions and departments building research cultures in places that were
previously more focused on teaching and service.

A third striving behavior in faculty roles and rewards relates to
faculty workload and work-life experiences. Massy and Zemsky (1994)
studied four private liberal arts colleges and two private research
universities drawn from a list of selective institutions in their explo-
ration of the “academic ratchet.” They found that as each institution
pursued prestige, faculty and administrators decreased course load in
exchange for greater faculty discretionary time, which was used for
research and scholarship, consulting and professional activities, and
specialized teaching at the graduate level. Thus striving institutions
will decrease faculty teaching load to “free-up” time for activities more
likely to bring the institution prestige.

CURRICULUM AND PROGRAMS

Over the last two decades many institutions strove to move from one
Carnegie classification to another that they perceived to be more presti-
gious (Aldersley, 1995; Ehrenberg, 2003; Morphew, 2002; Morphew &
Baker, 2004). One institutional behavior associated with such aspira-
tions in masters institutions and some liberal arts colleges was adding
more graduate level programs, and a shift of resources from under-
graduate education to graduate programs (Aldersley, 1995; Morphew &
Jenniskens, 1999). For example, Aldersley (1995) examined insti-
tutions that had shifted in Carnegie classification and identified
“upward drift” or a tendency for institutions to introduce higher-
level programs because they were “beguiled by the promise of prestige
associated with doctoral education (p. 56).” Likewise, several other
studies have shown this pattern of (especially masters, comprehensive,
and liberal arts institutions) establishing new masters and/or doctoral
programs in order to gain prestige and move “up” in rankings
(Massy & Zemsky, 1994; Morphew & Huisman, 2002; Morphew &
Jenniskens, 1999).

However, there are a number of other ways curriculum and pro-
grams might be impacted by striving. Many institutions create addi-
tional honors programs and prestigious sounding learning communities
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in order to attract a more academically accomplished student. Some
institutions within state systems have been forced to commence their
remedial and developmental work by state legislatures that want those
institutions to be associated with higher quality students and prestige.
Other institutions have removed developmental and remedial programs
out of an institutional desire to look more like their aspirational
peers that do not have them. In addition, retrenchment activities,
wherein less prestigious programs are cut and resources redirected
toward higher ranked ones are included in this category. Thus, insti-
tutions will often look critically at the curriculum and programs they
offer, and what they need to offer to increase their prestige and act
accordingly.

RESOURCE ALLOCATION

Economists who study higher education have found that prestige-
seeking seems to increase spending on infrastructure and adminis-
trative support (Alpert, 1985; Clotfelter, 1996; Morphew & Baker,
2004). In addition, striving seems to shift resources from instruction
to administrative support. One of USNWR ratings is a weighted
average educational expenditure per student. For example, Alpert’s
(1985) research found that as universities become more dependent
on external funds, including research, alumni, and donor support,
their internal expenditure patterns change to emphasize obtaining
more of that support. The institution begins to deemphasize areas
(such as teaching or outreach), that are important to their mission,
but unlikely to produce additional revenues (Alpert, 1985). This is
relevant because large campaigns to attract additional donor support,
increase endowments and encourage faculty to bring in external funds
are established strategies of university striving. Likewise, Massy and
Zemsky’s (1994) concept of an “administrative lattice” provides an
explanatory framework for how administrative cost increases as insti-
tutions strive. As faculty move away from teaching and service and
towards specialized research and seeking external funding, additional
funding is needed to support these efforts. Clotfelter’s (1996) research
underscores this point that especially for universities attempting to
move toward Research University I status, significant investments in
the way of infrastructure, and administrative staff are required to
obtain research funding. Once obtained additional costs are needed to
maintain and facilitate that research funding. Inevitably, these costs
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must come from somewhere, and may divert funds previously spent
on instruction and outreach.

A number of economists and scholars of organizational change
have begun to look more closely at the increased cost of striving,
especially for the top positions in Research University 1 status
(Ehrenberg, 2000; Zemsky, 1990). The trend clearly points toward
more spending on nonacademic support rather than increased spending
on academic related service (Morphew & Baker, 2004). Using data
from IPEDS, Morphew and Baker (2004) compared institutions that
would soon become Research University I's (or rising RUIs) to Research
II institutions for trade-offs in spending among instruction, research,
and administration between 1976 and 1996 when the rising RUI insti-
tutions were striving toward RU 1 status. These authors found that
the rising RU1 group experienced significant changes in their spending
patterns as they were striving toward their aspiration of becoming a
RUL. They exhibited increased proportionate spending on institutional
support and research.

Further research is needed to replicate these findings with more
precise classification of institutional expenditures than the IPEDS
survey data could provide, and with a larger sample of institutions.
Nonetheless, this research was consistent with previous studies, such
as Bowen’s (1980) research showing that the most affluent institutions
spend proportionately greater amounts on institutional support than
their less prestigious peers (Morphew & Baker, 2004). Thus it makes
sense that as institutions try to emulate and act like their aspirational
peers expenditure patterns follow suit.

In addition to a shift in resource allocation to support research
and external funding, striving campuses are more likely to invest
heavily in admissions, recruitment and tuition discounting for students
with higher GPA/SATs than they would otherwise be able to recruit.
While these behaviors in and of themselves are not a concern if
resources are not scarce, research suggests that money is being shifted
proportionately away from instruction and outreach activities in the
pursuit of prestige (Ehrenberg, 2003; Morphew & Baker, 2004).
Given that it takes significant investment in order to see even small
improvement in USNWR ratings, it isn’t clear these spending behaviors
or “investments” always pay-off. In addition, educational researchers
have pointed to how these same institutions might use some of the
same resources used on glossy brochures and donor relations on
improving the quality of the student undergraduate experience (Kuh &
Pascarella, 2004).
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EXTERNAL RELATIONS AND MANAGEMENT OF INSTITUTIONAL
IDENTITY

It was mentioned earlier that higher education institutions, unlike
many other for-profit organizations, have unclear goals, processes, and
products. Because higher education institutions depend on external
perception of their legitimacy and quality to survive, it is no surprise
that campuses that are actively striving will engage in significant
external relations and marketing to change and/or to improve their
image. The campaign to reshape the external image of a college or
university may include something as major as a name-change or smaller
like a complete revision of a website and marketing materials. Morphew
(2002) found that in the decade following 1990, more than 120 public
and private four-year colleges changed their names and became univer-
sities, at least in part, to gain prestige. It is also not uncommon to find
campuses posting their USNWR and related college rankings on the
front pages of their websites and other marketing materials. Regardless
of the specific strategy, this type of organizational behavior will be
carefully orchestrated to portray a more prestigious image through
new language used to describe the institution, new images, lists of
recent faculty and student accomplishments and recent donor gifts.
Sometimes colleges will use the history of their buildings, traditions or
organizational saga to appeal to applicants who associate prestige with
tradition and longevity.

Internally, there is also a role striving college leaders play
in managing a collective institutional identity. College presidents,
provosts, deans and department chairs will often strategically inject a
common sense of the college as striving through speeches, memoranda,
and the framing of major decisions and resource allocation. This sense
of institutional direction trickles down into departments and becomes
a way those units frame their work. In other words, actors in striving
institutions try to create a zeitgeist of striving that permeates institu-
tional consciousness. Massy and Zemsky (1994) observed that in their
case studies the concepts of academic ratcheting had permeated the
vernacular of faculty cultures.

O'Meara and Bloomgarden (2006) conducted a single case study
of a self-identified striving institution in the Northeast. The institution
was in the second tier of liberal arts colleges trying to compete with
the most highly ranked institutions such as Amherst, Williams and
Swarthmore. Through qualitative interviews with 29 faculty the authors
found that a narrative had formed among the faculty concerning
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where the institution had been and where it was going prestige-wise.
By narrative, the authors refer to common language and a common
ongoing story (Birnbaum, 2000; Postman, 1995). The narrative, or
story faculty told each other about their institution was one of “upward
mobility” and progress and in part about how far the institution had
come. Faculty at “Whayne College” were very conscious the institution
was striving and explained it as part of the institutional saga of constant
improvement. Participants used this narrative as a lens through which
they viewed their work-life, the reward system, and institutional
decisions. Postman (1995) writes about narratives in education as
compelling stories of purpose and continuity that provide partici-
pants with meaning. At Whayne College, narrative served a purpose,
connecting faculty to a common goal or vision. Therefore, in striving
institutions institutional actors intentionally work to improve/change
external image and try to facilitate an institutional identity among
members that will work towards striving goals.

THE DYNAMIC INTERACTION OF STRIVING BEHAVIORS

Like human behavior, which is influenced by a complex and dynamic
set of factors, each of the examples of organizational behavior above,
is in constant interaction with and influenced by other factors. For
example, in The Organization of Academic Work, Blau (1994) provides
evidence that talented faculty will attract talented students. Likewise,
Volkwein and Sweitzer’s (2006) research found that talented faculty
and students interact producing instructional and scholarly outcomes
that combine to shape institutional attractiveness and prestige. Webster
(2001) found pervasive “multicollinearity” among USNWR rankings
wherein changes in the value of one or more rankings is related to and
influenced by changes in one or more of the other rankings. Likewise,
Meredith (2004) found that “changes in an admissions outcomes
affect a school’s USNWR rankings which in turn affects the admission
outcome (p. 449).” Thus there is an ongoing cycle of inputs that lead to
outcomes that lead to inputs in the striving game. A USNWR ranking
this year is used by an institution to attract high ability students next
year. The qualifications of those entering students next year improve
the USNWR ranking the following year and make more well-sought
after faculty want to work at the institution.

However, it is also important to note, that institutions competing
in the “positional arms race” are not playing on an even playing
field. Volkwein and Sweitzer (2005) analyzed the variables that are
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most strongly associated with institutional prestige and reputation,
drawing on data from USNWR, the Institute for Scientific Infor-
mation’s Web of Knowledge, IPEDS, AAUP and four college guide-
books. They found that the “older, larger, and wealthier institutions
have an edge in competition for faculty and students and prestige”
(Volkwein & Sweitzer, 2000, p. 11). Institutional age, control, size
and resources serve as foundations for faculty and student recruitment
(Volkwein & Sweitzer, 2006). Non-church related colleges (those with
no religious affiliation) receive higher prestige ratings and larger liberal
arts colleges enjoy more robust reputations than their smaller counter-
parts (Volkwein & Sweitzer, 2005). As such, striving behaviors from
each of the five areas will be in constant interaction with each other,
compelling forces and consequences, and they will have differing levels
of success, based on some circumstances out of their control.

MOST LIKELY PLAYERS IN THE POSITIONAL ARMS RACE

As mentioned previously, striving behavior will differ across institu-
tional types. However, given the current competitive nature of higher
education, it is unlikely any four-year colleges are immune. Rather
there are conditions that surround institutions that make them more
or less vulnerable to striving behavior at given times in their histories.
Institutions with these conditions have been found prevalent in the
literature on striving. For example, using Brewer, Gates and Goldman’s
(2002) typology of institutions as reputation building, prestige-seeking,
or prestigious, there are 3 institutional types that have been found
most prevalent as prestige-seeking in the literature. They are: compre-
hensive institutions striving to become doctoral campuses; second tier
liberal arts colleges striving to enter the top tier; and universities that
have previously been classified just under the top research university
status. Using this same typology, community colleges and institutions
that serve a local, regional, and/or small niche market (e.g. evangelical,
military, tribal institution) are more likely to be reputation building
in their orientation and less responsive to USNWR and other national
rankings. In this section these three institutional types of “most likely
strivers” are discussed. Next, the conditions within these groups that
make them vulnerable to striving, and/or conditions that could be
present elsewhere, are highlighted.

Sandwiched between community colleges and research univer-
sities, liberal arts institutions in the middle of the USNWR rankings
are among the most likely of institutions to pursue prestige (Massy &
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Zemsky, 1994; Morphew, 2002; Ward & Wolf-Wendel, 2003). Liberal
arts colleges are especially susceptible to striving behavior because
of their small size. Schultz & Stickler, (1965) found that smaller
colleges and universities were more likely to undergo academic drift
than were larger colleges and universities (p. 235). Small institu-
tions have been found to be more vulnerable to market trends,
more in need of the resources greater prestige promises, and
more easily moved in a new direction when leadership changes
than larger institutions (McPherson & Schapiro, 1999; Zemsky,
Wegner, & Massy, 2005). Selective liberal arts colleges compete for
a small number of highly qualified students able to pay full tuition
price, and for external funds (Ehrenberg, 2003; Winston, 2000).
Furthermore, most liberal arts college faculty attended research insti-
tutions and were socialized toward research university standards and
culture. Liberal arts college faculty must manage expectations about
service and teaching while looking outward to disciplinary associ-
ations and research university departments for direction for their
careers (Clark, 1987; Finnegan & Gamson, 1996; Ruscio, 1987
Ward & Wolf Wendel, 2003). Morphew (2002) studied colleges
that became universities and found that less selective institutions
are significantly more likely to transform themselves from a college
to a more comprehensive university mission than are the most
selective institutions. Thus, liberal arts colleges in the middle of the
academic hierarchy are likely players in the “positional arms race”
(Winston, 2000).

Another group of institutions with as much to gain from striving
behavior are public comprehensive institutions. Both Finnegan (1993)
and Wolf Wendel and Ward (2005) observe that this group in the
“middle of the institutional hierarchy” (Clark, 1987) is under-studied
but includes campuses that were formerly liberal arts colleges, teacher
colleges, and/or has land-grant status and have always offered under-
graduate and masters degrees. Morphew and Huisman, (2002) found
that non-flagship universities were more likely than flagship univer-
sities to add duplicative degree programs, overall and at the graduate
degree level (p. 501). Wolf-Wendel and Ward (2005) refer to faculty
life at striving comprehensives as, “between a rock and a hard place,”
because the local traditions of teaching and service conflict with insti-
tutional aspirations related to more faculty publications and external
grant funding. In addition, generational conflicts have emerged among
faculty in comprehensive institutions as the job market has brought
many research-oriented faculty to campuses with faculty who over
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the last 3 decades have emphasized teaching and service (Dubrow,
Moseley, & Dustin, 2006; Finnegan, 1993; Wolf Wendel & Ward,
2005). Thus, research has begun to identify the striving comprehensive
institution as an important institutional type for future study.

Finally, a number of studies have found striving behavior among
research universities (Geiger, 2004; Massy & Zemsky, 1994; Meredith,
2004; Morphew & Huisman, 2002; Morphew & Baker, 2004; Sweitzer &
Volkwein, 2005). In many state systems there is the one major, often
flagship, research university and then “close seconds,” or other state
universities that compete with the flagship for resources and prestige.
Geiger (2004) has looked at striving in state research universities histor-
ically and chronicled how organizational aspirations over time were
fulfilled. Morphew and Baker (2004) studied the expenditure patterns
of institutions that had recently moved into Research I status and
how their administrative costs changed during that time. Sweitzer and
Volkwein (2005) explored the advantages some research universities
have in terms of age, size, and governance in terms of competing for
prestige. Regardless, it seems clear that those universities closest to the
ideal norm of a prestigious research university can see the financial and
other benefits of moving from the second tier to a top tier and this vision
compels institutions to “reach for the brass ring” (Ehrenberg, 2003).

In summary, liberal arts colleges, comprehensive universities, and
research universities are the institutions where most researchers have
examined striving behavior and found it prevalent. Yet no institutional
type is immune to striving. Rather, institutions that face a certain set
of conditions and circumstances seem most vulnerable for or likely
to strive. This review of research on striving institutions suggests that
institutions that strive are often:

e Institutions just below the prestigious group threshold. In other
words they can see the brass ring, it is close and is reachable.

e Institutions trying to recruit outside their local area for students
(i.e. not working to establish a local reputation as much as a
regional, national, or international one).

e Institutions that are recently vulnerable to market trends; and
are searching for additional revenue that can not be provided
by tuition.

e Institutions small enough or cohesive enough that they are easily
swayed by changes in administrative leadership.

e Institutions where the market has brought an over-supply of
research-oriented faculty to a campus.
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SECTION IV: CONSEQUENCES/IMPLICATIONS
OF STRIVING

As Michael Vaughn thinks back nostalgically on where the institution
was 30 years ago, he remembers many “ordinary students” that his insti-
tution helped become successful professionals. These same students
would not have been admitted today. And he wonders, whose students
are they now? He sees that the regional students who come to IWTBU
today get a better education then in previous years, at least in terms
of some of the rigor of the academic programs, and the prestige of
the faculty. Likewise, they have a more academically talented set of
peers to interact with, although more homogeneous economically. His
faculty friends on campus tell him that there are many more resources
for research than there were in the past, and salaries are more on par
with peer institutions than ever before. Yet Michael also knows that
some of his faculty colleagues feel left out of IWTBU’s aspirations,
and that there isn’t as much community in their departments as in
previous years. More faculty are traveling during the semester. Michael
doesn’t think students find mentors as easily. However, it is hard to
ignore IWTBU’s USNWR ratings, which are clearly improving. Michael
Vaughn is proud in fact, of all that this old state teachers college has
accomplished. Who knew it could come so far? Yet what they are trying
to become (other than highly ranked) is not completely clear.

This section reviews research findings and theoretical literature
on the known and potential consequences of organizational behavior
associated with striving. The section is divided into subsections by
implications for higher education stakeholders (i.e. for students, for
faculty), and for higher education missions and society (i.e. for teaching
and service missions, equity, and innovation in higher education).

Before exploring these areas, however, several important caveats
are required. First, the effects of specific organizational behaviors aimed
at striving are difficult, if not impossible to isolate. A specific striving
behavior (such as recruiting students with higher entrance qualifi-
cations), will interact with a whole variety of other factors (striving
related or not) to produce an outcome. This outcome, while influenced
by the striving behavior, will also be related to other forces/factors at
play in the institution. Second, striving behaviors will have decidedly
different outcomes across institutional types, as they will interact with
the size, age, culture, and existing prestige of the organization. Third,
as organizational cultures are in constant flux, there are permeable
boundaries between forces influencing striving, a striving behavior,
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and a consequence of striving behavior; and the three will constantly
influence each other. Each of these realities, and the problem of identi-
fying striving institutions, makes research on the consequences of
striving challenging. Nonetheless, researchers have begun to identify
these environments and found some outcomes that can be traced in
part, to striving behavior. This is an emerging area of study and the
findings have not been replicated in sufficient research to consider
them definitive. Thus, additional research is needed to identify striving
behaviors and trace related outcomes in convincing ways.

A fourth and final caveat is that many of the consequences
described in this section might be considered negative and inadver-
tently suggest a bias against striving. However, striving behavior is not
inherently bad, but rather an organizational behavior like any other
with its own set of consequences. As the stories of striving by Jesuit
Colleges, HBCUs, and normal schools from the history section suggest,
many institutions owe the impressive nature of their current facil-
ities, faculty, and in some cases, very survival to striving behavior.
Likewise, where would the current state of scientific knowledge and
inquiry be if our most respected scientific institutions, such as MIT
and Johns Hopkins not aspired to greatness in the sciences in the early
1900s? Thus the intent here is not to demonize institutional striving
for prestige and/or “world-class” status. Striving to be the best (albeit
as evaluated by external ratings) has made many American institu-
tions the envy of the world. However, if there are some negative, and
in some cases unintended consequences of striving for prestige, it is
important for institutions to better understand the trade-offs they are
making. In some areas, this knowledge might help institutions mitigate
unintended consequences.

Research and theoretical literature associating striving behaviors
with consequences is reviewed below. In each section areas for future
research are identified.

FOR STUDENTS

Very little research has been done on the impact of “striving institu-
tional behavior,” on student learning, satisfaction, and engagement. As
mentioned earlier in this chapter, research has explored the relationship
between institutional quality (as measured by USNWR and related
rating systems) and student engagement using National Survey of
Student Engagement (NSSE) benchmarks and found that there is
little to no relationship between institutional selectivity and student
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engagement (Kuh & Pascarella, 2004; Pike, G. R. 2003; Sarraf et al.,
2005). Studies have not actually identified institutions while they were
at a highpoint of organizational striving behavior, and studied the
impact on student culture, learning, or satisfaction during that peak
striving period. This is an important area for future research.

As such, most consequences of striving organizational behavior
for students must be extrapolated from related research. For example,
in the case of liberal arts colleges moving from a primary emphasis on
undergraduate teaching to a mission or culture that is more research-
focused (as is the case in many of the most prestigious institutions),
raises obvious concerns for student interactions with faculty outside of
class, faculty commitment to undergraduate teaching, and the use of
full-time faculty to teach courses. Institutions with faculty that prior-
itize research have been shown to be weaker in student orientation
(Astin, 1993; Astin & Chang, 1995; Wawrzynski, 2004). For example,
Wawrzynski (2004) found that institutions where faculty spend more
time on research have a lower percentage of seniors reporting student-
faculty interactions and students involved in active-learning. This is
of concern because while Astin & Chang (1995) found that the most
prestigious liberal arts colleges seem to find a balance between student
orientation and faculty research, most colleges and universities are
somewhere in the middle of the prestige hierarchy. Time that faculty
shift to research and grant funding will have to come from somewhere
in order to maintain a student focus.

On the other hand, academic challenge is a major benchmark of
student engagement (Kuh & Pascarella, 2004). For example, faculty
in one self-identified striving institution, were very concerned with
increasing the rigor of their academic programs, and challenging
students (O'Meara & Bloomgarden, 20006). Sarraf et al. (2005) exami-
nation of USNWR ratings variables and NSSE benchmarks showed
that the level of academic challenge positively related to academic
reputation peer scores. In other words, institutions with greater faculty
resources (such as smaller class size, where students interact in small
groups) are more likely to be able to challenge students academically
(Sarraf et al., 2005). Thus from one perspective, striving institutions
are actively seeking and obtaining resources to enrich their educational
environment. What is unclear is what happens to teaching, collabo-
rative learning, and out of class faculty-student contact during the time
the institution is pursuing prestige. Also, do institutions striving for
USNWR rankings use additional resources they attract through prestige
for instruction or are those resources reinvested in administrative
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activities, such as recruitment, alumni relations, and seeking external
funding, as Morphew and Baker’s (2004) research suggests?

Thus, further research is needed to see whether institutions that
are actively pursuing prestige are also improving levels of academic
challenge or other NSSE student engagement benchmarks. In addition,
additional research should explore whether funding invested in faculty
salaries and research during a striving period have direct and concrete
benefits to students, such that they experience more enhanced oppor-
tunities for undergraduate research, more current or engaging teaching,
or other benefits of being associated with accomplished faculty and
research resources. Researchers should correlate striving institutions
and non-striving peer institutions national survey data (such as from
the College Student Experiences Questionnaire, the National Survey of
Student Engagement, the College Student Survey, the College Results
Instrument, HERI survey, and the NSOPF faculty survey) to isolate
as much as possible how striving organizational behavior and faculty
striving behavior are influencing students. Empirical research might be
conducted that examines institutions student survey data during the
five years before a major shift in rankings to assess any differences in
student satisfaction with their environment or learning. Likewise, case
study and qualitative research following campus climate for students
during periods of striving are needed to better understand the impact
of striving on students.

There is research that associates striving behavior in student
recruitment and admissions with negative outcomes for low-income
students (Meredith, 2004; Shaw & LeChasseur, 2005). Meredith (2004)
found that at schools ranked in the top 25 of U.S. News and World
Report, the amount of Pell grants increases as a school drops in the
rankings—or decreased as rank improved. Likewise, early decision
may decrease the number of low-income or middle-class applicants a
college offers admission. Nationally, there has been a move away from
need-based financial aid to merit-based financial aid, and while there
are many reasons for this, merit-based aid improves an institution’s
chances in USNWR, while need-based aid does not. Thus for campuses
pursuing prestige through admissions, the trade-off of need-based aid
for merit-based aid is a likely one (Meredith, 2004).

Finally, a great deal of research has been done over the last decade
to examine graduate education and how it might be reformed (Austin &
McDaniels, in press). A sub-theme of such studies are that graduate
education suffers when a department or its faculty are more focused on
external rankings or their own career ascent than creating supportive
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cultures for learning. Thus, it is important for future research to explore
the impact of a department’s striving behavior on the graduate student
experience.

In summary, there are negative consequences for some students
associated with striving behavior (e.g. use of merit-based aid over
need-based aid). Further research is needed to understand the impact
of institutional and faculty striving on undergraduate and graduate
student learning, satisfaction, and engagement.

For FAcuLTy

In considering the impact of striving on faculty work-life, careers, and
productivity it is important to recall that faculty are among the insti-
tutional actors most engaged in striving behavior. This makes sense,
as research and theoretical literature suggests that the institutional
or individual pursuit of prestige can have positive impacts on faculty
careers. It will, however, have differential effects based on career stage
and rank, faculty demographics (gender, race/ethnicity, age), discipline,
and institutional type. Given the perks that tend to come with research-
oriented careers and prestigious institutions, benefits associated with
faculty salary, teaching load, resources for research, time for disci-
plinary activities, and the entering quality of students may follow
several years of institutional striving (Sweitzer & Volkwein, 2005).
Achievement, recognition, and advancement would seem to be staples
of striving environments, at least for those successful in research, and
they impact faculty job satisfaction (Hagedorn, 2000). Likewise, the
preparation of students has an impact on faculty job satisfaction. Many
faculty prefer working with academically talented students (Hagedorn,
2000). In a striving environment, student quality could easily improve
each year.

On the other hand, emerging research suggests faculty may also
experience increased competition in their work-place, pressure to excel
in multiple venues simultaneously, a more complex reward system,
and a less humane environment for balance of work and family when
working at a striving institution (O’Meara & Bloomgarden, 2006;
Wolf Wendel & Ward, 2005). Highly competitive and individual-
istic work environments (like those in many of the most prestigious
research universities) are known to be less friendly to balancing work
and family (Ward & Wolf Wendel, 2003; Wolf Wendel & Ward,
2005), less supportive of women and minority advancement and more
likely to have tenure/promotion failures and retention problems (Rice,
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Sorcinelli & Austin, 2000; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996). Faculty in
striving institutions have reported increasing and often unreasonable
expectations for promotion and tenure (O'Meara & Bloomgarden,
2006; Wolf-Wendel & Ward, 2005).

Likewise, studies have shown that when faculty are asked to
change work habits and focus because of a new organizational focus,
(such as upping the ante for research publications and grants) dissat-
isfaction often follows (Finnegan & Gamson, 1996; Henderson &
Kane, 1991; Morphew, 2002; Wolf Wendel & Ward, 2005). There
can be many reasons for this. In Dubrow, Moseley and Dustin’s
(2006) fictitious case of “mission creep university,” a composite of the
authors experiences at several institutions, a junior faculty member
became stressed and dissatisfied because resources for research and
teaching load did not match the new reward system and institutional
aspirations. Whereas a senior faculty member who had spent years
building academic programs there felt he was being left behind in terms
of institutional direction and saw no hope for promotion (Dubrow,
Moseley, & Dustin, 2006). In situations where faculty feel forced to
“strive” toward a research university model or risk not being promoted
and/or tenured, where faculty feel administrators are forcing them in
new directions they do not want to pursue, the potential benefits of a
striving environment are less likely to be enjoyed.

Also, Gumport’s (1993) case studies of retrenchment decisions at
two public universities illustrate the potential confusion “new insti-
tutional aspirations” can create for faculty who were hired during a
time when resources were awarded based on undergraduate teaching
and regional service, but find themselves years later in a world where
academic units without “grant-seeking orientation and aspiration to
be premier research university,” (p. 31) are easily abandoned or less
advantaged.

Wolf-Wendel and Ward (2005) found in their study of “striving
comprehensives” that the “upward mobility the campus desires is
often at the expense of faculty” (p. 8). Those on the tenure track and
those with young children found it particularly difficult to balance
the aspirations of their institutions with the needs of their families
(Wolf-Wendel & Ward, 2005). Wolf-Wendel & Ward (2005) found
that the pressures associated with striving made faculty feel they had
to excel simultaneously in their local roles (teaching, advising, gover-
nance) and cosmopolitan roles (research productivity, connection to
disciplinary colleagues on other campuses). These authors found that
mixed messages and a lack of the resources needed to support the
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institution’s aspirations created ambiguity for faculty about where they
should be spending the majority of their time and energy. This is
especially evident in public state institutions wherein research expecta-
tions increase, but teaching loads stay high as state legislators mandate
a certain number of hours in the classroom.

As in the fictitious “mission creep university” example mentioned
above, the increased emphasis on research may also make promotion
to full professor more difficult. In O'Meara and Bloomgarden’s (20006)
study of one striving liberal arts college, this phenomenon occurred
for some associate professors, described by one faculty member as
“casualties on the road.” Some would-be full professors did not have the
skills required in the new economy of promotion. Likewise, the normal
ambiguity of the pre-tenure years intensified as the institution went
though an identity crisis (O’'Meara & Bloomgarden, 2006). Shaw &
LeChasseur (2005) provide evidence of one other potential effect of
striving. These authors found that over the time period of 2000 to
2004 while Temple University self-identified as striving, faculty became
increasingly part-time, with minority faculty even more so, and fewer
faculty were hired on the tenure track (Shaw & LeChasseur, 2005).
This seems to be counter-intuitive, as tenure is associated with prestige.
However, Shaw and LeChasseur (2005) also found that a greater
percentage of first year students were taking courses with adjuncts,
and this may be the result of shifting funding from instruction to
prestige-seeking activities (Morphew & Baker, 2004), as well as the
overall national trend toward new appointments off the tenure track
(Finkelstein & Schuster, 2006).

New research building on these studies of faculty work-life in
striving environments needs to be conducted. This new research would
examine how faculty make meaning of their striving environments,
how they participate in them or actively resist them within depart-
ments and through shared governance, and what they feel the impact of
organizational and individual behaviors associated with striving are for
their students. Likewise, research needs to examine women and faculty
of color experience of striving environments as these groups report
affinity with teaching and outreach roles, likely to be further deempha-
sized in a striving environment. Given the prevalence of striving in
many four-year institutions, this research could have important impli-
cations for professional development, in terms of preparing graduate
students for mediating these environments, and learning to succeed
within them. Of particular concern are how striving environments
influence the sense of collegiality and community early-career faculty
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say they long for, the balance of work and family, and the ability of
faculty to design careers around teaching or engagement scholarship.

FOR TEACHING AND SERVICE MISSIONS

There are many ways to define teaching. Here it is defined broadly as
including instruction, mentoring and advising roles, and out-of-class
contact between students and faculty. While there are many forms
of service, the word is used here to mean professional outreach and
institutional citizenship. Only a few research studies have examined
the impact of striving organizational behavior on teaching and service
missions, with the emphasis on the former. For example, Lachs (1965)
study found that as institutions engaged in academic drift they paid
less attention to their pre-existing undergraduate programs and these
programs may have suffered as a result. Lee and Rhoads (2003) found
strong negative relationships between various measures of increased
entrepreneurialism in institutions and faculty commitment to teaching.
While striving and entrepreneurialism are not synonymous, external
funding for research — a major focus of faculty entrepreneurialism —
has been associated with Carnegie classification and USNWR rankings.
Also, O'Meara (2002) found that striving forces within academic
departments worked against the positive evaluation of outreach (i.e.
service-learning and community-based research) as forms of schol-
arship for promotion and tenure. Likewise, Milem, Berger and Dey
(2000) found that as the amount of time faculty spent on research
increased, the amount of time they spent in out-of-class contact
with students decreased. This is important because we know from
Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) and Astin (1993) that out-of-class
contact between faculty and students is critical to student retention,
learning, and satisfaction.

Likewise a tie can be made between resource allocation striving
strategies and the emphasis placed on undergraduate or graduate
education. Morphew observes (2000) “when discipline-based sources
of support (e.g. external research grants) have priority graduate
programs are emphasized. Conversely, an increased emphasis on insti-
tutional support (e.g. tuition) will prioritize teaching and other under-
graduate functions (p 260).” If an institution shifts resources away
from undergraduate education, teaching and learning could suffer.

We can also extrapolate consequences of the pursuit of prestige
on teaching and service delivery through Astin and Chang’s (1995)
study of selective liberal arts colleges that claim to have the best of
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both worlds, (i.e. strong teaching cultures along with a strong research
orientation). While the authors did ultimately identify a group of “high-
high” institutions to study which had success in both areas, a major
finding of their research was that there is a strong negative association
between an institution’s degree of emphasis on research and the priority
it assigns to teaching and student development. Not one institution in
the top 10 percent in research orientation was also among the top 10%
in student orientation. They found that, “virtually no institutions with
very strong research orientations are even above average in student
orientation (p. 46).”

We need new research to isolate the impact of striving organi-
zational behaviors on measures of teaching and service productivity.
This research would be closely linked in the teaching category to the
research on student learning, satisfaction, and engagement mentioned
above, wherein national survey data might be used to compare learning
and engagement measures at striving and non-striving institutions.
Likewise, as has been done in some cases, NSOPF, IPEDS, and HERI
faculty survey data might be used to find trends among faculty in
institutions that were striving, trends such as faculty reporting an
increase or decrease in superficial assessments of teaching, amount
of time faculty spent on student contact hours, course preparation,
faculty student-interactions, committee work, and professional service
activities.

A second layer of inquiry would involve interviews with faculty
committed to teaching and professional outreach and administrators
charged with supporting these missions (e.g. Directors of Centers for
Teaching, Directors of Outreach, staff involved in learning commu-
nities, honors programs, and curriculum development) to assess
whether they saw a marked difference in the institutional resources
and commitment to teaching and service goals during a striving
period. Likewise, case study research could be done to compare groups
of non-striving peer institutions with striving institutions regarding
faculty involvement in shared governance, and faculty and student
involvement in learning communities.

This type of research is fraught with challenges. For example,
is an observed decrease in faculty participation in shared governance
a result of organizational striving behaviors, or a decrease in tenure-
track as opposed to adjunct appointments, and how are they related?
Do community partners who have worked with an institution over
time feel that it has become harder to engage faculty in service-
learning or community-based research projects and why? Some of
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this can be teased out by individual interviews with faculty, who
might be able to assign institutional incentives or disincentives to
specific activities or aspirations with their behavior. However, actors
in an environment are not always completely aware of all of the
forces impacting their decisions, and thus research is needed on
multiple levels of the institution to assess the impact of striving on
teaching and service missions. Information on trade-offs related to
teaching and service missions will be particularly relevant for insti-
tutions in the middle of national ranking systems, institutions that
may have less to gain from pursuing prestige and more to gain from
behaviors that build on the foundation of distinctive teaching and
service.

As part of these efforts, we need to look at research and theoretical
models from other disciplines to frame striving, as well as research
that has examined the pursuit of prestige in other types of non-profit
settings like health-care institutions, and schools. What did other insti-
tutions leave behind in terms of balance of work and family, a customer
orientation, or other goals, as they pursued prestige?

FORr EQuITY

Equity and social mobility have always been important goals of the
American higher education system (Bowen, 1977). As our American
population becomes ever more diverse in terms of race, ethnicity, and
income, it is critical that our higher education system reflect that
diversity, creating opportunities for first generation and low-income
students to experience college. In 2005, Clara Lovett, former president
of the now defunct American Association for Higher Education
(AAHE), warned that the “quest by institutions for places at the top of
higher education’s prestige pyramid”... keeps higher education from
meeting external demands for better outcomes for students at lower
costs, and increased access for students of all backgrounds (B20). She
warned that striving institutions lose their, “ability to serve as agents
of social and economic mobility (p. B20).”

One illustration of Lovett’s point relates to the striving behavior of
increasing admittance of National Merit Scholars. Ehrenberg, Zhang,
and Levin (2006) studied whether an increase in the number of
recipients of National Merit scholarships (NMS’s) at an institution is
associated with a decline in the numbers of students from lower and
lower middle income families attending the institution. While holding
other factors constant, they measured the number of National Merit
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scholars by the number of Pell Grant recipients attending the insti-
tution. They found:

Other factors held constant, including the total full-time under-
graduate and first year enrollment levels, offering more institu-
tionally funded NMS awards is associated with fewer Pell grant
recipients attending the institution and the magnitude of the
reduction is roughly four fewer Pell grant recipients for each 10
additional institutional NMS recipients enrolled at the institution
(p. 205).

The authors noted the magnitude of the displacement effect is largest
at institutions in the sample that enroll the greatest number of NMS
students and occurs primarily in institutions whose enrollment is
growing.

It is also possible to imagine a scenario wherein striving resulted in
a campus becoming more diverse than it ever had been. For example,
as a campus in a predominantly white area becomes more selective
and offers more merit scholarships, they may attract more academi-
cally talented diverse students. In this case, the campus would be more
diverse asaresult of striving. However, it is likely that the socio-economic
background of the students would become more homogeneous.

A similar example of shifts in who is being served by striving
institutions is offered by Shaw and LeChasseur’s (2005)’s study of
Temple University, a self-identified striving institution. In Temple’s
case, striving seems to be one factor of many that has resulted in
a whiter student body (Shaw & LeChasseur, 2005). Between 1998
and 2004 there was a jump of at least 60 points from 1998 to 2004
in SAT, and 6 points in high school class rank from 1998-2004. In
1996 the student population was 30% black and 49% white, and by
2004-2005 it was 17% black, and 61% white. The student body also
changed to be less local/regional—from 17% other states in 1995-1996
to 27% other states in 2004-2005 (Shaw & LeChasseur, 2005, pp. 1-2).
A corresponding policy shift was for Temple to spend less money on
remediation for incoming students.

Both of these studies suggest further research is needed to explore
how the college choice options of low-income and students of color
may be impacted by institutions in their regions engaging in striving
behavior. For example, do these activities make it less likely low-
income students can afford to attend four year institutions? Does
striving negatively impact equity in college access and choice? On the
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other hand, as colleges and universities compete for students they may
offer programs that increase choice and create opportunities that have
never existed before for some students. Research that tracks the same
demographic, financial aid, and income-related data collected by Shaw
and LeChasseur (2005) and Ehrenberg, Zhang & Levin (2006) needs
to be collected so that researchers can see if there are specific patterns
related to equity in striving colleges.

FOR INNOVATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION

The diversity of the American higher education system is the envy
of the world. Institutional diversity ensures more learning options
for students, a greater diversity of student outcomes, and a diverse
system more able to make changes needed by society (Birnbaum, 1983;
Stadtman, 1980). However, when striving campuses attempt to mimic
the qualities of the most prestigious research universities or liberal arts
colleges, they may become less distinctive, and in fact decrease institu-
tional diversity that promotes efficiency, productivity, and quality for
students and society (Birnbaum, 1983). Brewer, Gates and Goldman
(2001) found through a study of 26 diverse institutional case studies
that prestige seekers do not “build prestige in the student market by
being innovative or by identifying and meeting new types of student
demands. Rather, they build prestige by essentially mimicking the
institutions that already have prestige (Brewer, Gates, & Goldman, &
p. 66).” This is of concern because there are a number of institutions
that have significant traditions and distinctive qualities that might be
abandoned in the pursuit of prestige. Such is the case with women’s
colleges, HBCU’s, and many Catholic colleges that are encouraged to
loosen their ties with what has made them distinctive in the past
in order to compete with colleges like Amherst, Williams, Harvard,
and Yale. There are however, mitigating forces against some institu-
tions being able to completely change their identity to mimic others.
One such example, are state institutions trying to mimic the land-
grant university. One study of institutional isomorphism concluded
that at least among public institutions, “centralized governance struc-
tures may play a significant role in promoting institutional diversity
in some cases (Morphew & Huisman, 2002, p. 494).” Nonetheless,
additional research is needed to see whether institutional diversity,
and the options and choices the system offers students decrease when
groups of institutions move to emulate more prestigious models.
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Related closely to such research are individual units within striving
institutions (e.g. academic departments and administrative units) and
whether they feel constrained in their actions or allowed to innovate

as their institution is striving.

In summary, research and literature suggest many possible conse-
quences of striving behavior for students, faculty, teaching and service
missions, equity, and innovation in higher education. Table B3l
provides a summary of potential areas researchers might examine for

consequences of striving.

Table 3.3: Areas to examine for Consequences of Striving Behavior

Consequences for

Areas to Examine

Students

Faculty

Teaching and Service Missions

Equity

Innovation

Student learning, satisfaction and
engagement

Faculty-student out-of-class contact
Educationally enriching activities

Campus climate

Salaries, teaching load, resources for research
Satisfaction overall and with quality of
students

Time devoted to disciplinary as opposed to
institutional activities

Work-life climate; balance of work and
family

Promotion and tenure standards and impact
on faculty careers

Institutional emphasis on undergraduate
teaching and commitment to student success
Valuing of professional outreach and
institutional citizenship; participation in
institutional governance

Race and income of student body; regional
versus national student body; available
resources for underrepresented students;
outreach and bridge programs,
developmental classes, etc.

