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The following text is an approximate recreation, by the author,
from speaking notes at the plenary session, “Quality, Accreditation
and Graduate Education: What Does the Future Hold?” at the CGS
Annual Meeting on December 4, 2008.

The U.S. system of higher education is large, complex, and
(to date) not centrally controlled. There are about 7,000
accredited institutions of post-secondary education in the
country. Some are publicly controlled, some are private; some
are nonprofit, some for-profit; some are degree-granting, some
non degree-granting; some are secular, some affiliated with
religious institutions; some offer broad “liberal” education,
some are focused on specific technical or career training. This
huge variety of institutional types and missions is widely
viewed as one of the greatest strengths of our system, and is
largely a consequence of the fact that the U.S. does not have a
centralized, homogenizing Ministry of Education designing and
overseeing higher education.

Classifying these institutions by highest degree granted, there
are about 4,300 that grant associate’s degrees or higher, about
2,200 that grant bachelor’s degrees or higher, about 950 that
grant master’s degrees or higher, and 282 that grant Ph.D.
degrees. These latter two categories presumably constitute the
vast majority of the membership in CGS. In our higher
education landscape, the CGS members occupy an especially
important niche for at least two reasons: 1) They conduct
essentially all of the academic (or “basic”) research in the U.S.;
and 2) They educate and train essentially all the faculty for all
of our institutions. For both of these reasons (and others), the
CGS institutions are looked to for leadership and shoulder
disproportionate responsibility for all of U.S. higher education.

So, in the absence of a Ministry of Education, who oversees
and “controls” or regulates this vast collection of institutions?
To some limited extent, the states play this role: States certainly
oversee and control or regulate the approximately 1,700 public
2-year and 4-year institutions. In addition, the individual states
must provide approvals for private institutions to operate
within their borders, and control the licensure processes for
practicing professionals. The federal government exercises some
important oversight of higher education in fulfilling its
fiduciary responsibility to assure wise use of federal funds, but
has, so far, largely delegated to the states and the institutions
control over everything else including, most importantly,

organization, governance, and academic issues. As onerous as
governmental oversight and regulation may sometimes seem to
us, it is actually much lighter than in most countries where
remote ministries decide and dictate almost all aspects of
institutional operations. Instead, the U.S. has relied on a
voluntary system of self-regulation or peer-regulation through
our system of accreditation. There is no question whatsoever
that this system has worked well, has served us well, and is
responsible for making U.S. higher education the envy of the
world. Institutions of higher education, their associations, and
the American people all have a great stake in our ability to
ensure that this system continues to function well and engages
in continuous improvement.

So, how does accreditation work? In brief, accreditors set the
standards and conditions under which institutions or programs
are eligible to request accreditation. Eligible institutions then
apply for accreditation, and are examined by professional staff
and teams of expert examiners from peer institutions to verify
assertions and data in institutional self-studies, to determine
whether all accreditation standards have been met or exceeded,
and to suggest areas for further improvement when appropriate.
There are currently eight commissions for regional
accreditation, located in six geographic regions of the country.
These commissions accredit entire institutions (not individual
majors or programs). In addition to the regional accreditors,
there are four faith-based accrediting organizations and seven
national career-related accreditors that accredit entire
institutions. Finally, there are 62 programmatic or “special”
accreditors that concern themselves only with the accreditation
of specific programs-usually in professional fields. These 81

accreditors must, themselves, be
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“recognized,” either by the U.S. Department of Education
(USDE) or by the Council for Higher Education Accreditation
(CHEA)—a membership organization formed by essentially all
the institutions that are or seek to be accredited. Speaking
loosely, the accreditors are, themselves, “accredited” by USDE
and/or CHEA.

