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In January, AAC&U’s campaign for Liberal Education and America’s Promise, or LEAP, will reach
the halfway mark. We launched the initiative in January 2005 and promised to continue through
January 2015, AAC&U’s centennial anniversary. The ultimate goal, as I hope readers already know,
is to make the aims and intended outcomes of liberal education the preferred framework for all students’
college learning, whatever their background, career aspirations, or life circumstances. (For additional
background and information on the LEAP initiative, please visit www.aacu.org/leap).  

The current national focus on access and completion—the twin priorities for bills pending in the
House and the Senate—provides a sobering reminder that LEAP still has a long way to go to achieve
that goal. While it is now a policy priority to ensure “some form of postsecondary learning” for all or

most Americans, both the House
and Senate bills go out of their way
to avoid making any nuanced dis-

tinctions between a high-quality college education and forms of learning that are, by design, short-
term, closely focused on a specific set of job skills, or disconnected from any larger responsibility for
either the student’s overall development or the future of our society. 

This studied lack of policy attention to what really matters in college might be taken as a back-
handed compliment to higher education: “whatever you’re doing, it’s a good thing! Do more of it
for more people!” But, in fact, this “whatever” mentality is already moving huge amounts of federal
money to programs that serve short-term demands rather than long-term U.S. needs and interests. 
For example, disproportionate amounts of Pell Grant support for low-income students already
flow to programs that used to be called “trade school” but now have been relabeled “college.”
The result, for many, is time and money spent badly. Investing citizens’ tax dollars in illiberal edu-
cation is the equivalent of bundling “liar loans” into securities and trading them for huge profits.
If we keep doing it, we can expect similar depletion of our most important national resource:
American capabilities.

If the nation is going to make a huge new investment in postsecondary learning—as it must—then
we need, as a society, to establish a clear understanding of the kind of learning that will build mean-
ingful opportunity for Americans and a vibrant future for our society. This is what the LEAP initiative
is all about. It has brought educators and employers together around a shared and contemporary
conception of essential learning outcomes. Graduates who achieve those outcomes will be liberally
educated—and prepared for a demanding economy, as well.  

The counterargument we can expect from policy makers is that today’s students need jobs. Im-
plicitly and often explicitly, they resist liberal education as a luxury that an economically anxious
country just can’t afford. In fact, it’s just what an economically anxious country needs most!

For too long, proponents of liberal education have accepted the basic premise of this policy resis-
tance, agreeing or even insisting that liberal education is really about the love of learning—“learning
for its own sake”—and, therefore, different in both ethos and spirit from the kinds of learning that
make students employable and promotable. Or, ignoring the economic point, we have insisted that
liberal education is a necessary preparation for democracy and a self-governing citizenry. Notwith-
standing the very real merits of these positions, they have hardly won the day. Even as the United

P R E S I D E N T ’ S M E S S A G E

The Clark/AAC&U Challenge:
Connecting Liberal Education with Real-World Practice

F
R

O
M

1
8

1
8

 
R

 
S

T
R

E
E

T
,

 
N

W

 
 
Copyright© 2009 by the Association of American Colleges and Universities



States declares college a prerequisite for opportunity and success, the nation has gone “agnostic” on
what students need to accomplish while in college.

Both this issue of Liberal Education, and the LEAP initiative with which it is connected, propose
that we need to make—and support—a very different argument about the importance and value of
liberal learning. 

In the twentieth century, proponents of liberal learning drew a sharp dividing line between
“practical” or career studies and the “true liberal arts.” Today, we contend, we need to erase that dis-
tinction and insist that liberal education is, among its other virtues, practical. In a turbulent economy
where industries are awash in change and where the combination of inventiveness and judgment is
key to any organization’s future, the most practical possible education is one that prepares students to
make sense of complexity, to chart a course of action that takes full account of context, to engage
in continuous learning, and to take responsibility for the quality and integrity of what they do.

In the words of the Clark/AAC&U conference whose papers are synthesized in this issue, a good
liberal education should take pride in preparing students for “effective practice.” And how well it
actually does that needs to become one of the hallmarks of excellence in this new global century.

Richard Freeland, who, with colleagues at Clark University and with me, designed the Clark/AAC&U
conference, calls on us all to recognize that engagement with the world of practice helps us fulfill the
most enduring goals of liberal education: deep understanding, the integration of ideas with values, and
thoughtful reflection on one’s responsibilities to self and others. Building from years of research into
successful intelligence, Tufts’s Robert Sternberg shows how and why attention to a fuller set of goals for
learning not only helps us make better decisions, but also allows us to break free of the exclusions that
have characterized “elite” education for much too long. Vanderbilt’s Janet Eyler underscores the
importance of experiential learning as a catalyst for much that is important and powerful in a life-
enhancing liberal education. But she also points to the qualitative dimensions that are too often
neglected when we add a “field” component to the undergraduate curriculum.

I was also struck that the wonderful paper from Miami of Ohio’s David Hodge, Marcia Baxter
Magolda, and Carolyn Haynes, and the fine paper from our colleagues at Lawrence University—
which was submitted to Liberal Education outside the conference format—both
make, in very different institutional contexts, the same essential point. If our
goal is to teach students how to see themselves as makers of both meaning and
important decisions, then the curriculum needs to lead them, in a purposeful and
developmental way, through forms of learning that model the intended capabili-
ties and provide successively more challenging ways of practicing them.

The Clark/AAC&U conference showed that we know what we need to help
students achieve and that we also understand how to mobilize educational re-
sources to help students apply their learning to unscripted questions and real-
world contexts. But the policy challenge still remains. Collectively, we need
to create new engagement with policy leaders to help them think harder—and wider—about what it
will take to reap the full benefit of the national investment in postsecondary learning.

It took a long time to persuade policy makers that a rigorous high school curriculum was the best
predictor of college success. But schools leaders have finally won that battle. Now we need to persuade
policy makers that a rigorous and multidimensional college curriculum is the best predictor of eco-
nomic success. Embracing—and deepening—the strong connections between liberal learning and
effective practice is a necessary first step.—CAROL GEARY SCHNEIDER

Even as the United States
declares college a 
prerequisite for opportunity
and success, the nation 
has gone “agnostic” 
on what students need to
accomplish while in college
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As part of the Liberal Education and America’s Promise (LEAP) initiative, AAC&U

is convening a series of invitational forums designed to draw public and campus attention to the
LEAP vision for liberal education in the twenty-first century. The forums are designed to engage
academics, business leaders, K–12 educators, policy makers, and community leaders with the
essential learning outcomes and high-impact educational practices identified in the LEAP initiative.
The programs draw on the innovative work of campuses, and also call upon key stakeholders to
provide leadership for carrying action agendas forward in specific state and regional contexts.
LEAP forums are supported by generous grants from the Charles Engelhard Foundation and the
John Templeton Foundation, and by contributions from participating and hosting institutions.

The third LEAP forum, cosponsored and hosted in Massachusetts by Clark University, was
focused on “Liberal Education and Effective Practice.” Over two days in mid-March, participants
considered ways of enhancing undergraduate programs in the arts and sciences in order to empower

students to be not only sophisti-
cated, well-informed thinkers but
also effective doers. Sessions were

organized around the presentation and discussion of a series of papers commissioned specially for
the occasion; versions of those papers are published here in an expanded Featured Topic section,
following a more in-depth overview of the Clark/AAC&U forum itself. The issues explored at the
conference were anticipated in an article written by Richard Freeland, one of the conference’s
principal organizers and now Massachusetts commissioner of higher education, and published
here last winter. We’re very glad of this opportunity to follow up.

In the abbreviated Perspectives section, an article by four faculty members of Lawrence 
University—all from different disciplines—describes an innovative curricular response to the
growing use of technology to create and sustain an “electronic tether” between students to their
parents. Through engagement with forms of “individualized learning,” Lawrence students have
been able to achieve greater intellectual and emotional autonomy. Finally, rounding out 
the issue is an appeal for “empowerful” teaching, for teaching that leads students to engage 
in personally meaningful ways with their own education.—DAVID TRITELLI

F R O M T H E E D I T O R
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AAC&U MEMBERSHIP 2009
1,210 members 

DOC 17%

ASSOC 11%
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16% 
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state systems and agencies, 
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V I S I T  O U R  W E B  S I T E

AAC&U Gallery of Writing
AAC&U invites contributions to its
Gallery of Writing, a dedicated space
within the larger online exhibition of
writing hosted by the National Council
of Teachers of English (see www
.galleryofwriting.org). The form or
mode of writing is up to the writer; a
submission might be an e-mail message,
a letter, an essay, a poem, or a digital
composition, and it might be in video,
visual, or some other format. The theme
of the AAC&U Gallery is the meaning
of liberal education in the twenty-first
century. The Gallery of Writing was
officially unveiled on October 20,
2009, as part of the National Day on

Writing, a celebration highlighting
the variety and importance of writing
in daily life. More information about
the AAC&U Gallery is available 
online at www.aacu.org/gallery.

New Director of 
Project Kaleidoscope 
AAC&U and Project Kaleidoscope
(PKAL) have announced that Dr.
Susan Elrod, professor of biological
sciences and director of the Center for
Excellence in Science and Mathemat-
ics Education at California Polytechnic
State University, will be the new di-
rector of Project Kaleidoscope. Elrod
will assume the PKAL directorship in

• January 20–23, 2010
AAC&U Annual Meeting:
The Wit, the Will . . . 
and the Wallet: Supporting 
Educational Innovation, 
Shaping Our Global Futures
Washington, DC

• February 18–20, 2010
General Education and 
Assessment: Maintaining 
Momentum, Achieving New Priorities
Seattle, Washington

• March 25–27, 2010
Faculty Roles in 
High-Impact Practices
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Upcoming Meetings

A New Blog from the LEAP Initiative 
As part of the Liberal Education and America’s Promise (LEAP) initiative,
AAC&U has launched a new blog called “liberal.education nation.” The

blog features postings and perspectives on lib-
eral education—how it is changing, why it is so
important in today’s world, and what people are

saying about it around the country and the world.
Debra Humphreys, vice president for communications and public affairs

at AAC&U, is the blog’s contributing editor. Guest contributors are Helen
Chen, research scientist at the Stanford Center for Innovations in Learning;
Troy Duster, Silver Professor of Sociology and director of the Institute for
the History of the Production of Knowledge at New York University; Ashley
Finley, director of assessment for learning at AAC&U; Kevin Hovland, 
director of global learning and curricular change at AAC&U; George Kuh,
Chancellor’s Professor of Higher Education at Indiana University-Bloom-
ington; Nancy O’Neill, director of programs in the Office of Education 
and Institutional Renewal at AAC&U; Carol Geary Schneider, president
of AAC&U; and David Tritelli, editor of Liberal Education.

January 2010 and will serve as a member
of AAC&U’s senior staff. This appoint-
ment culminates a year of transition
planning for a new and continuing 
affiliation between AAC&U and PKAL.
More information is available online at
www.pkal.org.

blog.aacu.org
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C ON MARCH 12 AND 13, 2009, thirty-two educators and leaders from the

corporate and nonprofit sectors gathered at Clark University for an ex-
tended seminar cosponsored by Clark and the Association of American
Colleges and Universities. Our focus was a question of fundamental 
importance for liberal education: how well do the learning experiences
we offer—predominantly academic exercises in traditional classroom
settings—align with our professed goals of preparing engaged citizens,
effective professionals, and, more broadly, adults equipped to make 
significant contributions to society? A central goal of the conference
was dialogue between educators and successful professionals who had
experienced a traditional liberal education as undergraduates, which

was the case for all but one of our participating
practitioners.

The conference was structured around five questions related to the
link between liberal education and “effective practice,” the term Clark
uses to suggest a range of capacities needed to translate ideas and values
into action—qualities such as imagination, resilience, and persistence
and the ability to work collaboratively and to manage complexity and
uncertainty. Each of the five questions was explored in a paper commis-
sioned for the occasion: 
1.What is the relationship between the intellectual qualities fostered by

liberal education and the capacity for effective practice? (Paper:
“Academic Intelli gence is Not Enough”; Author: Robert Sternberg)

2.What is the relationship between the intellectual independence
necessary to do creative scholarly work and the capacity for effective
practice? (Paper: “Engaged Learning: Enabling Self-Authorship and
Effective Practice”; Authors: David Hodge, Marcia Baxter Magolda,
and Carolyn Haynes)

3.What role can experiential education play in fostering the capacity
for effective practice? (Paper: “Effective Practice and Experiential
Education”; Author: Janet Eyler)

4.How might we adapt programs of liberal education to integrate expe-
riential education and other nontraditional learning experiences
known to promote the capacity for effective practice? What challenges
do campus leaders face in pursuing such changes? (Paper: “Designing
a Liberal Arts Curriculum that Develops the Capacity for Effective
Practice”; Authors: Diana Chapman Walsh and Lee Cuba)

A central goal of 
the conference was 
dialogue between
educators and 
successful profes-
sionals who had 
experienced 
a traditional 
liberal education 
as undergraduates

RICHARD M. FREELAND organized the Conference on Liberal Education and
Effective Practice during his tenure as the Jane and William Mosakowski
Distinguished Professor of Higher Education at Clark University. He is currently
the commissioner of higher education for Massachusetts.

The Clark/AAC&U Conference on 

Liberal Education  
R I C H A R D  M .  F R E E L A N D

Conference on 
Liberal Education and
Effective Practice
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C 5.How might a restructuring of liberal educa-

tion to promote effective practice impact
efforts to foster academic success among stu-
dents from diverse ethnic, racial, and cultural
backgrounds? (Paper: “Race-Conscious Stu -
dent Engagement Practices and the Equit -
able Distribution of Enriching Educational
Experiences”; Author: Shaun Harper)
Summary versions of the commissioned 

papers are published in this issue of Liberal
Education. The complete essays can be found
on the Web site Clark has created as a re-
source for those interested in the link between
liberal education and effective practice
(www.clarku.edu/leep).

Points of consensus
Two days of intense discussion produced a
remarkable level of agreement among both
academics and practitioners. In particular, con-
ference participants came together around four
fundamental points. First, as Tufts University’s
Bob Sternberg argued in our first session, there
is a less than ideal alignment between the pro-
fessed goals of liberal education and both the
learning experiences we typically offer within
the arts and sciences and the concept of intelli-
gence that underlies such programs. If we are

serious about preparing our students to engage
competently and constructively in adult orga-
nizational, social, economic, and civic contexts,
it is imperative that we focus attention on the
relationship among our purposes, our curricula,
and our pedagogies.

Second, a traditional liberal education is very
successful in developing some of the skills and
modes of inquiry needed for effective practice,
including mastery of complex intellectual
material and the capacity for analytic reasoning.
At the same time, conventional educational
practices are less effective in fostering other
essential qualities, such as applying ideas in au-
thentic settings, integrating materials from di-
verse disciplines to solve unforeseen problems
or to construct new knowledge, and working
with others in problem-solving situations.

Third, complementing conventional educa-
tional practices with nontraditional learning
opportunities can significantly enhance the ca-
pacity of undergraduates to translate ideas and
values into effective action. These opportuni-
ties include various forms of experiential edu-
cation—internships, co-ops, service learning,
undergraduate research, and community-based
research—that conference participant George
Kuh calls “high-impact” practices. 

Fourth, while some forms of experiential edu-
cation, such as study abroad and undergraduate
research, fit easily into conventional program-
matic structures, internships, co-op placements,
and service-learning opportunities have proved
more difficult to integrate fully into under -
graduate education. We have much work to do
within the liberal arts and sciences to find ways
to link these powerful learning experiences to
established curricular patterns.

When, at the end of the conference, we asked
ourselves if we were persuaded that pursing
the kinds of changes we had been discussing
made sense for programs of liberal education,
one of our practitioner-participants, venture
capitalist and one-time Harvard history major
Rick Burnes, commented that this was a “no-
brainer.” Wellesley College President Emerita
Diana Chapman Walsh and her coauthor
and former dean, Lee Cuba, offered a similar
conclusion. After thinking carefully about the
educational potential of these changes, Walsh
and Cuba wrote that “one scratches one’s
head and wonders why everyone doesn’t just
do it.” The answer, they suggested, takes the
form of a classic double bind: “faculty support

8 L I B E R A L ED U C A T I O N FA L L 2009
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is a sine qua non for significant
progress, and widespread fac-
ulty support is elusive at best.” 

The conference devoted
much attention to matters of
great potential interest to fac-
ulty. Vanderbilt University
Professor Janet Eyler presented
a wealth of research supporting the proposi-
tion that experiential education not only fos-
ters the capacity for effective practice but also
enhances cognitive development in traditional
academic terms. Miami University President
David Hodge and his collaborators, Marcia
Baxter Magolda and Carolyn Haynes, showed
how restructuring Miami University’s honors
program around experiences that develop in-
tellectual maturity, a secure sense of identity,
and the capacity for successful social relation-
ships greatly increased the engagement of un-
dergraduates in their education. George Kuh,
along with Connecticut College’s Armando
Bengochea and Wesleyan University’s Steven
Stemler, offered both data and anecdotes
demonstrating that “high-impact” learning
experiences can enhance the success of under-
graduate programs in successfully engaging
students of color.

Ongoing challenges
Despite the availability of persuasive evidence
regarding the educational value of experiential
learning, our discussions returned again and
again to the widespread lack of professorial
interest in pedagogical matters. Given this
reality, several participants suggested that
the most constructive way forward for leaders
wishing to foster links between liberal educa-
tion and effective practice is to avoid direct
challenges to existing programmatic structures,
while engaging faculty in discussions about the
educational outcomes they consider important
and in assessing the effectiveness of current
programs in achieving those outcomes. Care-
fully constructed self-study experiences—what
William Sullivan of the Carnegie Foundation
called “learning communities”—can lead aca-
demic professionals, who are, after all, serious
educators, to conclusions they might resist if
presented as starting points.

Conference discussions also drew attention
to sources of resistance to change beyond fac-
ulty attitudes and priorities. Several partici-
pants with administrative experience noted

that integrating “high-impact”
practices into undergraduate
programs can be hard, time-
consuming work. It can also be
costly. If administrative leaders
want faculty members to devote
energy to this effort, they need
to create space and offer re-

wards for doing so, while also committing the
necessary resources. As former Purdue Uni-
versity President Martin Jischke pointed out,
educational questions cannot be considered
separately from other aspects of institutional
life, including priorities attached to scholarly
productivity and community service. Academic
institutions are social, cultural, and economic
systems and the behavior of faculty and staff will
reflect the values and priorities of those systems.
Paul Grogan, president of the Boston Founda-
tion, added an important cautionary note:
colleges and universities must not permit an
emphasis on effective practice to lead to percep-
tions of diminished academic depth and rigor
among prospective students and their parents.

