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MISSION 
The Texas Higher Education Policy Institute (HEPI) produces comprehensive and objective 
analyses to inform higher education policy and practice in Texas as the state works towards 
achieving the goals of its higher education plan, Closing the Gaps by 2015.  Through 
symposia, reviews of existing research, and original research, HEPI develops 
recommendations to enhance the human capital of Texas with a particular focus on 
traditionally underrepresented populations.  The main areas of research at HEPI include: 

 Increasing higher education cost efficiency 

 Defining and measuring student learning in higher education 

 Increasing Hispanic participation and success 

 Improving developmental education  

 

HISTORY 

The Texas Higher Education Policy Institute was founded at the Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board in April 2007 with a $2.5 million grant from Houston Endowment, Inc.  

The Coordinating Board believed that Texas lacked the level of innovative analyses and 

related planning needed to systematically and strategically drive education policy.  Turning 

to Houston Endowment for assistance, the Coordinating Board sought to create a policy-

focused research institute that could provide comprehensive and objective analyses of a 

wide range of higher education and related issues with a special focus on Texas and its 

people and resources.  The staff—together with affiliated academic researchers and 

graduate research assistants—organizes symposia and gathers and analyzes existing 

research into information the state can use to achieve the goals of Closing the Gaps by 

2015.   
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White Paper: The Purposes of Higher 
Education in the 21st Century 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
On February 17, 2014, the Higher Education Policy Institute (HEPI), under the auspices of 
the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, hosted a symposium on the Purposes of 
Higher Education in the 21st Century, sponsored by Houston Endowment.  This event was 
the first of two planned by HEPI under the umbrella of “Framing the Future of Higher 
Education.” Held at the AT&T Executive Education and Conference Center in Austin, Texas, 
the symposium brought together university, community, and technical college 
administrators, faculty, and students; legislators and their staff; policy makers; and other 
higher education stakeholders. The majority of attendees were from various regions across 
Texas; however, Virginia, Florida, North Carolina, Maine, and Washington, D.C. also were 
represented among speakers and participants, ensuring both a statewide and national 
perspective.  
 
This white paper provides an overview of the issues raised during the event, beginning with 
a brief description of the origins and intent behind the creation of the symposium as well as 
an overview of the symposium itself. A brief history of the purposes of higher education in 
the United States suggests a trajectory from relative singularity of purpose to the condition 
of the “multiversity” embracing numerous, sometimes diffuse purposes potentially leading to 
choice or chaos, depending on one’s perspective. The often concomitant decrease of 
funding and increase in accountability has led to considerable debate regarding the 
sometimes competing, sometimes overlapping purposes of higher education today and in 
the future, including to:  

 Deliver Workforce Training/Increase Income Potential  
 Provide Broad, Liberal (Arts) Education  
 Promote Democracy, Leadership, and Global Awareness 
 Generate Disruptive Ideas  

 
Retrenchment to the historical condition of either singularity of purpose or the more recent 
chaos of the “multiversity” is counterproductive. Balancing liberal education with applied 
knowledge, while focusing the mission within any institution to serve its unique body of 
students, could not only effectively support student success but also avoid the false 
dichotomy between liberal education and career preparation. But even if an institution 
identifies one or more of the above purposes – or others – as integral to its mission – how 
to fulfill those purposes is a different challenge. Because instruction and learning are at the 
heart of the purposes discussed in this white paper, the next symposium in this series on 
framing the future of higher education will focus on these, particularly how we can innovate 
to support student – and ultimately, societal – success.  
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The Purposes of Higher Education in the 21st Century 

 
“[A] catalog of all the changes underway in American colleges and universities would reveal 
an astonishing amount of invention and experimentation. How far these initiatives will take 
us cannot now be foretold. Yet the vigor with which they are currently being pursued gives 
reason to hope that the next twenty-five years will eventually take their place along with the 
several decades before and after 1900 and the quarter of a century following World War II 
as another of the great creative periods in the history of American Higher Education.”  
 

    --Derek Bok, Higher Education in America 
 
 

ORIGINS, INTENT, AND SYMPOSIUM OVERVIEW 
 
 
Change is inevitable. Strategic, productive change is not, and reaching consensus on how 
and when can be challenging.  Current national dialogue and debate regarding such high-
stakes issues as the purpose, value, and cost of higher education make this increasingly 
clear. It was with an eye toward planning for deliberative change that the Texas Higher 
Education Coordinating Board (THECB) in October 2000 adopted Closing the Gaps by 2015, 
with strong support from the state's educational, business, and political communities. The 
plan has been directed at closing educational gaps in Texas as well as between Texas and 
other states and has  four goals: to close the gaps in student participation, student success, 
excellence, and research (for more information on Closing the Gaps, click here).  
 
The Higher Education Policy Institute (HEPI) was founded at the Texas Higher Education 
Coordinating Board in April 2007 with a $2.5 million grant from Houston Endowment, Inc.  
The Coordinating Board believed that Texas lacked the level of innovative analyses and 
related planning needed to systematically and strategically drive education policy.  Turning 
to Houston Endowment for assistance, they sought to create a policy-focused research 
institute. HEPI produces comprehensive and objective analyses to inform higher education 
policy and practice in Texas as the state works towards achieving the goals of Closing the 
Gaps by 2015. 
 
The areas of research at HEPI have included: 

 Increasing higher education cost efficiency 
 Defining and measuring student learning in higher education 
 Increasing Hispanic participation and success 
 Improving developmental education 

Through reviews of existing research, original research, and symposia, HEPI works to 
enhance the human capital of Texas through higher education.  
 

http://www.thecb.state.tx.us/index.cfm?objectid=858D2E7C-F5C8-97E9-0CDEB3037C1C2CA3
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Now, in 2014, Texas has made significant progress toward attaining the goals of Closing the 
Gaps by 2015.  In fact, the state has surpassed its goal of awarding 210,000 annual 
undergraduate credentials; last year two- and four-year colleges awarded 236,682 degrees. 
However, there is still work to be done.  According to Raymund A. Paredes, Commissioner 
of Higher Education, “Texas has much to celebrate in the overall progress we have made 
since 2000 to close the achievement gaps, but we must look beyond 2015 and our standing 
internationally.” 
 
One of the strengths of Closing the Gaps by 2015 has been the buy-in and strong support 
from the state's educational, business, and political communities. As the Texas Higher 
Education Strategic Planning Committee strives to establish the next long-range plan for 
higher education in Texas, it is considering potential goals as well as the key metrics to 
measure the state’s progress toward making Texas an international leader in student 
success and excellence by 2030. Looking toward the future, Paredes, in a recent address, 
challenged Texans to “begin the work to establish the higher education framework for the 
next 15 years, which will require very close collaboration with our institutions of higher 
education, public education partners, business and industry, and other stakeholders.”   
 
At the same time, current national dialogue on higher education, including often overlapping 
discussions of purpose, cost, and innovation, increasingly focuses on its inherent value  
– the perceived ethical, moral, sociocultural, personal, and/or economic estimation of its 
worth. More than at any other time in recent history, this dialogue includes discussions of 
why students should go to college and complete a credential. Many students, parents, and 
policymakers express concern that the increasing costs of higher education have finally 
outpaced the value of a degree.  
 
This concern has been fueled by such publications as Our Underachieving Colleges by Derek 
Bok, Is College Worth It? by William J. Bennett and David Wilezol, but particularly by 
Richard Arum and Josipa Roksa’s Academically Adrift: Limited Learning on College 
Campuses. Bennett and Wilezol (2013) posit a low return on investment for students at 
many current institutions of higher education, equating post-graduate success primarily with 
high income and a low debt-to-salary ratio. Using results from the Collegiate Learning 
Assessment (CLA) and other data, Arum and Roksa (2010) argue that almost half of college 
students fail to improve on important skills sets, and they connect that failure to a perceived 
lack of academic rigor at most universities. Although some have questioned the value of the 
CLA to measure learning, as well as Bennett and Wilezol’s politically charged and scathing 
indictment of many liberal arts disciplines and institutions, such skepticism toward the value 
of a college degree spoke to a public smarting from high unemployment, debt, and college 
attrition. Reports like "What's the Value of an Associate's Degree? The Return on 
Investment for Graduates and Taxpayers," by Nexus Research and Policy Center and the 
American Institutes for Research, and proposals like President Obama’s on affordability and 
accountability, extend the debate beyond consumer choice to public policy.  
 
Within this state and national context, the Higher Education Policy Institute of the THECB 
began planning for a series of symposia in 2104 that would focus on the future of higher 
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education. These one day events would bring together a curated group of 100-120 thought 
leaders from around the state and nation to discuss, as originally conceived, the purpose of 
higher education, emerging modalities of delivering higher education, and different ways to 
consider funding higher education during a period of changing revenue streams. A symposia 
website would provide preparatory materials and post-symposium resources, and extend 
the discussion of issues beyond the day’s events. In order to increase accessibility to the 
presentations, the symposia would be streamed live and archived video footage made 
available on the website. 
 
Although the number and specific topics of symposia have shifted, the primary purpose of 
the symposia has remained the same: to be aggressively reflective. While each symposium 
has been designed to include invited state and national speakers, time also has been built in 
for all participants to engage in discussion of the topic and presentations. These symposia 
are meant to serve as a forum for statewide discussion of critical national issues in higher 
education by bringing together faculty, administrators, students, researchers, non-profits, 
business stakeholders, and elected officials. Although the conversations could produce 
fodder for the new iteration of the state’s strategic plan, the intention has been to create 
risk-free space apart from the high stakes of legislation and policy development for dialogue 
on important national issues related to the future of higher education. Each symposium 
would result in a white paper based on the presentations and discussions. Individually, 
these white papers would help inform the discussion of each subsequent symposium; 
collectively, they would provide political and higher education leaders with the framework to 
consider the role and structure of higher education in the future. 
 
Included in this larger framework are more specific questions about the purposes of higher 
education, such as: 

 What role does higher education play in creating citizens ready to engage in the 
democratic process?  

 To what extent should higher education focus on preparing students for 
employment?  

 How can institutions help students build marketable skills and develop the ability to 
adapt to changing workforce demands?  

 How can higher education balance the roles of educating students and knowledge 
creation? 

