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The logic of the Title VI international education programs and their success is a direct outcome of their producing “public goods”
.  They produce capabilities and training not driven by market demand but that are available to use for public benefit when needed. Public goods have been under a sustained attack globally by neo-liberal policymakers and managers in all sectors including health care, education, social security, environmental conservation, etc. since at least the presidency of Ronald Reagan. The accountability practices, captured under the general heading of the “new public management” (Alexander, 2000; Behn, 2001; Trow, 1996), are a key instrument in the elimination of public goods. They aim to push economic activity away from the production of public goods of long-term collective value and toward the “marketization” (Slaughter and Leslie, 1999; Slaughter, 2004; Washburn, 2005) of the production of all goods and services in all sectors, including education. 

The economic ideal is that everything (land, labor, and capital) be treated exclusively as market commodities exchanged only through the forces of supply and demand. Further, the new public managers claim, generally implicitly, that public goods cannot be evaluated effectively since an immediate market test is unavailable to assess how well they satisfy the wants of concrete demand crowds.

This political movement, widespread now, is based on a combination of free-market utopianism, a strong belief in the value of having clear winners and losers in systems of political economy to force economically rational decisions, and profound ignorance of the history and structures of industrial societies.  As a modest countermove to this political project, I argue that the success of the Title VI programs and of the innovative evaluation practices we employ shows that public goods can be produced efficiently, evaluated competently, and will never be generated by short-term market maximization logics. I further argue that the imposition of neo-liberal accountability practices on the Title VI programs would undermine them completely because such accountability denies the very principles on which the Title VI programs are built.  

Thus, I argue that, in a microcosm, the Title VI programs provide an empirical counter-argument to the runaway process of “marketizing” higher education generally and public higher education in particular through the new public management.

I don’t believe it is necessary for me to demonstrate that accountability, transparency, and affordability have become a mantra in higher education management and policy circles. We also now hear them everywhere in our country as government, the financial sector, the auto industry are being held “accountable” and demands for “transparency” multiply.  While not all mantras translate into practice, accountability in higher education cannot be sidestepped, and later, I will argue that is should not be.

Motives for promoting accountability in higher education range from a reasonable desire to see that scarce resources are well allocated though evaluation of the results and ongoing program improvement to relatively mindless bureaucratic “bean counting” and finally to the cynical use of accountability to express hostility and distrust toward higher education based on ideological zealotry.  The demands for higher education accountability are, a priori, plausible.  We all have observed a plethora of poor and self-serving academic management and professional practices that call into question the way resources are allocated. We are hardly more credible than investment bankers, automakers, and oil companies at this point in history, even if the economic stakes relevant to us are much lower.

I am not an apologist for the practices of higher education institutions. In the years of research I have done on this subject, I have written critical analyses of faculty, academic administrators, policymakers, and private sector behavior destructive to higher education (Greenwood, Davydd and Levin, Morten, 2000a; Greenwood, Davydd and Levin, Morten, 2000b; Greenwood, Davydd and Levin, Morten, 2001; Greenwood, Davydd and Levin, Morten, 2005; Greenwood, Davydd and Levin, Morten, 2007; Greenwood, Davydd and Levin, Morten, 2008; D. Greenwood & Levin, 2001). I certainly believe that fundamental reforms are needed. 
I also support accountability as a matter of political and ethical principle.  All institutions – businesses, governments, higher education – should be engaged in evaluation practices designed to determine which of their activities are productive, can be improved, or should be stopped.  And those institutions that spend the public’s money have a particular obligation to render meaningful accounts of their activities and their consequences.


Believing in accountability, however, does not put me in the camp of the “new public management”.  In my view, the “new public management” is a wolf in sheep’s clothing.  It is an authoritarian approach that uses accountability to build a coercive regulatory environment that controls the form and content of academic activity (Docherty, 2007). It is based on the radical distrust of those receiving funds and operates by placing them on the defensive and declaring them guilty until proven innocent.  Further, the technologies of this kind of accounting (one among many other more discriminating options -- see the journal Critical Perspectives in Accounting, e.g. Neu, Cooper, & Everett, 2001) reduce all value to immediate exchange value.  By this action, they reduce education to training to enhance the market position of student customers and limit research to fee-for-service activity for the government and private sector.  

