Winter 2005, Volume 18 Number 1

[image: image3.jpg]



A Newsletter of the Association for the

Study of Higher Education

Michigan State University, 424 Erickson Hall

East Lansing, MI 48824, Phone: (517) 432-8805
[image: image1.png]ASHEF

Association

Sfor the Study

of Higher
Education



President’s Column 

Articulating the Social Responsibility of Higher Education

Sylvia Hurtado, University of California Los Angeles

It has been some 28 years since Howard Bowen published Investment in Learning. Basing his work on empirical evidence at the time, he outlined the value of higher education and clearly articulated the intended goals of higher education for individuals and society. It was significant that an economist expressed the broad social goals of higher education, and in many ways, Bowen was a public scholar. Bowen articulated the areas that constitute higher education goals for society, including the advancement of knowledge, discovery and encouragement of talent, advancement of the social welfare, and avoidance of negative outcomes for society. The latter goal stated perhaps as an assurance that higher education would retain its role as critic of society and guardian of its progress.

To be sure, most would agree that the contributions of higher education to the first social goal, the advancement of knowledge, for the general public have been great. It includes the discovery of new knowledge, the preservation and dissemination of knowledge, as well as the advancement of literature and the arts. Higher education also does fairly well on the second social goal, the discovery and encouragement of talent, although there are always obstacles to achieving all that is possible to ensure representation from every community. But, even in achieving these goals, we have moved further and further away from Bowen’s original notions of a clearly public model of higher education. Increasingly, policy decisions get made with an eye toward privatization on local and global levels and a decided focus on the returns on investment to individuals rather than to society.

Moreover, we have come a long way in documenting what we know about how to improve individual development in higher education. We have been less clearly explicit, however, about higher education’s contributions to Bowen’s third goal, the advancement of social welfare. How do we know that higher education is contributing to our progress as a society? Progress on the identification and solution of social problems, intentional production of citizens for a pluralistic democracy, leadership to advance work for the public good, and a favorable influence “reflected in the basic culture” and the progress of “fundamental social institutions” that result in “progress in human equality, freedom, justice, security, order, religion, health, and so on” (p. Bowen, 1977, p. 59)—are all part of the social responsibility of higher education.

Progress (and especially higher education’s failures) to reach Bowen’s social goals are documented by the popular press, not always to the benefit of higher education itself. And these reports inform public policy decisions. As scholars of higher education, we should not only provide the empirical evidence to help inform such policy decisions, but also help frame the way people think about the role of higher education in advancing the public good. 

In the next editions of the newsletter, I encourage readers to share their views about higher education’s social responsibility and how we advance this notion with research and articulate it to audiences who are increasingly skeptical and critical of higher education. Contact me will your ideas at sylvia.hurtado@gmail.com.

To this end, the conference program committee, Deborah Carter, the program chair, and I have focused on the following questions as a way to frame the 2005 conference program. What are institutions doing to advance the social goals of higher education through the education of students, research and related activities, or through public service? How does higher education retain its role as a critic of society? What are collective groups, such as higher education associations, doing to advance the social responsibilities of higher education? What are the politics of advancing the notion of the social responsibility of higher education? How can higher education scholars contribute to these discussions?  

To kick off our discussions at the next annual meeting, Amy Gutmann, President of the University of Pennsylvania, has agreed to keynote the conference. She is truly a public scholar and has won numerous awards. These include: the Bertram Mott Award "in recognition of outstanding achievement towards advancing the goals of higher education,” the Ralph J. Bunche Award "for the best scholarly work in political science that explores the phenomenon of ethnic and cultural pluralism," the North American Society for Social Philosophy Book Award, and the Gustavus Myers Human Rights Award for the "outstanding book on the subject of human rights in North America." She will reflect on her scholarship on democracy and higher education and the implementation of her scholarship in practice as a college president. (To read more about her distinguished career go to www.upenn.edu/president/gutmann/biography.html).

We look forward to the 2005 ASHE conference in Philadelphia to engender lively discussion and advance our thinking about these issues. We encourage you to submit papers and activities on the conference theme.
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Past-President’s column

Distinctive, Difficult Choices

Gary Rhoades, University of Arizona

For most of the time I have been a member of ASHE, I have read and listened to higher education scholars, managers, and policymakers emphasize the importance of making “tough choices” about the future direction of higher education institutions and systems.  At the same time, I have been struck by how similar the paths being pursued by many different institutions actually are, by how little substantive discussion and debate there is about various choices and what their consequences actually are, and by how so many of us seem to believe that there really is no choice to the current patterns. Indeed, ironically, many of the same scholars, managers, and policymakers calling for “tough choices” justify current restructuring and reallocation efforts by saying that higher education has no choice but to change course significantly.  

In what follows, I offer a different sort of discourse. I promote the desirability of “distinctive choices.” I do this because although it is apparently relatively easy (and common) to make “tough” choices, it appears to be more difficult (and unusual) to make distinctive ones. I also do it because it is increasingly clear that the effect of the most commonly enacted efforts at redirection have undesirable consequences for higher education’s role in reducing social inequities and fulfilling key social responsibilities.    

The basic themes of this column, which is the last of a series of Newsletter columns that I will write by virtue of having been President of ASHE in the year 2004, are also in large part the themes that I sought to stress in the 2004 conference program, and in my presidential address. In working with Ben Baez and the Program Committee, I wanted to stress the fundamentally significant social role of higher education, and of education generally, by featuring the theme and spirit of Brown v Board of Education 50 years later. I see that social role and that basic theme about social justice to be defining issues as much for the first half of the 21st century as they were for the last half of the 20th century.  And I see a range of choices that we are making as taking us down a road that heightens social inequities and tensions even as it lessens higher education’s emphasis on its social functions and purposes. Thus, even as I sought to trace the common path of academic capitalist choices in our new economy, I also sought to identify distinctive alternatives, feasible options for higher education to pursue. In short, I sought, and seek, to promote discourse about choices that addresses substantive issues, that examines the consequences of current choices, that explores alternatives, and that translates into a different balance of investment and practice in our educational institutions and professions.    

To clarify how common the allegedly hard choices are, consider for a moment the ways in which higher education institutions (and departments) seek to intersect various markets in the pursuit of new revenues. Then consider what a distinctive, and truly difficult, choice might be. Let’s consider three key markets—research markets, supplier and buyer markets, and student markets. Among research universities, one would be hard pressed to find an institution that was not making a major investment in either/both biotechnology or nanotechnology, and that was not seeking to connect with private sector research needs. It’s an academic gold rush, with universities seeing the prospects of the mother lode and investing accordingly. Indeed, in most institutions, this is where a disproportionate investment is being made; disproportionate in terms of the universities’ monies and their historic strengths. Arguably, universities are investing more on the basis of potential payoff than of distinctive competitive advantage. And the research markets they are pursuing are becoming saturated with too many competitors, ensuring that most institutions will fail to capitalize on their investments.  

Consider as well supplier and buyer markets, by which I mean those organizations with which colleges and universities seek to form partnerships to generate new revenues. The growth area for academic programs in community colleges is in contract education, providing courses and programs for various entities, and mostly for large companies willing and able to pay for the training of their employees. Not only can colleges charge more for these courses and programs, they get a higher yield of revenue per student because of the greater efficiency of contract education in producing graduates.  An increasing proportion of community colleges’ investment of human and material resources is going into such programs instead of those serving historically underserved populations. And a disproportionate portion of this activity serves large, multinational corporations rather than smaller, local enterprises, governmental agencies, and not-for profit organizations. 

Regardless of how much revenue is generated by such activity, there are real costs in terms of the social and economic roles played by higher education institutions. The more that higher education institutions’ educational activities take the form of contracts with organizations, the less likely these institutions are not only to play a role of social critic or to educate students in ways that lead them to challenge and change the institutions in which they work. The more that colleges and universities contract with large companies, the less energy they devote to the smaller, more local and regional enterprises. And the more that they contract with private enterprise, the fewer resources they can provide to public sector and not-for-profit entities, ironically at precisely the time neo-conservatives are targeting philanthropic organizations as the future of social service provision.

Finally, consider student markets. From research universities to masters granting universities to liberal arts colleges to community colleges, higher education institutions are increasingly moving resources to students who are able and willing to pay more for their services. They do so in their recruitment activities and in the patterns of financial aid allocations. The result is a disproportionate focus on high-end student markets. That generally means higher SES markets. It also means more national and international versus local and regional markets. Thus, we increasingly see relatively non-selective masters granting colleges and universities competing for and advertising the successful recruitment of national merit scholars. And therein lies one of the principal costs of such strategies; they take higher education institutions increasingly away from what defines them locally, and increasingly towards what George Ritzer has called “The Globalization of Nothing,” favoring more economically and internationally defined phenomena that lack distinctive substance and meaning.  

The above common patterns are the product of “tough choices” based largely on institutions seeking to generate new revenues. Prevalent as they are, the choices apparently are not so tough. So what might be more distinctive, difficult choices? Sticking with research universities, considering the following. What if a university chose to pursue research markets that were more humanistically oriented? That could mean emphasizing fields in the humanities and fine arts, as well as the social sciences and the service professions. Of course, this would mean the university would generate much less external grant revenue. But it would also mean the institution would incur far less cost in producing scholarship, research, and grants. And some of the products of this work could be very much oriented to various consumer markets. Some of the most successful new economy industries, after all, have to do with the consumption of culture. More than that, such a choice of investment would mean emphasizing important cultural roles and responsibilities of universities. And it could also mean orienting the university more toward addressing a range of human, social problems that plague society. Those are all niches that are largely open and relatively uninhabited by research universities. There are already top research universities that do not have medical schools, or engineering schools, or schools of agriculture. So why is it so difficult to conceive of a research university that concentrates most of its investment on those large segments of the university, with the most students, that lie outside of science and technology fields? It doesn’t have to be an either/or choice; it’s a matter of the balance of investment, and the distinctiveness of the niches the institution can pursue.  

Similarly, what if universities sought to connect more with not-for-profit and public entities than with private enterprise? For example, what if the major partnership efforts and investments of a university were directed to local, state, and regional philanthropic organizations and foundations, and to urban and rural school populations and districts? Or what if they primarily targeted international agencies and NGOs? Again, there would likely be a clear trade off in terms generating less by way of new revenues. At the same time, again, lesser costs would likely be incurred, and the net result might be far less different than one might suspect. The biggest change might be that various social roles and responsibilities would be more emphasized, as reflected in the balance of institutional investments. Such a strategy would be consistent with fulfilling the historic role of higher education of promoting social justice and equity; it would also be consistent with the ascendant political ideology, which holds that services are most effectively and efficiently performed and delivered by not-for-profit, third sector sorts of organizations. And such a strategy would indeed be a distinctive choice.  

In the area of student markets, what if a research university emphasized the recruitment of local and regional low-income and minority populations? What if it sought to become the place of choice not for merit scholars, but for hard working local and regional students who have potential? What if a selective research university substantially increased the number of community college transfer students to freshmen entrants? What if a selective university invested more in stimulating local, low-income educational success and enrollment than in “managing” the enrollment of increasingly high SES populations? Those would be distinctive choices. And they would be choices that would serve the economic and social interests of society very well. 

In the 2004 ASHE conference, several of the presidential sessions concentrated on issues related to the consideration and possibilities of these sorts of choices, in our research and practice. Whether it was a session on globalization and privatization, on serving local schools, on community colleges, on graduate student activism, on Higher Education programs, on accreditation, or on the law, the idea was to (a) target and highlight areas of work that have been understudied, and (b) to show the connections between phenomena addressed in those areas of work and patterns of stratification in higher education and society.  

So, too, with my speech, and the video that highlighted its themes. Tracking the pattern of academic capitalism and the new economy, and a shift from a Cold War economy of E=mc2 to an information economy of e-learning = 24/7/365, underscored the implications in both knowledge regimes for patterns of social stratification, which were highlighted in the opening and closing scenes of the video. We see a continuation and in some ways a heightening of such stratification over the past 50 years, even as we have also seen patterns of progress in the access of various populations. The tough choices that so many institutions are making consist of keeping the pod bay doors to higher education either closed or sharply stratified. The distinctive choices that so few institutions are making would consist of investing in certain segments of professionals (including academics and managerial professionals) and aligning with certain social movements and social sectors to pursue a different balance of emphasis in the academy, one that more fully fulfills our social responsibilities in relation to the scales of social justice.    