To give an example of the volume of self-study and
evaluation activity, in a recent year, these 81 accreditors
examined over 6,800 post-secondary institutions and more than
9,000 individual programs. Several hundred thousand
individual experts were engaged in these evaluations. Of the
decisions that were dispositive, about 48% were decisions to
grant or continue accreditation unconditionally; 43% were
decisions to continue accreditation, but with certain caveats
such as required revisits, shortened periods of accreditation, or
other measures designed to provide heightened scrutiny until
such time as that institution or program can show it should be
accredited unconditionally; and about 9% were decisions
involving probation, show-cause findings (warnings that
accreditation is at risk unless certain deficiencies are corrected),
and terminations or denials of accreditation. I don’t think
anyone has an objective view about what these percentages
should be, but with a little over half of the decisions
representing various degrees of negative or corrective feedback,
it is clear that accreditation is taken very seriously by the
accreditors and peer evaluators, and that the process is anything
but a perfunctory, self-interested, “rubber stamp” approval.

The fundamental purpose of all this machinery of
accreditation is to serve the public interest in three important,
distinct ways. Accreditation serves:

e  The interests of the general public in their personal
health, safety, and economic well-being;

e The interests of government at all levels in wise,
effective use of taxpayer’s money; and

*  The consumer interests of students and their families
in “getting what they pay for.”

Saying that an institution is “accredited” must mean that the
institution is unconditionally and unambiguously serving the
public interests in all these ways. To the extent that the public
is satisfied that accredited programs are, indeed, fulfilling their
obligations in these areas, our system of voluntary self-
regulation will continue, and our system of higher education
will continue to thrive and continue evolving our spectacular
and awesomely productive array of programmatic, mission, and
institutional diversity. To the extent that the public is not
satisfied, they will become cranky, demand action from
government, and ultimately saddle the entire enterprise with
new waves of regulatory bureaucracy and “one-size-fits-all”
standards.

Today, in December of 2008, no one could think we are in
any kind of “golden age” for self-regulation. Some years ago,
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failures of self-regulation in the savings and loan industry
created a national financial crisis that cost the taxpayers billions
of dollars. The Enron, Worldcom, and other corporate scandals
resulted from failures of prominent, well-respected accounting
firms to place the public interest above their own and their
corporate client’s self-interests. There is rising public anger over
the failure of corporate boards of directors to keep executive
compensation in line with actual performance. And we appear
to be in the early stages of another massive set of failures in the
banking and financial industry, resulting (in the view of many)
from too much deregulation (or, put differently, too much
reliance on self-regulation). So when the higher education
community argues for a continuation of our current system of
self-regulation, our arguments will be received in this
increasingly skeptical, even hostile, environment.

You needn't try very hard, nor look very far, to find evidence
of the growing skepticism. In fact, today, 12/4/08, the National
Center for Public Policy and Higher Education released its 2008
“Report Card” on higher education. In this annual publication,
each of the 50 states is given letter-grades in five areas of
performance: preparation, participation, affordability,
completion, and learning (outcomes). Aside from “learning,”
where all 50 states received grades of “incomplete,” the grades
are abysmal. For “affordability,” there are 49 grades of “F” and
one “C.” This report card is already being covered in most
national news media, and it is clear there will be no meaningful
coverage of definitions, methodologies, or other important
contextual issues—just the grades and the overall message:
“Higher education is performing poorly in all 50 states.”

When Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings launched
her Commission on the Future of Higher Education, she
observed that when her daughter was applying for admission to
colleges, she found it difficult to get the most basic facts about
those colleges: admission rates, retention and graduation rates,
true net costs to the family, student learning outcomes, and
post-graduation employment or graduate school enrollment, for
example. Now, I will venture to say that most schools
represented in this room do an excellent job of making it easy
for applicants to obtain these and many other data. But human
nature is such that we remember and talk about the “outliers”
and the “outrages.” Service-oriented businesses have a rule-of-
thumb that, for every dissatisfied customer, you need to
cultivate (create) about 25 delighted customers to compensate
for the reputational damage done by the one negative outlier.
That's a 96% “delighted” rate, which is a very tough rate to
achieve consistently.

