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The premise of the paper you were asked to read "The
Changing Role of Higher Education in the Learning Society" was
that the Learning Society is changing the role of educational
institutions. That premise is consistent with George Keller's
estimate that three~-fourths of all change in colleges and univer-
sities is now triggered by forces external to the institution--
demographics, legislation, court decisions, technology, and the
like.

Keller's point, made famous by his writing on strategic
planning, is that managers in higher education are going to have
to look at the changing world outside the ivyed halls if they are
to adapt to the Learning Society and to serve it well. Indeed,
the most talked about external factor affecting higher education
today is demographics--the size and characteristics of the vari-
ous age cohorts. And for many colleges, their very survival
depends upon their response to demographic changes in the exter-
nal world that they can do absolutely nothing to change.

What I thought we might do today is to take a second
look at the factors that I identified in my paper as changing the
role of higher education in society. Which trends are continuing
to play a role in forcing change within institutions of higher
education, and how? 1In the article I attempted to sweep across
the Learning Society with a broad brush pointing to many factors

in the changing environment. Today, I would like to probe a
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little more deeply into several factors that seem to be emerging
as more significant and more immediate. |

I think the class might benefit most from a brief update
from the literature and research, which deal with general or
national trends and are therefore inevitably inaccurate for some
institutions in some states. I would like to keep this informal
enough so that you can share observations about trends you see
from your local perspectives, working in the trenches with the
elements of the Learning Society that are most visible to you
from the perspective of individual institutions.

The external pressures for change that I addressed in
the assigned reading were basically 1) competition from other
providers of adult education (corporations, community agencies,
technology, etc.), 2) demographics (more older students, more
minorities), 3) changing life styles of students (blended life-
plan more women, more part-time, better educated), and 4) the
need for the development of human capital as a result of the
dependence of the economy on information and service workers.

There are other forces, of course, that were not given
much attention in that article, but that we might put into the
hopper this morning--legislation, the educational reform move-
ment, court decisions, and perhaps others.

We can divide external pressures for change into two
sets--those where the impact is felt rather quickly, i.e. five
years makes a difference, and those that are less dramatic in
their impact and occur gradually over the generations.

Demographics, competition among providers of educational

services, and legislation are dramatic forces where the "prob-
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lems" are quickly, and almost unlversally/recognlzed and where
the response is targeted, specific, and speedy. Legislation and
court decisions are the most obviogg, but demographics=--although
it takes eighteen years gettingjp%ycolleges and universities--
also calls for a targeted, speééy response.

The longer term preésures come from gradual changes that
most people see comlng,{but the person or leader who responds to
them is said to have Vlsion" or to grasp the big picture.
Responding to leglgigtlon or the statistics of demographics, for
example, is praqmé£ic and practical, but responding to changing

y
Vi

life styles omfthe differences that women managers may make in
the work p}ége, is more subtle, less specific with respect to
educatlonal requirements, and requires a somewhat longer vision
and 394; persuasive leadership style.

As I view the scene from a national perspective, I would

observe that demographics has triggered the most immediate

response from higher education to the needs of adult learners,

(colleges have really gotten the clear messége that the popula-
dicfining , 35-35 Year abiba poa-

tion of 18-24 year olds/ls the largest population group into the

1990s, and those 35 and older also constitute a rich and growing

market for higher education). Colleges are also well aware of

the increasing importance of women, especially 25 to 34 year

olds, part-time students (who now make up almost half of all col-

lege students) and the predicted rise of mlnorlty populatlon§/JW);

Coptu /'f/;l i ”*"’i ”»/«'{ 6‘%‘& ?é’* ;"7?”“’ vi
There isn't much new to be said about demographicsA and I am not

going to belabor that influence.

The second most potent trigger for higher education to

gﬂfwr"’*ﬁﬁ“ { i&sf&x f(,:;

respond to the Learning Society is competitlonﬁor the opportunity
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for collaboration with other providers of education in the Learn-
ing Society--primarily employers in the private sector and gov-
ernment. From community colleges to research universities, some-
one has been busy talking to and writing contracts with busi-
nesses for the education and training of employees and for shar-
ing of faculty and state-of-the-art equipment. Where colleges
have not been writing contracts, they have been worrying about
whether they should.

The third most potent trigger is legislation--in states

where long~range planning for the Learning Society is being
addressed.