In so many institutions of higher education the challenges confronting us seem to be drawn in largely financial, economic terms. And they are said to require tough choices. For the most part, however, those appear to be relatively easy choices that involve following one’s peers, imitating their increased focus on short-term revenue generation, and their increased investment in certain fields, external organizations, and student markets. What is far more difficult, it would seem, is to chart a different course that consists of moving not with the herd but to strategically identified niches, that are locally, regionally, socially, and economically different and particularly meaningful in the context of the specific college or university. In my view, those distinctive, difficult choices merit consideration, study, and pursuit.
Final Thoughts on the 2004 Conference in Kansas City

Benjamin Baez, Georgia State University

I would like to thank the presenters and attendees for creating a great conference. We took some chances in 2004 with re-structuring certain aspects of the conference, and with topics not usually presented at ASHE. The sessions were attended, and provocative, and illustrated to me that the field of higher education is irreducible to any one form of inquiry or line of work. That is a very, very good thing. I want to thank Gary Rhoades, especially, for his work in ensuring that John Brooks Slaughter, Freeman Hrabowski III, and Saskia Sassen offered their thoughts to us on equity and globalization. These keynote presenters sparked a great deal of discussion at the conference, as well they should have.

The planning and developing of the conference involved a great deal of work, but your comments to me and the rest of committees throughout the conference illustrated how well our work paid off. Speaking of that work, I would like to thank again the 2004 ASHE Conference Program Committee, and especially the division chairs, for all the work they did to develop this conference. The division chairs were: Karen Arnold, Deborah Carter, Carol Colbeck, Philo Hutcheson, Jerlando Jackson, Michael Mills, Myron Pope, Kristen Renn, Becky Ropers-Huilman, Octavio Villalpando, and Amy Wells. I also want to again thank the staff at the ASHE Office for their assistance to me during the whole planning process and afterwards. Thanks folks!

I want to single out Marietta Del Falvo and Barbara Johnson, who again conducted the post-conference evaluation this year, for special recognition. Thank you too, to the many of you who evaluated the conference. This evaluation will be instrumental to future planning. I wish to extend my best wishes to Deborah Carter and the 2005 ASHE Conference Program Committee. To next year’s program committee: although it will not seem like it, especially during the summer, when tough decisions and extensive amounts of work will take place, your experience on the program committee will be fulfilling. I guarantee it.

Finally, I want to thank Gary Rhoades for providing me the opportunity to serve as program chair. His support for me during the planning process was remarkable, as has been his support for me during other times. Again, thanks to all of you for creating an enriching experience for me. And now, at the risk of being corny, I officially close this chapter in my life, and go on to what the future brings.

ASHE 2004 CONFERENCE EVALUATION

Barbara J. Johnson, 
University of New Orleans

Marietta Del Favero, 
Louisiana State University

Participant feedback for the ASHE Conference was solicited electronically after the November 2004 meeting. A total of 477 responses, representing approximately 53% of all conference attendees, were received over the period November 10 through December 15.  Eighty-four percent (84%) of the 477 respondents were from doctoral/research institutions, 5% from master’s college/universities, 2% from state or university higher education systems, 2% from baccalaureate colleges, 3% from policy or research institutes, 2% from community colleges, and 2% claimed no institutional affiliation. Graduate students comprised 46% of all respondents while 34% were identified as academics (instructor, assistant/associate/full professor), and 20% categorized themselves as administrative/other. This was the first ASHE meeting for 39% of respondents, while 26% had attended for 2-3 years, 15% for 4-6 years, 8% for 7-10 years, and 12% for more than 10 years.

Key Findings

Overall, general satisfaction levels were high (e.g., 90% felt welcome at the conference, 91% were satisfied with the conference overall, 86% expressed satisfaction with overall program coherence). Kansas City as a conference venue was recommended by 66% of respondents. However, respondent comments suggest improvement is needed in some areas (i.e., satisfaction levels were lower and/or comments particularly revealing). The following highlights pertain to participant responses.

Proposal submittal and review: Overall, respondents were satisfied with the proposal submittal and review process and differences across categories of respondents were negligible in most cases. There was high satisfaction expressed with the Call for Proposals with 82% satisfied (very satisfied or somewhat satisfied) with clarity of instructions and 79% satisfied with the division-specific submission process. Those who submitted proposals expressed satisfaction with the process, specifically, 86% noted timely notification of acceptance/rejection while 70% thought reviewer comments were adequate. It is worth noting however, that 15% indicated they were somewhat dissatisfied and 3% very dissatisfied with reviewer comments, suggesting that scholarly feedback to individuals who submit proposals could be improved perhaps with clearer reviewer instructions.  

Other findings related to proposal submittal and review suggest most participants were satisfied, but newcomers possibly less so. For example, 85% of respondents were satisfied with timeframe for proposal review, although first-time attendees and graduate students were less satisfied at 52% and 65%, respectively. This compares to an 86% satisfaction rate for veteran attendees and a 97% and 77% rate for academics and those in administrator/other categories, respectively. The match of reviewer interest to assigned proposals seemed to have been better for academics who had a 94% satisfaction rate, compared to 66% and 83% for graduate students and those in the administrative/other group, respectively.  

Organization of sessions by division: Overall, participants expressed satisfaction with the divisional approach—87% were satisfied with session format distribution, and 51% and 56% were favorably disposed toward the organization of roundtables and poster sessions by division, respectively.  These percentages suggest overall acceptance given the large numbers of respondents who expressed neutrality on the divisional organization—42% for roundtables and 30% for posters. Some comments indicated participant dissatisfaction with a system that schedules similar topics concurrently for paper sessions and roundtables.  

Session participant roles: Session participant roles were generally well received. The quality of discussant comments received an overall satisfactory rating of 77%, while 77% of respondents were satisfied with the discussions following paper sessions. Yet, the extent and tenor of comments suggest weaknesses in participant performance and raise recurring issues related to session quality: a) the quality of contributions by individuals serving in the discussant role is lacking in some cases, b) conference participants may need more information about role differences and what constitutes adequate preparation/feedback to presenters, and c) the role of the discussant is no longer warranted and should be reexamined.   

Poster session: 50% of respondents were satisfied and suggestions were offered to improve the experience for participants, (e.g., extend display time, larger well-ventilated room needed to facilitate quality dialogue). 

Saturday night social event: There was a 7 percentage point differential for those in favor (31%) and those opposed (38%) to this event with the remainder of respondents neutral on the issue. An optional group activity with pre-registration may be a compromise. This finding is supported by 60% of respondents who desire more structured opportunities at the conference for connecting with colleagues.  

Newcomer events: While 40% of respondents viewed the mentoring program favorably, 21% were dissatisfied and 39% were neutral. Comments suggest that promised matching did not occur in some cases or participants were informed of the matches during the week of the conference. The Newcomer reception was better received with a 59% satisfaction rating. Comments suggest that newcomer activities should be better structured to connect newcomers with veterans. For example, one participant suggested having newcomers categorized by surname in various locations within the room to make it easier for mentors to identify and locate their assigned mentees.  

Extending conference length and Sunday sessions: Overall, disinterest (70%) was expressed in this change of conference format. Specifically, 74% of first-timers and 54% of veteran attendees were not in favor of an extension. 

Welcome reception/Awards luncheon: The welcome reception was rated satisfactorily by 74% of participants with 48% very satisfied. Relative to the awards luncheon, 76% of the participants indicated satisfaction with 55% very satisfied. A few respondents expressed dissatisfaction and mentioned seating availability, quality of food, and vegetarian options as primary dissatisfiers. Comments were overwhelmingly in favor of including all registrants, or all that want to attend the awards luncheon.  

Electronic processes: As a whole, respondents were overwhelmingly in favor of electronic processes. Ninety-one (91%) percent favored online submission of proposals and 80% agreed with electronic access for review and rating of proposals. This suggests overall member satisfaction with the Board’s movement in this direction.

Hotel location: Although two-thirds of the respondents noted satisfaction with Kansas City as a site, several expressed dissatisfaction with the hotel’s location. Comments suggest that most participants prefer a site within walking distance of restaurants and cultural and social activities.

Final Evaluators’ Note

This summary is a condensed version of a 9-page report submitted to the ASHE Board and Program Committee and is intended to provide ASHE members with the overall tenor and substance of the findings. Conference planners however will find good food for thought in attendee comments presented in the longer report. It is important to note that given the high proportion of graduate students amongst total respondents (46%), conference planners would do well to consider comments overall as potentially reflective of the sentiments of the future leaders of our profession. Although veteran attendees may be more accepting of the status quo and thus tend to be more generous with their satisfaction ratings, the ideas of newcomers speak to the future of the association and should be well considered.

Kansas City Comments 

ASHE Reflections

Pamela L. Eddy, 
Central Michigan University

This year at ASHE marked a passage for me since it was my fifth conference and I no longer felt like a newcomer.  In fact, I spoke at the newcomer’s orientation, evidence that I could no longer consider myself new. ASHE has provided a professional home for many of us for a variety of years and it was easy to give first timers a warm welcome. As Marilyn Amey, the coordinator of the newcomer events, knew—I am a conference junkie. I find the sessions intellectually engaging and ultimately leave with many new ideas and ways of thinking of topics. My goal each year is to meet 10 new people—this objective was easily accomplished by the end of the newcomer’s reception. 

When I think of ASHE I think of the opportune meetings in elevators and lobbies, the rekindling of friendships, and the generation of new ideas for future research projects and collaborations. This year there was a sense that ASHE was on the move, especially with half of the attendees graduate student members. It was wonderful to see so many new faces and to hear newcomer reactions to events.

While this ASHE meeting felt like a homecoming, it also left me feeling disheartened. Presentations on progress since Brown v Brown, on gender roles in higher education, and balance issues for faculty, particularly for young women, highlighted that despite improvements, there remains much to accomplish. I knew that these concerns hit a chord with many, given the number of conversations occurring outside of sessions on these topics. Ultimately, I opted to remain hopeful. As more newcomers come into the fold of ASHE and begin their studies of higher education, we learn more of the nuances of the various issues and discuss potential solutions. The fact that these topics received so much coverage in the ASHE program provides evidence that indeed we have made some progress. 

Over the years ASHE has provided a forum for higher education scholars to share their research, explore new topics, and to foster life-long friendships. Listening to senior scholars reflect on the inception of ASHE I can see in their eyes the sense of accomplishment those early days brought. Each year as we honor those notables serving ASHE and significantly impacting the field of study through their research, I perceive the subtle challenge these award winners put forth. We all have a responsibility to help the association and advance knowledge about higher education. I encourage you to stretch your personal boundaries at next year’s conference. Meet new people, exchange ideas, and listen to the stories of the association. Enjoy! 


ASHE: Time for Reflection and Renewal

Barbara Johnson, 
University of New Orleans

Each year I look forward to ASHE, in part, because I know that I will have the opportunity to reconnect with former colleagues and classmates while also making connections with newcomers. This year I presented a roundtable on an emerging topic of interest, which afforded me the occasion to meet several new colleagues with similar research interests. Spirited conversations provided fresh insight about shared concerns and possible collaborations. Consequently, connecting with ASHE colleagues has proven invaluable to my research agenda. 

Although I engaged in dialogue informally throughout the conference, the scheduling of similar session topics simultaneously proved to be a failing of the conference for me. For example, a review of the conference program revealed that often two or three sessions on related topics were scheduled at the same time. Comments on the conference evaluation indicated that I was not the only individual affected by the overlap in subject matter.  Nonetheless, I am cautiously optimistic that the 2005 program committee will review the conference program in its entirety to ensure similar session topics are not offered concurrently.  