When I was dean of our graduate school, I use to tell all our
front-line people they should treat every student as if (s)he
were a celebrity: “Would you do the same thing if this student
were the son or daughter of the governor of the state, or a
legislator, or a regent of the university? If yes, then go ahead
and do it. If no, then don’t do it, because the small-world
phenomenon virtually guarantees this student has a relative, or
a neighbor, or a friend-of-a-friend who is, in fact, a “celebrity.”
When that student complains about her insensitive or
outrageous treatment, she will have much more credibility than
we will when we offer our explanations and excuses. In this
“business” everyone is a celebrity.
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During the course of the Spellings Commission’s hearings and
deliberations, there were lots of assertions made, and testimony
given, about the alleged failings of higher education. In one
meeting I attended, the claim was made that a third of U.S.
college graduates are functionally illiterate. Do you believe that?
Are one-third of your college graduate friends and
acquaintances “functionally illiterate?” And by whose test or
what definition? On the face of it, I believe that assertion as
much as I would believe someone who told me they had a
friend who was 25 feet tall! Still, I am confident there are some
“functionally illiterate” college graduates out there, and it is our
collective responsibility for having allowed them to graduate. 1
say “collective” because we are all responsible for maintaining
the integrity of our system of self-regulation. In a system of self-
regulation, we all benefit from the performance of the best
schools and suffer from the abuses and reputational fallout of
the worst schools (in a ratio of about 1:25).

The final report of the Spellings Commission was perhaps
more temperate than most of us who attended or participated in
the process feared it would be, but it was still damning. And it
had consequences: This report was issued during congressional
deliberations on the re-authorization of the Higher Education
Act (HEA), which happens about every five years. At least in
part as a consequence of the Spellings Commission, the new
HEA contains about twice as many federal rules and reporting
requirements for higher education as we had in the last HEA. It
remains to be seen whether all these new rules and reports will
be cost-effective, but I, for one, think they will not be. We now
have about five years (between now and the next re-
authorization) to do an intensive and honest self-examination,
and to cooperate on identifying and fixing any perceived
deficiencies. The alternative is another doubling of federal rules
and reporting requirements, and/or a total repudiation of self-
regulation as a viable means of assuring quality in higher
education.

Who needs to cooperate? The major co-equal players in this
dialogue must be: 1) the accredited institutions, 2) the
presidential associations, on behalf of their member institutions,
3) CHEA, on behalf of all accredited institutions, and 4) the
accrediting organizations. Obviously, USDE needs to be
informed and involved as well. T left them out of the list as a
matter of principle: We need to be engaged in a dialog about
how to improve a system of self-regulation. In the end, if our
efforts are deemed by the public to have been ineffective or
inadequate, it is a virtual certainty that the president and the
Congress will assign to USDE more roles moving them in the
direction of a “Ministry of Education.” That, in my view, would
not be in anyone’s interest, and especially not in the public
interest.

Let me turn, at last, to issues of direct concern to you as
representatives of our great system of post-baccalaureate
education: deans and other officers of our graduate schools.

To date, most of the attention aimed at higher education has
involved undergraduate education because there are so many
more undergraduates than graduate students. But, as the
importance of masters, doctoral, and professional degrees
increases, more and more attention will inevitably be directed
at post-baccalaureate (“graduate”) education. As I said at the
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beginning of this address, the CGS member institutions are
responsible for the vast majority of basic research conducted in
the U.S. When I graduated in 1968 with a Ph.D. in Physics, I
could have aspired to work in any of many dozen industrial
research labs where very basic research was conducted.
Virtually the entire array of high-technology products we enjoy
today, and a good share of today’s economy, sprang from those
industrial research laboratories. Today, those labs no longer
exist. The future technologies our economy will depend on are
being born in our university research labs. I don't think this sea-
change is well or widely appreciated, but it will be eventually.
In addition, CGS institutions produce the vast majority of
faculty for all post-secondary institutions and this, too, will
come to be more recognized and appreciated. With increasing
importance come increasing responsibility and increasing
scrutiny. So, while graduate schools may be “under the radar”
today, they cannot expect to remain there much longer.

