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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: Higher Education 

Instruction and Learning  
in the 21st Century 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

On July 11, 2014, the Higher Education Policy Institute (HEPI) of the Texas Higher 
Education Coordinating Board hosted a symposium on Higher Education Instruction and 
Learning in the 21st Century, sponsored by Houston Endowment.  This event was the 
second 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; legislative and government relations staff; policy 
makers and thought leaders; and other higher education stakeholders. Attendees 
represented regions from all across Texas and also came from Virginia, Georgia, 
California, Arizona, and Utah to lend a statewide and national perspective to 
discussions.  
 
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 innovations in methods 
of delivery of instruction and learning in higher education in the United States precedes 
a discussion of a number of issues that seemed to rise to the surface during the 
symposium as the most compelling for speakers and participants, including the 
changing role of faculty, and new education models, methods, and pathways, such as 
competency-based education, MOOCs, open educational resources, the flipped 
classroom, and data and learning/predictive analytics. Finally, a brief consideration of a 
few of the primary challenges facing those engaged in higher education instruction and 
learning in the 21st century, as well as one suggested strategy for rising to these 
challenges, concludes the paper.  
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Higher Education Instruction and Learning  
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 
 
Higher education in the United States was built on a bedrock of the belief in its purpose 
as a public good. However, throughout its history in this country, post secondary 
education has been subject to increasing tensions between this intent and private gain 
as a primary purpose, and the foundations seem to be shifting exponentially in the 21st 
century. 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 versus an elite few, has led to some deeply 
entrenched dichotomies that now are being increasingly interrogated on a number of 
fronts. A brief history of the purposes of higher education in the U.S. is outlined in the 
white paper of the first symposium, “The Purposes of Higher Education in the 21st 
Century.”  
 
This history aids us in understanding the high stakes contained within the current 
national (and state) dialogue over not only the purposes of higher education but also its 
value, cost, and the most effective means of delivery of instruction and learning – 
stakes that include no less than our national identity, place on the global stage, and the 
future of our democracy.  Amidst this rapidly changing landscape, 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, which has been directed at closing educational gaps in Texas as 
well as between Texas and other states, has four goals: to close the gaps in student 
participation, student success, academic excellence, and research (for more information 
on Closing the Gaps, click here).  
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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, it 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.  
	  
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, Commissioner 
Paredes has 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.  
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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 student 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 in measuring 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 suffering 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 Barak 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 2014 that would focus on the future 
of higher education. These one-day events would bring together a select 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 shifted, the primary purpose of 
the symposia remained the same: to be aggressively reflective. While HEPI designed 
each symposium to include invited state and national speakers, it also built in time for 
all participants to engage in discussion of the topic and presentations. These symposia 
were meant to serve as a forum for statewide discussion of critical national issues in 
higher education by bringing together faculty, administrators, students, researchers, 
community and business leaders, and elected officials. Although the conversations could 
provide fodder for the new iteration of the state’s strategic plan, the intention was 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. 
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Included in this larger framework are more specific questions regarding instruction and 
learning in higher education, including: 

• How do the various purposes of higher education affect the ways in which we 
can/should use new technologies? 

• How can we harness these new technologies while maintaining the benefits of 
“traditional” instruction and learning modalities?  

• What roles can technology play in increasing access to, and reducing the costs 
of, higher education in the 21st century? 

• Who is best served through alternative instructional models, and who is best 
served through traditional – or a hybrid of the two?  

• How can we best judge the effectiveness of various innovations to support 
instruction and learning?  

• How can we cut through the hype to get to the reality of current innovations? 
This second symposium was designed to focus on these and other questions.  
 
Dr. Judith Sebesta of the Higher Education Policy Institute opened this symposium with 
a reminder that the first symposium focused on the “why” of higher education, and that 
out of the discussions there grew four primary purposes of higher education: 

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

She pointed out that the current symposium focuses on the “how” and cautioned that 
although innovation would likely be a recurring theme throughout the day, participants 
should be careful to consider what existing or traditional modes of instruction and 
learning continue to be effective, avoiding “throwing the baby out with the bathwater.” 
She then gave a brief overview of a model for this thinking in the work of Dr. Bill Cope 
and Dr. Mary Kalantzis of the University of Illinois, in which they map seven principles 
for learning and assessment that have been happening in various contexts for many 
years and can be used without new technologies:  

• Ubiquitous Learning: anytime, anywhere 
• Active Knowledge Making: designing meanings  
• Multi-Modal Meaning: text, image, sound, data 
• Recursive Feedback: formative assessment  
• Collaborative Intelligence: knowledge you can reach for an use 
• Metacognition: thinking about thinking  
• Differentiated Learning: each according to their interest and need  

However, Cope and Kalantzis argue that, when engaged meaningfully, e-learning can 
make these principles even more effective. 
 
The first panel featured brief presentations by Dr. Sally Johnstone, Vice President for 
Academic Advancement at Western Governors University (WGU), and Jim Groom, 
Director of Teaching and Learning Technologies at the University of Mary Washington, 
located in Virginia. Katie Mangan, Senior Reporter for the Chronicle of Higher Education, 
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moderated the panel’s discussion.  Dr. Johnstone identified the main challenge during 
this critical moment in higher education as preserving its excellence while it evolves 
“faster than most of us could have imagined,” and she described how WGU developed, 
through “proof of concept,” a model different from most institutions for educating 
higher numbers of students while still maintaining quality.  
 
Jim Groom agreed that apocalyptic narratives – and talk of disruption – abound, and 
while innovation can be great, he acknowledged, disruption is not always productive. 
Groom briefly described his own institution’s efforts to negotiate what it means to live in 
a digital space. At the University of Mary Washington, they are trying to build digital 
fluency into everything they do, as well as build a community of teaching and learning 
on an open web space, customized to that community. The roundtable discussion after 
Johnstone and Groom’s presentations focused on such issues as the changing role of 
faculty and the challenges of scaling up the advantages of education at brick and 
mortar institutions to serve higher numbers of students. 
 
Dr. Chris Bustamante, President of Rio Salado College in Arizona, gave the first keynote 
address in which he discussed such challenges, and others, inherent within the 
landscape of current higher education, describing how his own institution is addressing 
many of those challenges. He concluded by offering some solutions for the future, such 
as leveraging stackable credentials, credit for prior learning, learning communities, 
regionalization, and next generation learning models such as competency-based 
education, all for clearer, more coherent pathways to credentials and degrees.  Dr. 
Norma Ming, Co-Founder & Director of Learning Design at Socos, in the second keynote 
address, focused on balancing standardization and personalization in higher education.  
She made a call to define learning by knowledge, not time. In order to truly enact 
change, she urged participants to collect not just data on learners, but on the 
instructional practices as well. Describing the difference between predictive analytics 
and learning analytics, she concluded with tips on how to scaffold a growth mindset for 
instruction and learning, as well as assessment of both.  
 
After the presentations, each with an audience Q&A, attendees broke into eight groups 
to consider best practices in instruction and learning that support the four primary 
purposes discussed at the first symposium in February. After report-outs from each 
work group, a diverse panel of higher education stakeholders in Texas discussed issues 
raised during the day. The roundtable was comprised of Dr. Steven Mintz, Executive 
Director of the Institute for Transformational Learning for the University of Texas 
System; Dr. Mark Milliron, Co-Founder & Chief Learning Officer for Civitas Learning; 
Ceilidh Charleson-Jennings, Professor of Communication Studies at Collin College; and 
Dr. Christina Grimsley, a recent alumna of Texas Woman’s University. Dr. Marshall 
Schott, Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs at the Lone Star College System, 
moderated the discussion that explored such issues as more proactively driving change, 
harnessing data and open educational resources, overcoming administrative barriers to 
change, and fear of obsolescence.  
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Dr. Van Davis, Director of Innovations in Higher Education for the THECB, concluded 
the event with a summary wrap-up.  
 
 

HISTORY 
 
 
As with the previous white paper on the purposes of higher education in the 21st 
century, it seems useful to situate the discussions raised during this symposium within a 
larger historical context; however, because the history of instruction and learning in 
higher education in the United States is a vast subject, the focus here will be on 
innovations in methods of delivery of subject matter, not the subject matter that was 
taught and learned itself. While the history of the purposes of higher education was a 
progressively shifting landscape – moving from relative singularity to the contemporary 
“multiversity,” as identified by Clark Kerr – the history of innovation in delivery of 
instruction and learning remained fairly “flat,” with a few significant shifts, until the late 
20th century.  
 
Early American colleges largely were modeled on Oxford and Cambridge; accordingly,  
tutors (as instructors were called then) were not content experts and often were recent 
graduates awaiting jobs in such professions as the ministry, sometimes even living 
among students. Colonial college instruction and learning consisted largely of 
“classroom recitations and oral disputations” subject to immediate critical evaluation by 
both tutors and peers (Thelin, 2013, p. 18). This usually culminated in a capstone event 
of speeches and disputations during commencement week, with a variety of prizes 
available for those deemed best. “Declamation and oratory dominated instruction and 
learning in colonial colleges” (p. 20).  Books and paper as a means of information 
delivery were scarce; this orally oriented colonial instruction and learning, both formal 
and informal, ran from dawn to dusk. This model continued through the 18th century 
and into the 19th. 
 