Related to conference sessions, I was keenly aware at ASHE 2004 that further deliberation and direction on the role of discussants is vital for enhancing the overall quality of the sessions for both presenters and the audience. Likewise, numerous comments on the conference evaluation provided anecdotal evidence that the purpose of discussants may no longer be effective in its current form. I recall that a hybrid discussant/facilitator role was attempted a few years ago but there was confusion about the dual roles.  Perhaps, further discussion focused on integrating the strengths of the discussant and facilitator roles could yield an innovative role for discussants in the future.  A redefinition of the role of discussants may prove beneficial for presenters, discussants, and the audience as ASHE strives to continue providing an optimal experience for the new generation of conference attendees.   

While connecting with colleagues at ASHE each November is enjoyable I always look forward to major addresses, particularly speakers that are external to ASHE. Speakers at the major addresses often provide a unique insight while also challenging ‘traditional’ perspectives. The remarks by all the invited speakers were engaging as they informed and challenged us to improve the experience of both students and faculty in various institutional contexts. I only wish that more of my colleagues had been present to hear the commentary of Dr. Slaughter and Dr. Hrabowski, as they were both truly remarkable speakers who challenged the audience to take an active role in enhancing the experience of students and faculty. 

Newly established and renewed connections coupled with the conference presentations left me feeling rejuvenated and with a renewed focus on my research agenda. However, as I boarded the airplane, I silently wondered how long it would take for daily academic tasks to deplete my renewed energy. Now, as the spring semester begins I feel like I already need another ASHE.

Reflections on the 2004 Annual Meeting

Michael Mills, 
University of South Florida

I came to the meeting this year with a different frame of mind than I brought before because I had been a member of the Program Committee and was responsible for putting together the sessions in the policy, finance, and economics division. Thus, I was more fully aware of the amount of work that went into creating the program and concerned to see what went well and what did not. Furthermore, I wanted to see how well some of my guesses about what to include in the program and which papers to put together to produce coherent sessions turned out.

From this perspective, I didn’t get what I wanted from the meeting.  I tell students in my classes that experience (particularly in organizations) is unreliable for learning because it can have multiple interpretations, and we do not go about gathering our information systematically. That also applies to my efforts to learn about producing elements of the program. There are only 11 program sessions and I missed several to schmooze or rest and two more to play a role in sessions outside my division. And, of course, some of my sessions were scheduled in the same time block, and I couldn’t be two places at once.  Thus, my number of observations was small and I was not systematic in making them—a poor way to determine how well the sessions I added to the program worked.  

Perhaps the systematic work of the program evaluation folks will produce better conclusions to guide the deliberations of the next Program Committee that picks up where my colleagues and I left off. Unfortunately, I don’t have any particular insights to offer about how to create sessions.

Still, on the whole, I enjoyed the conference and thought the sessions I attended were interesting and sufficiently “connected.” I also heard from a number of attendees that they thought it was a “good” conference and program this year. So, perhaps that is good enough!  In the fad-driven language that pervades my subfield within higher education, I didn’t really help make ASHE into a “learning organization,” and I didn’t elevate myself into contention for volunteer of the month. However, as a conference attendee, I was one more “satisfied customer.”  The ASHE meeting continued to deliver a worthwhile experience, in my estimation, and I have faith that the members of the next Program Committee will put together a set of sessions that will stimulate and intrigue me.

ASHE Serves a Purpose

Adrienne Hyle, 
Oklahoma State University

Each year ASHE serves as a reminder of how far we have to go. The “we” I’m referring to is Oklahoma State University, in general, but specifically my College of Education’s Educational Leadership Program. Through this program, we strive to serve both prek-12 and post-secondary students at the masters and doctoral levels, as well as communities and school organizations throughout Oklahoma and our South Central region. But, our faculty, unlike the attendees at ASHE, is remarkably homogeneous. We are white, predominately male and privileged. This begs the question - How well can we prepare our students and help our communities without the diversity they represent? As we search for multiple faculty lines this semester I trust that these searches result in less homogeneity. Only then can we serve communities and prepare students in ways that meaningfully challenge ourselves and others to meet needs. 

Why do I come to ASHE? I come because ASHE brings me more closely in touch with students and faculty who are not like me. The presentations and discussions push me to see things differently and challenge assumptions. I think of myself as an “out of the box” kind of person, but I’m not as much as I would like to be or should be; and ASHE reminds me of this every year. I appreciate this opportunity and plan to come to ASHE every year until I retire. Please accept my thank you for coming, presenting and discussing ideas and new directions. Keep it up! I (or should I say we) need it!
A Counterpoint

The following essay provides a counterpoint to the Kansas City Comments that are worthy of our attention.

The Absence of a Community of Scholars: Feigned Interests, Fake Smiles, and Failed Collegiality

M. Christopher Brown II, American Educational Research Association

And Pennsylvania State University

In the Fall 2004, I made my annual pilgrimage to the conference meeting of the Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE). After weeks and months of anxious anticipation to see friends and colleagues, hear the latest research, and gather gossip on recent faculty migrations, I made my trek. Despite the best of intentions, the first day inevitably brings “the encounter.” The encounter (which varies from meeting to meeting) is a stark reminder that in the midst of multiple coagulations and growing membership ASHE is absent a true community of scholars. This realization leads to the chorus: “This is my last ASHE. I am not coming next year.” Notwithstanding, we return year after year only to face the next encounter.

To be honest, I was particularly disheartened by my Kansas City encounter. The theme of the meeting centered on the fiftieth anniversary of Brown v. Board of Education. Consequently, it was even more disappointing to see the absence of intellectual and interpersonal fellowship at a venue populated by persons who teach and posit the importance of affirming, celebrating, and statistically accounting for difference. As a participant observer, the conference possessed an abundance of feigned interests, fake smiles, and failed collegiality.

The program offerings at the conference are more diverse than ever before. There are sessions ranging from higher education in South Africa to community college transfer articulation in Florida. The methodological presentations are as diverse as hierarchical linear modeling and anthropological ethnography. However, there appears to no interplay among, across, or between the differences. The conference sessions on international comparative contexts are sequestered to the pre-conference, as are sessions on policy. As a result, there is a void in the general session program on these topics. Despite our field’s declared interests in a multiplicity of intellectual topics, we prefer to keep them cognitively isolated. A paper on female college presidents’ responses to budgeting is therefore inappropriate for a concurrent session on college administrators or campus governance; such a paper requires a special session on women in higher education. The paper can then be read alongside others on sorority life, gender disparities in faculty work, and feminist theory.

ASHE colleagues appear particularly adept at feigning interest in different methodological approaches to common questions. We often declare how important a differing quantitative or qualitative approach is to our own scholarship; however, our physical person somehow rarely makes its way into the room where the contrapositive perspective is being offered. It might be refreshing to have session that included a quantitative paper on student attrition, a qualitative paper on student departure, a theoretical paper on student retention, and a policy paper on the implementation of a campus-wide dropout prevention initiative. Exhale.

This cognitive and intellectual absence of community is further eroded by the propensity of double conversations and fake smiles. As an individual of integrity and moral spiritual compass, I am often taken aback by the many faces of some of my professional colleagues. I have stood in the hall and spoken to a fellow scholar “A” while another researcher friend “B” smiles and shares pleasantries; no sooner than “A” walks away “B” will then offer a negative commentary on “A.” In the words of my late grandmother, “If you cannot say anything nice, do not say anything at all.” The cluster of scholars that research and investigate higher education as a field of study is relatively small compared to curriculum, leadership, and exceptionality communities. As such, we should approach one another in a spirit of honesty and friendship. We should regard one another with the aim of mutual support and admiration. The community is too small to sow seeds of malice and discontent. I concede that it is possible to have negative experiences with fellow scholars (e.g., they fail to submit a review on time or never deliver on a joint writing project); however, we must treat them as we would wish to be treated in like circumstances. A smile from colleague to colleague should be a genuine expression of pleasant cheerfulness.

The combination of fake smiles and feigned interests pale under the weight of failed collegiality. Academe, in general, and professional communities in particular, are intended to be sites where the normal contests of differences are buffered by the universal aim of a common good. This is not the case in the ASHE family. The Association continues to sink into a bog of retrenchment from the integration ideal. Long-time scholars curmudgeonly disregard the newer members of the family; occasionally disrespecting the methods and merit of their scholarship. The asymmetry between faculty and student is often played out in social conversations and de facto seating arrangements at the awards luncheon. The incongruity is further exacerbated by axiological elitism. Faculty and especially students from “ranked” higher education programs make invisible (and indirectly shun) attendees from programs whose names do not appear in U.S. News & World Report.

Moreover, as former chair of the Committee on Ethnic Participation, I perceive that the relations between many scholars of color and white scholars have deteriorated to dangerously low levels. Recent programmatic decisions, election patterns, and board appointments provide fodder for the disruption of what has been approximately one decade of positive racial relations within the Association. There are relatively few collegial relationships in the Association across racial lines. A quick review of published scholarship in The Review of Higher Education reveals few articles with co-authors of differing races. Even more, there is the long-ignored smoldering fire of “minority of choice” between African Americans and Hispanics playing out in Association politics. Furthermore, the credibility derived from an acknowledgement of presence has yet to even be bestowed upon Asians, Native Americans, or lesbians/gays within ASHE.

In 1993, Bill Tierney penned the following words in his book, Building Communities of Difference: “the central problems that face academe are neither fiscal nor structural; rather, the central challenge that currently confronts us is a moral one.” The absence of a community of scholars in ASHE is unsettling. The time has come for us to move beyond feigned interests, fake smiles, and failed collegiality. We must learn to embrace each of the forms of diversity within our Association. We must find the strength that emerges from difference. We must commit ourselves to the inclusion of different intellectual approaches, a genuine spirit of community, a respect for human dignity, and a willingness to move beyond our cultural, epistemological, and personal prejudices, biases, and proclivities. Martin Luther King, Jr. once said “The arch of the moral universe is long, but it bends toward justice.” In sum, the membership of our Association is diverse, but it must value community. Ubuntu – I am because you are.
SPECIAL FEATURE

This is the final article in an invited three-part series. Each article presents the reflections of a past president on changes in ASHE over time. 

ASHE Pays the Price of Success

John R. Thelin, University of Kentucky

One of my favorite events at the annual ASHE Conference is the awards banquet. For starters, it provides a welcomed exception to the warning, “there is no free lunch.”  More important, it is one of those rare instances where we have an opportunity to give our communal appreciation to dear colleagues for a range of contributions to the field and to our organization. ASHE does not give stock dividends or pension plans, so the genuine thanks is all the more important.

During one of the acceptance speeches I scanned the conference ball room and marveled at the diversity and size of the ASHE gathering – and the diversity of award recipients. Having new members of ASHE share the limelight with senior members is one of those public events that help bond us across time. Less clear to me was whether a new, spirited generation of ASHE members—and award recipients—knew much about the heritage and legacies of ASHE. Does, for example, the Howard Bowen Distinguished Career Award Ceremony connect ASHE members to the award’s namesake as well as to the year’s award recipient? It’s important we remember our Howard Bowens. And, that is what a ritual such as the ASHE Awards Banquet, is supposed to do as it suspends time to unite past, present, and future.

Imagine back in the early 1970s that you were trying to create a new scholarly group. Then, consider your good fortune in having an academic statesman and established scholar of Howard Bowen’s stature join—and commit to—such a young, unproven organization. Bowen was courageous in his career. One example is that he risked being fired as Dean of the Business School at the University of Illinois because he wanted to bring economists such as John Kenneth Galbraith and other scholars with a liberal arts background to the faculty. He remains respected and, yes, beloved both as President of a small liberal arts college (Grinnell) and of a Big Ten University—University of Iowa. He was a respected leader in the circle of presidents in the Association of American Universities. Most retiring college and university presidents invoke the empty cliché about how they “want to return to their teaching and scholarship.” With Howard Bowen, he was true to his word. His years as a professor at Claremont Graduate School provided a sustained surge of energy and principled writing about the economics and essence of higher education.  Most impressive to me was his support and encouragement for scholarship among ASHE members—and his advocacy for ASHE in nationally prominent circles of presidents, foundations, and scholars.

So, why my preoccupation with organizational memory and ASHE heroic figures? After all, I’m a historian who really prefers living in the present and future than in the past. I like being a participant-observer as new ASHE members present papers, take office, and receive awards. And, I look forward to being an enthusiastic member “emeritus.” However, my one hedge about moving fast forward into the future is that I hope we all find a little time to reflect on the admirable contributions by an early generation of ASHE founders and pioneers. 

