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Seeing so many of our emeriti colleagues and friends here today reminds me of something the late George Burns used to say when people asked him when he was going to stop working.  “Why should I stop,” he said? “I’ve got it two ways - I’m still making movies, and I’m a senior citizen, so I can see myself at half price.”

Although  for many of you, seeing yourself on screen is not an option, you are still actively involved in the university and in professional education activities.  I can well imagine the number of years of service to USC and the Rossier School that are represented here today and I thank you for your dedication, both past and present.

I want to talk to you today about an issue that is increasingly being discussed across all of academe, both here at USC and at our sister institutions around the country as well as abroad.


The title of my remarks is “Ed School in a Flat World: Sorting through the Choices We Face.”  That title comes from New York Times’ Columnist Thomas Friedman’s 2005 bestseller, The World is Flat, a title which he uses as a metaphor for globalization.  And globalization is at the heart of my comments today.  
My basic message is this:  ed schools, like all academic units in colleges and universities, must adapt to the rapidly globalizing environment or become irrelevant.  We are at-risk of losing our competitive edge.

To support this basic message, I have identified several trends that are challenging all disciplines in all institutions of higher education in the United States.  While research, creativity, hard work, know-how and innovation have made us the world’s leading economy of the 20th century, the rest of the world has watched us and learned these same lessons.

In Friedman’s book, which is subtitled A Brief History of the 21st Century, he argues that a process of globalization is now underway which is bringing fundamental change in human affairs.  Technological advances are fueling economic development and thus economic forces are shaping a new world order.  When he calls the world flat, he means the economic playing fields are being leveled by all the technological devices like cell phones and iPods and all the connectivity that resulted from innovations like Windows XP and browsers like Netscape and in the worldwide preparations for the impending disaster in the late 20th century – Y2K.
Do you all remember Y2K?  how many of you hedged your bet about the dire predictions that airplanes would collide or that municipal water supplies would shut down because computers used internal clocks that couldn’t distinguish between dates starting with 1-9 and dates starting with 2-0?  

What federal and state governments and U.S. businesses did to prepare for Y2K was to lay fiber-optic cables and to upgrade to new and more powerful computers.  They also began to collaborate with India by outsourcing what was considered “drudge work” to Indian technology companies because they had the capacity to upgrade rapidly and effectively and they had the workforce needed to do the work.  The motto was:  Let’s just get passed December 31, 1999, as fast and as cheaply as possible.  
Y2K was an opportunity for the Indian IT industry to shine and shine it did.  Globalization took another step forward.  So, in the end, Y2K became an engine of growth and a genesis of e-commerce for countries like India and China.

I have a personal example of what Friedman is getting at when he talks about leveling playing fields.  When I moved from Kansas to California in 2000, my family and I had to find a place to live.  We looked for houses by reading the Sunday edition of the LA Times, literally.  The realtor we worked with faxed multiple listing sheets to us for review and we flew to LA several times to look at houses.   We had only the realtor’s database to rely on about comparable housing prices in the areas we were looking at.  So when we successfully bid on our house, we really did need the realtor to find a place to live.

Of course, today all that has changed.  The LA Times is completely on line and its archives are easily searchable.  Growing numbers of individuals are bypassing realtors and advertising directly on the web for both selling their homes and buying new ones.  You can tour most homes for sale virtually now.  But the most important technological advance in this process, as far as I am concerned, is zillow.com.  This web site has 67, million homes listed with details including date the house was built, date and price paid at the last purchase, lot size and a G-P-S photo of the neighborhood with current valuations of every home in the neighborhood listed.  By the way, I searched zillow.com today on my blackberry, a hand-held computer with more capacity than I will ever possibly use but one which I will probably upgrade when a new and better version is offered.

This is what Friedman means by the leveling of playing fields.  You can still rely on a realtor to find new home or you can become your own agent and find much more relevant data than a real estate company ever could organize.  That is what software and interconnectivity have done for everyone who chooses to use them to solve a problem or meet a need or to start a business.  

Friedman argues passionately that the free market, which fuels and drives all these technological advances, brings with it most of the ingredients for a free and humanely fulfilling society: a society that leaves behind war, tyranny and poverty.  Friedman’s flat world is also a global community of individuals empowered by technology available to each of us to create a better life for ourselves, rather than a world divided into superpowers, industrialized nations and developing countries where governments and businesses provide individuals with the opportunities to succeed. 