Having been a graduate dean myself, I think I have a good
appreciation of the strengths and weaknesses of our current
practices. The strengths are many and legendary: They have
made our system the envy of the world, and have turned U.S.
graduate education into a worldwide magnet for talented
graduate students, many of whom end up emigrating to the
U.S. and contributing to our economy and our culture. But we
must also acknowledge and address some weaknesses or
failings. I am going to avoid lecturing you about those,
knowing that you will be well aware of the underlying issues
(and the remedies!) as soon as I mention the topics. But here
are what I consider to be the five highest-priority areas that
need to be addressed by the graduate deans of CGS institutions:

1) Time-to-degree (especially time-to-Ph.D. in the Social
Sciences and Humanities);

2) Retention and graduation rates;

3) The advisor/advisee relationship (especially Ph.D. advisors
and viable remedies in the event of personality or other
conflicts or disputes);

4) Degree definitions, degree inflation, and degree
proliferation (defining our “product”); and

5) Pipeline issues.

The first two issues are essentially economic: Graduate
education is expensive because it is very time- and personnel-
intensive (lots of one-on-one attention). Someone pays those
costs. From a macroeconomic point of view, it doesn’t even
matter who pays: “society” does. The economy does. Don't tell
me I'm a Philistine for even daring to mention costs. Society
and the economy at large establish, support, and maintain your
institutions, whether you are public or private. Society and the
economy provide your salaries and expect to get good
(economic) value in return. Society understands and the
economy recognizes the intangible and difficult-to-measure
benefits of having a more sophisticated and more highly-
educated citizenry. They understand, recognize, and reward
“knowledge for its own sake” as well as knowledge for
immediate business ventures. But it is easily possible to spend
so much time in school that there will never be an economic
payback to society for the costs of that period in school. 1
would encourage all graduate deans to

continued on page 6
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Leaders and Faculty for the Community Colleges:
The Role of Master’s Focused Institutions”

Abstract: My objective in this paper is to raise awareness of
graduate schools, particularly those of master’s-focused
institutions, regarding the importance of expanding programs to
prepare future community college faculty and leaders. I highlight
some ways for accomplishing this.

Introduction

When we think of higher education we may not always
include the community colleges. Yet these colleges play an
important role in educating our students. As many as 40% of
the graduating seniors in my university are transfers from the
community colleges. Indeed, 63% of students enrolled in
community colleges plan to transfer and 60% do actually
transfer to 4-year institutions.! As an employer of faculty, the
community colleges are important to graduate schools
granting master’s degrees and especially to those in master’s-
focused institutions. Many master’s degree recipients at my
university, especially in English, Mathematics, History and
the Sciences, are employed as faculty members in community
colleges. Of the full-time faculty members at the community
colleges, 71% have the master’s as their highest degree and of
the part-time faculty 46% do. The community colleges also
play a crucial role in providing minorities and disadvantaged
students an affordable path to universities and graduate
education. Sixty percent of community college students are
female and 35% are non-white. If we are to increase the
capacity of the minority and disadvantaged students’ pipeline
to graduate education we need to start with a focus on
building capacity of the community colleges.

The Growing Need for Faculty and Leaders

The need for community college leaders and faculty
members is growing rapidly.2 There are almost 1,200
community colleges enrolling 11.5 million students—about
46% of all undergraduate enrollments in the U.S. According
to the American Association of Community Colleges:
“Community colleges are in the midst of a transition brought
about by the numerous retirements of administrators and
faculty members. Many of those now retiring have worked at
community colleges since the 1960s or 1970s, a time during
which community colleges grew at the rate of almost one a
week. The rate of retirements has both negative and positive
consequences... Perhaps the greatest challenge of so many
people retiring may be the lack of preparation of potential
leaders in the pipeline... Community colleges are facing an
impending leadership crisis. College presidents, senior
administrators, and faculty leaders have been retiring at an
alarming rate.”3

There is also a growing demand for faculty. A 2004/05
survey reported that 35.1% of community college faculty
members are 55 or more years-old.* By now those 35% are
well into their sixties indicating that during the next few
years more than one-third of the faculty will retire.

With the rising cost of higher education, more students are
choosing to complete the first two years of their university
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education at community colleges, accelerating the growth in
demand for leaders and faculty. Reinforcing this trend is the
current economic recession:> “Businesses and schools across
the state are shutting their doors, and people are living in fear
that their jobs and savings will disappear. But community and
technical colleges across the country are thriving, with record
enrollment.”®

Are We Preparing Our Graduate Students for Careers in
Community Colleges?