Furthermore, veteran scholars who were charter members of ASHE almost thirty years ago probably are pleasantly surprised that the founding foundling survived. I recall one of the early conferences in Washington, D.C. when ASHE was an afterthought to the AAHE gathering. The hotel manager snubbed ASHE by assigning us meeting rooms that were in the basement and under repair. One air conditioning mechanic interrupted an ASHE panel—and, for all I know, got credit on his resume as a “respondent.” Those heroic days were the stuff of saga and struggle. In pleasant contrast, ASHE’s contemporary logistical, financial, and scholarly strengths are a marvel. So, little wonder that I am grateful for these successes, with little worry about minor irritants. Given these austere origins, the values and intellect of some early ASHE leaders endure as especially remarkable.  I admire the keen intellect and commitment a Bob Pace brings to ASHE even after he has retired from UCLA. ASHE continually seeks good support and working relations with influential national groups. Given this imperative, do we remember and appreciate the long time lifeline that Peggy Heim carefully cultivated between TIAA-CREF and the Ford Foundation to ASHE? And, as I suggested earlier, the legacy of a Howard Bowen warrants special memory.

ASHE’s success story, however, has not been trouble free even in recent years. In the years I served on the board and as an officer, I would characterize these as the “perils of prosperity”—the growing pains and readjustments that unavoidable accompany maturity and success. The untold story of ASHE is the dedication of board members and volunteers who have pitched in to make things work and who have sound values. They also are very good at collating and stapling during summer board meetings.

At best, the ASHE board and staff reaped the benefits of pro bono expertise from within its own ranks and the ASHE membership. Consider, for example, if ASHE were to pay a consulting fee for the former President of SUNY rather than gain from Bruce Johnston’s willing, knowledgeable commitment. Jan Lawrence’s reputation as a mediator was matched by her ability to arrange for affordable summer board meetings in Ann Arbor and on the Michigan campus—no small feat. Michael Paulsen’s financial wizardry combined with his fiscal responsibility year after year kept ASHE away from the seas of chaos and red ink. Ann Austin repeatedly led ASHE through hard choices and tough deliberations with both good feelings and good results. These are illustrative, not exhaustive of the pragmatic and resourceful nature of ASHE board commitment.

At worst, however, the ASHE Board brought to mind a volunteer fire department asked to be responsible for the well-being of a major city. To extend the metaphor, it meant that ASHE was playing with matches—and sooner or later probably would face a raging inferno kindled by internal squabbles and external fumes. Fortunately, a succession of dedicated staff and Executive Directors housed, respectively, at Texas A&M, the University of Missouri, and now Michigan State University, have provided sorely needed professional expertise.

The price of prosperity is that a President-Elect can no longer meet with a Program Chair in the hotel lobby to plan next year’s conference schedule on a single piece of paper. The justifiable demands require the involvement of numerous constituencies and calls for thorough, thoughtful attention to planning while also keeping an eye on the larger vision—and issues—of scholarship. 

A recurrent question that surfaces deals with how ASHE treats new members, including graduate students. I take this matter seriously in looking at attendance and participation each year. On balance, in comparison to other national scholarly organizations, I have found ASHE in the past and present to be relatively accessible and encouraging to new talent. The dues schedule remains affordable. The special programs before and during the annual conference are, I think, thoughtful and helpful. And, it is not unusual to have a graduate student or recent doctoral recipient present a research paper on a panel alongside senior scholars.

Another example of where growth and success have caused pushing and shoving surfaces is in the character and composition of the annual conference program. On the one hand, the flourishing of the public policy and international groups acknowledges vital scholarly fields within the study of higher education—and assures some representation as pre-conference settings within the national conference umbrella. On the other hand, I remain incredulous that those two topics would have to fight for fair hearing within the core conference. My own thinking is that they ought be center stage, not marginal.  But such are the compromises and resolutions that are the price of prosperity.

The most perplexing puzzle to me is trying to figure out the extent to which our higher education graduate programs nurture good exchange with scholarship from the perspectives of such disciplines as history, sociology, political science, and economics.  Such synapses are neither inherently applied nor pure in character. Their real litmus is that topics are explored with substantive lenses and ideas. I am genuinely uncertain about how our respective higher education doctoral programs fare on this count. A related but slightly different concern I have is about the appeal our ASHE researchers have to a general, concerned, national audience. For example, wouldn’t it be refreshing to have an ASHE member rather than Stanley Fish write an op-ed piece about life within universities in the Chronicle of Higher Education?

A few years ago Ann Austin devoted her memorable ASHE presidential address to the issue of preparing a new and future generation of responsible professors within our colleges and universities. Here was ASHE at its best—pertinent analysis that went beyond conventional wisdom or complacence. For almost a half century American higher education has had the luxury of abundance and choice in selecting and recruiting new faculty. Gradually yet undeniably we are entering a new era created by substantial retirements. So, a crucial concern is how do we encourage and nurture a vital, responsible cohort of faculty and scholars. It’s a theme that will surface increasingly at the campus level.   Former President Austin has given us the distant early warning alert—and, it echoes also within the heart and soul of ASHE. I hope by civil talking and listening together we, who are committed to ASHE, can honor our past with this concern for our appropriate present and future. This is a good way in which ASHE can pay the price of its success.

Awards Committee Report 

Carolyn J. Thompson, 
University of Missouri, Kansas City 

Congratulations to all ASHE award recipients. The 2004 recipients are:  Yvonna Lincoln of Texas A&M University, Howard Bowen Distinguished Career; Stanley Ikenberry of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Leadership; Wynetta Lee of Dillard University, ASHE Distinguished Service; Judith Glazer-Raymo of Columbia University, Research Achievement; anthony l. antonio of Stanford University, Promising Scholar; and Jerry Davis from the Lumina Foundation, Special Merit. Your nominations and letters of support were invaluable and greatly facilitated the committee’s consideration of each nominee.  I hope that you will join me in thanking the Awards Committee—Marilyn Amey, anthony l. antonio, David Chapman, Joanne Cooper, Michael Olivas, and William Trent—for their consideration of over 100 nominees.  

It is never too early to make a nomination and your letters and emails are welcome at any time prior to the May 1, 2005 deadline. The ASHE website has a complete description of award categories and past recipients.  It will greatly facilitate the committee’s task if you make your nomination consistent with the award category and provide contact information for the nominee. Nominations should be directed to Carolyn J. Thompson, Associate Professor, University of Missouri-Kansas City, 5100 Rockhill Road, Kansas City, Missouri 64110, or thompsonc@umkc.edu.  
Policy and Politics in Higher Education

2004 Conference A Success

Donald E. Heller, 
Pennsylvania State University

As researchers, students, and observers of public policy, a presidential election year is always an exciting time. The media scrutiny of the presidential, Congressional, and gubernatorial elections is intense, and even though higher education is not generally one of the most important issues in most campaigns—and certainly was not this year—there is still a great deal of excitement generated. Regardless of your political views, the election races provide opportunities for discussions of how the federal and state governments affect higher education.

The 2004 ASHE Forum on Public Policy in Higher Education began literally hours after the results of the presidential election became known to most of us. The timeliness provided the chance for those of us who feel passionately about policy and politics to come together and—depending upon your political views—celebrate or commiserate the election results. The forum, sponsored by the ASHE Council on Public Policy in Higher Education, was a resounding success, with over 125 registrants enjoying a lively and spirited debate about the pressing public policy issues facing higher education today. 

This was the fifth year of the Public Policy Forum, and it has become an important part of the ASHE Conference. A highlight of the meeting was an invited symposium on “Changing Approaches to State Higher Education Finance.”  Participating were Paul Lingenfelter, Executive Director of the State Higher Education Executive Officers; David Breneman, Dean of the Curry School of Education at the University of Virginia; and Brian Fitzgerald, Staff Director of the Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance. Alicia Dowd of the University of Massachusetts, Boston, moderated the panel. With many states facing constraints on funding higher education in recent years, this was a timely and provocative topic for the presenters and audience alike. The panel members led a spirited discussion of some of the innovative approaches toward higher education funding being taken by states.

The forum held a joint session with the Graduate Student Policy Seminar on “Impending Demographic Shifts and State Reactions,” moderated by Chris Morphew of the University of Kansas. Presenters Cheryl Blanco, Director of Policy and Information at the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE); Tad Perry, Executive Director of the South Dakota Board of Regents, and Robert Stein, Associate Director of the Missouri Department of Education discussed the impact of the “baby boom echo” on higher education and how states are coping with increasing demand from these students. Following this session, attendees of the Public Policy Forum and Graduate Student Policy Seminar joined with participants in the International Forum for a social reception. Thanks are due to the Institute of Higher Education at the University of Georgia for sponsoring this reception.

Other sessions in the Public Policy Forum discussed the higher education pipeline for Latino students; state governance of higher education; and the public policy issues of for-profit institutions and historically Black colleges and universities. The forum closed with a symposium on the much-delayed reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, with Jamie Merisotis, president of the Institute for Higher Education Policy. Less than 48 hours after the presidential and congressional elections, Jamie led a discussion of what has been accomplished in the reauthorization, and what is likely to occur in the 109th Congress.

Following the forum, the Council on Public Policy held its business meeting. Cheryl Blanco of WICHE has agreed to chair the nominating committee for the 2005 election of executive committee members of the Council. Jim Hearn of Vanderbilt University and David Leslie of the College of William and Mary join Cheryl on the committee. They will be responsible for soliciting nominations for the election of executive committee members, to be held later this spring. We will use the Council listserv to solicit nominations, but please feel free to contact Cheryl (CherylBlanco@wiche.edu) if you have ideas in the interim.

Also at the business meeting, the Council participants approved a change in the by-laws of the Council to allow for more continuity in leadership. The Vice President of the Council will now act as program chair for the annual forum, and will move up to the presidency in the second year of his or her term.

Planning is beginning for the sixth annual Public Policy Forum to be held prior to the ASHE Conference, next November in Philadelphia.  As program chair, I welcome your input on ideas for invited sessions for the forum. We usually try to balance invited and proposed sessions, so if you have topics you would like to see next November, please get in touch with me to suggest them (dheller@psu.edu). The call for proposals for the forum will be issued as part of the ASHE call later this winter.

Another activity completed this year was the launching of the Council website (http://www.ashe-cpphe.org). Through the hard work of Alex McCormick of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, and Mark Lafer of American Education Services, the website came on-line with a wealth of resources related to public policy and higher education. You can visit the website to subscribe to the Council listserv, see a list of the members of the executive committee and the Council by-laws, and access information about the annual forum. There is also a page with links to higher education policy organizations.

As a relatively new and still evolving organization, the members of the executive committee of the Council are interested in hearing your ideas on how we can make the Council more helpful to you. Please contact any one of us with ideas, questions, or suggestions.

· Scott Thomas (Chair), Institute of Higher Education, University of Georgia, slthomas@uga.edu

· Donald Heller (Vice-Chair), Center for the Study of Higher Education, The Pennsylvania State University, deh29@psu.edu

· Laura Perna (Secretary), Educational Policy & Leadership, University of Maryland, lperna@wam.umd.edu

· Jacqueline King (At-Large), American Council on Education, Jacqueline_king@ace.nche.edu

· Alex McCormick (At-Large), Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, McCormick@carnegiefoundation.org

· William Zumeta (At-Large), Public Affairs and Educational Leadership & Policy Studies, University of Washington, zumeta@u.washington.edu

We hope you enjoy a healthy and happy new year, and we look forward to seeing you at the ASHE conference next fall.

ASHE 2004 at a Glance: The Executive Director’s Report

Dennis Brown, 
Michigan State University

Office transition

It was the intent of the ASHE office that the transition from the University of Missouri to Michigan State University be seamless. Effective January 1, 2004 the ASHE office officially transferred from the University of Missouri to Michigan State University. All hard copy files, office equipment and electronic files including the website, membership database, and financial database were transferred. Fund transfers were completed and closed out on March 22, 2004 including the operating and reserve funds. With the assistance of Dr. James Forest, the listserv was transferred from the MU computer to MSU for January 1, 2004. Finally, effective June 2, 2004, the ASHE office hired Shannon Brecheisen as the Administrative Assistant. Shannon is a full time staff member and a part-time doctoral student in her first year in HALE.