The first symposium was designed to focus on these and other questions.  
 
On February 17, 2014, the event opened with a welcome from Dr. Raymund Paredes, 
Commission of Higher Education, and an introduction and orientation to the symposium by 
Dr. Judith Sebesta of the Higher Education Policy Institute. Paredes emphasized the value of 
self-examination and introspection to work toward continuous change and improvement, 
and Sebesta explained the intentional choice of the word “symposium” for the event, which 
by definition includes discussion. Two speakers active in the national discussions related to 
the first two questions above continued that dialogue on the first panel of the symposium; 
Dr. Carol Geary Schneider, President, Association of American Colleges & Universities 
(AAC&U), and Dr. Mark Schneider, Vice President and Institute Fellow, American Institutes 
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for Research, were joined by moderator Katherine Mangan, Senior Reporter for the 
Chronicle of Higher Education.  
 
Dr. Mark Schneider admitted that he prefers to think in terms of value instead of purpose 
and then discussed the complexities of measuring value. He presented data on debt service 
and discussed their use for accountability and consumer choice. Dr. Carol Schneider 
presented on “Preparing Students for Complexity and Change,” urging participants to 
consider other purposes of a college degree beyond making money, such as the promotion 
of liberal education. Ultimately, however, she argued that the skills and knowledge often 
identified as liberal education and crucial for developing good citizens also happen to be 
crucial in the workplace, and that long-term career success requires broad knowledge and 
specific skills. The panel discussion after these presentations focused on these two 
positions, with seeming agreement that they are not mutually exclusive.  
 
Next Dr. Eduardo Padrón, President, Miami Dade College, spoke on the purposes of higher 
education from the perspective of the community college.  President Padrón complimented 
all attendees, saying, “I thank you because you have had the audacity – and I would say 
the very necessary audacity – to put aside the daily problem solving, and focus for this 
moment on the truly big questions.” For Padrón, those questions involved how to train 
students – especially low-income, academically underprepared, and with little or no family 
precedent to guide them – for future jobs, as well as how to give them the big picture 
perspective to succeed.  He then summarized strategies of the Student Achievement 
Initiatives at Miami Dade College, the goals of which are to “dramatically improve 
graduation rates and deepen learning for each student.” But, ultimately, he cited “educating 
citizens” as the primary purpose of higher education.  
 
The university setting was the focus of a second keynote given by Dr. Teresa Sullivan, 
President, University of Virginia. President Sullivan opened with a reminder that the 
fundamental values of higher education are being questioned, including the essential value 
of a college degree. She then reminded attendees of the various benefits and purposes of 
postsecondary education, from training students for careers and serving as a credentialing 
service for employers, to purposes more “abundant.”  Dr. Sullivan outlined examples of 
ways that the University of Virginia is fulfilling those more abundant purposes and 
concluded by urging symposium participants to think not in terms of disruptive technologies 
but disruptive ideas.   
 
After these presentations, which included audience Q&A, the symposium participants 
divided into 12 working groups to utilize a “design thinking” process to consider what 
purposes might best serve individual students of the future. Design Thinking is a cognitive 
problem-solving process, developed by the innovation and design firm IDEO and utilized at 
the Design School of Stanford University, which approaches challenges from the point of 
view of the end user—in this case, the student. Design Thinking is a mindset that is 
empathic, human centered, collaborative, and experimental, and its steps include discovery, 
interpretation, ideation, experimentation, and evolution. An abridged process focusing on 
discovery and ideation was planned for the working group session. Each group was given a 
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brief description of a student of 2030 and asked to consider how we can begin now to 
prepare to meet the needs of that student in the future.  Group members developed two 
goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to support that student’s 
success. They also collaboratively designed two operational processes/methods to fulfill 
each of those goals. Finally, they discussed the type of institution that could best meet that 
student’s needs and considered what would need to happen for that institution to be able to 
meet those needs in the next 20 years (for more information see Appendix D).  
 
Finally, a panel responding to the issues raised during the day from a Texas perspective 
included Dr. Katharine Brooks, Executive Director for Personal and Career Development, 
Wake Forest University; Dr. Dennis Brown, President, Lee College;  Dr. David E. Daniel, 
President, The University of Texas at Dallas; and moderator Dr. Jesse Rogers, President, 
Midwestern State University. President Rogers, who heads Texas’ only public liberal arts 
institution, “threw down the gauntlet” right away by asking panelists how we can help 
students in the liberal arts build marketable skills, and the respondents discussed the 
complexities of preparing students for a “future you can’t see.” Accountability and 
measurement of those skills also were the focus, as were limited resources and rising costs. 
 
A summary work group report out by Dr. Van Davis, Director of Innovations in Higher 
Education for the THECB, as well as a brief wrap-up by Dr. Judith Sebesta of HEPI, 
concluded the event. 
 

HISTORY 
 

It is useful to situate the questions and issues raised during the day within a larger historical 
context; the purposes of higher education have become increasingly diffuse and debatable, 
following a trajectory from relative singularity in colonial America to the contemporary 
“multiversity” as identified by Clark Kerr in The Uses of the University – and our current 
condition of chaos and/or choice, depending on one’s perspective. The original intent of 
higher education as a public good, reinforced at several key moments in this history, has 
given way to increased tensions between this intent and postsecondary education for 
private gain. The growth of perceived bifurcations between workforce training and liberal 
education, credentialing and education for its own sake (or to put it another way, product 
vs. process), the production of good citizens and the production of new knowledge, of 
higher education for all vs. an elite few, has led to some deeply entrenched dichotomies 
that now are being increasingly interrogated on a number of fronts. This history aids us in 
understanding the high stakes contained within the national (and state) dialogue over not 
only purposes but also value and cost of higher education – stakes that include no less than 
our national identity, place on the global stage, and the future of our democracy.   
 
In contrast to today, the purpose of higher education in colonial America was quite narrow; 
as Derek Bok puts it in his influential and far-ranging volume Higher Education in America 
(2013), that aim was to “educate an elite group of young men for the learned professions 
and positions of leadership in society” (p. 28-29). When the United States was founded, 
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public officials promoted higher education as a public good. Benjamin Franklin remarked in 
a proposal that led to the creation of the University of Pennsylvania:  

The good Education of Youth has been esteemed by wise Men in all Ages, as the 
surest Foundation of the Happiness both of private Families and of Common-wealths. 
Almost all Governments have therefore made it a principal Object of their Attention, 
to establish and endow with proper Revenues, such Seminaries of Learning, as might 
supply the succeeding Age with Men qualified to serve the Publick with Honour to 
themselves, and to their Country. (qtd. in Mettler, 2014)  

The President of Bowdoin College in 1802 remarked, “It always ought to be remembered 
that literary institutions are founded and endowed for the common good and not for the 
private advantage of those who resort to them for education” (qtd. in Rudolph, 1962, p. 58-
59). Indeed, Ellen Condliffe Lagemann and Harry Lewis even argue in What is College For? 
The Public Purpose of Higher Education (2012) that civic education was an integral part of 
the college curriculum until the 1870s when the rise of science and the emergence of 
research universities helped to divert resources elsewhere. 
 
Actual participation in higher education at this point was of course limited to white men of 
means, and although ties between the first colleges and Christianity were strong, it is a 
misconception that the primary aim of those institutions was to train ministers, although a 
significant number of their graduates did go on to enter the clergy.  Furthermore, there is 
not much evidence of training in the “learned professions” such as law and medicine before 
the 19th century in the U.S.; that continued to occur via apprenticeships. It is also a 
misconception that higher education in the U.S. has always focused on completion, when in 
fact until the 20th century the educational process, as opposed to product, was highly valued 
in and of itself. John Thelin in History of American Higher Education (2013) claims that 
there was little emphasis on completing degrees, with none of today’s stigma associated 
with “dropouts”: “All learning was to coalesce into the values and actions of a Christian 
gentleman.”  
 
Surprisingly, the original funding model for U.S. colleges was not extremely different from 
that of the modern public institution of higher education, although initially, there was no 
separation into public and private. Colonial governments subsidized the first colleges, but 
they also relied on tuition payments and donations. Through the first half of the 19th 
century, state legislatures opted to minimize their oversight over (and support of) colleges; 
“Systematic annual appropriations simply were not part of the political vocabulary of the 
era” (Thelin, 2013). In fact, their contributions were marginal at best, including proceeds 
from an occasional lottery or donation of cheap land. But tuition throughout the century 
remained relatively low. 
 
In the first half of the 19th century, higher education would become America’s cottage 
industry,  distinctions between “public” and “private” continued to be blurred (the terms 
“public” and “private” first came into use, according to John Whitehead in The Separation of 
College and State [1973], in the 1870s), and higher education proliferated and diversified in 
a number of ways. In 1800, 25 institutions in the U.S. granted degrees; by 1820, there 
were 52, and by 1860, 241 (it is interesting to note that this college building impulse 
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predated the establishment of primary and secondary school systems). Religious 
organizations founded the first colleges in Texas. For example, Southwestern University, a 
Methodist institution, dates its beginnings to 1840 when the republic of Texas chartered its 
first institution of higher education, Rutersville College; Baylor University, affiliated with the 
Baptist church and founded in 1845, is considered the oldest continually operating college in 
Texas. This proliferation of higher education institutions also reflected a growing diversity in 
the types and purposes of higher education institutions. The movement toward inclusion 
and the diversification of types of institutions and curricula offered included the continued 
growth of religious colleges, as well as “normal schools” and other colleges for teacher 
education, but also the founding of institutions dedicated to enrolling previously excluded 
groups. Across the nation, recognition that it was in the public interest to extend higher 
education to all citizens (albeit often segregated), not just an elite group, led to the 
founding of colleges and universities for both African Americans and women (and, much 
later, Native Americans).  
 