While generally status quo, higher education business as usual changed with a few 
significant shifts. During the early 19th century, women began earning degrees, albeit 
in relatively small numbers, which may have changed the tone of the classroom. 
According to Clayton M. Christensen and Henry J. Eyring in The Innovative University, 
colleges introduced grades during this period as a “tool for challenging indolent 
students and rewarding conscientious ones” (2011, p. 41). This was also the time of the 
departmentalization of the curriculum and the development of what John Thelin in A 
History of American Higher Education calls “diploma mills”: institutions awarding 
degrees for money with little attention to quality of instruction. “Such examples are 
significant for contemporary discussions of quality and accreditation because they call 
into question the assumption that modern standards of academic rigor have slipped 
from those of an earlier era” (2013, p. 56).  
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John Cook Bennett, known as the “diploma peddler,” unwittingly contributed a major 
reform to medical education when he espoused “learning by objectives, credit for 
demonstrable life experience, and measures of achievement other than classroom 
endurance” – i.e., an early form of competency-based education. Unfortunately, in 
reality he was doing little to ensure that candidates actually were competent, pocketing 
fees paid for certification at the new University of Indiana in New Albany without 
ensuring that students had completed the required work and achieved mastery of the 
objectives. Eventually he was expelled from this institution (and other subsequent ones) 
(Thelin, 2011, p. 57). But the government was reluctant to interfere in higher education 
matters during this century, making institutions of higher education dependent on 
market forces and thus particularly vulnerable to such abuses.  
	  
During the 19th century, the model for the modern university evolved first at the 
University of Berlin, which abandoned rote memorization in favor of the production of 
new knowledge. By the late-19th century, faculty specialized in subjects, and those in 
the sciences began to emphasize hands-on, applied learning in the laboratory. The 
advent of serious scientific inquiry transformed campuses with the addition of 
observatories and/or labs, and written, rather than oral, exams became common. 
Concomitantly, perhaps the most significant innovation in the history of instruction 
occurred at the turn of the 20th century, when recitation as the primary pedagogical 
method gave way to two opposite modalities/environments for learning: the lecture – a 
forum for the professor as expert – and the seminar, in which a “small group of 
advanced students met with a professor to discuss original research on a specialized 
theme or topic” (Thelin, 2013, p. 129), often drawing on classic Socratic dialogue as the 
mode for discussion. Teaching and learning also increasingly occurred outside these 
formal classrooms, in more well-stocked libraries as well as museums, observatories, in 
the field, and on research expeditions.  
 
Teaching mid-century continued to be dominated by the lecture format, in which 
professors spoke while students attentively listened and quietly took notes, with little 
discussion, and division of those same classes into occasional smaller discussion groups 
led by a graduate student or “section man.” For advanced study, the Socratic seminar 
was more common. “The towering figure in the system was the stern, charismatic 
lecturer who was simultaneously demanding and aloof” (Thelin, 2013, p. 223). The 
chalkboard and book remained the primary instructional technologies and written 
papers and exams the primary means for assessment of learning, with occasional oral 
exams continuing. The advent of the teaching assistant, as graduate programs 
expanded mid-century, meant that universities could accommodate increasing post-war 
enrollments, enlarging lecture classes even more.  
 
John R. Thelin in A History of American Higher Education (2013) points out that the 
increasing variety of models for delivering higher education instruction in the early 
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1960s – liberal arts and “cluster” colleges, honors colleges and junior/community 
colleges – led to a growing discontent among students at other institutions.  
 

The fact that the innovations emphasizing small size and personal contact 
between instructors and students were so popular threw into dramatic relief the 
undeniable fact that a large, growing number of undergraduates were pursuing 
their studies amid what was called the ‘impersonality of the multiversity.’ The 
model that had proved to be an effective structural accommodation for increased 
college enrollment and a way to garner resources for high-priced graduate 
programs was an increasingly unsatisfactory experience for many students 
(2013, p. 306).  
 

Addressing the learning needs of increasing numbers of students thus became a 
hallmark of higher education in the late 20th century – and today.  
 
Solutions that institutions of higher education began to implement to address the 
challenges of these rising enrollments included the expansion/explosion of three things: 
(1) distance education – in this case, primarily courses and programs offered via 
Internet instruction; (2) the for-profit educational sector; and (3) engagement of 
contingent faculty. Thelin calls online education “one of the transformational 
innovations in American higher education” (p. 368) and points to the for-profit sector, 
particularly the University of Phoenix, as the “locus of innovation” in this regard. At first, 
traditional institutions dismissed such modalities as anathema to the residential 
experience but soon embraced online learning; by 2010, many, if not most, traditional 
colleges and universities offered credit for online courses and even degrees.  
 
But while online learning may be solving certain challenges, the advent of the Internet 
age – usually dated “officially” as 1993 – has been marked by anxieties associated with 
mass knowledge distribution – and perhaps more crucially, mass knowledge	  production	   
– in a digital age, according to Dr. Cathy Davidson in her Massive Open Online Course 
(MOOC) “History and Future of (Mostly) Higher Ed.” These fears include that memory 
will be damaged or unused, certain skills will be lost (e.g., handwriting), and perhaps 
most urgent for faculty members in higher education, that they will become obsolete, 
replaced entirely by new technologies. As the loci for the production of knowledge and 
“keeper” of the same in and outside of the classroom for the past century, at least, the 
faculty understandably finds itself unmoored from its primary purpose, even as a new 
purpose in guiding students through an often overwhelming maze of information 
develops. For students, possessing skills in assessing the quality of knowledge, rather 
than holding the knowledge itself, is becoming increasingly important. It is perhaps 
these two paradigm shifts that have most shaped instruction and learning at the turn of 
the 21st century.  
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HIGHER EDUCATION INSTRUCTION AND LEARNING IN THE 21ST CENTURY 
 
In “Five Ways that 21st and 20th Century Learning Will Differ,” Dr. Steven Mintz (2014) 
echoes these paradigm shifts in his list of hallmarks of a 21st century education: 
 
1. A 21st century education will be geared toward 100 percent proficiency. 
2. It will rest on the science of learning. 
3. It will be data-driven.  
4. It will be personalized. 
5. It will take advantage of technology in ways that truly enhance the learning 

experience. 
 
However, for many administrators, faculty, and staff in the academy, this means the 
need to acquire a significant amount of new knowledge and skills; as Kathleen 
Woodward,	  Director of the Simpson Center for the Humanities at the University of 
Washington, claims, “We are all non-traditional learners now.”  Professor Cathy 
Davidson puts it another way, advocating not “lifelong learning,” but lifelong 
unlearning, in which we continuously and consciously work to shed our deeply 
entrenched pedagogical habits and training, both as teachers and students. An example 
is the notion that the lecture is the best mode for instruction.  Davidson draws on the 
work of Alvin Toffler, author of Future Shock, for this advocacy, particularly the recently 
oft-quoted admonition, attributed to Toffler, that “[t]he illiterate of the 21st century will 
not be those who cannot read and write, but those who cannot learn, unlearn, and 
relearn.”   
 
Clearly these recent, significant paradigm shifts in the delivery of instruction and 
learning preclude business as usual, but unlearning is easier said than done. There is 
much at stake for academic administrators and faculty in maintaining the status quo.  
As Christensen and Eyring put it in The Innovative University, “The great-grandparents 
of today’s students would easily recognize the essential elements of modern higher 
education. Though the students are more diverse, the shape of classrooms, the style of 
instruction, and the subjects of study are all remarkably true to their century-old 
antecedents. . . . Only the costs of a higher education, one can argue, have kept pace 
with the times” (2011, p. 13).	  For those accustomed to being in control of knowledge 
(i.e., experts and/or teachers in the traditional sense), such change can be 
disconcerting. 	  
 
Seven years ago, a Norwegian video circulating around the relatively nascent social 
media painted a humorous portrait of the frustrations of negotiating innovation and 
change, in this case in the setting of the first institutions of higher education, the 
monastery. In “Medieval Helpdesk,” a monk is attempting to use the latest “system” 
recently introduced: a printed book. When he can’t even figure out how to open the 
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“beek,” to which he mistakenly refers to it, he calls in the medieval equivalent to tech 
support, who experiences his own frustrations as he repeatedly demonstrates how to 
open, turn the pages, and close the tome. It is a hilarious reminder that embracing the 
latest technologies is nothing new and likely has always stymied even those willing to 
try the “latest system.” 	  
	  
Now we are at a moment in higher education when the concern is not that scrolls will 
be replaced by books (metaphorically speaking, although some in the academy do still 
seem to envision the replacement of books entirely with digital texts), but more that the 
monk will be displaced by the MOOC, so to speak. The faculty as a whole is justifiably 
nervous about the proliferation of supposedly cost-saving MOOCs and the replacement 
of tenure-track and tenure lines with adjunct and other contingent instructors; in other 
words, faculty members are anxious about the so-called “unbundling” of the faculty role 
– the disruption of a model for higher education instruction that has maintained its 
status quo for approximately 150 years.  
 
During the symposium, several issues rose to the surface as the most compelling for 
speakers and participants, including the proliferation of new models, methods, and 
pathways for higher education. Considered equally compelling were issues of the cost 
and quality of, and access to, these new models. Regardless, first and foremost, the 
changing role of faculty within this shifting landscape seemed to take precedence 
during discussions.  
 