Since we can't cover the whole Learning Society in an
hour and a half, I am going to spend most of my time talking
about recent developments in corporate education aﬂé&itgf% legis-
lation.

The paper you read is fairly recent--1984--but since
that time two rather important books have been published on the
competition that I pointed to in Premise Number One, i.e. "that
institutions of higher education no longer enjoy a monopoly on
the provision of educational services." That premise is the com-
bined result of two forces--demographic changes and interest in
the development of human capital. Since demographics are forcing
institutions into serving an older, part-time student body, and
human capital has replaced land and machinery as an economic
force, colleges are pushed into competition with other providers
of education for adults in the Learning Society. One could iden-
tify any number of alternative providers of adult education--

government, including the military, community agencies, private
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non-profit educators (which consist of coaching schools, pro-
prietary care programs, free-standing adult education programs--
usually of a social nature, financial planning seminars put on by
7%/}3 pa Hif vendows

brokers, insurance companies and the like). This may be one of
the most invisible, yet rapidly growing group of educational pro-
viders.

The competitive/cooperative provider that seems to have
gained the lion's share of the attention in the literature, how-

ever, 1is corporate education. Nell Eurich's 1985 Carnegie Report

entitled Corporate Classrooms: The Learning Businesgs is one of

the more thorough descriptions of corporate education. She trav-
eled throughout the country, looked at learning sites, inter-
viewed corporate directors and executives, and tried to assess
the impact of corporate education on the educational establish-
ment and on American society.

The second book, The Missing Connection Between Business

and Universities by Ernest Lynton is a synthesis of research and

writing on corporate education with a critical analysis of the
barriers to cooperation between business and universities and
what can or should be done about it.

Let me just hit the highpoints of this new literature
and then I would like to ask for responses from you regarding
your personal experience with this particular form of competition
and the potential for collaboration--which is where most authori-
ties seem to think we should be heading.

There aren't very many in this room, I suspect, that
have not heard the statistics that corporate education spends as

much money and handles as many students as all four-year colleges



-he-

and universities combined. Estimates of expenditures start with
forty billion dollars and move up from there, depending in part
on whether or not you count employee wages when they are learning
rather than producing.

The most dramatic examples of corporate education come
from technology-based industries--ATT, IBM, Digital, but finan-
cial industries (Aetna) and even production and service organiza-
tions (MacDonalds, Hilton) are also into extensive, and according
to Eurich, well designed and sophisticated alternative programs
of adult education.

For industry, educationfiéﬁregarded as a "investment" in
human capital--sometimes humaE/éélvage as in compensatory educa-
tion, sometimes in eff}gie§¢§)and effectiveness as in management
training, sometimes in éﬁé;education of people with "idea power"
which Kanter says is tﬁ; moé@ potent economic stimulus of all.
Those goals are nop/;;51cally“d1fferent from those of higher edu-
cation--remediip{gn, career preparatlon and personal development.

Eurich\ found three ba51cgzypes of corporate education--
compensatory (compensating for ﬁhe poor jobs schools have done in

.y

/
teaching basic skills), company oriented education (from orienta-

tion for new employé@s to‘étrateglc planning for executives), and

recruitment and benefk;feducatldn which is used in some cases to
f

ward off unionizatigﬁ abd in others to respond to the demands of

;5'

unions for educatiénal Sénefits.

Eurich estimates that 60% to 80% ofkgorporate education
is in-house. I think it is difficult to tell which way corporate
education is moving at the moment--toward greater cooperation

with higher education or toward doing it their own way for their
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own purposes. Estimates are that 60% to 75% of all community
colleges have one or more contracts with industry to provide edu-
cational services, and four-year colleges are increasingly inter-
ested in tapping into that market.

Perhaps you have @/;ense of direction from your own cam-

pus on trends toward comg‘fition, collaboration or cooperation.
One or two examples of . ﬁcé:ssful and unsuccessful collaboration
and your perceptionéfbn the iaﬁue of competition. Does it exist?
Is it wasteful? |
What factors will determine future directions?
ool B g pal oring

1. Flexibilityﬂof colleges in meeting educational spe-
cifications. f

2. Tax benefits to industry (as much as 50% is write-
off under current laws).

3. Missions of higher education--as defined under the
new educational reform report.

4. 00sts‘and availability of equipment and faculty in
technology. MIT says they will have neither faculty nor equip-
ment to do it alone; community colleges need training of faculty
in the latest technology plus updated equipment for training pur-
poses.