The degree to which units within striving
colleges feel they are able to innovate.
Whether distinct institutional types loose
any of their distinctiveness while mimicking
prestigious models

Mitigating factors that cause like institutions
not to pursue prestige
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SECTION V: CRITICAL AREAS FOR NEW RESEARCH
ON STRIVING

There is a variety of extant research on striving behavior that should
be replicated. This section attempts to move that discussion forward by
making recommendations for identifying “striving institutions.” Also,
it suggests new ways of framing research questions and designs on
striving behavior and its consequences.

IDENTIFYING STRIVING INSTITUTIONS

There is great variety in how researchers have identified institutions as
striving. In many cases where quantitative methods were employed, the
institution was assumed to have been striving (or engaged in academic
drift) if it had moved in USNWR rankings or Carnegie classification
within a five year period. Given what is known about the complexity
of striving behavior, it is worth asking whether this definition is both
too broad and too narrow for several reasons. First, given the incon-
sistency from year to year in USNWR rankings and recent changes
in the Carnegie classification system, it is possible that some institu-
tions might find themselves with a better ranking or in a new category
without having engaged in significant striving behavior to get there.
Second, it is unlikely two institutions are engaging in striving behavior
to the same degree if the first institution moves slightly in USNWR
rankings over a 10 year period and the second makes a major shift
over a 3-5 year period. Some campuses have to “strive” for many years
to see changes in their rankings and the significance of the shift will
relate to where they started. Third, identifying institutions in this way
only allows for retrospective research, and identifies institutions as
having been engaged in striving only when they have achieved their
aspirations. In fact, institutions could strive and not achieve their goals;
abandoning them at some point, without ever having been identified
as striving.

In contrast, many qualitative studies (i.e. interviews and case
studies) have identified institutions as striving from the perspectives of
subgroups like faculty and/or administrators. While this is important
for reasons that have been mentioned, this way of identifying institu-
tions does not reveal the extent to which an institution is striving, and
by itself is highly subjective.

Further complicating identification of striving institutions is the
issue of institutional type. Consequences and trade-offs of striving will
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likely differ by institutional type For example, a second tier liberal arts
college that was already selective in admissions may not loose much
in diversity while they strive. Whereas a striving state university that
has a history of providing upward mobility to students in a region will
inevitably decrease this service if they keep enrollment the same and
admit more academically talented students from out of state. Given
the diversity of academic worlds (Clark, 1987), striving needs to be
contextualized within the context of specific institutional groups and
what striving means within that group.

Each of these observations suggests a multi-layered approach to
identifying striving institutions. Institutions might first be identified
using shifts in USNWR rankings, then evaluated against the charac-
teristics of striving environments suggested in Table B.Il A researcher
might identify a small group of institutions within one institutional
type, and investigate further the ones with the “highest scores” on a
checklist of these characteristics. Then an audit might be taken of faculty
and administrators regarding institutional identity and narrative. Several
studies of striving environments agree (Brewer, Gates & Goldman, 2002;
O’Meara & Bloomgarden, 2006; Ward & Wolf-Wendel, 2003) that it is
not achieving prestige as much as the “pursuit of it” that shapes faculty
work-life and institutional culture in a striving institution. An audit
should be done to assess if the institutional members themselves (faculty,
administrators, undergraduate and graduate students) see the institution
as striving, and believe that this goal is influencing their experience, insti-
tutional direction, and behavior. This could be done through screening
phone calls to the Provosts Office, and pilot interviews or focus groups
with faculty and students. Interviews and other qualitative methodologies
arewell-suited foridentifyingand understanding institutional self-image,
and whether an institutional narrative regarding striving is influencing
major stakeholders. In large universities an exploratory survey of faculty
and administrators in a range of disciplines could also serve this task of
assessing whether institutional actors view their institution in the middle
of atransition toward greater prestige. By taking a multi-layered approach
to identifying institutions as striving, researchers might be better able to
compare studies and find patterns across institutional cases.

STUDYING STRIVING IN NEW CONTEXTS

One of the biggest challenges of designing research on striving is
naming specific striving behaviors and where in an institution they
occur. Research that isolates specific “spaces” or contexts within a
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college or university where striving behavior is occurring and measures
that behavior, must be continued. Morphew and Baker’s (2004) exami-
nation of expenditure patterns among striving institutions, Meredith’s
(2004) examination of USNWR rankings and admissions outcomes,
and Morphew and Huisman’s (2002) examination of program change,
are all models that should be replicated in new functional areas. One
area that might be isolated and explored in greater detail are internal
and external communications regarding external image and internal
management of institutional identity. Discourse analysis and document
analysis could be conducted of both formal and informal documents
that in some way represent the institution during a period of striving.
During this time, who issues messages about institutional image and
direction? For whom are the messages intended, and what are the
explicit and implicit messages and assumptions therein? How do these
messages influence how faculty, administrators, and students talk and
think about their institution?

In the area of faculty work-life, researchers might take a
department approach and examine faculty publications, external
funding, and release-time assignments offered to faculty, and how these
differ by departments with higher or lower national rankings over time.
A second example might be assessing institutional expenditures on
remediation programs for incoming students over a five year period
and assessing whether money shifts from such programs to honors
programs or academic enrichment programs for “talented students”
during a period of striving.

While it is crucial to isolate specific places where striving occurs
within institutions, it is also important to contextualize them in
time, which means examining all of the myriad environmental social,
economic, historical, and political forces operating within a specific
time period to compel striving in any one institution or group of insti-
tutions. Historical research has the advantage of being able to look
with hindsight at a complex array of forces, behaviors, and conse-
quences at play in any given institution, or group of institutions as
they pursued prestige. Historical research that examines striving within
the context of women’s colleges or faith-based institutions would help
illuminate how the organizational saga of specific institutional types is
connected to striving. Finnegan’s (1993) examination of hiring cohorts
over time in comprehensive universities provides an example of an
examination of striving set within specific institutions and market
conditions that might be replicated. Also, what campuses are striving
for and what they are doing to get there changes somewhat each year,
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as the recent changes in higher education away from early decision to
early action demonstrate. Campuses have been forced to become more
entrepreneurial since the September 11th attacks, and some campuses
have pursued the resources that prestige promises to make up for short-
falls in endowment funds and decreases in state-funding. Thus archival
research, and in-depth portraits of campuses that have transformed
themselves over time may provide a more complex understanding
of how forces compelling striving, and striving behaviors interact to
produce various outcomes over short or long periods of time.
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CONCLUSION

While I-Want-To-Be-University (IWTBU) is fictitiously located in the
Southeast, in fact it could be anywhere. This chapter outlined strategies
for identifying IWTBUs to further study the pursuit of prestige within
them. Forces compelling striving, striving behavior, and potential
consequences of striving were examined. Areas for further research
were identified.

Research on striving will complement the efforts of researchers
that are trying to show that USNWR rankings are not indicators of
the quality of a higher education degree. Just as campus constituents
deserve to have better information to distinguish between colleges than
USNWR rankings provide, they also deserve to know what is at stake
when a campus adopts the goal of becoming research extensive by
2010 or joining the top quartile of liberal arts colleges by 2015. What
will the campus be like from now until then? What benefits will the
pursuit of prestige bring to institutions? At what cost? There is no
doubt that the pursuit of prestige will change a campus. Research on
striving will help campuses uncover how, and whether the process of
striving is likely to make the institution better, or just different.
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4. ‘OUTSIDERS’, STUDENT SUBCULTURES,
AND THE MASSIFICATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Richard Flacks and Scott L. Thomas*
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STUDYING STUDENTS WORLDS

Each student who enters college is motivated by a variety of social
incentives; the immediately obvious reference group, or group in
which he aspires to be accepted, is normally that of his peers, or
that of a section, at least of the student community. Because all
students on each campus will have many interests in common,
a social system of all students will develop, along with a student
culture influenced by and in turn contributing to the various norms
and expectations that make up the variety of student subcultures.
(Bay, 1962 p. 988).

In the 1940s, 50s, and 60s, many of the leading sociologists and
social scientists devoted considerable time to studying and writing
about American college students. One can’t help but be impressed by
the names of those who wrote significant books about students during
those years. Theodore Newcomb, Nevitt Sanford, Seymour Martin
Lipset, James Coleman, David Riesman, Christopher Jencks, Talcott
Parsons, Howard Becker, Rose Goldsen, Martin Trow—all of these
were authors of major empirical work. All did such research before the
explosion of student protest. Once such protest emerged, the amount
of empirical study, theoretical analysis, and sheer speculation about
students increased exponentially. Several authoritative reviews of this
literature exist. Most notable among these are those by Sanford (1962),
Feldman and Newcomb (1994), and Pascarella and Terenzini (2005).
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Altbach and Kelly (1973) provide a comprehensive bibliography on
student activism during the mid-twentieth century.

Most of the pioneer research was aimed at measuring the effects
of college on students. The interest of these social scientists was not
in measuring what students learned from the formal curriculum (an
entire separate research tradition grew up around that topic; see Astin
(1993) or Pascarella and Terenzini (2005, pp. 65-212) for reviews of
work in this vein). Rather, it was to see how going to college did
or did not affect what might be called the character of those who
attended. In certain respects, these studies were shaped by the climate
of Progressive thought that prevailed in American intellectual circles in
the thirties. How might American political culture and the governing
class be made more ‘modern’ and ‘liberal’? Since the start of the 20th
century, American Progressives placed a lot of their hopes for cultural
and political change on education. Moreover, it was a fundamental
principle for many academics that higher education should awaken
and nurture students’ capacities for critical, reasoned thought and
action as citizens and leaders. Arguably the most notable social science
work rooted in this perspective is The American College: A psycho-
logical and social interpretation of the higher learning edited by Nevitt
Sanford (1962).

Accordingly, a central question for research was whether students,
largely drawn from relatively conservative upper and middle class
families, were becoming more tolerant of difference, more supportive
of free expression, learning to question authority (or at least to tolerate
those who did), developing some understanding of the plight of the
less privileged, resisting temptations to suppress ideas and expressions
that were offensive, and developing some capacity to appreciate the
‘life of the mind’ as opposed to the merely pecuniary. Some of the
studies were more explicitly political—measuring the extent to which
students from conservative background (the great majority) moved
away from the political identities their parents had instilled and toward
the left. Newcomb’s 1943 monograph, Personality and Social Change
was the first work to get at this directly by linking such transfor-
mations to the college experience itself (we will revisit Newcomb’s
contributions in a subsequent section). Later work, like that by Rose
Goldsen and her colleagues, studied change and resistance to change
among Cornell students in the 1950s (Goldsen, Rosenberg, William,
& Suchman, 1960).

This line of research found that such changes did occur—but not
universally (see Feldman & Newcomb, 1994). A key finding of this
research was that the effects of college on the social outlook of students
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were mediated by the ‘culture’ of the students themselves: students’
relationships with each other filtered the various ways that faculty,
curriculum, and institution affected student values and attitudes.
Moreover, student culture was rarely homogenous: a typical campus
was constituted by many ‘subcultures’, cliques and associations. The
pattern of these social networks and the locations of students within
them determined much of the effects of the college experience.

A pioneering study of this sort was the work Newcomb did
at Bennington College in the 1930s (Newcomb, 1943). This small
liberal arts college was founded on radically progressive educational
principles, and enrolled young women of typically wealthy background.
Newcomb found that the typical Bennington student moved away from
parental conservatism and that these changes were strongly related
to the student’s embeddedness in the social life of the college. These
political effects were far less likely at the more traditional women’s
colleges. At these, and at larger university campuses, the student
body was likely to be divided politically, but such political division
was closely aligned with social networks. Thus, for instance, Rose
Goldsen found that at Cornell, students in the Greek system were
likely to become more conservative during their college years, while
independent students became less so (Goldsen et al., 1960).

The relationship between political attitudes and group
membership was but one example of a more general finding: student
bodies, both large and small, were constituted by a variety of social
circles, and these circles were likely to embody contrasting frame-
works of value and style. By the late fifties, Clark and Trow were
proposing a way to map the student body into a set of four subcul-
tures; they labeled these: ‘academic’, ‘collegiate’, ‘non-conformist’ and
‘vocational’(Clark and Trow, 1966). Their typology was derived from
the intersection of two dimensions: involvement with ideas, and
identification with the college. So, ‘academic’ students were both
intellectually and institutionally involved; the ‘collegiate’ subculture
(essentially the fraternity/sorority members) were institutionally but
not intellectually engaged; non-conformists’ were those who were intel-
lectually engaged but institutionally alienated; ‘vocational’ students
were seen as being much more instrumentally oriented to both the
curriculum and the institution. The Clark/Trow typology was a very
useful way to capture the evident cleavages and contrasts in the
student body, especially the very visible polarization of ‘greeks’ and
‘bohemians’ that typified the campus of the fifties and early sixties
(a polarization we detail later in this chapter). It was an empirical
question whether all four of their types each represented coherent social
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worlds, but their effort compelled recognition that sweeping general-
izations about the perspectives of the student body as a whole were
likely to be incorrect given their underlying divergences; similarly,
generalizing about the impact of college had to take into account the
powerful mediating role of student peer groups and shared identities
in determining the ways students experienced and responded to the
college experience. Clark and Trow’s work is part of a compilation
by Newcomb and Wilson, College Peer Groups (1966), that included
a variety of research reports and methodological pieces emphasizing
this theme. Sanford’s classic American College compilation (1962) was
also infused with this emphasis on the role of peer groups and campus
subcultures.

Research on college students and their cultures reached a plateau
by the mid-sixties. By that time, a kind of social science consensus
was in place: going to college affected students’ values and orien-
tations in many ways, but these effects had much to do with the
social worlds students created. These subcultural worlds, rooted in
shared social background, were crucibles for collective and individual
identity and for the crystallization of attitudes and interests that shaped
the life course of many participants. Newcomb’s Bennington study
in the thirties described a natural experiment in the formation and
impact of student culture (Newcomb, 1943). Flacks was part of a
team Newcomb organized in the late 50s to revisit Bennington and
track down the alumnae of 25 years earlier (Newcomb et al., 1967).
These alumnae overwhelmingly had sustained the liberal political and
cultural perspectives they had acquired at Bennington, even when
they were found living in upscale Republican suburbs. Bennington
I had demonstrated the ways that student peer culture could foster
personal change. Bennington II demonstrated the durability of such
change.

At the same time, the attention of social scientists and wider
publics had shifted. The rise of student activism in the early sixties,

Figure 4.1: Types of Orientations of Four Most Distinguishable Student Subcultures.

Involvement with Ideas
Much Little
Identification | Much | ACADEMIC COLLEGIATE
with College

Little | NON-CONFORMIST VOCATIONAL

From: Clark and Trow, 1966
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which initially focused on the civil rights struggle, became a topic of
research interest. The industry of research on students prior to the
sixties, much of which documented the political disengagement of the
student body, had not anticipated the emergence of a subculture of
political engagement. We note, for example, that the Sanford American
College volume, which compiled an exhaustive range of studies of
student life, contained virtually no reference to political involvements
of students, even though published in 1962, when first stirrings of white
student interest in the civil rights movement were already evident.
Moreover, early sixties activism fed into a period of mass protest
and confrontation, culminating in 1970 by a student strike in which
millions took part. Equally unpredicted was the rise of a flamboyant
bohemian 'counterculture’ whose styles and practices came to dominate
the American campus. By the end of the decade, the subcultural profile
of the American student body seemed transformed. This situation
stimulated a very large amount of research energy, and an even larger
amount of commentary, seeking to understand where the student revolt
had come from, and what it's meanings for society and for higher
education might be [see Keniston’s (1973) comprehensive review of
student activism during this period].

By the early seventies, it's fair to say that almost every leading
sociologist and social psychologist of note had done some kind of
research and systematic analysis of American students during the
previous three decades. Theodore Newcomb was of course one of the
key figures. But among those who made major contributions were
a number of leading social scientists not known as specialists in
student research: S. M. Lipset, David Riesman, Christopher Jencks,
Peter Rossi, James Coleman. Talcott Parsons, Alain Touraine, Robert
Cooley Angell, Howard Becker, and James Davis.

Some of this interest derived from an assumption that the
university might well be emerging as the master institution of “post
industrial society.” It was very fashionable, by the late sixties, to believe
that the knowledge industry was coming to dominate economic growth,
that cultural production based in the university was defining values
and identity in the larger society, and that the students, as the labor
force for the knowledge industry, were gaining power and agency. The
post-industrial assumption turned out to be grossly oversimplified, and
the intense interest in the social meaning of the university and the
significance of student unrest faded rather quickly.

A veritable industry of student research developed after the sixties,
but its purposes were defined more by institutional needs rather
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than by the earlier concern with studying student life as a terrain
of social and cultural conflict and change. Much of the post sixties
research endeavor defined the student as an individual whose ‘devel-
opment’ and ‘engagement’ were measurable outcomes of institutional
policies, practices and conditions. The most comprehensive reviews
of research in this vein are the volumes by Pascarella and Terenzini
(1991, 2005). Institutionally driven research was designed to predict
positive outcomes, and diagnose areas for institutional improvement.
Some of this work derived from the growth and professionalization of
‘student personnel’ administrators seeking guidance for and validation
of their efforts to create co-curricular programs aimed at ‘student devel-
opment’ (a standard textbook in this vein is Evans, Forney, & Guido-
DeBrito, 1998). There was an element of market research in some of
this work: institutions subscribed to or commissioned studies to help
them profile their enrollees and compare them with various kinds of
norms. The most widely used survey, the Cooperative Institutional
Research Program (CIRP), provided baseline data on academic goals
and social attitudes of entering students at hundreds of institutions
(see Astin (1993) for a review of studies rooted in CIRP and related
survey research). Somewhat ironically, these data were drawn from
students before beginning their college careers (though widespread
media reports on CIRP findings tended to give the impression that
they referred to students in college). CIRP data had a general research
utility because they allowed tracing of various trends in freshmen
attitudes—e.g. toward abortion rights, marijuana use, or the value of
going to college.

In the eighties and beyond, institutional competition with respect
to admissions intensified. That competition was fueled by certain kinds
of data about institutional ‘quality’—particularly the annual ratings by
US News. The National Study of Student Engagement (NSSE), a major
program of student research begun in the 1990s, was developed in
part to provide an alternative to such ratings. Like CIRP, NSSE surveys
students at a wide range of colleges. Unlike CIRP, NSSE focuses on
student experience with various aspects of institutional life (see Kuh,
2001, 2002, 2003; Zhao & Kuh, 2004). A practical institutional use
for these data is that colleges can report on their relative strength
in providing various kinds of desirable experience for students—
rather than simply be rated on the external indicators used by US
News. The NSSE effort crystallized key strands of C. Robert Pace’s
existing program of research using his College Student Experiences
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Questionnaire (CSEQ)—an instrument designed to assess student
quality of effort (Pace, 1979).

These national research projects are accompanied by a vast number
of local studies conducted by institutional research offices established at
most campuses. Such institutional research is likely to be tightly struc-
tured by immediate policy questions particular to each campus: how to
improve admissions yields and retention rates, how students in various
degree programs rate their experience, user satisfaction with various
student services, etc. A cursory review of the program of the annual
meeting of the Association for Institutional Research reveals the wide
range of such studies (see http://airweb.org/). Data derived from these
institutional surveys are rarely analyzed beyond the strictly descriptive
level, and their findings rarely get cumulated in such a way as to
formulate a comprehensive understanding of the student experience at
even a particular institution.

A related line of research in recent decades has focused on
minority and other non-traditional students in an effort to understand
issues of attainment, retention and adaptation. Characteristic of post
sixties student research, this body of work treats each student as a
discrete individual and tends to search for models that can aid in the
prediction of college ‘success’.

The now vast literature on college effects is reviewed in exhaustive
detail by Pascarella and Terenzini in their monumental volumes, How
College Affects Students (1991, 2005). This encyclopedic effort epito-
mizes the research enterprise as it has come to be: thousands of studies
focused on particular student attributes (cognitive skills, personality
traits, attitudes and values, educational attainment, career choice) and
how measurable changes in these can be related to various kinds of
institutional circumstance.

The current research enterprise, however fragmented it may
appear, has tended to support certain broad perspectives on higher
education policy. In general, the research thrust has emphasized
the benefits of student’ engagement’ in academic and community
life as a key to learning and growth. Policies and practices that
promote engagement have empirically greater effect than those aimed at
‘teaching’ in the traditional sense. Indeed, one might read the literature
as supporting a vision of the college as an active learning environment,
in which institutional structure, curriculum, course organization,
pedagogy and the extra curricular are oriented toward and consciously
foster student learning, personal development, civic participation and
intellectual growth. Such a vision challenges traditional educational
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formats, institutional priorities, disciplinary boundaries and much
else and has, in part, given rise to a rapidly growing literature on
student learning communities—organizational configurations designed
to buffer some of this tension (see for example, Schroeder, 1994; Smith,
MacGregor, Matthews, & Gabelnick, 2004; Tinto, 1997). It may well
be that some institutions have been able to make use of such a vision
to enhance their educational quality and reputation, and that many
others have adopted pieces of it. But it isn’t surprising that applied
student research suffers some of the same fate that has befallen other
fields of applied social research: the implications of its findings are too
often resisted and ignored in order to protect established hierarchies
and priorities.

BRINGING STUDENTS BACK IN

We want to suggest that something has largely been lost in the student
research of the last three decades. What has been lost is the effort to
depict and understand the student experience and the students’ role
in creating it. That students create a culture or cultures, and that such
cultures crystallize collective and individual student identities, has been
largely lost from view. This loss is important for several reasons.

First, as the classic student research showed, student culture is
a powerful mediating factor of college impacts. Academic engagement
may certainly vary according to institutional conditions, or by major
field, etc. but we would suggest that such engagement is deeply inter-
twined with peer relations, and that, now as well as in the past, student
peer groups differ widely in their orientation to the academic and the
world of ideas. The same may be said for community participation and
civic engagement.

Second, the old maps are obsolete. We learned a lot about how
to map student subcultures in the pre-seventies research literature.
But the composition of the student body nationally has fundamentally
changed, and the socioeconomic context for coming of age has as well.
What can be said about student cultures now and about their mediating
role in identity development?

Third, as the preceding suggests, studying student culture and
identity inevitably leads to an effort to understand students within the
larger contexts of opportunity structure, cultural conflict and change,
and other macro-level themes. Since youth is the stage of life in which
one is most shaped by social expectations (Erikson, 1968), and college
going is the experience most connected to defining one’s place in
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economic and cultural terms (Chickering, 1969), one can’t understand
students collective experience without situating it in these larger frame-
works. Student cultures embody such expectations and affect the way
their members adapt to them. The classic student research tended to
embrace such a mode of analysis, seeing student cultures as both an
expression of and having potential effects on wider social and cultural
dynamics.

Finally, if we look for a way to map today’s student cultures,
we are likely to find that students now are less easily categorized in
subcultural terms. Our own research to which we will be referring
later in this chapter was guided by an assumption that students now
are less likely to be fully engaged in their role as students, in the
traditional sense. The very fact that the typical student today is likely
to be working at least a half time job even at relatively elite colleges is
itself an indication that such role involvement is likely to be reduced.
A higher proportion of students have transferred from elsewhere, and
therefore are less integrated into the peer cultures of the campus, not
only because they are relative ‘strangers’ but because they are likely to
be older and less likely to live in the residence halls. That the typical
student is carrying a significant debt to finance years in college may
affect how those years are spent and experienced. In the golden years
of student culture research, the students being studied were primarily
preoccupied with the world of the campus and peer culture. How true
that is today, and for whom, and with what result is today an empirical
question that begs attention. We assume that each student lives in the
domains of the formal curriculum, the social world of their peers, of
work, and family and also in a private domain that may be an escape
from collective engagements and responsibilities. How each student
balances and interrelates the demands of each of these is the subject
of research. But the fact that such counter-posed domains constitute
the student experience may compel revision of the classic assumptions
about the primacy of student subculture and the quest for identity in
shaping that experience.

In what follows, we offer a sketch of the way that students’ cultures
have evolved since the early days of higher education. The sweeping
generalizations made here derive from our reading of the research
tradition we referred to above. This reading has helped us decide what
is new and not new about student life today, and accordingly helped us
determine the central research questions that frame our own empirical
work in this area. We've previewed some of what follows in our review
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of the research literature, but here our assumptions about the historical
and social context of the student experience are spelled out a bit further.

AMERICAN STUDENTS CULTURE: A CAPSULE HISTORY

American colleges were created to ‘educate’ the next generation of
elites. For most of their history, their primary and dominant clients
were rich WASP males, although from the late 19th century on, public
universities and some elite colleges were likely to admit handfuls
of ‘outsiders’, i.e. Catholics, Jews, non-whites, and some who were
‘needy’. Women began entering higher education in some numbers in
the decades after the Civil War. American political, educational, and
business leaders acknowledged that, insofar as undergraduate college
campuses were central training grounds for their replacements, some
opportunity for upward movement of those of disadvantaged origin
was desirable, provided that the upwardly mobile were appropriately
socialized.

Helen L. Horowitz’s (1987) book Campus Life provides a socio-
logically informed and insightful history of the evolution of ‘student
culture’. The initial, and, for years, the dominant, student subculture
was constituted by rich WASP males. From the outset, these student
‘insiders’ organized themselves to resist the academic demands of the
faculty and to protect their pleasure-seeking activity from excessive
control by college and civic policing efforts. Such organization was
expressed through fraternities and other kinds of secret and usually
exclusive clubs, which operated to promote a climate in which
hedonism and extracurricular play and service was fostered and valued,
while interest in the scholarly and the intellectual was disdained.
The incorporation of this organized subculture as a regular feature of
the institutional life of the college (rather than efforts to disperse it)
made sense so long as colleges were understood to be frameworks for
‘character’ formation for elite youth (rather than primarily as places
for training scholars and scientists). Legitimating fraternities provided
for the orderly housing of young men who would otherwise be much
harder to control—even if it required the tacit acceptance by the
institution of racism, anti-Semitism, anti-intellectualism, the objectifi-
cation of women, cheating, and a variety of other unpleasant practices
(Horowitz, 1987).

But the presence of some ‘outsiders’ in the student body, and
the fact that some number of students of insider background were
repelled by the ‘collegiate’/fraternity world, resulted in the formation
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of alternative subcultural frameworks. There were, on the one hand,
a minority of students who identified with scholarship and the world
of ideas, and who identified with the faculty rather than peers (and
therefore were not typically likely to organize a peer ‘subculture’).
Intellectual engagement of a different kind was collectively expressed
by varieties of ‘bohemian’ or ‘rebellious’ campus groups—these often felt
themselves to be at war with the ‘Greeks’ and what they represented,
and also with the stodgy conservatism or other-worldliness of the
faculty. Thus much of the history of student life can be read as a
product of the struggle between collegiate and rebellious or bohemian
subcultures. This cleavage was based to some extent on class (although
the rebels were attractive to some upper class youths as well as to social
outsiders).

These two subcultural formations were important for shaping the
identity of American elites before the Depression: if you went to a top
college and were in a fraternity, you learned how to be the kind of
person who would smoothly move into a life of making and managing
money or exercising political power on behalf of business values; while
at the same school having been a rebel made you more likely to
want to be a writer, an artist, a journalist, a maverick professional
or politician—carrying on for the rest of one’s life the cultural styles
and tastes and antagonisms one had taken on in frat houses or coffee
houses of one’s college days.

As Horowitz describes, however, by the 1930s, the college scene
was becoming more varied. A large wave of first generation Jewish
youth had begun to enter college, and in some schools they were
dominant (notably CCNY, see Gorelick, 1981); offspring of other
immigrant groups and of working class origin were also increasing in
number. The Depression itself certainly put a damper on the frivolity
of both the collegiate and bohemian subcultures. Still, most privileged
youth continued to gravitate to social worlds which would shield them
from the ‘world of ideas’ and reinforce and nurture the social outlook
to which they had been born. Meanwhile, the ranks of students who
worked hard on their studies grew—Ilargely these were the 1st and
2nd generation immigrant and working class kids, for whom doing
well in school was now seen as necessary to escape from ghetto, slum
and factory. These students were not only or even primarily concerned
about their grades, but about acquiring the knowledge, the skills,
the personal style that would enable them to be acceptable to and
perhaps even welcomed into professional, intellectual, or managerial
worlds. Many had to work while going to school; the sacrifices required
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to attend further reinforced their seriousness as students. Many of
these, at the same time, were attracted by the burgeoning of political
consciousness on campus. Earlier cultural rebellion was now being
mixed with or replaced by a concern with the seeming collapse of
capitalism, the rise of fascism, and support for the newly explosive
labor movement.

The 1930s generation of student outsiders did not, of course,
end up allying with a revolutionary working class. Instead, their
arrival helped to diversify the ranks of the national leadership and
professional classes, and signaled the post-war II emergence of higher
education as the primary route to upward mobility. After the war a
rapidly expanding system of mass higher education aimed not only to
socialize those destined for the top, but at creating a vast professional,
managerial, and service class—a ‘new’ middle class.

In the immediate post-war world, masses of war veterans thronged
the public universities. By all accounts, this influx led to perhaps
the largest group of ‘serious’ students yet seen in higher education.
Their seriousness was certainly about striving—resembling in even
more obviously instrumental ways the perspective of pre-war 2nd
generation students. The GI Bill enabled the growth of public higher
education, and was a key reason for the institutionalization of the
college as the primary route to advancement . Meanwhile, however,
the ‘collegiate-Greek’ subculture also burgeoned in the 50s, carrying
on the tradition of resisting the academic and defending the hedonistic
‘social’ dimension of the undergraduate experience and extending this
tradition to many offspring of the expanding newly affluent middle
class. A new bohemianism also flourished in those years, attracting
some of the veterans, fueled by national media fascination with the
‘beat’ generation, and by the growing number of graduate students and
of faculty who had themselves come out of earlier bohemian gener-
ations. The 1950s were notorious as a time of political disaffiliation
and fearful avoidance of public protest; in that climate the ‘collegiate’
was taken to be once again the dominant campus subculture. But
such depictions of campus life often missed the growing subterranean
counterculture at many elite and large schools.

In the 1960s, we might say that bohemian rebellion, for the first
time, triumphed over the collegiate subculture. Indeed, by the end of
that decade, students seemed more culturally unified than they had
ever been, and their shared symbols and practices expressed manifest
antagonism toward ‘middle class values’, conventional tastes, striving
for ‘success’. Hedonism was pervasive, but expressed rebelliously.
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Rather than adopting the forms of pleasure appropriate to mainstream
adulthood (i.e. alcohol, tobacco, conventional sex, spectator sports,
fast cars, etc.), 1960s youth culture promoted distinctly alternative
tastes (marijuana, acid, polymorphous perversity, music festivals, VW
vans, etc.) Waves of political protest attracted ever growing thousands
of students. Even if only a small percent of students were committed
activists, these, by the late 1960s, were often the pace-setters of student
culture. And, for a brief moment, after Kent State, the majority of
students in the country identified with the ‘Movement’ (Flacks, 1971).

As noted earlier, the spread and impact of such rebellion had not
been anticipated in any of the vast literature on student attitudes that
had accumulated by the 1960s. Moreover, the demographic compo-
sition of the vanguard of 1960s protest and counterculture was also
surprising—since it was disproportionately made up of sons and
daughters of elite or at least affluent families, who attended the most
prestigious campuses, and had records of solid academic and extracur-
ricular achievement. The leaders of 1960s rebellion were not outsiders
to academic life (indeed they typically were the offspring of parents
who themselves had college degrees), and they were not ‘malintegrated’
(Flacks, 1967, 1971). Much research supports the finding that student
activists in the early 1960s were distinctively from relatively affluent,
professional, and liberal families (see Keniston (1973) for a detailed
review of empirical research on 1960s era student protest). While the
early 1960s activists were unique in their position of relative advantage,
by the late 1960s the demographic composition of the movement
increasingly reflected that of the student body as a whole.

The shift toward rebellion among students in the 1960s was
‘overdetermined’. It had much to do with ‘affluence’—i.e., the pervasive
belief that problems of scarcity were being superseded, that college
graduates would not have difficulties finding remunerative vocations,
and that the central problems facing them were to find ways of life that
would be ‘fulfilling’ and ‘meaningful’. Many students were raised by
parents who themselves articulated such concerns, who expected their
offspring to capitalize on their potential for making a difference in the
world, and for living distinctive and fulfilling lives. Such aspirations,
however, came into sharp conflict with certain social realities—most
notably the war and the draft, but also with the bureaucratization
of work for the highly educated. So there was a widespread sense
among the young that their hopes for fulfillment were threatened—
immediately by the war and by escalating social conflict; in the longer
term by the encroachment of authoritarian institutions. Finally, the
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symbols and styles created in the counterculture were popularized
by mass media eagerly using them to shape and control a rapidly
growing youth market. Rebellious images resonated with youth already
emotionally primed to question authority; media provided resources for
collective identity that enabled the growth of collective consciousness
and mass action among youth on an unprecedented scale (see Flacks,
1971 for a complete analysis).

The dominance of the rebellious counterculture on campuses
receded during the 1970s. Sixties era beliefs about the permanence
of affluence and endless growth gave way to evidence of the ways
in which economic growth could be both malignant and less certain.
Increasingly, youthful confidence about the future was eroded by a
variety of major trends: inflation, energy crises, state fiscal crises,
global competitiveness, declining public budgets, and declining job
opportunities for the educated. Observers noted a shift in the student
climate—a growing concern about life chances created a mood that was
becoming more self-centered, and instrumentalist, than the prevailing
climate in the 1960s (Levine, 1980). Moreover, the ending of the draft
and the war removed the largest shared threat that had mobilized
the student movement. Movement activism shifted off campus or was
channeled into diverse causes (feminism, environmentalism, ethnic
identity struggles, gay liberation) further fragmenting student culture.

In the period since the 1960s, no simple mapping of student
cultures has been possible. The student population itself continued to
both grow and diversify racially and ethnically. Vocationalist preoc-
cupations increasingly drew students toward individualized focus on
maintaining their grades (and, accordingly, the classic collegiate disdain
for academic ‘grinds’ disappeared from student discourse). Participation
in extracurricular activity gradually declined, and the perennial warfare
between Greeks and intellectual rebels no longer defined student life.
Greek organizations did grow after their sixties era decline, but have
never regained their old attractiveness or influence (Levine, 1980;
Horowitz, 1987).

Still, in the 1970s and 1980s, students continued to seek and
express collective identities and some distinct subcultural formations
were noticeable. The classic ‘collegiate’ identity was often identifiable
in ‘preppy’ appearance and yuppie taste, and in hearty party get-drunk-
quick beer bashes that were often held in (but not necessarily restricted
to) frat houses. Binge drinking became a characteristic part of the party
scene.
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Neo-bohemianism had several variant subcultures: new ‘punk’,
‘hard-core’ styles and tastes in music and dress, ‘deadheads’ and
other forms of 1960s-nostalgia, and ‘raves’ and other collective uses
of psychedelic music and drugs. The influx of African-American,
Latino/Chicano and Asian-American students spawned a host of ethnic
organizations, including fraternities and sororities, but also a variety
of cultural, political, and professional groups, embedded in the social
worlds of minority students and creating a new and often dynamic
campus leadership force at many schools.

Meanwhile, activist identity was channeled into a host of feminist
projects—advancing both feminist politics and service to the needs
of women. Alongside these arose ‘out’ gay/lesbian/bisexual campus
subcultures, advocacy of the rights and needs of disabled students, and
other struggles for recognition. Environmentalist activists formed still
another network and sometimes a full-fledged subculture—‘granola-
heads’ trying to establish sustainable lifestyles, promote recycling and
other environmentally sound institutional policies, etc. Ideologically
left and right student groups rose and fell during the 1970s and 1980s—
and sometimes were able to lead sizable mass protests, as in the anti-
apartheid ‘divestment’ campaigns of the mid-1980s, and widespread
protests against the Persian Gulf incursion in the fall and winter of
1990.

The majority of students, however, identified only marginally with
these nodes of collective consciousness and action. It was hard to read
this majority because, in the 1970s and after, there was a marked
absence of systematic survey research and ethnography on student
attitudes and culture. Still, it was plausible to claim that, as the 1970s
turned into the 1980s, students at most institutions saw their time in
college as primarily a preparation for vocation or career, and, as a result,
gave priority to efforts to ensure the marketability of their transcripts
and resumes. Many instructors remember the early 1980s as a time
when students were surprisingly attentive in lectures (Doonesbury
cartoons mocked the prevailing tendency to take down everything the
teacher said), and captive, if not slavish, audiences were driven, more
than earlier generations, by the grade quest.

The campus climate seemed to change, again, in the later 1980s
(perhaps a key event was the stock market crash of 1987, which seemed
to dash the belief that one could start earning fantastic salaries right
out of college if one was willing to work in the financial sector).
College administrators began to openly worry about the ‘decline in
campus community’ (remembering a golden past which perhaps never
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had existed). Their worries were largely the result of an increasing
number of racial incidents on campus—e.g. racist performances by
fraternities, minority students’ collective distress at incidents inter-
preted as ‘racial harassment’, etc. Efforts by student personnel admin-
istrators to counter such incidents by adopting such measures as ‘hate
speech codes’, and protests by minority students at alleged racism of
faculty and fellow students provoked an outpouring of conservative
commentary attacking ‘political correctness’ on campus. This literature,
often recounting the same set of stories, described a campus climate
in which freedom of speech was in dire danger from the combined
effect of racial and sexual harassment disciplinings, students’ zealous
efforts to censor faculty and fellow students, and the steady indoctri-
nation by ‘tenured radicals’ of young minds with ‘multiculturalism’,
‘post-structuralism’ and ‘post-modernism’ (i.e. a new set of doctrines
that undermined the legitimacy of Western civilization and the moral
foundations of society) (D’Souza, 1991). Soon, media were depicting
the campuses as battlegrounds in one or more culture wars—amongst
racially polarized student groups and between an intolerantly liberal
faculty consensus heroically resisted by a minority of right-thinking
faculty and students.

Given the paucity of systematic research on student and campus
culture, it is hard to evaluate these characterizations and their appli-
cability to past or present reality. Our own sense, based largely on
our experiences at a number of public flagship universities across the
country, is that the alleged polarizations of student life around race
(and gender and sexuality) were never as sharp nor as simple as these
depictions made them out to be. Nor has there been a continuing
climate, either among students or in the institution as a whole, in
which freedom of expression was in grave danger—although efforts to
restrict or discipline speech deemed offensive were certainly not rare.

Beneath all the publicity about ‘political correctness’ however were
other student behaviors that disturbed faculty and administrators, even
if they received much less media attention (an outstanding example
of these concerns can be found in Mark Edmundson’s 1997 piece
in Harper’s Magazine). These might be summarized by saying that,
in the early 1990s, there was an apparent decline in student ‘disci-
pline’. Administrators began decrying an increase in alcohol abuse,
and in violence (sexual and otherwise) associated with heavy drinking
scenes in both the streets of the student community, in house parties,
and in the residence halls. The periodic reports from the Harvard
School of Public Health’s College Alcohol Study showing continuing
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high rates of binge drinking make up just one component in a
stream of complaints about student culture during that period (see for
example, Wechsler, Davenport, Dowdall, Grossman, & Zanakos, 1997,
Wechsler, Davenport, Dowdall, Moeykens, & Castillo, 1994; Wechsler,
Fulop, Padilla, Lee, & Patrick, 1997). ‘Disengagement’ served as a
shorthand term for characterizing that culture. Faculty began to talk
about a certain unruliness in large lectures—students coming late,
leaving early, talking, and, indeed, not attending at all. The captive
audience of the 1980s seemed to have been replaced by an unprece-
dented sense of distance between faculty and students, especially in the
big lecture settings (which were typical of ‘general education’ courses).

The prevailing assumption, shared by many educators and citizens
during the early 1990s, was that by making the student body more
inclusive over the past few decades, we also have lowered its ‘quality’.
The underlying logic seemed to be that if students are the first in their
families to go to college, come from high schools that prepared them
poorly for college, or need to work to support themselves, they will be
less able to take advantage of what higher education has to offer—and
therefore tend to be less engaged in learning. The argument is that the
lower the average ‘cultural capital’ of students, the more evident will
be the symptoms of student disaffection.

Many of these changes in student behavior and perception over the
years suggest that, unlike student culture of earlier eras, student culture
today is not best understood as a domain constituted by a few coherent
collective identities that offer some defined paths for individual self
definition. The typical student no longer seems to be preoccupied with
questions of identity, nor is he or she defining the student role as an
opportunity to prolong youth and postpone ‘adulthood.’ If in fact the
typical student is working a job, that in itself sets limits on how playful,
experimental and ‘youthful’ one can be. If moreover this student is
anticipating the need to pay off college loans, that in itself limits any
possible yearning to ‘not settle down’ after graduation (and reinforces
the instrumentalist perspective on one’s priorities while in school).