The 1862 passage of the Morrill Land Grant Act represents a significant moment in the 
history of higher education as a public good. Under this act the proceeds from the sale of 
federally owned lands created land grant university systems – profit used for public good. 
This act eventually helped expand the state college into a university model of federated 
units, although majors came later. The Morrill Act was not the first time land had been used 
to stimulate school and college building, either on the federal, state, or local level; in fact, 
states were much more inclined to give land, which was much cheaper and more abundant 
than money then. But the true democratizing potential of this act was fulfilled when the 
federal government provided incentives for states to sell Western land and required them to 
fund higher education with the proceeds. Each state was allotted by formula, based on its 
number of congressional representatives, a portion of federal lands to be sold. “[The Morrill 
Act’s] institutional legacy was the accessible state college and university, characterized by a 
curriculum that was broad and utilitarian” (Thelin, 2013). In addition to the fields of 
“agricultural and mechanical arts,” the act encouraged states to offer the liberal arts, with a 
common interpretation of the legislation being that it was intended to promote the 
integration of liberal arts with applied learning.  
 
But, generally, the act had more to do with vast expanses of unused federal lands in the 
west than the promotion of advanced education. Justin Morrill’s expertise was in land policy, 
and he relied on the counsel of educational lobbyists who were more responsible for this 
blueprint for federal and state policy on higher education. The Texas share of the Morrill Act 
was 130,000 acres, sold for .87 an acre in 1871. The proceeds endowed what is now Texas 
A&M University, which opened in 1876, as well as The University of Texas at Austin (1881). 
Most significantly, perhaps, the act provided additional impetus for the democratization of 
higher education as a public good, supporting the creation of Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities (HBCUs), particularly in the north during this first wave of funding. Congress 
passed the second Morrill Act of 1890, requiring states to establish a separate land grant 
college for blacks if blacks were being excluded from the existing land grant college. States 
set up HBCUs to satisfy this second Morrill Act, including Texas, which created Prairie View 
A&M University from the first state supported college in Texas for African Americans, 
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founded originally in 1876 under the name of “Alta Vista Agricultural and Mechanical College 
of Texas for Colored Youth.”  As Thelin (2013) notes, “The legacy of the second wave of 
land-grant legislation was to consolidate the public image of land-grant colleges as a 
collective idea.” 
 
Prairie View A&M originally operated as a normal school for the training of teachers as did 
many institutions established in the late 19th and early 20th centuries in Texas, such as what 
are now the University of North Texas, Texas State University, Sul Ross State University, 
and Stephen F. Austin State University. In fact, many students, especially those with less 
means, stayed in college just a couple of years, at which point they could get their license 
of instruction to teach in public schools. Teacher training was, during the 19th century, a 
purpose in and of itself for many institutions. By the end of the century, then, three 
separate primary purposes of higher education had emerged, according to Derek Bok 
(2013): preparing students for a useful occupation (such as teaching); conducting research; 
and well-rounded, liberal education (p. 29). In essence, the three major purposes of higher 
education debated today were firmly entrenched in American higher education by the end 
of the 19th century.  
 
With some, albeit tenuous, consensus regarding the primary purposes of higher education, 
during the first half of the 20th century higher education began moving from chaos to 
coordination, and focusing on what David S. Webster in Academic Quality Rankings of 
American Colleges and Universities (1986) called ratings, rankings, and reputations – the 
new “three R’s.”  As college going became fashionable and prestigious at the turn of the 
20th century, a “collegiate ideal” developed; institutions became more concerned about 
ratings, rankings, and academic reputations. But even during this shift in focus, higher 
education was still limited primarily to white men and often focused on social development 
to the detriment of academics. Attention to curriculum reform, a response to concerns 
about rankings and academic reputation, emerged during the period between World Wars I 
and II as commitment to mass higher education, fueled by expansion of public secondary 
education, increased. These increased enrollments meant a new focus on the control of 
student conduct and curricular reforms – including breaking down the college and university 
into disciplinary units.  However, most occupations still didn’t have a direct connection to 
academic credentials, and applicants frequently listed “some college” on their resume with 
little detrimental effect to their job prospects, continuing an emphasis on educational 
process over product (but not for much longer). 
 
Even though most occupations did not have a direct connection to an academic credential, 
there was a growing push for specialized graduate and professional education. Forced to 
pursue academic training in Europe, particularly at German institutions, American scholars 
began developing specialized graduate programs during the mid-19th century, culminating in 
the establishment of Johns Hopkins University in 1876. This developing specialization for a 
small number of elite scholars was echoed in Texas when The University of Texas awarded 
its first Ph.D. in 1915.   
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This expansion of graduate education during this period was countered by the development 
of junior colleges. Created in the 1920s primarily to increase access to students in 
communities situated some distance from four-year colleges, junior colleges offered 
increased access to higher education to countless students.  As with four-year institutions, 
the first community colleges in Texas were church-related, with Decatur Baptist (now Dallas 
Baptist University) credited as being the first junior college in the state, and arguably the 
U.S. The first publicly supported junior college in Texas was established in Wichita Falls in 
1922, with 17 created in the state between 1922 and 1928 as extensions of secondary 
schools and funded by local tax bases. In the period between World Wars I and II, many 
junior colleges expanded to vocational training, and by 1940, there were 456 throughout 
the U.S.  Eight of the present state universities in Texas were founded as junior colleges, 
including Angelo State University, Midwestern State University, The University of Texas at 
Arlington, and Lamar University.  
 
Public colleges in Texas flourished during World War II, as specialized military training 
programs sprung up on campuses across the state. Soon, though, the GI Bill would 
significantly shift national attitudes away from pedigree and privilege toward access and 
attainment through its innovative policies of both entitlement and portability. As with the 
Morrill Act in the century before, the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as it was 
more formally known, represented a significant affirmation of higher education as a public, 
not just private, good – and an entitlement for those, regardless of race or gender, who had 
served the country. Benefits included payment of tuition as well as living expenses to attend 
college or vocational education. Many universities doubled enrollments between 1943 and 
1946 thanks to the bill. Post war campuses in Texas experienced massive growth, like other 
institutions across the nation. The state legislature responded by expanding offerings at the 
normal schools, renaming them state colleges and eventually “universities.” To this day, one 
cannot overestimate the effects of the GI Bill on the shift in higher education across the 
nation from elite to accessible, further solidifying it as not only beneficial to, but necessary 
for, the public good.  
 
The mid-20th century was a golden age marked by “the three Ps: prosperity, prestige, and 
popularity,” according to Thelin (2013), and he conjures the image of the pyramid to 
describe the changing shape of American higher education:  

The shape of American higher education was simultaneously altered in two 
contrasting ways. On one front, its base was extended so as to move significantly 
closer to providing mass access to higher education. On the other front, the tip of the 
pyramid was pushed upward as American colleges and universities showed increasing 
capacity to add advanced, academically selective programs, from the undergraduate 
level on up through the professional schools and doctoral programs. 

But it was also an age marked by a fourth “P,” that of purpose, and an increasing anxiety 
regarding uncertainty of purpose in the face of the proliferation of types of institutions. 
 
“Postsecondary education” was a new phrase coined to describe the myriad institutions now 
delivering optional, formal education beyond the secondary level, and the “multiversity” was 
identified by Clark Kerr in his seminal The Uses of the University (1963). Often referred to 
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as the most important book on the modern university ever written, Kerr’s work addressed 
the growing apprehension around the uncertainty of purpose, particularly at research 
institutions, and grew out of his experiences as the first chancellor of the University of 
California, Berkeley, during a time of great campus upheaval. He declared that “[we] are 
just now perceiving that the university’s invisible product, knowledge, may be the most 
powerful single element in our culture, affecting the rise and fall of professions and even of 
social classes, of regions, and even of nations” (p. xi-xii).  
 
The so-called multiversity suited the needs, in part, of the dramatic increases in enrollments 
led by the GI Bill. This quantitative change brought about a variety of qualitative shifts, from 
admission processes to curriculum, as students opted for courses and majors in perceived 
employable fields like business and engineering. Private colleges, in order to compete with 
publics, focused more and more on selective admission and qualitative curricular measures 
designed to counteract the large, impersonal lecture classes associated with state schools.  
 
The Truman Commission Report (1946-7), which framed higher education as integral to the 
national interest, reinforced yet again the notion of higher education as a public good, 
outlining three principal purposes of college learning: 

 Education for a fuller realization of democracy in every phase of living. 
 Education directly and explicitly for international understanding and cooperation. 
 Education for the application of creative imagination and trained intelligence to the 

solution of social problems and to the administration of public affairs. 
This report essentially argued that the U.S. devoted too little of its Gross National Product to 
investment in higher education, recalling the original, colonial emphasis on it as a public 
good. However, it largely wasn’t the federal government that followed through on the 
report’s recommendations; it was state governments, private foundations, and individual 
institutions. Sponsored research became the primary means for federal funding of higher 
education as a part, primarily, of Cold War policies, but only for a relatively small number of 
institutions and via only a handful of federal agencies (National Institutes of Health 
Departments of Defense and Agriculture, NASA, and the Atomic Energy Commission).  
 
Private community colleges declined as enrollments at publics exploded, further reinforcing 
the ideal of higher education as a public good: in 1950, 168,043; by 1970, 2.1 million. By 
then, the public community college had truly become a “port of entry for the underserved”: 
“The flourishing of the commuter two-year public college after World War II demonstrated 
the generosity and innovation of American state legislatures in supporting new higher-
education structures that were affordable and accessible—and whose educational 
effectiveness was unknown” (Thelin, 2013). As was the trend nationally, Texas junior 
colleges’ curricula grew from courses transferable to four-year institutions to vocational and 
continuing education. Open admission policies ensured broad access, and names shifted 
from “junior college” to “community college” in the state during the 1960s and 70s, 
reflecting the increasing mission to offer higher education to residents of the approximate 
50-mile-radius area each served.  
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Another infusion of the belief in higher education as crucial to the good of the nation came 
in 1964/65 with the passage of the Higher Education Act. Signed into law by President 
Lyndon B. Johnson at his alma mater, Texas State University (then Southwest Texas State 
University), the Higher Education Act of 1965 was intended to “strengthen the educational 
resources of our colleges and universities and to provide financial assistance for students in 
postsecondary and higher education.” It expanded federal funding for institutions, as well as 
students in the form of scholarships, Pell Grants, and low-interest loans, significantly 
increasing access to higher education.  
 