What are the emerging issues in corporate education for
higher education and the Learning Society?

Is corporate education any real threat to higher educa-
tion? Eurich says "Yes." The perception of competition, how-
ever, is one-sided. Corporations have no intention of competing

with higher education. They will use higher education wherever

there is an advantage to them in doing so. Colleges, in con-
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trast, view corporate education with some wariness--corporations
have two things that colleges want: students and state-of-the-art
equipment. Some critics maintain that colleges should want the
more efficient and effective methods industry is developing in
teaching and learning, but colleges are certainly not about to
admit that, and in any case, it remains to be seen whether a
business-1like, cost-effective approach results in better learn-
ing.

Let's look at the threats and promises of corporate edu-
cation issue by issue:

1. 1Is corporate education more innovative and efficient

with respect to teaching methods? Will they show us a thing or

two and force response from the educational establishment in edu-
cational innovation?

Corporate education probably has greater range--not as
much lecture/discussion and more packaged courses, role playing,
team projects, case studies, etc. Probably much more experimen-
tation with technology which they see as one way to maximize
returns. Not as locked into academic calendar. "Time is deter-
mined by purpose"--courses by objective. Teacher performance and
student achievement are assessed.

Eurich says "New insights into the educational processes
are coming from corporate classrooms--not from colleges and uni-
versities" (universities are not in the habit of improving their
own performance through R & D; corporations are). Frankly, I
don't know how to assess that charge. I think corporations are
in a much stronger position to apply research findings to the

design of programs. They are more likely to evaluate the impact
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of method on learning, and more likely to drop methods that don't
work. Whether they are likely to discover new effective methods

is more doubtful, but at the moment they seem far more likely to

experiment with technology-based learning.

2. What are the trends in corporate curricula? On this

issue, I think I was on-target in the paper you read. Corporate
education and higher education are moving toward one another.
There is a blurring of purpose. Broadening markedly--more inten-
tion to develop the whole person in line with Peters and Water-
man's formula for corporate excellence. Eurich identifies five
functions of the curriculum--basic skills (75% of corporations do
this), management training (clearest course sequence-'"program" of
learning), technical and scientific study, sales, service, and
customer training.

What is the overlap with higher education? Two systems
are growing in parallel. The mission of corporate education is
the production of goods and services, but to do this well, they
have been forced, sometimes reluctantly, into education. They
respond almost blindly to their own needs--but this includes
long-term education of employees as well as short-term training.

The key differences are in application. <Critic: does
it destroy a theory to apply it? Colleges moving towards voca-
tional/career/application. Corporate moving toward "education of
the whole person." I would say "blurring" continues--whether
that is desirable or undesirable, I am not sure. One can hardly
argue with alternatives and competition up to a point.

3. Quality. Eurich says "A corporate classroom can be

quite impressive if judged by the intensity of instruction, high
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student motivation, well organized presentation, and course out-
line with clearly stated goals" (p.79). Twenty-two hundred
courses from two hundred non-collegiate organizations are now
acceptable for ACE credit which corporations want especially
because of its prestige and its imprimatur of the university.
Some corporations complain that although ACE offers PONSI, some
colleges are becoming more resistant to accepting courses for
credit (p. 80). To fight back, Mountain Bell published a list of
colleges that accepted their courses for college credit.

A comparison of the curriculum of General Motors Insti-
tute with comparable programs at Illinois Institute of Technol-
ogy, Arizona State University and others revealed general simi-
larities with one surprise-=-"the unexpected breadth" of general
education in corporations when compared with technical degree
programs at traditional institutions.

Critics of the quality of corporate education center
mainly é;ound narrow focus and in-breeding. Need broader per-

spectives of less self-interested education.

4. Corporate colleges and degrees. Growth is impres-

sive. Eurich predicts possibility of hundreds of corporate
degree programs in the next fifty years (I think that is too far
ahead to make any sensible prediction, and I think it may slow
down rather than increase).