Membership

During this transition period, approximately 1,750 members retained active membership. The ASHE office instituted a three tier membership renewal process that notify members of their pending membership expiration by email, followed by a mailing of a membership renewal, followed by a final email reminder when membership has expired. By the end of February, 2004, the rate of membership renewal was comparable to the 2003 monthly renewal rates.

As of November 5, 2004, ASHE has an active membership of 1,868, broken down by the following membership categories: Regular 1123 (60%), Students 701 (38%), and Emeritus 44 (2%). Fifty-eight percent  (1,078) of the membership reported their ethnic background as Caucasian, 10% (184) as African American,  5.5% Hispanic (Mexican American, Puerto Rican or other), 4 % Asian/Pacifice and 4% international. Twety-one percent (394) of the members did not report their ethnicity.

Effective June 1, 2004 membership dues were raised by $2 for each membership category (Emeritus $52, Regular $82, and Graduate Students $52). 

Technology

Although we were able to transfer the website to a MSU server, there were a number of issues involved with changing links and addresses. The membership application, renewal, change of contact, and conference registration forms on the website did not work on the MSU server. All of these forms had to be rewritten and coded. While the appearance of the web pages did not change much, the forms (application, renewal, change of contact etc.) were recoded and programmed to link directly to the membership database.

 The ASHE office also took this opportunity to incorporate a secure web based online credit card processing system available through the University that offers 24/7 access and secure processing with instant email receipt generation. This was available to the membership in mid January and has worked well, especially for international members. 

The ASHE office designed and built a new conference site in July for the 2004 conference with on-line registration, again linked to our membership database and the 24/7 on-line secure credit card payment system. The conference hotel was also able to make their on-line room reservation system available through a link on the ASHE website. 

An on-line election system for the Board of Director’s election was designed and implemented in August and ran through September. Given the positive feedback from the membership, the election system appeared to have worked well, although the membership participation in the election was only 29%. We hope to improve the participation rate for the 2005 elections.

The ASHE office has supported requests from various association committees for assistance in posting the call for proposal, call for nominations, call for proposals for the reader series, newsletter, book reviews, and so forth. The listserv has proven to be an effective communication tool with the membership, providing timely ASHE announcements, faculty job postings, and conference announcements. The listserv is being used as a one-way communication tool to communicate information to the membership.

Finally, the Higher Education Program Directory was updated in January and February 2004. And, after several site visits in May, a contract was signed with the Hyatt Regency Orange County for the 2006 ASHE conference, November 2-4, 2006.

ASHE/Lumina Foundation Dissertation Fellowship

After much negotiation, a new contract between MSU and Lumina Foundation for Education was finally agreed upon and signed in March 2004. Proposal solicitations for year 2 commenced immediately. The deadline was also extended two weeks to April 15, 2004. Forty-seven eligible proposals were received and reviewed at the Lumina Foundation headquarters at Indianapolis in July, 2004. The number of Fellowships awarded was expanded from eight to ten fellowships in 2004. We anticipate ten awards for 2005. 
Six of the eight 2003 Fellows have completed their doctorates. A three page executive summary for each of these Fellows has been posted on the ASHE website. All eight of the 2003 Fellows attend the ASHE/Lumina pre-conference November 3-4th. The ASHE/Lumina Dissertation Fellowship Committee and the ASHE office are in the process of evaluating the first year of the Fellowship program. All ten of the 2004 Fellows were assigned a mentor and all attended the 2004 pre-conference. An abstract of each Fellow’s dissertation is posted on the ASHE website. 

 

Plans for 2005

The ASHE office plans to redesign the ASHE website and implement an on-line proposal submission process for the 2005 conference in Philadelphia. The office will also assist the ASHE/Lumina Committee in the submission of a grant to Lumina Foundation for Education to continue the ASHE/Lumina Dissertation Fellowship project beyond 2005. Finally, the ASHE office will be conducting site visits to select conference sites for the 2007 and 2008 conference.

Celebrating Diversity: Council on Ethnic Participation (CEP) Happenings

Frankie Santos Laanan, 
Iowa State University

I am delighted to have the opportunity to include a regular column in the ASHE Newsletter about the ‘goings on’ in the Council on Ethnic Participation (CEP). CEP is one of the standing councils of ASHE and its purpose is to facilitate ethnic participation in the affairs of the Association.

At the 2004 ASHE conference, I officially became Chair of CEP and now follow a very distinguished group of past CEP Chairs. We acknowledge and thank all the past CEP Chairs for their council work. In particular, I would like to thank Millie Garcia, Wynetta Lee, Berta Vigil Laden, M. Christopher Brown, and Janet Guyden for their unending support, mentoring, and encouragement.

As the Chair, I sit on the ASHE Board of Directors and represent the interests of the CEP membership. My commitment is to bring the critical issues facing CEP members to the ASHE Board and to insure that our interests fostering inclusiveness and diversity in all ASHE initiatives and programs are voiced and implemented.

CEP represents an outstanding membership, which include faculty, graduate students, administrators, and policymakers in higher education. The thread that binds us all together is our commitment and passion to foster inclusiveness and diversity in our scholarship, teaching, and service activities. My philosophy as Chair of CEP will be to foster a culture of engagement among CEP members and to develop initiative and programs that will benefit CEP. The celebration of diversity and inclusiveness will be my philosophy during my tenure as Chair of CEP.

At the 2004 ASHE annual conference, CEP held its business meeting and reception. The meeting was well attended (standing room only) with representatives from the U.S. and abroad. At the business meeting, Janet Guyden was recognized for her service as CEP Chair during her tenure. Also, the new officers of CEP were officially announced for the 2004-07 term. The current officers of CEP include the Chair and Consuella Lewis of the University of Pittsburg as Secretary. 

We’re starting the year with three new initiatives, which are highlighted below.

CEP Web Site: I am excited to announce the internet (web) presence of CEP on the ASHE web site. I encourage you to visit the CEP web site and learn about the initiatives, news and announcements, and events happening in CEP. You can find the link to CEP at the ASHE hompage (www.ashe.ws) under the ASHE Councils’ link. Our goal for the CEP web site is to not just have a web presence but to use it to disseminate information and provide resources to CEP members, the ASHE community-at-large, as well as to higher education leaders, scholars, policymakers, and key stakeholders. We know the power of the internet and so the CEP web site will continue to evolve over time. Thanks to my graduate research assistant, Jonathan Compton, at Iowa State University, who is the site’s architect. Photos of the business meeting and the reception are available on the CEP web site under the “News and Announcements” link. Check it out because you might be in one of the many photos.

Mentoring Program: Another initiative we have planned this year will be the Mentoring Program for graduate students and new faculty. Consuella Lewis and a team of faculty and graduate students will be heading this initiative. The primary objective of the Mentoring Program for graduate students is to prepare current doctoral students for positions in the academy by working closely with faculty members. Similarly, the new faculty mentoring program will bring pre-tenure faculty members and tenured faculty members together to address issues, such as transitioning to the faculty ranks, developing a clear research agenda, securing external funding, understanding the tenure and promotion process, and so on. The mentoring program consists of a formal process in which graduate students and faculty will have opportunities to meet in-person at ASHE and other academic and professional meetings as well as in other forums (e-mail, correspondence, CEP web site, etc.). If you are interested in participating in the mentoring program, visit out our web site or contact Consuella Lewis, CEP Secretary (lewisc@pitt.edu). We are very excited about this program and look forward to seeing this program come to fruition.

CEP Listserv: The CEP Listserv provides an electronic discussion forum on issues related to higher education. The Listserv is designed to encourage discussion between graduate students, faculty, policymakers, advocates, practitioners, and other educators. To subscribe to the Listserv, go to the CEP homepage and obtain details about the subscription. I encourage everyone to check out the Listserv page and subscribe so that you can be kept informed about CEP initiatives, news, and announcements.

In the near future, we will also develop a Research Exchange Forum (REF) that will be available on the CEP web site.  The objectives are: a) to provide a forum to facilitate research collaboration between and among faculty and graduate students and b) to provide a forum to disseminate recently published scholarship and conference papers to the CEP, ASHE, and the higher education community.

If you are not a member of CEP and would like to participate in these exciting activities, visit the CEP web site or contact me at 515.294.7292 or via e-mail at laanan@iastate.edu or Consuella Lewis (lewisc@pitt.edu).  Also, please visit us at our web site at www.ashe.ws/ashecouncils.htm (click on the CEP link).  We look forward to hearing from you soon.

Surviving In the Academy

In Search of Writing Productivity

Ellen M. Brier, Vanderbilt University

Who among us would not take issue with Flaubert’s contention that “you don’t know what it is like to stay a whole day with your head in your hands trying to squeeze your unfortunate brain so as to find a word”? Whether novice or veteran, we are all familiar with being that blocked writer in search of the words, the phrases, the sentences, the paragraphs, and the pages which form the text. Transforming ideas into written text can require the writer to take a quantum leap. Indeed, moving beyond writing blocks is the key to increasing writing productivity.

For higher education scholars, practitioners, and graduate students surviving in the academy often depends on their writing productivity. Writing blocks whether from within the writer or from the writing process can obstruct and even paralyze the would-be writer and thus diminish productivity. In academia scholarly productivity so frequently measured by its proxy, writing productivity, can make and breaks careers. Thus, the challenge of being a productive writer entails recognizing and managing writing blocks rather than avoiding them. 

Knowledge of writing blocks is a first step in developing the tools necessary for overcoming impediments to writing productively. Blocks can take many forms and include any psychological, physical, environmental or cognitive obstacle that keeps a writer from producing written text. Some blocks are internal and reside within the writer, whereas others are external in nature and exist outside of the writer. A third type of block involves perceived or actual knowledge limitations. Regardless of the type, writing blocks produce frustration, anxiety, and possibly enervation for the writer. 

First, let’s look at internal writing blocks. Personal beliefs about your ability as a writer, about how well you write, about how much you know, or about having something to say all can get in the way of your writing. Negative beliefs and perceptions as well as self- doubts can pollute the writing process and even prevent writing. Self doubt can paralyze the writer. To combat self doubt begin by converting the negative into the positive.  Define yourself as a writer not as one who is blocked from the task of writing.  Review the strengths you bring to the role. Focus on the skills, knowledge, and experience you possess. Consider the depth and breadth of writing tasks you have accomplished. Be sure that you have something to say.  

In addition to the obstacles created by self-doubt, distractions can get in the way of writing. Preoccupation with personal matters can dissipate a writer’s focus and concentration. In this case, replace the distraction, at least temporarily, with the acceptance of the fact that nothing can be done without resolving or eliminating its cause. Once it is set aside put focus on the writing task in its place. Stress, pressure, and anxiety also get in the way of writing. In particular, stress and anxiety about writing coupled with the pressure to write can disable a writer. Additionally fear of failure, aversion to criticism, and avoidance of intellectual risk taking act from within the writer to produce paralysis. Identifying these impediments is the first step to dealing with them. That is to say identifying and labeling the blocks contributes to controlling them and getting beyond them. 

Physical conditions blocking writers ordinarily are easy to recognize. Typical ones include pain, discomfort, and fatigue. How a writer feels physically definitely plays a role in a writer’s ability to produce text. Concentration and focus can be negatively affected and result in an inability to write and distraction. Simple remedies, such as rest and exercise, often work with these impediments. Many physical obstacles need minor adjustments or simple remedies. Persistent problems may require professional attention.  

Similar to physical conditions, the environment can be a source of obstruction for a writer. Room temperature, lighting, furniture, noise all can get in the way of writing. The good news is the environment can be altered. Writers need to know what environment and environmental conditions work best for them.  It is equally important to know what in the environment works against the writers’ ability and facility to write so that these impediments can be avoided. Environments, which facilitate writing, can be designed. A useful technique for identifying what environmentally promotes writing is to recall a situation when writing came easily. What is in the picture?  Is there music or background sound? If so, what type? What furniture is used? What are the temperature and light levels in the room?