The typical student’s social life is more likely to be organized
in terms of a small ‘submerged’ network of friends than in terms
of a visible and extensive subculture rooted in shared values and
symbols. Such subcultures continue, as we've said. And they include,
not only the continuing classic collegiate, bohemian and academic tradi-
tions, but the rise of new ‘outsider’ collectivities. These are ethnically
focused, but simply that. It is likely that students tending to identify
and engage with ethnic identity subcultures are members of the first
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generation—themselves immigrant, or children of recent immigrants,
and/or children of parents who did not go to college. By the late
nineties, a large public university such as the University of California
located in a state with high rates of immigration, would have at
least half of its students in these categories. The worlds these new
outsiders are creating are just beginning to take shape. But clearly, what
we have believed students’ cultures are like can no longer be assumed.

We take an intentional pause to here note that we do not discount
the small but important body of work on students conducted after
the 1960s. Indeed varied works such as those by Boyer (1987),
Levine (1980), Loeb (1994), Moffatt (1989), and Pace (1990) provided
important glimpses into the lives of students during this period. Despite
this work, however, no systematic program of research on students
such as that conducted throughout the 1950s and 1960s has been
evident. Rather, these more contemporary efforts have remained largely
disconnected from one another.

A new research enterprise aimed at understanding the student
experience in the 21st century is what we here are trying to stimulate—
a systematic study of the student experience that incorporates, as a
central feature, the small group processes that have been shown to
powerfully mediate learning, behavior, and the perceptions of college
students.

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA UNDERGRADUATE
EXPERIENCE SURVEY—A RESEARCH PROJECT

In 1995, we took a first step toward such a systematic study. Our
hope was to produce some findings at a single research university
campus that would be sufficiently intriguing—and some research tools
that would be sufficiently exportable—to stimulate some national data
gathering about student life, culture, and attitudes in this period—
and thereby to begin to fill the current vacuum of knowledge and
understanding (and resulting misrepresentation) of today’s students.
Worries about declining academic motivation, about the withdrawal of
many students from interest in either the public sphere or the life of the
mind, are hardly unique to California—they are in fact being nationally
expressed. Sacks (1996), for example, provides a particularly simplistic
but generally accepted version of these worries. A more balanced view
is presented in the aforementioned September 1997 issue of Harper’s
Magazine in pieces written by Mark Edmundson (pp. 39-49) and Earl
Shorris (pp. 50-59).
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Let us be clear that our position is not that there is a dearth of
research on students. On the contrary, we suggest that there has never
been more research on students, and relative to years past, a large share
of that research is of impressive quality. Rather we point out the fact
that while there are a number of useful national surveys of college
students that have been developed in the past decade, none of these taps
the role of student subcultures that defined much of the sociological
work on students in decades past. Two of the more visible surveys that
are widely used to assess student ‘engagement’ are the National Study
of Student Engagement (NSSE) and Your First College Year (YFCY,
see http://www.gseis.ucla.edu/heri/yfcy/). While these instruments are
useful for understanding student engagement and experience, they
devote little attention to the subculture dimensions we feel are so
important to understanding student life on our college campuses. In
recent years only a very small handful of studies address the subcul-
tural dimensions of student life that define our interests in this paper.
Antonio (2004) and Thomas (2000) are representative of work in this
vein, both of which exploit aspects of students’ social networks to
define group boundaries and an array of associated influences.

Our own work began with initial data gatherings on the campus
of UC Santa Barbara in spring 1996. The original effort consisted of
a mailed survey questionnaire and a kind of ethnographic inquiry
through a technique known as the Diary-Diary-Interview method
(Zimmerman & Weider, 1982). While the survey made use of a strat-
ified random sample, the qualitative work employed non-probabilistic
snowball sampling techniques through which we collected over 80
diaries from a range of undergraduates. These students kept a detailed
record, in the form of a diary, of their daily activity for a two week
period. The diaries were then used to frame interviews with each diarist
about the details of their daily practices, priorities and interactions.
A separate interview with each of these respondents focused on issues
of identity and personal development. While cross-sectional in nature,
the diary approach allowed a glimpse into the processes through which
students developed their identities while at college (see Hechtman
(2002) for an example of this work).

Our analysis of all of these materials from the initial phase stimu-
lated significant interest within the University of California system.
Our early findings from Santa Barbara suggested that the students most
likely to be disposed to academic values and demands and to make use
of the resources available on campus for their own development are
today students for whom university attendance involves both sacrifice and
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risk—students usually regarded as ‘disadvantaged’ because of race and
class backgrounds. Our data from that early administration showed that
students who are supported by their parents, unburdened by debt and
work demands, and raised by college educated parents are, paradox-
ically, more likely to be distanced from the values and opportunities
provided by the institution. From a historical perspective we might say
that the old ‘collegiate’ hedonistic subcultural pattern has returned—
and our data suggest it is largely constituted by white students, partic-
ularly white males from relatively advantaged backgrounds.

These sweeping conclusions need immediately to be modified as
follows: The majority of white students, especially in the upper division,
don’t identify with the party culture. We have not yet tried to profile the
values, backgrounds and practices of non-‘party’ white students, nor
examined systematically whether a subculture of ‘academic/intellectual’
students (as distinct from ‘vocationally’ oriented students) can be
discerned and described. Moreover, when we speak, above, of minority
students, we are not referring to Asian-Americans. Our sample did
not include an adequate number of Asian-American students to permit
confident generalization—but we do see some signs that a consid-
erable number of Asian-American students are dealing with distinctive
problems of integration. These problems are not associated with disen-
gagement from the academic, but from the wider community life of
the campus.

Since the early effort at Santa Barbara our survey has evolved into
a systemic study of the undergraduate experience on eight University
of California campuses. This survey, now known as the University of
California Undergraduate Experience Survey (UCUES), is administered
annually with the goal of developing a longitudinal database on the
undergraduate student experience. While the data collected through the
broader UCUES effort confirm a number of our original findings from
UC Santa Barbara, a much more complex picture is now emerging. With
clear undertones of the typical outsider story so powerfully conveyed
by Horowitz, the data reveal a complicated tapestry of forces that shape
student behaviors and perceptions—forces that are tightly bound to
race, class, and educational background.

To illustrate key elements of the most salient themes in this story
we use the UCUES data from 2002 to describe and contrast difference
between traditional students (those from families in which someone,
a parent or grandparent, has earned a 2- or 4-year college degree)
and true 1st generation students (those from families with no 2- or
4-year college degrees). We limit our analysis for this chapter to a
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subset of 5,427 students who are/were native freshmen on each of the
undergraduate campuses in the UC system (the subsample consists of
3,464 freshmen and 1,933 seniors across the 8 undergraduate campuses
within the UC system who were surveyed online at the end of the
2001-2002 academic year). Our purpose in the section that follows is
to simply illustrate some of the major changes that differentiate today’s
university students from those that attracted the interest of researchers
during the halcyon days of research on student culture—changes that
are referenced in our account of this line of inquiry. We therefore do
not set out to fully develop detailed analysis of these patterns. Such
analysis on these patterns is beside the main point we develop in this
chapter. These data are merely illustrative of the intriguing patterns in
attitude and behavior that we feel compel renewed attention to work
on student culture. While we draw upon our data from the UCUES
project to allow for contrasts between traditional college students and
first generation students, we refer the reader to Astin’s comprehensive
overview of related patterns emerging in the CIRP data between 1965
and 1995.

WHO ARE TODAY’S FIRST GENERATION STUDENTS?

Table EIlshows that the characteristics first generation students of our
sample are similar to those on many state flagship university campuses
across the country. These students are likely to be from families of
more humble social origin (more than two-thirds of these students
report being from working or lower-class backgrounds), non-white
(only 15 percent of non-traditional respondents are white), and come
from families making just over one-third of that reported by their
traditional counterparts (roughly $34,000 vs. $96,000). Striking in
these data is the largely white, middle and upper-middle class majority.
In Horowitz’s terms, these first generation students are clearly outsiders
on today’s campuses.

ORIENTATION TOWARD COLLEGE

It has been widely observed that more students today, compared with
ever before, say they are going to college for ‘economic’ reasons above
all others (see Astin, 1998). This broader trend is also evidenced in
our data in several ways. In terms of goals motivating college atten-
dance, roughly 9 out of 10 respondents report it being very important
or essential to achieve the goal of identifying a career and acquiring
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Table 4.1: Characteristics of Students by Generational Status

Traditional First
Students Generation
(N =3499) (N =1928)
Overall 64.4% 35.6%
Social Class Background
Lower — poor 1.3% 28.3%
Working 6.8% 38.5%
Middle 40.9% 26.2%
Upper-Middle 48.5% 6.4%
Upper — wealthy 2.5% 0.6%
Race/Ethnicity
Black 0.8% 1.9%
Asian/Pacific Islander 32.8% 50.8%
Hispanic 3.7% 30.3%
White 60.1% 15.5%
Other 2.5% 1.5%
Parent Income (5% trimmed mean) $95,692 $33,955

knowledge and skills necessary for its successful pursuit. (1st gener-
ation students are more likely to identify this as an essential goal).

As our interest is in the process by which peer groups shape
the perspectives and behaviors of college students, we focus primarily
on patterns among the seniors in our sample. These seniors were
enrolled as freshmen on their home campus and, as a result, have been
exposed to the subcultures on that campus for several years. We include
freshmen to give a sense of differences between these two cohorts,
some of which may be explained by influences of student subcultures
and some of which may be attributable to real differences in cohorts
during this period.

Among seniors in our sample, almost 35% of traditional students
(vs. 48% of 1st generation students) responding indicated that college
was very important or essential to position them to “make a lot of
money.” On the other hand, 69% of 1st generation students (vs. 55%
for traditional students) strongly identify with the goal of using their
college education to “give something back” to their community. It is
interesting to note that the percentages are almost perfectly inverse
when students were queried about the importance of the goal of “having
fun.” (Table £.2) As always, then, students can be classified as ‘instru-
mentally/ vocationally’ or ‘intrinsically’ motivated—but today, even at
a relatively affluent and selective residential colleges like those within
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Table 4.2: Percent Indicating Essential or Very Important to Achieve While in College

Traditional Students First Generation
(N =3499) (N =1928)

Freshmen Seniors  Freshmen Seniors

Deciding on the career I want 90.7% 84.4% 95.1% 91.0%
and obtaining the knowledge
and skills needed to pursue it

Developing an in-depth 76.4% 66.6% 83.8% 74.2%
understanding of a specific
field of study

Being in a position to make a lot 48.2% 34.6% 67.5% 48.4%
of money after I finish my
education

Determining what values are 66.7% 66.1% 70.7% 70.7%
most important to me;
developing a “philosophy of
life”

Having fun; enjoying my 72.3% 71.2% 58.2% 57.1%
“college years” before
assuming adult responsibilities

Being in a position to give 58.7% 55.2% 71.7% 69.1%
something back to my
community after I finish my
education

the UC system, the instrumentalist perspective appears to prevail far
more than it might have 20-30 years ago. This instrumentalism is
evident for traditional and non-traditional students alike.

UNCERTAINTY ABOUT ECONOMIC AND PROFESSIONAL FUTURES

There is evidence in our survey supporting the belief that young people
today are relatively anxious about their future life chances—among
certain segments of students. For example, Table shows that while
over three-quarters of 1st generation students believe that, compared
to their parents, they have much greater chances in life, less than 15%
of students from traditional college going backgrounds feel this way.
While both groups are relatively positive about career directions and
chances, 1st generation students are less likely to believe they have
good or excellent chances for realizing their career goals.

This table and the next (Table £4]) indicate that the much
remarked tendency of today’s students to believe that they will have
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Table 4.3: Prospects for Career and Future

Traditional Students First Generation
(N = 3499) (N=1928)
Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors
How sure are you that this is the 64.0% 77.4% 69.4% 78.6%
career that you will still want by
the time you finish your
education? (% sure or very sure)
Chances of achieving this career 84.2% 89.9% 74.6% 83.2%
(% very good or excellent)
How do you think your chances 13.8% 15.2% 67.2% 68.6%
for success in life, in terms of
career and income, compare to
your parents? (% much better)

Table 4.4: Perception of Future Opportunities (by Social Class Background)

Lower- Working Middle  Middle Upper—
Poor Upper  Wealthy

Freshmen

Chances of achieving this 78.7%  83.3% 87.8%  88.0% 91.2%
career (% very good or
excellent)

How do you think your 76.3%  55.8% 29.1%  14.9% 20.0%
chances for success in
life, in terms of career and
income, compare to your
parents? (% much better)

Seniors

Chances of achieving this 72.1%  75.2% 81.1%  86.8% 85.4%
career (% very good or
excellent)

How do you think your 75.9%  56.5% 28.7%  13.0% 18.5%
chances for success in
life, in terms of career and
income, compare to your
parents? (% much better)

a hard time equaling or surpassing their parents’ status is, logically
enough, largely found among upper status youth (our data indicate
that minority students and students who identify as ‘lower’ or ‘working’
class are relatively less likely to see their future life chances as worse
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or more difficult than that of their parents’ generation). Unfortunately,
none of the items we used in this survey are adequate for assessing
the degree of anxiety about future opportunities that may be present
in various sectors of the student body. While freshman are slightly
more optimistic than seniors in terms of their chances of achieving
their desired career, both groups express similar levels of optimism (or
pessimism) about their chances for success relative to the standard set
by their parents.

That is, the data do seem to indicate that students from all class
backgrounds are less than sanguine about their future occupational
and career interests.

SOCIAL ACTIVITY & INTEGRATION

There are striking differences in the social practices and activities of
students from different backgrounds. From our data we can see that
despite numerous efforts to integrate 1lst generation students, they
remain outsiders in terms of campus discourse and engagement—a
reality unchanged from the outsiders depicted by Horowitz. Table
shows that while 1st generation students are less likely to devote signif-
icant amounts of time to partying, socializing, and participating in
exercise or sports they are more likely to instead be working greater
amounts of time on campus, helping in a family business, taking care
of household or childcare responsibilities, and commuting to and from
campus.

While one may find the greater time 1st generation students spend
with teaching assistants as a sign of academic engagement, other data
related to interactions with peers from the survey suggest that this
interaction is more likely to relate to class performance than it is to
genuine intellectual engagement. In Table E.6] we show the differences
in the percentage of students who report engaging in out of class
discussions often or very often with other students on an array of
topics.

Clearly, 1st generation students are less likely to be as frequently
engaged with their peers in conversations on these any of these topics.
While competing demands for their time likely play a role in this lower
level of engagement in peer discourse around these topics, it is also
clear from our data that 1st generation students are less likely than their
traditional counterparts to view the campus as friendly and welcoming

(see Table [ .7 .
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Table 4.6: Percentage of Students Engaging (Often or Very Often) in out of Class
Conversation on

Traditional Students First Generation
(N = 3499) (N =1928)

Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors

Philosophy 40.2% 42.4% 26.2% 28.9%
Science 23.7% 31.0% 14.2% 28.0%
Racial Issues 29.9% 37.4% 28.4% 29.2%
Current events 42.6% 58.8% 35.1% 48.1%
Social issues 38.5% 44.9% 31.3% 34.4%
Arts 17.8% 22.8% 9.6% 13.0%
Technology or computing issues 23.0% 29.3% 19.1% 26.1%

Table 4.7: Percentage of Students Strongly Agreeing that

Traditional Students First Generation
(N = 3499) (N =1928)
Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors
Students on campus are friendly 39.6% 31.6% 27.4%  24.2%
Feel comfortable expressing 32.4% 27.7% 18.0%  18.6%
political views on campus
Curriculum includes contributions 33.3% 27.8% 24.4%  18.4%
from people of diverse
backgrounds
Atmosphere of religious tolerance 30.1% 20.9% 209%  15.7%
on campus
People on campus respected 31.8% 25.9% 23.8%  21.3%
regardless of sexual orientation
Faculty are approachable, 27.0% 19.0% 19.8%  13.7%
available, and helpful to
students
Feel belong on this campus 41.4% 44.2% 29.0%  32.5%

Patterns of course taking and studying also differ between the two
groups. Table shows while little data exists that might suggest the
motivations for students’ course taking behaviors in earlier periods,
our data show that grades and scheduling figure more importantly in
the course selection process for 1st generation students.

Time devoted coursework and studying varies by student
subgroup. Table shows that students perceive the degree of their
commitment to coursework quite differently. It is interesting to note
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Table 4.8: Percentage of Students Citing as Most Important or Major Reason for Course
Selection

Traditional Students First Generation
(N = 3499) (N =1928)

Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors

Help GPA through an easy course 15.2% 15.1% 20.6% 18.9%

Intellectually 60.8% 67.3% 53.0% 61.3%
challenging/stimulating

Personal time preference 60.0% 49.3% 64.6% 54.7%

Fits work schedule 21.0% 30.8% 36.6% 43.2%

Help GPA through an easy course 15.2% 15.1% 20.6% 18.9%

Table 4.9: How Much More Time Should you Have Spent on Coursework?

Traditional Students First Generation
(N = 3499) (N =1928)

Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors

Much, much more time 11.2% 8.1% 19.7% 15.0%
Significantly more time 23.7% 20.1% 34.9% 27.1%
Somewhat more time 48.4% 47.4% 37.6% 43.3%
I am spending about the right 16.7% 24.4% 7.8% 14.6%

amount of time

that over 42% of all 1st generation seniors state that they should have
devoted “much, much more time” or “significantly more time” to their
coursework (compared to just over 28% of traditional students). The
gap among freshmen is even greater.

Reasons cited in Table for failure to devote adequate time
to coursework varied across the groups as well, with social life and
uninteresting coursework being more frequently cited as barriers for
traditional students. First generation students are more likely to report
that work and inadequate study skills tend to compromise their ability
to commit time to their studies.

Through these data we see hints of processes at work that have
defied attempts by applied researchers to accurately assess student
engagement and success over the decades. That the student body has
become dramatically more diverse serves to confound the relatively
straightforward understanding of pioneering research in the area of
student culture. The worlds in which today’s students define their
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Table 4.10: Percentage Citing as Most Significant or Major Barrier to Spending More
Time on Courses

Traditional Students First Generation
(N =3499) (N =1928)
Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors
Social life competes too much 21.5% 20.1% 17.6% 14.0%
Job competes too much 4.4% 14.0% 8.5% 18.3%
Friends (peers) do not spend 14.0% 10.8% 12.3% 9.4%
enough time studying so it is
hard for me to do so.
Coursework in uninteresting 32.6% 31.9% 28.7% 26.8%
Coursework not directly relevant 21.7% 22.7% 19.9% 22.8%
to my career
Habits / time management skills 34.3% 25.6% 39.8% 27.3%
are not good

college experience tap myriad dimensions of identity and beg renewed
attention to the role that student cultures play in mediating the well-
founded efforts of researchers and campus administrators interested in
better understanding and improving student success in college.

21ST CENTURY ‘OUTSIDERS

In earlier eras, the ‘collegiate’ subculture was opposed by an alternative
framework that attracted numbers of relatively advantaged students—
the ‘intellectual/bohemian’ subcultures. Among today’s students,
however, the most evident subcultural alternatives are constituted by
minority students. A distinctive and coherent bohemian/rebel/non-
conformist subculture isn’t evident (at least at the University of
California right now). Still, there is a decided division among tradi-
tional students with respect to the intrinsic/instrumentalist dimension
and a large proportion of traditional students (especially those of
less advantaged background) are certainly not ‘partyers’ and are more
academically and intellectually motivated.

Our empirical observations about the relative seriousness and
academic commitment of first-generation students also resonate with
the past. As Horowitz summarizes, campus ‘outsiders’ in earlier eras
(like the 2nd generation Jewish students of the 20s and 30s) were also
likely to be far more eager and committed academically and intellec-
tually than their upper status peers. The student body today bears a
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considerable resemblance to that earlier era when waves of first gener-
ation students of immigrant background began to throng to higher
education, and to that post-war moment when waves of returning Gls
started to go to college.

COLLECTIVE AND INDIVIDUAL IDENTITY

Much has been written about the new subcultures of ethnic minority
students. Much of this writing, rarely based on empirical investi-
gation, emphasizes that these subcultures are deeply involved with
politics of identity—and therefore, separatist, divisive, intolerant of
difference—and that minority students are accordingly pressured to
conform to fixed collective identities [see Altbach (1991) for a notable
exception to this observation]. Such depictions, as stereotypical as those
of the ‘slackers’ and the ‘angry white males,” need to be re-examined.
It is far more fruitful to understand each minority student as wrestling
with efforts to reconcile and synthesize both the moral require-
ments of collective identity and strong needs for individual expression
and attainment. Understanding something about how students work
through and resolve contradictions between collective and individual
identity, between their sense of social responsibility and their desire for
individual recognition and status is a key to understanding the current
student experience. Data we are collecting though the UCUES effort
strongly suggest that 1st generation students—overwhelmingly from
working class and lower income families and who are making family
and personal sacrifices to be in school—are far less uncertain than
their upper middle class peers about the value of a college education.
Their aspirations are classic, even if the new economy may be harder
to negotiate than that faced by earlier generations of the newly arrived.
Unlike previous upwardly mobile immigrant students, today’s ‘first
generation’ students may be more conscious of sustaining and fulfilling
communal ties and responsibilities, and more likely to define their
moves up the ladder as contributions to their communities rather than
simply as expressions of self-interest.

INSTRUMENTALISM

Data from UCUES and from a wide array of other sources show that
students of all race and class backgrounds define the purposes of college
in ‘instrumental’, ‘economistic’ terms. Relatively few students say that
they are going to college to gain knowledge, or to develop themselves,
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or to enable them to contribute to social betterment. The prevalence
of instrumentalism in the academic outlook of students contributes to
a narrowing of students’ interest in using the opportunities the insti-
tution provides for self-development. The instrumental attitude may be
applied to class attendance (why go to class if it won’t be on the test); to
participation in extracurricular organizational activity and community
service; to attendance at non-required concerts, performance events,
lectures, museum exhibitions, etc.; to following the news and trying
to understand the public happenings and debates of the moment; to
developing an interest in non-required reading (or even to reading
assigned work).

There is however a difference between the instrumentalism
of relatively advantaged students and those from working class or
minority background. At least some of the latter see that expanding one’s
cultural awareness and social knowledge adds to one’s cultural capital.
The instrumentalism of students from minority, immigrant or working
class background can stimulate active and even hungry use of the
opportunities for mind expansion and consciousness raising that the
campus provides (as it did for 2nd generation immigrant students at
places like CCNY in the 20s and 30s, and the instrumentally oriented
returning Gls after World War 1II).

INTERACTION OF ECONOMIC PESSIMISM AND INSTRUMENTALISM

We suspect, too, that instrumentalism is associated with insecurity
about the economic future. Students who believe that they face an
uncertain, highly competitive and inhospitable opportunity structure
are likely to interpret their college activity as an effort to increase
their marketability. This complex of attitudes (which needs to
be documented more fully than it has so far) is related to a complex
of socio-economic changes that have been much discussed and specu-
lated about: the globalization of the economy, and the emergence of
a ‘postindustrial’ structure of occupational opportunities, has led to
corporate downsizing, the erosion of professional and technical career
ladders, and demand for a work force that is ‘flexible’ (and therefore
willing to adapt to arbitrary disruptions of career paths and expecta-
tions). Students overwhelmingly believe that it will be difficult for them
to find vocation that is really fulfilling, and they believe that previous
generations of college graduates had an easier time economically than
they will have. We want to explore more fully in our future research
how such attitudes affect the subcultural patterns we have observed.
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SOME POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Tentative findings and working hypotheses such as those laid out in this
chapter will be further refined and tested with the data that continue
to be gathered through UCUES. To the extent that this depiction of
the student scene makes sense at the University of California, and to
the extent that it can be generalized to other institutional settings,
important questions for educational policy and practice seem to flow
from them. First though we put forward a recommendation that flows
from the ideas and observations we have advanced in this chapter:

e We should consider assessing the value of the college experience
and who benefits from it not simply in terms of quantitative
measures of students’ performance in classes and on tests, but
in terms of their development as members of the culture and
the polity. Students from relatively advantaged backgrounds test
well, and know how to maintain B averages (and this applies
to many who avoid serious commitment to either their courses
or the wider life of the intellectual community). Students of
disadvantaged background may not test well and may struggle
academically because of poorer pre-college preparation—but
these may be among the primary constituencies more fully
benefiting from the chance to be in college. Recent challenges
to continued use of the SAT as a primary tool for admissions are
accordingly quite timely, since an implication of the story we
are telling here is that reliance on such tests may not necessarily
recruit the most motivated and most promising young people.

Several policy relevant questions flow from this:

e How can academic commitment and community engagement
be fostered in the present climate? Who is likely to be a more
committed student: one who is freed from competing demands
and can be a student full-time, or one who has to work as well
as study? Perhaps campus climate, student involvement, and
personal development would be enhanced if all students were
expected to have some kind of real world responsibility as a
part of their daily lives.

e How can the instrumentalism that prevails in student culture
be challenged and broadened? The traditional faculty effort to
pit an ideal of knowledge for its own sake’ against prevailing
students’ utilitarianism may now amount to futile gesturing. For
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the institution’s own endlessly repeated advertisement is itself
largely utilitarian—and this converges with parents’ reiterated
demands that their offspring pursue practical courses of study
that justify the ever increasing cost. If students today are
detached from many of their classes because: a) making the
grade can be separated from genuine engagement with the
subject matter or ideas being conveyed, or can be accomplished
while cutting many corners; or b) the class itself seems instru-
mentally irrelevant; or ¢) the class is being taught in ways that
are uninvolving—how can such detachment be overcome? The
conventional answer seems to be to increase the entertainment
value of lecture sessions or increase the effectiveness of testing
procedures to prevent corner cutting. There is also a consid-
erable effort to adjust the curriculum to market demands.

e Is there a way to attract students to more authentic intellectual
engagement? Our data indicate that students across the bound-
aries that separate them seem to share a desire for voice as
students in institutional decisions that affect them. At the same
time, we conjecture (but don’t yet have data to verify) that
students might be challenged by a curriculum and a pedagogy
that provided opportunity to find their own voices as individual
persons in the vast sea of globalized culture in which they have
to swim. Offering students opportunity and resources to gain
voice as citizens and as consumers and producers of culture
provides a way to connect the ‘instrumental’ and the ‘intellectual’
as mutually supportive values.

A FINAL NOTE ON METHODOLOGY

The rich tradition of research between the 1930s and 1960s focusing
on student culture capitalized on a number of methodological innova-
tions that served to encourage further interest and investment in
work being done in this area. Newcomb’s early work at Bennington
employed a longitudinal design—an approach relatively uncommon
until that point. Moreover, that early work on college students spawned
a host of projects focusing upon group processes, work that was
closely aligned with the rapidly growing field of social networks
(e.g., Festinger, Schacter, & Back, 1950; Rossi, 1966, see Wasserman
and Faust, 1994 for a complete overview). Despite the advancement of
social science methods during the middle part of the 20th century, and
the rapid evolution of work in the field of social network analysis, the
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major concept of the student peer group as mediator proved elusive
to empirical models that could adequately capture the interactions
between students and their networks that were presumed to be so
central in this group process.

As much as the emphasis on peer-groups provides a tempting
empirical avenue for understanding the mediating effects of the peer
group, this should not be understood as culture itself. Sanford (1962)
notes that:

Each society or subsociety must have a culture—some shared
values and beliefs—but individuals within these societies may
have distinctive cultural outlooks without joining like-minded
individuals in face-to-face groups. (Butlike-minded individuals who
are different from the majority do tend to get together in the colleges,
and this is one source of recognizable subcultures.) (p. 59).

Thus while student subcultures can be manifest in peer groups these
are not necessarily the only avenue to understanding the mediating
forces of student subcultures. Key here is the identification of those
values, beliefs, and prescribed ways of behaving identified by Sanford.
Aside from the long-running CIRP program (a program that does not
easily enable campus specific examinations that are a central feature of
this work) there exists frightfully little data through which a renewed
program of research on student culture can be established. Other
than the notable exception of the UCUES project at the University of
California, we are hard pressed to identify other significant investments
along these lines.

No contemporary research has successfully married the attitudinal
and structural dimensions of student peer groups that Sanford so well
articulated in 1962. These features figured prominently, for example,
in the pioneering work of Newcomb at Bennington, as well as work
by Wallace (1966) who examined social network effects on aspira-
tions during the freshman year, and Newcomb and Flacks (1964) who
examined the role of deviant subcultures at Bennington (i.e., those
deviant in terms of values espoused by the institution). Few scholars
have attempted to incorporate clearly identifiable themes from that
earlier research into research on today’s college settings.

We feel this is a terrible shame. For not only does this represent
a problematic blind spot in the field of knowledge informing student
success, but it also occurs at a point in time when the considerably
more refined methodological tools available to today’s researchers
promise to unlock much of the potential left dormant in decades of
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earlier research. Significant advances in measurement of perceptions
and attitudes, contextual modeling enabling the modeling of interac-
tions between observation at different levels of analysis (e.g., Bryk &
Raudenbush, 1992; Lindley & Smith, 1972; Muthen, 1994), and areas
of social network analysis aimed at formalizing the peer influence
process (e.g., Friedkin, 1998) provide the interested researcher with a
wealth of methodological tools that could unlock a most promising line
of research on student culture at a time when there are more outsiders
than traditional students on most of our college campuses.

There is in fact a fair amount of research demonstrating the
theorized effects of peers on a variety of student outcomes (as
opposed to process). Most of this empirical research, however, opera-
tionalizes peer group structure by using global affective measures such
as a student’s sense of belonging and friendship (e.g., Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1980) or by using aggregate measures of some student body
characteristic such as political attitude (e.g., Dey, 1997).

But as we have argued in this chapter, student culture is a powerful
mediating force on any number of college impacts that are presumed
to be connected to student success. If the findings from earlier work on
student culture remain valid today, student engagement, a topic that
is receiving tremendous attention, must be deeply intertwined with
peer relations and student subcultures. To the degree that this is true,
sweeping generalizations about the perspectives of the student body as
a whole are likely to be incorrect given the underlying divergences in
the ways in which students experience and respond to college.
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5. TEACHERS’ NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR AND ITS EFFECTS
ON STUDENTS

Elisha Babad*

Hebrew University of Jerusalem

INTRODUCTION: IMPORTANCE OF NONVERBAL
BEHAVIOR

We all live today in the era of the visual, of the nonverbal. People
are continuously and excessively exposed to television, cinema and
theater, and these media transmit a multitude of types and bits of
information in nonverbal (NV) channels. From a young age children
learn to understand the “NV language,” to decipher implicit codes
and to make meaning of social situations from numerous, often very
subtle NV nuances (including lighting, camera angles, music, and
certainly facial expressions and body language). People learn to under-
stand situations without having to receive verbal explanations, such as
knowing instantaneously whether they are provided with facts (news),
told a story (movies or series) or being manipulated (advertising) the
minute they turn on their TV. “NV behavior” includes all expressive
aspects that are “non-verbal,” that is, that they have no verbal content,
words, or spoken and/or written language. NV research focuses on body
language, facial expressions, gestures, postures, movements, vocal cues,
attire, physical appearance, and behavioral patterns in interpersonal
interaction.

The purpose of this chapteris to examine the area of NV behavioras it
relates to higher education, and to focus particularly on the contributions
of instructors’ NV behavior to their teaching effectiveness. Common-
sense would support the general notion that effective instructors are
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nonverbally expressive in addition to their verbal teaching qualities. But
the extent, the unique impact, and the exclusivity of the NV aspects
have been the grounds for much research and substantial controversy.
In this chapter, I first provide some background information about
NV research and its relevance to education. Subsequently I review the
major conceptualizations, applications, and types of NV research in
higher education, explicate methodological problems and overgenerali-
zations based on faulty research, and eventually lead to an up-to-date
evaluation of the status and role of NV behavior in effective teaching.

In her review of NV behavior and self-presentation, Bella DePaulo
(1992) described the special significance of NV behavior in several
aspects: Its irrepressible nature, its links to emotion, its accessibility
to observers, its speed, and the fact that it communicates unique
meanings. To these factors, one can add the commonly-held belief
that human deception can be detected through the examination of
different NV channels — a belief that is borne out by a rich literature
(e.g., Ekman, 1985; Ekman & Friesen, 1969b; Zuckerman, DePaulo,
& Rosental, 1986). NV behavior simply exists and is enacted in almost
every human situation, and therefore it is reasonable to assume that it
is likely to influence the outcomes of human interactions of all kinds.

Therefore, NV behavior is part of the process of intended and/or
unintended social influence, serving as a tool or a mediator toward the
attainment of a wide spectrum of objectives. Some of these objectives
are genuine, innocent and well-meaning, others might be devious, and
some may be malicious. In education, students at all levels spend a huge
number of cumulative hours with their teachers. The teachers have a
clear agenda of influencing students and leading them to scholastic and
cognitive attainments, but the students do not continuously share this
agenda. Clearly, teachers’ NV conduct must be meaningful in mediating
the attainment of educational outcomes. Instructors’ expressiveness
can contribute to teaching effectiveness by maintaining student interest
and preventing boredom; it may increase general or subject-specific
student motivation as a function of instructor’s enthusiasm; and it can
often contribute directly to the quality of the verbal instruction through
illustration and emphasis.

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF NV BEHAVIOR
RESEARCH ToOPICS IN NV PSYCHOLOGY

Research on NV behavior grew out of the study of emotions and
of the expression of emotions (dating back to Charles Darwin), and
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then expanded into social areas dealing with human communication,
including the field of education. The central figure in NV psychology of
emotions in the last half century has been Paul Ekman, who developed
methods for identifying the basic human emotions in facial expressions,
dealt with deception, detection and leakage, and has led research on
NV behavior both conceptually and methodologically.

In their review of NV research in the fourth edition of the
Handbook of Social Psychology, DePaulo and Friedman (1998) summa-
rized the central research topics in contemporary NV psychology.
The topics include person perception and personality judgments
based on NV sensitivity; NV aspects in self-presentation (such as
the expression of personal charisma and other attributes); the study
of deception and detection of lying (either through leakage of false
affect through people’s differential ability to control the various NV
channels, or through exaggeration); social influence and attempts
to manipulate impressions (by politicians, for instance); NV aspects
involved in interpersonal attraction; and the communication of inter-
personal expectations (by judges, doctors, and of course teachers).
Tests measuring sensitivity in NV decoding ability (by Rosenthal, Hall,
Archer, DiMatto, & Rogers, 1979, and by Archer & Costanzo, 1988,
see also Costanzo & Archer, 1993) led to a multitude of studies on
NV behavior in different contexts, and to the development of applied
practice to improve NV skills.

THE REPERTOIRE OF NV BEHAVIORS (EKMAN & FRIESEN, 1969A)

In a now-classic article, Ekman and Friesen (1969a) introduced and
analyzed the five major types of NV behavior, laying the conceptual
foundation for subsequent research on NV behavior. The five types
are: Emblems; Illustrators; Affect displays; Regulators; and Adaptors,
and they are delineated next, emphasizing their relevance to education
when appropriate.

Emblems are “complete” NV acts that have a direct, clear and
shared meaning, which usually has a verbal definition consisting of one
or two words or a phrase. They are communicated intentionally and
are meant to transmit a clear message or shared meaning. Examples of
emblems include making a fist and various obscene or sexual gestures.
The shared decoded meaning of emblems is either iconic or consensual
(like pointing a figure at the temple to indicate confusion or the
consensual emblems of sign language). Emblems are communicative
and parsimonious, because they are complete, summative, consensual
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statements. Teachers often use emblems in providing explanations and
in their interactions with students, although I did not come across any
empirical study of teachers’ emblems.

Illustrators are movements tied to speech, serving to illustrate
what is being said verbally. They are learned with a communicative
intent of emphasizing intended messages. Sometimes illustrators are
emblems (though not always complete messages) and at other times
they are facial affect displays (see next), and they are always intended
to improve communication through illustration and amplification.
Effective teachers use NV illustrators continuously, and this use is an
important aspect of their effectiveness. In training for public speaking
and in microteaching (see later discussion) people are taught and
trained to use illustrators.

Affect display are the movements of the facial muscles expressing
the primary emotions. According to Ekman and Friesen, each of the
primary emotions (happiness, surprise, fear, sadness, anger, disgust,
and interest) has unique, distinctive movements of the facial muscles,
and they are universal to the human race. Ekman developed coding
systems (FAST and then FACS - Facial Action Coding System, see
Ekman & Friesen, 1978) to code and quantify each emotion, and
has led since then a wide field of the study of emotions and clinical
applications. Later, Ekman also defined “display rules” — procedures for
the management of affect displays in various social settings (when to
over-intensify and when to de-intensify, when to emphasize and when
to conceal). Affect displays are extremely informative and influential,
but they are not deliberate and do not have a communicative intent as
emblems and illustrators. Affect displays can be consonant or dissonant
with verbal messages, and much of the study of deception is based on
affect displays and on gaps between channels. In education, teachers
are supposed to be nonverbally expressive, and their genuine affect
displays probably act as mediators in fostering student motivation and
learning. Unfortunately, affect displays also play a crucial role in the
transmission of teachers’ negative expectancies, potentially hindering
low-expectancy students.

Regulators are NV acts intended to regulate the back and forth
interaction and control the behavior of the other(s). Examples of
regulators include head nods, eye contact, slight movements forward
or backward, eyebrow raising, hand movements, etc. Regulators do
not have a universal content and they are not necessarily deliberate
or intentional. Affective displays, illustrators or adaptors (next) can
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function as regulators. In education, regulators are critical in classroom
management and in teacher-student interaction.

Adaptors are anti-communicative, transmitting that the person is
busy with him/herself and his/her own needs, and is not attentive
to the other. Examples of adaptors include self-referent behaviors
such as grooming, nail-biting, head-scratching, fidgeting with self
(self-touching) or with object (pencils, glasses, watch, etc.). Adaptors
are directed “inside,” toward the self and away from the other. In
NV research, adaptors would usually found to be negative predictors,
contributing to negative impressions and leading to negative reactions.
People in interaction would usually prefer to ignore the adaptors of
the other person, and preferably, not to be aware of them at all.

CATEGORIES OF NV RESEARCH PERTINENT TO TEACHING
(SmitH, 1984)

In an article summarizing the state of the art of NV behavior in teaching,
Howard Smith (1984, following Knapp, 1978) listed seven categories
of NV research pertinent to teaching and learning. Although Smith did
not refer particularly to higher education while most of the research
discussed in the present chapter has been conducted after 1984 and
was focused on higher education, the Smith categories are still helpful
in the classification of NV research types at all levels of education.

Environmental factors involve the influence of the physical attributes
and of school and classroom setting on students. The design and physical
characteristics of the school, the arrangement of the classroom and the
seating arrangement create the milieu and the atmosphere for learning.
Today, such environmental factors would not be considered as repre-
senting “NV research” but would rather be classified as “environmental
psychology.”

Proxemics concerns the perception and use of personal space. The
physical distance between teacher and students, the seating of students
facing each other or seated in rows and columns, and the implicit
norms concerning proxemics influence the learning climate and the
nature of teacher-student interaction. In seating arrangement research,
evidence shows that the most positive student attitudes and their best
academic efforts are observed in the “activity zone” in the center of the
classroom, close to the teacher (Moore & Glynn, 1984). Today, one
of the most influential conceptions relating NV behavior and educa-
tional outcomes — “NV immediacy” — is defined by the “psychological
closeness” between the teacher and the students.
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Kinesics is probably the central category of NV behavior —
including gestures, facial expressions, posture and body language,
actually the entire range of expressive behavior. The study of instructor
expressiveness and its relation to teaching effectiveness is the central
theme of this chapter.

Touching behavior (also called haptics). In fact, educational
research on touching behavior is quite rare. Although caring about
children (and taking care of them) often includes touching, the issue
of teachers touching students is a bit touchy and wrought with ethical
limitations. Therefore, touching behavior would not be considered a
major category of educational NV research today.

Physical characteristics of teachers and students, and artifacts
are two Smith categories focusing on physical attractiveness and
appearance, on clothes, jewelry, beauty aids and their influence on the
perceivers. Frankly, it seems that not much educational research has
focused on these features.

Paralanguage refers to the NV characteristics accompanying
speech, such as voice pitch, volume, tempo, intensity, pauses, silences,
etc. Today, research on instructors’ enthusiasm and immediacy employs
a global approach to the overall conduct of the instructor, including
verbal behavior and the NV characteristics which accompany it. The
total NV style of the teacher is considered to be a central mediator
of teaching effectiveness, and teachers’ paralanguage (which could
represent illustrators, affect displays and regulators in Ekman and
Friesen’s terminology) is quite important.

PERSPECTIVES ON THE ROLE OF NV BEHAVIOR
IN EDUCATION

THE SECONDARY ROLE OF NV BEHAVIOR IN EDUCATION

The origins of NV research are rooted in the study of emotions, and
over the years it expanded to many fields focused on communication,
including education. But given that the central objectives of schooling
are cognitive development and scholastic achievement, it is then the
verbal domain that is most significant in education, and NV research
must take a secondary position. Beyond the curriculum, subject matter,
didactic methods, cognitive strategies, and a host of other factors
supposed to facilitate students’ learning, instructors’ NV behavior is
important in the delivery of instruction and in the management of
teacher-student interaction. As a mediator in the success of the verbal
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domain in achieving the central goals of education, NV behavior can be
quite detrimental to teaching effectiveness. Bad instructors most often
fail in their NV delivery, and excellence in teaching is probably due to
a large extent to instructors’ positive expressive style.