Throughout the 20th century, the purposes of higher education became so pluralistic that, as 
Derek Bok puts it, “[b]y the 1970s, only a few institutions, such as arts academies and 
proprietary schools, could still claim to be organized around a single objective” (2013, p. 
30). By 1970, changes in sponsored research and declining funding for all institutions, with 
a concomitant lack of confidence in higher education, lack of institutional mission, trend 
toward consumerism and privatization, and lack of information about itself, altered 
“business as usual.” Critics began to decry the sometimes competing and conflicting 
disciplinary and departmental silos that divided campuses amidst a decline in retention rates 
and public questioning of the value of higher education.  According to Thelin (2013):  

[a] dominant theme that emerged from the recent past in the United States was that 
many of the conventional practices and policies that characterized American higher 
education’s approaches to funding and resources, along with fundamentals of 
leadership and vision at the start of the twenty-first century, were strained and 
ineffective. They had become inappropriate because they caused our educational 
institutions to drift from essential educational purposes. 

Yet, in spite of this relative chaos and confusion over purpose, within a span of 100 years, 
U.S. higher education had become the model for the world. 

 
PURPOSES 

 
The march through the history of higher education from a relatively singular purpose to 
multi-purposes means that this symposium is situated within a larger, increasingly louder 
and higher-stakes debate over those potential purposes. What everyone seems to be able 
to agree upon is that higher education is in a state of great flux. In his welcome to the 
symposium, Commissioner Raymund Paredes acknowledged this change, calling it by its 
various current monikers (transition, disruptive innovation, paradigm shift, re-entrenchment, 
etc.) and admitting that Texas is not immune. He noted that “[w]e in public higher ed 
increasingly are being held accountable by many constituents. We have seen significant 
improvements over the past decade here in Texas in retention and persistence, but it is 
good to engage in self-examination and introspection and work toward continuous 
improvement.” 
 
As Commissioner Paredes insightfully argued, much of the debate around this change 
centers on accountability – and cost, two issues often tightly woven together in the fabric of 
both historical and contemporary higher education. However, John Thelin (2013) cautions 
against a focus on resources, funding, and cost, decrying the “myopic” notion that increased 



 

15 

funding would solve the problems of higher education: “When gauged by the standard of 
the history of higher education from the seventeenth century to the present, the problems 
are more those of confused purpose than lack of resources.”  
 
The late Clark Kerr, in his 2003 preface to the final edition of The Uses of the University, 
concluded that American higher education in the 21st century had become uncertain and 
unclear in its direction and mission. He and others point, in general, to the shifting of 
purpose from public good – the general aim of the earliest higher education in America – to 
private good as a seminal moment. In a recent article in The Chronicle of Higher Education 
titled “From Public Good to Private Good: How Higher Education Got to a Tipping Point” 
(2014), Sara Hebel points out that 

[s]ome politicians and taxpayers say a college degree should, in fact, be treated as a 
private good, designed primarily to provide financial and social benefits to the 
individual. To them, shrinking budgets signal not crisis but progress. 
But that view of higher education is narrow, college leaders and their supporters 
counter. It ignores the broad reach of academic research and the economic 
advantages of an educated citizenry. All of us should be willing to pay, they say, 
because it is all of us who benefit. 

Peter N. Stearns, Provost at George Mason University, was one college leader to counter 
this perceived narrow view, in his Chronicle article “A Provost's Advice as He Retires: Never 
Lose Touch With Teaching”: 

For any provost at any public university that I’m aware of, the most obvious 
challenge has been the significant disinvestment in public funding, the conversion of 
higher education from a public good to a private good. We’ve survived despite that –
in some ways we’ve flourished. But I think that the trend is most unfortunate and 
disturbing. 

The notion of higher education as a public good, with its roots in colonial America, today 
remains as the trunk of an over 250-year-old tree with many branches.  And symposium 
speakers and participants returned to it again and again, beginning with the importance of 
workforce training to public good – but also as an individual benefit.  
 

Purpose #1: Deliver Workforce Training/Increase Income Potential  

 
For symposium participants familiar with his work, Dr. Mark Schneider’s advocacy for 
workforce training as a primary purpose of higher education likely came as little surprise. 
His presentation examining data related to return on investment (ROI) of college degrees, 
and more specifically debt service, was the first of the day. For Schneider, a more 
appropriate issue than purpose is value, and how and who should measure and assess it. 
His work focuses on data intended to help answer these questions, and to answer five 
questions often asked by students choosing an institution of higher education:    

 Am I going to get in/selectivity?  

 Am I going to get out/graduation rate? 

 How long is it going to take/time to degree?  

 How much will it cost/net price? 
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 What will it get me/am I going to get a job?  
When it comes to measuring value, which he acknowledges is extremely complex, he asked, 
“Do we use these data for accountability or consumer choice?” Others, like Dr. Carol 
Schneider, emphasize learning outcomes in measuring the value of higher education.  
 
President Eduardo Padrón described his dream of a commencement where each student is 
handed a diploma on one end of the stage and a job offer on the other; college as 
preparation for jobs and careers was a common theme throughout the day. Workforce 
training is quite ubiquitous in current literature on the purpose of higher education, with 
varying degrees of emphasis. Its primary proponent, to the near-exclusion of other goals, is 
William Bennett, who in Is College Worth It?  (2013) largely equates success with earnings, 
urging students to pursue vocational training at community colleges as well as the often 
lucrative Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) disciplines. Derek Bok 
includes “practical preparation for work” among his list of the purposes of higher education 
in Our Underachieving Colleges (2009), and even the President of Adelphi University, Robert 
A. Scott, in his article “Thoughts on a ‘Liberating’ Education” (2013), mentions “character, 
citizenship, commerce and careers” [emphasis added] as answers to the question, “What is 
the purpose of college?”  
 
Workforce preparation as a public good, connected to national identity, often is tied to the 
increasingly elusive but still valued ideal of the “American Dream,” and it was referenced a 
number of times throughout the day, including in President Padrón’s speech. President 
Dennis Brown of Lee College, during the final panel, alluded to the promise of opportunity 
inherent in the American Dream: “Students pursue higher ed to gain skills that will afford 
them an opportunity that they would not have otherwise had.” Current media often iterate 
this connection; for example, Montgomery College President DeRionne P. Pollard (2013) 
recently extolled the virtues of community colleges in particular as sites for access to the 
American Dream:  

As a former faculty member and current community college president, I proudly wear 
the label of educator. But I also wear another label just as proudly: that of activist. 
For before colleges and universities were buildings and sprawling campuses, we were 
a movement – a movement centered on giving countless young people access to the 
American Dream. And higher education did indeed have an impact: with degrees and 
training, millions of Americans were able to make better lives for themselves.  
I believe deeply that community colleges are still part of a crucial movement in our 
great country – that we are critical to the future economic health of our country and 
the continuation of the American Dream. 

 
But participants also emphasized related purposes that benefit individuals, from increasing 
income potential to building entrepreneurial skills. President Teresa Sullivan recognized that 
one potential advantage to college education is financial security, citing a recent College 
Board report claiming that college graduates earn 60 percent more than non-college 
graduates. Several of the afternoon working groups mentioned entrepreneurship as a skill 
that institutions should provide students for success after college. Padrón stressed the 
importance of entrepreneurship, tying it back to the public good; after discussing 
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collaboration with industry, he reiterated: “A last word for now on business partnerships: 
the word is internships. . . . The next word in supporting the new generation of business 
leaders is entrepreneurship.”  
 
Padrón also called the jobs of the future a “moving target,” and an anxiety regarding 
unknown future workforce needs swirled around the proceedings. This appeared to be the 
case in the working groups, whose members identified “partnerships with employers and 
industry” most frequently as crucial to identifying and meeting the career needs of future 
students. Padrón cited the futurist Alvin Toffler: “The illiterate of the 21st century will not be 
those who cannot read and write, but those who cannot learn, unlearn, and re-learn.”  To 
this end, Carol Schneider pointed out the efficacy of liberal education to provide students 
with the tools necessary to adapt to that changing workforce.  

 
In fact, the most frequently mentioned purpose of higher education at the symposium was 
broad, liberal education. The oft-perceived dichotomy between it and workforce training 
provided much fuel for the discussions during the day. However, the boundaries between 
the two blurred, with Carol Schneider providing perhaps the first challenge to the argument 
that these two purposes are mutually exclusive when she suggested that the skills and 
knowledge identified as liberal education also happen to be crucial in the workplace.  
 

Purpose #2: Promote Broad, Liberal (Arts) Education  

The staunchest defender of the value of a broad, liberal education was Carol Schneider, 
who also cautioned participants not to confuse the term “liberal education” (“an approach to 
college learning that empowers individuals and prepares them to deal with complexity, 
diversity and change” and spans all major fields of study) with “liberal arts” (specific 
disciplines, such as the humanities, sciences, and social sciences) (for more on these 
definitions, see “Preparing Students for Complexity and Change” in Appendix E).  This 
defense was unsurprising given that she serves as the leader of an organization whose 
mission is “to make liberal education and inclusive excellence the foundation for institutional 
purpose and educational practice in higher education” (see “Big Questions, Urgent 
Challenges” in Appendix E). In her presentation during the opening panel, in the following 
roundtable discussion, and throughout the day, she urged participants not to view liberal 
education as anathema to career preparation and workforce training.  
 
Carol Schneider directed attendees to the list of AAC&U-supported essential learning 
outcomes in “Preparing Students for Complexity and Change,” pointing out that they align 
with employer priorities as cited in a 2013 survey of employers conducted by Hart Research 
Associates. She argued that it takes more than a major to prepare students, who need to 
graduate with a portfolio of broad skill sets that show the ability to, among other things, 
innovate, face complex challenges, and solve problems creatively, imaginatively, and 
collaboratively with colleagues whose views are different from your own. Adelphi College 
President Robert A. Scott, in Liberal Education (2013), envisions the contemporary moment 
not as “the ‘information age,’ but rather as the ‘imagination age.’ We live in a time that 
requires creative approaches to solving problems. In this context, the three most important 
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aspects of learning are history, imagination, and compassion” (p. 52). These creative 
problem-solving skills were a recurring theme throughout the day, as were the wide range 
of options that liberal education can open up, and the lifelong learning that it can support. 
In the closing panel, President David Daniel of The University of Texas at Dallas echoed the 
belief in the importance of the liberal arts, calling them “essential to human creative 
genius.” 
 
