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MUST UNIVERSITIES CHANGE? How might they change? Can heys
change in significant ways on a broad scale? The chapters in this Volar
have offered a range of answers to these questions, not identical by any:
means. But their consistent thrust is this: change is necessary, at least
many institutions. Change is also inevitable, and plenty of examplés’st
that it’s possible. Yet change is difficult and complicated, especially at scal;
The real challenge ahead will be how to overcome the ubiquitous disincers
tives for change outlined in the previous pages. Only then can innovatio
begin to take hold in American universities—and spread. . :
In the first chapter, Dominic Brewer and William Tierney succinetly Jafd
out the imperative for innovation in U.S, higher education, a mixtureof

ney set a less-than-encouraging tone about prospects for refortn, ¢iting
an array of obstacles. Many colleges and universities have failed t5'1¢

b
arn
from innovations that have become routine in other service industi

these range from intelligent use of new information technology a1id re-
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thinking of rigid labor roles to focusing on a central educational goal,

-avoiding the mission creep that has too often characterized momanoommiﬁ

institutions. Throughout 1.8, higher education, it seerns, incentives t& e
novate vary enormously and—often because of public policy barriersiiaf
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iversiti f the
frequently too weak to induce colleges and universities to break out 0
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e acade mes. Carnegie Mellon’s Open Learning Initiative m.m
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al learners, both independent

ing academic outco
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tive psychology to tailor lessons to individu lear
students and those studying in traditional Emﬁaﬁwbw N
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Perhaps unsurprisingly, innov ; e o
i h as test beds for serving studen
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o which has attempted a paradigm shift. Moving away
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from the model of granting credit for seat-time 1n traditional nwmmmoo mv
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fers targeted online classes that allow them to complete ammnmmw Q%Wﬂmw%
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entire postsecondary sector, arguing that the new college’s ability to serve

students much more effectively at a relatively lower cost is paradigmatic of
the possibilities for reinvention of public universities.

Guilbert Hentschke and Peter Stokes provide still more examples of

fresh approaches to postsecondary learning in their chapters on the ex-
traordinary growth of for-profit and online learning. The two are often
intertwined, of course, because industry leaders like the University of
Phoenix and Kaplan University offer some or all of their degrees online,

Moreover, beyond the for-profit sector, traditional universities are begin-

ning to include some online learning in their menu of course options. It

would surely not have been imaginable as recently as forty years ago that

more than one out of every four students would have taken at least one
class delivered through distance learning. Indeed, Stokes suggests that on-
line education likely meets Harvard School of Business professor Clayton
Christensen’s definition of disruptive innovation—both creating new mar-
kets and cannibalizing old ones.

Despite all this activity, however, the question the authors address both
implicitly and explicitly remains: why have these frequently discussed in-
novations failed to spread more widely and quickly within the traditional
sector where most students are still enrolfed? As Brewer and Tierney declare
at the outset of their chapter, “In order for successful innovations to drive
gains in productivity, they not only must be created, but must be adopted
by others.” But from using new technology to reshaping course offeringsto .
rethinking how professors are deployed, traditional universities have been
slow to experiment with new ideas and slower still to adopt them. Even
the well-regarded courseqredesign work of an organization such as NCAT
remains limited to about sixty universities around the United States.

Notwithstanding the willingness of new institutions to innovate, brand-
new campuses just aren’t established very often. And while the universe of
for-profit postsecondary institutions is expanding rapidly {despite growing
regulatory scrutiny), the sector’s top~-down management and curriculum
design, coupled with a strong outcomes-focus, remains alien to most tra-
ditional universities. Online learning, too, is frequently discussed but less
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frequently relied on as more than an adjunct to, or transmission vehicle
for, conventional instruction. Hybrid models show promise, as with the
partnership between the University of Southern California’s school of edu-
cation and 2tor, Inc., the online institution created by Princeton Review
founder John Katzman. For now, though, such arrangements remain rare.
How might innovation spread more quickly? Most fundamentally, in-
stitutions must have incentives to actively seek out promising innovations,
and then invest the time and resources necessary to experiment with them.
This is partly a question of providing colleges with practical tools—like
the productivity measures Massy describes—to assess what they are cur-
rently doing and how they might do it better. But Massy reminds us that
such guidance is unlikely to drive real change without the support and
encouragement of campus leaders. Presidents, provosts, and other senior
administrators must encourage professors and departments to innovate.
That's difficult when fundamental bartiers persist, such as the practice of
tying government funding to enrollment rather than to graduation and
learning outcomes. Moreover, regional accreditors, while more attuned to
outcome measures than in the past, still tend to foster uniformity across
institutions that would do better to pursue new and more effective ways of
teaching undergraduates.
More broadly, political support is crucial. There have recently been en-
couraging signs on this front. Former West Virginia Governor Joe Man-
chin, the 2010 chair of the National Governors Association, placed higher
education reform at the top of his policy agenda, calling on his fellow gov-
ernors to focus on improving higher education productivity, defining it in
terms of improying enrollment, persistence, and graduation rates. Still, as
Paul Osterman _@owﬁm out in his analysis of barriers to community college
improvement, lawmakers themselves must persist. More than half of the
twenty-six states that adopted incentive-based funding schemes for com-
munity colleges in recent decades later discontinued their schemes, which
were typically never well funded or particularly effective. In the wake of the
2010 midterm elections, many higher education reform initiatives will fall
under the control of new political HomanﬁE@.. Whether incoming gover-

alter the incentives for innovation
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“It is past time to think in profoundly new ways about how we organize and
deliver instruction, structure and sequence the curriculurn, design and as-
sess learning environments. In short, we can use the current econtomic crisis
to re-imagine the entire undergraduate experience.”

But many faculty members remain dubious about such fundamental
changes. At the University of California—Berkeley, for example, while the
systemwide faculty senate approved the pilot classes, UC-Berkeley’s faculty
association and graduate student union have expressed serious concerns
about the proposed online program; similar opposition scuttled an online
degree program at the University of Illinois several years ago. As Marcus
points out, comparable sentiments have frustrated change for centuries.
Put simply, many universities remain institutionally conservative places.
Previous economic downturns have often led to a batten-down-the-hatches
approach, in which universities cut back existing programs, freeze or
postpone hiring, and put plans for new facilities on hold. There has been
little of the fundamental rethinking—of faculty roles, use of technology,
student-learning measurement, even collaboration with for-profits—that
should be the hallmark of serious campus reform efforts.

Obstacles to innovation in American higher education certainly remain
formidable. Yet, on balance, there is reason for cautious optimism. New
practices may not be ubiquitous, but enough efforts have emerged on tra-
ditional campuses, in start-up institutions, and in the burgeoning worlds
of for-profit and online learning, to offer plenty of models for effective
change. Moreover, the appetite for considering such models seems to be
growing, thanks not only to budget pressures, but to public demand for
expanded college opportunities and reduced costs, together with an in-
creasing willingness dmong policy makers to confront the shoricomings
of too many postsecondary institutions. These pressures are only likely to
increase in the years to come.

As the analysts whose work is collected in this volume suggest, there is no
single blueprint for reinventing American universities. Indeed, we can make
a case that some of our very best institutions don’t need major changes.
In the many places where fundamental reforms are needed, however, the
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