In the end, our conference did not find ready
solutions to the challenges of linking liberal
education with a concern for effective practice.
Nonetheless, we were impressed and encour-
aged by examples of institutions that have done
impressive work in this arena, and we came
away from our time together with a heightened
commitment to advancing this cause in the in-
stitutional and professional settings to which
each of us is connected. We were also ener-
gized by encountering a rich body of research,
thought, and experience that provides a com-
pelling case for doing so—and by the urgings
of our practitioner colleagues to take this mat-
ter seriously. In sharing our ideas with the
broader academic community through the pa-
pers that follow and the additional materials
available on the Clark Web site, we hope to
lend support to colleagues who share our be-
lief in the value of this cause and to enlist
others to join the movement. ■■

To respond to this article, e-mail liberaled@aacu.org,
with the author’s name on the subject line.
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IN 1968, I was a highly motivated college 
student taking an introductory psychology
course. Having done poorly on IQ tests as a
child, I wanted to figure out why my scores were so
low. Things did not go as I had hoped they
would. I received a grade of C in the course,
and my professor commented to me that there
was a famous Sternberg in psychology—and
that it was obvious there would not be another
one. I switched my major to math; but after
failing the midterm exam in the introductory
course for math majors, I decided that, actually,
a C looked pretty good, relatively speaking.

A decade and a half later I was chairing the
department at Yale in
which the professor

who gave me that C was still teaching, and
three and a half decades later I found myself
president of the American Psychological As-
sociation, the largest association of psycholo-
gists in the world. I commented to the past
president, a Stanford professor, that it seemed
to me ironic that the president of the organi-
zation had received a C in introductory psy-
chology. He gave me a look of astonishment,
and commented that he, too, had received a
C in introductory psychology.

The kind of experience I had in introductory
psychology is by no means limited to that course
or even to psychology. Many low-level courses,
graduate as well as undergraduate, are taught
in such a way that the goal seems to be nothing
more than the memorization of facts and
concepts. In some schools, especially those
with large classes, virtually all testing is done
in short-answer or multiple-choice format.
What is the problem?

I tell the story of my introductory psychology
experience because it illustrates something
that, at some level, we all know. The skills
people need to succeed in their careers do not
always closely resemble the skills needed to
succeed in college courses, especially intro-
ductory courses. Life rarely presents multiple-
choice or short-answer problems. As the
report How Should Colleges Assess and Improve
Student Learning? (AAC&U 2008) makes clear,
this is not merely my own personal opinion:
employers overwhelmingly reject multiple-
choice tests and other traditional instruments
of assessment. Moreover, the competencies
such tests measure are not the ones employers
value. What, then, are the skills they value?
College Learning for the New Global Century
(AAC&U 2007) identifies a number of such
skills, including inquiry and analysis, ethical
reasoning and action, and synthesis. In this
article, I try to boil down the rather long list
of highly valued competencies into a set of
key skills needed for school and job success. 
I argue that these are the principal skills that
colleges need to develop in order to produce
the active, educated citizenry of the future.

The WICS model
The overall model for liberal education is called
WICS, which is an acronym for Wisdom, Intel-
ligence, and Creativity Synthesized. The basic
idea is that citizens of the world need creativity
to form a vision of where they want to go and
to cope with change in the environment, ana-
lytical intelligence to ascertain whether their
creative ideas are good ones, practical intelli-
gence to implement their ideas and to persuade
others of the value of those ideas, and wisdom in
order to ensure that the ideas will help achieve
some ethically based common good, over the
long and short terms, rather than just what is
good for them and their families and friends.

The WICS model differs from the traditional
model for liberal education, which empha-
sizes primarily memory and analytical skills.
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tests of conventional ability and achievement
tend to emphasize stored knowledge of facts
and basic skills. Such knowledge and skills are
important. One cannot think creatively to go
beyond what is known, for example, if one
does not have the knowledge to move for-
ward. Similarly, one cannot apply what one
knows if one knows nothing. The problem is
that stored knowledge can be inert and essen-
tially unusable. Analytical skills can help one
evaluate existing ideas, but they cannot help
one come up with ideas of one’s own; nor can
they help one adjust to a world that is chang-
ing rapidly and that leaves behind people who
cannot flexibly adapt to its shifting demands.

The risk of the traditional system is that it
creates self-fulfilling prophecies, whereby
those who do not test well are not given full
opportunities in college to succeed. WICS is
a framework that can help us get beyond self-
fulfilling prophecies in admissions, instruction,
and assessment.

Admissions through WICS
Is it possible that many students who are not
now being identified as having impressive cre-
dentials for college or graduate work might, in
fact, be so identified if they were assessed in a
way that looked at creative and practical, as
well as analytical, forms of skills? While at
Yale, I led the Rainbow Project, a research study
that sought to answer this question (Sternberg
and the Rainbow Project Collaborators 2006).
A wide variety of studies have shown the util-
ity of the SAT as a predictor of college success,
especially as measured by grade point average.
The Rainbow measures were designed to sup-
plement the SAT Reasoning Test, which now
measures reading, mathematical, and writing
skills. (At the time of the study, the writing com-
ponent had not yet been added to the SAT.)

The Rainbow Project collected data at fif-
teen schools across the United States, includ-
ing eight four-year colleges, five community
colleges, and two high schools. The 1,013
student participants were, predominantly, in
either their first year of college or their final
year of high school. Here, I discuss the analyses
for the college students alone, because they
are the only participants for whom we had
available college performance data. The total
number of participants included in these
analyses was 793. 

Baseline measures of standardized test scores
and high school grade point averages were
collected both to evaluate the predictive va-
lidity of current tools used for college admission
criteria and to provide a contrast for our cur-
rent measures. All Rainbow assessments were
administered either in paper-and-pencil format
or via the World Wide Web. The measures of
analytical skills were provided by the SAT
plus analytical items of our own invention.
One, for example, required students to figure
out the meanings of neologisms from natural
contexts—a novel word is embedded in a
paragraph, and its meaning must be inferred
from the context. Other measures required
students to complete series of numbers and
figural matrices.

We assessed creative skills by using both
multiple-choice and open-ended measures.
In one open-ended task, students chose two
from a list of unusual titles—“The Octopus’s
Sneakers,” for example—and wrote a short
story to fit each. In another, they chose pic-
ture collages and orally told two stories based
on them. And in a third, they captioned
cartoons chosen from among several provided
as options.

We assessed practical skills by using both
multiple-choice items and performance-based
measures called “situational-judgment inven-
tories.” In one of the latter, the students were
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asked to respond to movies
depicting situations that com-
monly confront college stu-
dents—asking for a letter of
recommendation from a pro-
fessor who shows through
nonverbal cues that he does
not recognize the student, for
example, or figuring out what
to do after eating a meal and
not having the money to pay
for it. A “commonsense ques-
tionnaire” presented everyday business prob-
lems, such as being assigned to work with a
coworker whom one cannot stand, and a
college-life questionnaire presented every-
day college situations for which a solution
was required.

The new assessments provided very substan-
tial reliability gains over traditional measures.
As predictors of freshman-year academic suc-
cess, the Rainbow assessments were twice as
reliable as SAT scores alone. They were 50
percent more reliable than SAT scores com-
bined with high school grade point averages.

In addition to predicting success in college,
an important goal of the study was to develop
measures that reduce racial and ethnic group
differences in mean levels. We found that our
assessments did reduce racial and ethnic dif-
ferences relative to traditional assessments like
the SAT. Although the group differences were
not eliminated entirely, our findings suggest
that measures can be designed that reduce racial
and ethnic group differences on standardized
tests, particularly for such historically disad-
vantaged groups as black and Latino students.
These findings may also have implications for
reducing adverse impact in college admissions.

In 2005, I moved from Yale University, where
I was the IBM Professor of Psychology and
Education and the lead collaborator in the
Rainbow Project, to Tufts University, where I
became dean of the School of Arts and Sciences.
Since Tufts strongly emphasizes the role of ac-
tive citizenship in education, it seemed to offer
an ideal setting within which to put into prac-
tice some of the ideas from the Rainbow Project.
Accordingly, Lee Coffin, the dean of under-
graduate admissions, and I instituted the
Kaleidoscope Project, which represents an im-
plementation of the Rainbow ideas, but also
goes beyond them to include in its assessment
the construct of wisdom. Other collaborators—

Christina Bonney, Liane 
Gabora, Linda Jarvin, and
Tzur Karelitz—have since
joined the project.

Whereas in the Rainbow
Project we used separate high-
stakes tests to collect student
data, in the Kaleidoscope
Project we used the college ap-
plication. It just was not practi-
cal to administer a separate
high-stakes test, such as the

Rainbow assessment, for admission to a single
university. So instead, to the application that
is prepared by the more than fifteen thousand
students who seek admission each year to the
schools of arts, sciences, and engineering at
Tufts, we added optional questions designed
to assess WICS. A creative question asked stu-
dents to write stories with titles such as “The
End of MTV” or “Confessions of a Middle-
School Bully.” Another asked students what
the world would be like if some historical
event had come out differently—if Rosa Parks
had given up her seat on the bus, for example.
Yet another creative question, a nonverbal
one, gave students an opportunity to design a
new product or an advertisement for a new
product. A practical question queried how
students had persuaded friends to accept an
unpopular idea, and a wisdom question asked
how one of their passions could be applied to-
ward a common good. The advantage of the
Kaleidoscope approach is that it has gotten us
away from the high-stakes testing situation in
which students must answer complex ques-
tions in very short amounts of time under in-
credible pressure.

We found that Kaleidoscope scores correlated
only minimally (0.1 or less) with the SAT,
and the kinds of racial and ethnic differences
encountered on both the SAT and the Rain-
bow assessments disappeared. This means that
the Kaleidoscope scores predicted less than 1
percent of the variance in SAT scores. Students
who scored at high levels on the Kaleidoscope
assessment have shown increased participa-
tion in extracurricular activities during their
first year of college, relative to those who did
not score as high. Academically, these high-
scoring students performed at levels compara-
ble to students who excelled in ways other
than through Kaleidoscope, such as in student
government, musical, athletic, or other forms
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Thus, the assessment provided
a way of predicting leadership
involvement, independently
of racial or ethnic group, and
without any sacrifice in acade-
mic skills. Such projects can be
done at the graduate level as
well. My colleagues and I de-
signed an admissions test for a large and
highly rated business school in the Midwest.
We showed that we could increase prediction
accuracy and decrease both sex and ethnic
group differences in admissions (Hedlund et
al. 2006). 

How does one assess answers to questions
that seem so subjective? The assessment is done
using well-developed rubrics. For example, we
assess analytical responses based on the extent
to which they are (a) analytically sound, (b)
balanced, (c) logical, and (d) organized. We
assess creative responses on the basis of how
(a) original and (b) compelling they are, as
well as on the basis of their (c) appropriateness
to the task with which the students were pre-
sented. We assess practical responses on the
basis of how feasible they are with respect to
(a) time, (b) place, (c) human and (d) material
resources, and (e) how persuasive they are.
We assess wisdom-based responses on the ex-
tent to which they (a) promote a common
good by (b) balancing one’s own interests with
the interests of others as well as with larger 
interests, (c) over the long and short terms,
through (d) the infusion of positive (proso-
cial) ethical values.

Teaching and assessing for WICS
Can we teach for WICS—the kinds of skills and
attitudes that really matter in life and in jobs?
Yes, there are many techniques that can be used
to teach for WICS in any subject-matter area
and at any level. Our belief that we could
have success in this realm dates back to a
study in which my collaborators and I tested
over three hundred high school students across
the United States (Sternberg et al. 1999).
The test was designed to select students, based
on their analytical, creative, and practical
abilities, for placement in sections of a college-
level summer psychology course. When we
divided the students into groups, we noticed
something unexpected. Students in the high-
analytical group—that is, those who excelled

in the abilities measured by
conventional tests—were
mostly white and middle
class. Many had previously
been identified for other pro-
grams as gifted. Students in
the high-creative and high-
practical groups were ethni-
cally diverse, and many had

never before been identified as gifted.
The question, of course, was whether those

identified as strong in creative or practical
abilities actually performed at high levels aca-
demically. The answer was clear: when students
were taught, at least some of the time, in a
way that matched their patterns of abilities,
they excelled. In other words, the creatively
and practically oriented students did excel
academically, so long as the way they were
taught matched, at least some of the time, the
way they learned. Good teachers use a variety
of teaching methods to accommodate the di-
verse learning styles of their students; any stu-
dent taught in a way that is responsive to his
or her pattern of abilities can excel. After
concluding this study, my colleagues and I went
on to show that teaching to diverse styles of
learning does indeed improve achievement
relative to teaching that emphasizes just tradi-
tional memory-analytical patterns of learning
and thinking (Grigorenko, Jarvin, and Stern-
berg 2002; Sternberg, Grigorenko, and Zhang
2008; Sternberg, Torff, and Grigorenko 1998).

I currently teach for WICS in a course on
leadership in the Department of Psychology at
Tufts University. The course is open to under-
graduates at all levels and in all fields of special-
ization, and it has no prerequisites. The course
involves a textbook on leadership theories and
research, as well as a book of case studies of
leadership and two books by leadership theo-
rists on their own views on leadership. Consider
as well four additional features of the course. 

First, in every class except the first and the
last, a leader comes and speaks to the students
for about fifteen minutes on his or her leader-
ship experiences. The leaders come from all
domains of life, including politics, finance,
management, the arts, sports, and religion.
Then for an additional forty-five minutes, the
class asks questions of, and has a discussion
with, the leader. Students’ interactions with the
leaders give them a chance to develop as well as
to challenge their own beliefs about leadership.
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Second, every class except the last involves
an active leadership exercise. For example, in
the first class, a shill joins the students and pre-
tends to be one of them. After I go through the
syllabus, the shill challenges it and complains
that it is inadequate in a variety of ways. Stu-
dents are amazed at the shill’s audacity. When
he finishes with his complaints, I thank him,
and then note to the class that every leader,
sooner or later, confronts public challenges to
his or her authority. The question is not
whether it will or will not happen—it will—
but rather how the leader handles such chal-
lenges. Students divide themselves into three
groups and then simulate how they would han-
dle public challenges. In another class, students
have to “hire a dean.” They divide themselves
into three groups. One simulates the formation
of a vision statement, the second simulates a
job interview, and the third simulates a persua-
sion interview to entice the selected candidate
to come. In another class, students simulate
how they would deal with an incompetent
team member. And in another, each of three
groups formulates a proposal to improve the
university and then has to persuade the class,
acting as funders, to fund their project.

Third, students are required to complete
both individual and group projects. For the
individual projects, the students apply leader-
ship concepts to their own leadership experi-
ences as well as those of other leaders whom
they’ve interviewed. For the group project,
the students use course principles to analyze
the leadership of a major known leader (past
choices have included Bill Clinton, Bill
Gates, and Kenneth Lay).

Fourth, all exams are open-book, open-note.
The idea is to convey to students that leaders
are leaders by virtue of their ability to apply
what they know to leadership activities. For
example, the final exam presents the story of a
leader, told from the time she first undertook
a leadership position to the time she consid-
ered leaving it, and the students have to ana-
lyze her leadership performance at every step
along the way.

Conclusion
WICS provides a unified model of liberal 
education for admissions, instruction, and
assessment that can be used at any level and
for any subject matter. One advantage of
WICS is that it goes beyond more traditional

models that emphasize memory and analytical
learning and, as a result, enables all students to
capitalize on their strengths and to compen-
sate or correct for their weaknesses. And
since it reduces racial, ethnic, and other dif-
ferences in performance commonly found in
traditional assessments, the WICS model pro-
vides a basis for tertiary education that repre-
sents the realities of the twenty-first century,
rather than those of a bygone era. ■■

To respond to this article, e-mail liberaled@aacu.org,
with the author’s name on the subject line.
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RECENTLY, through its Liberal Education and
America’s Promise (LEAP) initiative, the As-
sociation of American Colleges and Universi-
ties (2007) synthesized the college outcomes
necessary for successful practice in twenty-
first-century life: knowledge of human cul-
tures and the physical and natural world,
intellectual and practical skills, personal and
social responsibility, and integrative learning.
Because these outcomes span the cognitive,
social, and personal dimensions, achieving

them requires more
than information ac-

quisition or even critical analysis. It requires
transformative learning, or learning “to nego-
tiate and act on our own purposes, values,
feelings, and meanings rather than those we
have uncritically assimilated from others”
(Mezirow 2000, 8). Most importantly, it 
entails a shift from uncritical acceptance of
external authority to critical analysis of au-
thority in order to establish one’s own internal
authority. This internal authority is what de-
velopmental theorists call self-authorship, or
the capacity to define one’s beliefs, identity,
and social relations (Baxter Magolda 2001;
Kegan 1994). 

Kegan argued that self-authorship requires
us to “take charge of the concepts and theo-
ries of a course or discipline, marshalling on
behalf of our independently chosen topic its
internal procedures for formulating and vali-
dating knowledge” (1994, 303). According to
him, self-authorship not only encompasses
epistemological maturity, it also requires culti-
vating a secure sense of self that enables inter-
dependent relations with others and making
judgments through considering but not being
consumed by others’ perspectives. Effective
partnering, work, and citizenship in a diverse
society necessitate the capacity to manage ex-
ternal realities using the compass afforded by
our internally generated beliefs, identities,
and social relations. 

Evidence abounds that, in recent decades,
students have typically entered college relying
on perspectives they have uncritically ac-
cepted from others and are not sufficiently
challenged and supported to transition to in-
ternal authority during college. Students who
have experienced significant challenge, par-
ticularly as a result of marginalization, may
exhibit self-authorship prior to college or dur-
ing college (Abes and Jones 2004; Pizzolato
2003; Torres and Hernandez 2007). Inten-
tional efforts to promote self-authorship in
college also show promise. The possibility of
developing self-authorship earlier than has
typically been observed implies that a care-
fully sequenced and developmentally appro-
priate curriculum can help college students
develop self-authorship.

We advance a new model for a university-
wide curriculum that we call the “Engaged
Learning University.” Based upon research on
student development, this model features
principles and practices that lead students
steadily toward self-authorship in which epis-
temological, interpersonal, and intrapersonal
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details of this model, we describe the evolution
of students’ meaning making during and after
college. Then, we offer an engaged learning
philosophy to promote transformational learn-
ing, and finally, we conclude with a description
of our comprehensive curriculum designed for
twenty-first-century life.

The evolution of self-authorship
The concept of transformative learning is
grounded in the constructive-developmental
perspective advanced notably by Jean Piaget
(1950). This perspective asserts that people
construct reality by interpreting their experi-
ences and that the ways of constructing reality
evolve according to regular principles of stabil-
ity and change. We generate meaning-making
structures, or “rules,” based on our experiences
of how the world works. We use these rules to
interpret new experiences until we encounter
experiences that cannot be explained by our
rules. Initially, we regard those experiences as
exceptions; but when too many exceptions
overwhelm our current meaning-making
structure, we adjust it to a more complex one
that accommodates the new experiences. For
example, if adolescents are socialized via their
schooling to accept authority uncritically,
then they bring to college the meaning-making
structure that holds all knowledge to be certain
and possessed by external authority. If they are
challenged and sufficiently supported to learn
to evaluate knowledge claims and generate an
internal belief system, then they exchange their
initial meaning-making structures for increas-
ingly complex ones. 