Thus, the main focus of NV research in education is on the
instructors and their delivery of instruction, secondary to subject-
matter concerns and didactic methods. Delivery of instruction has been
the central focus of two separate conceptualizations and separate bodies
of literature — “teacher enthusiasm” and “teacher immediacy.” Both
approaches are discussed in detail in this chapter, and it is argued
that they investigate the very same phenomenon despite the distinct
terminologies. Both phenomena focus on teacher expressiveness which
is considered to contribute to creating the motivational and affective
conditions that improve students’ coping with learning materials and
facilitate their learning and cognitive gains.

The goals of education might be construed in a wider perspective
than cognitive learning, to include students’ satisfaction, motivation
and involvement as important objectives in their own right, not just as
means for improving learning. In this broader perspective, the contri-
bution of instructors’ NV behavior becomes more central and more
direct.

OVERALL “NV STYLE” VERSUS SPECIFIC “NV BEHAVIORS”

In educational research, the commonly-used definition of “NV behavior”
is very global and generalized. At the other end of the specificity
continuum, in Ekman’s study of emotions, each emotion is defined
by a particular profile of more than 40 facial muscles and character-
istics. Similarly, in microanalysis, the method designed to trace specific
NV behaviors contributing to global impressions (see later section
on “Microanalysis”), dozens of specific NV behaviors are examined.
And, in deception research, behavior is broken into different NV
channels. In contrast, most of the NV research in higher education is
focused on a single generalized concept (positive impression, enthu-
siastic, immediate, etc.) that sums up a host of specific variables. In
fact, that generalized concept of overall style might include verbal
behavior as well (e.g., use of humor), as long as the verbal content
does not constitute of actual subject matter instructional material and
is limited to the expressive domain. Thus, much of NV research in
higher education is focused on generalized expressive style arche-
types with no analysis of specific NV behaviors and their unique

225



Babad: Teachers’ Nonverbal Behavior

impact on students. I believe that a more exacting analysis of specific
components of NV style has greater methodological and scientific value
and greater potential applicability.

DISPARITY BETWEEN COLLEGE ENVIRONMENT
AND FLEMENTARY/HIGH SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT

Because this chapter is almost exclusively focused on higher education,
it is important to explicate the differences between the college and
university environment on the one hand, and the elementary and high
school classroom on the other hand, especially as far as research on NV
behavior is concerned. The social nature and the organizational charac-
teristics of the classroom and the role of the teacher/instructor differ
considerably between the two settings. Therefore, the spectrum of (NV-
related) issues relevant to higher education is more limited compared
to school settings, and much of the NV research in elementary and
high schools is mostly irrelevant to higher education.

Higher education is usually voluntary, the students are older
and more mature, and they study the topics of their choice (indeed,
some required, compulsory introductory courses in college are charac-
terized as having “a high school atmosphere”). Instructors in higher
education enjoy a higher status, they are almost totally exempt from
administrative and classroom management duties, and they have to
take a punitive stance very rarely. Their interaction with the students
is less intense and looser than in the elementary and high school
levels, and their role is almost exclusively focused on teaching their
subject matter and field of expertise. In a way, the sense of coercion
that often characterizes elementary schools and high schools is not
felt in higher education, and it is less normative for college students
to hate school. Finally, the average intellectual level of students in
higher education is higher than in most public elementary and high
schools, owing to the selective process, and most college and university
classes are less heterogeneous than elementary and high school
classes.

Therefore, NV research related to teachers’ conduct in managing
their classrooms and dealing with discipline problems is almost
irrelevant to higher education. Moreover, the wide area of teachers’
differential behavior (Babad, 1993) and the NV communication of
teacher expectancies (Harris & Rosenthal, 1985, 2005) — a highly
significant steppingstone in the development of NV research in
elementary and high school education — is largely irrelevant to higher
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education. I might add that the standard questionnaires measuring
college students’ evaluations of their instructors — the dependent
variables reflecting teaching effectiveness in research to be reviewed
later in this chapter and a central focus of this entire book — are
inappropriate for use with elementary and high school students in their
conventional form.

MICROTEACHING - A MAJOR APPLICATION INVOLVING
NV BEHAVIOR

Microteaching (MT) is the best known applied educational intervention
involving NV behavior. The development of MT was not based on
empirical research nor on a particular educational theory (although
it might have been conceptually connected to the phenomenon of
observational learning which evoked much attention in the early
1960s, see Bandura, 1977). MT followed the advances in video
recording technology in the 1960s, when it became possible to
videotape teaching sessions of sufficiently good technical quality
without needing VCR experts and studios. Enthusiasm about it was
probably fueled by the advances made in the 1960s in group-based
methods of skill training within the (then growing) human relations
movement. MT was developed by Dwight Allen and his colleagues at
the Stanford University Teacher Education Program, and its popularity
spread very quickly as a major intervention in teacher development
and in teaching improvement programs worldwide (Allen & Ryan,
1969; Brown, 1975; Perrott, 1977). Today, it seems that the over-
enthusiasm of the 1970s about MT has subsided somewhat (perhaps
together with the decline of the group dynamics movement), and
most practitioners now take a more realistic view of its potential for
increasing teaching effectiveness. However, almost every teacher had
participated at least once in a MT feedback session and examined
her/his NV behavior in delivering instruction and interacting with
students.

MT is essentially a data-based feedback intervention for teachers’
self-inquiry (“reflection”) and skills training. A teaching session is
videotaped in a classroom or in a studio and the recording serves as raw
“empirical” data. The recorded material constitutes the most complete
coverage of all aspects of the teaching situation, and it provides the
most reliable and unbiased evidence of teacher behavior (unlike super-
visor’s observation or self-report). In the MT training session, the
videotaped material is viewed together by the videotaped teacher,
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the supervisor, and often by the teacher’s peers as well, and the teacher
receives personal feedback and supervision. The analysis of the video-
taped data can take many forms, from open impressionistic discussion
to more exacting analyses of pre-selected aspects. Statistical treatment
of operationally defined and measured variables might be included
as well.

MT was not intended initially to focus particularly on NV aspects,
but was conceived as a general tool for the development of effective
instruction. Undoubtedly, the analysis of the fully reconstructed verbal
material and contentual flow of instruction is highly important, and
much (if not most) work in MT sessions is focused on the (verbal)
didactic aspects. Still, MT gained significance in the NV domain because
of the unique power of the visual aspect. People are very excited to
see themselves videotaped, and it seems that they are quite willing to
receive feedback and constructive advice when the visual evidence of
the finest nuances of their NV behavior can be seen in the recording.
I would venture to say that most people show more readiness to be
dissatisfied with themselves and to be less defensive when they are
confronted with the videotaped evidence.

Therefore, the potential contribution of MT to the issue of NV
behavior in instruction became significant several decades before
researchers have begun to conduct systematic empirical research on
teachers’ NV behavior in the classroom. Long before the formu-
lation of theoretical conceptions about teacher enthusiasm and teacher
immediacy, it was clear that teachers’ trainers and tutors had clear
implicit (or explicit) theories about the role of teachers’ NV behaviors
in instruction and about the potential contribution of NV conduct
to teaching effectiveness. The image of the successful teacher always
included numerous NV aspects, and the evidence in the VCR recording
made it possible to analyze each aspect and to provide teachers
with corrective feedback (which could be examined in subsequent
recordings).

Thus, MT highlights the role of NV behavior in teaching, and
provides opportunities to include NV behavior in teacher training and
in teaching improvement programs through “data-based” (however
loosely defined) corrective feedback and supervision. Still, the basic
problem was that the objective data exists in the videotaped pictures,
but the interpretation of these data by supervisors and peers has been
largely intuitive, not based on research and on valid findings showing
systematic relationships between specific NV behaviors and defined
educational outcomes.
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TEACHER ENTHUSIASM IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Suppose we were interested in teaching excellence, and we would want
to find out whether excellent (or good, or effective, or successful)
teachers have in common behavioral characteristics that distinguish
them from non-excellent or less successful teachers (see Theall and
Feldman’s chapter in Perry & Smart, 2007). To find the answer,
we would have to measure various behavioral characteristics of the
teachers, to independently assess their success or effectiveness, and
then to explore the relationships between the two measured clusters.
Perhaps teaching excellence is expressed in unique, idiographic
profiles, and no systematic differences would be found between the two
groups of teachers, but it stands to reason that consistent differences
would be found. Probably many, if not most of the behavioral corre-
lates of teaching excellence would be verbal (e.g., giving clear expla-
nation of terms and concepts, asking answerable questions, providing
succinct overview and summary, etc.), but some correlates would be
nonverbal (smiling, gesturing, showing enthusiasm, etc.), and still
other predictors would be “organizational” (using a variety of media,
access to students, structuring course assignments, etc.).

In a seminal study on teacher expressiveness and its relation
to teaching effectiveness, Harry Murray (1983a) asked the question
posed above, and examined it on a sample of 54 Canadian university
professors. They were divided into three teaching effectiveness groups
(high, medium, and low) according to averaged students’ ratings of
these instructors (SRT) in past courses. Each instructor was observed
for 18-24 hours over a period of three months, and judges rated their
behaviors on the 60-item Teacher Behavior Inventory. The Inventory
included items in the following domains: Speech, NV behavior, expla-
nation, organization, interest, task orientation, rapport, and partici-
pation. All items represented low inference measurement, describing
specific, measurable behaviors, and they were summarized for each
instructor for all observations of all judges.

Of the 60 behaviors, 26 showed significant differences among
the low, medium and high SRT groups (see Murray’s Chapter in
Perry & Smart, 2007). The five teaching behaviors showing the largest
differences were: (1) Speaks expressively or emphatically; (2) Shows
strong interest in subject; (3) Moves about while lecturing; (4) Uses
humor; and (5) Shows facial expressions. Murray saw these behaviors
as communicating enthusiasm for the subject matter and thereby
eliciting and maintaining student attention to lecture material. Factor
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analysis of the ratings yielded nine interpretable factors (Clarity; Enthu-
siasm; Interaction; Task orientation; Rapport, Organization; Use of
media; Pacing; and Speech), and mean factor scores were computed.
Three of the factors yielded substantial differences between the three
groups of instructors — clarity, enthusiasm, and rapport.

On the basis of these results (Murray, 1983a), teacher enthusiasm
was defined as consisting of the following expressive teaching behaviors
(Wood, 1998):

Speaking in a dramatic or expressive way,
Variation in pitch and volume,

Vocal inflection,

Smiling or laughing while teaching,
Moving about while lecturing,

Gesturing with hands or arms,

Exhibiting facial gestures or expressions,
Eye contact,

Humor

O P NOVA W

Except for humor, which should be classified as a verbal behavior,
all characteristics of teacher enthusiasm are NV. [The behavioral
operational definition of instructor expressiveness used by Perry,
Abrami, & Leventhal (1979, see later discussion of the Doctor Fox
phenomenon) was virtually identical, defined as voice intonation (items
1-3 above, physical movement (items 4-7), eye contact, and content-
relevant humor].

During the same year, Murray (1983b) published a second study
which complemented the previous study by examining the relationship
between instructor enthusiasm and students’ actual learning outcomes.
In the 1983a study — as in most studies on NV behavior in education
— educational outcomes were measured by students’ self-reported
evaluations of their instructors and of their own learning. Under
ideal conditions, strong, valid, objective measures of learning and
achievement are preferable to students’ subjective self-reports, but such
outcomes are hard to obtain in most studies.

Murray (1983b) focused his study on 36 instructors who taught
sections of a multi-section introductory psychology course over a
period of five years. The sample included 2,500 students who were
randomly assigned to 10-15 sections per year. The same textbook,
the same exam, and the same teacher and course evaluation forms
were used in all sections, making it possible to include in the teaching
effectiveness cluster SRT indices, students’ achievement, and student
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motivation (self-reported amount of studying, and subsequent regis-
tration in senior psychology courses). The low-inference teaching
behaviors of the 36 instructors were measured again by behavioral
observations in the classrooms, using a 100-item version of the Teacher
Behavior Inventory. Enthusiastic teaching behaviors based on the
classroom observations correlated highly with SRT (for instructor
rating, r = .72; for course rating, r = .57), with subsequent course
registration (r = .45), and with final exam performance (r = .36). Thus,
instructor enthusiasm was strongly related to students’ evaluations of
their instructors, and to a lesser extent but still demonstrating a very
substantial effect, to actual student learning outcomes.

METHODOLOGICAL NOTE: MURRAY’S 1983 STUDIES AS MODEL
RESEARCH

I chose to present Murray’s two 1983 studies in great detail instead of
covering many more studies about teacher enthusiasm in lesser detail.
The reason is that I consider Murray’s studies to be of special quality,
with an excellent treatment of a host of issues, each of which constitutes
a special problem in research on NV behavior in higher education.

1. Both studies were naturalistic field studies, with no unnatural
manipulation or fabrication of NV behavior. As field studies,
they were well-controlled and very strict methodologically.
Many other studies were equally well-controlled and used strict
methodology (see, for example, Perry et al., 1979; Abrami,
Leventhal, & Perry, 1982), but they used staged teaching
simulations rather than naturally-occurring instructor behavior
(see critique of the Doctor Fox studies in this chapter).

2. Murray used different measurement methods (SRTs by past
students, behavioral observations, and exam performance of
current students) coming from different sources. In too many
studies, all data (on NV behavior and educational outcomes)
consist of subjective self-reports of the same body of partici-
pating students.

3. Teachers’ effectiveness/excellence was determined on the basis
of averaged SRTs in all past courses (1983a).

4. NV behavior was measured by low inference, specific behaviors.

5. NV behavior was measured via behavioral observations made
by trained observers. Instructor’s score for each behavior was
based on multiple observations, and therefore was of high
validity.
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6. The number of specific behaviors measured was very large (60
behaviors in 1983a, 100 behaviors in 1983b) and varied among
different verbal and NV domains. Because the entire range
of possible teacher behaviors was covered, the emergence of
NV behaviors as most influential was doubly impressive and
convincing. Many current studies focus exclusively on a narrow
range of NV behaviors only.

7. In the 1983b study, the use of a multi-section course made it
possible to obtain a credible evaluation of students’ learning
via exam performance. As will be seen later, the problems is
assessing cognitive learning in NV research in higher education
are almost insurmountable.

For all these reasons, I consider these studies to be “model research,”
and feel confident in their results.

Wood (1998) summarized a body of research on instructor enthu-
siasm, and the results seem to be consistent across research varieties and
variations. Enthusiastic instructors seem to be more positively appre-
ciated by their students, considered by students to have contributed
to better learning outcomes, and to produce higher levels of student
motivation and learning than non-enthusiastic instructors. The varieties
of studies included field experiments, where instructor enthusiasm
was manipulated in actual classrooms; laboratory studies conducted in
artificial “classrooms;” studies focused on specific NV behaviors such
as eye contact, voice intonation, and body movements and gestures;
and studies measuring the effects of training programs to increase
instructors’ expressiveness and enthusiasm in their classrooms. Results
are very consistent, and the same patterns of relations between instructor
behavior and educational outcomes are repeatedly reported. Perry
and his associates (Perry & Magnuson, 1987; Perry & Penner, 1990;
Schonwetter, Perry, & Struthers, 1994) added a student dimension —
perceived control—and demonstrated thatachievement enhancing effects
of instructor enthusiasm were found more strongly when students felt
a sense of control over learning outcomes than when students felt
helpless.

It seems reasonable to conclude that being nonverbally expressive
is an important dimension of good teaching. Effective instructors
show great interest and enthusiasm about their subject, they teach
in a provocative and stimulating style, they use their faces, bodies,
and voices to attract students’ learning, and they take efforts to
involve the students in the learning process. The common conceptual
explanations of the effects of instructor enthusiasm on educational
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outcomes emphasize: (a) increased student motivation to learn better
and to expand their learning, and (b) selective attention, enthusi-
astic instructor behavior serving an attention-getting role through the
aroused interest and constant change in the classroom.

Wood (1998) conducted a laboratory experiment in a simulated,
artificial classroom, comparing a low enthusiasm condition to three
high enthusiasm conditions — strategic (coordinated with the topic
structure and contingent with teaching goals), random, and uniform.
Her results showed that instructor enthusiasm produced significant
effects on student motivation, student attention, and student memory
encoding. Strategic/contingent high enthusiasm produced the most
positive outcomes. [See my later critique of experimental manipulations
in NV research. Although I do not contest Wood’s specific results, 1
have grave doubts about the appropriateness of fabricated experimental
conditions in research involving NV behaviors].

THE DOCTOR FOX PHENOMENON

The “Doctor Fox” effect originates in the strong relation between
instructor enthusiasm and teaching effectiveness. (Although the first
Dr. Fox study preceded the studies on instructor enthusiasm mentioned
above, the belief about the expressiveness-effectiveness link has been
common folklore). Specifically, this association raises the question
whether the connection between expressiveness and other aspects
contributing to instructional gains in good teaching is inherent, or
conversely whether high expressivity might create an illusion of
learning. In every university department one may find highly expressive
instructors, admired and valued by their students much more than
by their colleagues. This question receives an extra impetus when
teaching effectiveness — which can carry substantial weight in hiring
and promotion procedures — is determined by student evaluations
(SRT).

Naftulin, Ware, & Donnelly (1973) introduced “Dr. Myron
L. Fox” to lecture to an audience of educators and mental health
graduate students. He was actually a professional actor, and delivered
his lecture in a charismatic, entertaining and highly expressive style,
but the lecture was devoid of any meaningful content. Dr. Fox received
surprisingly high evaluations from his audience. Naftulin et al. (1973)
concluded that an instructor’s charisma, wit, and expressive style can
seduce students into the illusion of having learned.
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The Doctor Fox study was widely cited and considered as a threat to
the validity of SRT as a measure of teaching effectiveness. The controversy
led many researchers — supporters and opponents — to conduct Doctor
Fox studies over a span of two decades. In light of methodological and
design criticisms of the 1973 study, Ware and Williams published in 1975
a “corrected” Doctor Fox study, using a 2 x 3 factorial design, with two
levels of teacher enthusiasm and three levels of lecture content amount.
Students viewed one of the six 20-minute videotaped lectures, and subse-
quently filled out teacher evaluation forms (SRTs) and completed an
achievement test on the content of the lecture. Ware and Williams found
that students learned more and rated the instructor more favorably as a
function of both instructor expressiveness and amount of content, with
extremely high student ratings for the high-expressive instructor. They
also reported an interaction effect, where for low expressiveness, high
content produced higher student ratings than low content, but for high
expressiveness, content did not affect the (high) student ratings. Ware
and Williams suggested that SRT should not be used for faculty tenure and
promotion decisions, because charismatic and enthusiastic instructors
may receive high students’ ratings regardless of how much their students
learn.

Subsequently, Raymond Perry and his associates replicated the
Doctor Fox study with several additional conditions at the University of
Manitoba (Perry et al., 1979), and Marsh and Ware (1982) reanalyzed
the data of the Ware and Williams study, concluding that the findings
did not constitute a threat to the validity of SRT. Abrami et al. (1982)
eventually published an article entitled “Educational seduction,” in
which they meta-analyzed a dozen Doctor Fox studies. They concluded
that instructor expressiveness had a substantial impact on student
ratings but a small impact on student achievement. In contrast, lecture
content had a substantial impact on student achievement but a small
impact on student ratings.

The Doctor Fox studies can be viewed from the perspective of
NV research or from the perspective of SRT research. NV researchers
would not have any problem accepting evidence indicating that
instructor enthusiasm and charisma would lead students to report
higher satisfaction with their teachers and even report better learning.
NV researchers would also accept the proposition that subjective self
reports about learning would be higher than empirical test findings
on actual learning. Such findings are in line with the findings of the
instructor enthusiasm studies reported earlier. It makes sense to view
enthusiasm as a critical factor of effective teaching, contributing to
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student motivation and attention. In contrast, such findings would be
more problematic in the SRT perspective because the stronger the effect
of instructor enthusiasm independent of organizational and academic
characteristics of instruction, the less one can trust SRT as a measure of
teaching effectiveness. SRT advocates would probably reject the notion
that student ratings may reflect only student satisfaction and enjoyment
without necessarily assessing the quality and effectiveness of the actual
scholastic teaching.

Today, following the various methodological and design criti-
cisms and in light of the numerous studies that examined Doctor
Fox effects under various reality conditions (see Perry et al., 1979;
Abrami et al., 1982), the original Doctor Fox argument is consensually
rejected. Under reality conditions in regular university courses, it is
not likely that a charismatic and entertaining instructor would receive
high course evaluations if the presentation was devoid of any intel-
lectual input and learning content. But some doubt may still linger
that over-expressiveness might blind students somewhat for a certain
period of time.

METHODOLOGICAL NOTE: EXPERIMENTAL MANIPULATION OF NV
BEHAVIOR 1S FAULTY

Much has been written and debated about the Doctor Fox effect,
and there is no point in going into additional statistical discussions
and arguments. However, these studies have not been examined from
the perspective of NV research, and I believe that, from this unique
perspective, the Doctor Fox design, as well as many other experimental
studies manipulating instructors’ NV expressive behavior is faulty and
lacking in ecological validity.

In psychological research, experimentation is considered the best
methodological solution for isolating variables and for examining a
causal effect of one variable while controlling other variables. Exper-
iments are usually conducted in artificial, simulated situations to
ensure control that cannot be attained under field conditions. The
relevant independent variables are operationally defined and manip-
ulated in certain variations to experimental and control groups, and
their “clean” impact on dependent variables is measured. But experi-
mental results can be generalized beyond the specific simulated context
only if the experimental situation can represent the “reality” of the
investigated phenomenon in the field. Thus, the experiment must be
unbiased and have high ecological validity. My argument is that, these
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demands can almost never be met in experiments on manipulated NV
behavior (in Doctor Fox studies and in numerous other experiments)
and therefore the experimental method is very problematic in educa-
tional NV research. [Perry et al. (1979) also reported that in the more
ecological conditions, most closely approximating actual classrooms,
the Doctor Fox effect was not replicated].

1. In the controlled experiments on teachers’ NV behavior,
students usually view a short video lesson on an unknown
topic, and subsequently fill out teacher evaluations and
sometimes also take a test on the lecture content. This
presumably represents regular teaching throughout a university
term (say, a 3-months semester). The student evaluations, as
well as their achievements, are supposedly equivalent to those
obtained in a regular university course. These assumptions
can hardly be justified. The experimental situation is highly
unusual and out of routine for the students in almost every
aspect and it cannot be considered as representative of their
normal student experience. Conventional SRTs are based on a
long accumulation of continuous exposure to the instructors,
including the variations in instructor behavior over time and
exposure to rare, infrequent incidents that take place during
the semester (see Babad, 2005a). Student achievement reflects
a continuous, developing process that is also influenced by
their motivation and diligence, and is not a one-shot simple
occurrence. Thus, the experimental situation simply cannot
be considered to represent the educational situation in which
students achievements and evaluations of teaching are formed.

2. The NV behavior manipulated in the experimental videos is
extremely exaggerated. Most students would never encounter
teachers who are so expressive and enthusiastic or so phleg-
matic and dry as those depicted in such experiments. And
if such rare teachers would have demonstrated such extreme
behaviors continuously in the classroom for weeks (especially
if they talk nonsense and teach nothing) — they would have
been criticized rather than praised. The issue of internal validity
is important, and the extreme low/high enthusiasm shows
have no ecological validity. Students are certainly aware of the
exaggeration (especially since this is conducted in an unnatural
setting), and this must influence their reactions.

3. From the field studies (such as Murray’s) and from the natural
intuition of most educators, it is quite obvious that there is a
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natural covariation between expressive behavior and cognitive
components in teaching, and effective instruction is based
on a combination of both. This covariation is probably the
underlying information processing scheme (“implicit corre-
lation”) employed by students when they are asked to evaluate
their instructors. Their belief that instructor expressiveness and
enthusiasm are part of effective teaching is, to a large extent,
“truth” rather than bias. The artificial experimental attempt to
separate the affective and cognitive components (an enthusi-
astic instructor talking nonsense) violates the natural covari-
ation and students’ internal scheme. Because they are not aware
of that, they would continue using their underlying scheme,
attributing high learning gains to Doctor Fox. In reality, highly
enthusiastic instructors who do not teach anything are quite
rare, but when students discover such an instructor along the
semester, they will probably allow an exception to their scheme
and judge that instructor harshly.

. The last point emphasizes the unique nature of NV behavior.
As mentioned earlier, one of the central topics in NV research
concerns detection of deception. A very extensive body of
research confirms that the detection of lying and deception
through NV behavior is far more effective than detection via
verbal means. People have keen awareness to successfully trace
deceptive affective messages through NV behavior (Ekman,
1985; Zuckerman et al., 1986), and students have an uncanny
ability as “experts” to decipher hidden messages in teachers’ NV
behavior (Babad, 2005b). As Zuckerman et al. (1986) pointed
out, exaggeration is an important key to detection of deception.
The instructor expressive behavior manipulated in the exper-
iments under discussion (highly enthusiastic versus blatantly
non-enthusiastic teaching) is fabricated and unreal — especially
when the same actor enacts both conditions. Obviously at
least one of the behavioral patterns (or both, because of the
necessary exaggeration) is unnatural to the actor. Therefore,
the NV behavior in these experiments is deceptive, and likely to
be detected as such by the students. I think that these NV situa-
tions cannot be considered as representing natural teaching,
and the results of these experiments cannot be considered valid.
In my own research, I have always taken extreme care to use in
experimental conditions only recorded videotapes of naturally
occurring NV behavior.
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TEACHER IMMEDIACY IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Since the end of the 1970s, the majority of NV research in higher
education was conducted in the field of “teacher immediacy.” The bulk
of instructor enthusiasm research originated in Psychology Depart-
ments in Canada, mostly at the University of Western Ontario and
the University of Manitoba. Teacher immediacy research evolved
in the Communication Department in West Virginia University by
James McCroskey, Virginia Richmond and over a dozen doctoral
students, headed by Janet Andersen, who actually “opened” this field
in her dissertation. Most articles on teacher immediacy were published
throughout the years in one journal — Communication Education.

As will be argued, the fields of teacher enthusiasm and teacher
immediacy have strong conceptual and methodological affinity. Both
present a holistic, global view of NV style, focusing on the integrated
NV picture of instructor style in delivering instruction rather than on
specific NV behaviors. Harris and Rosenthal (2005) saw an advantage in
operationalizing NV behavior holistically because NV behaviors do not
occur in isolation, and all behaviors are interpreted in a larger reality
context. But they also saw a disadvantage in the holistic approach,
because it is impossible to determine which discrete NV cues play a
role in affecting student outcomes.

Teacher immediacy research began with Janet Andersen’s (1978)
doctoral dissertation under the supervision of James McCroskey. As
McCroskey and Richmond (1992) described it, Andersen was searching
for a conceptual structure to identify teachers’ behaviors associated
with effective instruction. She was influenced by Mehrabian (1969,
1971), who defined “immediacy” as the degree of physical or psycho-
logical closeness between people, expressed in positive affect and liking
toward the other. Andersen took Mehrabian’s idea and conceptu-
alized “teacher immediacy” as instructors’ NV behaviors that enhance
closeness and interaction, positing that this is the major mechanism
mediating teaching effectiveness. From my reading of the literature, it
seems that Andersen did not continue working on teacher immediacy
after the early 1980s, and McCroskey and Richmond continued devel-
oping and leading this field.

Andersen (1978, 1979) developed an observational method-
ology for measuring instructor immediacy (Behavioral Indicants of
Immediacy), and found that observers’ ratings of the specific NV
behaviors correlated highly with ratings of students in the targeted
courses. This opened the way to proceed to measure teacher immediacy
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exclusively by students’ self-reported ratings of specific (low inference)
instructor behaviors, dropping the expensive and cumbersome method-
ology of classroom observation. Andersen’s initial findings showed that
approximately 20% of the variance in student affect toward the subject
matter, 46% of the variance in student affect toward the instructor,
and 18% of the variance in motivation to take advanced courses in the
area were predictable from instructors’ scores on nonverbal immediacy
(NVI). Students’ test scores, which would have indicated cognitive
learning, were not predictable from teachers’ NVI scores.

In a doctoral dissertation conducted in the same department,
Sorensen (1980) developed a measure of verbal immediacy, focused
on instructors’ self-disclosing statements and “we” statements. As had
been expected, verbal and nonverbal immediacy were related to each
other. However, most studies measured NVI exclusively, and Witt and
Wheeless (2001), who compared predictions of educational outcomes
from verbal and nonverbal immediacy, reported that verbal immediacy
did not add much to the picture derived from measurement of NVI. In
this chapter, the discussion centers on NVL

The commonly-used NVI questionnaire (Richmond, Gorham, &
McCroskey, 1987) consists of 14 items, six of them reversed in scoring:

Sits behind desk when teaching. (R)
Gestures when talking to the class.
Uses monotone/dull voice when talking to the class. (R)
Looks at the class when talking.
Smiles at the class as a whole, not just at individual students.
Has a very tense body position when talking to the class. (R)
Touches students in the class.
Moves around the classroom when teaching.

9. Sits on a desk or in a chair when teaching. (R)
10. Looks at board or notes when talking to the class. (R)
11. Stands behind podium or desk when talking to the class. (R)
12. Has a very relaxed body position when talking to the class.
13. Smiles at individual students in the class.
14. Uses a variety of vocal expressions when talking to the class.

PNV W=

Users of the 14-item NVI questionnaire found that some items were
poor. McCroskey, Sallinen, Fayer, Richmond, and Barraclough (1996)
explained that college instructors virtually never touch their students
(and therefore item # 7 was dropped), and that neither sitting nor
standing while teaching is a reliable predictor of NVI (and therefore
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items # 1,9, and 11 were dropped). Thus, NVI was measured in almost
all studies by either the 10-item or the 14-item questionnaire.

METHODOLOGICAL/CONCEPTUAL NOTE: TwO CONCEPTIONS,
TwO BODIES OF LITERATURE, BUT ONLY ONE PHENOMENON!

As 1 was covering the research literature on NV behavior in higher
education, I was struck by the duality of the “enthusiasm” and
“immediacy” literatures. The two bodies of research investigate the very
same phenomenon and reach very similar conclusions, and yet they
demonstrate total denial of each other, and one is not mentioned nor
referred to in the other. For example, Wood’s (1998) doctoral disser-
tation on teacher enthusiasm, with its extensive coverage of the relevant
literature, had only one (marginal) reference to a teacher immediacy
article among almost 100 items on her reference list! The situation is
similar in all early and recent publications about immediacy. Could
the amazing mutual denial between the two groups have been caused
by faulty literature searches?

Murray’s research originated from the SRT literature and was
anchored in it. He searched for relevant instructor behaviors that would
predict differences among low, medium, and highly-rated instructors,
and discovered the cluster of NV behaviors he labeled “teacher enthu-
siasm.” The West Virginia group started with a behavioral definition
borrowed from Mehrabian, and then set out to construct outcome
measures. In fact, immediacy researchers seldom made use of post-
course SRT, preferring students’ immediate self-report about their
learning.

Presumably, the two literatures focus on distinct aspects in the
delivery of instruction — “enthusiasm” would seem to emphasize
instructors’ expressive style in teaching their subject matter, whereas
“immediacy” would seem to center on instructor-student interaction
and closeness. However, scrutiny of the specific items which opera-
tionally define enthusiasm and immediacy demonstrates beyond doubt
that the two instruments measure the very same phenomenon.
Moreover, the above-listed items of the immediacy questionnaire could
be condensed into the four behavioral components specified by Perry
et al. (1979). To demonstrate the identity of the enthusiasm and
immediacy questionnaires, the 10 items of the NVI questionnaire are
listed next, showing for each item its equivalent in the list of behaviors
defining teacher enthusiasm.
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Item # 2: Gestures when talking to the class. This item is equivalent
to item # 6 (gesturing with hands and arms) and item # 7 (facial
gestures or expressions) on the enthusiasm list.

Item # 3: Monotone/dull voice (reversed item). Equivalent to item
# 2 (pitch and volume variation) and item # 3 (vocal inflection)
on the enthusiasm list.

Item # 4: Looks at the class. Equivalent to item # 8 (eye contact).

Item # 5: Smiles at the class as a whole. Equivalent to item # 4
(smiling or laughing).

Item # 6: Tense body position. Reversed to item # 6 (gesturing
with hands and arms) and other items on the enthusiasm list.

Item # 8: Moves around. Equivalent to item # 5 (moving about).

Item # 10: Looks at board or notes. Reversed to item # 8 (eye
contact).

Item # 12: Relaxed body position. No exact parallel exists for this
item, but it is highly consonant with the entire enthusiasm list.

Item # 13: Smiles at individual students. This is the only item
which might tap an interactive characteristic of “closeness”. It
has no exact parallel in the enthusiasm list, although item # 8
(eye contact) and item # 4 (smiling) are quite equivalent. In any
event, one item out of 10 or 14 items cannot have a substantial
weight in the overall summary score.

Item # 14: Vocal expressions. Equivalent to item # 1 (speaks in
dramatic/expressive way), item # 2 (pitch and volume varia-
tions), and item # 3 (vocal inflection).

The additional four items dropped from the 14-item immediacy
instrument do not change the picture. Touching (item # 7) is anyway
very rare in college (McCroskey et al., 1996) and the sitting/standing
items (# 1, 9, and 11) are in any event covered by equivalent items in
the enthusiasm list.

Thus, my conclusion is that both instruments measure the
very same phenomenon, and any conceptual distinctions between
immediacy and enthusiasm are not reflected in the actual measurement
instruments. Except for one immediacy item (# 13, smiling at individual
students) any notion of interpersonal closeness in the immediacy items
can hardly be noticed.

My sense is that the reference to “closeness” in the definition
of teacher immediacy (which Andersen borrowed from Mehrabian) is
misleading, because many readers might assume that the “closeness” is
interpersonal in nature (that is, instructors being close to their students
and caring about them personally). Perhaps the intended meaning was
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that instructors communicate to students their closeness to their subject
matter (and their closeness might be contagious) — but still, the term
“immediacy” was ill-chosen and is misleading, because immediacy and
closeness are not measured at all.

Although these two literatures ignore each other, the two bodies
of research can be joined together. Almost all results in both literatures
are consistent and very similar to each other, despite their unique
methodological flaws.

MEASUREMENT OF NV IMMEDIACY AND EDUCATIONAL QOUTCOMES

NV immediacy, as well as verbal immediacy, is measured exclusively
via students’ self-report about specific behaviors of their instructors.
In an article summarizing the historical development of immediacy
research, James McCroskey and Virginia Richmond (1992) justified
that decision. They argued that the 10-item or 14-item NVI behav-
ioral list consists of low inference behaviors that students know very
well and can rate with high reliability, that students’ self-reports were
found highly correlated to behavioral observations, and that factor
analysis yielded a simple one-factor solution with very high Alpha
reliability.

McCroskey and Richmond left unsaid a more practical, highly
important rationale justifying their scale: Measuring NVI through
students’ self-reports makes the administration very easy, enabling
numerous researchers and graduate students to conduct immediacy
research with relatively little investment of effort and resources. This
fact may explain the great multitude of published investigations on
teacher immediacy. Having experienced personally the great investment
of effort and finance required for conducting NV research based on
videotaped observations and subsequent judgment practices, I can
only admire the simplicity of the self-report methodology. Because
of my earlier-mentioned reservations about fabricated manipulations
of NV behavior in controlled experiments, the self-report measure
remains the central effective tool in immediacy research. However, the
measurement is wrought with methodological flaws.

The NVI score is a statistical composite of all (10 or 14) items.
Harris and Rosenthal (2005) argued that the immediacy scale items are
certainly broad in scope, and we do not yet have exact empirical evidence
of the relative contribution of these individual behaviors to producing
immediacy. Harris and Rosenthal concluded (following McCroskey etal.,
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1996) that vocal variety, eye contact, smiling, and relaxed body position
were probably the stronger contributors to immediacy.

A very interesting innovation in the self-report measurement of
NVI is the fact that students are asked to rate “the instructor in the
last class you had before this one” rather than the present instructor.
McCroskey and Richmond (1992) argued that poor instructors and
those who do not value social science research are often unwilling to
cooperate with research that may involve evaluation of their teaching
behaviors. The “previous class” method (if it is ethically permis-
sible because instructors are not asked for their consent) ensures
great variability in the samples of instructors and courses. However,
McCroskey and Richmond were well aware of the fact that this strategy
complicates the subsequent measurement of cognitive learning.

Because of the retrospective nature of the students’ ratings of
the NVI items, it must be understood that students actually rate
“instructor’s style” rather than “instructor’s behavior.” Their retro-
spective judgments reflect their recollections of the instructor’s most
typical conduct, but they do not rate specific behavioral instances.
Therefore, we are not dealing here with a pure “low inference
measurement.”

METHODOLOGICAL NOTE: N = STUDENTS VERSUS N = TEACHERS

Cronbach (1976) and Cooper and Good (1983) emphasized the
difference between educational research based on N = Students
and educational research based on N = Teachers/Classrooms. They
warned against aggregating all students into one sample if classroom
phenomena are investigated. When the investigated phenomenon
involves the entire classroom or the instructor, and we investigate,
for example, 20 classrooms with 25 students in each class, we cannot
analyze our data for N =500 students but must rather analyze N = 20
instructors, using averaged scores for each class. This requirement
complicates educational research and makes it very expensive, and
Cronbach, as well as Cooper and Good lamented that it might
destroy educational research. Clearly teacher immediacy is a classroom
phenomenon, in which a single instructor affects the entire class, and
therefore N = Instructors is the appropriate way for analyzing the data.
Indeed, Murray’s (1983a, 1983b) seminal studies were conducted using
N = Instructors (samples of 54 and 36 instructors). Christophel (1990a,
1990b) did likewise in her early investigation of teacher immediacy
(with N = 60 classrooms).
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The use of the self-report methodology in the measurement of
immediacy turned the research into N = Students type. Because each
student reports about a different instructor and a different course,
the design actually becomes one of N = Students = Instructors,
and the evidence on each instructor is derived from N =1 Student.
I suppose that Cronbach would not have accepted this approach,
and would have demanded more robust data about each instructor.
Because the results of enthusiasm and immediacy research are so
consistent (see next), this issue has not been dealt with as yet (except
for a comment in passing in McCroskey and Richmond’s, 1992,
account).

To assess the impact of teacher immediacy, educational outcomes
must be measured — constituting the dependent variables (in exper-
imental research) or criteria (in correlational research) representing
teaching effectiveness. In enthusiasm research, the investigators used
students’ post-course evaluations (SRT), which are the conventional
and most widely used instruments worldwide. Their advocates maintain
that SRT instruments measure teaching effectiveness with high validity
(see Marsh’s Chapter in Perry & Smart, 2007). Even their critics
concede that SRT instruments measure students’ satisfaction and
affective reactions to their teachers (see also Special Section of Journal
of Educational Psychology, Perry, 1990).

Immediacy researchers chose to ignore SRT and course grades.
(Indeed, when the research is not conducted in the N = Instructors
approach, mean course SRT and grades are not available at all).
McCroskey and Richmond (1992) described their deliberations and
how they settled on students’ self-report about their learning. The
choice is practical, because all data on both instructor immediacy and
educational outcomes are collected in one short session, necessitating
no search for data from other sources.

To measure cognitive learning, students are asked two questions:
(1) How much did you learn in this class? (2) How much do you think
you could have learned in this class had you had the ideal instructor?
By subtracting the first score from the second, a variable labeled
“learning loss” was created, and was expected to correlate negatively
with teacher immediacy scores. Both the raw learning (first item)
and the learning loss scores are used to measure students’ reports of
their learning. Psychometric analyses which would have examined the
validity of this measure of cognitive learning have not been provided,
and meta-analyses (to be reported later) could not ascertain its
validity.

244



HIGHER EDUCATION: HANDBOOK OF THEORY AND RESEARCH, VoL. XXII

METHODOLOGICAL NOTE: THE POSSIBILITY OF HALO EFFECT

The methodology of accepting students’ self-reports about their
learning gains is very problematic. Students report about the instructor
who taught them at their previous class. They characterize the
instructor’s behaviors on a 10-14 item scale, and then immediately
proceed to evaluate how much they have learned from that instructor,
and how committed they feel to study more in the same area and/or
from the same instructor. Almost all data of the field studies in
immediacy research have been collected in this manner.