Cognitive impediments also challenge writers. Writers need both knowledge and skills.  In particular, they must possess writing skills, content knowledge, and writers’ knowledge (i.e. knowledge of writing in a specific field, for specific audiences, using specific genre). For novices writers, knowledge is especially important. Reviewing books, journals, and articles with attention to how they are written, range of topics, level of scholarship as well as audience, purpose, and use can prove empowering to the writer and result in increased ease in writing for a specific field, publication outlet, and/or audience.


Focusing on blocks to writing, although important, perpetuates a somewhat negative perspective that of the glass’s being half-empty. From a positive, glass half full point of view writing facilitators form the focus. With this positive view the emphasis is on writing productivity. More specifically the stress is on promoting and increasing writing productivity. Given a positive focus, the question becomes “what contributes to productive writing?”

Productive writers have something to say. Although it seems obvious that having something to write about is essential, many inexperienced writers attempt to write before they have formulated their ideas. As a result, they get frustrated because they try to produce a text prematurely.  Intellectual gestation enables a writer’s ideas to develop. Attempting to write a text with underdeveloped and inadequate command of the topic can result in a stalled or stymied writer. A useful strategy in this situation is to write around the topic, to write about its purpose, to write about writing. The writer can just write but should not attempt to write a polished or complete text. The writer should write from knowledge. In addition, the writer need not start with the beginning of the text, first sentence, first paragraph, or introduction. The writer should start with what is most readily written, which could be any part of the text from beginning to end and any part in between. What is important is that the writing begins not that the writing necessarily start at the beginning. In other words, the writer needs to get started writing some form of text, (e.g., an outline, notes, a list, or a draft).

Once started the writer should establish and maintain a reasonable writing momentum. Maintaining momentum contributes to productivity. Momentum is a key to writing productivity as is commitment to the task of writing. Breaking momentum disrupts the writing process and frequently blocks the writer. 

Insight into oneself as a writer can contribute to being a more productive writer.  For example, recognizing and selecting the time of day or night most conducive to writing can optimize writing. Designating a place and an environment most conducive to writing and using it can have a positive impact on writing. Utilizing resources essential to the writer for writing, such as a dictionary, computer, yellow paper, or a cup of coffee can foster increased productivity. 

Being deliberate about writing and well defined as a writer makes a writer a decision maker. Many writers who are blocked believe that the writing controls them. When a writer approaches the task of writing as a decision maker, the writer takes control of writing and can view writing as a manageable task with a number of choices, ranging from the chair the writer elects to sit in to the selection of words, structures, and topics. 

In the academy, writing serves as an avenue not only to survival, but to prosperity. In order to pursue this path to academic prosperity, however, one must be prepared to encounter obstacles to writing along the way. Equally important is a readiness and willingness to work through the impediment. The best way to be a productive writer is to write, to define oneself as a writer when faced with writing, embrace the task armed with self definition and a repertoire of decision making skills and to set a course and pace that are reasonable and manageable. Go for it!

The Graduate Policy Seminar: Helping Students Grow

Reflection One

Danielle M. Orr-Bement, 
University of Washington

At this past ASHE conference, Cheryl Lovell, Director of the Graduate Student Policy Seminar (GSPS), asked if I would write a brief reflection on my experience at the GSPS, which I attended in 2001, and connect it to my subsequent ASHE conference experiences. As any graduate student would do, I treated this assignment as a research project and selected my sample size, an “n” of 1; my methodology, a self-reflection; and my data analysis, a content analysis of my reflections to highlight any emerging themes.

Upon reflection, several insights emerged from the data. Due to my participation at GSPS, I gained a network of friends and colleagues, a ‘home’ in ASHE, and a sense of empowerment and confidence.

First, I gained a group of colleagues and friends, my fellow GSPS attendees and peers from their campuses and organizations. The impact of this network, which includes graduate students from higher education programs across the country, is immeasurable. We correspond year round on an e-mail list group and we look forward to seeing each other at each upcoming ASHE conference. We support each other both intellectually and personally in our studies and professional development and have worked together on conference proposals.

The second insight is less tangible; it is a sense of “home” in ASHE as an organization and as a base for my professional development. The first bit of evidence is more obvious. The GSPS is a natural link to the Public Policy Forum and to policy-related conference sessions. It is comforting to see familiar faces at various sessions and to begin to build relations with others who share similar interests. As for professional development, in attending the GSPS I realized the differences between policy research and policy analysis and the difference in writing for policymakers and policy researchers. I use this lens within and outside of ASHE, in my reading and my writing. My professional development also extends to my career development. At one of the GSPS sessions, we discussed other non-academic career options in the policy arena. The discussion was extended by this year’s well-attended session on research careers outside academe. I now have a better sense of my career options and have the support of my GSPS and ASHE colleagues to pursue those endeavors.

Last, my reflection took me to a deeper insight about my own sense of confidence. I feel more empowered by my experience at the GSPS. I understood better how to work the conference and feel comfortable and knowledgeable attending other sessions and meetings. My GSPS experience increased the depth of my subsequent conference participation. Familiarity and approachability are also embodied in this insight, in terms of both the conference and the participants. At the GSPS sessions we read articles written by prominent researchers and analysts and were introduced to them as well. Through the GSPS, I had the opportunity to sit in a room with these individuals and ask them questions. I now take advantage of the opportunity to meet conference presenters and to discuss my perspective and ask questions of theirs at sessions throughout the ASHE conference.

In closing, the insights that emerged in my reflection on my participation in the GSPS are now deeply rooted in how I view subsequent participation in ASHE. Thank you to all who support the GSPS. Many thanks to its organizers; keep up the great work. To my fellow GSPS attendees, I look forward to more intellectual conversations and to our on-going personal support of each other. And to my fellow graduate students, I encourage you to attend; the experience is invaluable.

Reflection Two

Steven Hess, Boston College

My initial reason for participating in the Graduate Student Policy Seminar was to become better acquainted with the arena of higher education public policy, as my knowledge in this area was very limited. Before the seminar, then, I had a very basic expectation.  I simply wanted an introduction to aspects of higher education public policy in order to be a more informed scholar, researcher, and practitioner. Fortunately, this expectation was met. Through the expertise and enthusiasm of Cheryl Lovell, the experienced seminar speakers, and discussions with other participants I gained a greater understanding of public policy and feel more informed than I was prior to the seminar. The seminar, then, provided me with a better idea of what public policy entails and the importance of the work of policy analysts.

Much to my surprise, however, the seminar exceeded my initial basic expectation. In addition to learning more about public policy, the seminar was beneficial in other ways. One of the highlights was meeting and interacting with other doctoral students from across the country. I enjoyed our formal and informal conversations that included discussions about our dissertation research, as well as the reasons we are studying higher education. There was a large enough number of participants to achieve diversity of background and thought, and the number was small enough to bring about a sense of community and collegiality. Interacting with doctoral students at the seminar also fostered a greater sense of community and inclusion throughout the main ASHE conference for me. I frequently met seminar participants in conference sessions or at receptions who I could more easily engage in conversation given our shared experience of the policy seminar.       

Another beneficial aspect of the seminar was the opportunity to discuss our dissertation research with one another. Talking about my research ideas helped me clarify the policy issues related to my topic. As I listened to others talk about their research topics I was impressed by their desire to contribute new knowledge and ideas that could foster justice, more access, and greater equity in higher education.  

Through writing this article I realized how much I gained from participating in the policy seminar and how it far exceeded my initial expectation. While the aim of the seminar is to help doctoral students understand public policy it achieves much more. I left the seminar more knowledgeable, renewed in my desire to work in higher education, and hopeful after interacting with enthusiastic and dedicated doctoral students who will teach, research, and administer in higher education. Special thanks to Cheryl Lovell for her dedication to the seminar and support of those of us who participated.

Reflection Three

Gigi Gomez, 
University of California, Las Angeles 

Ever since I heard about the ASHE Graduate Student Public Policy Seminar, I hoped that I would be selected to attend. For those who do not know, the selection process involves each higher education program sending only one graduate student to participate. Limiting participation in this manner allowed for a more manageable environment for the students to meet and learn about higher education policy. There were 45 graduate students in attendance all in different stages of their graduate careers (i.e., some were just starting out while some where ready to cross the finish line).

The Seminar provided me with some valuable lessons and experiences. First, I learned the nuts and bolts about higher education policy. That is, how external and internal forces bear pressure on legislators to create mandates affecting higher education. In addition, students had a taste of what the Public Policy Forum was like. In our joint session, not only did we hear a presentation on how the changing population demographics will affect higher education across the nation and what a few state higher education coordination boards are doing to adjust for such changes. We were also each assigned a mentor—a seasoned policy researcher, analyst, or policy maker. The volunteered mentors shared further insights on the higher education policy world.

Adding to these experiences, I also found the opportunity to meet other students invaluable. During the Seminar, we broke up into small groups and discussed how our topics can inform higher education policy, which helped build intellectual camaraderie. Interestingly, a majority of the students attending the Seminar were also first-time ASHE attendees. Having attended previous ASHE conferences, I had a sense of belonging this year as opposed to other years because I already 44 other graduate students outside of my program. That is, we had already established a social network within the policy seminar before the general conference began. I often found myself saying hello to my fellow attendees and continuing our conversations started from the Seminar. Upon my return, I received several emails from other students that promised to stay in touch, encouraged each other with our work, and looked forward to meeting again at the next ASHE.

If you have not figured it out, I am writing to future possible graduate students. If my experience sounds like some recruitment material for the Seminar, it is only because of how I know the Seminar bolstered my overall understanding of higher education. Of course, the only downside of having just one student per program attend the Seminar is the chance of never being selected. However, if you communicate to your department/program’s faculty your policy interest, I am sure you will eventually be a participant. I should know, considering this is my last year wearing the graduate student hat. All in all, I am appreciative that ASHE sponsored and Dr. Cheryl Lovell coordinated such a vital program. And most of all, knowing that ASHE seeks to invest in their future higher education scholars and policymakers through the Graduate Student Public Policy Seminar.

Thinking Globally

Mobility in Question

By Simon Marginson, Monash University, Australia

Chair, ASHE International Forum 2004-2005 

As many ASHE members are aware, the Open Door statistics on foreign student enrolment in 2003-2004, released by the Institute of International Education, showed a 2.4% decline to 572,509 students. This was the first such annual decline in foreign student numbers in the United States since the fall of 3% in 1971-72. It runs against once of the core characteristics of the more global era of the last three decades, the bridging of cultural distances via the worldwide trend to expanded people movement. The trend worries many in the international student community, suggesting once again that post-2001 America is a different place, in higher education as elsewhere, perhaps less open and cosmopolitan than before. 

The trend has also triggered much heartburn among university presidents, for whom foreign graduate students are an important source of research labor. Total graduate student numbers held up, increasing by 2.4% while undergraduates fell by almost 5%, but the increase in graduate students was well below pre-2001 rates, and manifested itself mostly at Master-level institutions. In many of the leading research/doctoral universities the number of foreign graduate students fell, with declines as steep as 23% in some cases. 

The decline of 2.4% in foreign students in 2003-2004 follows the small increase of 0.6% in the previous year, 2002-2003. In my last column for the ASHE Newsletter in Fall 2004, I discussed the 2002-2003 data, noting the drop in numbers coming from China, the second largest source nation, and sharp declines in students from the Middle East and Muslim South East Asia. Again in the 2003-2004 data, the significant trend is not so much in the absolute number of students as in the composition of foreign entry. The sharpest decline is taking place not only in students from Muslim nations, wherefrom the cultural distance has been emphasized by world geo-military politics; but in students from the other group of nations perhaps most culturally distinct from the USA—the nations of East and Southeast Asia. 