Adopting increasingly complex meaning-
making structures represents the developmen-
tal growth that underlies transformational
learning and assists students in achieving the
complex learning outcomes of liberal educa-
tion. Despite variations in pace and particular
dynamics that vary by group, research portrays
adult development as a journey from following
external formulas, through a crossroads in which
one’s internal voice begins to unseat external
formulas, to internally defining one’s beliefs,
identity, and social relations.

Those who regard all knowledge as certain
trust others more than they trust themselves,
seek others’ approval, and follow external for-
mulas. Individuals begin to move into the
crossroads when they gain an awareness that

knowledge may be uncertain, begin to take
stands that differ from the authority figures in
their lives, and recognize the limits of depen-
dent relationships. In learning contexts, they
rely heavily on external sources for knowing
but are aware of the need to construct their
own perspectives. Working through these ten-
sions to view knowledge as contextual, view
identity as internally constructed, and achieve
the capacity for mutual negotiation in relation-
ships yields self-authorship. 

Self-authorship enables learners to evaluate
information critically, form their own judg-
ments, and collaborate with others to act wisely.
It is, however, necessary to adopt increasing
complex meaning-making structures in the
epistemological, intrapersonal, and interper-
sonal dimensions. For example, students who
learn to analyze knowledge claims critically
and to generate their own ideas have achieved
a self-authored epistemological structure. Yet,
to achieve effective practice in life, they must
also have a self-authored intrapersonal structure
that enables them to register disagreement and
to argue for their perspectives. In addition,
they need a self-authored interpersonal struc-
ture that values standing up for one’s beliefs
over gaining affirmation from others. To illus-
trate the need for all three dimensions for su-
perior practice, consider the nurse-practitioner
who knows from his understanding of infec-
tious disease that the doctor is prescribing an
outdated and ineffective treatment but does
not say so for fear of admonishment. Lack of
complexity in one dimension can inhibit the
use of complex meaning-making structures in
other dimensions.

An educational philosophy for promoting
self-authorship
The promotion of self-authorship entails a
fundamental shift in how we imagine and
structure the whole undergraduate experience.
As an initial step, it requires that we shift
away from what Barr and Tagg (1995) have
termed an “instructional” paradigm, which
emphasizes instructors telling students what
they need to know, to a “learning” paradigm,
which emphasizes the design of active learn-
ing environments that encourage students to
construct their own ideas. 

Yet, a more ambitious transformation that
extends beyond Barr and Tagg’s learning para-
digm must occur for students to construct new
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knowledge. To discover new
ideas, learners must possess an
internal set of beliefs that guide
decision making about knowl-
edge claims, an internal iden-
tity that enables them to
express themselves in socially
constructing knowledge with
others, and the capacity to en-
gage in mutually interdepen-
dent relationships to assess others’ expertise.
These capacities cannot be cultivated solely
by engaging actively with the raw materials
and tools of the academy or by participating
in a student-centered classroom, although
these are essential. Instead, they emerge
gradually when educators foster students’
holistic growth through continuous self-re-
flection, seamless and authentic curricular
and cocurricular experiences that steadily
increase in challenge, and appropriate levels
of support. 

Put succinctly, the following are the key
tenets of our intentional, engaged learning
philosophy:
• Guide students to develop an internally

defined and integrated belief system and
identity, which prepare them personally
and intellectually for lifelong learning. 

• Actively engage students in discovering
new knowledge in a sequenced, develop-
mentally appropriate way to enable them to
evaluate evidence critically, make informed
judgments, and act ethically.

• Create a vibrant campus learning community
that blends curricular and cocurricular
learning opportunities and capitalizes on the
roles of all constituents (faculty, staff, and
students) in promoting student learning.

In order to achieve these tenets, educators
must progress away from giving answers to and
exercising authority over students and toward
encouraging questions from and sharing au-
thority with students (Mitchell 2006). At first
blush, this shift sounds simple. As students gain
intellectual and personal maturity, educators
steadily relinquish authority and empower
them to assume greater agency over the dis-
covery process and learning environment.
Yet, in practice, this educational philosophy
requires intentional design; a shared sense of
ownership and, thus, partnering among edu-
cators and students; continuous critical reflec-
tion; and heavy doses of patience and courage.

Although the Engaged
Learning University aims to
empower students as thinkers
and scholars, it does not imply
that educators must meet stu-
dents’ every wish, coddle, or
befriend them. What it means is
that educators must move away
from the traditional role of the
expert or avoid the tendency

to seek students’ approval and instead push
students to gain intellectual, relational, and
personal maturity through continuous feed-
back and high expectations. Educators can
help students become more internally focused
by validating them as thinkers and burgeoning
scholars, presenting thorny problems and topics
that lend themselves to multiple legitimate
perspectives, introducing them to competencies
needed to address those topics, and helping
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own decisions and actions in ways that are
consistent with their own identities. Figure 1
(below) illustrates the students’ journey toward
self-authorship.

A three-tiered, comprehensive, 
developmentally sequenced curriculum 
At Miami University, we have established a
three-tiered framework to help our educators
design learning environments and curricula
that promote students’ development toward
self-authorship (Taylor and Haynes 2008),
and we hope to advance this or similar frame-
works across the university. Underlying the
framework is what Baxter Magolda (2004)
calls “the Learning Partnership Model,”
which advances three educational principles:
(1) validating students’ potential as scholars,
(2) situating learning in their experience, and
(3) mutually constructing meaning with
them. Although the principles undergird all
three tiers, the way they play out in practice
shifts depending on the students’ develop-
mental level. 

The first tier is designed for students who
are generally new to the college experience,
tend to view knowledge in absolutist terms,
have a limited vision of themselves as legiti-
mate authors of new knowledge, and thus rely
on external authorities for guidance and ap-
proval. To meet the needs of Tier 1 students,
Miami’s Office of Liberal Education recently
instituted the “Top 25” project, which offers
grants to support departments as they redesign

their largest enrollment, introductory liberal
education courses to make them more discov-
ery-oriented. A geology survey course, for ex-
ample, was transformed from an entirely
lecture-based course into one that invites stu-
dents to engage several inquiry-based mod-
ules. Similarly, a theatre appreciation course
now offers students the opportunity to witness
a weekly “master class” of experts who demon-
strate a fundamental principle of drama. At
the other weekly meeting, students assemble
in small groups to write and perform their own
mini-plays that illustrate the mastery of the
principle introduced in the master class.

Transformations are also being made out-
side the formal classroom. The University
Honors Program recently revised its approach
to summer orientation in order to help new
students move away from depending so heavily
on authority figures, such as parents, for their
choices. Rather than simply give students a
handout with a list of program requirements,
advisers now ask students to engage in a series
of reflective exercises prior to course registra-
tion. Students, for example, write an imaginary
dialogue about their goals for their college ex-
perience between themselves and a dominant
figure in their life and then are invited to think
about how they can fulfill what they seek in
college while still maintaining a relationship
with this important person. Meanwhile, par-
ents meet elsewhere to discuss their hopes
and concerns for the students. Advisers help
parents identify ways that their role will need
to shift in order to enable students to gain
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mastery over their own deci-
sions and development.

Experiences that encourage
students to balance external
authority and their own voices
push them to move toward Tier
2, or the “crossroads” phase.
Students typically arrive at this phase when
they begin to question external authorities’
definitions and beliefs, recognize that knowl-
edge is not absolute, and begin to identify
their own beliefs, interests, and approaches to
their personal and academic lives. 

To foster students’ development, Tier 2 ex-
periences offer students opportunities to make
key decisions about the learning experience;
practice authentic methods, approaches, and
skills of scholarship or leadership with others;
and explore how discovery processes and ideas
align with their budding system of beliefs.

An example in the cocurricular realm is our
Scholar-Leader Living Learning Community
in which the residents (sophomores and ju-
niors) and the hall director brainstorm diverse
ideas and collaborate to construct their own
community standards, hall outcomes, and pro-
gramming. In the academic arena, Tier 2 fac-
ulty members encourage students to
participate in the process of discovery, focus-
ing on authentic questions and problems. For
example, after noting students’ natural inter-
est in Sudoku, mathematics professor Jeffrey
Wanko decided to discard the typical ap-
proach to math courses and invite students to
apply various aspects of logical thinking and

spatial reasoning to a variety of
linguistically and culturally in-
dependent puzzles and then
work collectively with him to
design original puzzles. 

Note that the role of the
Tier 2 educator has shifted

from serving as the principal designer of the
learning environment with the aim of actively
involving students in the topic of study
(which was appropriate for the Tier One con-
text) to one who codesigns the learning envi-
ronment with the students. This sharing of
authority aids students in fashioning their
own perspectives on learning and discovery
and in feeling a sense of belonging in the
scholarly and professional world.

When the internal voice overtakes external
influences, students are moving toward self-
authorship. Marcia Baxter Magolda found in
her longitudinal study that this phase features
adults who have “shifted from ‘how you know’
to ‘how I know’ and in doing so began to
choose their own beliefs. They acknowledged
the inherent uncertainty of knowledge and
took up the challenge of choosing what to be-
lieve in this context . . . This emerging sense
of self required renegotiation of existing rela-
tionships that had been built on external ap-
proval at the expense of personal needs and
the creation of new mutual relationships
consistent with the internal voice” (2001,
119–20). 

Although few participants in Baxter
Magolda’s study actually reached this phase
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propriate levels of support and challenge, stu-
dents can attain this level of development
prior to graduation. Students founding their
own organizations, spearheading major lead-
ership endeavors in their Greek organizations,
and initiating community-service initiatives
are appropriate out-of-class opportunities for
Tier 3 students. 

Culminating projects, such as a thesis, also
provide potential venues for developing stu-
dents’ personal and intellectual maturity. The
capstone course offered by the Department of
Manufacturing and Mechanical Engineering,
for example, requires students to operate as
design engineers in a multidisciplinary team
with the faculty adviser serving as “consul-
tant,” rather than co- or lead investigator as
in Tier 2. A recent capstone focused on de-
signing, fabricating, and installing a human-
powered water pump system for the village of
Gwele Kona in Mali, West Africa, so that an
orphanage could be built. To complete this
project, students had to study the native lan-
guage and culture and investigate the geogra-
phy in order to develop the design and
implementation plan. They also had to raise
funds, pack and ship the pump system they se-
lected, design a reliable and affordable power
source, and travel to Mali to assist with the in-
stallation. Although the site selected by a lo-
cal drilling contractor failed to yield water, the
students nevertheless made a significant im-
pact on the community. One of the Mali lead-
ers sent the following message to his pastor
detailing what happened: 

It is very hard for me to tell you that our
drilling work has failed . . . The villagers are
very sad and disappointed, and . . . I was
really downcast when I saw tears in people’s
eyes, but I could not show my anger because
I had to strengthen everybody as a leader . . .
We praise the Lord for . . . the Miami stu-
dents who were here to install the pump . . .
Even if we have not found the water we were
looking for, their names will be written in
the story of these villages—the story of the
heroes who have fought the battle for water,
the battle for life.

Inspired by their students’ diligence, the en-
gineering faculty will ask next year’s capstone
team to learn from this team’s work and try
again—just as scholars build on the work 
of others. 

This team project would not have been pos-
sible for students to achieve in their first year or
Tier 1. The students needed to have attained
a certain level of personal, relational, and in-
tellectual maturity—a maturity made possible
through supportive and challenging learning
environments that gradually increased in sophis-
tication throughout their undergraduate lives. 

Research demonstrates that self-authorship
benefits all learners because they are able to
manage complex intellectual, work, and per-
sonal challenges (Baxter Magolda 2001, 2009);
overcome the effects of oppression, racism, and
marginalization (Abes and Jones 2004; Pizzo-
lato 2003; Torres and Hernandez 2007); and
engage in authentic, interdependent relation-
ships with diverse others (Yonkers Talz 2004).

Transforming the university: 
transforming ourselves 
Generating the vision for engaged learning
constitutes the first step in a complex process
of transforming the university. We must work
with our colleagues in much the same way as
we work with our students, namely by applying
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the principles of the Learning Partnerships
Model—validating them as fellow scholars and
professionals, encouraging them to apply the
principles in ways that are aligned with their
particular departmental contexts, and cocon-
structing new ways of educating together. 

Educators who have engaged in large-scale
organizational transformation at other institu-
tions emphasize the challenging nature of the
process. In telling the story of how the Learn-
ing Partnerships Model was used to reframe
general education at Virginia Tech, Terry Wild-
man notes that “old designs run deep. Indeed
they are embodied in the classrooms where
knowledge is delivered, in the curriculum prac-
tices where requirements are checked off, in
the space utilization policies where time is
parsed out in small manageable chunks, in the
textbooks where knowledge is carefully scripted
and decontextualized, and even in the organiza-
tional structures where disciplines can be isolated
and protected within their own departments”
(2004, 250–1). Using the lessons learned at
other institutions, we will focus on the follow-
ing strategies:
• Make concerted efforts to deploy faculty,

staff, and parents as partners in students’
development.

• Engage educators through “communities of
practice” to invent new ways of learning and
collaborating across traditional boundaries.

• Use assessment to guide practice.
• Revise policies and practices to move away

from a focus on customer satisfaction,
checklists, and formulas toward authentic
reflection, development, and learning.

We have already taken steps to advance insti-
tutional transformation, including the “Top
25 Project” as well as a new faculty and staff
“community of practice” focusing on engaged
learning and involving fifteen departments.

To achieve our vision, we must clarify and
deepen, as well as foster enthusiasm for, a co-
herent educational vision of engaged learning
by promoting learning everywhere and with
everyone. Faculty, staff, and committee meet-
ings must become open sites of learning where
our mental models and deeply ingrained as-
sumptions about education are uncovered,
scrutinized, and reimagined; innovation and
experimentation are encouraged; and mem-
bers engage in continuous assessment and re-
flection. Although this may seem like a tall
order, viewed from another perspective, the

task is relatively simple. It means that we must
remind ourselves to focus on what universities
do best: advance the learning and liberal edu-
cation of all. ■■

To respond to this article, e-mail liberaled@aacu.org,
with the authors’ names on the subject line.
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IN HIS COMEDIC PERSONA of Father Guido
Sarducci, Don Novello captured the central
challenge to educators in the liberal arts: pro-
viding an education that sticks and is usable.
Father Guido’s solution was to bypass an ex-
pensive four years of liberal education; in his
“five-minute university,” students would pay
twenty dollars and spend five minutes learn-
ing what the typical college graduate remem-

bers five years after
graduation. In eco-

nomics, that would be supply and demand;
in Spanish, como esta usted and muy bien. For
any of us who have traveled to Madrid and
tried to call on our college Spanish, this strikes
a chord.

The challenge for liberal educators is to de-
sign learning environments and instruction so
that students will be able to use what they
learn in appropriate new contexts—that is,
to enable the transfer of learning. This is, of
course, a bigger challenge than the one recog-
nized by Father Guido. Graduates need not
only to remember what they learn, to develop
and retain a “broad knowledge of the wider
world (e.g., science, culture, and society) as
well as in-depth study in specific area of inter-
est,” but also to have “a sense of social respon-
sibility, as well as strong and transferable
intellectual and practical skills such as com-
munication, analytical, and problem-solving
skills” (AAC&U). Effective citizenship re-
quires students to be knowledgeable, to be

able to use what they know, to have the ca-
pacity for critical analysis, and to be equipped
for lifelong learning; personal, social and in-
tellectual goals are intertwined. Yet programs
designed to develop students’ personal, social,
and economic capacities are often separated
from the core academic experience. 

Experiential education, which takes students
into the community, helps students both to
bridge classroom study and life in the world
and to transform inert knowledge into knowl-
edge-in-use. It rests on theories of experiential
learning, a process whereby the learner inter-
acts with the world and integrates new learn-
ing into old constructs. 

Experiential education 
Within professional programs, there is a long
tradition of including field experiences as a
way to build practitioner skills and facilitate
the move from theory to practice. Two of the
most common forms of workplace learning are
cooperative education and the internship. In
cooperative education, students alternate pe-
riods of paid work with campus study or split
their time between the workplace and the
campus. While cooperative-education pro-
grams have waned, internships are increasing.
Most college students now complete an in-
ternship. Career centers at liberal arts col-
leges, disciplinary journals devoted to college
curricula, and the popular press are keeping
up a steady drumbeat encouraging faculty
members to support, and students to obtain,
internships in order to ease the transition to
the workplace. And this is paying off for stu-
dents: internships and cooperative education
are increasingly important for job placement
(National Association of Colleges and Em-
ployers 2008). 
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education that combines academic study with
service in the community—emerged in the
1970s and has since grown exponentially. The
pioneers of service learning believed that the
combination of service and learning would
improve the quality of both and that it could
lead to educational reform and democratic re-
vitalization. Service learning is distinguished
from other approaches to experiential educa-
tion by its commitment to certain values as well
as its inclusion of continuous, structured re-
flection. From the outset, service learning has
been oriented to the achievement of academic
goals in all fields, including the liberal arts. It
fits easily into most disciplines, and with some
creativity it can be fit into virtually all disci-
plines. Models range from add-on, extra-credit,
or assignment options to the thorough inte-
gration of service as a class “text.”

Experiential education has been a common-
place in vocationally or professionally oriented
programs for many years, but field-based peda-
gogies have struggled to gain legitimacy in the
liberal arts. As advances in cognitive science
have begun to blur the line between academic
and practical learning, awareness of the rele-
vance of experiential education to achieving
goals of the liberal arts has increased. And a

similar awareness has also increased among
employers who are increasingly less concerned
about particular vocational skills and who are
demanding the same skills, abilities, and habits
of mind long valued by the liberal arts (Business-
Higher Education Forum 2003; Peter D. Hart
Research Associates 2006). Additionally, since
the 1980s, there has been renewed interest in
the civic role of colleges and universities and
a call for increased civic literacy for students;
this has fueled much of the interest in service
learning as a way of achieving the goals of lib-
eral education so central to citizenship.

Experiential education has value far beyond
building the kind of social skills, work ethic,
and practical expertise that are important in
professionally oriented programs. In fact, ex-
periential education can also lead to more
powerful academic learning and help students
achieve intellectual goals commonly associated
with liberal education, including
• a deeper understanding of subject matter than

is possible through classroom study alone;
• the capacity for critical thinking and appli-

cation of knowledge in complex or ambigu-
ous situations;

• the ability to engage in lifelong learning,
including learning in the workplace.

Experiential education also identifies the prac-
tices necessary for achieving these outcomes,
particularly the use of structured reflection to
help students link experience with theory
and, thereby, deepen their understanding and
ability to use what they know. 