Harris and Rosenthal (2005) were worried that a halo effect might
influence the students’ ratings. Halo effect is the phenomenon where
one’s overall reaction to a target person (e.g., liking) influences all
other, presumably independent ratings to be consonant with the overall
impression. Because all measures (of instructor’s NVI and students’
affective learning, behavioral intentions, and cognitive learning) are
filled out by the responding student in a single short session, and
furthermore, given that each instructor is represented in this research
by N =1 Student, the possibility of inflated correlations due to halo
effect is quite real.

Feeley (2002), who has been investigating halo effects in different
areas, conducted one study on halo effect in immediacy research. He
asked 128 students to evaluate the same instructor on the three conven-
tional measures: NV immediacy, teaching effectiveness, and attitudes
toward course content. To these measures he added two variables
irrelevant to teaching effectiveness (physical attractiveness and vocal
clarity) that should have been equally rated by all students (and to yield
zero correlations with the other measures), because only one instructor
was evaluated. Feeley found significant correlations among all five
measures, indicating the presence of a halo effect. When the irrelevant
variables appeared at the end of the questionnaire, their correlations
with the other three variables grew higher. Thus, the typical relation-
ships found in the conventional self-report measurement of all variables
in immediacy research probably over-estimates the intensity of the
relationships between instructor immediacy and educational outcomes.

META-ANALYSES OF NV IMMEDIACY RESEARCH

Two recent meta-analyses summarized the research on instructor
immediacy and its relations to educational outcomes, one by Witt,
Wheeless, and Allen (2004), the other by Harris and Rosenthal (2005).
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Witt and his associates are researchers in the field of teacher immediacy,
and Witt’s (2003) doctoral dissertation consisted of an experimental
study comparing educational outcomes for 2X2 combinations of verbal
and NV immediacy (see also Witt & Wheeless, 2001). The meta-
analysis reported by Witt et al. (2004) was based on 81 studies of
verbal and NV immediacy.

Harris and Rosenthal (2005) are “veteran” meta-analysts, having
published several meta-analyses on various topics over the last 20 years.
Rosenthal is one of the world leading experts on meta-analysis. Their
meta-analysis on NVI was based on 37 studies. The difference between
the number of studies included in the two meta-analyses stems from
different search methods and differing criteria for inclusion in the
analysis (e.g., including or not including studies of verbal immediacy,
including or rejecting M.A. theses or unpublished reports, etc.).

The measures employed in two meta-analyses were as follows:

1. Teacher immediacy. Harris and Rosenthal included only studies
involving NVI, Witt et al. included both verbal and NV
immediacy.

2. Affective learning. Students’ evaluative reaction either toward
the course or the instructor. This is an affective measure of
satisfaction.

3. Cognitive learning. Students’ self-report about their learning,
usually including both “raw learning” and (the reversed)
“learning loss” scores.

4. Cognitive performance. Objective measures of achievement in
the form of grades or exam performance. Only few of the meta-
analyzed studies included such measures, and these studies
were mostly experimental manipulations of NVI.

5. Behavioral intentions to take another course with the same
instructor or on the same subject. Only Harris and Rosenthal
included this index in the analysis.

The results of both meta-analyses (Table G.I) were quite similar,
although Witt et al. (2004) reported higher effect sizes than Harris
and Rosenthal (2005) for affective learning and self-reported cognitive
learning. In both reports, the meta-analytic results for the few experi-
mental studies showed much smaller effects sizes compared to the field
studies.

Witt et al. (2004) concluded that teacher immediacy has a
substantial relationship with certain attitudes and perceptions of
students in relation to their learning and their instructors, but only
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Table 5.1: Effect Sizes in Meta-Analyses of Teachers’ Nonverbal Immediacy Research

Correlations of NVI Harris & Rosenthal Witt, Wheeless & Allen
with: (2005) (2004)
1. Affective r=.43 r=.49
Learning
2. Behavioral r=.32
Intentions
3. Cognitive r=.36 r=.51
Learning (Self
Report)
4. Cognitive r=.14 r=.17
Performance
(Objective
Grades)

a modest relationship with cognitive learning performance. Harris
& Rosenthal (2005) concluded that the results of the meta-analysis
reveal that NV immediacy is strongly related to many positive student
outcomes: Liking for the course and the instructor, willingness to
take more classes with the instructor and more classes in that
subject, and students’ perceptions that they have learned a lot in the
class. What is not yet clear in their minds is the degree to which
these positive outcomes are translated into gains in actual student
achievement.

McCroskey and Richmond would have probably reacted to these
meta-analyses by arguing that, due to inevitable methodological short-
comings, the meta-analytic effect size reported here for objective
achievement (r = .14 to r =.17) underestimated the real life magnitude
of the impact of teacher immediacy on actual achievement. In my
opinion, the gap between the associations of NVI with students’
affective outcomes and with objective student achievements is quite
reasonable and makes sense. Instructors’ enthusiasm, immediacy and
expressiveness indeed contribute to student satisfaction. It stands
to reason that a student who is very satisfied with his instructor’s
expressive style and delivery of instruction, a student who enjoyed
the course (see Pekrun’s chapter in Perry & Smart, 2007), would
react more positively, report higher motivation, and may also have an
inflated sense of learning gains. Objective cognitive learning probably
requires many additional causal factors that are not included in the
immediacy conception — including students’ differential intellectual
abilities and their interest in the subject, the intellectual and teaching
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ability of the instructor, clarity of presentation and course organi-
zation, the structure of the syllabus and the assignments. Excellent
teaching (see Theall and Feldman’s chapter in Perry & Smart, 2007)
would combine both affective (NV) and intellectual qualities of the
instructor, and would influence both affective and cognitive student
outcomes.

THE BIG PICTURE OF INSTRUCTORS GLOBAL NV STYLE
AND STUDENT OUTCOMES: CONCEPTUAL SYNOPSIS

SUMMARY OF THE MAJOR FINDINGS ON GLOBAL NV STYLE
AND STUDENT OUTCOMES

Thus far, the presentation in this chapter was focused on instructors’
global NV style, that is, summary measures of their overall NV expres-
siveness. The accumulated results from the numerous studies on
immediacy and enthusiasm are very consistent, despite the numerous
methodological problems and flaws. We know that the expressive
style of instructors in higher education is consistently related to (and
probably causes) positive outcomes among the students: Positive affect
toward the instructor and toward the subject, an increase in motivation
and commitment, improvement in attention, and positive self-reports
about cognitive learning. As to the influence of teacher expressive style
on objective achievement outcomes and students’ academic/intellectual
learning, effect sizes are much smaller, the findings are not as robust,
and there is no clear indication that instructor expressiveness leads to
improved academic gains.

The extensive, cumulative research literature on SRT has demon-
strated beyond any shadow of doubt the covariation between academic
and affective components of effective instruction (see chapters by
Abrami, Rosenfield, & Dedic and by Marsh in Perry & Smart, 2007).
Therefore, the positive expressive characteristics in enthusiasm and
immediacy research probably constitute a necessary, but not suffi-
cient condition for effective instruction. Students’ implicit theory
about effective teaching includes a belief about such covariation of
academic and affective components of instructor style, and subse-
quently expressive instructors would usually tend to be (and believed
to be) effective instructors. The great instructors who are sought out
by students and who are remembered forever by their former students
are probably excellent in both expressive and intellectual components.
Very poor instructors that students try to avoid are probably lacking
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in both affective and academic components. Low quality of a given
instructor in either the academic or the affective component would
probably lead students to a negative view of that instructor’s teaching
effectiveness.

CENTRAL PROBLEMS WITH RESEARCH ON GLOBAL NV STYLE

As has been demonstrated thus far in this chapter, the study of global
NV style is wrought with conceptual, methodological and measurement
problems. First and above all, we face the absurd situation of discov-
ering two bodies of literature that are focused on the very same
phenomenon and yet are totally alienated from each other. I have never
experienced such estrangement between related conceptualizations,
especially when the main instruments for defining and measuring the
central phenomenon are almost identical. The irony of this situation is
the fact that the findings in the enthusiasm and immediacy literatures
are highly consistent with each other!

The larger body of literature — on teacher immediacy — is charac-
terized by several faults:

1. The main concept — “immediacy” — is borrowed from
Mehrabian and is not consonant with operational definition of
the concept as apparent in the measurement tool. Therefore,
the term “teacher immediacy” is misleading.

2. The field research is almost exclusively based on students’

subjective and retrospective self-reports. Data on both

instructor NVI and student outcomes are collected in one short
questionnaire, with no safeguards against halo effects.

Every instructor is represented by N = 1 Student only.

4. Cognitive learning gains are evaluated via students’ uncor-
roborated self-reports, with no established validity for the
measurement of this most problematic cluster.

5. The few experimental studies of instructor immediacy are based
on deceptive and exaggerated (staged) NV behaviors that have
no ecological validity and are inappropriate for NV research.

W

Last, but not least, the undifferentiated focus on “global NV style” and
its global correlates in students’ impressions severely limits the efficacy
and utility of this research. To advance our knowledge on instructor’s
classroom NV behavior and its (correlates or) effects on students, we
need to isolate and carefully investigate specific NV behaviors, different
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types of courses and students, various types of instructional situations,
and separate aspects of student outcomes.

A PROFESSIONAL DILEMMA: METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY VERSUS
CONSISTENCY OF RESULTS

The situation described in the last two sections evokes a professional
dilemma. On the one hand, most of the immediacy studies have serious
methodological flaws that should inevitably lead to discounting them.
In our professional training, we tell our students that faulty research
must be discarded regardless of its results. On the other hand, the
results of almost all published studies and of the meta-analyses are very
systematic, showing highly consistent associations between instructors’
global expressive style and students’ outcomes. Even the distinction
between affective and academic measures of student learning gains is
systematic in this body of literature. Should we accept methodolog-
ically faulty research if the accumulated findings are consistent and
systematic? The only “solution” to this dilemma is to give highest
credence to studies that seem to be of higher methodological quality
and to be more carefully designed.

A FINAL REFLECTION ON DOCTOR FOX EFFECTS

The Doctor Fox phenomenon has maintained its salience over several
decades because it symbolizes the ambivalence of many experts in the
field of teaching and learning in higher education about the power of
instructors’ NV behavior. On the one hand it is consensually held that
effective teaching requires enthusiasm and expressiveness on the part
of the instructor. On the other hand, excellence in teaching must be
based on certain academic and intellectual aspects (clarity of presen-
tation, intellectual challenge, and so on). The Doctor Fox study fueled
the nightmarish notion that the showy, theatrical aspects alone might
lure students into the illusion of having learned, thus destroying the
foundations of students’ evaluations of instruction.

As a scientist, I concur with the various critics that the claimed
Doctor Fox effect has no validity, and cannot be considered as a threat
to the validity of SRT in real university settings. As a former dean
and a member of various academic committees, I cannot deny that
suspicion about potential inflation of student evaluations as a function
of instructors’ charisma and over-expressiveness always lingers on ...
We do not want to have a Doctor Fox (or even a “partial” Doctor Fox)
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on the staff of our departments, and we would like to believe that unlike
their reported susceptibility in a one-shot Doctor Fox simulation,
students’ diagnostic abilities would lead them to react appropriately to
charismatic instructors who fail to deliver the academic goods week
after week. If Hans Christian Anderson’s famous king would have
appeared in his “new clothes” again and again week after week, it
stands to reason that everybody would eventually discover the nature
of the new attire.

CROSS CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN NV CONDUCT

McCroskey and Richmond (1992) summarized the questions that
remain to be resolved by research in the field of teacher immediacy.
The first question concerned cross cultural differences in NV conduct,
wondering whether findings on teacher immediacy obtained in the USA
can be generalized to other cultures. Questions were raised about the
stability of the relationship between teacher immediacy and educational
outcomes, about cross cultural differences in absolute levels of teacher
immediacy (as a function of cultural norms and expectations about
expressivity), and about inter-cultural teacher-student interaction in
American education (See McCroskey et al., 1996, who compared
teacher immediacy in Australia, Finland, Puerto Rico and the USA;
Neulip, 1997, and Pribyl, Sakamoto, and Keaten, 2004, who compared
Japan to the USA; Myers, Zhong, and Guan, 1998, who compared the
USA and China; Roach and Byrne, 2001, who compared Germany and
the USA; and Johnson and Miller, 2002, who compared Kenya and the
USA). Without going into the details of those studies, tentative conclu-
sions claimed consistency across cultures in the pattern of relationship
between teacher immediacy and educational outcomes; showed cultural
differences in absolute levels of immediacy; and indicated that unique
combinations due to different cultural expectations might be expected.
Several researchers investigated inter-racial teacher-student interaction
in American education (see Feldman, 1985; Feldman & Saletzky, 1986;
Neulip, 1995; Rucker and Gendrin, 2003).

CAN TEACHER ENTHUSIASM/IMMEDIACY BE TRAINED

In the earlier discussion of microteaching, the importance of applied
training in NV behavior to improve teaching effectiveness was empha-
sized. In the final analysis, the significance of research on NV behavior
in education lies in the possibility of using the research outcomes for

251



Babad: Teachers’ Nonverbal Behavior

corrective purposes. Because this chapter is written from a research
perspective and it is based on empirical research publications, the
problem must be faced that the number of published research studies
reporting outcomes of applied interventions of NV training is very
small. Only few researchers choose to conduct and publish research on
applied interventions, and probably there is a lot more applied work
being conducted in the field.

The problem gets worse because of the explicit focus of this
chapter on higher education. In most countries, formal teacher training
is required for early childhood education, for elementary, middle and
high school education, but not for higher education. Many educators
(and certainly university students) lament the fact that most instructors
in higher education have not undergone formal teacher training. They
are hired on the basis of their scientific and research potential much
more than on the basis of their teaching ability. It is true that many
universities and colleges invest effort and resources in the improvement
of teaching, but participation in training programs is usually voluntary,
and the volunteer participants are most often self-selected — they are the
most interested and motivated instructors who do not need the training
too urgently. The weak instructors who need training interventions
more urgently, often tend to be those who resist change efforts and
would not voluntarily participate in such programs. The situation is less
problematic in the K-12 level, because the investment in initial teacher
training is enormous, and it is normative for teachers to continue
their in-service training throughout their careers. In my country, Israel,
continued in-service training is mandatory and rewarded, and therefore
K-12 teachers seek opportunities for continued training. Because there
is a demand, many professional (formal and informal) organizations
offer training services of various kinds. Thus, it should not be surprising
that of the few references to training in NV behavior which I have
found, only a fraction dealt with higher education.

In both teacher immediacy and teacher enthusiasm literatures,
one high quality study on applied NV training was published by the
researchers leading those fields — Murray and Lawrence (1980) in
teacher enthusiasm, and Richmond, McCorskey, Plax, and Kearney
(1986) in teacher immediacy. Richmond et al. (1986) conducted their
study in high school (grades 7-12). Teachers were trained in NV
communication generally and NV immediacy behaviors specifically.
They were matched with teachers in their schools who taught the
same subjects but had no NV training. Measures of NV immediacy and
affective learning were administered to the students of both groups of
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teachers. The trained teachers were perceived as more immediate than
the untrained teachers, and their students reported more positive affect
for both the teacher and the subject matter than did the students of the
untrained teachers. Richmond et al. (1986) concluded that research
results on teacher immediacy in the classroom could be translated and
applied to real improvements in teachers’ NV behavior and to lead to
real increases in student learning.

Murray and Lawrence (1980) conducted their NV training
research on a sample of university lecturers. Twelve instructors partic-
ipated in 20 2-hour speech and drama training workshops, and learned
how to apply acting techniques (body movement, expressive speech,
etc.) to classroom teaching. They were compared to twelve matched
controls with comparable pre-treatment ratings of teaching effec-
tiveness. Teaching effectiveness was assessed by a student rating form
completed before the beginning and after the end of the 20-week
program. Independence of pretest and posttest was guaranteed by using
different random samples of student raters at pretest and posttest.
The experimental instructors significantly improved their effectiveness
ratings whereas control teachers did not. In addition to the change in
the mean overall effectiveness rating, the improvements of the exper-
imental instructors included the following ratings: (1) shows concern
for student progress; (2) is friendly and approachable; (3) shows facial
expressions; (4) asks questions; (5) suggests supplementary reading;
and (6) lectures without notes. Wood (1998) concluded that the
Murray and Lawrence (1980) study was a significant contribution to
the teacher effectiveness research because it demonstrated that enthu-
siasm training in the form of speech and drama workshops generalized
to the classroom and produced improvement in teacher effectiveness
ratings and specific teaching behaviors. In reading this report, 1 was
disappointed that Murray and Lawrence had not used a later posttest in
addition to the immediate posttest, to examine whether the new style
of teacher behavior still held after the excitement of the workshops
wore off.

Wyckoff (1973) also developed a teacher enthusiasm training
program, and examined its effects with 12 teachers who were randomly
selected from among 90 student teachers attending a MT lab. They
received training in (1) gesturing, (2) pausing while lecturing, and
(3) moving around the classroom. Then they taught two distinct
lecture topics to groups of four students, one presented with enthu-
siasm as trained, the other with minimal stimulus variation, sitting
at a desk and reading from notes. The student groups consisted
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of elementary and secondary school children. The results showed
that the secondary school students retained more information in the
enthusiastic condition, whereas elementary school students did more
poorly in that condition. Wyckoff (1973) thought that the enthu-
siasm and animation of the teachers might have distracted the younger
children. McKinney et al. (1984), who compared the effects high,
medium and low enthusiasm conditions on 4th grade students, found
increased classroom management problems in the high enthusiasm
condition.

The McKinney et al. (1983) study was not an applied training
study, but an experimental study. It highlighted the issue of exaggerated
enthusiasm and its potential of hindering students. The danger of over-
enthusiasm or excessively high immediacy is quite apparent, especially
when the advantages of this expressive style are zealously preached.
In another experimental (non-training) study, Comstock, Rowell, and
Bowers (1995) compared low, moderately high, and excessively high
NV immediacy, and found a curvilinear inverted U relationship, where
moderately high immediacy resulted in higher cognitive, affective, and
behavioral learning.

Klinzing and Jackson (1987) wrote about issues in training
teachers in NV sensitivity and NV behavior, and assessed various
methods and techniques as means of improving teachers’ NV abilities.
Klinzing (1983) developed a training program for secondary school
teachers on the basis of the NV descriptors of enthusiastic learning,
including vocal delivery, eye contact, facial expression, gestures,
and body movement. He conducted four field studies using several
combinations of the training elements. Klinzing reported that the
studies provided consistent evidence of the trainability of teachers’
NV sensitivity.

Within the teacher immediacy framework, Hunnicutt’s (1999)
doctoral dissertation at Georgia Southern University carefully examined
the effects of training in the use of selected NV behaviors in reducing
student disruptions in the classroom. The experimental group of pre-
service elementary and middle school teachers-in-training received
training in the use of NV behaviors in expectancy, immediacy,
withitness, dress, haptics, kinesics, prosody, and proximity. The equiv-
alent control group did not receive such training. Classroom obser-
vations focused on seven distinct categories of student disruptions.
Hunnicutt did not find significant differences between the behaviors
of the students in the classrooms of the experimental and control
teachers, However, the pattern and consistency of the differences along
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the different categories of disruptive behaviors were clear, showing
some effectiveness of the NV training program in reducing classroom
disruptions. I believe that the findings could have been more instructive
had they been discussed in terms of effect sizes (as is customary today)
and not in terms of statistical significance.

Conceptual varieties of training in NV behavior. Conceptually,
implementation of a training intervention for changing teachers’ NV
behavior can be viewed in three perspectives:

1. Holistic approach. The holistic approach puts the entire NV style
of the teacher in focus, and they are taught about expressive
style as an integrated whole. Such intervention would probably
include an extensive theoretical component, where instructors
would learn about the overall phenomenon and the research
findings supporting it. Perhaps they would view videotapes of
enthusiastic or immediate instructors in their classrooms and
would compare them to non-enthusiastic or non-immediate
instructors, and the practical training would deal with the overall
impression each trainee creates while teaching. This perspective
is quite consonant with the holistic nature of the defini-
tions and the findings in both teacher enthusiasm and teacher
immediacy fields. In the training studies described above, both
the Richmond et al. (1986) and Murray and Lawrence (1980)
studies represented this perspective, and both reported positive
outcomes demonstrating the effectiveness of the training.
(The studies by McKinney et al. (1983) and Streeter (1986)
could also be considered as representing this perspective).

2. Specific behavioral approach. In this perspective, the training
is concentrated on pre-selected specific behaviors considered
critical for improving teaching effectiveness, and the training
is focused on these behaviors only. Klinzing (1983) examined
specific training combinations of several pre-defined behaviors,
and Wyckoff (1973) chose three defined behaviors. Hunnicutt's
(1999) research could be classified as falling between the
holistic and the specific behavioral approach, as she had pre-
selected eight different behaviors.

Some years ago, in the 1970s, a colleague in Philadelphia
(Norman Newberg, personal communication) did an
impressive piece of training work with one single, isolated
NV behavior. In that period, verbal and NV research in
the elementary school focused on teachers’ expectancy-related

255



Babad: Teachers’ Nonverbal Behavior

differential behavior, following “Pygmalion in the classroom”
(Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968). Eye contact was one of the
distinct differential NV behaviors considered to mediate teacher
expectancy effects (Brophy, 1983; Harris & Rosenthal, 1985;
see also Babad, 1993), with evidence that teachers held shorter
duration eye contact with low-expectancy students, especially
following wrong answers or failure to respond. When teachers
do not expect those students to do better, they shift their
eyes more quickly to other students. Newberg decided to
train teachers to intentionally prolong eye contact with low-
achievers. The participating teachers reported that the changed
pattern of eye contact affected classroom atmosphere and
motivated weak students to more active participation.

In a somewhat paradoxical way, the specific behavioral

approach to NV training can be conceptually justified by the
holistic nature of teacher enthusiasm and teacher immediacy.
Because of the covariation between the different behaviors
comprising enthusiasm or immediacy, it might sometimes be
sufficient to change one specific behavior or one aspect, and
other behaviors and aspects would follow suit and change in
covariation with that specific change. I think that this happened
in the classrooms of the teachers in Newberg’s intervention.
This idea is certainly not new; it is one of the cornerstones
of behavior therapy and biofeedback, where a change in one
specific behavior can trigger a chain of subsequent changes in
related behaviors.
. Diagnostic approach. In this commonly-used approach, training
is flexible, with no pre-selection of change objectives.
Diagnostic change means that each participant must be
observed via MT or another form of observation, and individual
strengths and weaknesses must be diagnosed and measured.
Expert supervisors then analyze the instructor’s data, make
judgments about aspects that are more readily changeable,
and design training particularly tailored to that instructor, to
strengthen certain changeable behaviors and/or weaken other
behaviors through behavioral training. Other members of the
trained group of instructors can learn vicariously from that
individualized training undergone by their peer. This approach
is widely-used as individually-tailored consultation and can
potentially be very successful, but it does not lend itself readily
to systematic evaluation research.
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PREDICTING STUDENT EVALUATIONS FROM THIN SLICES
OF TEACHERS NV BEHAVIOR

GLOBAL NV STYLE VERSUS SPECIFIC NV BEHAVIORS

The research described thus far, especially teacher immediacy research,
deals with “NV style” rather than “NV behavior.” It presents the
averaged sum total of the instructor’s most typical and most frequent
behaviors, as these are recalled retrospectively by the students. One
cannot determine the differential weighting of specific behaviors and
the degree to which each behavior or various combinations of behaviors
contribute to predict the student outcomes (are facial gestures more
important than hand and body motion? how do smiling, voice pitch,
and relaxed body compare to each other? etc.). In the NV research
perspective, attention is focused on specific NV behaviors as they are
enacted, and attempts are made to isolate specific behaviors and defined
situations and to reduce the impact of the overall context and the
verbal, contextual characteristics.

CONTEXT MINIMAL NV RESEARCH

The studies discussed thus far in this chapter dealt with NV behavior
while maintaining the full (or almost full) context of the classroom.
The immediacy questionnaire presumably consists of low-inference
NV behaviors, but students report their retrospective memories about
teacher’s typical style of enacting each behavior, and do not rate at all
any specific behavioral instance. In NV research, most investigations
of NV behavior are carried out in minimal (or limited) contexts, where
judges’ exposure to the person whose behavior is to be judged is
controlled. Context minimal NV research would usually include some
or all of the following characteristics: (1) It would focus on isolated
behaviors rather than on a continuous flow; (2) It might separate NV
channels (face, body, voice, etc.); (3) It would eliminate verbal content;
(4) It would focus on the judged target (e.g., the instructor) and not
show the other parties in a given social interaction; (5) It might use
brief exposure to behavioral instances; and (6) NV behavior would
be rated by outside judges rather than by the actual participants in
the interaction. NV researchers argue that only through isolation of
variables and maximal control of “noise” variation it is possible to
examine the impact of specific NV behaviors.
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The issue of classroom context has long been debated among
educational researchers, and the interest in NV research in education
sharpened the debate (see Galloway, 1984; Woolfolk & Galloway,
1985). Some educational researchers (Doyle, 1977, 1981, 1983;
Fenstermacher, 1979) were apprehensive about research methods that
ignore the natural setting and flow of the intact classroom, believing
that all relevant characteristics of the classroom must be included in
“proper” educational research. In their view, the true meanings of an
educational situation are embedded only in its fullest context, and
therefore a minimized context cannot be considered to represent the
actual classroom situation. If one accepts this approach, educational
research on NV behavior would be seriously limited. The mere term
“NV” means that verbal content must be ignored and the focus should
be on NV aspects only! Beyond that, the purpose of thin slices research
is to isolate single behaviors and to examine them under the most
controlled conditions.

It must be made clear that a minimized context can be of high
ecological validity. “Ecological validity” means that the investigated
unit represents reality and is not faked or artificial, whereas “minimal
context” refers to the length of the investigated unit. The manipulation
of enthusiasm and immediacy in experiments such as the Doctor Fox
studies was criticized earlier in this chapter, because the behavior
enacted in these situations was faked and exaggerated, and did not
represent naturally (or ecologically) occurring behavior. But exposure
of ten seconds to the face of a teacher (without hearing anything) can
be of high ecological validity if this expression was recorded in a real
classroom interaction. The empirical test of such recorded behavior
would be if it would predict, on its own, certain student outcomes.

THIN SLICES RESEARCH

A recent development in NV research is the investigation of thin
slices of NV behavior (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992; Ambady, Bernieri,
& Richeson, 2000). Thin slices research continues the trend of
measuring NV sensitivity through judgments of very brief instances
of NV behavior that started in the PONS Test (Profile of Nonverbal
Sensitivity, Rosenthal et al., 1979). In the PONS, decoding ability is
tested by deciding which of two alternative descriptions for each brief
item accurately describes the meaning of the enacted NV behavior (e.g.,
goes to church or goes to supermarket; scolds or praises her child). But
whereas the PONS also separated channels such as face, body and voice,
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in thin slices research the full NV context is shown, only that exposure
time is extremely short. Raters are exposed to very brief instances of NV
behavior — a few seconds of trial judges delivering instructions to jurors;
of job applicants in the first few seconds of job interviews; of doctors
communicating to patients; of TV interviewers; of experimenters
reading instructions; and recently, also of teachers and instructors —
and subsequently rate their impressions of these target persons. These
ratings are then correlated with a variety of criteria characterizing
these target people, with a diagnostic and/or predictive objective (e.g.,
judges’ verdicts, applicant success in job interviews, interviewers’ bias
or equity, SRT). It turns out that perceivers absorb considerable
amounts of information even from extremely brief exposure to target
persons, and they are therefore capable of making accurate judgments
that are not inferior to judgments made on the basis of much longer
exposure.

Thin slices research often evokes a “Wow!” reaction in its
audience. To quote a few dramatic examples, Babad, Bernieri, and
Rosenthal (1991) and Babad and Taylor (1992) demonstrated that,
after viewing unknown, foreign teachers for 10 seconds without under-
standing their speech content, 4th-grade students could accurately
guess whether the teachers were interacting with unseen high- or
low-achievers. Blanck, Rosenthal, and Cordell (1985) showed that
ratings of brief excerpts of judges’ NV behavior while delivering
instructions to jurors in actual criminal trials were correlated with
judges’ expectations for the trial outcomes and with the criminal
history of the defendants. Using these videotapes of trial judges
from actual trials in mock jury research, Hart (1995) found that
even when admonished to disregard the judge’s behavior, partic-
ipants returned verdicts concordant with the judges’ bent. Babad
(1999) demonstrated that thin-slices (averaging 7 seconds) of content-
free NV behavior of television interviewers provided ample infor-
mation to accurately detect interviewers’ favoritism and preferential
treatment. Gada-Jain (1999) examined NV behavior in job interviews,
focusing on initial greeting and settling into chairs, and reported that
thin slices depicting the initial handshake and introduction predicted
the outcome of the subsequent structured employment interview.
Finally, Babad (2005b) demonstrated that after viewing 10-second clips
depicting unknown teachers lecturing to their entire classrooms, 11th
graders could accurately guess those teachers’ differential treatment
of unseen low — and high-expectancy students in other classroom
situations.
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METHODOLOGICAL NOTE: EXPENSES AND NEEDED RESOURCES
IN THIN SLICES RESEARCH

Thin slices research is quite complicated and expensive to run,
especially compared to the administration of a short questionnaire to
students in measurement of NV immediacy. In this slices research,
appropriate samples of instructor behavior must be videotaped in the
classroom, following strict procedures. The necessary lab work must
then be done to select clips and record them on master cassettes.
Next, these clips are administered to groups of judges/raters who
are unfamiliar with the videotaped instructors. “In return” for this
investment, thin slices research can demonstrate in a dramatic and
clear manner the tremendous informational value of specific, isolated
NV behaviors, even with the briefest and most minimal exposure.

In thin slices research in higher education, we investigate whether
ratings of very brief clips depicting instructors’ classroom NV behavior
can systematically predict students’ post-course evaluations (SRT). This
question is similar to the general question of teacher enthusiasm and
teacher immediacy research, namely, whether instructor expressive
style contributes to teaching effectiveness. But the thin slices research
differs from the other types of research in that it is completely context
minimal: The judges/raters are not familiar at all with the videotaped
instructors; exposure time is very short and measured in seconds; there
is no flow or continuity to the videotaped material; and there is no
comprehension of any verbal content. Finally, unlike NVI research, the
measurement of NV conduct and the measurement of teaching effec-
tiveness are totally independent of each other in thin slices research.

If very brief instances of instructors’ content-free NV behavior
would be found to predict students’ post-course evaluations of these
instructors, a conceptual issue would have to be resolved. Would
such a finding be considered a threat to the validity of SRT (as had
been claimed following the Doctor Fox studies), or would it actually
strengthen the validity of SRT? The challenge would then be to define
the conditions and specific findings that could lead to support one
interpretation or the other.

THE AMBADY AND ROSENTHAL (1993) STUDY — “HALF A MINUTE”

Ambady and Rosenthal (1993) used very short NV clips (lasting
30 seconds) in which 13 junior instructors (graduate students) at
Harvard University were videotaped while lecturing in sections of
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undergraduate courses. The clips (video only, no sound) were judged
on a series of dimensions by students who were not familiar with the
instructors. Ambady and Rosenthal examined the correlations between
these judgments (each separately and as a composite) and the mean
end-of-semester (SRT) “overall course” and “overall instructor” evalu-
ations given by the students in these courses. They found very high
correlations between the judgments of NV behavior and SRT. The
correlations were not reduced when the clips were shortened from 30
seconds to 6 seconds for another sample of judges.

The importance of Ambady and Rosenthal’s (1993) study was
in the initial demonstration of the intense predictive power of thin
slices of NV behavior in the context of higher education. As thin slices
research advanced during that decade, Ambady et al. (2000) argued
that thin slice ratings are context dependent, and therefore more differ-
ential predictions must be made from particular stimulus situations to
particular criteria. In a replication and extension of the 1993 study,
Babad, Avni-Babad, and Rosenthal (2004) examined the prediction of
SRT aspects from brief instances of professors’ NV behavior in defined
instructional situations.

THE BABAD, AVNI-BABAD, AND ROSENTHAL (2004)
STUDY — INSTRUCTIONAL SITUATIONS

The Babad et al. (2004) study was designed to replicate the Ambady and
Rosenthal (1993) study and extend it in several directions. The sample
consisted of 47 experienced professors who taught in 67 courses of
various types and sizes (20 professors were videotaped in two courses —
a small and a large one).

The 1993 study was confined to lecturing behavior, when
instructors addressed their entire classes. In the 2004 study,
each professor was videotaped in four distinct situations, and the
relationship between instructor’s NV behavior and SRT was examined
separately for each situation. The four situations were:

1. The first minute of the first class session (initial exposure of
the students to the professor — “first impression”).

2. Lecturing to the entire class.

3. Interacting with students in an instructional dialogue. The
interaction clips did not show any student at all, focusing only
on the interacting instructor.

4. Talking about the course to the camera in the professor’s office.
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The distinction between “talking about” and “talking to” yielded
interesting results in studies of psychotherapists (Rosenthal, Blanck,
& Vannicelli, 1984) and teachers (Babad, Bernieri, & Rosenthal, 1989).

In the Ambady and Rosenthal (1993) study, the judges viewed
the clips of the instructors in a silent video, to prevent any influence
of the verbal content on their judgments. Babad’s method has been to
use judges in a foreign country who did not understand the Hebrew-
speaking teachers (Babad & Taylor, 1992) and TV interviewers (Babad,
1999, 2005c¢). They can hear the speech and are therefore exposed to
the NV characteristics of the voice. In the 2004 study, Babad et al. also
used American judges who did not comprehend the Hebrew speech
content of the videotaped instructors. Each group of foreign judges
viewed the 67 instructors in one of the four instructional situations,
and rated each instructor on three scales: Friendly, Competent, and
Interesting. A fourth score, an overall composite averaging the three
ratings, was added following reliability checks and principal compo-
nents analyses.

All students in the 67 courses filled out the SRT questionnaire
close to the end of the term (long after the videotaping in the classroom
had been completed). Ambady and Rosenthal (1993) used a global SRT
index, averaging the “overall course” and “overall instructor” student
evaluations as the measure of teaching effectiveness. The overall ratings
are considered in the SRT literature as being potentially prone to bias
(Cohen, 1990; Theall & Franklin, 1990), and it is recommended to use
more distinct components and aspects (Marsh, 1984, 1987, see also
Marsh’s chapter in Perry & Smart, 2007). In the Babad et al. (2004)
study, the specific SRT ratings were clustered into four composite
scores following principal components analyses:

Academic: Learning value, intellectual quality and challenge,
breadth of coverage, contribution of readings, and presenting
different points of view.

Instructional: Instructor’s humor, enthusiasm, clarity, and
expressive style.

Students: Questioning students and encouraging their partici-
pation, interest in students and accessibility to them.

Difficulty: Course workload and difficulty, and fairness of
assignments, exams, and grading (difficult courses considered
as less fair).

Predicting SRT from professors’ NV behavior. Because of the complexity
of the findings, it is important that the overall conclusions from the
Babad et al. (2004) college study (and the complementary findings
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from the Babad, Avni-Babad, & Rosenthal, 2003 high school study)
be stated first to provide “the big picture.” The shift from the analysis
of a global NV style that is over-generalized beyond all situational
nuances to a careful and exacting analysis focused on specific aspects
in defined instructional situations demonstrated that the associations
between aspects of instructors’ NV behavior and students’ educational
outcomes are very complex, with no one monolithic global prediction!
Instructors’ NV behaviors in one instructional situation can predict
certain SRT aspects (but not all aspects); NV behaviors of the same
instructors in another instructional situation may not predict SRT (but
might be related to other course characteristics); and NV behaviors in
yet another teaching situation may be found to be a negative predictor
of SRT aspects, mediated by course characteristics that had not been
considered at all in previous research. Moreover, the specific NV
behaviors of the same instructors vary from one instructional situation
to the other and are largely unrelated to each other! Beyond all that,
and still without tiring the readers with detailed findings, I argue that in
the big picture, the findings support the validity of SRT measurement,
and the relevant NV aspects are predictors (of moderate effect size) of
the relevant student outcomes.

Table presents the correlations between the averaged judges’
ratings of professors’ NV behavior in the four instructional situations
and the averaged ratings of the professors by their actual students in

Table 5.2: Correlations Between Professors’ Nv Behavior in Four Instructional Situa-
tions and Components of Students’ Post-Course Evaluations (adapted from Babad
et al., 2004)

SRT Components and Overall Evaluations
NV Behav.
In Academic Insructional Interact  Difficulty ..., Overall
Instructional Factors Style Students Level Instruct
Situation
First Class —0.14 —0.09 0.17 0.22* —-0.18 —0.05
Session
Lecturing 0.08 0.29** 0.08 0.10 0.20* 0.20*
Interacting W. -0.25*  —0.20* —0.12 0.33*  —0.30"™ —0.22*
Students
Talking About 0.08 0.10 0.15 0.16 0.08 0.09
Course
p<.10 *p<.05
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those courses at the end of the term (SRT). Because all data points for all
variables in these analyses consisted of group means for each professor,
all correlations are reduced compared to results in a N = Students
design.

As can be seen, the correlations for the clips videotaped at the
first class session (top of Table showed almost no association
between judges’ ratings of NV behavior in the first minute of the course
and students’ SRT. Students’ post-course SRTs are probably based on
numerous impressions, and first impressions might be modified by
further exposure to the teacher. The correlations for ratings of the
professors’ NV behavior while talking about their courses in their
offices (bottom of Table also showed no association with SRT.
Thus, an important conclusion is that not every sample of instructors’
NV behavior can predict SRT.

The stronger associations between ratings of instructors’ NV
classroom behavior and end-of-course SRTs were found for the
two instructional situations that represented the central activities of
university teaching — lecturing and interacting with students. However,
patterns of correlations for lecturing and for interacting with students
were not consistent with each other! This incompatibility was counter-
intuitive and required further thinking and analysis.

For lecturing, the correlations for the thin slices of instructors’ NV
behavior supported what we know from enthusiasm and immediacy
research. Being rated more positively on the 9-second clip depicting NV
behavior while lecturing was positively related to the overall course and
overall instructor global ratings, more strongly related to the instruc-
tional component of SRT which includes instructor’s expressive style,
and unrelated to the other three SRT components. The fact that three of
the four specific SRT components were not related to the NV lecturing
behaviors adds to the credibility of the relationship found for the
instructional component.

The negative correlations between instructors’ NV behavior while
interacting with students and SRT components were unexpected and
surprising. The more positively professors were rated by the foreign
judges for their NV behavior while interacting with students, the more
they received negative course evaluations from their students for the
academic and instructional SRT components and for the two SRT
overall ratings. In light of the findings for lecturing behavior, in light
of the Ambady and Rosenthal (1993) findings, and in light of most
teacher enthusiasm and teacher immediacy research reviewed earlier,
a positive relationship should have been expected! Why should these
NV-SRT correlations be negative?
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Babad et al. (2004) thought that the key to understanding this
pattern lies in the positive correlation of the NV interaction ratings
with the difficulty component in SRT. This correlation (r = .33) was
the highest in Table Professors’ NV behavior while interacting
with students was rated by the judges of the brief clips more positively
in the difficult courses and less positively in the easy courses (with
“easy” and “difficult” determined by the actual students’ responses
about “course workload and difficulty and fairness of assignments”
in the SRT questionnaire). Babad et al. speculated that perhaps the
professors were aware that some of their courses were considered
difficult by the students, and in these courses they tried harder to
be more communicative and to provide the best explanations. This
compensation was probably manifested most clearly in their interaction
with students, answering questions and explaining difficult issues.
Therefore, NV Interaction behavior was judged more positively in the
more difficult courses. This explanation could account for the negative
correlation of the NV interaction clips with the overall course evalu-
ations and the other SRT components in Table The difficulty
component was found in that study (in analyses not reported here)
to be negatively related to all other SRT components (correlations
ranging from r = —.40 to r = —.54 with all other SRT components
and overall composites), difficult courses (where professors’ NV Inter-
action behavior was judged more positively) receiving lower SRTs.
Thus, self awareness of the difficulty of their courses probably moved
instructors to try harder to demonstrate a more positive behavior in
their interaction with students, but students anyway evaluated the
difficult courses more negatively

1T am aware that the findings touch the controversial and much-debated issue of the nature of
the relationship between course difficulty and student evaluations. In the present study course
difficulty (consisting of ratings of workload and fairness) was negatively related to the other
components of SRT, and more difficult courses received lower evaluations. Marsh (1984, 1987,
see also Marsh’s chapter in Perry & Smart, 2007) claimed that course difficulty is positively related
to other aspects of SRT, and Marsh and Roche (2000) claimed to have debunked the popular
myth that student evaluations are substantially biased by course workload. The myth that difficult
courses might “cost” instructors in low ratings is indeed popular (see Greenwald & Gillmore,
1997a, 1997b). In my opinion, the issue is complicated, and no overall global conclusion would be
valid. Different types of “difficulty” (e.g., grading leniency, workload of readings and assignments,
number and format of exams, difficulty of exams, course tempo, level of difficulty of the subject,
difficulties in understanding the instructor, etc.) probably interact with course characteristics
(e.g., required versus elective courses, focused seminars versus broad lecture courses, beginners
versus advanced courses, etc.) and with students’ expectations to determine differential patterns
of relationships. With regard to this issue, difficult courses were clearly evaluated more negatively
by the students in the 67 courses in the Babad et al. (2004) study. With regard to NV research,
the notable finding was that instructors’ NV behavior while interacting with students was rated
more positively in the more difficult courses!
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METHODOLOGICAL NOTE: EXAMINATION OF COURSE DIFFICULTY
AS A MODERATING VARIABLE IN NV-SRT RELATIONS
FOR INTERACTING WITH STUDENTS

In essence, the above argument puts course difficulty as a moderating
variable in the NV-SRT relations for teachers’ NV behaviors while
interacting with students. Babad et al. (2004) computed a series of
partial correlations for the NV-SRT relations for NV behaviors while
interacting with students, controlling for course difficulty. And indeed
all correlations dropped considerably: None of the NV — SRT partial
correlations was significant or even close to significant, the median
correlation was r = —.07, and the highest was r = —.14. Thus, course
difficulty probably was the key moderating variable in the negative
correlations between professors’ NV Interaction behaviors and SRT:
Professors invested more effort in conducting positive interactions with
students in difficult courses (as perceived by the judges of their NV
behavior), but, being harder courses, the students in these courses gave
them anyway more negative evaluations.