Newest entry, however, is a model of collaboration.
National Technical University--NTU. Education is by satellite to
corporate classrooms. Twelve contributing companies--IBM, RCA,
Digital, Hewlitt-Packard, Control Data, and fifteen participating

universities, including MIT, Stanford, etc. Eurich comments on
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the increasing trend--eighteen now, twelve since 1970, and plans
in place for more. There is at least some trend toward cooper-
ation, i.e. UCLA is now cooperating with Rand on a Ph.D. program.

5. Technology for delivery of Education. Corporations

are much more experimental than higher education. Their tendency
is to make education less labor intensive. Higher education has
the opposite goal. Faculty, who make educational decisions, con-
scientiously or sub-conscientiously want to preserve the labor
intensive nature of higher education. The threat is that deliv-
ery of education will change--and that would be a great competi-
tion to colleges. In fact, Eurich suggests that the greatest
challenge to traditional education is what she calls "the learn-
ing business." Her view, after looking at corporate education,
is that a whole new education industry is developing, and she
cites Control Data Corporation as an example. Control Data is,
according to its President William Norris, in the "knowledge
business." That is a very direct challenge to education. One of
the basic purposes of Control Data is to reform America's school
system and by so doing to restore America's competitive edge in
the international economy. There is no sense, he says, investing
heavily in an outmoded educational system that makes little use
of advanced technology.

Eurich sees technology as the catalyst that will bring
education and corporations together. The Business-Higher Educa-
tion Forum submitted proposals to the President in 1983 calling
for a High Tech Morrill Act that would do for the United States
today what the original Morrill Act did to assist agriculture and

industrial progress in the 19th Century. The proposed High Tech
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Morrill Act has four planks to its platform: 1) Sustain financial
support to education, 2) Lifelong learning, 3) High school incen-
tives, and 4) A global view.

6. What are the implications for higher education?

1. Colleges and universities should give more con-
sideration to the skills needed in the work force, e.g. to multi-
disciplinary approaches, more practical application of theory,
more team work approaches to the solution of‘practical problens.
0011egeé do not need to change structure according to Eurich;
they need.to search out people interested in adult education and
offer the flexibilities for individuals to serve institutions in
this way.

Ernest Lynron, in contrast,ythinks that higher education
needs a major restructuring to adapt to the Learning Society.

His book, whiie purportedly a study--a very good one--of corpo-
rate education and its emerging role as a major force in the
Learning Society, is really a criticism of university education
and its failure to meet: the needs of modern society.

Lynton takes the basic position that "the limited role
of colleges and universities in the delivery of employer-
sponsored education is symptomatic of a broader failure of higher
education to meet the needs of éociety" (p.xvii). He criticizes
univérsities for -failing to move quickly enough to lifelong
learning. If they do not, education for older students will be
rléft largély to non~academic sources. He approaches his topic
from the human capital perspective, maintaining that the develop-
ment of human.capital should be viewed as a national investment

and that colleges and universities should contribute to this goal



in more constructive ways.

He, like Eurich, criticizes university education for its
focus on the acquisition of knowledge rather than on the compe-
tence to use it (p. 67). He uses as evidence the power of the
disciplines, the perception of the university as its own labor
market (no longer true), the faculty reward system--basic
research directed at a single mode of scholarly activity: basic
research leading to publication in scholarly journals directed to
colleagues in the profession. All of this has created a consid-
erable distance between the university and the rest of society.

Lynton calls for the total reform of higher education
toward being responsive to external needs and to reducing its
isolation from society. He identifies major issues as follows:

1. Colleges and universities are generally inflexible
and unresponsive and tend to be too abstract and theoretical.
Their primary goal, as they see it, is to prepare students for
graduate study. Even the professional schools, whose mission is
the application of knowledge, have shifted their concern from the
development of the profession to an interest in its disciplinary
components (p. 67).

Lynton's solution to this ivory towerism is that col-
leges and universities should become more active in employer-
sponsored education because this would make faculties as well as
administrators more aware of the practical needs and concerns of
the workplace, thereby reducing the isolation of higher education
from the society that it is supposed to serve. (This is an
interesting argument--related neither to the desire to keep

industry-based education honest, nor to provide students for
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higher education, but rather to save higher education from its
own blind spots. Later on in his book, Lynton does acknowledge
the importance of higher education in balancing long-range con-
siderations against short-range responses.