This approach to accountability has completely predictable outcomes.  Academic public goods are decimated because they don’t pass an immediate market test.  Increased bureaucratic surveillance is justified on the principle of the untrustworthiness of educators.  Educational practices are homogenized in order to be properly evaluated. This pseudo-accountability is one of the most destructive “management fads” (Birnbaum, 2000) in the long history of higher education, supporting statistical beauty contests among institutions, the conversion of students into customers, and the growth of adversarial and dishonest relationships among all the stakeholders, each of whom is trying to control the evaluation processes for their own benefit. 
I argue that we do not have to choose between neo-liberal accountability and “business as usual” in higher education; rather we have to make a rational and persuasive defense of the “public goods” in America’s public higher education system. I also claim that one of the major things at stake in this argument is the future of what once was America’s wonderful public higher education system, a system now living in a state of constant fiscal emergency.


Lest we become too parochial about this, I point out that the accountability movement is not an American story.  My own 7 years of research on higher education reform with a team of 20 drawn from the US and Europe and supported by the Mellon and Ford foundations, showed that the accountability issues that surfaced in the controversies over Secretary Margaret Spellings’ Commission on the Future of Higher Education (Spellings, 2006; Greenwood, forthcoming; Meny, 2008) had become policy relevant much earlier in Europe.  The Thatcher reforms in the UK leading to the Research Assessment Exercise and the Quality Assurance movement and the vast initiative called the “Bologna Process” (Bleiklie, 1998; Docherty, 2007; D. Greenwood, forthcoming; Meny, 2008; Shore and Wright, 1999) are members of the same neo-liberal, authoritarian movement now called the “new public management” (Behn, 2001).  Beginning as a reform and rationalization of higher education and educational exchange, these processes have resulted in the radical homogenization of higher education institutions across Europe that emphasizes the vocational over the personally formative in education, treats the faculty as contract service providers, and reconceptualizes students, governments, and the private sector as customers of higher education “service providers”.  This is a global process of “marketizing” higher education and it shows no signs of abating soon. 
The US is following the European script, though I confess surprise that the largest and most diverse higher education system in the world and one not integrated by a strong “Ministry” of education could end up being subjected broadly to the same forms of accountability as Europe’s more centralized systems.  This is a tribute to the strong organization and zealotry of the neo-liberal movement worldwide.

What has this got to do with Title VI of the Higher Education Act?  
Though I have been pursuing research on the reform of higher education for some time, I did not make the connection between my 3 decades of work with Title VI programs and these issues until this celebratory conference was announced.  It then occurred to me that Title VI provides a concrete and comprehensible example of the difference between the current neo-liberal accountability movement and modes of accountability that shape, promote, and deepen important programs with educational values extending beyond the time horizons and educational objectives of the current market demand.  The Title VI international programs are quintessential public goods. I believe that the wisdom of the structuring ideas of Title VI and our long successful performance as the core knowledge generation and training programs for foreign language and international studies expertise in higher education can and should be used as a concrete example to dispute accountability systems that deny the value and transparency of public goods.
Higher education institutions as economies:

Higher education institutions are economic organizations, whatever else they may be and what follows is necessarily brief but important to the central argument.  We must begin with some differentiation of institutions because too much writing and sermonizing about higher education treats the whole system too generally.  We all know that there are many varieties of and dimensions to higher education.  Distinctions that matter are those between public and private higher education institutions, between mass and elite higher education, between institutions that emphasize vocational skills and those that emphasize professional training or the liberal arts and personal growth. There also are a wide variety of relationships between research and development as a higher education activity and teaching.  And now there are a rapidly growing number of for-profit higher education institutions (800+) taking a large number of students out of the not-for-profit institutions.
Public higher education institutions are experiencing crushing state funding cuts, initially as they lost the state budget battles between rising health care costs and educational budgets (Ehrenberg, 2006b) and now as a result of the economic crisis we are experiencing collectively. The costs of operating these institutions have persistently risen at well above the rate of inflation with tuitions constantly rising, administrative staffs increasing, and huge construction projects proliferating while state government contributions to their budgets have declined.
The increasing costs of public higher education have been a driving force behind most of the critiques of US higher education by policymakers and advocacy groups.  Literature defending the increased costs and excoriating them abounds. Politically, it is clear that higher education leaders have failed to persuade most constituencies that they are making good faith efforts to bring their costs of operation down through improved institutional practices. Though not as egregious as the “tin ear” of the automakers and investment bankers, higher education leaders have not made effective responses to the growing chorus of criticisms about affordability, transparency, and efficiency and have won few friends in the policy world and in the realm of public opinion.