Course-size effects. Babad et al. (2004) examined whether ratings
of instructors’ NV behavior varied as a function of course size. Only
a very weak, nonsignificant trend was detected for smaller courses to
receive slightly higher ratings of instructors’ NV behavior. However, an
interesting fact was discovered when comparing the NV ratings for the
20 professors who were videotaped in both a small and a large course.
Of the four instructional situations, differences in judges’ ratings of
the NV behaviors of these 20 professors were found only for talking
about the course. Professors’ NV behavior when talking about their
smaller classes was rated more positively than their behavior when
talking about their larger classes. Professors seem to like and enjoy their
smaller courses more than their larger courses, and their feelings were
picked up by the judges from 10 seconds of their NV behavior when
they talked about these courses. At the same time, no differences were
found for the ratings of their actual NV behavior in the classrooms!
This finding adds to the credibility of the examination of thin slices of
NV behavior in different instructional situations.

HigH ScHooL (2003) VERSUS UNIVERSITY STUDIES (2004) —
DISPARATE PATTERNS

Concurrently with their investigation (2004) of instructors’ NV
behavior in higher education, Babad et al. (2003) conducted a parallel
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study in a high school context. A high school study is pertinent to
this chapter’s focus on higher education for one of two alternative
reasons: (a) Either it confirms the validity and generality of the patterns
discovered in the university context; (b) Or it uncovers different
patterns of findings which would limit the generalization across educa-
tional contexts. Ambady and Rosenthal (1993) also conducted parallel
investigations in college and in high school, and their results (for
teaching effectiveness ratings provided by the school principals due to
the lack of appropriate SRT instruments for high school populations)
confirmed the generality of the reported pattern. The results of the
Babad et al. (2003) high school study differed radically from the 2004
college study, illuminating fundamental conceptual issues concerning
the role of teachers’ NV behavior in the teaching/learning process.

Groups of foreign judges rated the NV behavior of 28 experi-
enced high school teachers in seven separate instructional situations:
(1) Administrative behavior; (2) Disciplinary action; (3) Using the
board; (4) Frontal teaching (lecturing) to the entire class; (5) Inter-
action with students (“at large,” that is, students identified as neither
high-achieving or low-achieving); (6) Interactions with high-achieving
students; (7) Interactions with low-achieving students. Students’ evalu-
ations of their teachers were collected in a SRT questionnaire (especially
designed to fit the high school classroom) and in a second questionnaire
measuring students’ perceptions of each teacher’s differential behavior
toward high- and low-achieving students.

As in the 2004 university study, Babad et al. (2003) found again in
high school that the prediction of SRT aspects from ratings of teachers’
NV behavior varied greatly among the instructional situations, with
no overall generalized pattern. For administrative behavior and using
the board, no predictive NV-SRT correlations were found at all. The
instructional situation for which the most positive predictions of SRT
were found was disciplinary behavior, with correlations up to r = .40.
The more teachers were rated positively by the foreign judges for
their brief NV behavior while disciplining students, the more they
received positive evaluations from their students at the end of the year.
Frontal lecturing to the entire class, which was found to be the positive
predictor of SRT in the university study (2004), was found in high
school to be a negative predictor, and all 40 relevant correlations for
this instructional situation were negative! The teachers who were rated
higher by the foreign judges for their NV behavior while lecturing
were more disliked by their students, and they received more negative
evaluations from them.
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A NV behavior index of teachers’ differential behavior was
computed by subtracting the ratings (of one group of foreign judges)
of each teacher’s NV behavior in interaction with a low-achiever
from the ratings (of another group of foreign judges) of the teacher’s
NV behavior while interacting with a high-achiever. The greater
this difference, the more differential a teacher was considered. This
empirical differentiality, based on NV behaviors in 10-second clips,
was related to extreme dislike toward the teacher by the classroom
students, with negative correlations ranging from r = —.47 tor = —.63
with SRT components.

Thus, the high school students liked teachers whose NV behavior
while dealing with discipline problems was more positive, and disliked
unfair, inequitable teachers who treated high-achievers differently than
low-achievers. They also disliked the more positively rated lecturers
and considered them unfair.

As in the other study, Babad et al. (2003) conducted partial
correlation analyses to examine potential moderator variables that
might explain the surprising finding that highly rated lecturing was
associated with more negative student evaluations. It turned out that
higher ratings of NV behavior in frontal lecturing to the entire class
were related to greater teacher differentiality (which was disliked
by students). The negative NV-SRT correlations for lecturing indeed
dropped after the effect of teacher differentiality was partialled out.
In a subsequent study, Babad (2005b) showed the frontal lecturing
thin slice clips to high school students in another town in Israel, and
asked the students to make guesses about each (unknown) teacher’s
differential behavior when s/he would interact with low- and with high-
achievers in other instances. And indeed, correlations around r = .40
indicated that high school students were able to guess teacher differen-
tiality from their NV behavior while addressing their entire classrooms.
Adult judges could not guess teacher differentiality. Babad concluded
that students were “experts” in picking up and interpreting very fine
and subtle nuances in teachers’ NV behavior.

In conclusion, the findings on specific NV behaviors in defined
instructional situations stand in contrast with the sweeping generaliza-
tions about the overall impact of global NV style on students’ outcomes
emerging from the teacher immediacy and enthusiasm literatures. NV
behaviors can indeed predict aspects of teaching effectiveness, but such
associations are context specific (differing between college and high
school) and situation specific (as a function of the nature of specific
instructional situations). The stronger NV-SRT predictions were found
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for the instructional situations reflecting students’ central needs and
concerns — learning from instructors’ lecturing activity in college, and
disciplinary action and teachers’ fairness and equal treatment of all
students in high school.

MICROANALYSIS: THE NV PROFILE OF THE “GOOD
LECTURER”

The final section in this chapter brings the different literatures on
teachers’ NV behavior to some closure and integration through the
discussion of microanalysis — the method for analyzing NV profiles
and illuminating the molecular behaviors contributing to overall
impression. When thin slices research yields dramatic predictions of
various outcomes after an extremely brief exposure to the target person,
the question that pops up in everybody’s mind is: “What did they
(teachers, judges, TV interviewers, doctors, job applicants) specifically
do in those few seconds that could predict future outcomes?” The
microanalytic technique is quite simple: A few judges scrutinize each
brief clip of NV behavior by viewing it again and again. They are given
a long list of molecular variables which isolate all possible elements
of each gesture, expression, movement and body position. A list of
microanalytic variables would include separate lists of variables for the
face, the head, the hands, the body, and the voice (e.g., nods head,
leans forward, blinks, fidgets with object, etc.). Ekman’s Facial Action
Coding System (FACS, Ekman & Friesen, 1978) uses essentially the
same methodology for identifying all human emotions from the analysis
of facial molecular elements.

For molar judgments (like those presented in the previous
section), judges viewed each clip only once and then filled out their
global impression (e.g., competent, interesting, etc.). For molecular
analysis the clips are viewed again and again, until the judges feel
that they had examined each specific aspect and rated it satisfactorily.
The microanalytic ratings for each clip are then correlated with the
molar judgments for those clips, to examine the extent to which each
element had contributed to the overall impression. Microanalysis can
illuminate the molecular NV profile of good teachers, TV interviewers,
trial judges, etc. In studies where multiple brief clips of a given target
person are available (see Babad, 1999, on TV interviewers), micro-
analysis can be used to characterize the unique individual NV style of
each target person. But usually the microanalysis is conducted on the
entire target group (e.g., all teachers) where each person is represented
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by one brief clip only, and then microanalysis is used to discover a
generalized profile. [In a way, it might be said that Murray (1983a)
used a microanalytic approach in his study of teacher enthusiasm,
only that he used molar observer judgments of classroom-observed NV
behaviors rather than molecular elements].

Babad (2005a) pointed out that microanalysis can often be quite
disappointing. Many variables can be quite elusive and difficult to
rate and sometimes the analysis does not yield meaningful results.
Sometimes only universal components emerge out of the microanalysis,
such as smiling contributing to a positive impression or shouting
contributing to a negative impression, and at other times sporadic
findings cannot be integrated into a meaningful pattern.

Ambady and Rosenthal (1993) conducted microanalyses on the
NV behaviors of 13 junior lecturers, using a dozen molecular behaviors
(on arms, gaze, frown, nod, fidgeting, laughing, smiling, leaning, etc.)
plus four “position” variables (of hands, legs, torso, and sitting versus
standing). The microanalytic ratings were then correlated with the
judges’ molar ratings of the videotaped instructors, and also with the
educational outcomes. The results were quite disappointing, and did
not reveal a systematic and consistent profile of good lecturers. In a
way, they might have uncovered in that analysis the NV characteristics
of bad lecturers, as the highest (negative) correlations were found for
frowning and for Ekman and Friesen’s (1969a) adaptors — fidgeting
with hands, legs, and objects.

Babad et al. (2004) conducted a microanalysis on the 67 clips
depicting professors’ NV behavior in lecturing to their classes. As
mentioned above, the molar judgments for this instructional situation
positively predicted the relevant aspects of SRT, and the objective
of the microanalysis was to search for the NV profile of the good
lecturer. Table 53] presents the correlations between 42 microanalytic
molecular behaviors and the global (molar) impressions of the foreign
judges based on the intact 9-second clips. Of the 42 correlations in the
Table, 25 were statistically significant, and some reflected very strong
relationships.

Because of the significance of the profile of the good lecturer
derived from molecular elements of their NV lecturing behavior, I
next list all the specific behaviors found significantly related to the
global impression, re-ordered in meaningful conceptual clusters. The
professors who received more positive molar ratings by the foreign
judges on the basis of 9 seconds of their lecturing, demonstrated
more overall NV emphasis (r = .52); voice intent toward students to
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Table 5.3: The NV Profile of a Good Lecturer: Correlations Between Microanalytic
Molecular Behaviors And Molar Judgments for NV Lecturing Clips in 67 University
Courses (adapted from Babad et al., 2004)

Microanalytic Correlation Correlation
. with Molar Microanalytic NV with Molar
NV Behavior .
Judgment Behavior Judgment
Face Variables Body Variables
Smile A4 Sitting vs. standing 424
Frown — .42 Moving in space .28*
Gaze down —.36" Body expressiveness 33"
Eye contact .34* Lean forward —.38*
Blinking —.14 Lean backward .09
Wide vs. narrow eyes —-.12 Lean sideways —.35"
Tense vs. relaxed face 31F Orientation to audien. 34*
Sarcasm .30* Fidgeting with body —.25*
Gen. face expression .20 Fidgeting with object —.05
Head Variables Changes
Movement, expression .10 Body & posture shift .38
Nod head .03 Change NV express. -.13
Shake head —.18 Change in intensity A2
Thrust head —.02 Global Variables
Touch head —.18 Regulators —.11
Hands Variables Mlustrators .16
Hold hands —.23 Tense vs. relaxed 317
Movement, expression 50%* Overall emphasis 524
Beating movement 39 Voice Variable
Round movement 30 Intensity (volume) 43%*
Hands in pockets .32% Soft vs. hard —.34*
Hands folded together —-.23 Voice change 42
Voice emphasis A1
Slow/fast tempo 45
Intent toward student A40**
p<.05 *p<.001
Note: Voice variables were judged while hearing professors’ voice. All other micro-
analytic judgments were made without hearing professors’ voice.

make them understand (.40); and body orientation toward students
(.34). They were more expressive, showing more movement and
expressions of their hands (.50); hand beating movements and round
movements (.39 and .30, respectively); body expressiveness (.33) and
body movement in the classroom space (.28), while standing rather
than sitting (.42). The more positively-rated professors demonstrated
more changes in intensity (.42); body and posture shifts (.38); voice
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change (.42); and voice emphasis (.41). But interestingly, the professors
judged as better lecturers were also more relaxed (relaxed face .31,
and overall relaxation .31), and they refrained from negative behaviors
(negative correlations): frowning (—.42); gazing down (—.36); and
fidgeting with body (—.25). Among the different clusters in Table[53]
the use of voice was particularly important in predicting the judges’
molar ratings, and all correlations for the voice variables were quite
substantial: Volume and intensity (.43); soft voice (—.34); voice change
(.42); voice emphasis (.41); fast tempo (.45); and voice seemingly
intended to make students understand (.40).

Together with the analysis of the significant molecular predictors
of effective lecturing, it is important to inspect the molecular behaviors
that were unrelated to the molar judgments. In Table[5.3] the nonsignif-
icant correlates were noted for several miscellaneous behaviors (e.g.,
blinking, wide-narrow eyes, leaning backwards, etc.), but more notably
for the cluster of head variables (head movement, nodding, shaking,
thrusting, etc.). This is interesting, because in a parallel microanalysis
of the NV profile of effective TV interviewers (Babad, 1999; see next
discussion), head variables — especially head thrust and nodding — were
found to be significant predictors of molar impressions. Perhaps TV
interviewers, who are seated and cannot move about, need to use their
heads for “expressive purposes” more than college instructors, who are
free to move about in the classroom space.

This profile of effective lecturing — derived from exacting analysis
of extremely brief samples of instructors’ NV behavior under context-
minimal conditions and with no comprehension of verbal content — was
quite clear, consistent, and rich in detail. Highly-rated lecturers are very
expressive in their faces, hands, voices, and body orientation toward
their audience. They make continuous shifts in the various channels of
their NV behavior, thereby preventing boredom and increasing student
interest. And yet, despite their high level of activity, they are quite
relaxed and avoid showing negative behaviors.

These findings are consonant with the various lines of research
discussed in this chapter. They lend validity to teacher enthusiasm and
teacher immediacy field research and experimental studies, despite the
numerous flaws and methodological faults in many studies. Still, new
elements emerged in the microanalysis that could not have emerged in
all previous analyses. Most important is the fact that effective lecturers
are quite relaxed despite their high level of face, body, and voice
activity. Unlike many other life situations, their over-expressiveness
is not a sign of tension or anxiety, and they even seem to enjoy
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the commotion. The other element concerns the finding that effective
lecturers refrain from manifesting negative behaviors such as frowning,
gazing down, and Ekmen-type adaptors. The absence of influence of
such negative predictors enhances the effectiveness of their positive
expressive characteristics.

Microanalytic comparison of effective lecturers and effective TV inter-
viewers. The utility of microanalysis can be enhanced if it can demon-
strate distinct and unique profiles of effective NV behavior in different
social roles and different contexts. Beyond the universal meaning
of some NV behaviors — such as smiling being positive or Ekman-
type adaptors being negative — “success” in a particular social role
would require a different profile of NV behaviors than in another role,
dependent upon contextual aspects and normative demands. Babad
(1999) investigated the NV behavior of TV interviewers with the
objective of tracing preferential behavior, and that study included a
microanalysis of seven prominent Israeli TV interviewers. The same set
of microanalytic variables was used in the Babad et al. (2004) study, and
therefore it was possible to compare the NV profile of positively-rated
professors and TV interviewers.

Comparison of the 1999 and 2004 microanalyses showed that
a substantial number of variables predicted the molar judgments in
the same direction in both analyses (such as positive correlations for
smiling, relaxed face and round hand movements, and negative corre-
lations for frowning, gazing down, blinking, and fidgeting with self
and objects). However, a substantial number of microanalytic variables
that were found to be negative predictors for TV interviewers emerged
as positive predictors for effective teachers. Such a reversed pattern
was found for sarcasm, head shaking, hand movements and gestures,
beating hand movements, body mobility, body and posture shifts,
changes in intensity, and several voice variables.

Thus, changes in NV behavior and shifts in intensity, as well as
“strong” expressive behaviors, are negative indicators in the tense and
confrontational setting of the TV interview. These same behavioral
aspects become positive indicators in the more relaxed, less confronta-
tional atmosphere of the university lecture, and intensive and strong NV
behaviors contribute to lecture effectiveness rather than hindering it.
The same behavior might be perceived and interpreted as “aggressive”
in one context and as “enthusiastic” in another setting. Therefore, the
conclusion presented earlier for thin slices research, that a NV behavior
attains its particular meaning only in the context and the situation
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within which it is enacted, is further confirmed by evidence from the
microanalytic research.

Conclusion. The profile of successful lecturers, derived from very
fine and exacting molecular aspects of extremely brief behavioral
instances, does not tell a new story about effective teaching. It consis-
tently confirms the picture emerging from a multitude of studies
in several separate literatures, and supports the intuitive common
sense of educators and teacher training specialists that instructors’
expressive behavior and enthusiastic (NV) conduct contribute to
students’ interest, satisfaction, and motivation to pursue their studies.
However, the specific NV research and the microanalytic research
add more specific and particular details, uncovers some counter-
intuitive findings and illuminates non-findings. Most importantly, it
shows how the various details are integrated into a whole picture.
Thus, we can feel confident that teachers’ expressive style in higher
education, as delineated and investigated in various methodologies and
measurement designs, is strongly related to, and probably accounts for
major elements of “effective teaching.”
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For more than 30 years the Pell program has provided a voucher-
like subsidy, for low-income students who apply for financial aid, to
any qualifying college or university in the country. In 2005, the Pell
program provided over $12 billion in grants to more than a fifth of
all college students. However, despite the significant resources spent
on need-based financial aid in the United States, the gap between
low- and high-income students’ matriculation rates into post-secondary
education has not only persisted but has widened in the last three
decades (e.g., Ellwood & Kane, 2000). Disparate college attainment
across socio-economic status is of particular concern to policy makers
and university administrators because the percentage difference in
earnings between college and high-school graduates has grown dramat-
ically over the same period — from 19 percent in 1980 to 50 percent
in 1997, for 25 to 34-year-old males. Combined with above-inflation
increases in the cost of college and an increasing proportion of
college-age students attending colleges these factors have contributed
to mounting pressure by consumers, providers, and overseers of higher
education to reform the Pell program and other components of the U.S.
financial aid system (e.g., McPherson & Schapiro, 1997; Ehrenberg,
2000). To the extent that potential shortcomings of the system may
be mitigated by a serious account of the related academic literature,
our analysis aims to inform future policy proposals on the quantifiable
outcomes of Pell on the access, choice, and persistence of low-income
students.
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Following our introduction, we organize the subsequent material
into five sections. The background section provides background infor-
mation regarding the program history and an empirical description of the
distribution of Pell funds to individuals. The first part of the background
section describes how the mission and generosity of the program has
changed over time due to explicit executive, legislative, and judicial
action. In addition, we describe the budgeting process that has frequently
constrained the funded level of Pell awards to be less than the value
authorized by the Pell program, more generally. As we will discuss, the
best empirical studies assessing the efficacy of the Pell program have
exploited precisely these changes in the parameters, design, and funding
of the program as a means of isolating exogenous sources of variation
in need-based aid. The background section also provides a descriptive
analysis that documents how the various reforms to the Pell program
affected real outcomes, such as qualification criteria and levels of financial
support. The descriptive evidence indicates thata combination of explicit
reforms and government inaction led to a move away from an explicit
focus on young, full-time, low-income students and a general decline in
the purchasing power of the Pell award.

With the context of history in mind, we then examine in
the demand-side section whether the Pell program has success-
fully improved (increased) the college outcomes (demand) of low-
income students. First, we generally describe how the regular and
sometimes significant changes in Pell-program parameters brought
about by the reauthorization process can generally be exploited using a
natural experiment (quasi-experimental) methodology. This discussion
of natural experiment design highlights the importance of controlling
for the potential endogeneity of aid provided to low-income students,
which may bias the estimated impact of Pell aid on college outcomes.
The remaining subsections sequentially discuss the empirical evidence
regarding the efficacy of the Pell program on access and persistence.
In general, the summary of evidence suggests that the Pell program,
while possibly improving access for particular types of students (e.g.,
independent students), does not generally entice low-income students
into college if not previously inclined to attend. Further, it does not
necessarily permit a low-income student to persist in college once
enrolled.

If nothing else, a quick history of the Pell program reveals that
student and university interests do not always align in regards to the
generosity of the Pell program. In the supply-side section we provide
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descriptive evidence that the institutional distribution of Pell revenues
has shifted toward two-year and less-selective four-year institutions
over time, suggesting that Pell policy can have important effects on
supply of higher education. In this light, we discuss one particular
misalignment of student and university interests that has come to be
known as the Bennett hypothesis (after former Education Secretary
William Bennett) that contends that federal aid can create an incentive
for universities to rent-seek at the expense of students. A summary of
the empirical evidence shows that the Pell program can yield upward
pressure on tuition that could offset the potential access and persistence
effects of Pell aid. However, contrary to the Bennett hypothesis, some
empirical evidence suggests that universities may well price discrim-
inate in order to improve access of the neediest students. Nonetheless,
this literature shows that supply-side impacts of federal aid programs
cannot necessarily be ignored and could potentially offset the intended
demand-side effects of the program.

Given the lack of compelling evidence with regard to the efficacy
of the Pell program in improving college outcomes, the federal non-Pell
grant section examines whether other related federal grant programs,
such as the GI Bill, yield similar discouraging effects. The empirical
evidence from a variety of federal programs consistently suggests that
federal grants can and have improved the access and persistence of low-
income students in a variety of settings. In conjunction with findings
in the Pell literature that suggest Pell grants can improve the college
outcomes of some low-income students, these studies offer some hope
that the Pell program can be modified to yield its desired effect more
generally.

The final summary section considers what might be done to
close the college enrollment and graduation gaps between low- and
high-income students. The apparent unresponsiveness of dependent
low-income students to Pell awards suggests that incremental adjust-
ments to the program may not be sufficient to generate the desired
improvement. Thus, the current policy debate, which has become
entrenched in whether Pell awards should be funded at more-generous
levels, may well miss the key point — that more significant and creative
changes may be warranted in how public subsidies are provided
for college. We conclude with thoughts on where the empirical
literature suggests we might find fruitful means of achieving our
collective objective of improving the college opportunities of needy
students.
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BACKGROUND
CONCISE HISTORY OF THE PELL GRANT

The Pell Grant is the foundation of the federal financial aid system,
providing nearly $12 billion of aid to over five million undergraduate
students in FY2005. At this level, the Pell Program is the largest single
source of need-based aid, serving over a fifth of all matriculating under-
graduates annually. While its size alone might suggest the tendency for
Pell resources to leak into higher-income populations, the vast majority
of Pell recipients are found in low-income families. For example, recent
estimates suggest that over 90 percent of Pell recipients who were
dependent (independent) on their parents had family incomes below
$40,000 ($30,000) in FY1999.

The broad purpose of the Pell program is to facilitate the access of
low-income populations to investments in higher education that may
not otherwise be made. The Pell program was born out of the ferment
of the 1960s when politicians and academics began to link access to
higher education with the American dream of upward social mobility
and, in a broader sense, a movement toward economic and social
equity (Schenet, Powner, Stedman, & Shohov, 2003). The program
founder, Senator Claiborne Pell from Vermont, himself indicates that
the program has successfully maintained popular public support and
survived the political vagaries of Washington because of the simplicity
of its ideal: “Namely, that no student with talent, drive, and desire
should be denied the opportunity for a postsecondary education solely
because of a lack of financial resources” (in Gladieux, Astor, & Swail
(1998, p. vii). From the Pell program’s inception, it has been argued
that need-blind access to higher education served the national economic
interest by enabling the best and brightest to fully exploit their talents
and thereby contribute all-the-more to the welfare of society at large.
In a climate of anticipating large-scale social returns to such invest-
ments, it followed that both taxpayers and politicians had interest in
supporting basic access to higher education.

While the social turbulence of the 1960s may have been the
impetus behind the Pell program, the groundwork for broad-based
aid programs is more appropriately attributed to the GI Bill. In
particular, the generous coverage of direct educational expenditures
by the GI Bill, along with its living allowance, was broadly viewed as
fostering the rapid integration of veterans into the middle class and
facilitating the rapid economic growth of the post-war period. Thus,
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Oregon-Senator Wayne Morse, who chaired the Senate Education
Subcommittee over most of the 1960s until succeeded by Senator Pell
in 1969, pushed for a federal grant program for all students. Concur-
rently, the “war on poverty” also led other government agencies to look
toward higher education as the means through which the opportunities
of low-income Americans would improve. For example, the Office
of Economic Opportunity introduced a number of programs, such
as College Work-Study, that focused on improving the access of the
poor to higher education. All told, for over a decade, the political
and economic climate had been moving toward embracing a coordi-
nated federal financial aid system, which came to fruition formally in
the Higher Education Act (HEA), put forward by President Johnson
in 1965.

As part of its structure, the 1965 HEA included a reauthorization
process that was to occur every four to six years as a means of regularly
evaluating the federal government’s financial role in higher education.
The actual formulation and funding of the Basic Educational Oppor-
tunity Grant (BEOG) — renamed the Pell Grant in honor of Senator
Pell in 1980 — was not actually put in place until the 1972 reautho-
rization of the HEA. In the intervening time between the 1965 HEA
and its reauthorization in 1972, the shape of federal financial aid
was bitterly debated between the Senate and the House. The Senate,
under the leadership of Senator Pell, favored a $1,200 BEOG grant,
paid directly to the student or to the student’s family, that would be
available for each of four years of undergraduate study. The House,
following the lead of Oregon-Representative Edith Green, preferred
a model that incorporated capitation grants to institutions — grants
based on institutional enrollment but not expressly tied to individual
students. Ultimately, the House-Senate conference committee yielded
to Senate interests and largely adopted a program based on the Senate’s
model of aid to students. This formulation of the BEOG grant was also
supported by the Nixon administration as encouraging institutions to
be responsive to student interests. Formally, the Pell Grant was phased
in over a four-year period, first with the full-time freshmen of the
class of 1973-74 and then with each of the three subsequent classes of
freshmen.

The Pell Grant had several key elements. First, the grant took the
broadly Republican-supported form of a voucher awarded directly to
students who could use it at the institution of their choice. Second,
although some aid was to be made available to middle-income families,
the award amount was to be based on financial need that targeted
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the largest share of total funding dollars toward low-income families
(particularly in the event of any funding shortfall). This provision was
particularly well supported by Congressional Democrats. Third, though
the voucher was not technically an entitlement, the grant was expressed
in terms of a fixed maximum award ($1,400) that provided the aspiring
college student a modicum of certainty with regard to the level of
funding that would be available. Fourth, the program initially restricted
the award level to no more than half the cost of attendance of the insti-
tution attended, which was intended to both facilitate choice among
institutions and protect lower-cost and less-selective institutions that
might not be positioned well enough in the higher-education market to
command higher tuitions. Finally, the Pell Grant was introduced as a
supplementary program that built upon pre-existing, institution-based
aid programs that favored well-established universities with current-
year aid allotments based on past allotments. In the end, the 1972
reauthorization yielded a hybrid program that reflected the various
competing political and higher education interests of the day. Although
a remarkable political achievement, the reauthorization nonetheless
suffered from inadequate funding and a number of administrative diffi-
culties that hampered implementation. Consequently, at the time of the
next reauthorization in 1976, serious questions were raised regarding
the effectiveness and future of the Pell program.

In general, the 1976 reauthorization was relatively uneventful.
Under the new chairman of the House Subcommittee on Postsecondary
Education, James O-Hara of Michigan, the reauthorization focused
mainly on reducing the number of student loan defaults in order
to ensure the participation of a sufficient number of banks in the
Guaranteed Student Loan Program. With regard to the Pell Program,
the major hurdle to the reauthorization process was the interests of
private colleges in maintaining the half-cost provision along with the
requirement that the federal institution-based programs be funded at
no less than current levels before funds were provided to the Pell
grant. These provisions, while clearly benefiting private universities at
the expense of low-income students, were not changed until subse-
quent reauthorizations when it was clear that private universities would
not be harmed by their removal. Thus, in the end, the HEA funding
was extended through 1980 with the only substantive change to the
Pell program being an increase in the maximum grant from $1,400
to $1,800.

A significant but short-lived change to the Pell program came
in 1978 when congress passed the Middle Income Student Assistance
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Act (MISAA), which substantially expanded access to the Pell Grant
to middle-income students. The Bill was an omen of future political
debate regarding federal aid programs because it brought to the
forefront the tradeoff between funding low- and high-income students.
The key Pell provision changed by MISAA was a reduction in the
assessment rate on discretionary income used to calculate the expected
family contribution. MISAA also permitted students to receive the in-
school subsidy for Guaranteed Student Loans. Ultimately, the MISAA
expansion of the Pell grant to the middle class subsided as the
Regan Administration, through the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981, significantly cut funding to federal student aid programs
and re-established low-income families as the target group for aid.
Nonetheless, the MISAA made many of the political actors aware of
the existing battle lines over which subsequent skirmishes would erupt
(e.g., the increased use of tax breaks for college costs and merit-based
aid that provided benefits to higher-income students).

The 1980 reauthorization highlighted the growing recognition that
federal aid might differentially flow to students attending particular
types of institutions. Given the student-based assignments of aid, it
was student choice that dictated the ultimate flow of resources to two-
year versus four-year or public versus private institutions. In conse-
quence, there was a concerted effort by the chairman of the House
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, Michigan-Representative
William Ford, to broker a deal across competing interests within
higher-educational markets that managed the distribution of federal
dollars across these various sub-markets. Two key attributes of the Pell
program that determined the flow of federal aid were the maximum
award value and the half-cost rule. William Ford proposed that the
major higher education associations negotiate an agreement that would
acceptably modify these two provisions. The reauthorization therefore
reflected the principles established in these talks. Specifically, the legis-
lation called for a regular (and significant) increase in the maximum
Pell award that was directly linked to the progressive elimination of
the half-cost rule. As a result, the maximum award has increased since
the 1980 reauthorization, albeit in fits and starts, and the half-cost
rule was changed to 60 percent in 1986 and eliminated entirely
in 1992.

Congress began the 1986 reauthorization process by writing into
law the formulas for determining the expected family contribution for
Pell grants. The formalization of the process was the direct result of
the continued struggle between the Executive Branch, with the desire
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to maintain the focus of federal aid on low-income students, and the
Legislative Branch, with the desire to expand the program to middle-
income students. In 1981, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
significantly reduced funding for federal student aid. In response, the
Department of Education (DOE) proposed a significant increase in
the discretionary income families were expected to contribute toward
their college expenses. In fact, the proposed increase was so sizeable
that it would have eliminated Pell grants to families with incomes
greater that $15,000. Through a legislative veto, Congress rejected these
proposed changes and, further, provided guidelines to the DOE for
writing new regulations for FY1982. However, in 1983, the Supreme
Court ruled that the legislative veto was unconstitutional, thereby
preventing Congress from indirectly regulating the Pell grant. As a
consequence, Congress instead wrested control of federal aid and
the Pell Program from the Executive Branch by directly defining the
rules that determined the level of student awards. Funding for federal
student aid has largely been in the hands of Congress since the 1986
reauthorization.

The important events that characterize the 1992 reauthorization
have more to do with what did not change than with what did change
in regards to Pell funding. In particular, note that the Pell program
is unlike an entitlement program in that the reauthorization process
establishes expected funding levels that are subject to the annual budget
and appropriations process and that the annual Pell funding is based on
DOE estimates of the number of eligible persons and the expected size
of their benefits. Thus, to ensure that students who qualify for a grant
receive a grant, the appropriated maximum award is frequently reduced
from its authorized level reflecting the limits placed on the program
by the actual annual appropriations made by Congress. In fact, at the
time of the 1992 reauthorization, the appropriated maximum had not
equaled the authorized maximum for more than a decade. It followed
that the Pell Program was viewed as discretionary because it permitted
less than the full funding to meet all student entitlements. However,
the 1992 reauthorization debate considered seriously the proposal that
the Pell program be made a true entitlement, partly in response to the
growing relative importance of loans versus grants in the financial aid
package.

Of course, the real purchasing power of the Pell grant had declined
by nearly a third over the 20 years since the introduction of the Pell
program which, combined with the rapid increase in tuitions, had
led to the maximum Pell covering an increasingly small share of the
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cost of attending college. In particular, student loan defaults were up
significantly in the 1980s and some in Congress felt that making Pell
grants entitlements (which would reduce the level of borrowing) might
stem the tide.

While both the House and the Senate entertained bills with provi-
sions to make Pell grants an entitlement, Congress as a whole was
not willing to make such a commitment. Thus, in the end, the Pell
Grant was reauthorized for six years, with annual increases in the
authorized maximum award but not with the substantive entitlement
change first contemplated. The 1992 reauthorization did eliminate the
60-percent-of-cost cap on award values, removed mortgage costs from
the calculation of family contribution, and adopted rules that made it
more difficult for independent and non-traditional students to receive
Pell support, which, as we will discuss, has been shown to significantly
impact students and institutions.

Other than some relatively minor adjustments to the formulae
that expanded the Pell eligibility for protected classes such as working
dependents and independent students without children, the 1998
reauthorization offered relatively modest changes to the program. The
authorized maximum Pell award was maintained at $4,500 for FY1999,
but raised by $300 in successive years, reaching $5,800 in FY2003.
The appropriated maximum awards, having been largely ignored in
earlier reauthorizations, increased after 1998, reflecting the increased
willingness of Congress to fund student aid. At the same time, the total
number of Pell-eligible students increased, which was driven largely
by the growth in the number of high school graduates. The joint effect
of the increase in the appropriated maximum and the number of Pell-
eligible students nearly doubled the appropriations for the Pell Program
over the reauthorization period — from $5.9 billion in FY1997 to $11.4
billion in FY2003.

The current reauthorization process has made it out of committee
in both the House and the Senate, and again side steps some of the
more controversial issues, including a renewed effort to make the Pell
program an entitlement. The current House plan has proposed to front
load Pell benefits by allocating an additional $1000 in Pell Grants for
the first two years of college. As an alternative, the Senate plan creates
two new grant programs that are expected to provide $8 billion in
additional aid to Pell-eligible students over five years, with $2.25 billion
allocated to low-income students who major in areas deemed critical
to national security (i.e., mathematics, sciences, and foreign language).
This most recent reauthorization process has generally focused on
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the flexibility of federal financial aid to serve an increasingly hetero-
geneous student population. For example, with regard to the Pell
Program, both the House and Senate proposals allow Pell recipients
to use their awards year round, as opposed to the 9 month restriction
placed on current benefits. Nonetheless, the House and Senate plans
largely stick to the traditional mechanism of raising the maximum
Pell award and only modestly alter the administration of the Pell
Program.

PROGRAM FUNDING: SO HOw MucH Is THIS GOING
TO CosT Us?

A historically significant limitation on the Pell Program’s ability to
serve low income students has been a disconnect between the reautho-
rization process and the actual federal funding for the program. The
funding for the Pell program, although shaped by the guidelines laid
out in the reauthorization process for a predetermined number of years
(generally six to seven years), is specifically determined by annual
appropriations legislation that also sets the maximum Pell Grant to
be awarded (i.e., the appropriated maximum grant). The appropriated
funds are available for two fiscal years starting in October of the
fiscal year when the appropriation is made through September of the
following year. Thus, for example, legislation was passed on February
20, 2003 that made the appropriation for FY2003 available to serve
obligations through September 30th, 2004. On the other hand, the
Pell Grant award year runs from July 1st (2003) to June 30th (2004).
It follows that the periods of availability for the appropriated funds
overlap multiple award years.

Beyond budget-related timing issues, funding problems also arise
because the annual appropriation level and the maximum grant are
determined well in advance of the award year they are intended to
support. In particular, funding the Pell program is complicated by the
difficulty in predicting the program’s costs that depend on estimates
of both the number of eligible students and the level of aid for which
these recipients are entitled, given program rules and the maximum
grant. Thus, in practice, it is necessary to predict program costs for
the federal budget and then reconcile the annual program costs in a
future budget (St. John & Byce, 1982). Consequently, program costs
have been indirectly controlled through restricting the appropriated
maximum set by annual Pell legislation, which limits the actual award
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value to be less than the authorized maximum determined by the
reauthorization process.

In practice, the restrictions placed on Pell funding by the appro-
priations process has meant that the appropriated maximum rarely
equals the authorized maximum. Thus, as Figure[6.IIshows, the appro-
priated maximum has equaled the appropriated maximum in only
three years of its history and last occurred in 1979. The appropriated
maximum is the amount that the neediest students are likely to receive
and is often used as a measure of the generosity of the Pell program.
Consequently, there are often heated debates during the appropriation
process regarding the setting of the maximum award. Nonetheless, the
gap between the appropriated and authorized maximum grant grew
through the mid-1990s, with only a small abatement of this trend with
the 1998 reauthorization.

The logic behind enacting education appropriations at least nine
months in advance of the relevant academic year is so that students
can plan for college with some reasonable expectation regarding the
level of financial aid that will be available to them. However, because
the annual appropriation is determined on the basis of estimates of
the programs costs that are expected to occur at the chosen maximum
grant, it has not been too uncommon that there is either a surplus or
a shortfall of funds to pay students the award value for which they
qualify. A surplus is a potential problem for the DOE because it has
relatively limited carryover authority. Nonetheless, shortfalls have been

Figure 6.1: Authorized and Actual Maximum Pell Grant.
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the more common occurrence, particularly in recent years. The recent
response of the DOE to these shortfalls has been of particular policy
concern.

Prior to the 1992 HEA, the Secretary of Education had the
statutory authority to reduce awards to respond to a shortfall in appro-
priated funds. A reduction of awards was made eight times between
1973 and the last reduction in 1991. Although the 1992 HEA repealed
the Secretary of Education’s authority to reduce awards, the appro-
priations legislation between 1994 and 2001 technically restored this
authority (although it was never used). Moreover, since 2002, the
appropriation legislation has not included the authority to lower grants.
Instead, the Secretary of Education has utilized the relatively unique
attribute of the Pell grant appropriation to cover the shortfall: the DOE
can and has borrowed from next year’s appropriation because program
funds are available for obligation immediately upon enactment and
remain available for a full two years. In other words, the DOE uses
funds from the 2nd (overlapping) fiscal years’ appropriation to meet
the current award year costs.

According to a 2004 Congressional Research Service report
(Congressional Research Service [CRS] Report RL 31668, CRS-11), the
shortfall problem began in FY2001, when under-funding led to the
borrowing of almost $1 billion in future funds. Specifically, appropria-
tions legislation for FY2001 set the maximum Pell Grant at $3,750 and
appropriated $8.756 billion. In January of 2001, the DOE estimated
that the program costs for FY2001 at the specified maximum grant level
would be $9.115 billion, and that the difference between the appropri-
ation and the program costs would be made up by the $359 million
in surplus funds from the prior year. However, the actual program
costs were $9.998 billion (a 10 percent higher program cost), while
the surplus from the prior year was $40 million less than had been
estimated. Consequently, there was a $923 million shortfall for the
FY 2001 Pell Grant program and the DOE funded the shortfall by
borrowing from FY2002 appropriation, which became available for
obligation during the 2001-2002 award year.

These shortfalls have continued to accumulate, and the budget
shortfall had reached $4.3 billion as of 2005. The DOE attributes
these shortfalls to the recent growth in the maximum appropriated
Pell Grant and the unexpected growth in the number of Pell applicants
and recipients (U.S. Department of Education, 2004). Regardless, the
combined effect of the Pell program changes brought about by the
reauthorization process and the increasing demand pressure for Pell
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funds have had a dramatic impact on who received Pell aid and the
level of funding provided to Pell recipients, which is the topic we turn
to next

THE PELL AWARD: WHO QUALIFIES AND FOR HOW MUCH?

All information needed to determine a student’s eligibility, and the size
of any Pell grant to be awarded, is provided to financial aid adminis-
trators through the completion and submission of a Free Application
for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) form, which can be submitted as
early as the first of January of the year preceding projected enrollment.
While there is no formal application deadline for the FAFSA, there are
a number of states that impose their own deadline, some as early as the
first of March. Likewise, many institutions impose their own deadline
to submit the FAFSA to better facilitate the determination of their own
financial aid offers.