The Changing Role of Faculty  
Cathy Davidson argues that “[i]f we [professors] can be replaced by a computer screen, 
we should be” (2014).  Fortunately, she does not seem to believe that faculty members 
in the aggregate can be replaced. Instead, she argues that they can stay not only 
relevant but as crucial a piece of the higher education puzzle as they have ever been. 
However, she seems to recognize that relevance may require role change. Symposium 
participants advocated for faculty relevancy again and again, and the initial question 
posed by moderator Katie Mangan to speakers on the first panel was how they felt 
about the changing role of faculty in higher education today. Clearly both Sally 
Johnstone and Jim Groom share a passionate belief in the importance of faculty. 
Johnstone argued that faculty members must be at the forefront of any higher 
education model, calling them the “keepers of knowledge” in any field, saying that “we 
need to respect that.” Groom agreed and suggested that with so much changing, even 
on a basic level, it is important to assist faculty in negotiating that change, a focus of 
his work at the University of Mary Washington, a public, liberal arts institution of 
approximately 4,000 students in Virginia.  
 
Groom called instruction “the relationship between networked individuals” and 
described the way his institution has created a community of networked individuals. 
According to Groom, the University of Mary Washington has been building proprietary 
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open source systems to create a culture of technology where they are negotiating what 
it means to live in a digital space, and how they can interrogate that. Building digital 
fluency into everything they do, the university provides opportunities for faculty and 
students alike to develop digital identities, experiment with distributed knowledge 
production that models the web, and create a community of teaching and learning on 
an open web space, customized to that community. 
 
However, Johnstone repeatedly cautioned that educational models like those at Mary 
Washington are simply not sustainable for every institution because they don’t easily 
scale. As she states:  
 

Academic and non-academic staff need to figure out how they can work together 
differently so that they can support students differently. This is necessary 
because we in higher education need to accommodate the social demands – not 
just political – of greater access and success while somehow holding our costs 
down. . . . Put the faculty at the forefront . . . to design new ways to work with 
students so that we can preserve the excellence of American higher education. 
That is the challenge that I think has brought you together today.  
 

For Johnstone, adjunct faculty labor did not seem to be the solution. She did 
acknowledge that adjuncts can be effective when drawn from industry to share their 
expertise, suggesting that these contingent faculty usually prefer part-time teaching. 
According to Dr. Chris Bustamante, President of Rio Salado College, who spoke 
following the opening panel, such a model is embraced at his institution.  In the 
college’s “Upside Down Instructional Model,” 1500 adjuncts, experts in their fields in the 
community, teach alongside 22 residential faculty, who, according to Bustamante, have 
decided to stay a small group and feel considerable ownership of the curriculum. He 
supported the general consensus of the day that the leadership of faculty “to get us to 
the future” is crucial. Ultimately, however, Johnstone argued that contingent labor is 
highly ineffective when used to attempt to keep costs down; in her view, exploiting a 
highly skilled work force to preserve the traditional role of faculty is not the solution to 
the challenge of providing greater access to higher education and supporting the 
success of greater numbers of students. 
 
Groom agreed, and he pulled no punches when he called the “adjunct problem” “an 
army working for subsistence labor,” a “gaping wound” that needs to be addressed; he 
can’t reconcile the culture of subsistence wages. Johnstone suggested that we need to 
go beyond thinking of merely replicating the classroom. Subsequently, the subject of 
“unbundling” the faculty role came up. While it was agreed that deprofessionalizing 
higher education labor was undesirable, it also was suggested that we could look to the 
health professions, with their multiple layers of professional/paraprofessional labor, 
allowing each higher education professional to specialize in what he or she does best. 
Groom expressed concerns that may have been on the minds of other symposium 
attendees, namely that in unbundling the faculty role, the power of the faculty member 
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could become disaggregated as well.  He asked where tenure and academic freedom 
will fit into all of this. 
 
Such concerns, of course, are not limited to the space of the symposium but have 
echoed throughout the landscape of higher education for over a decade now. For 
example, in “Toward the Next Century of Leadership: A Future Faculty Model” in the 
AAC&U-published Peer Review magazine, Susan Albertine claims that since 1975, the 
ranks of contingent faculty have increased by 300 percent, with the percentage of 
contingent faculty in 2013 totaling 76 percent, while tenured and tenure-track faculty 
numbers have increased by 26 percent. The AAUP Faculty Salary Report for 2013 lists 
the median pay for teaching a single course as $3,200 at research institutions and as 
$2,250 at community colleges. Allbertine calls for “a new faculty model, one that is 
flexible and dynamic for our times” (p. 5). In a recent article in The Atlantic titled “The 
Ever-Shrinking Role of Tenured College Professors (in 1 Chart),” Weissman (2013) 
argues that for many faculty members, teaching in higher education is less a career and 
more a “gig.”  
 
In his Peer Review article “The Last Artisans? Traditional and Future Faculty Roles,” 
David Paris (2013) advocates for the “traditional” faculty role. He laments the potential 
loss of what Andrew Delbanco in College: What it Was, Is, and Should Be (2012) calls 
“lateral learning” – learning that occurs outside the more formal classroom 
environment. Like Jim Groom, he views unbundling as anathema to liberal arts 
institutions, where faculty still have control over course content and curricular materials, 
pedagogical methods and strategies, and assessment. “Faculty members are fairly 
autonomous artisans who craft the process of learning in their own ways without much 
specialized help” (p. 18). Paris is critical of cost- and technology-driven experimentation 
and disruption happening outside of liberal arts colleges, citing competency-based 
education in general, and Southern New Hampshire University specifically, as one 
disruptor leading to “a potential dystopian end point for the declining role of faculty 
members in undergraduate education. The faculty role is so ‘unbundled’ in this case it 
all but disappears” (p. 19). His assumption that these programs are lower in quality 
than traditional ones is explicit in his concern that, although such programs may offer 
increased access, they will contribute to inequality by reinforcing inequities in the kind 
of education available to students.  
	  
Neely and Tucker (2010), in “Unbundling Faculty Roles in Online Distance Education 
Programs,” discuss the hidden costs of disaggregating faculty roles and include the 
following diagram of typical traditional faculty versus unbundled faculty models: 
 
TRADITIONAL    UNBUNDLED 
Faculty member:    Course instructor or facilitator: 

Delivers instruction    Delivers instruction  
Develops and maintains courses 

 and curriculum    Curriculum writer and subject matter expert: 
Assesses learning outcomes    Design and maintain academic content of course 
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Aligns course materials to delivery  
method     Instructor/Grader: 
Advises students     Assess learning outcomes 
Provides university service 
Conducts research    Academic advisor:  

      Advises students and monitors progress 
 
      Instructional Designer:  

Aligns technology and course materials with 
overall curriculum design 

 
The authors, like Johnstone, argue that the benefit of unbundling is that faculty can 
focus on those processes for which they have the most expertise. Their conclusions are 
mixed, however:  
 

[a]t first glance, the data seem to indicate that the costs per course of the 
unbundled faculty role are lower than the cost per course of hiring traditional 
faculty. However, this study suggests that it is difficult to identify and assign 
costs for instructional activities in higher education, particularly when comparing 
the traditional faculty model with the unbundled faculty model.  
 

Still, concerted efforts by institutions like Western Governors University (which provides 
extensive annual onsite professional development for its instructors) and Southern New 
Hampshire University’s recent efforts to design a new template for online instructors 
(see Kolowich, 2014b), including a relatively respectable salary with benefits, are 
promising. Even education innovation advocate Clayton Christensen, who at the 
"Innovation+ Disruption" Symposium on May 5 at Colgate University argued that used 
correctly, technology can deliver education, create social networks, and measure 
student engagement more effectively than live teaching, qualified his bold 
pronouncements. The one thing that cannot be so easily "disrupted," he admitted, is 
the ability of a professor to influence a student’s life. 
	  

Opportunities: New Education Models, Methods, and Pathways 
	  
Even in the midst of so much innovation and “disruption,” instruction in higher 
education often still replicates the lecture model of nineteenth century education, even 
online (i.e., “doc in the box” or “sage on the screen” instead of “sage on the stage”). As 
the Lumina Foundation argues in their 2014 annual report A Stronger Nation through 
Higher Education, for true change to occur, the current progress in closing attainment 
gaps must be accelerated; however, “reaching much higher levels of attainment will 
require significant changes to higher education systems. . . . Until now, quality . . . has 
been measured by inputs such as selectivity and cost per student (with higher costs 
indicating higher quality). These definitions, perhaps always dubious, are now obsolete. 
They are being replaced by a more student-centered approach, a focus on the true 
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outcomes of higher education” (p. 3). The Lumina Foundation report lists three basic 
requirements for a redesign of higher education to become more student centered: 

• Base post-secondary credentials, including degrees, on learning.  
• Create smarter pathways for all students  
• Make higher education accessible and affordable to all who need it. 

A variety of alternative models, methods, and pathways to support these were 
highlighted by both speakers and participants at the symposium, with perhaps 
competency-based education (CBE) at the forefront.  
 