Now many of you might recognize the ideas of Karl Marx in this concept.  Friedman does acknowledge the parallels between his view of globalization and Marx’s theory of history.  In the final analysis both Friedman and Marx espouse in their philosophies a belief that politics, culture, nationalism and religion are secondary forces in shaping the world, and that these forces will not prevail against advancing technology and growing productivity.

It is not my intention to dwell on these philosophical similarities or to refute either Friedman or Marx in their view of history.  I am acknowledging these similarities because Friedman is a very influential contemporary writer.  His books and his columns are read by presidents and policymakers alike.  Friedman has captured for us, I think, an organizing framework to make sense of the bewildering speed of change and the enormous potential for the communications technologies that we have all grown attached to in a very short period of time.  

Friedman brings a wide-eyed enthusiasm for what he has seen and understood and has an impressive data-base of anecdotes and proverbs that neatly reinforce his arguments as well.
I think his African proverb about gazelles and lions is quite apt.  

Every morning in Africa, a gazelle wakes up.

It knows it must run faster than the fastest lion or it will be killed.

Every morning in Africa, a lion wakes up.

It knows it must run faster than the slowest gazelle or it will starve to death.

It doesn’t matter whether you are a gazelle or a lion.  When the sun comes up, you had better start running.


Globalization is one of those terms like accountability or diversity that are subject to ambiguity and personal interpretations of individual experiences.  Defining Globalization is like Justice Potter Stewart’s opinion of pornography: while he couldn’t give an exact definition of it, he knew it when he saw it.  
Nowadays most people can give examples of globalization although they may not be able to exactly define it.

Friedman uses globalization and technology almost interchangeably.  We are living in a period of rapid and continuous technological innovation that link events and activities throughout the world more widely and more quickly than before.  
We have empirical evidence of this.  Through 24/7 news networks and satellite TV and radios, through blogs and Internet chat rooms, and through Google and Yahoo, we have at our fingertips almost everything at any given moment.  A more tenuous proposition from Friedman’s book is that these technological innovations are all leading to a single, worldwide economic system.  This is an ideological statement and not one that can be proven through empirical means.

Let me briefly describe trends I believe relate to globalization at the collegiate level and thus form the body of those choices we face and how ed schools must adapt or become irrelevant.  I wll touch briefly on each trend, but I want you to know that many faculty members in the Rossier School have written extensively on these topics.
TREND #1:  Cyberinfrastructure will transform the college and university environment.
Last December at a technology forum, Arden Bement, director of the National Science Foundation, predicted, “We are entering a second revolution in information technology, one that will usher in a new technological age that will dwarf in sheer transformational scope and power anything we have yet experienced in the current information age.  The engine for change for this next revolution is cyberinfrastructure.”
So what does cyberinfrastructure mean?  Like other infrastructure, say the electrical power grid for a geographical region, cyberinfrastructure combines hardware and software components to enable people and their interactions with technology to become the central focus.  The vision for developing this cyberinfrastructure is the cultural community:  a distributed-knowledge community in an institutional context, not of bricks and mortar like the traditional university, but rather virtual institutions that work across institutional boundaries and eventually, around the globe. 
Clearly, this has the most immediate relevance for conducting research.  For example, as researchers around the world investigate how carbon dioxide emissions from gas-burning cars and other oil-consuming machinery affect ozone levels, global warming studies that are ongoing now, the existence of cyberinfrastructure in research universities links the creation and dissemination of the research findings to the preservation and application of new knowledge, thus increasing its transformational potential.
For instance, we still have lag time between the submission of a manuscript and its publication.  We have delays in the translation of scientific research into policy recommendations and laws and even longer delays in disseminating what we know from research into the kind of knowledge that non-experts like consumers and voters need to make choices at the ballot box.
To create and use cyberinfrastructure, learning and work-force development initiatives will be necessary.  
Why?  One example may illustrate the answer.  There is currently a debate in New York about whether to give credit to students who study science in classes based solely on simulations as opposed to those whose science classes also include traditional hands-on experiments in laboratories.
One aspect of this debate is the lack of a body of research that demonstrates clearly the factors that optimize cyber-learning or the understanding of the advantages and disadvantages of using cyber-learning.  
But even more important to the development and use of cyberinfrastructure to transform knowledge, is the need to frame questions as more than an “either or” choice.  What simulations in classrooms can provide is an additional mode for interaction among students, information and facilities, not an elimination of traditional learning environments. 
TREND #2:  New teaching and learning technologies, including cellular technologies and blended courses, offer great potential to address differences in the ways students learn, but much more investment in faculty development and assessment of learning outcomes is needed before e-learning’s potential is realized.