Beyond broad-based requirements (e.g., qualified to enroll in
postsecondary education, working toward a degree in an eligible
program, U.S. citizen or eligible non-citizen, maintain satisfactory
academic progress once in school, and no major convictions for the
selling or possessing of illegal drugs), the Pell Grant further limits
eligibility to students with the greatest amount of need. Although
there are some exceptions, Pell recipients must have a high-school
diploma (or equivalent) and be enrolled at an eligible institution as an
undergraduate with the purpose of obtaining a degree or certificate.
Pell funds, although available for the completion of more than one
vocational/certificate or non-degree program, cannot be received by
persons who have already earned a baccalaureate or professional degree.
By design, then, the Pell program is not intended to facilitate retraining
associated with career changes, for example. Formally, the eligibility
requirements for federal student aid are contained in Title IV of
the HEA.

To determine the level of the Pell grant, FAFSA-reported data
are used to calculate two key measures: a cost of attendance (COA)

! Fiscal pressures affect other sources of federal, state, and institutional aid beyond Pell awards.
Thus, although only briefly explored here, it is important to emphasize that broad-based budgeting
issues are important for understanding the conclusions of the research with regard to the efficacy
of the Pell program, because frequently changes in Pell awards are taking place in the context of
broader changes in funding for financial aid that might well confound its effects (St. John, 2003).
For example, the Social Security Benefits program that provided grant aid to college students
whose parents died or experienced a disability was eliminated in the early 1980s at the same time
that there were significant changes in the Pell program (Dynarski, 2002).
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(which varies across both institutions and students) and an expected
family contribution (EFC) (which varies across students). The COA is a
measure of the expected educational expenses a student will undertake.
Individual institutions set the COA for a given student, based on the
attributes of the institution and the student. For full-time students,
their COA includes such costs as tuition and fees, books, supplies,
transportation, other personal education related expenses, and room
and board. For part-time students and those enrolled in correspondence
courses COA expenses are more limited.

Determination of a student’s EFC is much more complex an
undertaking. In general, the EFC is constructed to represent the
amount the applicant-student and/or family can be expected to
contribute toward financing the degree being sought. The student’s
contribution is estimated from information regarding their income,
allowances against their income, number of children and their assets.
However, the formula differs depending on whether the student is
dependent, independent without dependents other than their spouse,
or independent with dependents. To qualify as an independent student,
and thus not have contribution from their parents be counted in their
EFC, a person must meet one of the following criteria: be 23 years
of age, a veteran of the U.S. Armed Forces, working on a master’s or
doctorate degree, married, being or having been a ward of the court,
or having legal dependents other than a spouse. For dependent appli-
cants, parental contributions are calculated over the same attributes,
the value of which being divided by the number of dependents the
parent’s currently have in college. For independent students, there is
no parent’s contribution.

The EFC calculation includes a few exceptions in its formula.
For example, a student can qualify to have their EFC calculated
through a simplified formula, one which does not take assets into
account. To qualify, they (for an independent student) or their parents
(for dependent) must have an income below $49,999 and be eligible
to file the IRS 1040A or 1040EZ tax form. Further, students may
automatically qualify for an EFC of zero if their (for independent)
or their parent’s (for dependent) adjusted gross income was less than
$15,000 the previous year and they are eligible to file the IRS 1040A
or 1040EZ tax form.

Once the COA and EFC have been calculated, the value of the
Pell award is formulaic. At present, conditional on being above the
federally-mandated minimum grant (currently $400), the level of an
individual student’s grant in a given year is the minimum of: (a)
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the difference between the Federal maximum Pell Grant and the
student’s EFC; (b) the difference between the institution’s COA and
the student’s EFC; and, (c¢) the tuition sensitivity amountH Figure
illustrates the relationship between a student's COA and the level of
their Pell grant since the 1992 HEA assuming a student has an EFC
of 0. A student’s Pell award is equal to their COA as long as the
COA is less than the Federal Maximum Pell award. At institutions
with higher costs of attendance (i.e., above MaxPell,), the binding
constraint on maximum Pell grants is merely the federal maximum.
Positive EFCs reduce the Pell award dollar-for-dollar, as would be
illustrated by a downshift of the line abc in Figure equal to
the EFC.

The majority of Pell awards, over 98 percent in the 2002-2003
award year, are constrained by one of the first two constraints, as
illustrated in Figure In fact, the tuition sensitivity amount is
only applicable for the poorest students who are attending institutions

Figure 6.2: The Relationship Between the Institutional Cost of Attendance and an
Individual’s Maximum Pell Grant.
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% The tuition sensitivity amount, which only applies if the appropriated maximum Pell grant is
greater than $2,700, is calculated as $2,700 plus one-half the difference between the appropriated
maximum and $2,700 plus the lesser of (a) the remaining one-half difference or (b) tuition.
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with very low tuition levels. Thus, in 2006, a student would have
had to face tuition of less than $675 for the tuition sensitivity amount
to the binding factor in their Pell award.

The original intent of the Pell Grant program was to provide an
award that, when combined with other sources of aid and a reasonable
family or student contribution, covered no less than 75% of the
student’s cost of attendance. However, while the average nominal award
value has increased from $270 when the program started in 1973 to
$2,466 in 2004, the real value of the Pell grant has decreased. In fact,
in real dollars, the average Pell peaked shortly after the program’s
introduction — in 1975 at $2,602. Figure reports the time series of
2005-dollar Pell awards since the inception of the program in 1973,
illustrating the decline in the average award value to $1,718 in 1981,
rising again to $2,550 in 2004.

Of course, in relation to the costs of college, inflation-adjusted
Pell awards still overstate their purchasing power over this time series
(particularly in recent years). In fact, the cost of college has increased
at nominal rates of between 5 and 8 percent since the 1980s, which
has outpaced both the growth in award values and the overall rate of
inflation, more generally. Figure show a particularly strong trend
for four-year public institutions, where the average cost of attendance in

Figure 6.3: Maximum, Average, and Minimum Pell Award Values.
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Figure 6.4: Cost of Attendance at Public four-year and two-year Institutions.
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Source: National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, Digest of Education Statistics,
2004, Table 313.

2003 was nearly 93 percent higher (in 2005 dollars) than in 1981 (when
costs were at their minimum). Figure[6.4lalso indicates that the trend in
real costs of attending two-year public institutions, although positive,
is less pronounced than at four-year institutions with an increase in
real costs of about 24 percent over this same period.

Figure[@3lillustrates the changing purchasing power of an average
Pell grant as a percentage of the cost of attendance at four-year and
two-year public institutions of higher education. The plots show that,
at its height of purchasing power in 1975, the average Pell award
covered 39 percent of the cost of a four-year public university and 55
percent of a two-year public college. In 1995, the maximum award
hit its lowest point, covering only 20 percent of the average cost of
a four-year public university and 36 percent of the average cost of a
two-year public college.

The descriptive evidence shows that there have been significant
changes in the value of the Pell program over the last 30 years, which
have resulted from both explicit changes in the parameters of the Pell
formula and due to intermittent interest by Congress in funding the
Pell program. This variation in the real value of the Pell award has been
exploited in the empirical literature to evaluate whether changes in the
generosity of the program do, in fact, influence the college outcomes
low-income students.
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Figure 6.5: The Average Pell Grant as a Percentage of the Average Cost of Attendance.
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EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS OF THE PELL PROGRAM

NATURAL EXPERIMENTS: TESTING THE EFFICACY OF THE PELL
PROGRAM

With the introduction of federal aid to students in 1973, the earliest
analyses in higher education were motivated in an attempt to quantify
simple student choice models which predicted that financial aid should
affect both student access and enrollment choice. For example, Jackson
(1978) posits that the college-entry decision depends on both socio-
logical factors such as family background, high-school peers, and the
desire to interact with similar persons and economic factors such as
the investment (human capital) and consumption value of college.
Such a framework suggests that empirical analyses can potentially
identify both the predisposition of students to attend college and how
financial aid affects college attendance controlling for this predispo-
sition. However, the expectation that college outcomes depend on
a relatively complex set of student attributes suggests that empiri-
cally testing the efficacy of the Pell program is not straightforward.
In particular, Pell awards — that by design are provided to a select
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set of low-income students — are likely to be correlated with omitted
(unobserved) student attributes that directly affect college choice.

The potential bias arising from student heterogeneity on the
predicted impact of aid on college outcomes can be demonstrated by a
simple empirical exercise. Specifically, we use data detailed in Singell
and Stater (20006) for freshman applicants to three large public univer-
sities (i.e., Indiana University, University of Colorado, and University
of Oregon) to estimate a probit model of enrollment on need-based
aid alone (i.e., the unconditioned need-based aid effect) and a probit
model of enrollment on need-based aid conditioned on a detailed list of
individual and institutional controls (i.e., the conditioned need-based
aid effect) [l The predicted probability of enrolling in one of the three
universities is plotted in Figure , which maps the unconditioned
and conditioned effect of need-based aid.

The wunconditioned aid effect shows a downward-sloping
relationship between the amount of need-based aid and the probability
of enrollment, suggesting that increases in need based aid actually
reduce the likelihood of student enrollment. However, the conditioned
relationship between need-based aid and the probability of enrollment

Figure 6.6: Relationship between Probability of Enrolling and Need-Based Aid.
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3 The control variables include a list of personal attributes (e.g., age, gender, race, high-school
GPA) and a set institutional dummies. For a full list of controls, see Table 2 in Singell and Stater
(2006).
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exhibits a positive relationship, which indicates that students who
receive relatively large amounts of need-based aid have other attributes
that make them less likely to enroll than the typical enrollee. In other
words, a failure to control for these attributes can yield a downward
bias on the impact of need-based aid. For example, there need be only
one covariate that relates negatively to one’s propensity to enroll and
positively to one’s propensity to receive need-based aid (e.g., family
income) in order that omitting such a variable bias the observed
relationship between aid and enrollment so much so that it yields the
misleading conclusion that aid lowers one’s enrollment probability.

However, just as inadequate controls for observable attributes may
taint estimates of the effects of different types of aid, failure to account for
the influence of unobservable attributes may have similarly undesirable
effects. For instance, although it is possible to control for the relatively
low socio-economic status of Pell recipients, these students may yet have
some difficult-to-measure attributes (e.g., having a low personal taste
for higher education or originating from backgrounds without highly
developed academic support networks) that make them less likely to
enroll or graduate than students who do not receive a Pell award.

The estimated effects of financial aid can be biased when an
empirical analysis fails to control for unobserved attributes related
to a student’s likelihood of enrollment or graduation. In a critique
of the techniques of the National Center for Educational Statistics,
Heller (2004) documents how a failure to model unobserved attributes
may understate the importance of a student’s financial attributes in
their college-going decisions. In the same volume, Becker (2004) goes
further in the critique of education literature and outlines the various
biases that arise through omitted variable bias and sample selection,
which could confound the identification of the “true effects” of financial
aid. To obtain unbiased estimates of the effect of Pell aid, one must
find a source of exogenous variation in aid that is uncorrelated with
unobserved student attributes that affect educational outcomes.

The concern with regard to identifying exogenous variation in aid
has lead to a wider embrace of experimental methods into the field and
study of economics. Laboratories now provide a proving ground for
controlled experimentation with economic incentives. For example, the
laboratory often makes economic incentives observable, where they may
not be outside of the laboratory, and provides the researcher greater
control over economic variables of interest. As such, those particular
variables that theory may relate to behavior are both observable and able
to be controlled by the researcher within laboratory environments.
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In many cases, this ability to control the initial event to which
theory predicts a response becomes an important element in achieving a
legitimate test of the theory. Further, without the knowledge (or, more
weakly, the assumption) that the event was not due to the behavior of
agents, associating any observed change in behavior to the event in a
causal way would be in err.

For example, consider the economist’s standard model of demand
and supply, where quantities demanded by consumers are believed to
fall with price while quantities supplied by firms are believed to rise.
The quantity demanded at a given price is also thought to respond to
economic factors, such as it would to a new advertising campaign, for
example. Likewise, the quantity supplied to a market at a given price also
responds to economic factors. Eveninsuchasimple model, measuring the
responsiveness of consumers to a change in price becomes a non-trivial
task, as the researcher must isolate the effect of changes in price on sales,
holding constant other factors that can influence the level of demand. As
aprice change can occur precisely because of a change in one of the factors
affecting the level of demand (e.g., advertising), it becomes difficult to
assure that observed price changes are occurring independently.

What is a natural experiment? Arguably, the fundamental
advantage offered through the advent of experimental methods in
economics is the ability to better isolate a change in prices and therefore
incentives. However, while the laboratory will often provide a cleaner
environment, such isolation need not be absent from the world beyond
the lab. Natural experiments, then, can offer the same ability for the
researcher to test theory or measure behavioral responses to events.
In a natural experiment, with the event which one is interested in
measuring, a response occurs as a natural product of the economic
system more generally. Outside of the particular period of analysis,
the economic system driving the laboratory environment is specifically
designed by the researcher. Therefore, while the laboratory researcher
knows that the event of interest is exogenous to the economic agents
under analysis (because he instigated it himself as part of the experi-
mental design), the exploitation of naturally occurring events (such as
the introduction of the Pell Grant) must be assumed by the researcher
to be exogenous to the economic agents under analysis. Often times,
evidence will suggest this as the case, making such an assumption
quite reasonable. Given our particular interest in the efficacy of the Pell
program, researchers must assume that the particular change in policy
to which the response of economic agents is to be measured arose in a
way that is exogenous to the economics agents themselves.
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It is important to note that the comfort-level of researchers differs
in regards to their wiliness to assume that government actions are
independent of the behavior of the agents affected by the policy change.
For example, one would naturally be more inclined to question the
cause of a policy change at a particular institution (e.g., the intro-
duction of a merit-based scholarship at Agnes Scott College) than if the
policy change were to apply to a larger sample of institutions (e.g., all
Georgia institutions). More germane to our point, one may question
whether the behavior thought to be in response to the policy change
(e.g., a stronger entering class) was actually caused by something else
altogether — something that may have also caused the introduction of the
merit-aid in the first place and therefore would spuriously assign some
degree of predictive power to the introduction of merit aid. In general,
by appealing to scale, one tends to be more comfortable arguing that the
event be treated as exogenous to the economic agents under analysis as
the size of the affected group becomes larger.

Of course, having the policy applied very broadly also comes at some
cost. For example, testing for the efficacy of the naturally occurring intro-
duction of the Pell Grantin 1973 is facilitated by the discriminating nature
of the award. That is, by excluding certain observable types of students
(e.g., the wealthy), such a group of students can act as a control group
against which one might measure the effect of providing low-income
students with financial assistance. Itisanecessary assumption then (made
either with support ornot) that the control group isappropriate for sucha
role. Such analyses are commonly referred to as difference-in-difference.
That is, when an isolated change occurs in one aspect of the economic
environment, one can measure the difference in the behavioral changes
within two distinctgroups of economic agents before and after the change.
Thus, the best studies of need-based grants are often those that exploit the
unique attributes of the authorization process for the Pell program (e.g.,
changes in the maximum award) that can be argued are exogenous to the
student and his or her home institution.

IDENTIFYING THE ENROLLMENT EFFECT OF PELL PROGRAM

The understanding that college outcomes depend on personal attributes,
ability, family background, and a host of other factors led early Pell
studies to use large national surveys thatincluded a relatively high level of
individual detail. In particular, early work utilized three nationally repre-
sentative surveys — the National Longitudinal Study of the High School
Class of 1972 (NLS72), the High School and Beyond survey of 1980
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(HSB80), and the Current Population Surveys (CPS). These data offered
the advantage of including detailed individual-level characteristics for a
large number of potential college students at a variety of income levels.
However, they also contained the distinct disadvantage that the infor-
mation regarding financial aid was limited. In particular, the Pell Grant
wasnotidentified separately from other less-generous sources of financial
aid and information on financial aid offers was only available for students
thatapplied for college. For this reason, these early studies were generally
notable to identify separate effects of the Pell program from other sources
of aid and could not assess the effect of financial aid on the decision to
apply for college that relate to the aspirations of potential college students.
It follows that the findings from these early studies are likely to yield a
biased assessment of the potential effect of the Pell program on college-
going behavior.

Jackson (1978) uses data from the NLS72 to test whether the first
high school classes eligible for the Pell Grant have different college-
going behavior as opposed to those classes prior to the Pell program.
He finds that the availability of Pell awards, while having no significant
effect on college attendance, did alter the choice of college. Specifically,
conditional on applying to a particular school, students who receive aid
are more likely to enroll at that school than similar students who do
not receive aid offers. In an attempt to control for the shortcomings
of cross-sectional analysis, Jackson (1988) merges the NLS72 and the
HSB80 in order to control variation across time as well as students.
While throughout his sample both the percentage of students receiving
financial aid as well as the award values themselves increased substan-
tially, financial aid was found to have a consistently small role in influ-
encing the college-going behavior of youth. Specifically, the results
indicate that high school graduates who are awarded financial aid are
roughly 7 percentage points more likely to attend college when compared
with students without financial aid offers.

Hansen (1983) and Manski and Wise (1983) also exploit the
increased generosity of financial aid brought about by the introduction
of the Pell program in 1973. In particular, Hansen (1983) hypothesized
that if the Pell program improved access to college then: (1) the relative
enrollment rates of the poor should increase after the introduction of
the Pell program, and; (2) the number of students planning to enroll in
college should increase as Pell funds become available. Two data sources
were used to test these hypotheses. First, CPS data were used for the two
years prior to the Pell program, 1971 and 1972, and for years 1978 and
1979, when the Pell program had become well established, which allowed

303



Curs, Singell, and Waddell: The Pell Program at Thirty Years

for the calculation of the ratio of below-median-income enrollment
rates to above-median-income enrollment rates. This descriptive analysis
indicated that this ratio of enrollment rates actually decreased over this
period for each of four population groups (i.e., men, women, white and
black).

Second, the NLS72 datainclude the percentage of high school seniors
that were expected to enroll in some form of postsecondary education by
socioeconomic status between 1972 and 1980. A descriptive summary
of the college-attendance expectations in the NLS72 indicated that the
expected enrollment rate of below-median-income students declined
relative to the above-median-income group between 1972 and 1980 for
white college students. This ratio increased slightly for blacks. Collec-
tively, these findings provide suggestive evidence that the introduction
of the Pell program and the availability of federal aid did little to increase
the access to higher education for the poor.

However, by failing to control for other factors that affect the choice
to attend college that potentially vary by income (e.g., the unemployment
rate, thereturn to education), the analysis may simply indicate that federal
aid wasnotsulfficient to offset other factors. Moreover, Hansen (1983 ) also
concedes that lack of support for Pell improving access may result from
the value of the Pell award being insufficient to overcome the liquidity
constraints facing lower-income students. At the same time, the impact
of Pell was likely blunted by changes in the program over the period that
permitted middle- and upper-income students greater access to federal
aid. Moreover, St. John (2003 ) also notes that the Pell grant replaced other
federal grant programs such that percentage of total federal aid distributed
as grants declined over the period from 55 to 47 percent. Thus, the decline
in low-income enrollment found by Hansen might simply reflect that the
Pell funds might have better been spent on other grant programs.

Manski and Wise (1983) exploit the dynamics of Pell generosity
generated by the authorization process. In particular, in the late 1970s
the Pell program expanded beyond its original intent to exclusively
service low-income students such that middle- and high-income students
received a growing proportion of awards by the end of the decade.
Expanding access to middle-income students at the expense of funding
low-income students could reduce overall college access if financial aid
influences the college-going behavior of low-income students and higher-
income students plan to attend college regardless of their eligibility for
the program. The paper develops a model of college-going behavior that
is used to forecast if and how a given student admitted to a given set of
colleges would react to changes in the cost of enrollment at those schools.
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Specifically, data from the first wave of NLS72 are used to estimate
a model of college-going behavior where a weighting procedure is used
to account for the stratification of the NLS72 that over samples low-
income and non-white students. This empirical model is then used to
predict the distribution of postsecondary activity choice (i.e., four-year
college, two-year college, vocational/technical school, or labor force) and
the distribution of Pell awards in the period between 1977 and 1979
after the generosity of the Pell program had changed. By comparing the
predicted distributions with their actual distributions, the analysis is able
to simulate the potential impact of the program changes. The results
indicate that the number of awards and the percent of the budget given
to low income students dropped from 86 to 49 percent and from 90 to 60
percent, respectively. Moreover, by comparing the predicted and actual
enrollment of Pell recipients, the results show that 41 percent of low-
income enrollees are induced enrollees that would not have been predicted
to attend in the absence of aid, dropping to 16 and 6 percent for middle-
and high-income students, respectively.

Collectively, the evidence with regard to the efficacy of the Pell
program in increasing college enrollment is relatively mixed. These
finding, although perhaps surprising, are consistent with early demand
studies such as Jackson and Weathersby (1975) that suggested that
college students are generally insensitive to variation in the net price
of college. For example, Leslie and Brinkman (1987) conduct a meta-
analysis using elasticity estimates from twenty-five college demand
studies. In their analysis, variation in net price depends on both the tuition
price and the level of need-based or non-need-based aid. The results
confirmed the theoretical expectation of a downward-sloping demand
curve for college, butalso indicate an inelastic price responsiveness in the
range of 0.5 t0 0.8 percentﬂ Thus, much of the early empirical evidence
suggested that pulling students over the threshold from non-enrollment
to enrollment may not be an easy task, particularly for the low-income
students serviced by the Pell program.

* Broadly, empirical studies that have estimated student responsiveness in higher education markets
report elasticities of demand that are less than one despite substantial variation in both the degree of
aggregation and the time period analyzed. In particular, such is the case using time-series variation
in aggregate prices and enrollments for broad sets of universities (e.g., Campbell & Siegel, 1967) or
single institutions (e.g., Seneca & Taussig, 1987), individual variation in net prices and decisions
to enroll for a random cross-section of college-age persons (e.g., Tierney, 1982) and for applicants
to a specific university (e.g., Ehrenberg & Sherman, 1984). In addition, more recent work also
finds an inelastic price response for public and private universities (i.e., Dolyle & Cicarelli, 1980;
Parker & Summers, 1993), for in-state and out-of-state students at public universities (i.e., Curs
& Singell, 2002), and across different racial and income groups (i.e., Blakemore & Low, 1983;
Wetzel et al., 1998).
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HETEROGENEITY IN THE ENROLLMENT IMPACT OF FEDERAL AID

More recent work has sought to examine whether the mixed evidence
regarding the impact of the Pell program on college access might be
attributed to either heterogeneity in the responsiveness to different type
of aid or for different subgroups of the population. Jackson (1990) uses
the HSB8O0 data to examine how different demographic groups respond
to financial aid. An important contribution of this paper is a distinction
between scholarships/grants and loans. Scholarships are found to have a
positive effect on college entry, while the presence of loans in a financial
aid package has little enrollment effect. Interestingly, the largest grant
effectis found for minority students, although this differential aid effect is
not significantly different between Hispanics and whites and disappears
completelywhena control for the tendency toattend collegeisintroduced
into the model. These findings suggest that financial issues may not be the
deciding factor in whether a Hispanic student chooses to go to collegeﬁ
Following Jackson’s model of student choice, St. John and Noell
(1989) investigate the impacts of various financial aid packages on the
enrollment of high school seniors. The analysis extends the literature
by focusing on the type of financial aid package offered, not just the
availability of aid. While evidence is found that all types of aid (grants,
loans and work-study) have a positive impact on college attendance, the
analysis does not find significant differences between the various types
of aid. In addition, St. John (1990a) uses the sophomore class of the HSB
database and finds that an increase in each type of financial aid (i.e.,
grants, loans, work-study) alters behavior more than a similar reduction
in tuition. Interestingly, grants appear to have the largest impact on the
lowest income group, while loans only are effective in changing behavior

> Studies based on individual-level data at specific institutions have found similar evidence that
minority students and students from lower socio-economic status respond differently to financial
aid. For example, Ehrenberg and Sherman (1984) model how financial aid can be used to obtain
the optimal mix of students in a selective university (Cornell University) that faces a larger number
of applicants than it has capacity. They find that the enrollment yield from aid is significantly
lower for minority and low-income students. In addition, individual-level, institution specific
studies have also continued the disaggregation of the aid package into its separate components.
For example, exploiting variation at a large public university (University of Oregon), Singell and
Stone (2002) find that enrollment responses not only differ between increases in tuition versus
aid, but that merit-based aid has a larger impact than need-based aid. Moreover, less generous
forms of need-based aid (e.g., unsubsidized loans) have a larger enrollment impact than more
generous forms of need-based aid (e.g., grants or subsidized loans). In addition, non-need-based
and merit-based aid, while improving the access of all students, is found to increase the relative
opportunities of well-to-do students, even with merit held constant. Thus, individual level studies
of college choice suggest that needy students are less responsive to financial aid both at public
and private universities.
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for the middle class. Although this result is consistent with low-income
students being relatively risk averse with regard to debt, it also suggests
the potential presence of unobserved heterogeneity that is jointly corre-
lated with need and the level and type of aid.

Thus, a number of studies have continued the tradition in
the higher education literature of employing the natural experiment
methodology that (at least potentially) can identify exogenous variation
in aid. For example, Kane (1994) uses CPS data from 1973 through
1988 which includes time series and cross-sectional variation in public
tuition levels, financial aid, family background, local economic condi-
tions, and the returns to education to investigate the differential trends
in college enrollment for 18-19 year old white and black students.
Specifically, the analysis makes use of CPS information on home
ownership, family income, number of siblings in college, and the
employment status of the spouse and of the head to simulate for each
sample member the expected Pell grant using the Pell grant rules in
each year. Thus, the impact of the Pell grant is identified by nonlin-
earities in the Pell grant formula as well as changes in the Pell grant
formula over time.

The results for the fully specified model that includes controls for
state and year effectsindicates that the Pell grant had no significantimpact
on college enrollment of black youth, but does significantly increase
enrollment of white youth by approximately 9 percent for each $1000
of aid. However, an analysis comparing changes in enrollment rates for
eligible and ineligible students before and after the establishment of the
Pell program in 1973 yields little evidence that those targeted by the
Pell program (white or black) experienced relatively greater increases in
enrollment. Interestingly, the results for tuition are consistently negative
and significant with generally larger magnitudes than those found for
the Pell award. The differential response of students to equal offsetting
changes in tuition and financial aid is a common finding in the higher
education literature (e.g., Curs & Singell, 2002). Such differences might
arise because there are genuine differences in the value of a dollar of
tuition and a dollar of aid. For example, students may be more uncertain
about the actual amount of their Pell grant eligibility than they are about
the level of tuition (e.g., Orfield, 1992). Alternatively, in this instance,
measurement error in the simulated Pell grant variable might also bias
the impact of the estimated impact of the Pell award toward zero.

Kane (1995) extends the enrollment analysis conducted in his 1994
paper by exploiting the unique information available in three different
data sources: (a) the October CPS survey from 1977 to 1993; (b) NLS

307



Curs, Singell, and Waddell: The Pell Program at Thirty Years

data for 1979; and (c) the High School and Beyond (HSB) survey for the
senior class of 1980. However, similar to Kane (1994), an examination
of the growth in enrollment rates for those from families in the lowest
income quartile (generally eligible students) in comparison to those from
the top three quartiles (who are increasingly unlikely to be eligible) is
made using CPS data for the pre-versus post-Pell period (i.e., 1970-1972
versus 1973-1979). However, in this case, a distinction is made between
any college enrollment, private college enrollment, and public two-
year college enrollment. The results indicate that total (private) college
enrollment grew 2.6 (2.8) percent less for the lowest income quartile over
the period. On the other hand, college enrollment grew between 2.4 and
3.4 percent more quickly for the lowest income quartile at public two-
year colleges. This result provides the first evidence that the Pell program
may yield significantly different effects across institutions of different
selectivity. In other words, student concerns that the Pell program is not
sufficiently generous to provide access to more selective institutions and
institutional concerns that the Pell program differentially benefits certain
institutions could well be warranted.

The most dramatic change in enrollment behavior over the quarter
century has been the rise in the participation of students over the age
of 30 in undergraduate education, which rose from 15 to 30 percent of
the total of all undergraduates between 1970 and 2000. An important
question is the extent to which the availability of federal aid in general
and the Pell grants in particular accounts for the greater participation of
older students in higher education. Seftor and Turner (2002) explicitly
examine this issue by again making use of a structural change brought
about by; (1) the introduction of the Pell program and; (2) a 1986
reauthorization rule change that redefined independent student status
thereby restricting this group’s access to Pell fundsH

Two separate analyses use CPS data for the period between 1969 and
1974 that span the period of the Pell program’s introduction and between
1984 and 1990 that span the period of the 1986 reauthorization. The
results from the firstanalysis show that, unlike for the broader population
of college students, the introduction of the Pell program increased the
enrollment of male (female) independent students by 1.5 (1.3) percent.
The relatively greater responsiveness of older, independent students
versus their younger dependent counterparts suggests that older students
aresomewhat less daunted by the complexity of applying for federal aid or

6 The 1986 amendment to the Higher Education Act required, for the first time, a Pell applicant
to be at least 24 years old, married, or with children to qualify as an independent student.
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that credit constraints are relatively more binding on older, independent
students. In addition, a second analysis suggests that narrowing the
definition of an independent student reduced the probability of college
enrollment by between 3.9% and 4.4% relative to single students with no
children. Thus, these results again suggest that the college-going behavior
of nontraditional students is responsive to the generosity of federal aid.
Nonetheless, the authors are careful not to suggest that providing greater
aid to this population is worthwhile from a policy perspective. Specifi-
cally, to identify the merits of public subsidies for older students requires
acredible estimate of the impact of additional schooling on their earnings
that is not presently available and that is likely to differ from the return
to education of younger students who make a direct transition from high
school to college

One concern regarding the effectiveness of need-based programs,
such as the Pell grant, to influence college access has been the growing
use of merit-based programs by states and institutions to attract and
retain the best students. For example, McPherson and Schapiro (1998)
document the declining portion of subsidized need-based aid in the
total financial aid package. One prime example of these merit-programs
is the Georgia HOPE scholarship that, starting in 1993, provided a
full tuition subsidy to attend any public university in the state to any
Georgia resident who graduate high school with a B average or better
along with a generous subsidy for any private university in the state.
Using data on annual Pell enrollments by institution that span the 1993-
introduction of Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship, Singell, Waddell and Curs
(2006) documents differential responses to the generous merit schol-
arship based on need. Contrary to that implied by other work, they find
that the number of Pell recipients increased at Georgia institutions after
HOPE, when compared to other southern universities, which they argue
is consistent with broad merit-based scholarship programs improving
college access for needy students. However, as they also document that
the average Pell award in Georgia falls after HOPE’s introduction, they
suggest that HOPE drew students of lesser need into the Pell program.
Total Pell revenues increased in Georgia relative to other southern insti-
tutions after HOPE, which also implies that broad merit-aid programs are

7 Other work has examined the impact of other benefit restrictions brought about by acts of
Congress. For example, Tewksbury, Erickson, and Taylor (2001) examine the enrollment impact
of The Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 that precluded all prisoners in
federal or state penal institutions from receiving Pell Grants. This Act furthered the restrictions
instituted by the 1992 reauthorization that limited awards to incarcerated persons not under a
death sentence and not serving a life sentence without the possibility of parole.
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effective at leveraging scholarships with greater Federal funding paid to
needy students who may have not otherwise attended college.

Collectively, the results of these more recent studies suggest that
the findings in prior work that the Pell program does not yield signif-
icant broad based college enrollment effects may not necessarily apply
to particular groups of students or to specific types of institutions. For
example, the college access of independent students appeared to be
harmed by the reduced generosity of the Pell program toward this class
of students in the 1992 reauthorization (Seftor & Turner, 2002), while
the Pell grant appeared to increase enrollment at two-year schools but
not at four-year institutions (Kane, 1995). Thus, these studies highlight
the importance of understanding how exogenous changes in federal aid
programs intentionally or unintentionally target particular actors in the
higher education market.

THE EFFICACY OF PELL AID ON PERSISTENCE

Beyond considerations of access to college, there is a reasonable expec-
tation that financial aid should improve students’ ability to remain in
college through to graduation. However, the effects of financial aid on
enrollment may well differ from its effect on graduation, especially since
we know only 60 percent of enrollees at four-year public universities
graduate (Singell, 2004). In general there are relatively few studies of the
effect on financial aid on retention and graduation simply because there
are less data detailing persistence in college than on enrollment (Hu &
St.John, 2001). Moreover, graduating students are a self-selected sample
of enrollees who choose to first enroll and then complete a degree at a
particular school versus a number of often unobserved alternatives such
as enrolling at a competing school, transferring schools, or completing a
degree at a later time, which present empirical issues regarding sample
selection and the correlation of aid with unobserved factors the relate to
graduation. For example, a first generation college student or one with
unobserved family or health issues are more likely to fail to complete
federal aid applications (i.e., a FAFSA form) and graduate. Such poten-
tially unobserved student attributes can yield a negative association
between the Pell grantand graduation when, in fact, thelack of need-based
aid is not the root cause of the drop-out decision but is simply inversely
correlated with the unobserved attribute or negative shock that ultimately
leads to the student not persisting in college. Thus, itis not surprising that
studies that do not account for the self-selection of Pell students find little
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orno effect of the Pell grant on the persistence of recipients in comparison
to non-recipients (Wei & Horn, 2002).

Institution level studies of persistence have tried to minimize the
correlation of aid with unobservables by including relatively detailed
lists of controls for personal attributes and for different types of aid
that comprise the financial aid package (i.e., loans, scholarships, grants,
work-study, etc.), which are generally not available in national-level
data sources (e.g., Wetzel, O'Toole, & Peterson, 1999). For example,
Metz (2001) uses detailed student-level data from a two-year technical
college and exploits a change in the 1992 HEA which required two-year
colleges to report degree completion rates to qualify for federal aid in
order to examine the impact of various components of financial aid on
degree completion. The results indicate that Pell grants do not signifi-
cantly influence degree completion, while loans and work-study improve
degree completion. A relative small retention effect of Pell grants is not
uncommon in institution-level studies (e.g., Singell & Stone, 2002).

The finding that Pell awards have relatively small (insignificant)
retention effect may reflect that federal grants are perceived by students
as entitlements, but may also reflect the difficulty in finding suffi-
ciently detailed data to control for the fact that grants are systemati-
cally provided to the neediest students whose unmeasured attributes are
correlated with persistence. For example, DesJardins, Ahlburg & McCall
(2000a & 2002b) use detailed data on students enrolled at the University
of Minnesota to estimate a hazard model, which is used to simulate how
changes in financial-aid packaging affect students’ departure decisions.
Collectively, the simulations indicate that scholarships significantly
reduce stop outs, whereas grants yield insignificant effects. However,
income data are missing and excluded from the hazard model specifi-
cation. Thus, if low-income students are more likely to receive a grant
and to stop-out for a term to work, the impact of grants on persistence
may well be biased downwards if these students eventually return and
complete a degree.

In general, there is a fair amount of heterogeneity in the empirical
evidence regarding the persistence effects of Pell grants. Specifically,
some work finds that grants do improve persistence (e.g., Thomas, 1981,
St. John, 1990b), but other analyses find insignificant (e.g., Braunstein,
McGrath & Pescatrice, 2001) or even negative effects (e.g., St. John &
Starkey, 1995). Moreover, there is no clear consensus with regard to the
types of aid that most effectively induce higher persistence, with some
articles pointing to on-campus employment (e.g., DesJardins, Ahlburg &
McCall, 1999), others to merit aid (e.g., Singell, 2004) and still others
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to grants (e.g., Carroll, 1987; St. John, 1990b). This lack of consistent
evidence regarding the graduation effect of aid in general and Pell grants
in particular may well arise from the particular importance of endogeneity
in regards to the receipt of Pell awards and persistence.

Thus, similar to empirical modeling issues related to enrollment,
pinpointing exogenous sources of aid variation is also important in
the study of persistence. A handful of studies have sought exogenous
sources of variation in support to identify the effect of aid on post-
enrollment outcomes. For example, Singell (2004) uses data on appli-
cants and enrollees to the University of Oregon to estimate a bivariate
probit specification that models the retention decision jointly with the
decision to enroll. The results of a univariate probit model for graduation
indicate that grants do notsignificantly increase the retention probability.
However, a bivariate-probit specification that is conditioned on both the
observed attributes that relate to graduation and unobserved attributes
that determine enrollment (i.e., the error structure for enrollment)
indicate thata $1000 increase in grants raises the probability of remaining
in school by 1.3 percent. These findings suggest that the unobserved
attributes of needy students that determine the enrollment decision
are inversely related to their retention probability such that there is a
downward bias on the retention effect of grant aid.

Likewise, similar to studies of the impact of financial aid on access,
some graduation studies have exploited changes in the aid assignment
rules in the Pell program that yield different levels of support to similar
students in order to identify variation in aid that is uncorrelated with the
underlying propensity to graduate. The best example of this approach
is Bettinger (2004), which is the only paper to directly study the affect
of Pell grants on retention (as opposed to grant aid in general). The
empirical analysis uses unique Ohio Board of Regents (OBR) data that
permit transfer behavior of students to be tracked (at least within the
state of Ohio). The OBR data provide information for all public univer-
sities in the state of Ohio for 1999 and 2000 and include detailed student
demographics information along with financial information that track
whether a student stops out from college as opposed to transferring to
another school within the state. To isolate the exogenous variation of Pell
grants independent from a students’ stop-out behavior, the Pell grant is
imputed for each student in the 2000-2001 school year holding constant
family characteristics. The imputed Pell grants vary due solely to changes
in the Pell program and tuition and also provide Pell award values for
non-filers.
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To examine the impact of the Pell grant on retention, the empirical
analysis makes use of the discontinuity in the value of the Pell award,
which arise from Pell rules regarding family size. Specifically, by
assuming that the differences in family size are unrelated to a student’s
success in college, the analysis makes comparisons between different-
sized families who have the same number of children in college. The
stop-out behavior of these similar groups are compared using the Wald
estimator developed by Angrist (1991), which is simply the regression
of the instrumental variables estimate of stop-out behavior on size of
the Pell grant. The results show that a $1000 increase in Pell grants
stemming from differences in family size corresponds to a 3 to 4 percent
decrease in the probability of dropping out. However, this retention
effect declines in magnitude (i.e., to approximately 1.2 percent) and
becomes insignificant if the sample is restricted to those students
for which the ACT exam is available or if additional campus level
controls are included. The decline in the magnitude of the retention
effect when individual or campus-wide ability differences are included
highlights the potential importance of student self-selection, which
appears to be correlated with the effect of need-based grants on college
outcomes.

Overall, the broad findings with regard to the persistence effects
of Pell grants are decidedly mixed. A generous assessment of the
efficacy of the Pell grant on retention would suggest that it improves
retention by a relatively small amount — on the order of a 1
percent increase in the probably of graduation per $1000 of aid.
These findings combined with the findings of a small and generally
insignificant impact of the Pell grant on access imply that the
cumulative impact of the Pell grant on college outcomes is at best
modestfi

8 Some evidence has been found that grant aid can improve persistence. For example, Dynarski
(2002), in addition to issues of access discussed above, exploits the natural experiment brought
about by the elimination of the Social Security Benefits Program to study how the reduction
in grant aid affects college completion. Using death of a parent to proxy for qualifying for
Social Security Beneficiary status in the CPS data, she finds a $1000 increase in the offering
of grant aid raises educational attainment by 0.16 years, suggesting that grants improve
retention and the likelihood of clearing the graduation threshold. Consistent with the insti-
tutional level studies, the retention effect of grant aid appears to be relatively small. On the
other hand, the analysis can only identify whether the individual potentially qualifies for aid
and not whether the person actually receives aid. It follows that the aid results are likely
to be attenuated due to measurement error, which would bias the coefficient on grant aid
toward zero.
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SUPPLY-SIDE EFFECTS OF PELL
INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTS

Why does the estimated enrollment responsiveness to the Pell program
appear to be so low? A common interpretation of these findings focuses
on the demand side and ascribes an inelastic demand to low-income
students. On the other hand, it is also unlikely that institutions sit idly
by when federal aid policy changes. Thus, it is possible that supply-side
responses to federal aid could be responsible for the observed overall
lack of response to the Pell program. Recall that the historical design
of the Pell program did not serve to exclusively promote the access
interests of low-income students. For example, the half-cost rule that
limited the Pell award to no more than half the cost of tuition was
explicitly included in the initial authorization of the Pell program to
protect less-selective, low-cost (private) institutions (i.e., limiting Pell
awards kept low-income students from moving up the higher education
hierarchy to more selective and expensive schools). Thus, a relevant
question may be whether changes in the Pell program yield significant
institutional effects.