In 2003-2004 the number of students from the Middle East fell again by 9%, noticeably in the nations closest to Iraq including Saudi Arabia 16%, Kuwait 17% and Jordan 15% although the drop in Turkey was less at 2%. Asia remains the main sending region, providing almost three foreign students in five, but the number of students coming from China fell from 64,757 to 61,756 (4.6%) and there were larger declines in the number from Muslim Indonesia (15%) and Pakistan (10%), and from Thailand (11%) and Japan (11%). There were also significant declines in numbers coming from two European nations at variance with American foreign policy – Germany (6%) and France (6%). On the other side of the ledger, there was a substantial increase in the number of students from India, which is now the largest source of foreign students, from 74,603 to 79,736 (6.9%); an increase in 4% in students coming from Mexico; and smaller rises in the numbers from Korea, Canada, and the UK.

The pattern of American students studying abroad is always very different to the pattern of incoming students. Although Asia is the main source of incoming students, the much smaller number of outgoing US students goes mostly to the English-speaking nations and Europe, where in both the geographical and the cultural sense there is a lesser distance to travel. It is significant to see in the 2002-2003 data on study abroad—the most recent data available from Open Doors – there was a 51% drop in American students going to the Middle East and a 36% drop in the number going to China, where the SARS epidemic was an inhibiting factor. Here there is congruence between incoming and outgoing mobility – in both directions movement between the Middle East and the US, and Asia and the US, is down sharply. 

It’s not just happening in the USA

It would be too easy to dismiss the inhibition of student mobility simply as a function of a more obstructive visa regime that falls most heavily on students from Muslim and Asian nations, and of perceptions of a less friendly environment in the USA for foreign students amid the reassertion of cultural singularity and isolationism, especially affecting non-white and non-Christian students. No doubt these factors have played a part. However, the decline in cross-border student mobility is not just confined to the USA, suggesting that the causes are wider than just the American domestic environment and the US border policing regime. 

We know the US is not alone because it appears that early 2005, the beginning of the academic year in Australia, is seeing a dramatic decline in foreign student numbers. On some estimates the drop in numbers in 2005, compared to 2004, will exceed 20%. If so, this would be an extraordinary shift in a short time. Even a smaller shift would be a dramatic change from the pattern of recent years: for more than a decade numbers have grown 10-15% per annum so that Australia has become the third largest educator of foreign students at degree level after the USA and UK. The total foreign enrollment in Australia at degree level is 200,000, representing approximately one student in five in Australian universities. Many Australian universities have become heavily dependent on revenues from foreign student fees.

The downward trend in Australia has emerged two years after the first signs in the USA. Though full data are not yet available, partial returns suggest a sharp drop in the number of students coming to Australia from Muslim Indonesia and Malaysia (two of the five major source nations), and probably from Singapore as well. In contrast with the USA numbers from China, Australia’s number one source nation, are holding up. 

Why the decline in mobility?

A number of explanations have been advanced for the trend in Australia. For instance, the appreciation of the Australian dollar, which has eliminated much of Australia’s price advantage vis a vis the USA and UK, and rising living costs in Australia especially inner city housing in the city of Sydney might explain the trend. More obstructive Australian visa policies affecting applications from China and Indonesia (here there is a close resemblance between policies in the USA and in Australia) could also be having an impact. In addition; increased cost of initial applications, more expensive in Australia than elsewhere; and concerns about the quality of Australian degrees have been offered as reasons for decreases in foreign enrollment. Similarly, Asian government policies favor import substitution. There has been an increase in supply of domestic student places in such nations as Malaysia and Singapore and the emergence of American, Australian and British campuses within Asian nations so that students from those nations no longer have to travel across borders to access degrees from English-speaking nations. 

But most of these explanations are focused on supply factors, and political/economic factors affecting the demand side. Not much attention has been given to the cultural side of demand. What if there has been something of a retreat from student mobility among Asian families, with the exception of India? What if despite the continuing advantages of gaining a foreign degree and building competence in global English, many families in Asia have become increasingly conscious of the risks, obstacles, and dangers inherent in global mobility to English-speaking nations and indeed anywhere away from home? This is suggested by the fact that in both the USA and Australia, the decline is showing itself mainly in the number of younger students entering undergraduate programs—the stage at which parental decision-making is the key factor—rather than graduate programs. 

Are the changes in the USA and Australia part of a more general retreat from mobility affecting all English-speaking nations and perhaps Western European providers of foreign student education as well? Time will tell and the most important test of this question will be the trend in the UK, the second major provider. Trends in the Europe might tell us whether there is a substitution effect with foreign students shifting from the English-speaking nations to European nations not so directly implicated in world military-political conflict. However, the anti-Muslim cultural cold war being played out the English-speaking nations has its counterparts in the anti-foreign rhetoric characterizing immigration debates in much of Europe, suggesting that the factors affecting people mobility have broad global roots.  

My own judgment is that it is likely we are seeing a sea change in mobility—whether medium term or long-term is impossible to say. And the causes of the inhibition of people mobility in higher education lie in the larger geo-political-cultural world environment, in what might be called the post-2001 form of globalization. We are experiencing a mobility/security trade-off at the global level. It seems that global convergence, which was always American-dominated, lopsided in terms of global relations of power, is now expressed more than before by military-political coercion, and less than before in the free movement of peoples and cross-border cultural encounters. If globalization is changing in this manner, US foreign and military policies are the most single important shaping element, though not the only one. 

If so this creates a profound challenge for all of us who support a more open, generous, and curious global exchange, based on equality of respect and engagement with diverse others. For those specializing in international education the challenge is more immediate. How can higher education offer a more welcoming location than the general environment; and how can we persuade more of our own students to engage in the more challenging Asian, Middle Eastern and African higher education institutions, against the regressive trend of the times?

ASHE in PHILLY 2005

Deborah F. Carter, 
University of Michigan 

It is my pleasure to give the ASHE membership an update on the upcoming conference in November in Philadelphia. One exciting development is that the ASHE program committee will start accepting online submissions for conference proposals. Since this is our first online submission process (with the exception of the International Forum), the program committee is working with Dennis Brown, the Executive Director of ASHE, to determine whether all proposals will be submitted online or whether a select few divisions will serve to test the online process.  

There are several reasons why ASHE is moving to online submissions. The ASHE membership has grown and a significant part of this growth is international membership and conference participation. Delays of several days or weeks in paper submissions from overseas can be difficult to manage given the tight timeline we have for putting the program together. In addition, many of our peer organizations have been doing online submissions successfully.

In seeking information about other organizations and their online submission process, several members recommended that we speak to the Association for Institutional Research (AIR) about their system. Dennis Brown is in the final stages of securing an agreement for ASHE to use AIR’s system (with some appropriate modifications for our specific conference organization) for the conference submission process. Using AIR’s system provides ASHE with a number of benefits. First, AIR’s system has been tested over a number of years and many individuals (authors as well as reviewers) have been pleased with their system. Second, ASHE’s timetable for conference proposal deadlines and conference organization is opposite of AIR’s time table. Thus, there should not be overlap in the two organizations’ conference planning activities.

Division chairs will be contacting various ASHE members to ask their assistance in reviewing proposals, chairing sessions, and being discussants. If you would like to volunteer for any of these roles, contact any of us. The Call for Proposals will be sent out in early March with more details regarding the submission process.

The program committee has decided to keep a structure similar to that of last year’s program. The topic areas where authors will submit proposals will be the same: organization and administration; teaching, learning, and curriculum; faculty; students; contexts and foundations; policy, finance, and economics; and methodology and assessment. The committee last year added an “open” section for proposals that did not seem to fit in the other existing areas. This section worked well and will again be an area where individuals can submit proposals.

The following is a list of the committee.  I look forward to working with the division chairs and members of the program committee.  

Students

Vasti Torres, Indiana University

Susan Jones, The Ohio State University

Karen Kurotsuchi Inkelas, University of Maryland

Organization and Administration

Kevin Kinser, SUNY Albany

Jerlando F. L. Jackson, University of Wisconsin

Teaching, Learning, and Curriculum

Lisa Lattuca, Pennsylvania State University

Thomas Nelson Laird, Indiana University

Faculty

Elizabeth Creamer, Virginia Tech

Joshua Powers, Indiana State University

Contexts and Foundations

Andrea Walton, Indiana University

Marybeth Gasman, University of Pennsylvania

Policy, Finance, and Economics

Michael Bastedo, University of Michigan

Denise O’Neil Green, University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign

Methodology and Assessment and “Open”

Wynetta Lee, Dillard University

Darnell Cole, University of Hawaii-Manoa

International Forum

Reitumetse O. Mabokela, Michigan State Univeristy

Forum on Public Policy and Higher Education

Donald Heller, Pennsylvania State University

Conference Evaluation

Barbara Johnson, University of New Orleans

Marietta Del Favero, Louisiana State University

We thank Benjamin Baez, 2004 Program Chair; Brian Pusser, 2006 Program Chair; Diane Dean and Kimberly Rogers, graduate student members of the ASHE Board of Directors; James Earl Davis, local representative; and Dennis Brown and Shannon Brecheisen from the ASHE Office in advance for their assistance this year. If you have questions about the conference or how you can help, contact the division chairs or me (dfcarter@umich.edu).

$oft Money

David DiRamio, 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

$oft Money investigates contemporary issues in grant funding and higher education research.  This includes helpful tips designed to give the reader a competitive edge when searching and applying for grants. In addition, information about useful Web sites, fellowships, and scholarships is periodically provided. If you have any questions or would like additional information, contact $oft Money columnist, David DiRamio, at (702) 256-8236 or diramio@nevada.edu

Matching researcher interests with grant-funder agendas

Over the past few annual ASHE conferences we've heard lively discussion about differences between the funding agendas of the major grant foundations and the research interests of ASHE scholars. During the 2002 conference in Sacramento, a featured panel of representatives from major foundations described their agendas and asked ASHE members to join in. In Portland 2003, a symposium of AHSE researchers confirmed via quantitative analysis less than 50% commonality between the agendas. Last year in Kansas City, while the focus was on the legacy of Brown, there was plenty of discussion about who is setting the agenda for higher education research in the near term.

For this column, I interviewed Dr. Scott Thomas, Associate Professor of Higher Education at the Institute of Higher Education, University of Georgia. Scott and Dr. Laura Perna (University of Maryland) who obtained a grant that exemplifies the idea of matching the agenda of a major foundation with a traditional topic of interest for ASHE researchers. The grant, funded by Lumina, examines the combined effects of federal, state, and institutional policies aimed at increasing the college-going rate of high school graduates. It is a five state, mixed-methods study.

At a recent meeting I had the opportunity to query Scott and he offered a few insights:

Motivation and tension…

“Do we pursue money for the sake of pursuing money? Or do we pursue money to enable a more dynamic research agenda? If we are doing it largely as a result of pressure to generate extramural funds, it is really difficult because we aren’t primarily fundraisers, we’re researchers. I think there is a fundamental difference between these roles for many of us. I’d note however that some of us seem to be rather remarkable grant-getters and researchers and that at some point (in one’s career at a research university) they do go hand in hand. Laura Perna and I just happened to be in the good position of having research questions that were congruent with a research agenda of a major funder, the Lumina Foundation. (Ours) could be a unique situation, but I don’t really think this is the case. I think the tension that you point to is one where the researcher and the granting agency are almost in this relationship of conflict. (In that conflict) If any negotiation about program design and deliverables is going to be a compromise, that’s just a non-productive relationship in most instances.”

Relationship and process…

“That’s not to say we walked into Lumina with our ideas and they didn’t change. But that’s not what it’s about. We were able to develop a relationship with our program officer that actually improved our research design considerably over what we started out with, while also tightening the alignment between what we were interested in doing and what they were interested in funding. So, we didn’t see that negotiation as a compromise. The conversations between a good program officer and good research team should be a project enhancing process rather than a series of compromises to obtain funding to support some element of your interests.”

Final thought: Scott's point about proposing only research ideas of genuine interest to the foundation and, through productive discussions with a program officer, strengthening the project is sage advice. This approach makes sense for bridging the gap between agendas and producing a win-win result for both research team and the external funding provider.