In budget debates over information technology,  members of the academic community are asking how we know that new technologies are effective or more effective at serving the learning needs of specific student populations.  For example, what types of learners benefit from streaming video to an iPod or broadcasting through large learning-management systems?   

For campuses with traditional age undergraduates, the millennial generation, does the use of devices that students have for their own personal information gathering or communication needs translate into more interaction with curriculum content?  And how do we assess this learning?  Are we being seduced by the use of popular technology or being savvy about matching student learning preferences with IT capability?

As cellular capacity as a technology continues to expand and as the ownership of cell phones becomes ubiquitous, how can college professors ignore the potential for cellular phones to replace laptops as a teaching tool?  In community colleges, for example, where students attend part-time and often have less access to more costly IT, the availability of cable-television service delivered right to students’ cell phones could be an exciting expansion of the formal classroom to the individual student level. 

Right now, such cell phone service is available in many cities in the U.S.  This means that professors don’t individualize lessons for students.  Rather, students have the means to facilitate their own learning.  Students who are working at remote locations and going to school or students who are English-language learners and need additional practice  or students who may need special accommodations because of disabilities can use their cell phones to access instructional materials.   Because the ownership of cell phones is so widespread among college students at all levels, issues of equity may be less relevant than they have been when ownership of laptops is required.
TREND #3:  Science, Technology, Engineering and Math education or STEM education is the prism by which all educational reforms in elementary, secondary and postsecondary levels should be judged.  

Over the last two and a half decades, numerous reports and statements of eminent bodies representing the broad range of national interests in science and technology literacy in the U.S. have sounded alarms concerning the conditions of pre-K to collegiate education in the STEM fields.  Elementary and secondary teachers get most of the blame for producing students who either cannot or will not choose STEM fields as college majors or as career choices.  

However, there is plenty of evidence that there are pipeline issues at the collegiate level too.  For example, freshmen to sophomore retention in such programs as Engineering is a concern of ABET, the engineering accreditating body.  The number of freshmen who start in biology, usually identified as pre-med majors, is reduced to a small percentage four years later on far too many campuses.

The first two trends I identified, cyberinfrastructure and increased use of IT in the teaching and learning processes, rely on the continued production of scientists, engineers and technicians for continued success.  The calls for increased investments in STEM education are necessary for the U.S. to maintain its preeminence in higher education.

But I remind you that 50 years ago, in 1957, the Soviets launched Sputnik and the race to produce more scientists and engineers was on.  The federal government,  within one year, created and funded NASA, DARPA and NDEA to prepare more science and math teachers.  We never completely fulfilled all the pledges made in the early 1960s to prepare enough STEM educators.  By the 1970s the first of the critical national reports was completed.  But the 2007 version of Sputnik, that is, China’s demonstration of it highly sophisticated, advanced technological capacity to shoot down one of its own orbiting statellites, has not seemed to penetrate the noise of the current information age.  In 1957, there was a national awareness of Sputnik’s threat to our way of life, economically and politically, that is simply not evident today.
TREND #4:  Competition between for-profit educational organizations and non-profit colleges and universities will continue to grow, but the use of e-learning is not the distinguishing factor between these two sectors.

From about to 1960 to the late 20th century, the fastest growing sector in American higher education was our community college systems.  But more recently, for-profit educational companies have made up the fastest growing and highest-profile sector.  As private colleges and universities have priced themselves out of the market for many degree seekers and public universities have limited access to groups like immigrants, it makes sense that entrepreneurial institutions like the University of Phoenix and the 80-plus campuses of the Career Education Corporation are competing directly and effectively for student enrollments.

It used to be that the private nonprofit universities had the most to lose as a result of increased competition from for-profit education providers.  Given their low costs, many public colleges and universities assumed that they would be immune to any for-profit assault.  However, more and more of the for-profits in the marketplace have been successful in shifting from cost-based competition to valued-based competition.  

As students become more value-conscious overall, they will pursue degrees from institutions that provide the greatest perceived value, with cost having less influence.  Ultimately, the measure of a for-profit like the University of Phoenix is not whether it uses distance learning or some other technology, but whether it is doing a credible job in the classroom, wherever that classroom is. 
TREND #5:  Accountability and assessment of learning, K-12 style, is heading for colleges and universities unless institutions of higher education seriously address the public’s desire for evidence of its return on investment.