Mastery and use of subject matter
A fundamental goal of liberal learning is mas-
tery of both broad and specialized bodies of
knowledge. The inability to call on this knowl-
edge base is what Alfred North Whitehead
(1929) described nearly a century ago as the
problem of “inert knowledge.” Often, students
cannot apply even recently learned informa-
tion to new situations. Modern cognitive sci-
entists ascribe this inability to apply what is
learned to a failure to conditionalize knowl-
edge; the learners don’t see the relevance and
cannot access what they know when con-
fronted with an opportunity for transfer (Brans-
ford, Brown, and Cocking 2000). Life is not
organized by chapter, with tests to signal what
information to apply. Unless students learn
explicitly to recognize when their knowledge
might be useful, can recall that knowledge,
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and know how to apply it, they
will fail to transfer what they
know; their understanding is
incomplete. 

Transfer of knowledge re-
quires deep understanding. 
Recall and reproduction of material taught
in the classroom do not constitute under -
standing. For knowledge to be usable, it has to
be acquired in a situation. Otherwise, it is seg-
regated from experience and unlikely to be re-
membered or transferred to new experiences.
Well-understood material can be retrieved
from memory and used in new situations be-
cause it is linked with multiple experiences
and examples and not isolated from other
experience and knowledge. 

A small study comparing student learning
in classes on legislative politics with student
learning in internships at a state legislature
found that both groups did equally well on a
traditional test of facts (Eyler and Halteman
1981). But when challenged to develop a
strategy for enacting policy, the interns incor-
porated the need to engage powerful and well-
placed legislators and to organize support,
while the classroom-based students drew on
the formal steps about how a bill becomes a
law. Experiential education, as this and simi-
lar studies have shown, leads to deeper, more
nuanced understanding of subject matter.

Organizing student learning in ways that
give students agency is also associated with
deeper understanding. Communities of learn-
ing that encourage cooperation and reciproc-
ity among students improve learning and are
particularly well suited to field-based projects.
Students’ commitment and curiosity are fu-
eled when they take responsibility for action
with consequences for other people, and this,
in turn, leads to increased effort and atten-
tion. Such engagement is instrumental in
achieving mastery of the subject matter and
also in confronting the intellectual challenges
that promote cognitive development.

The capacity to deal with complex 
new situations 
To achieve such liberal learning goals as effec-
tive citizenship and engagement in lifelong
learning, students need the capacity to perceive
and address ill-structured problems, tolerate
ambiguity, make warranted judgments, and act
while continuously seeking and refining fur-

ther information. Neither tol-
erance for ambiguity nor criti-
cal thinking is simply a
function of information, skill,
and social ability or even of re-
peated practice, but rather

both require intellectual capabilities that are
not now generally attained before college
graduation. 

Students often arrive at college with simplis-
tic ways of viewing knotty problems, and they
may not be able to recognize an ill-structured
problem. They are likely to see their task as
learning right answers rather than under-
standing the difficulty of framing issues and
problems and understanding that the very na-
ture of difficult problems makes one clear so-
lution unlikely. Or they may reject discussion
as pointless because they regard disagreement
as simply a matter of opinions, any of which is
equally valid. King (1992) argues that most
students graduate without attaining a level of
reasoning ability that would allow them to
frame, explore alternative perspectives, reframe,
and resolve problems, while understanding
that future information may call for a reevalu-
ation of one’s current position. Yet these
analytic capabilities are fundamental to the
process of judgment, to solving problems in
the workplace, and to making decisions in a
democracy. The tendency to cling to simplistic
black-and-white answers to problems, to fail to
reevaluate assumptions in the light of new cir-
cumstances, and to assume that disagreement is
sinister represent failures of liberal education. 

The process by which students develop the
capacity to use advanced formal reasoning
processes involves confronting dissonant in-
formation and making sense of it. It requires
students to monitor their own understanding
and to recognize and grapple with alternative
perspectives. This process of intellectual
growth can be promoted through experiential
education, which fully engages students and
commits them to resolving the challenges
they address. Service learning is particularly
appropriate, since it commonly focuses on is-
sues that give rise to ill-structured problems or
what Schön termed the “swampy lowlands”
where problems are “messy and confusing and
incapable of technical solution” (1995, 28). 

The cognitive dissonance that leads to in-
tellectual growth is more likely to occur when
students care. A college student who is bored
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may find it more engaging when the person he
or she is working with has to “game the system”
to obtain needed care. The personal connec-
tions and the need to be effective in the field
create a level of engagement and caring that
increase the likelihood that students will rec-
ognize the contradictions within their own
assumptions or will be open to perspectives
different from their own and feel the need to
resolve these differences. This is the process
that creates increasingly adequate cognitive
abilities for dealing with complexity and
uncertainty.

A national study of college students tested
the power of service learning to facilitate cog-
nitive development (Eyler and Giles 1999).
Students who were involved in intensive,
highly reflective service-learning courses
showed significant increases in reflective
judgment over the course of their study as
compared to those in less-intensive service-
learning courses and those with no service-
learning experience at all. These gains were
measured through problem-solving interviews
during which students demonstrated their rea-
soning capacity. Subsequent work by others
has been consistent with this finding (Steinke
and Buresh 2002; Steinke and Fitch 2003;
Ash and Clayton 2003).

Developing skills for lifelong learning
Classic transfer of learning stresses the match
between the learning context and the situa-
tion in which learning is applied. In the
twenty-first century, even if students were
able to apply classroom learning effectively,
they would soon find it outdated. Students
don’t just need to learn “job skills” on the
job; the capacity for continuous learning 
is critical. 

Building this capacity for continuous learn-
ing is another way to frame the role of experi-
ential learning in transfer. What Schwartz,
Bransford, and Sears (2005) call “transferring
out”—that is, the direct transfer of new learn-
ing to a situation—is often limited by the lack
of well-developed expertise of novice learners.
They note that particular forms of instruction
prepare learners to “transfer in,” to use previ-
ous learning to interpret the situation and de-
velop a strategy for future learning. If students
are engaged in problem solving before being
presented with new information, rather than

simply learning information through reading
and lecture, they are more likely to be able to
solve a novel problem. This distinction has
importance for how liberal learning built
around authentic workplace or community
challenges might enhance the capacity for
further learning in that subject area. Integrat-
ing problem- or project-based challenges into
the study deepens understanding of concepts
and theories and also prepares students to
meet new challenges. 

Studies of internship and service-learning
programs have demonstrated that students
who repeatedly engage in structured reflection
during field experience are more likely to
bring a strategic learning orientation to new
challenges (Eyler 1993; Eyler and Giles 1999).
Experiential education blurs the line between
theory and practice; theory lacks meaning
outside of practice. In order to develop strong
skills for continuous learning, students need
opportunities to practice those skills in envi-
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ronments consistent with
lifelong use and as they ac-
quire disciplinary mastery. 

The difference between
experiential learning in the
classroom and in workplace or
community settings is not only
a matter of subject-matter
content or instructional principles, but it is
also existential. Students in experiential edu-
cation learn as workers or community partici-
pants with a need to know in order to get a job
done, not just as students who need to take a
test. Students even in problem-based classroom
instruction frame their learning in terms of
grades and pleasing the professor, while those
same students talk about respect, achievement,
and the quality of their contribution in an in-
ternship placement (Eyler 1993). Others have
observed this same phenomenon in which
adults in the workplace frame their learning
in terms of their particular roles, while students

learning the same material
in the classroom approach it
from the perspective of the
teacher’s demands (Cobb
and Bowers 1999). 

There is a profound mis-
match between how stu-
dents learn in the classroom

and how they will later learn in the commu-
nity (Resnick 1987). In the workplace or in
addressing community issues, learning often
occurs collaboratively, is organized around
concrete situations, makes use of tools and
resources, and is iterative, whereas classroom-
based learning often involves decontextual-
ized knowledge, manipulation of abstract
symbols, and highly individual efforts. Knowl-
edge in the classroom tends to be compart-
mentalized into disciplines, whereas in use 
in the community or workplace it tends to 
be organized around problems or domains 
of practice. 
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While experiential education can contribute
to liberal learning, achieving this outcome 
requires careful structuring and supervision
of out-of-classroom student experiences.
Studies of service learning have shown that
poorly structured programs that do not inte-
grate service with the academic curriculum
make little contribution to student learning,
even though they may help students develop
in other ways (Vogelgesang and Astin 2000;
Eyler and Giles 1999). Literature on intern-
ships, cooperative education, and school-to-
work programs also mentions the integration
of field experience with curricular goals—
learning through doing—but often there is a
mismatch between the stated goals of pro-
grams and the actual experiences of students
(Moore 1981; Parilla and Hesser 1998). Intern-
ships are often run like independent studies
with little faculty oversight or opportunity for
structured reflection. 

In order to justify the inclusion of work or
community service as part of the liberal arts
curriculum, attention needs to be paid to en-
suring the quality of the intellectual as well as
the work experience. Guidelines for creating
high-quality experiential education programs
and helping students make the most of their
experiences are similar and consistent with
much of the literature on effective liberal edu-
cation. They include
• work or service clearly related to the acade-

mic goals of the course or program;
• well-developed assessments that provide

evidence of the achievement of academic
objectives; 

• important responsibility for the student;
• site supervisors who understand the learn-

ing goals for the student and partner with
the academic supervisor to provide contin-
uous monitoring and feedback;

• an academic supervisor or instructor who
pays close attention to the students’ work
in the field and partners with the site super-
visor to provide continuous monitoring and
feedback;

• attention paid to preparing students for
both the practical challenges of their place-
ments and for learning from experience;

• continuous, well-structured reflection
opportunities to help students link experi-
ence and learning throughout the course of
their placements.

Reflection and feedback
The most critical factor for achieving powerful
learning outcomes from experiential-learning
programs is the inclusion of opportunities for
feedback and reflection. Challenging, continu-
ous, context-appropriate reflection turns work
experience into learning experience. It is easy
to underestimate how intensive reflection must
be in order for it to have an impact; it is not
unusual to find faculty members who believe
their program provides adequate reflection
even though the effects on students fall short. 

There are a number of models and tools that
provide a foundation for organizing reflection.
The reflection cycle developed by David Kolb
(1984) has been widely embraced by advocates
of experiential education, and others have
built on that work (Ash and Clayton 2004). It
is a useful choice because it is simple and intu-
itive, making it easy for students to use as a fa-
cilitation tool with their peers and for faculty
members to use in written assignments and
discussion. The cycle moves from experience
to reflection and then back to experience.
Students are encouraged to connect the con-
crete and the abstract and to connect reflec-
tion with action, and they are pushed to make
sense of their experience in terms of what they
are learning in the classroom as well as to draw
implications for further application or study. 

If experiential education is to be reflective
throughout then care must be given to plan-
ning, and this process should be embedded in
the experience from start to finish. One tool
for organizing the reflection process is the re-
flection map (Eyler 2002). Like the Kolb
model, the reflection map is a simple and intu-
itive tool that helps the instructor accomplish
several goals. It focuses on reflection alone—
in class and in the field—before, during, and
after the field experience. Students are pre-
pared for learning and gain ownership through
planning their academic goals. Classroom time
is conserved by building reflection into other
settings, and the process encourages continuous
iterative reflection rather than a single paper or
event at the end of the field experience. This
is particularly important for cooperative edu-
cation and internships where regular classroom
meetings are difficult to arrange.

Even when professors understand the im-
portance of reflection for linking field-based
experience to the subject matter being studied,
they may find it difficult to design courses to
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accomplish this. Instructors need training and
support to use experience as a “text” for their
courses, and departments need to take owner-
ship by placing faculty in charge of formulating
goals for experiential education and facilitating
internship seminars and service-learning classes.
Logistical support is important but should not
be isolated from the academic program.

Conclusion 
Of course, experiential education can help stu-
dents transition more gracefully from college
to work, and community-service experiences
prepare them to be more engaged citizens. But
experiential education can also improve the
quality of liberal learning itself and increase the
likelihood that students will be able to use
throughout their lives the knowledge, critical
abilities, and habits of mind acquired in their
studies. This does not happen automatically or
easily, however. Faculty members who are du-
bious of awarding credit for volunteering or for
work do have a valid point. But such credit is
for learning; the challenge for faculty members
in the liberal arts is to incorporate experiential
education into their instruction and to assess the
learning outcomes of these experiences. This re-
quires a clear sense of what learning in the com-
munity or the workplace can add to the
understanding of subject matter, training in
skills to recast appropriate courses to integrate
these experiences, and logistical support for
placement and monitoring of student work
that is more closely connected to the curriculum.
Liberal arts programs need to support faculty
involvement in the planning and implementa-
tion of experiential education. Without this
attention to both structure and faculty leader-
ship, experiential education will remain at the
periphery and its promise will not be realized. ■■

To respond to this article, e-mail liberaled@aacu.org,
with the author’s name on the subject line.
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EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES can
enrich an undergraduate liberal education and
produce graduates who are prepared to grap-
ple, imaginatively and responsibly, with the
complex challenges they will face throughout
their lives. A growing body of empirical evi-
dence supports that contention. Yet much re-
mains to be learned about how to lead liberal
arts colleges to take seriously their obligation
to educate students for effective and ethical
practice in the world.

The case for an expanded understanding of
student learning is even more urgent in the
context of growing challenges facing a na-
tional system of higher education that many
argue should be stronger. Although the critics

would not agree that
engaged or experien-

tial education is the omnibus answer (or, for
many, any answer), the diagnosis—lack of
meaning, integration, coherence, unified
goals, focus, purpose, innovation, measurable
impact—resonates with the prescriptions of-
fered by William Sullivan and Matthew Rosin
(2008) in A New Agenda for Higher Education.
That agenda would embed the goal of “critical
thinking” in a broader context of “practical
reasoning” within which faculty would work
side by side with students, helping them learn
the practice of bracketing the “critical mo-
ment” by, first, anticipating and, later, testing
it against messy and real problems in the world.

A consensus is emerging that we know a lot
about how to educate college students to be-
come “positive forces in the world . . . willing
to act for the common good and capable of do-
ing so effectively” (Colby et al. 2003, 7); that a
sizeable and growing number of American in-
stitutions, representing virtually all types, is

making this goal a priority; and that a great
deal more can be done to advance this goal as
a national ethos for American higher educa-
tion across all sectors and for all students.

The literature abounds in guidelines, prin-
ciples, and best practices from dozens of case
studies. Every institution is different, of
course, and because educating the whole stu-
dent requires a special kind of holistic learn-
ing, the most successful programs embody a
learning culture seen as both pervasive within
an institution and particular to it. Neverthe-
less, several general lessons can be learned
from institutions that are striving to educate
their students for lives of consequence: 
• integrating effective practice as an intellec-

tually rich subject of study in departmental
and interdepartmental offerings across the
undergraduate curriculum and at each stage
of a student’s college career 

• employing “pedagogies of engagement” that
connect with students both emotionally
and intellectually; support complex learn-
ing of problem-solving, communication,
and interpersonal skills; and enhance the
likelihood that knowledge will be retained
and transferred to new situations

• surrounding classroom instruction with
thought-provoking cocurricular opportuni-
ties that test students’ learning on real-
world problems, build their confidence, and
motivate reflective practice 

• supporting this emphasis on education for
action through recognition and incentives
for faculty and staff 

• reinforcing it in the campus’s physical,
social, and cultural environment and its
institutional relationships and conduct

• championing it at the highest levels of the
institution

• turning their attention to how to assess the
impact of these interventions, an area that
all agree needs further development
As the field drives toward consensus, the

literature nonetheless fails to address three
important questions. First, despite caveats
about limitations in study designs and dangers
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of overgeneralizing from one setting to another,
the major research projects cast a wide net for
maximum applicability across all types of
institutions serving all types of students. This
approach universalizes at the expense of partic-
ularities. Complexities in institutional cultures,
governance structures, resource constraints, stu-
dent demographics, and the local nature of fac-
ulty work may go a long way toward explaining
why this well-lit path is not a thoroughfare.
Reading the literature, one scratches one’s head
and wonders why everyone doesn’t just do it.
Could it be that it’s just not that easy?

Second, what accounts for the gap between
the ambitions of the “movement” (to rally
support for a wider conception of liberal educa-
tion) and the specific initiatives and programs
being offered as testimony to its potential? If

the critics are justified in their claim that under-
graduate education needs to be fundamentally
rethought, then developing guidelines, promot-
ing engaged pedagogies, and encouraging civic,
moral, and political education are short steps on
a long journey. What’s holding us back? The an-
swer may reside in the third lingering question.

The literature includes rare cases of faculty
leading new initiatives in experiential learning,
and commentators pay lip service to the skepti-
cism of mainstream faculty. But few acknowl-
edge that if the new agenda (or any agenda)
for higher education is to become a movement,
it faces a double bind. Widespread faculty 
support is a sine qua non, and widespread fac-
ulty support is elusive at best. Our third ques-
tion, then, is what would it take to win faculty
allegiance to this new agenda?
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We offer our own story in partial answer. When
Diana Chapman Walsh arrived at Wellesley
College in 1993 to lead her alma mater as pres-
ident, she was met by a faculty uncertain of its
ability (or resolute in its inability) to reach
consensus on its educational philosophy. Con-
sciousness of this situation, lodged in the col-
lege’s culture and governance structures, was
alive in the fresh memory of a debacle at the
close of a high-profile planning process. The
faculty had debated and rejected, seriatim, all
but one minor item in a package of curricular
recommendations advanced by a prestigious
faculty committee. 

To neutralize feelings of defeat and polariza-
tion, the newly appointed dean, Nancy Kolodny,
set out to lead her faculty colleagues in a re-
structuring of the curriculum. She orchestrated
a complicated and high-stakes curriculum re-
view that became a major focus of the first
three years of the Walsh presidency: the main
event at all faculty meetings and a subject of
discussion at every meeting of the trustees. At
the outset, many faculty resisted the idea of
another potentially divisive effort to air and
argue their differences about the essential ele-
ments of the college’s educational program.
Sweeping curricular changes were rare and re-
quired ratification by a two-thirds majority
vote. Individual courses and departmental of-
ferings were refreshed constantly, but these lo-
cal adjustments could be effected privately or
collegially, outside of the formal rules-making
processes. Innovation germinated locally, in
the imaginations of inventive teachers, stimu-
lated by the curiosity of students, and in the
creativity of departments dissatisfied with the
status quo. While this process continuously
revitalized course and departmental offerings,
it left unaddressed the coherence of the over-
all student experience and the faculty’s collec-
tive responsibility for the quality of every
student’s education. 

So the rookie president lent the weight of
her new office to the dean’s effort to muster the
faculty behind a process they were inventing
on the fly. And she created a second associate
deanship to focus on curricular renewal, a po-
sition to which she and the dean recruited Lee
Cuba. The deans enlisted over 160 volunteers
(from a faculty of 225) to work for two years
on five task forces, and then drew from the
task forces a working group to spend a summer

synthesizing recommendations and thrashing
out priorities. 