Competency-based education seems to have taken the place of MOOCs as the “hot” 
innovation of the moment, but in reality it has been around for decades. EDUCAUSE 
Learning Initiative’s “7 Things You Should Know About Competency-Based Education” 
includes this description:  
 

Competency-based education (CBE) awards academic credit based on mastery of 
clearly defined competencies. CBE stands in contrast to education in which 
learning is structured around seat time and the credit hour. With CBE, learners 
take as much or as little time as they need to understand the material. 
Competency-based programs can recognize prior learning and learning outside 
the scope of a course, regardless of where, when, or how that learning took 
place. CBE shifts the focus from grades to learning, emphasizing frequent, 
meaningful feedback that empowers students to take more responsibility for 
learning than in conventional models. CBE is not new, but various challenges 
facing higher education, combined with new models and technologies, have 
brought a new focus on CBE and the implications it might have for student 
learning, business and pedagogical models, the role of faculty, and other aspects 
of higher education. 

 
The proliferation of CBE programs, however, has sparked debate regarding their 
efficacy as well as their very definition. For example, how does competency differ from 
mastery or proficiency? Critics often cite a perceived loss of lateral learning as 
mentioned above, and accreditors have been slow to approve CB programs, particularly 
those that rely on direct assessment – i.e., evidence-based evaluation of student 
competencies as opposed to indirect measures like seat time. At the symposium, a 
participant expressed another concern regarding the loss of community in online, 
competency-based learning environments, although Johnstone pointed out that 
community can be fostered through the creation of cohort groups.  The participant’s 
concern illustrates the ongoing debate over lateral learning in discussions of the efficacy 
of CBE. 
 
Proponents of CBE, pointing to increased research and data, see them as an effective 
means to address the needs of a growing body of “non-traditional” learners. And less 
than one month before the symposium, a report released by the National Council on 
Teacher Quality and published with U.S. News & World Report gave top rankings to 
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Western Governors University’s competency-based teacher-education programs. 
Indeed, Sally Johnstone shared with symposium participants her co-written, with Louis 
Soares, article on five design principles for effective CBE, published in Change magazine 
(2014), which include:  

• The degree reflects robust and valid competencies. 
• Students are able to learn at a variable pace and are supported in their learning. 
• Effective learning resources are available anytime and are reusable. 
• The process for mapping competencies to courses, learning outcomes, and 

assessments 
• is explicit. 
• Assessments are secure and reliable.  

According to Johnstone, who in 1997 helped create WGU, the focus during their 
development of the institution was to keep quality at the forefront while educating large 
numbers of students for a reasonable cost.  
 
During the symposium, President Bustamante suggested that a key development for the 
future of higher education is what he called “Next Gen Learning Models,” like 
competency-based education, particularly for improving remedial/developmental 
education. Dr. Steve Mintz, in the closing panel, offered this stirring declaration: 
 

Here is what I am staking my career on: I am convinced that to drive the needle, 
exponentially, on student success, it is not enough to improve the teaching in 
individual classes. That instead we have to think more programmatically and 
systematically, and for a subsection of our student population, I am convinced 
that the answer lies in the following: competency-based, personalized, adaptive, 
industry-aligned degree programs, with powerful learning analytics to guide 
faculty and to guide our interventions, and a heavy emphasis on activity-driven, 
challenge-driven, problem-solving teaching. 
 

While he admitted that competency-based programs are not for everyone, he lauded 
them as a pathway to a degree for adult-learners, “the fastest growing segment of our 
population.” Indeed, one workgroup specifically mentioned CBE as a means to serving, 
in particular, veteran student populations.  
 
Speakers and participants alike seemed to agree that faculty involvement in the 
development process of competency-based programs is crucial.  This perspective is 
supported in Johnstone and Nodine’s 2014 article “Hard Work, High Demand” in Inside 
Higher Ed, in which the authors describe WGU’s partnership with 11 community 
colleges to create new competency-based programs. Johnstone and Nodine interviewed 
faculty, chairs, deans, and vice presidents at the institutions; at all 11, college faculty 
were responsible for course development and saw competency-based instruction and 
learning as yet another means to support student success: “The faculty we interviewed 
described CBE not as a panacea or big risk – but rather as another way to provide 
students with high-quality programs that meet their needs.” 
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The “M-word” did rear its head during the day, although not with the frequency it likely 
would have were this event held last year. Articles in 2013 touting “The Year of the 
MOOC” and “MOOC Madness” have given way in 2014 to headlines like “Doubts About 
MOOCs Continue to Rise,” to “MOOCs May Not Be So Disruptive After All,” to even “A 
Catholic Case Against MOOCs.” On the opening panel of the symposium, Jim Groom 
pointed out that Massive Open Online Courses “went from 0 to 100 in about 30 
seconds. . . . It was a quick fix.” In a January 2014 article on Ted.com, MOOC founder 
George Siemens opined on the rapid ascent and apparent descent of this innovation: 

 
Higher education leaders, accustomed to a small audience of academic peers, 
were attracting large audiences outside of the university. If education is grunge, 
MOOCs became our Nirvana.  
 
As 2013 drew to a conclusion, the 18-month intoxicating hype machine produced 
the inevitable headache. The open vistas of a bright future where MOOC 
providers moved from success to success were replaced with a fatigued 
resignation that MOOCs were appearing to take their place in a lineage of many, 
many failed predictions of educational transformation. Move aside radio 
instruction and VCR teaching. Make room for MOOCs. 

  
So what happened?” 
 

He concluded that the initial hype was filled with misunderstanding about the form and 
that MOOCs are here to stay. Other proponents and users suggest that MOOCs have 
yet to find their true purpose. Recent promising possibilities include their use for 
remedial or developmental education; the primary value of MOOCs may become the 
data we can cull from them. However, it is interesting to note that none of the 
symposium workgroups referenced MOOCs as an existing or promising instructional 
practice to fulfill one of the four identified purposes of higher education. Some did 
reference the flipped classroom, and discussions of it and its various manifestations, 
such as hybrid and blended instruction and learning, threaded throughout the day.  
 
Each year, the New Media Consortium (NMC) convenes an international body of experts 
to identify key trends and challenges related to higher education. The current volume of 
the NMC Horizon Report examines emerging technologies for their potential impact on 
teaching, learning, and creative inquiry. The flipped classroom is one of six identified 
important developments for educational technology:  
 

The flipped classrooms refers to a model of learning that rearranges how time is 
spent both in and out of class to shift the ownership of learning from the 
educators to the students. . . . [V]aluable class time is devoted to more active, 
project-based learning where students work together to solve local or global 
challenges – or other real-world applications – to gain a deeper understanding of 
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the subject. . . . Teachers can devote more time to interacting with each 
individual (p. 36).  
 

Christensen and Eyring (2011) in The Innovative University argue that soon all face-to-
face courses, even the best, will be hybrid, if not “flipped,” because the combination 
allows the various learning activities to be conducted via the most effective medium. 
They argue that this modality can be even more “student-centric” than face-to-face (p. 
280) and that “learning occurs best when it involves a blend of online and face-to-face 
learning, with the latter providing essential intangibles best obtained on a traditional 
college campus” (p. xi). And, should an institution be interested, hybrid instruction and 
learning can serve as the middle ground in a transition, as one symposium participant 
put it, from “bricks and mortar to bricks and clicks to clicks.” However, proponents of 
fully online learning like it for its flexibility and accessibility; i.e., requiring a campus-
based component may exclude those students who can’t easily access the physical 
institution.  
 
On the closing panel of the symposium, Ceilidh Charleson-Jennings highlighted the 
effective use of a combination of technology in the classroom, at students’ homes, and 
in their hands. Likewise, Christina Grimsley argued that best practices in instruction and 
learning today should include flipped classrooms. A key for them is not to use 
technology just to use it, but to ask what pedagogical problem it solves, and to avoid 
using time to teach the technology that should be used to develop higher order skills. 
Two different workgroups, one focused on practices to support generating disruptive 
ideas and another discussing practices that support democracy, leadership, and global 
awareness, discussed flipped/blended/hybrid learning. The former group offered the 
provocative suggestion of using an online chat room for in-class group discussions to 
aid the social learner and utilize the peer as teacher. However, they cautioned that 
challenges to this instructional strategy could include lack of faculty and student buy-in 
and limited face-to-face discussion, and that faculty would need to learn to develop 
productive scaffolds to support the efficacy of peer instruction.  The latter workgroup 
recommended using flipped methods to encourage more student participation within 
the physical classroom environment.  
 
Flipped/hybrid/blended and fully online learning all require highly effective, often 
collaborative development, curation, and use of resources and materials when the 
information is not conveyed orally by the instructor, as in the traditional lecture format.  
Therefore, the subject of open educational resources (OER) naturally arose during the 
day (not to mention because of the perceived potential of OER to decrease the costs of 
instructional materials). According to the EDUCAUSE Learning Initiative, “Open 
educational resources (OER) are any resources available at little or no cost that can be 
used for teaching, learning, or research. The term can include textbooks, course 
readings, and other learning content; simulations, games, and other learning 
applications; syllabi, quizzes, and assessment tools; and virtually any other material that 
can be used for educational purposes” (2010, p. 1). However, this term has come to 
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refer primarily to digital resources. As mentioned above, Sally Johnstone implicitly 
referenced such resources in her design principles for competency-based education: 
“effective learning resources are available anytime and are reusable”; such resources 
may include those developed locally, licensed from commercial vendors, and/or adapted 
from OER (Johnstone & Soares, 2014). One participant asked Chris Bustamante what 
learning materials Rio Salado uses in their online courses, and he responded that 
faculty there have led efforts to compile their own materials from various open sources, 
but that they still have partnerships with “traditional” publishers (and have a physical 
bookstore with contracts with those publishers).   
 