CAHEP News

Ron Opp, University of Toledo

Penny Poplin Gosetti, 
University of Toledo

The Council for the Advancement of Higher Education Programs (CAHEP) is a standing committee of the Association for the Study of Higher Education. The primary purpose of the CAHEP pre-conference is to discuss issues of common concern regarding the teaching and learning experiences of students and faculty in Higher Education programs. Held prior to each annual ASHE meeting, program chairs, or their delegated representatives, meet to discuss current issues and concerns. This pre-conference meeting is also open to any ASHE members interested in discussing Higher Education programmatic issues. CAHEP serves as a valuable forum for advancing Higher Education programs and takes pleasure in making valuable connections with ASHE.  

CAHEP sponsored a pre-conference meeting at this year’s ASHE conference in Kansas City, beginning with a buffet dinner at 6 p.m. on Wednesday, November 3, in the Westin Hotel’s Brookside room. This year’s CAHEP pre-conference attracted a number of new attendees, bringing the meeting’s attendance to over 25 members. During the first evening of the annual meeting, a panel discussion on “Assessment of Student Outcomes of Higher Education Programs” was facilitated by Ron Opp.  

CAHEP hosted a breakfast meeting on Thursday morning, November 4th at the Westin Hotel. A business meeting started the morning with members discussing a host of agenda items.  This year, CAHEP is proud to announce that is was successful in getting notice of the meeting into the ASHE program, in tandem with placing an article in the fall ASHE newsletter.  Ron Opp, co-president of CAHEP with Penny Poplin Gosetti, made note that program directors listed in the ASHE website directory were invited, as well as those individuals who attended the previous year’s meeting. During the business meeting, an election for the 2005-2006 CAHEP officers was conducted. Join us in congratulating the following individuals elected as the 2005-2006 officers:  

· President – Diane Wright

· Vice President – Veronica Chukwuemekh

· Secretary – Janice Sandiford

· Treasurer – Libby Morris

· Program Chair – V. Barbara Bush

The 2004 CAHEP attendees formulated several ideas that will be considered for the 2005 conference.  A $25.00 fee was suggested for dues to the CAHEP organization. Additionally, seeking external funding was recommended to aid in furthering CAHEP initiatives. Members also suggested continuing an exploration and discussion of standards and guidelines for Higher Education programs, in tandem with a discussion of the field’s knowledge base.

Ideas for the 2005 conference program centered on the 35th year of the original Kellogg funded Higher Education programs. Members suggested inviting former members from the Higher Education programs at UCLA, Michigan, and Teacher’s College to join the next meeting to lead a discussion of this time and how it affected their programs. It was also suggested that CAHEP invite Philo Hutcheson to discuss ASHE history, as well as inviting Bernie Luskin to talk about the early Kellogg Fellows.

Following the business meeting, a panel discussion was facilitated by Dianne Wright on “The Need for a Higher Education Knowledge Base, Standards, and Program Guidelines.” The final panel discussion held by Mike Miller explored “Marketing Higher Education Programs.”  

Thanks to all of our members for making this year’s meeting both productive and informative. We look forward to seeing each of you at the 2005 CAHEP conference in Philadelphia.

Graduate Student News 

Diane R. Dean, Illinois State University

Kimberly R. Rogers, 
Pennsylvania State University

With the first Graduate Student News column of the 2005 calendar year, we wish to welcome Kimberly Rogers, the newly appointed Graduate Student Member-at-Large of the ASHE Board of Directors. Kimberly will serve a two-year term. Diane Dean continues in the second year of her two-year term. 

First, Kimberly thanks everyone for such an enthusiastic welcome to the ASHE Board of Directors. What could have been an incredibly intimidating and uncertain situation was filled instead with warm wishes and helpful hints. Kimberly looks forward to representing all graduate students, as well as working with Diane and the other board members. Please feel free to contact Diane or Kimberly with any questions, suggestions, issues, or concerns that you may have as a graduate student member of ASHE, or if we may be of service to you. As of November 5, 2004, there were 701 graduate student members of ASHE, which represented 38 percent of the membership. We are important to the organization and as graduate student members-at-large, Kimberly and Diane want to hear your voices.  

For each of the past three years, graduate student attendance at the Annual Conference has continued to exceed records. Three hundred ninety-five students attended the 2004 Annual Conference, compared to the 332 students who attended in 2003 and the approximately 280 students who attended in 2002. Furthermore, conference feedback from graduate students indicates that students remain highly satisfied with their ASHE conference experiences.

The 2004 Conference programming for graduate students was refined and built upon feedback from the 2003 conference. The program included several overview and orientation sessions appropriate for both graduate students and ASHE newcomers, and two sessions that focused on career issues and options for graduate students and new professionals. We refined the annual Graduate Student Luncheon to include student-led roundtable discussions, which created a professional/academic development opportunity and facilitated peer networking. We thank all the presenters and discussants who volunteered their time, service, and support to make the various graduate student sessions and activities held at the 2004 conference a success.  

We also thank the following individuals: Gary Rhoades, for his service as President and his support of graduate student involvement in the Association’s governance and activities; Sylvia Hurtado, as incoming President for her promised continued support of graduate student members; Amy Scott Metcalfe, for her two years of service as a graduate student member-at-large of the ASHE Board of Directors, and whose leadership and dedication to serving the association’s graduate student members and general membership were greatly appreciated; Ben Baez, for his service as 2004 Program Chair and his efforts to maintain the inclusion and visibility of graduate student programming; and Dennis Brown and the staff of the ASHE office for their support of graduate student programming and the graduate conference intern program. 

As the 2005 conference-planning season unfolds, we will work with the Deborah Carter, the 2005 ASHE Program Chair, and with the members of the current Program Committee to build upon this legacy of involvement and inclusion.   

This will also be the year in which current graduate student members’ appointments to the ASHE Publication Committee and various editorial boards will end.  We will solicit nominations in late spring and encourage faculty members to nominate their graduate students, and graduate students to seek nominations from their faculty advisors.

We issue a personal appeal to all students in ASHE. Get involved! We want you to submit proposals, register for the pre-conference forums, volunteer to chair sessions, and attend ASHE and other university receptions. You are the future of this organization and the contacts that you make as graduate students can serve as a wonderful basis for future professional collaborations, mentoring relationships, and friendships. Although many students may find it wildly intimidating to approach storied professors whose work has become instrumental to your own research, trust that these individuals were once graduate students in your position (or so we hear…). So, put your fears aside, pack a suitcase, buy some business cards, and bring your ideas and enthusiasm for your research. You will be forever glad that you did. 

As always, we welcome your comments, questions and suggestions.  

Best wishes for a successful academic semester, 

Diane R. Dean, drdean@ilstu.edu
Kimberly R. Rogers, krr154@psu.edu
NOTABLES

Michelle Nilson, 
University of Nevada Las Vegas

This is ASHE’s posting place for news about people, places, publications, and other items of interest in higher education. Keep your friends and colleagues apprised of your news, whereabouts, recommendations, kudos (yours, others), new book titles, announcements, awards, and website information.  Please take time out of your busy schedule to toot your own horn or to pay homage to others—send your articles, snippets, and photos to Michelle Nilson, email address: nilsonm@unlv.nevada.edu
Distinctly Notable 

George Kuh, a national leader in addressing and improving the quality of undergraduate education in the United States, has been awarded the Virginia B. Smith Innovative Leadership Award for 2005. The award recognizes individuals whose leadership in higher education has resulted in better ways to educate people to participate in and improve an open and inclusive democratic society. 

Kuh directs the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), an annual survey of more than half a million college students that provides information to colleges, universities, states, and policymakers to improve undergraduate education. Over the past five years, the NSSE project has been at the forefront in reshaping national perceptions about student success and the quality of undergraduate study. He has more than 250 publications and has made several hundred presentations on college student development, assessment strategies for postsecondary institutions, and campus cultures. 

Note: The Innovative Leadership Award is named for Virginia B. Smith, who has made extraordinary contributions in advancing innovative strategies to improve opportunity and excellence in higher education throughout her career, as educator, foundation director, and public policy scholar. She is President Emerita of Vassar College. She has served as founding Director of the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE), Associate Director of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, and Assistant Vice President of the University of California system. Smith is also a founding Board Member of the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education. The Virginia B. Smith Innovative Leadership Award is jointly administered by the Council for Adult and Experiential Learning (CAEL) and the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education. 

Notable Moves

M. Christopher Brown II, has been selected as the American Educational Research Association (AERA) Director of Social Justice and Professional Development, effective January 3, 2005. He currently serves as executive director and chief research scientist of the Frederick D. Patterson Research Institute at the United Negro College Fund. He is on a leave of absence from The Pennsylvania State University, where he is associate professor of education and senior research associate in the Center for the Study of Higher Education. 

William Doyle has joined the Peabody College at Vanderbilt University as assistant professor of higher education and public policy.

Dewayne Matthews has joined the Lumina Foundation for Education as senior research director. Matthews will lead the Foundation's research on student access and success in postsecondary education. Most recently, Matthews served as senior adviser to the President and Vice President of State Services for the Education Commission of the States (ECS).  

Regina Mitchell has joined Central Michigan University as the Coordinator of Off-Campus Programs for the Faculty Center for Innovative Teaching.  

Michael Paulsen is now Professor of Higher Education at The University of Iowa. He can be reached at N499 Lindquist Center, Educational Policy and Leadership Studies, College of Education, The University of Iowa, Iowa City, IA 52242-1529. His new office phone number is (319)-335-6413 and his new e-mail address is michael-paulsen@uiowa.edu
Sara Youcha Rab has joined the faculty in Educational Policy Studies at the University of Wisconsin-Madison as Assistant Professor. She is also affiliated with the Dept of Sociology, the Institute for Research on Poverty, and the Wisconsin Center for the Advancement of Postsecondary Education.
Lou Anna Simon has been selected be the 20th president of Michigan State University.  Over the past 30 years, she has served as the provost, vice president of academic affairs, faculty, and institutional researcher there.

Book News

Michael W. Galbraith, Marshall University Graduate College, WV, has published a 3rd edition of his Adult Learning Methods: A Guide for Effective Instruction (2004) by Krieger Publishing Company.  This book is used extensively in graduate programs in the USA as well as in selected international education programs.

Look for Lorri Santamarìa’s in-depth review of Greg Tanaka’s, The Intercultural Campus: Transcending Culture & Power in American Higher Education (New York: Peter Lang Publishing, 2003, ISBN: 0820441503, 217 pp.) in the upcoming Teachers College Record, 107(2), in 2005.  You can find it online at http://www.tcrecord.org
Wulff, D. W. & Austin, A. E. (Eds.). Paths to the Professoriate: Strategies for Enriching the Preparation of Future Faculty. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2004.  The chapters in this book describe research studies concerning the graduate school experience, highlight various innovative projects and approaches for improving graduate education, identify strategies for institutional leaders, department chairs, faculty advisors, and graduate students, and suggest directions for future research concerning graduate education.


In Memoriam

We were saddened to learn that an esteemed and beloved colleague, Harland Bloland, passed away on November 7 in Orlando, Florida. Harland (“Harley”) was a member of ASHE since its inception and was a familiar figure at annual meetings. His prodigious and extraordinarily well-respected publications frequently broke new ground and provided enlightened new vistas for explorations into the puzzles of higher education. His publications list comprises six books and numerous book chapters, journal articles and encyclopedia entries. Primarily a sociologist, Harley excelled in a number of specializations, including theory and its use, governance and organizational analysis, policy analysis, qualitative research and evaluation methods, the dynamics of professional organizations, and the organization and administration of fund raising. His most recent publications dealt with postmodernism, and his article, “Whatever Happened to Postmodernism in Higher Education: No Requiem in the New Millennium,” will be published in The Journal of Higher Education.

Harley earned his Ph.D. at Berkeley and pursued his career at the University of Miami (where he was professor and chair), New York University, Columbia University, and the University of Illinois. He was married to Dr. Rita Bornstein, now President Emeritus of Rollins College, where he played an important role, bringing new insights and energy to the role of presidential spouse. At ASHE meetings, Harley was always available to talk about higher education or other matters. His gentle disposition hid a gigantic intellect that he was wont to employ in contemporary Socratic form. He made us all better thinkers and writers by his patient willingness to engage with us. Those who knew Harland Bloland treasured their relation with him and looked forward eagerly each fall to seeing him at ASHE meetings. He will be dearly missed both as a friend and scholar. 
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