The members of the working groups rarely explicitly mentioned liberal education or the 
liberal arts, except for one group that expressed a desire for the legislature to be more 
supportive of both. Clearly, though, many of the groups identified a need to find ways to 
integrate them with workforce preparation and did not see them as mutually exclusive. In 
fact, during the day, no disagreement regarding the value of liberal education was 
expressed, with even Mark Schneider agreeing that “people should follow their passion,” as 
long as they know “what the cost of following their passion is.”  Carol Schneider’s call for 
eschewing an “either/or” proposition for a “both/and vision” that recognizes that long-term 
career success requires broad knowledge and specific skills met with approval throughout 
the day. Indeed, Lumina Foundation’s Degree Qualifications Profile (2011) includes applied 
learning – but not to the exclusion of other qualifications.  
 
Commissioner Paredes agreed that compromise is possible between these two positions and 
recognized “that liberal education is very valuable, but that students need to have 
marketable skills in whatever discipline they major it” – but he cautioned that not everyone 
knows how to teach marketable skills. He asked:  “What are the pedagogies, the curricular 
strategies that give students in, say, art history and philosophy and political science, those 
skills?” The need to provide students with hands-on, applied learning arose again and again, 
with internships the focus of much discussion among the work groups. President Rogers of 
Midwestern State University opened the final panel by asking panelists to address 
Commissioner Paredes’ questions, and Dr. Katharine Brooks of Wake Forest University 
quickly suggested that we can help students become “career entrepreneurs,” proactive in an 
often highly competitive workforce.  
 
The question of not only how to best teach those skills but also how to measure them arose 
more than once during the day. Dr. Brooks called it imperative to be able to assess those 
“less tangible” but crucial learning outcomes, such as critical thinking and communication, 
associated with liberal education. Katie Mangan of the Chronicle of Higher Education raised 
another issue that complicates the abilities of educators to embrace that “both/and vision” 
of which Carol Schneider spoke:  

Minority students, first-generation, and other underserved populations are being 
encouraged to pursue certificates in programs tied to the local economy to obtain 
jobs quickly and inexpensively. But will this create a two-tiered system in which only 
a small segment of students will have access to liberal education? Is that an 
inevitable unintended consequence of focus on ROI [Return on Investment]? 

President Sullivan answered this question, if indirectly, by arguing that we have a moral 
obligation to ensure that people of all backgrounds have access to all of the potential 
benefits of higher education. To this end, several of the work groups emphasized “wrap 
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around support services” as integral to success for students from all backgrounds but 
particularly for those underserved students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds. 
President Padrón called this being “unapologetically intrusive.” And all of the groups 
mentioned, in some form, the use of technology to do this. Studies have indicated that 
comprehensive plans to build community-based and individualized support networks for 
each student in all areas of their education and development leads to increased academic 
success (see, for example, “Wraparound Service and Positive Behavior Support” [2014]).  
 
During the symposium, the issue of the ability of higher education to help students develop 
self-awareness was a through-line, although it was framed in a variety of ways: quickening, 
transformation, self-knowledge, and self-actualization. In his opening presentation, Mark 
Schneider recognized the importance of the latter, a psychological term for the achievement 
of one’s full potential through creativity, independence, and a grasp of the real world,  
although he admonished participants that students can’t truly become self-actualized while 
living in their parents’ basement. Eduardo Padrón emphasized the importance of the 
education process in moving students from remediation to quickening and transformation. 
While he acknowledged the importance of not just access, but completion, Padrón reminded 
participants that there is value in the journey, not just the destination. This echoes what 
Chad Hanson in Academe (2013) calls “the art of becoming yourself” as one of the primary 
goals of higher education. Related is Wheaton College Vice President for Student Affairs Lee 
Burdette Williams’ recent call, in Inside Higher Ed (2014), for the development of 
interpersonal skills as an important purpose of higher education. This student affairs 
perspective was largely missing from the discussions at the symposium, which tended to 
focus more on academic goals.  
 

Purpose #3: Promote  Democracy, Leadership, and Global Awareness  

During the symposium, speakers and participants seemed to return again and again to the 
classic, colonial idea that higher education as a public good should promote democracy (in a 
fuller sense than Jefferson, Franklin, and the other founding fathers imagined) in the U.S. 
and beyond and educate this country’s citizens so as to be able to fully participate in, and 
contribute to, it. President Daniel asked if the fundamental question regarding the purpose 
of higher education might be: is this a public good or a private benefit?  He favored the 
former – “I believe with great passion that it is a public good” – and pointed to an “exciting 
synergy between higher education institutions and the communities in which they are 
situated.” Dr. Carol Schneider referenced the Truman Commission Report and its advocacy 
for this purpose, closing her presentation with a call to “reaffirm and renew our social 
compact with democracy.”  
 
What Derek Bok in Our Underachieving Colleges (2009) calls a “commitment to citizenship” 
was echoed in President Padrón’s patriotic proclamation that “most importantly, we are 
educating citizens, participants in a political and economic system that has no equal in the 
world.” President Sullivan named increased civic engagement as one of the benefits of 
college education; for her, a primary purpose of educating students is to integrate young 
people into society. But acknowledging the larger debates surrounding purpose, she asked: 
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“What is the main objective of that education? Training students for careers? Serving as a 
credentialing service for employers? Should our purpose be more ‘abundant’?”  
 
For many in the room, those abundant purposes include the development of leadership 
skills, and speakers and numerous participants pointed toward the value of liberal education 
in creating leaders with “360 degree perspectives,” harkening back to the roots of higher 
education in the U.S.  Carol Schneider called this “getting out of mental cubicles.”  In his 
article on “The Art of Becoming Yourself” (2013), Chad Hanson emphasizes the importance 
of such perspectives to our future: “Creating the kinds of people who can successfully 
inhabit the future is a serious undertaking. The weight of the task should force us to wonder 
what, exactly, we are trying to achieve. Will we supply the workforce with a corps of single-
minded technocrats? Or will we usher in the next renaissance?”  
 
At the same time, speakers and participants recognized the value of promoting global 
awareness and understanding, of helping students look outside themselves and even 
beyond their immediate communities to learn from and work collaboratively with others 
representing diverse backgrounds and experiences. Two of the working groups mentioned 
study abroad and international service learning opportunities as critical to future student 
success. Dr. Carol Schneider’s call for preparing students for “complexity and change” 
includes global awareness, and she referenced the ongoing validity today of the Truman 
Commission Report’s goal of “education directly and explicitly for international 
understanding and cooperation.” Bok, in Our Underachieving Colleges (2009), states that 
one of the primary purposes of colleges should be to nurture students who recognize the 
“obligations present in a global society.” For Dr. Sullivan, global awareness includes issues 
of national security and international competitiveness; Bennett and Wilezol in Is College 
Worth It? (2013) emphasizes the advantages that a college-educated populace has in 
keeping America economically competitive in the global marketplace.  
 

Purpose #4: Generate Disruptive Ideas  

One can’t peruse The Chronicle of Higher Education, Inside Higher Ed, or the higher 
education coverage in the New York Times, Huffington Post, or Wall Street Journal without 
reading about disruption. Jeff Selingo (2012) observed that  

[t]he “disruption” of the higher-ed market is a popular refrain these days. Rising 
tuition prices and student debt have left many wondering if the current model is 
indeed broken and whether those like Harvard’s Clay Christensen are right when they 
say that innovations in course delivery will eventually displace established players. 
What exactly those innovations will look like remains a matter of debate.  

Symposium speakers and attendees alike referenced disruption, especially related to new 
technologies, in their myriad manifestations, and their effects on the purposes of higher 
education. In his welcome, Commissioner Paredes referenced “disruptive innovation” as one 
current euphemism for change, setting a tone of facing this “disruption” head on.  
 
Potentially game-changing technologies clearly influence the ways that the symposium 
participants think about the goals of higher education and student success. Participants, 
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particularly when in working groups, revealed an extensive knowledge of new instructional 
modalities and technologies, citing Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs), competency-
based education, badges, e-portfolios, learning analytics, modular and stackable credits, 
and other “innovative delivery of instruction” methods as effective ways to serve the needs 
of a wide range of students, many of whom desire flexible pathways to completion. Carol 
Schneider views the “digital revolution” as conducive to supporting not just completion but 
those 360-degree views necessary for tomorrow’s leaders, and she advocated the flipped 
classroom for giving students the hands-on skills necessary to create solutions for our 
future. Selingo, in College (Un)Bound: The Future of Higher Education and What It Means 
for Students (2013b) includes the improvement of unbundled alternatives as one of the five 
forces that will change higher education forever. 
    
But throughout the day, a healthy skepticism toward the efficacy of technology untethered 
from pedagogical goals, and a refusal to abandon more “traditional,” face-to-face 
instruction, tempered unbridled enthusiasm for the digital revolution. Dr. Eduardo Padrón 
exhorted attendees:  

If we’re talking about the future, then we’re talking about technology, and its impact 
on education. This is a big topic, prone to superlatives and the “next big thing” 
mentality. It’s plenty big and important without the exaggeration. The revolution is 
here, and we know, without a doubt, that technology is and will continue to change 
education. But a dose of reality, or at least a dose of EVOlution is in order. . . . It is 
foolish to deny the potential value here, the transformational value. But what I’m not 
willing to do is sacrifice the best of what face-to-face learning provides: the 
partnerships between faculty and students that change lives. 
 

In fact, President Sullivan suggested that a focus on disruptive ideas as a goal of higher 
education was most productive, including the creation of new knowledge through research 
and teaching – to continue to generate game-changing ideas that can change the course of 
human history. “Disruptive technologies give us new ways to deliver ideas, but it is the 
ideas that matter the most.”  Indeed, throughout the history of higher education, colleges 
and universities have been the loci for the production of knowledge and a spirit of inquiry, 
both of which have been valued in and of themselves as integral to the public good.  