The third academic year opened with the
synthesis report as the object of extensive dis-
cussion among all constituencies and in all rel-
evant standing committees of governance.
Faculty were splintered, and the odds of reach-
ing a consensus seemed small. The deans were
listening to many voices, modifying the propos-
als, and titrating when to exert pressure and
when to pull back. In the end, the faculty ap-
proved, by a solid margin, a new quantitative
reasoning requirement, entirely revamped dis-
tribution requirements, and the option of half-
unit courses. This third provision, deceptively
innocuous, was a foot in the door for new kinds
of teaching and learning, including courses fo-
cusing on experiential learning. Beyond these
changes to the curriculum, the three-year con-
versation had stimulated the faculty’s thinking
about pedagogy, the quality of intellectual life,
and the aims of a Wellesley education—big topics
we revisited repeatedly over subsequent years.
We convened working groups and task forces
and commissioned in-depth studies to review
many aspects of the college experience, among
these “global education,” the advising system
and the first-year experience, the evaluation of
faculty teaching and student learning, technology-
assisted learning, interdisciplinary research
and teaching, the role of the department chair,
the state of the honor code, the contributions
of diversity to educational excellence, and the
role of experiential learning at Wellesley. 

Building structures for experiential learning
Immediately on the heels of the curriculum re-
view, Walsh commissioned a working group on
experiential education cochaired by Cuba and
the director of the Center for Work and Ser-
vice, an administrative department that had re-
cently been created by merging a long-standing
career services office with a newer center for
community service. The dual chairmanship of
the working group was intended to bridge the
gap between the administrative units responsi-
ble for academic life and student life and to
forge stronger links between faculty and admin-
istrators. We also wanted to encourage a more
comprehensive perspective on how to help stu-
dents weave together disparate elements of
their college careers. 

The group’s 1996 report, “Translating the
Liberal Arts Experience into Action,” put forth
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a rationale and a strategy for
expanding service and experi-
ential learning. Citing 1994
data that indicated a relatively
high level of participation by Wellesley students
in internships and other forms of experiential
learning (45 percent of graduating seniors, com-
pared to a median of 31 percent among thirty-
one comparison schools), the group noted that
opportunities for students “to tie their intern-
ship and service experiences to their classroom
learning are informal and idiosyncratic, leaving
undeveloped a fertile area pedagogically.”

Granting that its plan would “require a con-
siderable shift in perceptions and attitudes on
the part of faculty members … [and] a consid-
erable process of learning,” the working group
proposed a systems-change approach. The re-
port called for the creation of faculty fellow-
ships, faculty workshops and seminars, and a
fund for course development, as well as sup-
portive administrative structures and practices,
all of which were implemented. The fellows
produced working papers on aspects of experi-
ential learning, acted as consultants to the
campus community on issues of learning and
teaching, facilitated integration and advocacy
of the new programs, and became change
agents. And the working group report fed di-
rectly into our thinking for a comprehensive
fundraising campaign.

In June of 1998, we took the trustees on a re-
treat to review a proposed table of needs for a
future campaign. In a background paper for the
retreat, Walsh noted that the campaign could
begin to resolve “tensions between the liberal
arts and the new competencies, [and] between
knowledge and service.” If somewhat obliquely,
she had put experiential learning on the
table for the campaign. The trustees set a
$400 million campaign goal, including $20
million for internships and experiential learn-
ing. Donors were asked to support the col-
lege’s efforts to “provide an innovative and
integrated educational experience that ex-
tends from the classroom, to the campus, to
the world.” The goal of ensuring that students
make vital connections—“between thought
and action” and “between the college’s history
of privilege and its ethic of service”—resonated
powerfully with donors who responded gener-
ously with endowment gifts for internships. 

The college went on to endow two all-day
campuswide conferences, each in a different

way training a spotlight on
the fruits of a liberal arts edu-
cation. Emphasizing students’
scholarly work, the Ruhlman

Conference (begun in 1996) reflected the
faculty’s desire to break down barriers to inter -
disciplinary teaching and learning and to
strengthen intellectual life on campus, two
persistent themes from the curriculum review.
“Ruhlman” was such a success that, five years
later, the vice chair of the board worked with
Cuba to design the Tanner Conference in an
attempt to break down barriers between curric-
ular and cocurricular learning and to integrate
students’ education with real problems “outside
the bubble.” 

The two conferences brought into the public
sphere activities that tend to be private. Both
required student participants to enlist a fac-
ulty adviser, emphasizing that vital partner-
ship; both stressed community, collaboration,
and the enactment of the ideal of living a life
of learning. The Tanner Conference echoed
and extended themes developed by the work-
ing group on experiential learning. It provided
a venue for the exchange of insights from off-
campus experiences, showcased the learning
that occurred in a wide range of practical
settings, brought recent graduates back to
campus to discuss the lasting impact of these
experiences, and demonstrated compellingly a
wider range of possibilities for learning by
doing and serving.

An important meta-level question was ever
present: how to support faculty engagement in
a process of continuous improvement. Faculty
time was our most valuable asset, and we
wanted to use it wisely. That meant using data
creatively and asking the right questions (a
skill at which we improved). It also meant lis-
tening to faculty voices for their worries and
insights about where our vulnerabilities were.

What we didn’t do was mobilize the faculty
to hammer out a unified philosophy of educa-
tion, much less one that centered on an active
pedagogy that would have challenged beliefs
about the autonomy of faculty to define what
constitutes effective teaching in their own
classrooms. We were clear that our overriding
goal was to continue improving the quality of
what was, by all standard metrics, an excellent
education. We did persistently advance the
goal of asking hard questions and assembling
increasingly rich empirical data to inform our
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and weaknesses. We did cultivate a “culture 
of evidence.”

Lessons learned
We offer this brief case study to suggest the com-
plexity of leading a faculty through a process of
institutional change. From the outset, we sup-
ported faculty who were willing to experiment
with modes of active learning, faculty who
were reaching outside the classroom to engage
students in the problems of the world around
them. We wanted to move the center of gravity
gradually in the direction of Dewey’s pragmatic

engagement, adding
to the college’s tradi-
tion of closed class-
room learning more
community and ser-
vice learning, mov-
ing from primarily
discipline-based to
more problem-based
learning, and, espe-
cially, moving from
individual to collab-
orative study. We be-
lieved that these
transitions could be
supported, in part,
by the creative use

of instructional technology and more careful
assessment of learning outcomes. We wanted
to be sure that Wellesley was participating in
these debates and was self-consciously posi-
tioned within what we saw as a growing move-
ment in higher education, even if we found
ourselves standing at times in reasoned opposi-
tion to elements of it.

In retrospect, what did we accomplish? The
systems-change approach advocated in the 1996
report on experiential learning did influence
the faculty, in part because we were strategic in
the faculty fellows we enlisted, in part because
we avoided further faculty votes, and in part
because we were fortunate to secure extensive
donor support. We worked to build meaningful
faculty engagement, and we learned from expe-
rience that the faculty would not be engaged
directly. We learned that the only available re-
course was a different strategy, a growth strategy,
working by indirection, slowly building al-
liances, learning along the way. We made small
inroads that gradually opened wider pathways. 

In general, our approach facilitated innova-
tion by faculty members inclined toward experi-
ential learning, but left a less visible imprint
on the entire faculty than would have been
made by an initiative more deeply planted in
the classroom and the academic year. The in-
centives for new course development must have
been inadequate in amount or design; very few
Wellesley courses have a service-learning com-
ponent. While the college has devoted signifi-
cant resources to providing high-quality
experiential opportunities for large numbers of
students, and while many of these opportunities
are directly connected to the curriculum (in-
ternational study and undergraduate research
in particular), many others (notably intern-
ships and service opportunities) are not, leav-
ing students on their own—with the notable
exception of the annual Tanner Conference—
to connect what they are learning on campus
to their extracurricular work. 

In conclusion, we note that our story un-
folded in a tiny corner of the nation’s vast and
varied higher education establishment. The
residential liberal arts college, although a “dis-
tinctively American” symbol of the very idea
of “college” (Koblik and Graubard 2000), ac-
counts for less than 1 percent of enrolled under-
graduates. Yet highly selective residential liberal
arts colleges are, in many ways, the institutions
best suited to take up the cause of producing
graduates who will, as so many of their mission
statements promise, not only make a difference
in the world but make a better world. The em-
phasis these schools place on teaching; their in-
timacy of scale; the dedication and quality of
their faculty, staff, and trustees; and the support
they enjoy from generations of loyal graduates
are great assets. So too is the general feeling
that, at heart, what they are (or should be) do-
ing is transforming young people into responsi-
ble and caring adults with the reasoning skills
and the courage to defend the ethical distinc-
tions and judgments that will inform their deci-
sions through lives of learning in the service of
causes larger than themselves.

But it cannot be said that these institutions,
as a group, are in the vanguard of the move-
ment to broaden the aims of an excellent lib-
eral education. Nor, as a whole, are the most
selective research universities. Would it mat-
ter if they were out front leading the charge?
We think it might, but we see serious obsta-
cles to this leadership in the structures of
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these colleges and universities and, specifically,
in faculty dynamics. The structural barriers are
by no means unique to the top-ranked institu-
tions, but they are most clearly visible there—
not because their faculty are uniquely difficult,
but because they are uniquely powerful. 

In the top research universities, first of all,
efforts to align teaching with pedagogies of ef-
fective practice do not “count” in the metrics
that matter to faculty. In a system that dispro-
portionately rewards research over teaching,
few incentives encourage faculty seeking
tenure to commit the time needed to design
and incorporate new pedagogies into their
courses. At liberal arts colleges—where good
teaching is expected and rewarded—many
faculty remain concerned about the extra
time necessary to develop courses that con-
tain meaningful field components. Senior fac-
ulty will openly say that they felt free to teach
community-based learning courses only after
they were tenured; some counsel junior col-
leagues to steer clear of this distraction until
they have cleared the tenure bar.

Second, because many believe that pedago-
gies of effective practice are discipline-spe-
cific, they respond to calls for reform with the
rejoinder, “that’s not what I do.” For faculty
working within the scholarly traditions of lab-
oratory science or social science fieldwork,
hands-on learning has a practical and histori-
cal resonance. For faculty in other fields, how-
ever, new pedagogies focusing on student
experience outside the classroom may seem
inappropriate and disconnected from the
methodological traditions in which they
work. Humanists who teach close readings of
texts or close encounters with works of art
may feel that their forms of learning (“experi-
ential” in their own way) are being devalued,
and for those who by training and practice en-
gage their research subjects individually, it’s
not obvious how to collaborate with under-
graduate students on research projects. 

Faculty are naturally most skeptical of expe-
riential opportunities they see as least closely
aligned with a traditional liberal arts education
and least relevant to the curriculum. While
study at another academic institution or under-
graduate research opportunities are relatively
unobjectionable, educational experiences
that take students out of the classroom for sig-
nificant periods in an educational calendar
perceived as a zero-sum game can provoke

disagreements over how undergraduates should
allocate their time and what constitutes
“knowledge,” “learning,” or an “educational
experience.” 

While debates about the essence of a mean-
ingful liberal arts curriculum are healthy and
necessary for every college and university, too
often they fail to address the pointed questions
that might promote a more nuanced under-
standing of how and what students are learning:
In what specific ways can active learning expe-
riences enhance students’ learning? What insti-
tutional goals do these approaches address?
What coherence, if any, is there among the va-
rieties of experiential opportunities students are
being offered? What is the relationship between
traditional classroom learning and experiential
learning opportunities? How should various ex-
periences be sequenced through a student’s col-
lege “career”? Are there developmental stages
at which particular experiences might be most
beneficial, and how do the answers vary—by
types of students, by disciplines, by other fac-
tors? How do students understand the place of
individual experiential learning offerings in
their overall education? How well-aligned are
students’ goals with those of the institution?

Engaging faculty in useful conversations that
will foster innovations in experiential learning
will take time. Creative, patient, and persistent
senior administrative teams will adroitly have
to guide institutions of “higher learning” to
themselves become “learning organizations,”
advancing what Derek Bok (2006, 333) calls “a
campuswide process of renewal and improve-
ment.” We can only hope they can move fast
enough to keep up with the pace of change. ■■

To respond to this article, e-mail liberaled@aacu.org,
with the authors’ names on the subject line.
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TO REFLECT ON THEIR EXPERIENCES at a private
liberal arts college, ten students of color met
with the president, key administrators, and
several white faculty members a few weeks be-
fore graduation. All from low-income families
and urban environments, these undergraduates
had entered the institution through a program
designed to protect them from the alienation
and disengagement often experienced by un-

derrepresented stu-
dents. Before the

start of their freshman year, this cohort was
equipped with resistant responses to the racist
stereotypes and differential treatment they
would likely encounter, they were socialized
to rely on each other for friendship and sup-
port, and they were exposed to recent liberal
arts college alumni who shared with them use-
ful navigational insights. In sum, they entered
this predominantly white institution prepared
to productively confront racially stressful edu-
cational conditions. Four years later, they at-
tended a meeting to reflect as seniors on how
strikingly different their college experiences
were from what they had initially expected.
Most notably, they felt institutional agents
had done a commendable job of engaging
them, both inside and outside the classroom.

Each student described meaningful collabo-
rative experiences with professors on campus.
Given the racial homogeneity of the faculty

and administration, they were admittedly sur-
prised to have been sought out for participa-
tion in an array of enriching educational
experiences. The four who studied abroad
characterized the experience as life-changing.
Those who spent summers working in profes-
sional settings related to their majors spoke
enthusiastically about the value internships
added to their classroom learning and readi-
ness for postcollege endeavors. All expressed
gratitude for the effort educators expended not
only to make them feel welcome, but also to
ensure they graduated with the same outcomes
and portfolios of rich learning experiences
long enjoyed by white students at the college.
Finally, seven of the ten attributed their ad-
mission to highly selective graduate schools to
the investment professors had made in them;
the remaining three suspected they would
have fared less well on the job market had
they not been afforded opportunities to en-
hance their leadership, problem-solving, and
communication skills via out-of-class activi-
ties, student organizations, and service learn-
ing experiences.

This fictitious story indicates what is possible
when educators and administrators take seri-
ously the responsibility of engaging diverse stu-
dent populations in educationally purposeful
ways. The ten students’ reflections substantiate
claims regarding equity and inclusiveness that
institutions make in admissions materials, on
Web sites, and in mission statements. Further-
more, their assessment of the college experience
differs markedly from what has been routinely
reported in higher education research concern-
ing the disengagement and alienation of racial
minorities at predominantly white institutions. 

In this article, race-conscious student 
engagement is offered as a method likely to
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compel more racial minority students to re-
flect on powerful learning opportunities, 
institutional enablers of achievement, and
outcomes-productive experiences similar to
those described by the seniors in the story.
This version of student engagement is de-
fined, and the benefits it accrues for faculty
members and institutions overall are made
clear later in the article. But first, current
racial gaps in the engagement of undergradu-
ates are illuminated and discussed.

Racial disparities in high-impact 
educational experiences
In a 2006 article, University of Southern Cal-
ifornia researchers Edlyn Vallejo Peña, Estela
Mara Bensimon, and Julia Colyar observed
that “not only do African Americans, Hispan-
ics, and Native Americans have lower gradua-
tion rates than whites and Asian Americans,
they also experience inequalities in just about
every indicator of academic success—from
earned grade point average to placement on
the dean’s list to graduation rates in competi-
tive majors” (48). While these and other
racialized outcomes disparities cannot be at-
tributed to a narrow set of explanatory factors,
one thing is known for sure: college students
who are actively engaged inside and outside
the classroom are considerably more likely
than their disengaged peers to persist through
baccalaureate degree attainment. 

How students are advantaged by education-
ally purposeful engagement has been well doc-
umented and clearly explained (Harper and
Quaye 2009; Kuh et al. 2007; Pascarella and
Terenzini 2005). Also, Rendón (1994) has
revealed the academic and interpersonal bene-
fits associated with using engagement opportu-
nities to validate racial minority students,

particularly at colleges and universities where
they are underrepresented. Furthermore, en-
gaged students typically accrue the desired
outcomes that are central to liberal educa-
tion—knowledge of human cultures and the
physical and natural world, intellectual and
practical skills, personal and social responsi-
bility, and integrative and applied learning
(Association of American Colleges and Uni-
versities 2007).

The Enriching Educational Experiences
benchmark on the National Survey of Student
Engagement (2008) includes a robust set of
activities that are known to enhance student
learning and development: 
• having serious conversations with peers from

different ethnic backgrounds, religious faiths,
and political orientations

• actively participating in student organiza-
tions and out-of-class activities

• using the Internet, instant messaging, and
other electronic resources to work collabo-
ratively on class assignments

• participating in a learning community or
some other formal program where groups of
students enroll together in two or more
common classes

• taking foreign language courses
• completing an independent study or self-

designed major under the supervision of a
faculty member

In addition to these, Indiana University Pro-
fessor George D. Kuh (2008) has identified a
set of “high-impact” educational practices
that necessitate active learning and sustained
engagement, such as study abroad programs,
service-learning opportunities, undergraduate
research programs, summer internships, and
senior year capstone projects.

Kuh highlights these high-impact practices
as being particularly profound because they
require students to interact in educationally
purposeful ways with professors and peers, in-
cluding those who are different from themselves,
often over extended time periods. Another
feature of these practices is that students typi-
cally receive substantive feedback on their
performance while becoming more skillful at
synthesizing and applying what they learn in
one setting (e.g., a community service site) to
another environment or situation (e.g., an in-
ternship or the classroom). Additionally, they
afford students deeply reflective opportunities
to clarify their personal values and better
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understand themselves in relation to others.
Specifically regarding racial minority students,
Kuh uses data from the National Survey of
Student Engagement to acknowledge the
compensatory effects of engagement in these
high-impact practices. For example, he notes
that, as they became more actively engaged,
lower-achieving Latino first-year students
earned grade point averages that surpassed
those of their white counterparts. Also, highly
engaged black students were more likely to ex-
ceed their white peers in persistence toward
baccalaureate degree attainment. Kuh con-
cludes that, “while participation in effective
educational activities generally benefits all
students, the salutary effects are even greater
for students who begin college at lower
achievement levels, as well as students of
color, compared with white students” (19).

Despite the magnitude of these high-impact
engagement experiences, racial minority un-
dergraduates are considerably less likely than
their white peers to enjoy the educational
benefits associated with them, as shown in
Table 1 (below). At first glance, engagement
differences between white seniors and their
racial minority peers may seem trivial. How-
ever, taken as a whole, the sum of these gaps is
both troubling and noteworthy. Across the
five experiences, white students cumulatively
outnumber Latinos by 23 percent, blacks by
20 percent, and Asian Americans by 6 per-
cent. Service learning is the only high-impact
activity in which racial minorities are invari-
ably more engaged than white students. At
the end of his report, Kuh offers several im-
portant suggestions for improving achieve-
ment and increasing student engagement in
high-impact educational experiences. In the

next section, I offer an approach to educa-
tional practice that can effectively close
racialized engagement gaps between students
of color and their white peers. 