During the final session, Marshall Schott asked panelists to discuss the impact of OER 
on instructional delivery. Mark Milliron faced head on the primary challenge of 
maintaining quality; the solution to this challenge, he suggested, requires curation 
networks  to “build, buy, share.”  He pointed out that while the “playlist was the 
syllabus,” due in part to OER we have more flexible tools now and suggested that “we 
need to get over the either/or mindset. We can have both open content and really high 
quality content from publishers.” Steven Mintz emphasized the benefits of OER as well, 
suggesting that now we can more easily personalize learning materials according to 
students’ interest and needs. Panelists mentioned OpenStax at Rice University as one 
Texas-based provider. Panelists also referenced the OpenCourseWare project at 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), which began in 2002, as one of the 
longest-running and highest-profile OER initiatives. At their best, OER mirror Web. 2.0 
applications -- a term for the second generation of the World Wide Web with a focus on 
collaborative creation and sharing of user-generated content, as well as social 
networking -- in that they promote inclusion, accessibility, and collaboration. At their 
worst, some OER fail to measure up to quality standards and elide the local needs of 
specific communities, such as those with disabilities. More data are needed to assess 
the potential pros and cons of open educational resources.  
 
Fortunately (or not, depending on your perspective), data – and its attendant cousin, 
data analytics, the science of analyzing sets of information – are the current 
watchwords of education innovation. The Department of Education’s 2012 report 
Enhancing Teaching and Learning through Educational Data Mining and Learning 
Analytics has both documented and fueled this fire. The New Media Consortium 2014 
higher education report lists the rise of data-driven learning and assessment as one of 
its six key trends accelerating technology adoption in higher education, enhancing both 
personalization of the online learning experience and performance measurement. The 
report states that “[a]s learners participate in online activities, they leave an 
increasingly clear trail of analytics data that can be mined for insights” (p. 12). And as 
mentioned above, the primary value of MOOCs may become the data we can cull from 
them. 
 
Christensen and Eyring (2011) in The Innovative University point to our current 
educational era as “Online learning 3.0: individualized, data driven, and social” (p. 212). 
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This current iteration of digital technologies in education was the subject of Norma 
Ming’s keynote address, as well as the working paper titled “Standardization and 
personalization in education: What should stay constant, and what should vary?” that 
she shared with symposium attendees. In the paper, Ming conducts a cost-benefit 
analysis of personalized learning and assessment, concluding that  
 

[t]he broader opportunity cost to society of offering “one-size-fits-all” instruction 
is the undeveloped potential of its citizenry. Given a workforce that is poorly 
prepared for real-world needs, employers are duplicating efforts by creating in-
house training to fill the gaps unmet by schooling. Rather than a large pool of 
relatively undifferentiated general-education graduates, our society needs a wide 
range of knowledge and skills to fill multiple interdependent roles. Innovation 
and creativity depend on diversity in ideas; uniform curricula and mass-scale 
delivery of the same educational content to many thousands of learners dampen 
ingenuity” (p. 15).  
 

In her keynote address, Ming focused on what she called the “Value Triangle”: what 
should students learn? How should we facilitate that learning? How should we assess 
that learning?  
 
In order to truly improve instruction and learning, Ming argued, we need to collect 
“everything”; often, data in learning sciences are drawn from a narrow sample. 
Furthermore, she argued, we need to be aware that not all students are online and thus 
we might not have their data. She also advised attendees to not only collect data on 
students and their learning but on instructional practices as well. She emphasized the 
need to personalize learning for both equity and economy. Personalized learning, 
according to Ming, is moving beyond machine intelligence (adaptive) to human 
(personalized); the latter offers students choices in their activities, including methods 
for engaging with peers and mentors. She cautioned attendees, however, to avoid 
individualizing too much; since people learn from other people, it is important to build 
cohorts and facilitate communication.  
 
Other speakers emphasized the importance of data collection, predictive analytics, and 
learning analytics. According to “Clarifying Competency Based Education Terms” 
(Everhart et al., 2014), published jointly by the American Council on Education and 
Blackboard, predicative analytics “is the use of technology in systematically identifying, 
collecting, analyzing and using data to identify and predict the outcomes for targeted 
student populations, particularly those who are at risk” (p. 16). Learning analytics has 
come to serve as a broader umbrella term for the collection of student data for a variety 
of purposes. Bustamante pointed out that Rio Salado College utilizes a proprietary 
learning management system with predictive analytic capabilities. Mintz called learning 
analytics one solution to more pragmatically affect change in higher education 
instruction and learning, because a “38 percent degree completion rate isn’t good 
enough!” Milliron agreed that we are in an age of the rise of student success sciences, 
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but he pointed out that we have been swimming in “autopsy data” – collecting but not 
using. We need to move from accountability analytics to action analytics, according to 
Milliron, moving data to the front lines by getting it in the hands of faculty and even 
students. One attendee, during the question and answer portion of the closing panel, 
suggested that developmental education was one area with a compelling need for such 
action and asked panelists what strategies they employ for students in need of 
remediation. Mintz urged participants to diagnose early and then imbed remediation 
into the student’s trajectory.  
 
Schott described the efforts of Lone Star College to let students combine remedial with 
subject matter/workforce courses right away, in order to avoid demoralizing students 
who make the decision to attend college and then are marginalized into all remedial 
courses. They use the product ALEKS, which delivers fairly early and immediate 
assessment for developmental education. In a recent article in the Chronicle of Higher 
Education, Kolowich (2014a) discusses the use of another platform, LectureTools, to 
gather data  during face-to-face lecture, marrying the latest technology with one of the 
oldest, but still widely used, modalities for instruction and learning. However, exactly 
how much learning is happening during lectures has become increasingly questioned, 
and tools like LectureTools are designed to help answer this question.  
 
 

 
RISING TO THE CHALLENGES OF HIGHER EDUCATION  
INSTRUCTION AND LEARNING IN THE 21ST CENTURY 

 
While Kolowich (2014a) touts some of the benefits of such technologies, he does not 
shy away from mentioning some of the challenges:  
 

If data-driven teaching is the future of higher education, traditional universities 
are at a disadvantage. 

  
In virtual classrooms, the subtlest gestures are preserved in digital amber. 
Colleges that are largely online, like the University of Phoenix and Southern New 
Hampshire University’s College of Online and Continuing Education, sit atop vast 
deposits of data describing students’ interactions with instructors, peers, 
readings, and quizzes. 
 

For traditional institutions, building the infrastructure needed to become more data-
driven is easier said than done, requiring significant resources, both human and 
financial. Furthermore, the rewards for implementing such technologies in their 
instruction can be few and far between for faculty who are balancing the demands of 
teaching with research and publishing. Indeed, one challenge mentioned several times 
during the symposium, including in the workgroups, was “initiative fatigue,” as well as 
faculty buy-in. Participants expressed frustration with what is sometimes perceived as 
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an unending stream of new ideas supported by the latest technology, only to be 
abandoned for the next big thing, a concern voiced by Ceilidh Charleson-Jennings as 
the “fear of obsolescence.” She pointed out as well that it can be difficult to get 
everyone to agree on what the plan should be for implementation of new technologies, 
and what the best route is to get there.  
 
Contributing to this challenge can be the impetus to use technology for technology’s 
sake, instead of using it for pedagogy’s sake. In Higher Education in the Digital Age, 
William Bowen (2013) cautions:  “In our desire to experiment and to try new things, it 
is important to recognize that the pedagogy best suited to teaching in one field may not 
be the same pedagogy that is appropriate in a different field. A one-size-fits-all attitude 
is dangerous because it will lead both to bad teaching methods and to confusion about 
what is possible” (p. 157). In the final panel of the symposium, Steven Mintz 
empathized with those who experience this confusion and initiative fatigue. However, 
given the existing completion rates in Texas, he also cautioned participants that “we 
aren’t there yet.”  
 
The shift from access to completion as the primary strategic challenge for higher 
education institutions today and in the near future colored several of the day’s 
conversations. Bustamante began his discussion of the state of higher education today 
by mentioning the increasingly ubiquitous completion goals. Likewise, as mentioned 
above, Mintz referenced the current overall completion rate in Texas as a sign that “we 
are not there yet” – that significant programmatic change must be implemented. In our 
current era of accountability, this challenge likely will require creative solutions for some 
time to come, even as the focus on completion shifts to a focus on success post-degree 
or credential.  
 