 
FULFILLING THE PURPOSES OF HIGHER EDUCATION  

IN TEXAS IN THE 21ST CENTURY 
 

Like Commissioner Paredes, President Padrón acknowledged the inevitability of change, 
ending his address with the admonishment that we “can’t continue to do things the same 
way.”  The high number and great diversity, in terms of size, mission, student population, 
and location,  of institutions of higher education – both public and private, non-profit and 
for-profit – in Texas, coupled with the state’s relative economic stability and job growth, 
translate into great potential for “doing things differently,” for national leadership in the 
generation of disruptive, sea-changing ideas. With that potential, though, comes great 
responsibility as a part of the movement in higher education across the United States to 
determine how best to frame its future.  
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Participants of the symposium seemed to have a good grasp of national trends, of the 
bigger picture of the purposes of higher education at institutions across the U.S.; however, 
they also expressed anxiety over certain issues that, while not unique to Texas, seem to 
cast a shadow over its vast landscape and provide barriers to what are perceived as the 
purposes necessary for student success in this state in the future. Rising costs, “teaching to 
the test,” short attention spans, the great diversity of student populations – all of these 
were cited by the respondents on the closing panel as barriers to fulfilling desired purposes 
of higher education in Texas.  
 
Most emphatically, panelists pointed to increased accountability as a barrier but also an 
opportunity, raising again Mark Schneider’s claim that measurement of the value of higher 
education is both unavoidable and imperative. President Dennis Brown even argued that, in 
spite of growing concerns related to it, “performance-based funding can make us more 
creative.” The challenge is to make sure that what we value is what we count.  
 
Although there was an acknowledgement throughout the day of the worth of global 
awareness as a goal of higher education, respondents on the final panel pointed to the 
importance, for Texas, of connections between institutions and the communities in which 
they are located, connections that President David Daniel called an “exciting synergy.”  Dr. 
Cathy Davidson, in her work with the Humanities, Arts, Sciences, and Technology Alliance 
and Collaboratory (HASTAC), based at Duke University, argues that every community 
fosters examples of innovation worth exploring, a concept she refers to as “proximity,” – but 
that “provinciality” should be avoided. 
 
Although only President Rogers and Dr. Brooks represented liberal arts mission-focused 
institutions on the panel, all respondents seemed to recognize the value of balancing liberal 
education with applied learning in some form. That balance – what Carol Schneider called a 
“both/and vision” – seemed supported by most if not all symposium participants and 
became the primary through-line of the day. In the article “False Dichotomy” in Inside 
Higher Ed (2013), Devin T. Hagerty admonishes, “If we continue to present students with a 
false choice between the liberal arts and ‘real-world’ vocational training, we will produce 
what social scientists like to call ‘suboptimal’ outcomes. Too many talented, energetic, hard-
working students will choose ‘safe’ educational and career paths, and too many truly global 
problems will go unsolved.” 
 
It seems clear that Texas must continue to work to ensure that all of its students, whether 
pursuing certificates or degrees, in universities, community colleges, or technical colleges, 
have access to this balanced view of the purposes of higher education, and that institutions 
embrace technology and innovation to foster that view. In general, avoiding potentially false 
and even harmful dichotomies – between public and private, professional and vocational, 
workforce training and liberal education – seems crucial.  
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FRAMING THE FUTURE (OF HIGHER EDUCATION): WHAT’S NEXT 
 
The discussions throughout this symposium make one other thing clear: returning to the 
singularity of purpose embraced in the early days of higher education in the U.S. would be 
counterproductive. President Padrón called students “the lifeblood of your state and this 
country.” The welcome and necessary participation of a diverse body of students – in terms 
of ethnicity, economic background, age, location, and the like – makes imperative the need 
for a multiplicity of purposes. At the same time, however, much depends on such 
institutional variables as type, level, and location, so it is important that each identify its 
unique mission given those variables; attempting to serve everyone has and will continue to 
foment the chaos and lack of purpose(s) that have marked higher education in the late 20th 
and early 21st centuries.   
 
But even if an institution identifies one or more of the above purposes – or others – as 
integral to its mission – how to fulfill that purpose is a different challenge. In his keynote 
address on the state of higher education in Texas at the 2013 Texas Higher Education 
Coordinating Board Leadership Conference, Commissioner Paredes identified four key 
challenges for the future; two relate directly to instruction and learning: 
 

 Improve and measure student learning 

 Teach and strengthen the whole student 

Because instruction and learning are at the heart of the goals discussed in this white paper, 
the next symposium will focus on these, particularly how we can innovate to support 
student – and ultimately, societal – success. For as President Sullivan pointed out, “By 
sorting through the issues we face in colleges and universities, and identifying best practices 
for educating students, and driving innovation for the 21st century, we fulfill another one of 
our purposes in higher education: that is, we frame the future.” 
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Appendix B: Symposium Agenda   

 
7:45-8:30   Registration, Networking, & Continental Breakfast  
    
8:30-8:35   Welcome  

Dr. Raymund A. Paredes, Commissioner of Higher Education   
 

8:35-8:45             Symposium Introduction & Orientation  
 Dr. Judith A. Sebesta, Higher Education Policy Institute    
 
8:45-10:00 Opening Panel      

Dr. Mark Schneider, Vice President and Institute Fellow, American 
Institutes for Research  
Dr. Carol Geary Schneider, President, Association of American Colleges 
and Universities 
Moderator: Katherine Mangan, Senior Reporter,  
The Chronicle of Higher Education  
   

10:00-10:15  Coffee Break     
      
10:15-11:15  Keynote Address #1  

Dr. Eduardo Padrón, President, Miami Dade College  
 
11:15-12:00  Lunch (Tejas Room)  
 
12:00-1:00  Keynote Address #2  

Dr. Teresa Sullivan, President, University of Virginia   
  
1:00-1:15  Design Thinking Process Orientation: College Students in 2030  
   Dr. Judith A. Sebesta, Higher Education Policy Institute  
 
1:15-2:45   Design Thinking Workgroups 

 Step 1: Identification and Visualization  
 Step 2: Inspiration and Imagination  
 Step 3: Ideation and Prototyping  

2:45-3:00  Coffee Break   
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3:00-4:00    Symposium Response Panel:  
The Purposes of Higher Education in Texas    
Respondents:     
Dr. Katharine Brooks, Executive Director for Personal  
and Career Development, Wake Forest University 
Dr. Dennis Brown, President, Lee College   
Dr. David E. Daniel, President, The University of Texas at Dallas   
Moderator: Dr. Jesse Rogers, President, Midwestern State University  

 
4:00-4:30   Symposium Wrap Up  
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Appendix C: Featured Speakers   

 

Dr. Mark Schneider  
Vice President and Institute Fellow, American Institutes for Research 

 
Dr. Mark Schneider is a vice president and an Institute Fellow at 
American Institutes for Research. Prior to joining AIR, Dr. Schneider 
served as Commissioner of the National Center for Education Statistics 
from 2005-2008. He is the author of numerous article and books on 
education policy. His most recent book, Getting to Graduation, edited with 
Andrew Kelly, was published in 2012 by Johns Hopkins University Press. 
Higher Education Accountability, edited with Kevin Carey, was published by 
Palgrave in December of 2010. Charter Schools: Hope or Hype?, written 
with Jack Buckley, was published by Princeton University Press in 2007. His 
2000 book, Choosing Schools, also published by Princeton University Press, 

won the Policy Study Organization’s Aaron Wildavsky Best Book Award. Dr. Schneider is also a 
visiting scholar at the American Enterprise Institute and Distinguished Professor Emeritus of 
political science at the State University of New York, Stony Brook. Dr. Schneider has been working 
on increasing accountability by making data on college productivity more publicly available. To 
that end, he is one of the creators of www.collegemeasures.org, where he serves as president.  

 

Dr. Carol Geary Schneider 
President, Association of American Colleges and Universities 

 
 

Dr. Carol Geary Schneider is president of the Association of American 
Colleges and Universities.  With nearly 1,300 member institutions, half 
public and half private, with members drawn from the entire higher 
education community, large, small, two-year, four-year, selective and 
open admissions, AAC&U is the leading national organization devoted to 
advancing and strengthening undergraduate liberal education.  
 
Under her leadership, AAC&U launched Liberal Education and America’s 
Promise (LEAP), a public advocacy and campus action initiative designed 
to engage students and the public with what really matters in a college 
education for the twenty-first century. The LEAP campaign builds on 
AAC&U’s major effort, Greater Expectations: The Commitment to Quality 

as a Nation Goes to College, a multi-year initiative designed to articulate the aims of a twenty-first 
century liberal education and to identify comprehensive, innovative models that improve learning 
for all undergraduate students. Additionally, under her leadership, AAC&U has become widely 
recognized as both a voice and force for strengthening the quality of student learning in college 
for all students and especially those historically underserved in U.S. higher education. AAC&U is 
working with hundreds of colleges and universities and numerous state systems to expand the 
benefits of liberal education across the entire curriculum, through new integration between the 
core outlines of liberal education and student learning in their major fields.  
While a vice president at AAC&U in the 1990’s, Dr. Schneider headed a major initiative at AAC&U 
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on higher education and U.S. pluralism, American Commitments: Diversity, Democracy and Liberal 
Learning.  Dr. Schneider has published extensively on all the major areas of her educational work 
and has taught at the University of Chicago, DePaul University, Chicago State University and 
Boston University. 
 
Dr. Schneider is a graduate of Mount Holyoke College with a bachelor's degree in history (Magna 
Cum Laude, Phi Beta Kappa).  She studied at the University of London's Institute for Historical 
Research and earned the Ph.D. in history from Harvard University. She also has received eleven 
honorary degrees, was the 2011 recipient of the ACPA's Contribution to Higher Education Award 
and the 2013 recipient of the NAC&U Ernest L. Boyer Award, and was honored in 2013 as one of 
Diverse Magazine’s “25 Leading Women in Higher Education.”  
 

 

Dr. Eduardo J. Padrón 
President, Miami Dade College 

 

 
Since 1995, Dr. Eduardo Padrón has served as President of Miami Dade 
College, a national model of student achievement and the largest institution 
of higher education in America. An economist by training, he earned his 
Ph.D. from the University of Florida. In 2009, Time magazine included him 
among the “10 Best College Presidents” in the United States; in 2010, Florida 
Trend magazine named him “Floridian of the Year”; and in 2011, The 
Washington Post recognized him as one of the eight most influential college 
presidents in the country. 
 
The Carnegie Corporation of New York granted Dr. Padrón its prestigious 
Centennial Academic Leadership Award; he is the first college president to 
receive the National Citizen Service Award from Voices for National Service; 

he has been named an Ascend Fellow by the Aspen Institute; and he is the recipient of the 
Hesburgh Award, the highest honor in U.S. higher education. 
 