The first draft of the recommendations of the federal Commission on the Future of Higher Education was widely criticized for recommending too much control by the federal government.  The report was finally modified, but still critics expressed concerns about the heavy hand of the secretary of education, Margaret Spellings and the commission’s chair, Charles Miller of Texas. 

After the loss of Congress to the Democrats last November, many believed the administration would back off on its desire to tie student learning outcomes to federal funding like Pell grants and loans.  
However, last December, Secretary Spellings indicated she would like to move quickly to improve the accreditation system for colleges and universities, urging accrediting bodies to become more focused on student learning.  While the secretary has not offered many details of what she has in mind, she did hint that the National Advisory Committee on Institutional Quality and Integrity, the U.S. Department of Education panel that recognizes accrediting bodies, would play a role.

Asked what she thought that might be, Spellings told reporters that she liked the idea of creating a uniform template that accreditors could use to publicly report information about colleges’ inputs, like curricula and faculty qualifications; college outputs, like graduation and employment rates; and student-learning outcomes which measure what students have learned during their college careers.

At the moment, Spellings does not seem to believe that a “one-size-fits-all” test is the best way to measure student learning at the collegiate level, but she is holding college and university administrators and faculty accountable for identifying and measuring what students learn once they enroll.


So what are faculty and administrators in ed schools to do in this globalized educational environment?  What choices do we face that will make a difference for our own destinies and those of our colleagues?

Of course, I would love to tell you that I have this all solved.  That I know how to keep ed schools from becoming irrelevant.  But I don’t.

I do know that globalization and flattening the world are very dependent on having employees who are lifelong learners.  But even workers who are really adaptable, that is, who know how to learn how to learn, can find their jobs digitized and transferred to lower-wage locations.  

At this point, no commission report is suggesting that we outsource our teachers preparation to India, but it may be only a matter of time.

I think there are multiple ways for ed schools to respond to these trends, responses that are dependent on the context of the college or university in which the ed school resides.  After all, we do have teaching and learning as the intellectual core of our discipline and profession.  We have a body of research about what works more effectively in teaching reading, math and science for some learners and not others.  Where research is inconclusive, we need to speak up and say so.  And lobby Congress to put more money in educational research.
As for the potential requirement for universities to report student learning, ed schools have for the last 5 years had to report outputs, that is student scores of pre-service teachers, to our state departments of education and be ranked for our students’ test taking abilities, all part of Title II of the Higher Education Act.  If this is the future for all colleges and universities, then ed schools might be examples of what this accountability means.

Legitimate questions to ask are:  How have we used this information to improve our teacher education programs?  Do we know why students performed differentially and do we see any patterns across institutions?  Do we have any data on time to degree and if some kinds of learners take longer to get their degrees than others?  Have we come up with better measures of student learning to use instead of test scores?  Are we following our graduates out into the classrooms and schools where they work to see how long they stay in teaching?  How are we working with our colleagues in the elementary and secondary schools to improve the performance of new teachers or new administrators in their efforts to help their students learn?  Are we taking a look at our own teaching practices and making sure we are effective?
The short answer is no.  Having to report test scores has not caused most ed schools to use the opportunity to change what they are doing based on the information. 
Much of the reason behind this answer is that advances in technology alone cannot transform how effective we are unless we also invest in training and faculty development.  
In five years, leaders in China and India have stated they will be where the U.S. is today:  economically and educationally.  In order for the U.S. to have moved beyond where we are now, we best remember the African proverb about the gazelles and lions and start running.
Currently, our system of higher education is the best in the world and that includes what we do in ed schools, but complacency will not keep us there.  

Every nation knows that investments in education, research and research infrastructure are the key elements that are driving the global economy in this knowledge-intensive era.
The great challenge for ed schools in colleges and universities will be to adopt the technological advances in hardware, software and interoperability to help all learners demonstrate their achievements and to help mediate the speed of technological change so that it does not overcome either learners and teachers in the process.
Let me end with one more metaphor.  An often-used legend is that a frog can be boiled alive if it is put into cold water and the temperature of the water is raised very gradually.  In contrast, the frog will jump out  and save itself if put directly into boiling water.  In many ways, the successful launch of Sputnik by the then Soviet Union 50 years ago was “boiling water” for the US.  We were willing to invest whatever was required to address what we saw as a threat to our democracy and way of life.  Today, so many messages come to us 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year, that the opportunties and threats that globalization has created represents a gradually rising temperature.  The stakes are as high now as they were in 1957 – to our way of life, to our children and grandchildren’s future, to our commitment to justice and democracy.  How long will it take us to realize that we are in very hot water?
Thank you.
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