At the same time, as the higher education research budgets have shrunk, the actual costs of doing research have increased.  We now know that most research universities taking federal funding lose money on the research because the infrastructural cost of this research is higher than the amount the overhead cost recovery provides (Newfield, 2008).  Thus many public and private institutions are now subsidizing federal research with student tuition and alumni gift income without saying so, a fact well hidden from those paying tuition and making the gifts.

Despite this, few institutions dare trash their research programs for these economic reasons because of the prestige ranking system on which they feel they must rely to attract students and faculty.  Remaining competitive as a university means having an active and well-financed research program along with all the other elements that make up an educational system.  And rankings apparently matter to the evermore consumerist student “customers” and their parents who are about the “invest” as much as the cost of a house in the education of one child.

Added to this are increasing numbers of mandated programs costing money and staff and a nationwide substitution of tenured and tenure-track faculty with contract and part-time staff to deal with budget pressures, a process that is demoralizing to the insecure faculty.  This process also has significant hidden costs because it increases the amount of service duty of the tenure-track and tenured faculty who remain, further eroding their time for teaching and research activities.  Taken together, these are ideal conditions for a “race to the bottom” for public higher education, one that is well underway (Ehrenberg, 2006a; Etzkowitz, Webster, Gebhardt, Terra, B.R.C., 2000; Greenberg, 2007; Lyall & Sell, 2006; Newman, 2004; Priest, Douglas, St. John, 2006; Washburn, 2005).

Everyone familiar with the economies of public and private universities knows that our economies operate through a complex set of redistributions and cross-subsidies between some units that generate more research revenue than they cost to operate, those that generate more tuition revenue than they cost to operate, and those that operate at a net cost on all dimensions. Universities are intricate combinations of entrepreneurial faculty research and teaching activities, some commitments to maintaining basic research and engaging in knowledge creation without direct economic benefits, and a commitment to teaching a broad curriculum, often well beyond what simple student demand would support.  Stating this more briefly, the economies of public universities are mixed economies combining entrepreneurship, subsidies, and the systematic creation of both goods for sale and public goods whose value is measured in intellectual, curricular, reputational, and ethical terms.  In many ways, these public goods are the key indices to the meaning of what it is to be a “university” rather than a professional or technical school or a fee-for-service teaching or research institution.

I stress this point because the vastly popular Responsibility Center Management models and associated managerialist ideologies, based on neo-liberal principles, attempt to resolve the complexity of university economies by eliminating the production of public goods. For them, higher education teaching and research is commodity production for student, public, and private sector customers.  This bias against public goods has produced, as free-market capitalism always does, a predictable group of winners and losers. The elite private universities have increased their wealth and their distance from the public universities, liberal arts colleges, and community colleges, at least until the crash last year.  The big loser has been public higher education. And the gap separating these institutions from the elites continues to widen.

Put another way, mass higher education is now mainly the province of increasingly impoverished public universities and colleges, community colleges, and for-profit universities and technical schools.  The gap between these and elite private education is growing rapidly. The onetime pathway from working class and lower middle class status upward through strong and well-supported public and elite higher education is becoming an increasingly steep climb on a road littered with obstacles.

Title VI international programs in this context
Placing the principles and operations of the international education programs of Title VI in this larger context, I argue that the merit, success, and preservation of these programs refutes the rationality of pursuing short-term marketization utopias in higher education generally.  To make this point, we can begin with the Congressional findings and purposes in Title VI itself:

SEC. 601. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS- Congress finds as follows:

(1) The security, stability, and economic vitality of the United States in a complex global era depend upon American experts in and citizens knowledgeable about world regions, foreign languages, and international affairs, as well as upon a strong research base in these areas.

(2) …the promotion of mutual understanding and cooperation among nations and their peoples.

(3) …needs for American expertise and knowledge about a greater diversity of less commonly taught foreign languages and nations of the world.

(4) Systematic efforts are necessary to enhance the capacity of institutions of higher education in the United States for--

(A) producing graduates with international and foreign language expertise and knowledge; and

(B) research regarding such expertise and knowledge.