Clearly, symposium participants are unwilling to sacrifice quality on the pathway to 
increased degree and certificate completion. Because currently that pathway often 
involves the use of digital technologies, the quality of instruction and learning in online 
environments increasingly is being interrogated.  Maintaining quality in online education 
is the focus of an entire book edited by Quality Matters director of research Kay 
Shattuck. In Assuring Quality in Online Education (2014), Shattuck astutely points out 
that 
 

[t]raditionally, quality in U.S. education has been determined by the perceived 
status of the institution and perceived faculty expertise . . . and by reliance on a 
system of peer review to provide certification of meeting specific standards of 
quality. But times are changing. . . . The opening of educational opportunities 
and resulting growth in online education, along with the swift emergence of for-
profit educational enterprises, put online education squarely in the middle of the 
‘quality’ discussion (p. xv).  
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In the book, Shattuck and other authors advocate for a framework, based on a systems 
perspective, that emphasizes the needs of stakeholders. For example, Anya Kamenetz 
(2014) in “Chasing The Elusive ‘Quality’ In Online Education” cautions that “’Quality’ in 
online education is about more than enhancing content delivery or adding multimedia 
bells and whistles. The technology makes it possible to measure student outcomes in 
unprecedented detail. This is affecting the way we think about quality in all of 
education.”   During the final symposium panel, Grimsley likewise emphasized that a 
key to quality is not to use technology just to use it, but to use it in order to solve a 
pedagogical problem.	   
 
As quoted in Christensen and Eyring (2011), Michael Bassis, President of liberal arts-
based Westminster College, argues that  
 

[i]n some fields, and for some students, high-tech/high-touch may not be the 
most effective instructional design. But it is a model that may help many brick-
and-mortar institutions increase both their quality and affordability. If they don’t 
integrate online or other alternative forms of learning into their programs, more 
than a few are likely to fail” (p. 68).  
 

Clearly this imperative informed the creators of Western Governors University, one of 
whom was Johnstone. At the symposium, she described the efforts of WGU’s founders 
to develop a different model for educating higher numbers of students while 
maintaining quality through “proof of concept.” Throughout this process, WGU kept 
quality at the forefront while working to find ways to educate large numbers of students 
for a reasonable cost. 
	  
In spite of anxieties regarding challenges related to initiative fatigue, completion rates, 
and maintaining quality, symposium participants expressed considerable optimism 
about the future of higher education instruction and learning. Early on, Jim Groom 
announced that in spite of all the “apocalyptic narratives” and talk of disruption in 
higher education, “things are not falling apart.” During the opening panel Q&A, one 
participant urged the room to eschew “deficit thinking” for “abundant thinking.” 
Bustamante argued that even in the face of doom-and-gloom stories of institutions 
shuttering doors and fighting for survival, current innovations are helping educators 
balance all three side of the “iron triangle” of cost, quality, and access/completion. 
On the final panel, Schott also noted that it is a challenging time in higher education but 
agreed with Jim Groom that there was no need to be apocalyptic, repeating a phrase 
mentioned several times throughout the day: “No good crisis should go unwasted.”  On 
that panel, Dr. Milliron emphatically stated that he believes in the following three 
things:  
 
1.  We as a country and as a state can do big innovative, powerful things in education. 
2.  We can do it thoughtfully.  
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3.  We can do it with a courage that is inclusive of the people who are a part of the 
process. 
 
Workgroup members seemed to anticipate this triumvirate of beliefs. They reported and 
described numerous innovative instructional practices to ensure the academic success 
of current and future students, from prior learning assessment and competency-based 
programs for veterans, to team teaching between institutions and between institutions 
and industry, to a variety of experiential/applied learning programs, among many 
others.  
 
What seems imperative is that we in higher education work more to drive innovation to 
find solutions to our challenges, instead of primarily adapting external innovations to 
meet our unique needs to support student success. As Arthur Levine (2014), in a piece 
in Forbes magazine titled	  “Why Higher Education Cannot Resist Disruptive Change,” put 
it: “In the digital age, higher education, willingly or unwillingly, will undergo disruptive 
change. Existing institutions can lead the change or become its victim. If higher 
education resists, new digital institutions will be established to meet the needs of the 
time.” As final panelist Ceilidh Charleson-Jennings (a licensed pilot) urged participants, 
“We are in an era when we can be intensely creative. Don’t let the airplane fly you!”  
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Appendix	  B:	  Symposium	  Agenda	  
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8:30-8:45   Welcome & Introduction  
   Dr. Judith A. Sebesta, Higher Education Policy Institute    
 
8:45-10:00 Opening Panel: The Changing Role of Faculty     

Dr. Sally Johnstone, Vice President for Academic Advancement, 
Western Governors University  
Jim Groom, Director, Teaching and Learning Technologies, 
University of Mary Washington 
Moderator: Katie Mangan, Senior Reporter, The Chronicle of  
Higher Education 
   

10:00-10:15  Coffee Break    
      
10:15-11:15  Keynote Address #1 
  Dr. Chris Bustamante, President, Rio Salado College  
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Dr. Norma Ming, Co-Founder & Director of Learning Design, 
Socos 
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   Best Practices in Instruction and Learning   
 
1:10-2:00   Workgroups (Salons A, B, & C) 
   
2:00-2:45  Workgroup Report Out  
 
2:45-3:00  Coffee Break   
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3:00-3:45    Symposium Response Panel:  

Higher Education Instruction and Learning in Texas  
   
Respondents:  
Dr. Steven Mintz, Executive Director, Institute for 
Transformational Learning, The University of Texas System  
Dr. Mark Milliron, Co-Founder & Chief Learning Officer,  
Civitas Learning 
Ceilidh Charleson-Jennings, Professor of Communication                  
Studies, Collin College 
Dr. Christina Grimsley, Recent Alumna, Texas Woman’s 
University  
Moderator: Dr. Marshall Schott,	  Associate Vice Chancellor for 
Academic Affairs, Lone Star College System  
 

3:45-4:00   Symposium Wrap Up 
          Dr. Van Davis, Director of Innovations in Higher Education, 
 Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board    
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Appendix	  C:	  Featured	  Speakers	  	  
	  

Dr. Sally Johnstone 
Vice President for Academic Advancement, Western Governors University	  

 
Sally M. Johnstone is vice president for academic advancement at 
the Western Governors University, an on-line competency-based 
education (CBE) institution. She is currently working with a dozen 
colleges across the U.S., assisting them in developing their own CBE 
programs. Prior to joining WGU, she was the provost and vice 
president for academic affairs at a comprehensive, public university 
in Minnesota. She also spent almost two decades as the executive 
director of the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education 
(WICHE) Cooperative for Educational Technologies (WCET). Dr. 
Johnstone continues to work on issues of higher education policy, 

quality assurance, competency-based education, and open and distance learning. She 
serves on the U.S. National Commission for the United Nations’ Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO), as well as the editorial boards for Change magazine and 
the Journal of Open Learning (UK). She has written dozens of articles, books, and reports 
on issues of integrating information and communication technology into academics. 
Johnstone earned her Ph.D. in experimental psychology from the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill.  
 

Jim Groom 
Director, Teaching and Learning Technologies, University of Mary Washington 

 

 
Jim Groom serves as the director of the Division of Teaching and 
Learning Technologies and adjunct professor at the University of 
Mary Washington (UMW) in Fredericksburg, Virginia. He has 
worked for over 15 years in education, with a consistent focus on 
the development of teaching and learning in higher education. In 
addition to his extensive experience teaching at the college level, 
for the past eight years he has worked primarily in the field of 
instructional technology. Projects to which he has contributed at 

the University of Mary Washington include starting the web-based educational publishing 
platform “ELS Blogs” for the English Linguistics and Speech department at UMW in 2006; 
this pilot project led to the development of UMW Blogs in 2007, which has since become 
an enterprise-level academic publishing platform. In 2008, a series of posts Groom wrote 
on his personal blog led to an influential movement known as EDUPUNK.  
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In 2010, Groom re-imagined the Computer Science 106 course on Digital Storytelling at 
UMW as an open, online community referred to as ds106—an experiment in teaching and 
learning on the web that is still going strong and has been celebrated internationally as a 
compelling community-based approach to online learning. Additionally, he has been part 
of an initiative at the University of Mary Washington called “A Domain of One’s Own” that, 
starting in Fall 2013, gave all incoming freshmen their own domain and web hosting 
account.  
 
Groom writes regularly about his work as an instructional technologist—in addition to 
several other interests such as film, literature, and media of all kinds—at 
http://jimgroom.net/about/. 
 
 

Dr. Chris Bustamante 
President, Rio Salado College 

 

 
Chris Bustamante serves as President of Rio Salado College, 
the largest in headcount of the 10 Maricopa Community Colleges 
located in metropolitan Phoenix, and the largest public online 
community college in the nation. Rio Salado serves 
approximately 70,000 students annually, including more than 
43,000 online students.  
 
Dr. Bustamante was appointed to his position in June 2010 after 
serving as the college’s Interim President, Vice President of 
Community Development and Student Services, and Dean of 

Academic Affairs. Previously, he served in senior-level government affairs positions for 
the Maricopa Community College District.  
 