Dr. Padrón is widely recognized as one of the top educational leaders in the world. Six American 
Presidents have selected him to serve on posts of national prominence, and his energetic leadership 
extends to many leading organizations. He serves on the boards of the Council on Foreign Relations, 
the Business/Higher Education Forum, the League for Innovation (former chair), RC-2020, the 
College Board Advocacy and Policy Center, the White House Fellows Selection Panel (chair), and the 
International Association of University Presidents. He is also a past chair of the Board of Directors of 
the American Council on Education and the Association of American Colleges and Universities. 
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Dr. Teresa Sullivan 
President, University of Virginia  
 

Dr. Teresa A. Sullivan is the University of Virginia’s eighth president. 
Since taking office in 2010, she has led UVa through a period of 
significant progress. In fall 2012, she launched a strategic planning 
effort to provide a road-map for the University’s future, while gathering 
input from 10,000 alumni, parents, students, faculty, staff, and others. 
President Sullivan developed a new financial model for the University to 
ensure stability and transparency and to spur innovation in a period of 
significant financial pressure in higher education.  
 
Working with her team, President Sullivan has prepared UVa to tackle 
the serious challenges in higher education related to cost-containment, 
affordability, faculty compensation, and the emergence of online 

education. UVa now has ongoing efforts, at both the unit and the pan-University levels, to reduce 
costs, improve processes, and enhance efficiency, while protecting the quality of the academic 
enterprise. Under her leadership, faculty and staff have been encouraged to experiment strategically 
with new technologies, such as massive open online courses, or MOOCs, and “hybrid” courses that 
combine the traditional classroom experience with technology-enhanced teaching. 
 
In spring 2013, President Sullivan led the University to completion of its $3-billion capital campaign, 
and quickly announced plans to raise $400 million to support three strategic priorities: retaining and 
recruiting top faculty, restoring the University’s Jeffersonian Grounds, and providing needy students 
with scholarships. 
 
President Sullivan is a respected scholar in labor force demography. The author or coauthor of six 
books and many scholarly articles, her most recent research has focused on measuring productivity 
in higher education. 
 
President Sullivan is a Fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science. She 
serves as Vice Chair of the Council of Presidents for the Association of Governing Boards of 
Universities and Colleges, and as a member of the Advisory Board for the Northern Virginia 
Technology Council, the trade association of the technology industry in Northern Virginia. She serves 
as the Association of American Universities (AAU) representative on the American Council on 
Education (ACE) Board of Directors, and as a member of the Higher Education Advisory Committee 
that provides guidance for implementation of the Virginia Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2011. 
In 2013, the Governor appointed her to the Innovation and Entrepreneurship Investment Authority. 
 
President Sullivan came to UVa from the University of Michigan, where she was provost and 
executive vice president for academic affairs. Prior to her work at Michigan, Ms. Sullivan was 
executive vice chancellor for academic affairs for The University of Texas System, a position she held 
from 2002 until May 2006. She served as a faculty member at The University of Texas at Austin 
from 1981 to 2006. 
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Moderators  

 

Katherine Mangan  
Senior Reporter, The Chronicle of Higher Education  
 
 

Katherine Mangan, a senior reporter based here in Austin, joined the Chronicle in 1986. She covers 
community colleges, professional schools, college-completion and work-force issues, and higher-
education news in the Southwest. She worked in Washington covering faculty issues for the 
Chronicle before moving to Austin as a longtime regional correspondent, covering such stories as the 
aftermath of Hurricane Katrina and the bruising battles over higher education in Texas. She has also 
written extensively about the state of legal education, the effect of health reform on medical 
schools, and ethics in business education, and has spoken about professional-school issues on 
conference panels and radio talk shows. 
  
Since joining the Students section of the Chronicle, Mangan has focused on students’ preparedness 
and remediation, dual enrollment, transfer, access, and completion. She also contributes features to 
the People section. 
  
Previously she covered courts and crime for The Fort Lauderdale News and Sun-Sentinel and was a 
reporter and world-desk editor for the Associated Press. 
  
A 1981 graduate of Williams College, where she majored in French, Mangan spent her junior year at 
the Sorbonne. 

 

Dr. Jesse W. Rogers  
President, Midwestern State University  
 
 

Dr. Jesse W. Rogers is President of Midwestern State University (MSU). He has committed his entire 
professional life to higher education in Texas, and he has served MSU for over 40 years as a 
Professor of Physics and Chemistry, Head of the Department of Chemistry, and Vice President of 
Academic Affairs. He has been the recipient of numerous research grants and has published 
extensively in the fields of organic and inorganic chemistry. For his teaching and research efforts, he 
was named Hardin Professor in 1972.  

Dr. Rogers is an active participant in civic affairs. He is a member of the Wichita Falls Board of 
Commerce and Industry, Board of the United Way, Board of Directors of the Sheppard Air Force 
Base Heritage Center, the Erle and Emma White Hospice Endowment Board, and the Governing 

Board of Texas Specialty Hospital, and he has served as Vice President of the Priddy Foundation 
Board of Trustees.  

President Rogers holds a Ph.D. from Texas Christian University, and a Bachelor of Science degree 
from The University of Texas at Arlington.  
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Respondents  

Dr. Katharine Brooks 
Executive Director for Personal and Career Development, Wake Forest University 
 
 

Dr. Katharine Brooks has been providing career services for more than 25 years, specializing in the 
career needs of college students and alumni in career transition. She has also worked with college 
students with attention deficit disorder and learning disabilities. She developed the "Wise 
Wanderings" career coaching system which is explained in her book You Majored in What? Mapping 
Your Path from Chaos to Career. She was recently listed as one of the "Ten Most Visionary Leaders 
in Career Services" by CSO Research, and received the Kauffman Award from the National 
Association of Colleges and Employers (NACE) for her service to the profession. 
 
She is currently the Executive Director of the Office of Personal and Career Development for Wake 
Forest University.  Prior to this position she served for 10 years as the Director of Liberal Arts 
Career Services for The University of Texas at Austin.  Prior to 2003, she was the Director of Career 
Services for Dickinson College in Carlisle, Pennsylvania.  
 
Brooks has written numerous articles for career services professionals and students, focusing on 
the value of a liberal arts degree, positive psychology and appreciative inquiry. Her article "Making 
the Most of Your Liberal Arts Degree" has appeared for many years in NACE's Job Choices for 
Business and Liberal Arts Students. Her expertise in career issues has been recognized in 
publications including The Wall Street Journal, The New York Times, US News & World Report, The 
Chicago Tribune, The Philadelphia Inquirer, Cosmopolitan, the Associated Press, and CNN/Fortune. 
 
Brooks has a doctorate in Educational Psychology with an emphasis in Counseling Psychology, and 
a master's degree in Rehabilitation Counseling from West Virginia University. Her bachelor's degree 
is in Sociology and Anthropology from Gettysburg College. 
 

 

Dr. Dennis Brown  
President, Lee College   

 
Dr. Dennis Brown assumed the position of President of Lee College in February 2012. 

He served 12 years as vice president of instruction and chief academic officer at El Paso Community 
College (EPCC), a comprehensive urban college with 30,000 credit students and 8,000 continuing 
education/non-credit students. He rose through the academic ranks at EPCC, serving as faculty 
member, chair of the Communications Division, and associate provost in a career that began in 
1970. 

Dr. Brown earned an A.A. degree in Speech Communication from Arizona Western College, a B.S. 
from Northern Arizona University, a M.A. from Arizona State University, and a Ph.D. from New 
Mexico State University. 
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A recipient of the Innovation of the Year Award from the League for Innovation in the Community 

College, Dr. Brown has also served as president of the Texas Community College Instructional 

Administrators Association, and statewide project director of the Texas Professional Development 
Consortium. He has written and managed several state, federal and foundation grants, published 
several articles, presented at more than 80 state, regional and national conferences, and testified at 
national commissions, the United States House Sub-Committee on Postsecondary Education and the 
Texas House and Senate Committees. 

  

Dr. David Daniel   
President, The University of Texas at Dallas   
 

David E. Daniel is the fourth president of The University of Texas at Dallas. He received his 
bachelor’s, master’s, and Ph.D. degrees in engineering from The University of Texas at Austin, and 
served on the faculty at UT Austin from 1980 to 1996. In 1996, he moved to the University of 
Illinois, finishing his service as Dean of Engineering before being appointed UT Dallas' president in 
2005. 
  
Dr. Daniel’s professional work has been recognized by the American Society of Civil Engineers, which 
awarded him its highest honor for papers published in its journals (the Norman Medal), and on two 
separate occasions awarded him its second highest honor, the Croes Medal. He received the 
Presidents’ Award in 2007 and the OPAL (Outstanding Projects and Leaders) Award for Education for 
2010. In 2000, he was elected to the National Academy of Engineering, the nation’s most prestigious 
organization recognizing engineering achievement. 
 
During his presidency, UT Dallas has tripled its research expenditures, initiated or completed $600 
million of construction of new buildings and infrastructure, added 40 new degree programs, raised 
more than $240 million in private funds, and won two national collegiate championships in chess. 
The University’s enrollment has grown from 13,000 to 20,000 students while the average entering 
SAT score among freshman remains among the highest of any Texas public college or university.  
 
He has advocated widely for developing and cultivating world-class research universities, and for UT 
Dallas to become one of the nation’s top research universities. He has focused on hiring exceptional 
faculty members, attracting top students, delivering quality education, improving outcomes such as 
graduation rates, expanding diversity, and partnering with the community in research, education, 
outreach, the arts, and technology commercialization. The approach that he suggested for creating 
more top-tier research universities in Texas gained widespread support that led to two legislative 
initiatives that pumped more than $500 million of state funds into this effort. His work on this 
legislation led to his being named a finalist for “Texan of the Year” by the Dallas Morning News in 
2009.   
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Appendix D: Design Thinking Process     
 

Overview: Symposium attendees were divided into 12 groups, with each group 

given a design thinking workbook that began with a description of a student of the future. 
Each group assigned the student a name and most included a drawing to visualize the 
student. Then, after creating approximately eight interview questions to get to know the 
student beyond the brief description, one group member posed as that student in a mock 
interview. Each group used those answers to address the questions below. The responses 
that group members’ recorded in their workbooks follow each of the descriptive prompts 
below.  
 