What are race-conscious 
engagement practices?
Effective educational practice demands con-
sciousness of the environmental factors that
either stifle or enable engagement among
racially diverse groups of students. Such aware-
ness should compel educators and administrators
to respond in ways that increase their capacity
to normalize the kinds of experiences de-
scribed by the ten students of color at the be-
ginning of this article. What I propose here is
a version of student engagement that is funda-
mentally different from commonly accepted
definitions of the term. 

In my view, effective educators treat engage-
ment as a verb, rather than a noun, and at-
tribute the presence of engagement inequities
to institutional dysfunction. That is, the pop-
ular approach of only determining what students
do to become engaged must be counterbalanced
by examinations of what educators do to engage
students. Put differently, questions concerning
effort must be shifted from the individual stu-
dent to her or his institution. Effective educa-
tors avoid asking, what’s wrong with these
students, why aren’t they getting engaged?
Instead, they aggressively explore the institu-
tion’s shortcomings and ponder how faculty
members and administrators could alter their
practices to distribute the benefits of engage-
ment more equitably. Accepting institutional
responsibility for minority student engagement
and success is the first step to race-conscious
educational practice.
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Table 1. Percent Participation in High-Impact Activities among College Seniors by Race

Research 
with Faculty Study Abroad

Service 
Learning Internship

Senior 
Experience

African American/Black 17 9 51 45 27

Asian/Pacific Islander 22 14 49 50 28

Caucasian/White 19 15 45 56 34

Latino/Hispanic 17 11 47 45 26

SOURCE: National Survey of Student Engagement, as cited in Kuh (2008)
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Also important is the distinction between
equality (treating all students the same) and
equity (giving students what they need to accrue
the same outcomes as others in a particular con-
text). Race-conscious educators acknowledge
qualitative differences in the experiences of
racial minority students, especially when few
are enrolled and same-race mentors are in

short supply. Pitzer College, for example,
enrolled a total of twenty black male under -
graduates and employed only three full-time
black faculty members in 2007; Earlham Col-
lege enrolled thirteen Latina undergraduates,
but employed only one Latina professor full
time in 2007 (National Center for Education
Statistics 2008). Race-conscious educators
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understand that on campuses
such as these, the underrepre-
sentation of certain minority
groups requires tremendous in-
stitutional effort to make equi-
table the powerful educational
outcomes associated with ac-
tive engagement. This would
entail, for instance, professors
deliberately inviting minority
students who ask interesting questions in class
to their offices afterward to brainstorm ways
in which they might collaboratively explore
deeper insights into such questions.

At the many institutions that are demograph-
ically similar to Pitzer and Earlham, expecting
minority undergraduates to comfortably initiate
interactions with faculty, seek out engagement
opportunities with the same ease as their white
peers, and visit campus offices staffed by people
who lack cultural competence, unfairly puts
the onus entirely on the students. Contrarily,
institutional agents who embody what Peña,
Bensimon, and Colyar (2006) call “equity-
mindedness” proactively foster collaborative
relationships with and on behalf of students
who are likely to be harmed or distracted by
racism, routine racial microaggressions and
stereotyping, and constant reminders of their
underrepresentation. In response to previously
noted racial differences in study abroad, for
example, instead of presuming racial minority
students will be self-inspired to inquire about
overseas learning opportunities, staff in the
international programs office should work
with ethnic culture centers, professors who
teach ethnic studies courses, and leaders of
minority student organizations to more effec-
tively disseminate information. Also, assem-
bling a panel of racial minority students who
previously studied abroad to reflect on their
experiences and demystify the application
process is another way of making such opportu-
nities more attractive to their same-race peers.

Race-conscious educators do not embrace
colorblindness. They understand that “I do
not see color” is an overused and offensive way
of denying the unique experiential realities of
racial minority students in predominantly white
situations. Instead, these educators engage in
qualitative questioning as a form of assessment.
They regularly invite students to describe
how they experience classrooms and the
larger campus environment, to disclose how

they spend their time outside
the classroom, to articulate
their expectations of the insti-
tution and its agents, and to
recommend ways the institu-
tion can enhance their learning,
development, and engagement.
Race-consciousness compels
educators to use firsthand in-
sights from students in self-

reflective ways by attentively pondering such
questions as, how do I contribute to the cycli-
cal production of engagement disparities that
disadvantage racial minority students? How
can I more deliberately engage these students
in my research and other value-added, enrich-
ing educational experiences on campus? What
have I done to help racial minorities who
have taken my courses get into competitive
graduate schools? How do personal biases and
stereotypes affect my engagement with racial
minority students?

Race-conscious educational practice also
occurs without the tokenization of racial mi-
norities. While educators and administrators
should enact their engagement efforts with a
high degree of intentionality, they must avoid
congratulating themselves on working closely
with one, two, or only a few of these students.
Alternatively, they ought to collaborate with
engaged students to strategically get other un-
derrepresented minorities involved in high-
impact activities. Lastly, race-consciousness
requires replacing confessions of inadequacy
(“I don’t really know how to get minority
students engaged”) with committed efforts
to remediate personal and professional short-
comings. This occurs through reading the
student engagement literature, attending con-
ferences where practical suggestions for en-
gaging diverse student populations are offered,
seeking corrective assistance from experienced
colleagues, and pursuing instructive insights
and creative techniques from high-performing
institutions that effectively engage racial 
minority students. (For additional strategies,
see Harper and Quaye 2009.)

How engagement can be mutually beneficial 
For sure, race-conscious student engagement,
at least as described in the previous section,
requires considerable effort from institutional
agents. So, why would an administrator or
faculty member voluntarily engage in all the
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voluntarily engage 
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necessary to 
engage racial 

minority students?
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practices necessary to engage racial minority
students? On its own, an altruistic response
like “because it is the right thing to do” is
shortsighted. If that were indeed a sufficient
motivator, more educators would already be
actively engaged in working to close racialized
engagement gaps between minority students
and their white peers. Critical race theorists
posit that whites who endeavor to improve
the status and conditions of racial minorities
rarely do so without first identifying the per-
sonal costs and gains associated with such ef-
forts (Delgado and Stefancic 2001). Thus, it is
important to make clear how majority persons
will benefit from their work with and on be-
half of minorities. Not well documented in
the higher education literature are the educa-
tional profits conferred to individual faculty
and predominantly white institutions when
racial minority students are engaged in an as-
sortment of high-impact activities. To reveal
these benefits, I continue the story introduced
at the beginning of this article.

After listening to the ten seniors of color
reflect on what they gained from participation
in enriching educational experiences, the 
faculty and administrators shared their per-
spectives. A sociology professor began by talk-
ing about a paper she produced with a student
of color who had been actively engaged in 
service-learning work. Reportedly, this student’s
deep understanding of poverty within the local
community enriched their data analysis and
enabled them to offer a powerful set of impli-
cations that the professor contends she would

have been unable to conceptualize on her own.
This example helped another faculty member
recall his eight-week summer trip to Bolivia
and how the Latino students who went along
challenged him to reconsider erroneous inter-
pretations he had long held about the culture.
Later, after having previously received multiple
rejections, he was finally able to get his article
accepted for publication in a top Latin Ameri-
can studies journal. He attributed this and a
range of instructional benefits to his study
abroad experience with students who possessed
a better understanding of Bolivian culture. 

An assistant professor in the chemistry de-
partment confessed that she had attended
predominantly white institutions all her
life—in fact, there were no people of color in
her doctoral program. Thus, her prior interac-
tions with racial minorities had been practi-
cally nonexistent, and she began her faculty
career with several misconceptions about
their aptitude for high achievement in science.
But working closely with one black male student
on his senior thesis began to disrupt stereotyp-
ical views she had long held. Likewise, having
a Native American senior work with her as a
teaching assistant the following year also helped
this faculty member become more comfortable
interacting productively with people from dif-
ferent racial backgrounds.

Administrators in the meeting described how
increasing minority student engagement had
benefitted the institution. For example, the
dean of enrollment management noted dras-
tic improvements in first-to-second-year
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persistence and four-year graduation rates.
That is, as persistence and graduation rates es-
calated for minority students, the overall rates
for the college increased. Another administra-
tor quickly acknowledged how these higher
rates boosted the college’s upward movement
in the most recent U.S. News & World Report
ranking of liberal arts colleges. Moreover, the
director of career services added that compa-
nies seeking to hire a diverse workforce were
finally starting to recruit from the college be-
cause minority students were graduating with
portfolios of experiences that set them apart
from their counterparts at other institutions.
And the president praised her colleagues for
helping the college overcome its longstanding
reputation as an alienating environment for
students of color; as a result, racial minorities
were applying and enrolling in record numbers.
More importantly, the institution was finally
starting to make good on its promise to offer
an inclusive living-learning environment for
all students, the president added. She also
shared data on the increase in donations from
young alumni of color, as well as a roster of
recent alumni of color who were enrolled in
highly selective graduate and professional
degree programs at major universities across
the country.

Again, this story indicates what is possible
when educators and administrators take seri-
ously the responsibility of engaging diverse
student populations in educationally purposeful
ways. Indeed, everyone in the meeting recog-
nized the mutual benefits conferred to the
institution, the faculty, and the students of
color as a result of race-conscious engagement
practices. Although the story is fictitious, the
benefits described are quite attainable.

Conclusion
In our 2009 book, Student Engagement in Higher
Education: Theoretical Perspectives and Practical
Approaches for Diverse Populations, Stephen
John Quaye and I declared that “weak institu-
tions are those that expect students to engage
themselves. . . . A clear signal of institutional
deficiency is when there are few ramifications
for those who either blatantly refuse or unin-
tentionally neglect to enact the practices known
to produce rich outcomes for students” (6).
Similarly, I argue here that an additional
demonstration of institutional weakness is the
mishandling of effective educational practices

that could help close racialized gaps in engage-
ment and student outcomes. For institutions
that publicly espouse commitments to diversity,
the inequitable distribution of enriching edu-
cational experiences ought to be shameful.
Race consciousness in practice offers promising
rewards for minority students, white faculty, and
the institution overall. The outcomes achieved
through high-impact educational activities are
too powerful for us to continue to allow some
students to accrue them while disadvantaged
others passively observe. ■■

To respond to this article, e-mail liberaled@aacu.org,
with the author’s name on the subject line.
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MOST AMERICAN STUDENTS enter college at a
time when they are still forging their identities
and seeking a place in the world. Yet many or
most of today’s students are increasingly depen-
dent on their parents and stay more firmly con-
nected to previous support networks via the
“electronic tether” than did their predecessors.
A recent e-mail from a close friend confirms
that even well-intentioned parents are fulfilling

their own desire to be
needed by enabling de-

pendent behavior. About two weeks after deliv-
ering her son to a private liberal arts college,
my friend writes that “Biff [not his real name]
has yet to say good-bye, but I.M. and cell
phones keep us close. I have proofread a few [of
his] papers . . . we are not missed.” 

While it’s good to know that parents love
and care for their kids, it’s also troubling to find
that many students rely on their parents for
help with papers and lab reports—and it’s dis-
turbing that parents don’t see anything wrong
with that. In a recent study (Hofer et al. 2009),
19 percent of students reported that parents
proofread their papers and 14 percent admited
that parents edited their papers. Kennedy and
Hofer (2007) found that, on average, college
students communicate with their parents ten
times per week. Recent surveys have also
found that students want parents to be hovering

and might even welcome additional parental
input in student decision making (Hoover
2008). Not surprisingly, Hofer et al. (2009)
found that the high frequency of communica-
tion is related to increased dependency and
parental regulation of both academics and stu-
dent behavior, and it is correlated with reduced
student autonomy. 

Many colleges have responded to the issue of
“helicopter parents” with parent orientations,
newsletters, and new administrative officers—
parent coordinators who “manage” parental in-
teractions with the university administration
(Coburn 2006; Lum 2006). All of that is fine,
but what about the students? We know that the
most academically successful students are those
who are self-regulating and responsible for their
own behavior (Hofer, Yu, and Pintrich 1998).
How can we prepare our students to take on
the challenges of the twenty-first century, much
less become leaders, if we can’t discourage them
from relying on Mom and Dad? 

We argue that the professoriate needs to be
ever more mindful of the most basic goals of a
college education and of how those timeless
goals intersect with current student environ-
ments. More specifically, we suggest that cur-
ricula must be designed to move students
toward ever-greater intellectual autonomy and
self-confidence, obviating by design the need
for dependency on previous mentors. Our claims
emerged from a yearlong, campus wide study of
what we have come to call “individualized
learning,” a way of reaching students where
they are intellectually and developmentally
and bringing them to increased intellectual
autonomy.  

The term “individualized learning” at first
raises visions of exclusive use of one-on-one
tutorials and other time- and labor-intensive
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learned that individualized learning can also
occur in thoughtfully structured seminars and
courses, even large ones, in which students
play a significant role in their own learning.
Equally important to individualized learning
is an atmosphere that nurtures diverse inter-
ests, values initiative, and celebrates accom-
plishment. It is our view that the emergence
of distinct individuals—independent thinkers,
leaders, and innovators—depends on a com-
mitment to individualized liberal learning.

Studies show that giving students increasing
responsibility for their own learning, even 
in group settings, builds autonomy. In fact,
McGlynn (2005) and others argue that mil-
lennial students may best be engaged by coop-
erative learning exercises and decision making
that is part of coursework. Similarly, Hawker
(2000) and others argue that individual learn-
ing ought not to take place in isolation, and
they exhort college professors to design course -
work that puts students in close working rela-
tionships with both instructors and other
students, where students can practice what
they are learning. 

At Lawrence University, the use of collabo-
rative environments is key. Over the years,
Lawrence has moved to a developmental model
when thinking of our curricula, both at univer-
sity and departmental levels. We have infused
inquiry-based, active-learning techniques
throughout the curriculum, in keeping with
research in the fields of education and cogni-
tive science that demonstrates the increased
effectiveness of less-traditional pedagogy (e.g.,
National Research Council 2000). We further
argue that our students are well served by the
input of a diverse set of peers and mentors, to
understand both the breadth of human knowl-
edge and experience and the various possible
reactions to that experience. The use of collabo-
rative environments has the added benefit of
being less costly than exclusive tutorial instruc-
tion, while helping students prepare to jump
into more independent learning environments
later in their college careers and beyond.

Building autonomy: The transition to 
critical thinking and analysis
At Lawrence University, students take their first
steps toward intellectual autonomy in Freshman
Studies, a two-term course that serves as an in-
troduction to liberal learning. Created in 1945

by then President Nathan Pusey, Freshman
Studies is a collaborative, multidisciplinary ef-
fort, with faculty members from every academic
department each working with about fifteen
students on texts from a common syllabus
drawn from all areas of the liberal arts. Recent
syllabi have included works by Stanley Milgram,
Elizabeth Bishop, Plato, and John Coltrane.

How can such a course fit into a program of
individualized learning? Don’t all the students
read the same works at the same time? The
answer to those questions begins with the
dedication of individual faculty members, who
often spend hours working with small groups
of students on papers and oral presentations.
The point of those sessions is not simply to
correct mistakes or clear up the argument; it is
instead to help students understand what in-
terests or grabs them about a text—and thus
to suggest that, unlike the writing they did in
high school, college-level papers and essays
must be engaged with meaningful problems
and questions. Further, by teaching freshman
studies in a seminar setting, we strike a balance
between intimidating first-year students with
intense individual attention while providing
individual challenges and supportive encour-
agement for students. Typically, a first-year
student has begun to read more closely, write
more carefully, and indeed to think indepen-
dently after Freshman Studies. That is, he or
she has cast off a familiar identity, that of a
passive receiver of knowledge, and begun to
take on another, that of an engaged thinker.

Research opportunities at the 
introductory level: The natural sciences.
Having discussed the multidisciplinary intro-
duction to the liberal arts provided by Freshman
Studies, we will now describe ways in which
individualized learning is applied within disci-
plinary areas to help students learn to think
and create knowledge. 

We begin with the natural sciences, noting
that the National Research Council and the
National Science Foundation have both
called for early exposure to research in science
disciplines. Undergraduate research signifi-
cantly increases students’ understanding of
science, their confidence, and their expecta-
tions of earning advanced degrees (Russell,
Hancock, and McCullough 2007). Research
experiences at the introductory level also en-
hance learning outcomes. Student researchers
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not only become more knowl-
edgeable about their research
subjects, but they also learn
how to ask questions, look for
additional information, integrate new facts
into an existing framework, and pose new
problems productively. In short, they become
independent learners (Merkel 2003). 

While all the science departments at
Lawrence are committed to inquiry-based
methods, we focus here on the introductory
biology course serving just over one hundred
students in two course offerings per year. Each
student, in a team with two or three others,
works with a faculty mentor to design and im-
plement a five-week research project. Faculty
members designate broad topics as appropriate
for short projects, such as “insect behavior” or
“DNA fingerprinting,” and advertise their
general areas of expertise so students who have
project ideas of their own can find mentors.

In undertaking these projects, we have sev-
eral goals for student learning. As part of taking
on the role of active scientists, students must
narrow a broad topic of interest to an answer-
able research question, design a well-controlled

experiment to address the
question, and learn to imple-
ment their plans. Faculty
mentors guide the scientific

process and the preparation of final oral re-
ports, but the projects belong to the students.
For most students, this is their first college-level
science course, but they are already getting
the opportunity to flex their creative muscles
and hone their organizational and collaborative
skills in ways that parallel the methods of
practicing scientists. They gain ownership of
their projects, of the spaces in the building,
and of their own learning; they are becoming
“disciplined” in every sense of the word.

Among the respondents to a voluntary on-
line survey, 80 percent of recent graduates and
87 percent of current students either agreed or
strongly agreed that their introductory re-
search project was an important part of their
education. Interestingly, recent graduates
valued these projects even more highly than
did current students. Given the success of re-
search projects at the introductory level, we
have included student-directed research pro-
jects in intermediate and advanced laboratory
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environmental studies program. The overarch-
ing goal in each case is to build students’ capac-
ity for independent learning and creative work. 

Individualized instruction in a 
collaborative context: The social sciences
Hands-on learning through research is not lim-
ited to the natural sciences. The collaborative,
mentoring approach taken by the Lawrence
psychology department treats students as cre-
ative individuals and budding scholars. Instead
of learning about psychology in a passive man-
ner, students engage in collaborative scholarly
pursuits, learning perhaps the most important
aspects of psychological inquiry: the processes
involved in creating new theories and novel
research to test meaningful hypotheses about
the human condition. Such varied opportunities
ensure that each student gains critical-thinking
skills, hones his or her creative talents, and
gains an understanding of the interplay between
theory and research. 