(b) PURPOSES- The purposes of this part are--

(1) (A) to support centers, programs, and fellowships in institutions of higher education in the United States for producing increased numbers of trained personnel and research in foreign languages, area studies, and other international studies;

(B) to develop a pool of international experts to meet national needs;

(C) to develop and validate specialized materials and techniques for foreign language acquisition and fluency, emphasizing (but not limited to) the less commonly taught languages;

(D) to promote access to research and training overseas; and

(E) to advance the internationalization of a variety of disciplines throughout undergraduate and graduate education;

(2) to support cooperative efforts promoting access to and the dissemination of international and foreign language knowledge, teaching materials, and research, throughout education, government, business, civic, and nonprofit sectors in the United States, through the use of advanced technologies; and

(3) to coordinate the programs of the Federal Government in the areas of foreign language, area studies, and other international studies, including professional international affairs education and research.

SEC. 602. GRADUATE AND UNDERGRADUATE LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS AND PROGRAMS.

(a) NATIONAL LANGUAGE AND AREA CENTERS AND PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED-

(1) CENTERS AND PROGRAMS-

(A) IN GENERAL- The Secretary is authorized--

(i) to make grants to institutions of higher education, or combinations thereof, for the purpose of establishing, strengthening, and operating comprehensive foreign language and area or international studies centers and programs; and

(ii) to make grants to such institutions or combinations for the purpose of establishing, strengthening, and operating a diverse network of undergraduate foreign language and area or international studies centers and programs.

(B) NATIONAL RESOURCES- The centers and programs referred to in paragraph (1) shall be national resources for--

(i) teaching of any modern foreign language;

(ii) instruction in fields needed to provide full understanding of areas, regions, or countries in which such language is commonly used;

(iii) research and training in international studies, and the international and foreign language aspects of professional and other fields of study; and

(iv) instruction and research on issues in world affairs that concern one or more countries.

http://www.ed.gov/policy/highered/leg/hea98/sec601.html accessed February 15, 2009

The language of this legislation does justify this funding in pragmatic terms of the relevance of the activities to a larger national environment.  Over the years, the revisions of the language of Title VI have referred sequentially to the Sputnik challenge and our Cold War competition with the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China, the stiff economic competition faced by the US in the international industrial marketplace, and more recently international terrorism. However, the language and mechanisms of this act are not reducible to funding opportunistic real-time responses to the external environment’s immediate exigencies.  Rather, these foreign language and area studies programs are supported as an educational “public good” to be called to practical use as needed. These public goods are created and maintained as part of a general commitment to having a national capacity to be well-informed about many countries and cultures with which future interactions may or may not be instrumentally important at any given moment.

The language recognizes that we cannot know in advance what expertise is needed and that it cannot be generated overnight. So we, as a nation, invest in its ongoing creation and maintenance at a selected set of higher education institutions to serve the “public good”.  Further, the legislation effectively encourages higher education institutions to build their own “public goods” because it provides support only when there already are a range of activities and disciplines at a high level of expertise and excellence locally.  The Congress knows that much of this capacity and knowledge is not immediately "needed" by the US at any particular moment but may be in the future.  This reflects a realistic understanding of the impossibility of knowing exactly what we will need and when and the impossibility of creating the needed capacity within the time horizons of typical of national emergencies.  By design, the programs are national “resources” not market-driven national educational commodity production centers.
These programs are among USED's most successful and prestigious activities.  We know they are responsible for an enormous amount, though by no means all, of the international competence that exists in the U.S.  This is true even though Title VI has been underfunded at least since Ronald Reagan and has often been threatened with extinction.  
I also believe that, in the current climate of short-term accountability in higher education, such a program never would have been created. It is not directly market responsive, it builds capacities that are not instrumentally necessary at a given moment, and it develops broad multi-disciplinary knowledge about areas (rather than narrowly economic and political prescriptions for immediate use). The Title VI programs provide an outstanding, well-documented the model of higher education as a public good at the very time that neo-liberal accountability is poised eradicate such goods.
I certainly do not advocate a return to what many faculty see as an ideal past in which no one bothered to keep track of what we did or did not do nor and nobody seemed particularly concerned about the quality of our work.  That certainly is not the story of the Title VI programs which have been on the defensive for decades now in appropriation struggles that never end.

One of the reasons Title VI still survives is precisely because the programs have been accountable in innovative and meaningful ways. It is not at all clear to me why the innovative and successful impact evaluation developed under Title VI, initially called EELIAS, which has been in place for some time, has been ignored systematically in educational accountability discussions.