2. Ways must be found to increase faculty oversight
over employer-sponsored instruction while reducing the length and
complexity of the review process. Lynton feels that lifelong
learning should become a major function of higher education and
that faculty will not accept this mission until adult education
becomes a central responsibility of the institution. He says
colleges "act as if they were primarily institutions to teach the
young. That self-definition is dangerous for the academy and in
the long run, probably also detrimental to society" (p. 73). He
claims that a paramount need is to "wipe out the dividing line
between regular and continuing education" (p.74). And that "as
long as continuing education is viewed as a distinct activity, it
will be viewed as outside the mainstream and less important, less
respectable, and less central than regular education" (p. 77).
The division of continuing education should become an integral
part of the central academic administration of the university and
he recommends a vice presidency so that the office of continuing
education becomes the "principal boundary-spanning mechanism
needed to relate to clientele other than the traditional high
school graduate" (p.78).

For all Lynton's support of centralization he would pre-~
fer to see the university adopt the missions of continuing educa-
tion rather than for continuing education to be dissolved in the

traditional university. He does not want to see continuing edu-
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cation drawn into the present, long complicated faculty review
processes of traditional education~--which he sees as the prin-
ciple reason why industry does not use higher education more
frequently. Faculty oversight without faculty encumbrance is his
goal.

3. Lynton is concerned about the role of faculty as
independent entrepreneurs in the design and deliverance of
employer-sponsored programs, either for industry directly or as
third party vendors. If the university does not gear up to serve
the needs that exist, universities will find themselves in compe-
tition with its own faculty members.

4. Finally, Lynton sees a primary mission of the uni-
versity as what he calls Occupational Maintenance--OM. The prob-
lem with higher education now is that its curriculum is delivered
as if it were a terminal program, "rather than the first stage of
a continuing and recurrent process of learning. The basic pre-~
mise shaping most of higher education today continues to be that
it is possible to learn first and to do later...." (p.131).
Occupational Maintenance must of necessity be a concern of the
learning socliety with cooperation between higher education,
industry, and governmental policies.

Conclusion:

What is the direction of trends with respect to competi-
tion?

1. The functions of higher education and corporate edu-
cation continue to blur. I am not sure that I see any problem
with this. It is a necessary response to the emergence of the

Learning Society.



2. The most immediate danger to higher education lies
not in corporate education serving students that might be served
by higher education, but in the growth of the new "knowledge
industry." Technology in particular may be better used and pro-
moted by industry than by higher education. In addition, Eurich
is convinced that technology will make possible a profitable and
greatly demanded knowledge industry. Third party vendors will
continue to serve as the connecting link between corporations and
universities, but will place universities in competition with
their own faculties.

3. Almost regardless of what institutions of higher
education do or what corporate education does, the education of
adults is now an unstoppable reality. The world is increasingly
dependent on a continually educated workforce and an educated
citizenry. We all--organizations and individuals alike--are
dependent on education to provide the grease for the Learning
Society. LocAl [PERSFECTIVEZ —

My conclusion is still that the Learning Society has its
own momentum. We can get on the train or try to restrain it by
getting in front of it, but I doubt very much that we can stop it
or deflect it. If that is the case, we really need to look at

pup;icupq}icy. Ten years ago, I probably would have been talking

} about federal policy--the largely ignored Mondale or Lifelong
Learning Proposals that were never really funded. Today it is
fairly clear that any action that exists has moved to the States.
And we need--and will soon have I think--some research informa-
tion about what states are doing in this regard. WICHE has iden-

tified state educational policies as a major focus of attention
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for the coming year, and among their specific concerns they
intend to address the need for tools in the development of state
policies relating to adult learners.

Meanwhile, let me talk very briefly about a conceptual-
ization that I have developed with Anne-Marie McCartan in an ERIC
Report also issued subsequent to the article you read in prepara-
tion for this session. This report came from a review of state
initiatives in the early 1980s and was derived from reading state
task force and committee reports. There was no attempt in our
study to say which are the most prevalent policies or even what
should be the policies, but rather to see what the range of pos-
sibilities is at present and to devise a scheme that will incor-
porate them into a framework for thinking about the possibili-
ties.

We think this framework should accommodate almost any
state policy, but perhaps you will see your own state in this
framework and be able to illustrate any actions taken or any
trends that you may observe. (Few states consistently fall into
one approach. Rather particular policies may range across the
four models. Thus the classification scheme is one of policy and

practices rather than of states).
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR STATE POLICY ON ADULT LEARNING
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