Dr. Bustamante is well-known as an advocate for increasing access to higher education. 
He has forged transformational partnerships with business, government, and other 
educational providers while working for Rio Salado College. In addition, he currently 
serves as an adjunct professor for Northern Arizona University in the Master’s of 
Educational Leadership Program. Before joining the Maricopa Community College 
District, Dr. Bustamante served as the Assistant to the Superintendent for Community 
and Government Relations for the Phoenix Union High School District, and as a 
legislative aide in the Arizona House of Representatives. 
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Dr. Norma Ming 
Co-Founder & Director of Learning Design, Socos 

 
Norma Ming is a learning scientist and educational technology 
thought leader who works at the intersection of research and 
development, policy, and practice. She is a co-founder and Director 
of Learning Design at Socos, which applies cognitive modeling to 
create adaptive, personalized educational technology. Dr. Ming 
merges a pragmatic understanding of the teaching enterprise with a 
long-term, systemic vision of how research can illuminate and policy 

can facilitate better learning. Her experience in teaching, professional development, 
assessment design, and curriculum evaluation crosses multiple disciplines and spans 
elementary through postgraduate students, teachers, administrators, and faculty 
trainers. 
 
Dr. Ming’s research projects have explored relationships among predictors, processes, 
and outcomes across a range of student populations and instructional models, from 
case studies to massive scale, individual or collaborative, with and without technology. 
Her policy advocacy highlights issues of equity in creating flexible paths and innovative 
resources to enable all learners to meet high expectations. 
 
Previously, Dr. Ming worked as Senior Research Scientist at the Nexus Research and 
Policy Center and taught as a lecturer in Education in Math, Science, and Technology at 
the University of California, Berkeley’s Graduate School of Education, where she is now 
a visiting scholar. She earned an A.B. with honors in chemistry at Harvard University 
and a Ph.D. in cognitive psychology in the Program for Interdisciplinary Educational 
Research at Carnegie Mellon University. 
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Moderators	  

Katie Mangan  
Senior Reporter, The Chronicle of Higher Education  
	  
 

Katie Mangan, a senior reporter based in Austin, Texas, joined 
The Chronicle of Higher Education 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. She 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 of the Chronicle. 
  
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.  
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Dr. Marshall Schott  
Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, Lone Star College System	  
 
 
 

Marshall Schott currently serves as the Associate Vice Chancellor for 
Academic Affairs at Lone Star College System in Houston, Texas.  The 
Office of Academic Affairs administers a broad range of operations 
related to the support of the instructional mission of the college 
system.  Schott assists in overseeing operations, programs, and 
initiatives in support of the completion and success of current and 
future students through academic planning, curriculum development, 
institutional compliance, international programs, online learning, and 
high school and university partnerships.  In his over 20 years in higher 
education administration, Schott has served on numerous boards at 

the local, state, and national levels and has been recognized for developing innovative 
programs to serve students.  He also serves as the Chair of the Greater Houston 
Partnership’s STEM Education Committee.  Schott earned a Ph.D. in History from 
Louisiana State University. 
	  
	   	  



	  
	  

37	  

	  

Respondents  
Dr. Steven Mintz 
Executive Director, Institute for Transformational Learning, The University of Texas 
System  
	  
 

 
Steven Mintz, a pioneer in the application of new technologies 
to history teaching and research, is an award-winning author and 
teacher. A specialist in the history of families and children, he is 
the author and editor of 13 books, including Huck's Raft: A 
History of American Childhood, which received awards from the 
Association of American Publishers, the Organization of American 
Historians, and the Texas Institute of Letters. His Digital History 

website, which is used by 150,000 users a week, has been named one of the Top 5 
websites in U.S. history and is included on the National Endowment for the Humanities 
EdSitement list of exemplary online resources in the humanities. 
 
A former fellow at the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences at Stanford 
University and past president of H-Net: Humanities and Social Sciences Online, Dr. 
Mintz has taught at Columbia University, where he also directed the Graduate School of 
Arts & Sciences Teaching Center; the University of Houston, where he was the John 
and Rebecca Moores Professor of History; and at Harvard University's Extension, 
Oberlin College, Pepperdine University, and Universitat-GH-Siegen in Germany.  
 
A widely recognized authority on childhood and adolescence, Dr. Mintz is past president 
of the Society for the History of Children and Youth and the former chair of the Council 
on Contemporary Families.  He is frequently quoted on family-related issues in the New 
York Times, USA Today, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Post. 
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Dr. Mark Milliron  
Co-Founder & Chief Learning Officer, Civitas Learning 

	  

Mark Milliron is the Chief Learning Officer and Co-Founder of the 
student success and analytics innovator Civitas Learning. In previous 
roles, Dr. Milliron has served as the founding chancellor of Western 
Governors University-Texas; the Deputy Director for Postsecondary 
Improvement with the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation; Endowed 
Fellow and Director of the National Institute of Staff and 
Organizational Development in the College of Education at The 
University of Texas at Austin; Vice President for Education and 
Medical Practice with SAS Institute; and President and Chief 

Executive Officer of the League for Innovation in the Community College. 

Dr. Milliron serves on numerous corporate, nonprofit, and education boards and 
advisory groups, including the Global Online Academy, the Journal of Teaching and 
Learning with Technology, and the Institute for the Study of Knowledge Management in 
Education (ISKME), the parent organization of the Big Ideas Fest. 

In 1999, The University of Texas at Austin’s College of Education named Milliron a 
Distinguished Graduate for his service to the education field. In 2007, the American 
Association of Community Colleges (AACC) presented him with its National Leadership 
Award; in 2011, the National University Technology Network (NUTN) named Milliron the 
recipient of the Distinguished Service Award; and, in 2013, he was inducted into the 
United States Distance Learning Association’s (USDLA) Hall of Fame. 

	  

Ceilidh Charleson-Jennings  
Professor of Communication  Studies, Collin College 
 

Ceilidh Charleson-Jennings has taught at Collin College since 1989 
(full time since 1994) and is the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching 2013 Texas Professor of the Year. She also 
has taught at Texas Christian University, Richland College, University 
of North Texas, and Tarrant County Community College. She has 
worked extensively in radio and television. She is the New York Times 
bestselling author of Scent of the Missing: Love and Partnership with 
a Search and Rescue Dog (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2010) and The 
Possibility Dogs (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2013).  In addition to  

teaching, Charleson-Jennings directs a nonprofit that trains service dogs for the 
disabled and serves as a pilot and canine handler for a national search-and-rescue 
(SAR) team. 
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Dr. Christina Grimsley  
Recent Alumna, Texas Woman’s University 

 
Christina Grimsley is a recent graduate of Texas Woman’s 
University, where she completed her Ph.D. in Rhetoric. She holds a 
Master of Arts in Rhetoric, Language, and Composition from Kansas 
State University and a Bachelor of Arts in English Education from 
Southeastern Oklahoma State University. 
 
Her dissertation investigated the ways in which an increasingly 
popular use of a specific technology—video podcasts—impacts 
students in a flipped entry-level writing classroom. These findings are 

currently being considered for publication in the book Implementation and Critical 
Assessment of the Flipped Classroom Experience to be published by IGI Global at the 
end of 2014. Her other research interests include first-year composition, new media 
studies, and pedagogy. 
 
In addition to teaching courses in composition, technical writing, and basic reading, Dr. 
Grimsley works in the corporate arena as an instructional designer, trainer, and 
technical writer. Most recently, she has managed the training department for the 
nation’s second-largest residential security provider, Monitronics, which is located in 
Dallas, Texas.  
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Appendix	  D:	  Workgroup	  Report	  Out	  	  

Overview: This session asked participants to connect the purposes of higher 
education explored during the first symposium with practice, both existing and 
potential, and to share and discuss ideas regarding those practices with each other for 
concrete takeaways.  
 
Symposium participants were divided into eight groups, with each group assigned one 
of four purposes of higher education. Group members were instructed to identify and 
describe one existing or “traditional” practice at their own institutions, or about which 
they had read or were familiar, that supports and fulfills that purpose. Then, 
participants were asked to identify and describe one potential or “innovative”  
instructional approach (again, at each participant’s own institution, about which he or 
she had read, that could be adapted from another industry, etc.) to supporting that 
purpose.  For each, the groups were asked to determine any limits and challenges to 
implementation.  

 
Each group selected one or two practices discussed to report out to all the symposium 
participants; unedited (including formatting), verbatim notes from the responses that 
group members recorded and reported out at the end of the session are below.  
 
Workgroup #1  
Deliver Workforce Training/Increase Income Potential 
 
1. Approach: Focus on Educating Veterans  
Traditional: 16-weeks semesters, place bound, PLA, Coursework 
New: Online, Self-paced, CBE  
 
Challenges: Accreditation, but SACS is slowly getting on board; scale of innovations; conversion 
of certs to competency-based learning,; financial aid hurdles (helps to be course-based) (see 
http://chronicle.com/article/Education-Dept-Will-Test-
Use/147865/?cid=at&utm_source=at&utm_medium=en)  
 
2. Approach: Accelerated degrees to meet demands of industries like military and 
petrochemical  
 
Challenges: Perfect storm of finding qualified faculty, appropriate/enough facilities/labs/ 
equipment/simulations. Impact of new technology on necessary job skills – HS diploma isn’t 
enough now. Changing the culture of communities to understand that the skills needed in the 
past aren’t necessarily the skills needed now or in the future.  
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Workgroup #2  
Provide Broad, Liberal (Arts) Education 
 
1. Traditional approach 
 
The new Texas Core Curriculum that is transferable to all Texas colleges and universities 
ensures students a broad, liberal art education.  While a traditional approach, it emphasizes the 
teaching and learning of "skills" (communication, critical thinking, teamwork, quantitative 
reasoning, personal and social responsibility) within the context of knowledge domains (e.g., 
social sciences) as opposed to merely acquisition of "content." 
 