To quote from the National Foreign Language Center website:

In 1996, the International Education Programs Service (IEPS) office of the Department of Education (USED) awarded the NFLC (National Foreign Language Center of the University of Maryland) a five-year grant to design and build a system to evaluate the effectiveness of the thirteen programs it funded under Title VI of the Higher Education Act and the Mutual Cultural Understanding and Exchanges Act (more commonly known as the Fulbright-Hays programs). The result was the Evaluation of Exchange, Language, and International Area Studies (EELIAS) system, a comprehensive program data input and evaluation system which the NFLC developed in close cooperation with USED's IEPS staff, as well as with major stakeholders and scholars associated with Title VI/F-H.

EELIAS was created to serve as a system to provide evaluations of the Title VI/F-H and to provide IEPS with an archive of performance data and reports on programs and from individual grantees.

The EELIAS system had four goals: 

To improve the then current IEPS evaluation system for Title VI and Fulbright-Hays programs for evaluation of both the programs and individual grantees

To improve the GPRA (Government Performance and Results Act) process for International Education

To assess each of the 14 individual programs

To document the national need for International Education and evaluate the role that Title VI and Fulbright-Hays play in meeting that national need

The EELIAS system consists of the following components:

A set of strategic goals, performance indicators, benchmarks, and baselines for Title VI/F-H as a whole

A set of goals, indicators, benchmarks, and baselines for each of the 14 constituent programs

An online program reporting tool that enables grantees to report data on their programs, program officers to monitor individual programs, and program managers and USED leaders to evaluate programs individually and Title VI as a whole

All IEPS program grantees now submit their annual and final performance reports via online EELIAS system.

http://www.nflc.org/projects/project_archive/eelias (accessed February 15, 2009)

The updated version of this system is now in place, providing good quality data on the impact of the federal money spent on these programs as part of USED’s oversight and quality control efforts as can be seen at http://iris.ed.gov/iris/ieps/irishome.cfm (accessed February 15, 2009) and http://www.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/index.html?src=ln (accessed February 15, 2009)

This successful model of meaningful accountability and impact evaluation has been ignored in the polemics about higher education’s lack of transparency and accountability.  The Title VI evaluation system also demonstrates that long-term, public goods created and maintained partly by funding from the US government can be evaluated and compared in a hard-headed, results-oriented way without the imposition of the straitjacket of “paint by the numbers” accountability schemes.

I also think it is clear that if the current press of neo-liberal accountability succeeds in overturning this model and subjects Title VI programs to neo-liberal accountability schemes, the Title VI programs will be destroyed, along with most other federal capacity building programs. Since such programs primarily produce public goods that do not have an immediate market value and their impact can only be measured through thoughtful empirical social research resulting in long-term impact evaluations, they are not defensible in numerical, 360 day accounting schemes.  

The more discriminating systems of evaluation, such as those for Title VI, also require trust between the government and higher education because such evaluations rely on the honesty and prudence of the professional academics whose professional activities have been funded by these very systems and non-adversarial relations with the federal agency that oversees them. We are living in a national policy environment in which ideas of honesty, commitment, and collaboration have given way to distrust and surveillance, in a few cases for good reason but in most cases for purely ideological benefit.

If we believe that the Title VI programs have been a success, even if important modifications need to be made, then we have to push back against the accounting model being imposed on higher education and use our experience to show that there are viable alternatives.  This is not a simple task since there is bipartisan support for that model and since many state education departments have already also adopted this approach.  If we don’t mobilize, however, to make our case, the negative outcome is a foregone conclusion.
Accountability goes both ways:

Finally, I believe the international higher education community has been too lax in its responses recent higher education policy discussions.  We have been attacked repeatedly for irrelevance, ideological bias against particular conservative designs for US military and economic hegemony over the world system, and the like.  We have adopted a defensive/dismissive posture and done too little to defend ourselves.  

Accountability goes both ways. As funding recipients and as taxpayers, I think it is also time for us to hold the government accountable for the use made or not made of the knowledge and capacities we create. Our academic careers have been dedicated to the creation of high quality international knowledge and training and we too have a right to examine the ways our governmental representatives and officials have used or failed to use the international expertise they fund.  From this and in a non-adversarial dialogue with them, we can together find out what has worked well and what has not and why.

So, to conclude, I propose that it is time for us to work on improvements in “joint” accountability – deepening and broadening our accountability as public goods creators to the federal government and the accountability of the federal government to us as foreign language and area studies experts committed to more competent international understanding and actions.  Surely doing this could usher in a different kind of discussion about the future of Title VI than we have had in the past and would address the threat of neo-liberal accountability through concrete demonstrations of the value of the public goods we create.
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