The workbook was based on one included in the Design Thinking for Educators Toolkit, 
available for free at www.designthinkingforeducators.com.  
 
For more information about Design Thinking at the Stanford Design Program, see 
https://dschool.stanford.edu/use-our-methods/. 
 
For more information about IDEO, see http://www.ideo.com/. 
 
 

Student #1 was born in 2012 and will be the first generation in his family, with 

whom he is very close, to attend college.  He doesn’t know what he wants to 

major in or “what he wants to be when he grows up” but his biggest passion is 

immersion in virtual reality. 

 
Name: Maria   
 
Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
Provide academic advising and support 
 Pre-freshman summer camp 
 New student orientation 
 Personal finance curriculum 
 Monitor academic progress at regular intervals in first year  
Expand Maria’s social network 
 Peer mentors 
 Connections to pre-professional organizations to explore career interests 
 
  
What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student?  

http://www.designthinkingforeducators.com/
https://dschool.stanford.edu/use-our-methods/
http://www.ideo.com/
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Community college/commuter university 
 
What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
Faculty/staff reflective of student demographics  
Procure more resources  
 
Name: Rizwand Maldonado  
 
Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
Virtual program to explore and focus on options; degree reflective of what employers might 
need; expansion of state of art technology 

Develop partnerships with employers, including sharing equipment and other 
resources 
Badges, modular pathways   

Partnerships with relevant employers; counseling/advising on what students face post-
completion; just-in-time student advising 

Assessment or performance evals/metrics for employers/students – create a global 
platform/system 
Colleges contributing back to employers  
Blending technology with content 
Merging of experiential learning 
 

What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student? 
Convergence of college/university/employer – continuous learning model  
Employers/faculty exchange 
End is designed by students – credentials, degrees, badges 
Convergence of technology, art, graphics, music  
 
What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
Transportable electronic portfolios 
Ramp up organizational development/training 
Pathways to school to employer 
Increased pedagogy in problem based environments  
 

Student #2 was born in 2011 to a prominent, wealthy American political family. 

Expected to follow in the “family business,” she aspires to live and work abroad 

in a completely different field and plans to start college after a “gap year,” much 

to her family’s consternation. 

 
Name: Paris Abigail “Abby” Bush  
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Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
 
A solid general education core; a broad, relevant (to students, society, and the academy) 
disciplinary and interdisciplinary program with math, science, problem solving. Service 
learning, community based learning, computing.   
 Master planning process to plan the new core 

Across the curriculum thinking and curriculum mapping – make sure core values are 
infused in each class.  

A strong student support system  
Assessment and program review (QEP) – relevance to students and mission of the 
academy 
A human face – real advisor; safety net for experimentation; peer advising used 
wisely; supportive, immersive community  

 
What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student? 
Residential liberal arts institution interested in high impact initiatives  
 
What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
A legislature supportive of liberal arts – or any – education  
More emphasis on the satellites and community colleges  
Focused, innovative and ambitious planning combined with realistic expectations  
Adaptability  
 
Name: Muffy (This student is a nontraditional student for 2030)  
 
Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
Strong, well-funded honors college to offer global programs, study abroad, languages  

Offer Muffy credit on her year off an connections back to campus and with students 
currently enrolled from the country she is going to, skype 

Experiential, portfolio based credit; offer educational residential experiences that 
accomodate various student interests 
 Offer premiere services for extra fees – laundry, pet sitting, wall climbing, etc.  

Detailed application process to ensure academic readiness and interests and to 
gather info for areas of interest 
 

What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student?  
Focus on diversity – different cultures and backgrounds of students and faculty  
Create subcultures like learning communities  
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What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
Institutions will need to become more complex – in terms of offerings, missions, data 
collection  
 

Student #3 was born in 1995 and is a single father who works full time. He has 

been unable to advance in his profession (and he dreams of a career in an 

entirely different field). 

 
Name: Jordan Austin Travis  
 
Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
 
Ensuring timely completion  
 Intrusive advising  
 Competency based education 
Valid pathways for technical degrees that incorporate above 
 Personalized advising  
 Partnerships with other institutions to diversify and strengthen options  
 
What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student? 
Comprehensive public community college  
 
What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
Partnerships with the business community 
Pathways process 
Buy-in from faculty to do career advising/professional advisors for more technical advising 
(Pell, military/VA, etc.)  
Less restrictive regulatory environment for publics  
Common course numbering for seamless transfer from two-year to four year  
 

Student #4 was born in 1975 and took early retirement after years of a 

successful career. She has a degree but is returning to college in order to explore 

the possibility of a second career. 

 
Name: Nancy 
 
Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
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Adaptable credential/program focused on skill development; connect adult learners to new 
or second careers 
 Bridge credentialing building on current degree  
 Competency-based education/Modular curriculum  
 Professional certification “menu” 
Individualized, personalized approach to advising to help student identify interests and 
opportunities and to connect that with hands-on experience   
 Partnerships between institutions and industry  
 Process to identify key workforce needs  
 
What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student? 
Something regional with a modular asynchronous curriculum option  
 
What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
Creation of a second career certificate program, with certificates that could be cashed in for 
a second Bachelors or Master’s degree  
 
Name: Michele 
 
Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
 
Institution must be abreast of latest technology and training 
Wrap around student support services 
 
What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student? 
Flexible, credit for prior learning, focus on only learning those skills needed for career  
 
What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
Wrap-around student support services  
Articulation  
Professional development for all college employees in creative thinking/ideation  
Funds necessary to stay up-to-date with technology needed to address new program design 
and the “new” student 
  
Name: Tiffany Weatherford-Gonzalez  
 
Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
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Flexible delivery systems  
 Galaxy-based enterprise management systems  

“Flexible talent management tools”  
 
Fast-track, competency-based program  
 Diagnostics need to be designed to ensure quality and address accreditation issues  

Redesigned tuition and fees model 
 
What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student? 
Community college able to offer multiple delivery modalities, with financial aid for non-
traditional, non-Pell students  
 
What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
Program approval/curriculum development 
Trained faculty 
Equipment and labs 
Accreditation by regional commission, THECB, external industry 
Clinicals 
New sources for financial aid, internal and external 
Cultural shift in faculty roles and rewards  
 

Student #5 was born in 2013 and is graduating with honors a year early from 

high school. Her passions are music and medicine, and English is her second 

language. Her immigrant parents have struggled to make ends meet and have 

been unable to save for their child’s college education.  

 
Name: Margarita Puccini  
 
Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
 
Flexible financial opportunities with wrap around support services 

Individual “matriculation coach” 
Partnerships with industry  

Innovative delivery of instruction through cutting edge technology (e.g. Google glass)  
 Early admission partnerships using dual credit for professional schools as well as 
college 

International service learning opportunities  
 
What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student? 
She will have already earned the equivalent of an AA upon high school graduation. Will 
complete her baccalaureate at a traditional campus while pursuing her passions.  



 

44 

 
What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
Adequate funding 
Acceptance of change; innovative and entrepreneurial 
Need fewer restrictive policies (e.g. SACS)  
Continuous faculty development  
Break out of limited class scheduling and “traditional” academic calendar 
 
Name: Maria Tia Win Chan  
 
Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
Diversity 
Student services to deal with whole person 
Internships  
On demand 24/7 advising  
Use technology to follow student’s progress  
 
What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student? 
Technologically sophisticated, comprehensive, diverse, caring faculty and staff, structured 
but flexible, offers shorter time to degree  
 
What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
Technological advancement to follow students’ progress 
Involved with family and family services  
Support faculty 
Comprehensive approach to student as whole person  
 

Student #6 was born in 2005 and has limited mobility but is eager to pursue 

higher education in order to gain a credential to pursue a home-based career.  

 
Name: Maria Cruz  
 
Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
 
Flexibility  

Online and blended courses 
Augmented reality classroom 
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Entrepreneurial skills  
Small Business Center/Consortium with businesses  
Instruction in basic core competencies  

 
What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student? 
Community or technical college to start out 
Explores MOOCs  
 
What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
Our institution is sufficient for her needs 
 
Name: Melinda Lopez 
 
Two goals an institution of higher education should have to be sure to meet the 
needs of your student and two operational processes/methods designed to meet 
each of those goals: 
 
Personalized and laddered curricular plans of study addressing essential learning outcomes 
adapted to student’s interests 
 Intrusive advising  
 Electronically supported opportunities to envision different career/life scenarios 
 
Develop a technologically rich program to ensure access to digitally-rich materials with 
universal uses for all cohorts  

Online Advising and tutoring at all times 
Comprehensive/mandatory training for all participants  

 
What type of institution might best meet the needs of your student? 
Creative 
Technology based with online options 
Community college start with transfer opportunities with well advanced partnerships and 
articulations  
Smaller institution to start then networked to other 
 
What has to happen for that institution to be able to meet those needs in the 
next 20 years? 
See methods  
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Appendix E: Supplementary Resources    
 
The following articles and reports were recommended reading for, and/or 
handouts at, the symposium, and can be accessed at 
http://framingthefutureofhighered.org/symposium-one/recommended-
reading/. 
 
Association of American Colleges & Universities (2013). Big Questions, Urgent Challenges: 
Liberal Education and America’s Global Future, Strategic Plan 2013-17. 
 
Association of American Colleges & Universities (2014). Preparing Students for Complexity 
and Change. Handout prepared for symposium.  
  
Humphries, D., & Kelly, P. (2013). How Liberal Arts and Sciences Majors Fare in 
Employment. Association of American Colleges and Universities. 
 
Johnson, J. (2013). “Divided We Fail: Are Leaders and Citizens Talking Past Each Other on 
Higher Education?”  Interim Report. National Issues Forum. <www.nifi.org>. 
 
Schneider, M. (2014). Economic Success of College and University Graduates Short and 
Long Term Outcomes, February 17. Paper prepared for symposium.  
  
Scobey, D. (2014). Technology, Education, Democracy: Elements of an Emerging Paradigm. 
Diversity & Democracy, 17 (2), 4-7.  
  

http://framingthefutureofhighered.org/symposium-one/recommended-reading/
http://framingthefutureofhighered.org/symposium-one/recommended-reading/
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