Limits/Challenges - not all students can complete a core curriculum of 42 SCH within their first 
two years.  For many programs (e.g., engineering, music, etc.), the student must take more 
program-specific courses within the first two years.  The state needs to consider revitalization of 
"fields of study" or more complete two-year associate degree programs that ensure smooth 
articulation and transfer for students.  Additionally, the Associate of Applied Science (AAS) 
degree programs only contain 15 SCH of "core" or general education courses.  This is 
purposeful, designed to allow students to gain job-specific knowledge and skills quickly in order 
to obtain employment.  These students, however, need transfer opportunities as well and the 
state needs to provide more coherent and consistent opportunities for these students to access 
applied baccalaureate programs. 
 
1. Innovative approach 
 
The New Mathways Project that is currently being sponsored by the Texas Association of 
Community Colleges in partnership with the Dana Center at the University of Texas-Austin 
seeks to provide alternative math pathways for students who need different kinds of math 
competencies based upon their chosen program of study instead of restricting all students to 
one, traditional (algebra/calculus) path.  The new paths still provide algebra/calculus for STEM 
students, but also provide statistics and quantitative reasoning for students who choose other 
fields.   
 
Limits/Challenges - although the project is working with universities to ensure that the selection 
of alternative math pathways in an associate degree program articulate smoothly and are 
acceptable in the appropriate baccalaureate transfer programs, there is still a lot of work and 
communication that needs to occur among faculty and advisers. 
 
2. Traditional approach - the segmenting of curricula and programs into traditional 
departments, divisions/colleges, and programs 
 
Limits/Challenges - While this might promote synergy among like-minded individuals, it also 
promotes territorial/turf battles and limits inter-disciplinary creativity.   A representative from 
Wharton Junior College who taught graphic design noted that at the university at which she 
studied, she had to seek courses from three different colleges - communications, arts, 
technology - with each college duplicating and fighting over the content it "owned."   
 
2. Innovative approach - A representative from UT-Dallas noted that a program there - Arts and 
Technology - is purposely designed to link the arts and STEM disciplines in such areas as 
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robotics, gaming, digital communications, etc.  Arizona State University has also created 
"colleges" that are structured around a "purpose" (e.g., production and sustainability of energy) 
as opposed to a traditional domain of knowledge (e.g., chemistry, biology, engineering, etc.) 
 
The group was taken/impressed with the new thinking presented from Stanford University that 
seemed to address the limits above - whereby a student created a personal "mission" as 
opposed to a "major" and was allowed a journey of competency levels as opposed to a finite 
and circumscribed set of years in which to complete.  This seemed to fit the needs of students 
more appropriately.  Unfortunately, today's structural and funding "formulas" inhibit this type of 
change.   
 
Workgroup #3  
Promote Democracy, Leadership, and Global Awareness 
 
1. Approach: Experiential Learning (Study Abroad, Internships, Leadership)  
Challenges: Cost, Scaling, Faculty and Student Time. Technology can help address these, 
difficult to design and maintain. 
 
2. Approach: Team Teaching (Between institutions (2yr and 4 yr), faculty partnering with 
industry, among countries -- internationally)  
Challenges: Avoid binary thinking, the seduction of the “shiny and new”; look for integration 
 
“Technology opens the door to possibilities for each of these.”   
 
Workgroup #4  
Generate Disruptive Ideas  
 
1. Practice: Using online chat room for in-class group discussion – aids the social learner 
and uses peer as teacher  
Challenges: buy-in, developing strategies/frameworks/scaffolds, asks faculty to shift roles 
(faculty have to be well-prepared in advance), can limit face to face discussion 
 
2. Practice: Faculty development for effective use of technology – need to make available 
as a resource but not require for buy in.   
Challenges: Buy in (by both administrators and faculty), leadership, resources (hold annual 
teaching and learning symposium) 
 
3. Importance of Beta Testing Technology before you apply it – proof of concept (e.g. at 
Rio Salado; referenced Dr. Ming’s value equation.) 
Challenges: Can become an arms race; you need to overcome initial vendor hype. Let faculty 
try before you actually buy.  
 
Workgroup #Group 5  
Workforce Education  
 
Promising practices: 
!!!! Immersing students in Real life experiences: 
 - Health Academy - tie together high schools, higher ed using simulation lab.   
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 - Through simulation lab, students from various health areas work with family practice 
doctors, nurses and health professionals from local area learning team work and skill 
development 
 - Process technology program - students working with industry 
  --build from narrow to broad on soft skills (tech leading to management) 
 - Collaboration among local health professions, bring together students coming as post 
baccalaureate or baccalaureate students.  Classroom work tied with community work in local 
industry (faculty work with students in the workplace instead of the labs) 
 - Lockheed has presence (storefront) on campus and work with students to work real 
life problems 
 - P20 Councils - bringing together industry, IHE, P-12 and government 
 - AASB accreditation for business - how to prepare business students with practical 
experience - various levels from researchers to practitioners - experiences  
 
!!! Provide multiple entry and exit points in a life long learning framework 
 - Professional Science Master - terminal degrees in highly technical field 
 - Stackable credentials - Certificates to AAS to BSAS/BAAS to Professional Masters 
 
Challenges: 
 - Initiative fatigue 
 - How to measure Workforce success: 
  --  Placement 
  --  Preparation as measured Advisory Boards or local industry 
  -- Community surveys/employment satisfaction 
  -- Program/learning outcomes - Core objectives/THECB/SACS 
  -- Certification and exam passage rates 
 - Need better data - tracking students 
 - Find and maintain active advisory board with industry and community on changing 
competencies 
 - Need for high touch, intrusive approach  
 - Providing education/training with varied teaching formats 
 - Promoting Life learning 
 - Balancing technical with soft skills 
 - Serving varied student needs (ABE, Dev Ed., non-traditional) 
 - Remaining proactive in a reactive environment 
 
Workgroup #6 
Provide Broad, Liberal (Arts) Education 
 
Approach: Structuring the curriculum across the institution on character traits/soft skills. Based 
on recommendations from Board, employers, and faculty. These would support the institution’s 
mission and core values and would include core learning from a broad, liberal arts education.  
With teamwork, need dependability. What’s leadership without integrity? Citizenship without 
stewardship? Innovation without agility or flexibility? This approach translates the why of liberal 
education into industry demands (see Hallmark College).  
 
Need business/industry advisory board.  
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Challenges: size of institution (more difficult at larger, more diverse institutions), faculty buy-in, 
how to measure success (you can’t manage what you can’t measure).  
 
Workgroup #7 
Promote Democracy, Leadership, and Global Awareness 
 
1. Require service learning and co-curricular engagement 
2. Require one course in each area: 

Health 
Criminal Justice 
Environmental Stewardship 

3. Team-based learning – lend themselves to listening and leadership.  
4. The required development of 7 character traits or soft skills, measured as part of the 
degree program: 

Integrity 
Dependability 
Service 
Stewardship 
Leadership 
Agility/Innovation 
Communication 

5. Promote respect of varied opinions through required participation in groups that are 
dealing with controversial topics or criticism.  
6. Flipped classes to encourage more student participation 
 
Workgroup #8 
Generate Disruptive Ideas 
 
Approach: standardized, multiple choice testing.  
Challenges: singular perspective, not necessary/desirable in all disciplines (e.g. in medical fields, 
doctors just need to be credentialed, we don’t need to know if they got an “A” or “B,” etc.) 
 
Ways to disrupt it:  
Approach: create higher standard of assessment that is pass/fail, not graded -- focus on 
Lifelong learning, Stackable Degrees; be open to work and other learning experiences to 
demonstrate different skills and competencies in a more lifelong way.  
Challenges: Requires faculty to give up control; competencies must be constantly updated to 
match workforce needs. Would need to work toward measurable outcomes in each field.  
 
Approach: Create higher standards for specific fields taking domain experts and learning 
sciences; base work more on a pass/fail (basic meta-skills as a base; psychometrician). But 
doesn’t help students graduate and is based on a totally separate system and highly 
controversial. 
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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-two/recommended-
reading/. 
 
Johnstone, S. M. (2013). “The Promise of OER Fulfilled in Post-Secondary Competency-                

Based Education Programmes.” Connections, 18(2), p. 10.  
 
Johnstone, S. & Nodine, T. (2014). “Hard Work, High Demand.” Inside Higher Ed, May 

12. https://www.insidehighered.com/views/2014/05/12/essay-partnerships-
between-western-governors-u-and-community-colleges. 

 
Johnstone, S. M., & Soares, L. (2014). “Principles for Developing Competency-Based 

Education Programs.” Change, March/April.  
 
Ming, N. (2013). “Standardization and personalization in education: What should stay 

constant, and what should vary?” Working Paper #2013-01. ©Norma Ming.  
 
Neely, P. W., & Tucker, J. P. (2010). “Unbundling Faculty Roles in Online Distance 

Education Programs,” The International Review of Research in Open and 
Distance Learning, 11(2). 
http://www.irrodl.org/index.php/irrodl/article/view/798/1543. 

 
Stanford2025 (2014). http://www.stanford2025.com/#fast-forward.  
	  