Although the psychology major is the
second largest in the college, the curriculum
ensures that each major will have many op-
portunities to work closely with faculty mentors
on research and theoretical projects. The
sophomore research methods sequence is cen-
tered on small-group collaborative projects
designed by teams of two to three students.
Over the course of twenty weeks, students
create a research question, do background re-
search, design and execute their studies, ana-
lyze results using appropriate statistical tools,
write a manuscript using American Psycho-
logical Association guidelines, and present
their findings in a poster session. The research
methods project provides students with a for-
mative learning experience and often leads to
independent studies and capstone projects in
which they explore their interests in greater
depth. These projects have led to twenty
conference presentations and publications
coauthored by students and faculty since
1990, suggesting that the course motivates
students to continue their independent learn-
ing and to disseminate their findings.

To provide students with a culminating ex-
perience during their senior year, we developed
a two-term senior capstone sequence in which
small groups of students meet in independent
course sections supervised by a faculty mentor.
Groups of seven to ten students each form a

capstone class based on their interests so that a
knowledgeable collaborative environment can
be fostered. The sections discuss topical and
project-related readings, offer constructive
criticism of each other’s work, and provide a
sounding board for ideas and problems. Discus-
sions, papers, and presentations are all designed
to develop students’ abilities to conceptualize
important questions within the context of the
discipline, formulate answers to those questions,
and present ideas clearly and cogently in both
written and oral form. This developmental
sequence, anchored by research methods and
the senior capstone, not only sharpens skills
and builds confidence, but it also nurtures
intellectual autonomy.

Intellectual community and 
individual growth: The humanities 
Faculty members in the humanities, particularly
in the foreign languages, have been using im-
mersion weekends, technology-based learning
tools, and off-campus travel to foster intellec-
tual growth for many years. More recently,
other humanities disciplines have incorporated
methods courses and student-directed projects
into their core curricula. One such example at
Lawrence is found in the history department,
where the senior capstone course, the Practice
of History, entails more of a communal expe-
rience—or, if you prefer, a more social-democ-
ratic one, whose motto might well be “it takes
a village.” 

Students arrive at Practice, at least in theory,
with a paper topic that has been worked out
previously in a seminar, tutorial, or indepen-
dent study. Each class section of no more than
fifteen students is overseen by one professor,
whose primary role is to help focus and shape
the final product. The students thus become
members of a collaborative scholarly commu-
nity designed to guide each of them toward the
composition of a substantial and original piece
of historical writing based on primary sources.

The communal nature of this enterprise be-
comes apparent on the first day of class, a library
workshop overseen by one of Lawrence’s fine
research librarians, who, as she hears the stu-
dents describe their projects in class, begins to
construct individualized, Web-based research
maps for each, highlighting various paths to-
ward relevant sources. For further scholarly
support, students may call on a second faculty
adviser—typically, the member of the history
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department who is most expert
on their topic. The same faculty
member also serves as second
reader of the final paper. The
body of the course amounts to
an extended group tutorial on
historical research and writing. Students are
guided through a series of written assignments,
from a short primary source exercise through a
full rough draft. Here again, the professor plays
a shepherding role, pulling and prodding each
student toward greater clarity, stronger focus,
more effective organization, and better me-
chanics. But the students also pull and prod one
another. Organized by topic into groups of three
or four, they read and comment on each other’s
work, offering the crucial perspective of an in-
tellectual peer who does not necessarily know,
say, who Heraclitus was, or why the Watts riots
took place. In sum, the Practice of History cre-
ates for each student an academic community
to which each is responsible. Students must
both give and receive criticism, thoughtful in-
sights, and support as well as learn to argue their
points and construct a historical story.

One of our favorite Practice of History suc-
cess stories is that of a young man who in four
years at Lawrence had almost never spoken in

class. The student in question, a
record-setting wide receiver for
Lawrence’s football team, lived
for nine weeks in quiet terror
of the fifteen-minute presenta-
tion of his paper. But by week

ten, he had become so immersed in Iowa’s so-
called “cow wars” of the 1930s, so conversant
with the topic, that he delivered one of the
most engaging talks heard since the inception
of the course. He spoke with an unforced flu-
ency for twenty minutes and fielded questions
with aplomb for another ten. Today, he is a
popular history teacher at a local high school.

The success of the Practice of History hinges
less on the unique, one-on-one relationship
between student and professor than on the
student-centric nature of the enterprise. Each
student in Practice becomes the focal point of
an adjustable scholarly network custom de-
signed to foster his or her intellectual growth
and autonomy.

Conclusion
While none of us fully understands the ramifi-
cations of the increased electronic tethering
of our current students to their families and
friends, it is clear that many students are 
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and academic dependence. It is our hope that
by creating curricula that explicitly address 
issues of independence of thought and action
we can maintain the positive effects of tether-
ing and build upon the collaborative spirit of
millennial students, while also fostering the
intellectual autonomy that will allow students
to reach their full potential. 

We have evidence that our concerted curric-
ular initiatives in the area of individualized
learning are having a positive impact on stu-
dent development. While we may not have
grounded the “helicopter parents,” we seem to
be rerouting the traffic: students beyond the
freshman year use parents as editors much less
frequently than first-year students; more impor-
tantly, they seek out student-driven learning
opportunities in very high numbers. Our recent
studies have found that enrollments in inde-
pendent studies and tutorials (student-driven
courses of study that go beyond the established
curriculum) have been steadily rising. In
2005–6, with a total enrollment of 1,450 stu-
dents, 477 credit-bearing tutorials and indepen-
dent studies were offered; 85 percent of these
had a one-to-one student-to-faculty ratio. In
2008–9, those number rose to 526 individual-
ized learning courses (84 percent were one-to-
one) with a total enrollment of 1,496 students.
Since faculty members deem such courses as
successful only when the students are the main
driving force behind their own learning, and
since a survey of faculty opinion revealed that
faculty members rate 85 percent of all offerings
as successful, we conclude that our students are
becoming intellectually curious, autonomous,
and willing to direct their own learning in a
sustained and deep way. 

To make even more explicit to students our
goals for the development of student intellec-
tual autonomy, the college will soon begin a
program of senior experiences. Further, to re-
ward faculty for their enthusiastic support of
highly individualized curricula, we will begin
a faculty incentive program linked to addi-
tional opportunities for professional develop-
ment. If Peter Kugel (1993) is correct that a
focus on students’ independence is the fifth
and final stage in the development of highly
proficient teachers, perhaps the faculty devel-
opment piece is the most important.

In summary, it is our belief that the current
professoriate needs to devise new ways to 

advance the intellectual development of
traditional college-age students who are ever
more tethered to their parents and high school
support networks. We have evidence that 
curricula rich in individualized learning op-
portunities succeeds in fostering a culture of
intellectual autonomy on campus that nour-
ishes the growth of each student. ■■

To respond to this article, e-mail liberaled@aacu.org,
with the authors’ names on the subject line.
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EACH YEAR, the University of the Pacific, where I teach, participates in the Coop-
erative Institutional Research Program Freshman Survey. One item on the survey
asks students to identify their “reasons for going to college”: nine reasons are listed,
students rank “all that apply,” and the results reflect the percentages identifying

each reason as “very important.” In 2005, the year we created
our current freshman seminar sequence, our students’ top three

reasons for going to college were “to get a better job” (78 percent), “to get training
for a specific career” (75 percent), and “to be able to make more money” (70 per-
cent). Fifth on the list was “to gain a general education and appreciation of ideas”
(61 percent); seventh was “to become a more cultured person” (42 percent). Con-
trast this with the four clusters of essential learning outcomes identified by the As-
sociation of American Colleges and Universities (2008): knowledge of human
cultures and the physical and natural world, intellectual and practical skills, per-
sonal and social responsibility, and integrative and applied learning.

How do we, as college educators, reconcile these seemingly different goals? 
On the one hand, we might appeal to a business model and simply give the “cus-
tomers”—our students—what they say they want. But on the other hand, most
professors realize that we have an obligation to augment our students’ goals and to
tell them what their careerist emphasis lacks. And tell we do, often through fresh-
man seminars. Indeed, the University of the Pacific has an excellent required, first-
semester freshman seminar that confronts students with the question, what is a
good society? Students are instantly transported into the world of liberal education
while honing their critical-thinking skills through interdisciplinary reading, discus-
sion, and writing. And for most students, the seminar successfully creates an ab-
stract intellectual challenge; for only a few, however, is it transformative.

I suggest that we need to do more than tell students how to expand upon their
careerist reasons for going to college; we also need to help them feel the value of
that expansion. I recognize that this is part of the motivation for proposed struc-
tural changes to undergraduate education, such as integrated learning models, but
those structural solutions must also support carefully constructed content that
fosters both emotional engagement and intellectual development. In my experi-
ence,  positive feelings—curiosity, empathy, security—are the keys that unlock the
intellect for many students. 
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Discussions of strategies for increasing ac-
cess to higher education for disadvantaged
students tend largely to focus—correctly—on
socioeconomic factors. Yet by focusing on the
ways we differ, we neglect the core unifying
principle of our humanity: our feelings. “Emo-
tion,” as Dacher Keltner explains (2009, ix),
“is the source of a meaningful life.” And in
terms of access to a meaningful life, most stu-
dents are disadvantaged. I could point to the
media and materialism, to latchkey kids and
drug use, to overcrowded and underfunded
public schools, or to standardized testing and
apathetic parents; but, for college professors,
one source of the problem hits much closer to
home: our own banishment of emotion from
the realm of the intellect. 

In How We Think, John Dewey reminded us
that “human beings are not normally divided
into two parts, the one emotional, the other
coldly intellectual” (1986, 321). But somehow
“doing school” has become narrowed to the
absorption of facts and, if we’re lucky, the crit-
ical (but strictly rational) examination of
ideas. Is it any wonder, then, that our stu-
dents’ reasons for going to college have con-
tracted to the narrowly quantifiable as well?
All too often, we give them no alternatives—
particularly for first-generation students, who
may be less familiar with the cultural tradi-
tions of liberal education. Dewey went on to
say that “unless there is a fusion of the intel-
lectual and the emotional, . . . problems and
questions, which are the only true instigators
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of reflective activity, will be more or less ex-
ternally imposed and only half-heartedly felt
and dealt with.” College educators need to
recognize emotion as a part of knowing.

The Pursuit of Happiness
For the past three years, I have had the
tremendous privilege of designing and teach-
ing a course that accomplishes just this type of
fusion. For our second-semester freshman
seminar courses, Pacific professors are asked to
draw upon and expand a theme from the fall
course, What Is a Good Society? I was partic-
ularly struck by the fact that after students in
our fall course read the Declaration of Inde-
pendence and encounter the unalienable right
to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness,

they turn to a chapter on politics, law, and 
citizenship that interrogates questions of per-
sonal liberty but avoids any explicit discussion
of happiness. This is hardly surprising. Cultur-
ally, we tend to dismiss happiness as too sub-
jective and relativistic for serious study,
believing that abstract but easily measured
notions of justice are the more legitimate
purview of college courses. However, in my
course, called simply the Pursuit of Happiness,
we investigate this right to happiness. Our
study is intellectually rigorous and, because it
requires personal engagement, profoundly
transformative.

In the course, we discuss ideas and read
widely from ancient and current history, psy-
chology, economics, and literature. Addition-
ally, the students construct a three-part
self-analysis project. First, they keep a per-
sonal journal for thirty days to document the
physical (e.g., how much sleep they get), 
social (e.g., how much time they spend con-
necting with other people), and spiritual (e.g.,
what they are grateful for) components of
their sense of well-being. Then, they graph
and report their data, looking for trends and
interrelationships. Finally, they create indi-
vidual “future happiness plans” by analyzing
their data from the points of view of four of
our authors. After completing this assign-
ment, they embark on a final project that
bridges the gap between personal happiness
and public policy. Students work in research
groups either to explore an aspect of society
they feel is causing widespread unhappiness
and create a plan for correcting the problem,
or to identify a positive source of well-being
and create a plan to maximize the good.

I know there are those who might dismiss a
class on happiness as lightweight or “touchy-
feely.” However, I assure you that not only do
my students work, but they work in dimen-
sions many of them have never explored be-
fore. They become aware—some for the first
time—of what it means to be human. Nothing
has made me more aware of and sympathetic
to our shared human experience than reading
my students’ journals. These journals reveal
all—from the specific difficulties of abuse,
anger, abortion, alcohol use, choosing a major,
career angst, conflict with parents, death, sex-
uality, and stress, to the more abstract ques-
tions of purpose, true friendship, love, and
meaning. The students are deeply connected
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Moreover, their subsequent life
plans are relevant, real, and
lasting. Over the three years
I have taught this course, my
students have made significant
changes in their lives. Some
have changed majors (e.g.,
from pre-med to English) or
career paths (e.g., from pharmacist to special
education teacher); others have slowed down
the pace of their accelerated programs in or-
der simply to savor the college experience.
Some have made more private changes—from
deciding to break up (or get together) with a
romantic interest, to learning how to challenge
an internalized hypercritical parental voice,
to seeking psychological counseling. Others
have affirmed, and therefore come truly to
own, decisions they had already made. Ulti-
mately, the class has been both an intellectual
journey and a process of personal meaning-
making—learner-centered education at its
very best.

Teaching the Pursuit of Happiness course
has been one of the most rewarding experi-
ences of my twenty-year career. And judging
from the unprecedented number of thank-you
cards I receive from students at the end of
each semester, the gratification is reciprocal.
For example, a thank-you card from an honors
student in an accelerated science-based program
speaks to the ways she had engaged with the
course content, although she still leaned on
my authorization to validate her choice: “This
class has changed my life. I really appreciate
all you have done for me, and I am grateful I
was mentored by you. You have taught me so
many skills for me to succeed in life, and I
thank you for this. In fact, I am ‘slowing down’
in school and studying abroad just so I can be
happy and relaxed.” For me, the greater plea-
sure came nearly two years later, when I

received a second card from
her overseas posting in
Seville. That card showed not
only that she had followed
through on her resolution, but
also that the course had em-
powered her to develop an ex-
perience she could own. She
had found her own voice, and

she used it to express both her observations
and feelings with confidence and clarity. Her
closing words were: “I wouldn’t trade this ex-
perience for anything.” 

How can we, as educators, best facilitate real
and lasting learning? William Perry described
the need for students to make their own mean-
ing, their need for “powerful learning” (Moore
2009). In response, I propose that educators
should recognize the related need for empow-
erful teaching—teaching that blends empathy
and intellectual engagement, that empowers
students to find rich, diverse, and personally
meaningful answers to the question, why did
you go to college? ■■

To respond to this article, e-mail liberaled@aacu.org,
with the author’s name on the subject line.
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AAC&U gratefully acknowledges the foundations, corporations, government agencies, 
other organizations, and individuals supporting its programs from July 1, 2008, to June 30, 2009.

■ ■ ■

Dear Friends and Colleagues,

I am very pleased to offer my sincere thanks, and that of AAC&U’s board and staff, to the generous institutions and 
individuals listed below. These donors have provided support for AAC&U’s educational work in liberal education through
grants, sponsorships, and gifts, and have made it possible for us to accomplish much more for our members and for the field than
would have been possible with membership fees and earned income alone. Especially in these challenging economic times, our
donors help us work toward a shared goal of providing the best liberal education for all college students, not just some of them. 
I am extremely grateful to our contributors for their confidence, generosity, and support.—CAROL GEARY SCHNEIDER, PRESIDENT

THE LEADERSHIP FUND FOR LIBERAL EDUCATION
The Leadership Fund for Liberal Education establishes a way for individuals to provide leadership for liberal education through dedicated giving
each year. Gifts to the Leadership Fund are currently restricted to our major initiative, Liberal Education and America’s Promise (LEAP), and the
Fund is a primary source of support for AAC&U’s LEAP campaign. Thanks to the generosity of the individuals and institutions listed below, 
the Leadership Fund for Liberal Education exceeded its annual goal this past year.

LEADERSHIP SOCIETY
Members of this Society have 
invested in a liberal education for 
every student at the highest levels. 

Capstone
Richard K. and Linda R. Riegelman 

in memory of Nancy Alfred Persily
*AAC&U Board of Directors

Major 
The Educational Leadership Program 

on behalf of Nicholas Farnham
*Carol Geary Schneider
*Deborah Traskell

Core 
Susan Albertine
*Dr. Alma R. Clayton-Pedersen
Ann S. Ferren 
*Gina Glantz

*Debra Humphreys and Thomas Mullen
Francis L. Lawrence
*Caryn McTighe Musil
*Dr. Gregory S. Prince, Jr.
Terrel L. Rhodes 
University of Michigan/

Office of the President
Frederick Winter
*Elisabeth A. Zinser

BENEFACTOR 
*H. Peter Karoff
George D. Kuh
*Dale Rogers Marshall
*Janet D. McLaughlin
*Ross E. Miller
*Donald M. Stewart

FRIEND 
*Paula P. Brownlee
*Dr. Virginia M. Coombs
*Paul L. Gaston
*Michelle Hannahs
Carrie Johnson
*Michèle Leaman
Patrice D. McMath
*Nancy O’Neill
Samuel R. Spencer
Mike Swanson

ONGOING SUPPORT
*Ronald Crutcher, Wheaton College
*President Richard Guarasci, 

Wagner College
*L. Lee Knefelkamp
*Richard L. Morrill

* Founding Donors, First Annual Appeal,
2006–2007

INSTITUTIONAL DONORS
Association of American Geographers
Association for Prevention Teaching 

and Research
Association of Schools of Public Health
Burroughs Wellcome Fund
Carnegie Corporation of New York
The Charles Engelhard Foundation
The Corella and Bertram F. Bonner Foundation
Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation
The Ford Foundation
The Henry Luce Foundation
Josiah Macy Jr. Foundation
Lumina Foundation for Education
Research Corporation for Science

Advancement
State Farm Companies Foundation

State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance
Company

The Teagle Foundation
John Templeton Foundation
U.S. Department of Education, 

Fund for the Improvement of
Postsecondary Education

Virginia Foundation for the Humanities
W. M. Keck Foundation

MATCHING GIFT
The following foundation has provided support
to match individual donations to the Leadership
Fund for Liberal Education.

The Teagle Foundation

CONFERENCE SPONSORS 
The following organizations have provided 
support for AAC&U’s Annual Meeting or its
Network for Academic Renewal conferences.

Academic Management Systems
The Chronicle of Higher Education
Diverse: Issues in Higher Education
Hanover Research Council
The IDEA Center
Inside Higher Ed
John Wiley and Sons
LiveText
Stylus Publishing, LLC
Tk20, Inc.
TaskStream

 
 
Copyright© 2009 by the Association of American Colleges and Universities



D O N O R R E C O G N I T I O N

PRESIDENTS’ TRUST
The AAC&U Presidents’ Trust was orga-
nized in 2008 to bring together leaders in
higher education for a national effort to
position liberal education and its value at
the center of the current debate about
preparing students successfully for an 
interconnected and volatile world. The 
following campus leaders have joined as
founding members to form and launch the
Trust. Membership fees from Trust 
presidents are contributed to the Leadership
Fund for Liberal Education and support 
both the direct activities of the Trust and
such significant LEAP initiatives as employer
research on the economic value of liberal
education outcomes.