It is easy to show that changes in the Pell program over time have
greatly affected the Pell revenue earned by various institutions. Specifi-
cally, the pie charts contained in Figure[.7luses IPEDs and Department of
Education data from Curs, Singell, and Waddell (2006) to show that there
has been a significant shift in Pell resources going toward two-year insti-
tutions with the largest proportional shiftin Pell revenue coming from the
most selective four-year institutions [ While Pell revenues may not be a
particularly important source of funds for resource-rich, selective private
institutions that have historically serviced relatively few needy students,
Pell revenue is likely to be a critical source of funds for two-year insti-
tutions and less-selective four-year universities. Thus, some institutions
might have a strategic interest in attracting federal grant aid.

Thus, while a primary interest of the Pell program and U.S. aid
policy was to facilitate the match of students to institutions based
on ability, it is also clear that certain changes to the Pell program

9 Figure [B7] is constructed using unique institution-level Pell-related data from the Department
of Education. The Peterson’s Guide to Four-Year Colleges from 1989 is used as the institution’s
selectivity metric, which separates two-year institutions from four-year institutions classified as
non-competitive, minimally difficult, moderately difficult, very difficult and most difficult. The
sample used in Curs, Singell, and Waddell (2006) focuses on a well-defined set of colleges with a
common academic mission that includes all non-profit institutions that offer at least an associates
degree. Thus, for-profit and trade schools are excluded.
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Figure 6.7: Distribution of Pell Revenue by Institution Type, 1989 and 2002.

Total Pell Revenue by Institution Type - 1989

I Two-year institutions I  Non-competitive or Minimally difficult
I Moderately difficult [ Very difficult or Most difficult

Total Pell Revenue by Institution Type - 2002

I Two-year institutions I  Non-competitive or Minimally difficult
I Moderately difficult [ Very difficult or Most difficult

Source: Curs, Singell and Waddell, 2006.

(e.g., the half-cost rule) might well benefit some institutions at the
expense of others. Indeed, Singell (2002) shows that composition of
the financial aid package depends on student attributes, institutional
factors, as well as external pressures. Likewise, Turner (1998) contends
that institutions with large financial aid budgets before the introduction
of the Pell grant program had the capacity to undo the targeting of the
federal grants. It follows that, the change in the net cost to low-income
students who qualify for a Pell award might well be much smaller at
well-funded universities as opposed to community colleges.
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Curs, Singell and Waddell (2006) explicitly examine whether
changes in the generosity of the Pell program affect the distribution of
Pell revenues across the quality spectrum of universities. In particular,
they analyze how generosity correlates with institutional Pell revenues
by utilizing exogenous variation in the federally-determined maximum
Pell Grant and federal appropriation levels, as well as the annual
variation in the total number of students who are deemed Pell eligible
following the application of federally-determined criteria. Broadly, Pell
revenues depend on the pool of students applying for aid and their
institutional choices. Thus, they also explore how the institutional
Pell-revenue response relates to changes in the average Pell award per
student and enrollment at each institution, which provides some of the
first formal evidence of the efficacy of the Pell program in influencing
the composition and net distribution of needy students across U.S.
universities.

Overall, they find significant increases in institutional Pell
revenues with increased generosity. Nonetheless, the magnitude (and
even the direction) of the revenue response depends on the channel
(i.e., the maximum Pell value versus federal Pell funds) and the selec-
tivity of the institution. In particular, they report that revenue data
show that the fraction of Pell revenues going to two-year institutions
rose from just over a quarter of the total disbursements in 1989 to over
40 percent in 2002, suggesting that Pell has expanded access at less
selective institutions.

Curs, Singell, and Waddell (20006) also investigates the aggregate
enrollment patterns around the 1992 Higher Education Amendments
(HEA) that removed tuition-based caps on maximum Pell awards.
Measured against a group of slightly higher-cost but otherwise similar
institutions, they report a significant increase in the enrollment of
low-income students at low-cost institutions that experienced this
exogenous increase in Pell generosity. In short, results are suggestive
that student enrollment does respond to aid. Further, although prior
evidence suggests that Pell grants do not move students over the
threshold from non-enrollment to enrollment, they find that low-
income students appear sensitive to the level of aid conditioned on the
decision to enroll.

THE BENNETT HYPOTHESIS

Rather than argue for greater emphasis on need-based aid, some critics
have argued instead that federally subsidized aid may be part of the
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problem, and have even proposed federal caps on tuition increases.
Several former Secretaries of Education, beginning prominently with
William Bennett, have expressed concern that increases in federal
support, rather than lowering college expenses for students, are instead
appropriated by universities through increases in tuition (Bennett,
1987). This view has come to be known as the Bennett hypothesis.

Even without turning to idiosyncratic organizational models of
university behavior (as in Hoenack & Pierro, 1990; or Netz, 1999),
one can offer three basic interpretations or explanations for the Bennett
hypothesis. The simplest is provided by the standard competitive
model. In this case, increases in student demand for enrollment arising
from increases in financial aid are met with a relatively inelastic
supply response from universities, so that increases in aid are trans-
lated into proportionately large increases in tuition. In the extreme
case of perfectly inelastic supply, tuition increases by the full amount
of the increased aid. This result would be counter to the intent of
the Pell program, which seeks solely to increase enrollment through
improved access to college. Pell grants could yield a pure enrollment
effect in the case of perfectly elastic supply, in which case enrollments
would increase but not tuition. With public universities, tuition may
be regulated directly or indirectly by the state, possibly limiting tuition
responses to enrollment pressures, at least for in-state students.

A second explanation relies on imperfect competition, possibly
enabling universities to appropriate an even higher proportion of aid
via tuition increases. In fact, universities are highly differentiated:
public and private, exclusive and nonexclusive, liberal arts and compre-
hensive, large and small, close and far, and so on. In this case, the
demand for enrollment at many universities is likely to be downward
sloping, providing an opportunity for universities to exert market
power in setting tuition and exaggerating increases in tuition beyond
competitive levels. As in the competitive case, though, tuition increases
at most by the full amount of the increased Pell aid. It is this expla-
nation that appears to most closely match the rhetorical arguments of
former Secretary Bennett and other critics. Indeed, there is evidence
not only that presidents and provosts of public colleges and univer-
sities have a significant effect on enrollment supply (e.g., Coates &
Humphreys, 2002), but also that the total compensation of presidents
of private colleges and universities is related to the level of tuition,
even with expenditures, type of institution, reputation rankings, and
other factors held constant (Tang, Tang, & Tang, 2000).
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A third explanation also relies on imperfect competition, but with
price-discriminating behavior by universities. In this case, the Bennett
hypothesis might hold if an increase in aid to needy students with
relatively elastic demand induces an even greater increase in tuition for
other students with relatively less elastic demand. With price discrim-
ination, the price charged to each type of student is set, via discounts
or internal scholarships, to equate marginal revenue in each case to
the common marginal cost (where there are no cost differences)
In this case, the price increase for students with less elastic demand
is not limited to the increased aid amount to needy students. With
sufficiently steep marginal cost curves, relatively elastic demands by
aid recipients, and relatively inelastic demands by other students, the
increase in price for the market with relatively less elastic demand can
exceed the increased aid amount[1]

EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE OF THE BENNETT HYPOTHESIS

Early empirical examinations of the Bennett hypothesis are suggestive.
McPherson and Shapiro (1991), Turner (1997), and Li (1999) find
evidence that tuition rises for at least some segments of the higher
education market with the generosity of federal aid, but the segments
where effects are significantand the magnitude of the effects vary substan-
tially across the three studies. Such inconsistencies may arise from
unobserved heterogeneity among universities, which is addressed in the
subsequent literature by introducing institution-specific fixed effects.
Singell and Stone (in press) estimate a tuition regression with
the average Pell award per recipient as the key explanatory variable,
which the Bennett hypothesis suggests should be positively related to
tuition. Theory suggests that the coefficient is expected to be between
zero and one, reflecting the extent to which federal aid support is
passed on to the student in terms of higher tuition. However, the cost
characteristics of the Pell program and the selection decisions of needy

10 Netz (1999) finds evidence of this kind of price discriminating behavior for need-based aid
and tuition for the schools that coordinate criteria for awarding need-based aid in the Ivy Overlap
Group. Internally provided need-based aid substantially increases tuition for non-needy students,
as well as for students who receive financial aid.

1 Hill and Winston (2006), for example, using data for Williams College, find remarkably similar
shares of income paid for a year of college for aided students across the five income quintiles.
Specifically, the shares of pretax family incomes range from 6% to 20% — the lowest income
quintile paying the smallest share and those at the 95th and 99th percentiles, paying full price,
spending 22% and 9% of their family incomes, respectively. Thus, there is some evidence that
the best private schools do price discriminate, typically via need-blind admissions policies.

318



HIGHER EDUCATION: HANDBOOK OF THEORY AND RESEARCH, VoL. XXII

students could bias the coefficient on average Pell awards. Specifically,
because the Pell grant formula uses cost of attendance to calculate a
student’s award, the tuition of a school may be positively correlated
with the level of the Pell grant, which would yield an upward bias on
the coefficient for the Pell grants. The potential bias is limited, though,
because the formula only depends in part on costs, of which tuition
is only a part, and the allowable tuition has been subject to various
maximums in the formula, all typically well below the relevant student
costs. Alternatively, Pell grant recipients may be less likely to enroll in
universities where tuition is rising more rapidly than average because
they are relatively needy students, which would yield a negative bias
to the coefficient for Pell grants.

A concern with potential endogeneity requires the use of instru-
mental variables that include both a set of binary variables that identify
changesin the Pell program parameters and the lagged value of Pell grants
to instrument for the current value of the average Pell[] Fixed-effect
tuition regressions are estimated for in-state and out-of-state students at
public universities and for students attending private universities using a
panel of 1554 colleges and universities from 1988 to 1996 drawn primarily
from the IPED data source. Hausman tests, in fact, indicate rejection of
the null hypothesis of exogeneity for the average Pell grant at no less than
the five percent level in each of the specifications.

The fixed-effect instrumental variable specifications indicate little
evidence of the Bennett hypothesis for in-state tuition at public univer-
sities, but indicate nearly a one-to-one relationship between Pell
awards and out-of-state tuition and tuition charged at private univer-
sities. Thus, while in-state students appear to be insulated from price
responses to federal aid (perhaps because of the explicit mission of
public universities to serve in-state students or because of agents
such as Regents or legislators that represent them), public universities
behave similarly to their private counterparts with regard to tuition
charged to out-of-state students. These results suggests that intra-state
political factors are particularly strong, especially since prior evidence
on demand elasticities indicate that demand, if anything, is less elastic
for in-state versus out-of-state students (Curs & Singell, 2002). Collec-
tively, the results in Singell and Stone (in press) suggest that the pricing

12 The binary variables for changes in parameters of the Pell program reflect exogenous government
changes in the program in particular years: the percent cost rule, which mandated the maximum
percentage of tuition costs that could be covered by Pell grants, was raised from 60 to 100 percent
in 1993; and budget shortfalls led the Office of Postsecondary Education to decrease the grants of
all but the neediest students by a linear formula in 1990.
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behavior of higher education institutions is sensitive to both political
and market interests, as well as, perhaps, to individual institutional
objectives with regard to access for needy students.

Accounting for the potential endogeneity of Pell aid in a tuition
regression is critical to testing the Bennett hypothesis and the use of
instrumental variables is sometimes more of an art than a science.
Thus, no single study or empirical strategy is sufficient to establish the
presence of supply-side responses to federal aid. Thus, it is important
to look to other studies. For example, Rizzo and Ehrenberg (2003)
empirically examine the factors that drive the price responses of public
institutions to changes in financial aid and state appropriations for
higher education. Their sample consists of 91 (flagship) public research
institutions representing all 50 U.S. states, with data drawn from
IPEDS and other sources for the period between 1990 and 1998. The
empirical analysis uses a 2SLS approach to simultaneously estimate
four equations explaining need-based grant aid, in-state tuition, out-
of-state tuition, and the percentage of non-resident undergraduate
students. The system is identified through a complex set of exclusions
that include, for example, state-tax revenue per capita entering in the
tuition equations and SAT scores entering in the non-resident share
equation. Pooled cross-section, time series and panel estimates suggest
that increased generosity of federal aid as measured by the maximum
Pell award are not associated with higher in-state tuition at public
universities.

Alternatively, Acosta (2001) looks at whether institutions respond
to an increase in federal aid that raises student demand by either
raising tuition or by substituting away from institutional financial aid.
The analysis uses IPEDS data for the period between 1991 and 1996,
which is merged with home equity data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
American Housing Survey. Fixed-effect tuition and institutional-aid
specifications are estimated for 1392 four-year public and private
universities that include federal student grant aid (i.e., Pell and SEOG
grants) and federal loan aid as the primary variables of interest with
regard to the Bennett hypothesis. The identification strategy exploits
the 1992 HEA policy change that removed home equity from the aid-
eligibility formula as an instrument that captures exogenous variation
in federal student grant aid. The empirical results show that private
universities increase both tuition and institutional aid in response to
both increased federal grant aid and federal loan aid, while in-state
tuition at public universities is generally not responsive to federal
aid. Interestingly, the net tuition increase (tuition minus aid) at

320



HIGHER EDUCATION: HANDBOOK OF THEORY AND RESEARCH, VoL. XXII

private colleges differs distinctly across income. For example, high-
income students pay $2.75 more in tuition for every dollar increase
in grant aid, middle-income students pay an additional $1.51, and
low-income students have net tuition lowered by $4.09. Thus, the
analysis, while finding support for the Bennett hypothesis at private
universities, suggests that tuition increases in response to federal aid
are used to price discriminate in favor of providing access to needy
students[

Overall, then, there is evidence both for and against the Bennett
hypothesis. Specifically, the evidence for in-state tuition charged by
public universities tends to reject any substantial or significant effect;
alternatively, the evidence for out-of-state public and private tuition
tends to support the Bennett hypothesis. Collectively, the results
suggest that the pricing behavior of higher education institutions is
sensitive to both political and market interests, as well as, perhaps,
to individual institutional objectives with regard to access for needy
students. Given recent evidence suggesting that some private univer-
sities compete and manage enrollments with financial aid (McMillen,
Singell & Waddell, 2006), it is paramount to understand how tuition
responds to the provision of Pell aid in evaluating whether improved
generosity of the Pell program will affect access of needy students to a
college education.

THE EFFICACY OF THE GI BIiLL AND OTHER GRANT AID
ON ENROLLMENT

The overarching conclusion of the Pell research is that the demand-side
effects of federal aid are relatively small (if not zero). Even worse, the
dramatic rise in tuition may be, in part, due to the presence of federal

13 Supply-side responses to the provision of aid have also been found for the provision of
state level aid. For example, Long (2004) studies a time-series of Georgia-institutions spanning
the introduction of Hope using a difference-in-difference approach to identify the exogenous
introduction of scholarship aid. She finds that public institutions, while not responding
directly in terms of tuition increases that are controlled centrally by the state, did increase
room and board fees by 5% on average. On the other hand, private universities in Georgia
(with a significant number of HOPE recipients) reduced institutional financial aid by approx-
imately 19%. Overall, the findings suggest that while public institutions recouped nearly
10% of the value of the scholarship by increasing room and board fees, private institu-
tions recouped nearly 30% of the value of the scholarship by increasing tuition and reducing
institutional financial aid. Thus, the institutions most affected by the HOPE scholarship
responded strategically so as to extract rents created by the program consistent with the Bennett
hypothesis.
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aid that in the words of William Bennett (1987) have allowed institu-
tions to “blithely raise tuition” (p. A31). Nonetheless, there is still room
for optimism that federal grant programs can improve college outcomes.
Specifically, while there is little evidence of broad-based effects of the Pell
grant on enrollment, there are a number of natural experiment studies
that imply that the precursor and inspiration for the Pell program, the GI
Bill (and other federal grant programs), did affect the college outcomes
of needy students.

The earliest such study by Angrist (1993) examines the extent to
which the presence of veteran’s benefits affected the level of education and
subsequent earning of veterans. The analysis uses the Survey of Veterans
data for discharged military personnel from the Vietnam era and the early
periods of the All-Voluntary Forces (AVF). Most Vietnam veterans were
eligible for the GI Bill, but a majority of those entering under the period
of AVF were eligible for the Veterans Educational Assistance Program
(VEAP). The VEAP isa contribution-based program where contributions
were matched by the government at a rate of 2 to 1, which induced a
significant fraction of Vietnam veterans not to use the VA program. The
analysisrestricts the sample to men who are 30-54 years old and who have
1-15 years of service, which permits these service men to reenter into the
civilian work force after discharge. An OLS regression of education on a
vector of control variables including individual specific dummy variables
indicates that the availability of benefits increase schooling by 1.6 years.
If the individual fixed effect is correlated with the use of the program
(students with more education pre-entry were more likely to obtain
education post military), a separate aid effect cannot be identified. Thus,
a first-difference approach is used that distinguishes between pre- and
post-recruitment returns that are found to be 9.6% versus 4.3%, respec-
tively. Moreover, although specification tests indicate that initial levels
of schooling are likely to be correlated with the error terms, an instru-
mental variables regression using period of service interacted with the
entry-level schooling yields similar findings. Thus, grant aid associated

with various veterans’ programs appear to have increased both education
and earnings

1* Other studies have found the GI Bill increased earnings. For example, Card and Lemieux (2001)
use 1971 Canadian Census data and 1973 Canadian Job Mobility Survey data to identify the
effects of the Veteran’s Rehabilitation Act (VRA) upon the educational attainment of Canadian
men. Specifically, the analysis uses a sample of approximately 21,000 English speaking men from
Ontario and French speaking men from Quebec. The analysis exploits the fact that, due to a failure
to participate in WWII, most French speaking men from Quebec were not eligible for the VRA
and, thus, form a valid control group. An instrumental variable approach uses an Ontario specific
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Bound and Turner (2002) examine whether the combined effect
of military service and the availability of subsidies through the GI
Bill increased educational attainment of World War II veterans. This
analysis again highlights the potential problem that treatment effects
are often not randomly assigned. In this case, Census data are used to
show that, because physical and mental fitness were prerequisites for
military service, comparisons of the educational attainment of veterans
and non-veterans from the same birth cohort are likely to overstate
the causal effect of military service and the availability of postwar
benefits. Nonetheless, the analysis exploits differences between birth
cohorts in the likelihood of military conscription generated by changing
manpower requirements in the armed forces during the World War
IT to identify the separate effects of conscription and GI benefits.
Specifically, by aggregating data within birth cohorts and using the
between-cohort variation in veteran status, the analysis identifies the
independent effects of the availability of GI grant aid on the colle-
giate attainment net of the participation in WWIIL. The within cohort
comparisons of educational attainment between veterans and non-
veterans show that those who served in World War II received about
0.4-0.5 years more collegiate training and were eight percent more
likely to graduate than those who did not serve. However, conditional
on high school graduation and the fraction of veterans who have a
high-school diploma, the difference between veterans and non-veterans
in terms of average number of years of college completed (gradu-
ation rate) declines to 0.2 (4 percent). Nonetheless, overall, the results
again suggest that veteran-specific grants improve college access and
completion.

Stanley (2003) extends the work of Bound and Turner (2002)
on grant-aid effects by exploiting a unique natural experiment arising
from differences in the Korean War GI Bill versus the WWII GI Bill.
Specifically, Korean War era veterans were eligible for an education
subsidy through the GI bill provided they entered the military on or
before January 31, 1955, but not after. Thus, the empirical analysis
compares the educational outcomes of a sample of veterans who
entered the military within a year prior to the cutoff date to those
from a sample of veterans who entered within a year after the
cutoff date using a difference-in-difference approach. Exploiting data

dummy variable to measure the potential eligibility for VRA benefits as an exogenous determinant
of schooling, which yields a return to education for men from Ontario at 15% using an instrumental
variables approach.
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from the 1973 Survey of Occupational Change in a Generation, the
difference-in-difference analysis indicates nearly a 20 percent increase
in educational attainment for eligible Korean War veterans or an
elasticity of educational attainment of about 0.4 (based on estimated
subsidy of approximately 50 percent). Moreover, the estimated effect
is larger for younger veterans and those with higher socioeconomic
status scores. Overall, while the empirical evidence regarding the
efficacy of the Pell grant on access is fairly modest, the results
regarding the GI Bill indicate significant and large impacts on college
attainment. It follows that understanding the differences between
the GI Bill and the Pell program (e.g., entitlement versus not, size
of subsidy, group targeted by subsidy) may be critical to identi-
fying the apparent differences in their impact on observed college
outcomes.

Other grant aid programs have also been found to improve college
outcomes. For example, Dynarski (2002) exploits a natural exper-
iment arising from the elimination of the Social Security Benefit
(SSB) program in 1982, which had provided an average of $6,700
to college-age students who had experienced the death of a parent.
The analysis uses three years of data surrounding the elimination of
the SSB drawn from the NLSY cross-sectional and poverty samples to
estimate a difference-in-difference analysis that compares the educa-
tional outcomes of eligible versus non-eligible high-school seniors,
before the elimination of SSB versus after. A dummy variable for a
deceased father is used to determine eligibility, which accounted for
90 percent of the eligible beneficiaries. The difference-in-difference
coefficients indicate that about 22 percent more students enter college
under SSB by age 28, with $1000 in grant aid estimated to increase
the probability of attending college by 3.6 percent. Although the SSB
program was not directly comparable to the Pell program because the
benefits rose with earnings of the deceased parent, the finding of a
significant impact of grant aid on college access even for a student
who has lost a parent suggests that a sufficiently generous grant can
improve college outcomes. Moreover, the finding of a significant impact
of the SSB suggests that the elimination of other federal grant programs
(including the SSB) and modifications to state grant programs that
occurred concurrently with studied changes in the Pell program should
have been considered in evaluating the efficacy of the Pell program
(Kane, 1995).

Two papers by Abraham and Clark (2003) and Kane (2004)
use natural experiment methodology to analyze the District of
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Columbia’s Tuition Assistance Grant Program that was instituted in
1999 and allows DC residents to attend public colleges and univer-
sities throughout the country at rates considerably lower than out-of-
state tuition. Both studies use samples of unaffected college students
(e.g., students in nearby cities) as a control group, and find that the
number of freshman attending (particularly four-year) colleges outside
of DC increased substantially. Interestingly, however, the impact on
total enrollment of DC residents is actually quite modest, suggesting
that the subsidy had a greater impact on where students went to
college as compared to whether they choose to attend college at
all. Thus, these studies again suggest that it is easier to influence
college choice than it is to influence the choice of attending college
or not.

Overall, studies of the GI Bill and other federal grant programs
consistently indicate that the college-going behavior of veterans and
other targeted groups of students are positively influenced by the
generosity of federal grant aid. This evidence combined with the
findings that the Pell program can affect the college going behavior
of (at least) particular types of students highlights the importance of
understanding the nuances in various federal aid programs and how
they target federal aid. Thus, the final question to be examined is
whether there is a consistent pattern to where federal grants have been
found to improve college outcomes, which then can speak to how the
Pell program might be altered to improve its effect?

POLICY CONCLUSIONS: WHAT DO WE KNOW?

The Pell program has provided fertile ground for testing whether the
introduction of a higher-education voucher and marginal adjustments
to its generosity (i.e., through the reauthorization process) affects the
college outcomes of low-income students. Federal adjustments to the
Pell program provide a useful foil for testing the efficacy of need-based
aid because it yields variation in the access and level of financial aid that
can be legitimately assumed to be exogenous to unobserved student
attributes that also relate to the level of aid awards (e.g., student health
status or parent’s educational background). The econometric advan-
tages of the Pell program combined with its size, breadth of student
coverage, and longevity have led it to be the focus of considerable
academic interest. Thus, the Pell program is the source of some of the
best and most thoroughly researched analysis of financial aid in the
higher-education literature.
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It is, therefore, regrettable that the preponderance of evidence
suggests that even the relatively large increase in the availability (and
generosity) of need-based aid brought about by the Pell program and its
reauthorizations appear to have had less-than-a-broad-based influence
on the college going behavior of low-income students. In other words,
research suggests that enticing an otherwise non-college bound, low-
income student to matriculate to college with federal aid is not easily
accomplished (Kane, 2001). While perhaps disappointing, the results
should not necessarily be surprising given that the implicit costs of
preparing for college may be quite socially and economically high for
the low-income student (e.g., taking and succeeding in college-prep
courses or forming the social networks necessary to be informed about
the matriculation process), and that these costs are incurred far before
the arrival of financial aid upon matriculation.

On the other hand, the research also suggests that the Pell program
can be successful at influencing access for narrower populations of
college students such as independent students for whom the benefits
of enrolling in college may be relatively more apparent — e.g., persons
who have entered a career and discovered ex post that the lack of a
college degree may limit their opportunities in their chosen occupation.
Moreover, some research has found that the generosity of the Pell
program, while not necessarily directly influencing access, per se, has
appeared to affect choice of college for low-income students. Thus,
while the enrollment threshold may be difficult to clear for non-college
inclined students, the college-choice threshold and the quality of the
match may well be influenced by financial aid. Overall, these findings
may indicate that the Pell program has important economic efficiencies
by providing low-income students the opportunity to upgrade their
skills or their college.

Ultimately, the characteristics of the Pell program that account for
its longevity and political success may also have limited its economic
success. For example, the Pell program by being student-based (as
opposed to institution-based) yields its most direct economic benefits
to students who are the least likely agent within the higher education
system to politically organize and argue for the program. Regular and
consistent lobbying of Congress is essential for a ‘non-entitlement’
Pell program, where the funding must continually be reauthorized.
In addition, the interests of students and institutions are not neces-
sarily aligned. For example, universities have pushed for Pell program
restrictions, such as the half-cost rule, that clearly protect institutional
interests at the expense of students. Even worse, the literature testing
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the Bennett hypothesis suggests that federal aid might well encourage
rent-seeking behavior on the part of universities. Thus, it is not wholly
surprising that the history of the reauthorization process shows a steady
erosion of the real value of the Pell awards at a time when more
politically expedient aid programs such as deferred tax college savings
plans at the federal and state level (e.g., 529 plans) and merit-based
aid programs at the state and institutional level have received growing
support (Dynarski, 2000, 2004).

However, the research suggest that perhaps the potentially greatest
weakness of the Pell program is the reauthorization design itself that
has led to a focus on marginally adjusting the pre-existing Pell param-
eters as opposed to more significant and creative adjustments that
may be necessary to yield a real lasting effect. In particular, unlike
the evidence surrounding the Pell program, studies of the GI Bill, the
Social Security Benefits Program (SSB), and the DC Tuition Assistance
(DCTA) Program find strong evidence that federal aid can yield signif-
icant and economically meaningful changes in college-going behavior
(e.g., Abraham & Clark, 2003; Bound & Turner, 2002; Dynarski,
2002). Moreover, merit-based aid programs (e.g., the HOPE scholarship
in Georgia), which might well be expected to favor the well-to-do
student, have also been found to increase the enrollment propensities
of needy students (e.g., Cornwell, Mustard, & Sridhar, in press; Singell,
Waddell, & Curs, 2006). Thus, it is reasonable to ask what these
programs do that the Pell program does not.

The programs that yield significant effects on college-going
behavior are, first and foremost, entitlements. Among the related need-
based aid programs, the GI Bill was broadly available to all veterans,
the SSB Programs was available to all persons who experience a death
in the family, and the DCTA Program is available to all DC residents.
Likewise, the Georgia HOPE Scholarship is an example of a merit-based
entitlement where all Georgia residents with a high-school average of
“B” or better qualify for assistance toward Georgia post-secondary insti-
tutions. Thus, these programs entitle qualified students to aid, which
reduces uncertainty with regard to the sources of funding and permits
students to plan (prepare) for college. Uncertainty regarding funding
may be the greatest barrier to college access because needy students
(particularly first-generation students) may not have the social capital
necessary to fully evaluate whether they have the sufficient resources to
attend college and may greatly underestimate their access to financial
aid (e.g., Singell & Stater, 2000).
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Second, in a related point, most programs that have been found
to successfully entice previously non-enrolling students to matriculate
have clear and simple rules that determine whether a student qualifies
for aid. The Pell program has a myriad of complex (regularly changing)
rules that make it hard for a student to know, a priori, the level of
federal grant support they will receive. This fact, combined with the
non-entitlement status of the Pell grant, means that a student must first
apply for college with the confidence that they have the wherewithal
to enroll independent of their potential grant aid. Such confidence
is likely to be lacking for relatively needy students who may require
significant financial support to attend college (e.g., St. John, 2003).

Finally, the most successful programs entitle a student to grant
funds that cover a well-specified and significant portion of the cost
of college. At the time of their inception, the GI Bill, SSB, DCTA
programs, and the HOPE Scholarship all covered most, if not all, of the
costs of college, entitling students to both well-defined and generous
aid packages that left the student with relatively little debt burden from
college and little uncertainty. If needy students are relatively more
uncertain about their ability to complete college and less certain about
their earning capacity when they complete a degree, they are less likely
to take on the necessary debt to go. Risk aversion combined with
the rising cost of college and the increasing share of non-subsidized
aid in the financial aid package may go along way toward explaining
the growing gap of college attendance between needy and non-needy
students.

In the end, good aid policy must weigh the costs and benefits
of any program and must compare the net benefit of government
funds spent in a given use versus its next best alternative. Thus, an
important question to ask is whether the federal government should
be subsidizing student college access. Driven by a growing return to a
college education, a significant and increasing portion of the college-
age population (the needy included) find it worthwhile to attend
college. Thus, a relevant question might well be whether the additional
resources necessary to induce the marginal needy student to enroll in
college can justify the expenditure (e.g., Dynarski, 2002). The policy
pundits that have been pushing for greater funding for the Pell program
have done little to answer such questions.

Nonetheless, from a social perspective, it is unlikely to be optimal
to permit a growing educational divide between the income classes
and it is here where the evening hand of government is likely to be
required to equalize opportunity. Federal courts have already insisted
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that we have a constitutional obligation to fund K-12 equally and
equitably, and the growing importance of college education in the
labor market may well suggest that this principle should be applied
to K-16. However, the growing use of merit aid and other non-need-
based aid programs by both institutions and states to leverage limited
federal aid dollars and influence the choice of the marginal (able)
student is evidence that these levels of government are unlikely to
have the financial wherewithal or the self-interest to effectively pursue
need-blind admissions. Thus, given that the Pell program is the largest
federal attempt to level the playing field, it is important to know what
modifications to the program will best make use of the federal purse.
The body of research to date suggests that the current Pell program is
unlikely to be optimal.
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7. THE PoOLITICAL ECONOMY OF REDISTRIBUTION
THROUGH HIGHER EDUCATION SUBSIDIES

William R. Doyle*
Peabody College of Vanderbilt University

State governments provide the majority of support for higher education
in the United States. Across all states in the year 2000, eleven percent
of total expenditures were spent on higher education—a figure totaling
56 billion dollars. Without this level of subsidy from states, higher
education as it is known in the United States simply would not exist.

Unlike other large state subsidized programs such as elementary
and secondary education, higher edcucation is not a service available
to all. Instead, in different ways in different states, the provision of
higher education is rationed. For example, higher education is rationed
at selective institutions according to the characteristics of students. In
every state, selective public institutions deny some state citizens access
to their services on the basis of the citizens’ academic qualifications.
It is hard to imagine other services being rationed in this way—for
instance, limiting transportation services to only the best drivers would
never be an acceptable method of rationing this state-provided good.

In perhaps a less familiar way, higher education is also rationed
on the basis of price. Since even public higher education is not offered
free of charge in every state, decisions about how much to charge for
higher education are also necessarily decisions about who will be able
to take advantage of this state service.

As a result of this rationing, both on the basis of academic qualifi-
cations and by price, public higher education is consumed primarily by
higher income individuals. Access to higher education in the United
States is inversely proportional to income. Even after controlling for
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academic ability, low income children are less likely than their peers
to attend higher education (Ellwood & Kane, 2000; Kane, 1999).

In effect, states subsidize higher education by using taxpayer
money that they collect from all citizens through some combination of
taxes. States then spend a large portion of that money on a service that
benefits only a subset of citizens—a subset that is primarily made up
of middle and upper income people.

This combination of circumstances led Hansen and Weisbrod
(1969a) to assert that higher education redistributes wealth away from
the poor and to the rich. They based this result on a study of the current
costs and distribution of benefits of California higher education. Given
that all people pay taxes, and mostly middle and upper-income persons
receive a higher education, they reason that this is a benefit that is
paid for by all income groups equally, but enjoyed mostly by the non-
poor. They conclude that, unlike state programs for health care or
welfare, higher education as a state service does not distribute funds
in a progressive manner.

Hansen and Weisbrod’s assertions created a heated debate among
scholars of higher education. . The argument at the time was about the
degree to which state subsidies for higher education may or may not
redistribute wealth from the poor to the rich or vice versa. Conventional
thought at the time assumed that voters and their elected repre-
sentatives would prefer to support a program that would distribute
funds in a progressive way, but had been hampered by poor policy
design.

This may not be the case. Instead, what if voters and their elected
policymakers recognized that the benefits from higher education as a
state service accrue primarily to middle and upper income persons?
If so, the regressive redistribution of benefits would result not from
flawed policy design, but from a deliberate attempt on the part of state
policymakers to create a program that provides a benefit mostly for
middle- and upper-income voters.

This chapter will examine the theoretical and empirical support for
the idea that the redistributional effects of higher education subsidies
are the direct result of a rational effort on the part of policymakers
to design policies that satisfy their constituents’ desires. This marks
a shift away from the classic policy intervention literature, which
assumes utilitarian motives on the part of policymakers, to the political
economy literature, which uses formal theories of individuals inter-
acting in strategic situations to explain how policymakers attempt to
satisfy their own interests (Boix, 2003; Persson & Tabellini, 2002).
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I begin this examination by revisiting the classic debate on the
redistributional effects of higher education subsidies. I examine the
claims and counter-claims of those involved in the debate, including
those who argued at the time that the debate was not so much about
measures of redistribution of income, costs and benefits, but really
about the underlying concepts of redistribution, progressivity, and costs
and benefits (Cohn, Gifford, & Sharkansky, 1970; Hartman, 1970).
I conclude this section by updating the Hansen and Weisbrod analysis
using more recent data sources—an analysis which shows that higher
education as a service still provides high levels of benefits to middle
and upper income citizens in the states. This analysis motivates the
theoretical argument in the next section, which demonstrates that such
a result may not necessarily be the outcome of poorly designed policy,
but rather a feature of policymakers’ desired outcomes.

The debate regarding redistribution through higher education
subsidies was also a political debate. By arguing for or against an
expansion of subsidies, analysts were favoring a particular view of
the correct form of government intervention into higher education.
However, few at the time expressly characterized the debate as being
about politics as opposed to a politically-neutral policy debate. This
chapter reframes the question as a political one, namely, under what
circumstances might a majority of voters favor a regressive system of
higher education subsidies. The answer to this question can be found
in recent developments in political economy.

I turn to the political economy literature on redistribution to
examine the circumstances under which majorities of voters will prefer
different types of taxation and redistribution of income across income
groups. The political economy literature has been developed primarily
in the last 25 years, after the initial debate on the redistribution of
income through higher education had waned. Specifically this study
makes use of theoretical developments in the area of selective welfare
programs—state-subsidized programs which provide benefits to only a
few, while relying on tax revenues collected from all.

The literature on selective welfare programs has spawned a series
of theoretical treatments of higher education as a type of selective
welfare program. I examine the formal theoretical models that have
been developed to analyze the conditions under which a majority of
voters might support the kinds of subsidy programs that are in place
for higher education in many countries, including the United States.

In exploring this literature, I demonstrate how these theories
can explain a pattern of subsidies that can appear to be irrational
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from a purely societal-utilitarian or Benthamite view in terms of the
rational activities of fully informed voters and policymakers. The use
of political economy as a tool to understand the antecedents of higher
education policy provides clear explanations in terms of motivations
and outcomes for all of the actors in a political system, a strength of
this theoretical approach which I highlight in the conclusion.

In the next section, I take a single formal model of higher education
subsidies developed by Fernandez and Rogerson (1995) and apply its
equilibrium results to the conditions existing in the American states. 1
provide a modest extension to the model by analyzing the conditions
under which externalities would be sufficient to provide benefits equal
to higher education for any group. I then restate the equilibrium results
from the Fernandez and Rogerson model as hypotheses to be tested in
an empirical setting. Using panel data from the fifty American states
from 1984-1999, I examine whether the results predicted by Fernandez
and Rogerson are in fact supported by the available data. I conclude by
suggesting further empirical and theoretical developments that would
shed further light on this subject. Of particular important theoretically
is the idea of student ability and cross-subsidies between students and
institutions. Empricially, the development of better quasi-experimental
results will aid in sorting out the complex causal relationships that occur
when analyzing state politics and policy.

Improving our understanding of this area is critical, as it is part
of an expansion of the scope of research into higher education policy
that takes into account not just the effects of a given policy, but also
the antecedents of policy development. In the vast majority of research
into this area in the past, the question has been about the effects of
policies—for instance, the effect of higher education subsidies on the
redistribution of income. While we still have much to understand,
we know more than we ever have about this area. But we know very
little about the conditions which give rise to the policies whose effects
we are observing.

This has been changing in the last decade, as researchers
have begun using theoretical frameworks adapted from sociology or
political science to analyze the antecedents of state higher education
policy (Doyle, in press, 2004; Hearn & Griswold, 1994; Hearn,
Griswold, & Marine, 1996; McLendon, 2003; McLendon, Deaton, &
Hearn in press; McLendon, Heller, & Young, 2005; McLendon,
Hearn, & Deaton, 2006; Lowry, 2001a, 2001b). This chapter provides
an alternative theoretical basis for understanding the origins of state
policy for higher education, one based on political economy.
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As a field, political economy shares a common interest with
political science insofar as it seeks to understand “how policy decisions
are made, what shapes the incentives and constraints of the policy-
makers taking those decisions, and how conflicts over policy are
resolved” (Persson & Tabellini, 2002, p.2). To undertand these
decisions, theorists in this area rely on a common set of assumptions
about human behavior. In particular, they assume that individuals
have preferences; that these preferences can be ordered and that an
individual will choose the option that she prefers, given an ability to do
so. With these assumptions in hand, analysts can then model strategic
interactions between individuals who are acting on a set of preferences,
usually subject to simplification in the form of a utility function. The
choices of individuals, given the choices of other individuals in a given
strategic situation, result in an equilibrium or equilibria, which can
then be described mathematically.

As this chapter will show, political economy provides a substantive
addition to our understanding of higher education policy. In the single
area under consideration, the use of the theoretical tools of political
economy can illuminate a longstanding debate about one of the most
important interactions between state politics and higher education: the
provision of resources to support the institutions and students.

REDISTRIBUTION THROUGH HIGHER EDUCATION
SUBSIDIES: THE HISTORICAL DEBATE

Government support of higher education has traditionally been though
of as a progressive redistribution of income, providing benefits for
individuals which they would not have been able to afford otherwise
(Schultz, 1968). But what if this were not the case? Could it be
that higher education instead redistributes income away from the less
wealthy and to the rich?

The debate on redistribution through higher education subsidies
could have begun in September 1967, when the California Legisla-
tures’ Joint Committee on Higher Education asked two economists,
W. Lee Hansen and Burton Weisbrod, to conduct a study that would
compare the benefits and costs of higher education in the state McGuire
(1976). The researcher’s conclusion, stated in a monograph based on
the research contained in their state report, shocked policymakers and
researchers:
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The effect of these subsidies is to promote greater rather than
less inequality among people of various societal and economic
backgrounds by making available substantial subsidies that lower
income families are either not eligible for or cannot make use of
because of other conditions and constraints associated with their
income position ... it is clear that whatever the degree to which
our current higher education programs are rooted in the search for
equality of opportunity, the results still leave much to be desired.
(Hansen & Weisbrod, 1969a, p. 78)

The authors’ conclusions were quite controversial, and were debated
in academic and policy settings for almost a decade (Carnegie
Commission, 1973; Cohn et al., 1970; Hansen & Weisbrod, 1969a,
1969b; Hartman, 1970, 1976; McGuire, 1976; Pechman, 1970;
Windham, 1976; Zwerling, 1973). If it was true that the extensive and
complex program of higher education subsidies in the country did
more to benefit high income than low income students, there was no
argument to be made for the support of higher education subsidies as
a progressive redistribution program. Instead, public support of higher
education could be categorized as a distributive program, providing
support for a group of favored constituents.

This section will review this debate, concentrating on the
substantive issues raised by Hansen and Weisbrod, their particular
methodology used to estimate the concepts in their work, and the
debate about both. As will be seen, there are no clear answers to
many of the questions raised, although more recent data leaves reason
to suspect that the Hansen and Weisbrod formulation was essentially
correct.

THE BENEFITS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Hansen and Weisbrod begin by tallying the benefits conferred upon
individuals as a result of receiving additional education beyond high
school. Their chief contention is that the benefit