Charles R. Bantz, Indiana University-
Purdue University Indianapolis

John E. Bassett, Clark University
Michael S. Bassis, Westminster College
Nancy Cantor, Syracuse University 
Carol A. Cartwright, Bowling Green State

University
Rebecca S. Chopp, Swarthmore College
Grant H. Cornwell, The College of

Wooster 
Robert A. Corrigan, San Francisco State

University
Christopher C. Dahl, State University of

New York Geneseo
George M. Dennison, The University 

of Montana 
Anthony J. DiGiorgio, Winthrop

University
Evan S. Dobelle, Westfield State College
Margaret L. Drugovich, Hartwick College
Donald J. Farish, Rowan University
Elson S. Floyd, Washington State

University
Bobby Fong, Butler University
Helen F. Giles-Gee, Keene State College
Mary K. Grant, Massachusetts College of

Liberal Arts
Richard Guarasci, Wagner College
Tori Haring-Smith, Washington &

Jefferson College
Dianne F. Harrison, California State

University, Monterey Bay
William R. Harvey, Hampton University
Leo I. Higdon, Jr., Connecticut College
Edison O. Jackson, City University of New

York Medgar Evers College

THE PKAL LEADERSHIP ALLIANCE 
Advancing What Works in STEM Learning through a 
New Partnership between Project Kaleidoscope and AAC&U

Through the Leadership Alliance, Project Kaleidoscope (PKAL) and AAC&U
are bringing together campuses and organizations committed to enhancing under -
graduate education in the fields of science, technology, engineering, and mathe-
matics (STEM), while integrating the hallmark outcomes of a liberal education
with student learning in STEM fields. Alliance participation is open to all higher
education institutions that are actively involved in the revitalization of STEM
teaching and learning by teaching students how to contribute to STEM research,
discovery, and problem-solving. The following institutions have each made a
generous one-time contribution through the Alliance to help build a restricted
transition fund for PKAL’s ongoing work within AAC&U.*

PKAL and AAC&U gratefully acknowledge the vision of Daniel Sullivan, president
emeritus of St. Lawrence University, who has successfully led both the planning
and the fundraising for PKAL’s alliance with AAC&U.

Agnes Scott College
Albion College
Allegheny College
Augsburg College
Barnard College
Birmingham-Southern College
Bowdoin College
Bowling Green State University
Bryn Mawr College
Bucknell University
Butler University
Carleton College
Centre College
City University of New York 

Brooklyn College
Colgate University
College of the Holy Cross
The College of Wooster
Colorado College
Connecticut College
Davidson College
Denison University
DePauw University
Dickinson College
Drake University
Earlham College
Elizabethtown College
Franklin & Marshall College
Furman University
George Washington University
Grinnell College
Gustavus Adolphus College
Hamilton College
Hope College
Illinois Wesleyan University
James Madison University
Kalamazoo College
Lewis and Clark College
Macalaster College
Miami Dade College
Moravian College
Mount Holyoke College

Nebraska Wesleyan University
North Central College
Oberlin College
Ohio Wesleyan University
Pomona College
Saint Leo University
Saint Michael’s College
Sewanee: The College of the South
Skidmore College
St. Lawrence University
St. Mary’s College of Maryland
St. Olaf College
Susquehanna University
Swarthmore College
Trinity University San Antonio
Union College
University of Central Florida
University of Maryland Baltimore

County
Ursinus College
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and

State University (Virginia Tech)
Wabash College
Wagner College
Washington and Lee University
Washington & Jefferson College
Washington College
Wellesley College
Western State College of Colorado
Wheaton College
Willamette University
Winona State University

The following organizations and 
institutions have also contributed to 
the PKAL—AAC&U partnership

Burroughs Wellcome Fund
Research Corporation for 

Science Advancement
W.M. Keck Foundation

*as of October 15, 2009
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John I. Jenkins, University of Notre Dame
Brian K. Johnson, Montgomery College
Richard T. Jurasek, Medaille College
Sung-Mo Kang, University of California

Merced
Cornelius Kerwin, American University
Theodore E. Long, Elizabethtown College
Elaine P. Maimon, Governors State

University
George E. Martin, St. Edward’s University
David E. Maxwell, Drake University
Joseph J. McGowan, Bellarmine University
Francine G. McNairy, Millersville

University of Pennsylvania
Gail O. Mellow, City University of New

York La Guardia Community College 
James G. Moseley, Franklin College
Shirley A. Mullen, Houghton College
Brian Murphy, De Anza College 
Brian P. Nedwek

John S. Nixon, Mt. San Antonio College
Elsa Nuñez, Eastern Connecticut State

University
David W. Oxtoby, Pomona College
Eduardo J. Padrón, Miami Dade College
George Pernsteiner, Oregon University

System 
Scott R. Pilarz, The University of Scranton
Beverley J. Pitts, University of Indianapolis 
David Pollick, Birmingham-Southern

College
Thomas L. (Les) Purce, The Evergreen

State College
Eric Radtke, Prairie State College
Judith A. Ramaley, Winona State

University
Edward Ray, Oregon State University
John F. Regni, Retired, United States Air

Force Academy
Kevin P. Reilly, University of Wisconsin

System

Kenneth P. Ruscio, Washington and Lee
University

John F. Schwaller, State University of New
York Potsdam

Thomas J. Schwarz, State University of New
York Purchase College

Robert A. Scott, Adelphi University
Lou Anna K. Simon, Michigan State

University
Debora L. Spar, Barnard College
Mary Spilde, Lane Community College
Daniel F. Sullivan, President Emeritus, St.

Lawrence University 
Jeffrey P. von Arx, Fairfield University 
Jon Wefald, President Emeritus, Kansas

State University 
Richard H. Wells, University of Wisconsin

Oshkosh
John D. Welty, California State University,

Fresno

WAYS OF GIVING TO THE LEADERSHIP FUND FOR LIBERAL EDUCATION

As a reader of Liberal Education, you may wish
to consider giving to the Leadership Fund
for Liberal Education during the current
year. Gifts to the Fund enable AAC&U to
provide vigorous leadership. For additional
information about the fund, see our Web site
at www.aacu.org/advocacy/leap/fund.cfm,
and for more about LEAP see
www.aacu.org/advocacy/leap/index.cfm. 
In addition to making a gift by check 
or credit card, you can contribute online 
at www.aacu.org. Please contact the Office
of Advancement and Leader ship Develop -
ment for information about making a gift
in the following ways:

Pledge
Request a pledge form to indicate a gift
and a payment schedule.

Stock Gifts
There are additional tax benefits to making
gifts of appreciated securities. 

Matching Gifts
A gift to AAC&U can be multiplied by
matching funds from companies and foun-
dations. If you are affiliated with a company
or foundation, please check to find out if
they have a matching gift program. If so,
request a matching form and send it com-
pleted and signed with your gift. We will
do the rest.

Honor and Memorial Gifts
Gifts made to honor or memorialize someone
are gratefully accepted and acknowledged to
the individual’s family where appropriate.  

Bequests and Planned Giving
Contact the Development Office for infor-
mation about philanthropic options that
can benefit both the donor and AAC&U.
We also work with donors who wish to
make gifts through their estates while pre-
serving assets for their current needs.

Please direct all inquiries about giving to:  
Office of Advancement 
and Leadership Development 
Association of American Colleges 
and Universities
1818 R Street, NW
Washington, DC 20009 
202-884-7421 or development@aacu.org

All gifts to AAC&U are tax-deductible to the
extent allowed by law. AAC&U is recognized by
the Internal Revenue Service as a 501(c)3 tax-
exempt organization.

 
 
Copyright© 2009 by the Association of American Colleges and Universities



ISSUE THEMES

No. 1 (Winter): Liberal Education and
Effective Practice

No. 2 (Spring): Liberal Education and the
Disciplines

No. 3 (Summer): 2009 Annual Meeting
No. 4 (Fall): A Symposium on Effective

Practice 

AUTHORS

American Academy of Religion. The
Religious Studies Major and Liberal
Education—95 (2): 48 

American Society for Biochemistry and
Molecular Biology. The Biochemistry
and Molecular Biology Major and
Liberal Education—95 (2): 6. 

Arenella, Lynn S., and Angelique M. Davi,
Cyrus R. Veeser, and Roy A. Wiggins III.
The Best of Both Worlds: Infusing
Liberal Learning into a Business
Curriculum—95 (1): 50

Botton, Alain de. Reclaiming the Intellectual
Life for Posterity—95 (2): 56 

Camfield, Eileen Kogl. The Need for
(Em)Powerful Teaching—95 (4): 53

Center for Hellenic Studies. The Classics
Major and Liberal Education—95 (2): 14.

Cleary, Rosemary J., and Eve Allegra
Raimon. Whose “Greater Expectations”
Are They, Anyway? Exposing the
Tensions within Education Reform
Rhetoric—95 (1): 30 

Colander, David, and KimMarie McGoldrick.
The Economics Major and Liberal
Education—95 (2): 22 

Colby, Anne, and William M. Sullivan.
Strengthening the Foundations of
Students’ Excellence, Integrity, and
Social Contribution—95 (1): 22 

Connor, W. Robert. What’s Happened to the
Major in Liberal Education?—95 (2): 2

De Stasio, Elizabeth A., Matthew Ansfield,
Paul Cohen, and Timothy Spurgin.
Curricular Responses to “Electronically
Tethered” Students: Individualized
Learning across the Curriculum—95
(4): 46

Eyler, Janet. The Power of Experiential
Education—95 (4): 24 

Facione, Peter A. Adaptive Budgeting:
Thirty-four Ideas for Raising Revenues,
Cutting Costs, Retaining Students, and
Saving Jobs in Hard Times—95 (3): 24

Freeland, Richard. Liberal Education and Effec-
tive Practice: The Necessary Revolution
in Undergraduate Education—95 (1): 6 

Freeland, Richard. The Clark/AAC&U
Conference on Liberal Education and
Effective Practice—95 (4): 6

Harper, Shaun R. Race-Conscious Student
Engagement Practices and the
Equitable Distribution of Enriching
Educational Experiences—95 (4): 38

Hodge, David C., Marcia B. Baxter Magolda,
and Carolyn A. Haynes. Engaged
Learning: Enabling Self-Authorship
and Effective Practice—95 (4): 16

Humphreys, Debra. College Outcomes for
Work, Life, and Citizenship: Can We
Really Do It All?—95 (1): 14 

Johnson, Baylor, and Steve Alexander. The
St. Lawrence University Adirondack
Semester—95 (3): 44

Jordan, Chris. Running the Numbers: An
American Self-Portrait—95 (3): 20

Kezar, Adrianna. Increasing Access for
Low-Income Students and Making
Financial Education a Priority for
Higher Education—95 (3): 38

Modern Language Association. The English
or Foreign Language Major and Liberal
Education—95 (2): 30 

National History Center. The History Major
and Liberal Education—95 (2): 40 

Nikitina, Svetlana. Applied Humanities:
Bridging the Gap between Building
Theory and Fostering Citizenship—95
(1): 36

Nussbaum, Martha. Education for Profit,
Education for Freedom—95 (3): 6

Roche, Mark W. Should Faculty Members
Teach Virtue and Values? That is the
Wrong Question—95 (3): 32 

Sacks, Peter. Tearing Down the Gates:
Confronting the Class Divide in
American Education—95 (3): 14  

Shoenberg, Robert. How Not to Defend
Liberal Arts Colleges—95(1): 56 

Sill, David, Brian M. Harward, and Ivy
Cooper. The Disorienting Dilemma:
The Senior Capstone as a
Transformative Experience—95 (3): 50 

Sternberg, Robert J. Wisdom, Intelligence,
and Creativity Synthesized: A New
Model for Liberal Education—95 (4): 10

Stewart, Kenneth D., and Keith W. Schlegel.
Expecting More: Elevating Academic
Stan dards in Public Universitites—95
(1): 44

Walsh, Diana Chapman, and Lee Cuba.
Liberal Arts Education and the
Capacity for Effective Practice: What’s
Holding Us Back? —95 (4): 32

Weiss, Charles. Sustaining Institutional
Mission through “Pilgrimage”—95 
(3): 56

INDEX
TO VOLUME 95 

(2009)

STATEMENT OF OWNERSHIP, MANAGEMENT,
AND CIRCULATION

(REQUIRED BY 39 U.S.C. 3685)

(1) Title of Publication: Liberal Education.
(2) Publication no. 311-540. (3) Date of
Filing: 10/1/09. (4) Frequency of issue:
quarterly. (5) Number of issues published
annually: 4. (6) Annual subscription price:
individual, $50; libraries, $60. (7)
Complete mailing address of known office
of publication: Association of American
Colleges and Universities, 1818 R Street,
NW, Washington, DC 20009. (8)
Complete mailing address of the headquar-
ters of the publisher: Association of
American Colleges and Universities, 1818
R Street, NW, Washington, DC 20009.
(9) Full names and complete mailing
addresses of publisher, editor, and managing
editor: Publisher: Association of American
Colleges and Universities, 1818 R Street,
NW, Washington, DC 20009; Editor:
David Tritelli, Association of American
Colleges and Universities, 1818 R Street,
NW, Washington, DC 20009; Managing
Editor: none. (10) Owner: Association of
American Colleges and Universities, 1818
R Street, NW, Washington, DC 20009.
(11) Known bondholders, mortgages, and
other security holders owning or holding 1
percent or more of total amount of bonds,
mortgages, or other securities: none. (12)
The purpose, function, and nonprofit status
of this organization and the exempt status
for federal income tax purposes has not
changed during preceding 12 months. (13)
Publication title: Liberal Education. (14)
Issue date for circulation data below: Fall
2009. (15) Extent and nature of circulation
(the first figure indicates average number
of copies each issue during preceding 12
months; the second number indicates actual
number of copies of single issue published
nearest to filing date): (A) Total no. of
copies: 9,000/9,000. (B) Paid and/or
requested circulation: (1) Sales through
dealers and carriers, street vendors, and
counter sales: 300; 500. (2) Mail subscrip-
tion: 8,100; 8,100. (C) Total paid and/or
requested circulation: 8,400; 8,600. (D) Free
distribution by mail, carrier, or other
means—samples, complimentary, and other
free copies: 150/30. (E) Free distribution
outside the mail—carriers or other means:
375/200. (F) Total free distribution: 525/
230. (G) Total Distribution: 8,925/8,830.
(H) Copies not distributed: (1) Office use,
left over, unaccounted, spoiled after print-
ing: 50; 50. (2) Returns from news agents:
0; 0. (I) Total: 8,975/8,880. Percent paid
and/or requested circulation: 94%/97%. (16)
This statement of ownership will be printed
in the Fall 2009 issue of this publication.
(17) I certify that all information furnished
is true and complete (signature and title of
editor, publisher, business manager, or
owner): David Tritelli, Academic Editor.

 
 
Copyright© 2009 by the Association of American Colleges and Universities



Chair
Eduardo J. Padrón
President, Miami Dade
College

Past Chair
Daniel F. Sullivan
President Emeritus, 
St. Lawrence University 

Vice Chair
David W. Oxtoby
President, Pomona College

Treasurer 
Bobby Fong
President, Butler University 

President, AAC&U 
Carol Geary Schneider

Ex Officio/Chair, ACAD
Linda Cabe Halpern
Dean of University Studies,
James Madison University 

Diana D. Akiyama
Former Director of Religious 
and Spiritual Life,
Occidental College 

Carol A. Cartwright
President, Bowling Green
State University 

Rebecca S. Chopp
President, Swarthmore College

Andrew Delbanco
Julian Clarence Levi Professor
in the Humanities, Columbia
University

Mildred García
President, California State
University–Dominguez Hills

Helen F. Giles-Gee
President, Keene State
College

Ramón A. Gutiérrez
Preston & Sterling Morton
Distinguished Service
Professor in United States
History and the College;
Director, Center for the
Study of Race, Poverty, 
and Culture, University 
of Chicago

Evelynn Hammonds
Dean of Harvard College,
and Barbara Gutman
Rosenkrantz Professor of 
the History of Science and 
of African and African
American Studies, Harvard
University

Leo I. Higdon Jr.
President, Connecticut College

Leo M. Lambert
President, Elon University 

David E. Maxwell
President, Drake University

Gail O. Mellow
President, City University of
New York La Guardia
Community College

M. Lee Pelton
President, Willamette
University

David E. Shi
President, Furman University

Lou Anna Simon
President, Michigan State
University 

John B. Simpson
President, State University of
New York at Buffalo

Mary Spilde
President, Lane Community
College

Robert J. Sternberg
Dean of the School of Arts
and Sciences, Tufts University

Jane V. Wellman
Executive Director, Delta
Project on Postsecondary
Education Costs,
Productivity, and
Accountability

Richard H. Wells
Chancellor, University 
of Wisconsin–Oshkosh 

Ronald A. Williams
Vice President, 
The College Board

A A C & U  B O A R D  O F  D I R E C T O R S

Norman Adler
Yeshiva University

Johnnella E. Butler
Spelman College

Julie Ellison
University of Michigan

Walter E. Fluker
Morehouse College

Thomas F. Flynn
Alvernia College

William S. Green
University of Miami

R. Stanton Hales 
The College of Wooster

Tori Haring-Smith
Washington and Jefferson
College

Samuel M. Hines Jr. 
The Citadel, The Military
College of South Carolina

Patricia Hutchings 
The Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of
Teaching

Norman Jones
Utah State University

Peter N. Kiang
University of Massachusetts
Boston 

Roberta S. Matthews
City University of New York
Brooklyn College

Jo Ellen Parker 
Sweet Briar College

Bridget Puzon
Ursuline Provincialate; 
editor of Liberal Education
1993–2004

Sheldon Rothblatt
University of California–
Berkeley

Peter Stearns
George Mason University

Neil B. Weissman 
Dickinson College

Cynthia Wilson
League for Innovation in 
the Community College

Vera Zdravkovich
CyberWATCH Center

L E  E D I T O R I A L  A D V I S O R Y  B O A R D

 
 
Copyright© 2009 by the Association of American Colleges and Universities



PERIODICALS

POSTAGE PAID

 Association 
of American 
Colleges and 
Universities 

1818 R St. NW
Washington, DC 20009

www.aacu.org

January 20–23, 2010 |Washington, DC

  The Wit, 
    the Will... 
      the Wallet

Supporting Educational Innovation, Shaping Our Global Futures 

Speakers include:
MARTHA J. KANTER, 
JAMIE P. MERISOTIS,
RONALD A. CRUTCHER, 
EDWARD L. AYERS,
ANDREW M. DELBANCO, 
RAMÓN GUTIÉRREZ, 
MICHELLE ASHA COOPER, 
RANDALL BASS, 

Pre-Meeting Symposium on January 20:  

Opening Night Forum on January 20:
JONAH LEHRER

For more information: www.aacu.org/meetings | 1-800-297-3775 | meetings@aacu.org
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