Universities do not seem to be preparing graduate students
to meet the demand for community college faculty: “After
serving on four faculty-hiring committees at community
colleges in three different states, I've come to the conclusion
that many universities do a poor job of preparing graduate
students to negotiate all aspects of the academic job market.
Certainly, departments offer sound advice on how to land
professorships at four-year institutions, but they fail
miserably when it comes to helping master’s and doctoral
students understand how to apply for jobs at two-year
colleges and technical schools... So maybe the main reason
institutions fail to help graduate students understand the
community-college job search is that they simply don't know
much about it themselves. And that lack of knowledge limits
their students’ options.”?

While universities provide their master’s students with
sound training in the disciplines, a master’s degree in a
discipline alone does not prepare a student to teach in the
community colleges. The lack of preparation in community
college teaching is exacerbated by three factors.

*  First, “Community college teaching is one of the
most difficult jobs in higher education. Community
college teachers must deal on a daily basis with a
tremendous diversity of students, ranging from the
functionally illiterate to the merit scholar, from teenagers
to senior citizens, and from blue collar workers to white
collar professionals.”8

*  Secondly, community college faculty members
typically carry heavier teaching loads than university
faculty, thus limiting the possibilities for “learning on
the job.”

*  Thirdly, more than half of the community college
faculty are part-time in an institution, and must,
therefore often combine more than one part-time job at
different geographical locations, further limiting the
opportunities for obtaining the necessary training and
mentoring from more experienced faculty members.

Some Options

Many master’s-focused institutions have developed
programs for preparing degree recipients to serve as faculty in
the community colleges. I list below four programs as
illustrative of what can be done, hoping to encourage
graduate deans to think of other options.
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e Graduate Certificate Programs: Preparing future
community college faculty in some universities is
accomplished by offering disciplinary master’s degree
student courses in the pedagogy of adult learning, the
history and sociology of community colleges, the
administration and financing of the community colleges,
as well as an internship. Successful master’s students earn
a certificate in Community College Teaching. This model
is similar to the Professional Science Master’s, except that
it is directed to careers in the community colleges.

*  Executive Master’s in Leadership: Many Colleges of
Education offer graduate degrees in Leadership or in
Higher Education Administration. If these programs were
to offer a specialization on the needs of the community
colleges, we would make a significant contribution to
addressing the need for leaders. Modeling such programs
on the Executive MBA (evenings and weekends) would
afford current community college faculty and
administrators access to the training needed while
keeping their employment and income.

*  Summer Institutes: In view of the rapid pace of
development of the sciences and technology in recent
decades, programs to maintain the currency of the
disciplinary training of current faculty are needed.
Summer institutes with web-based networks may be a
way to accomplish this. A 2004/05 survey of community
college faculty by the HERI indicates that fully 61% do
not engage in research or scholarly writing and that an
additional 27.8% devote less than 4 hours a week to such
activities.9 Summer institutes may be an effective strategy
to update knowledge in the fields of specialization,
especially in disciplines that are experiencing rapid
changes. To maintain the investment faculty make at the
summer institutes, it may be useful to establish web sites
that link the participants in order to provide further
information on developments in the field, references,
links to databases as well as a forum for discussion
among the participants and the summer institutes’
faculty. Web sites may also be designed to cover
pedagogical developments, effective practices, as well as
news of forthcoming workshops and conferences.

*  Collaborative Research Opportunities: With the
increasing sophistication and cost of scientific
instrumentation, conducting research and training
science students require large investments in equipment
and facilities that may exceed the resources available to
some community colleges. It is possible to reduce the
cost of such investments significantly by forming
regional clusters of community colleges and master’s-
focused institutions. Members of the cluster can make
use of common instrumentation through the use of
remote access to the instruments—a technology that is
currently available. These centers can serve as vehicles
for promoting collaborative research and scholarship
within the community college faculty and between them
and the master’s-focused institutions faculty. The regional
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centers may also provide the community college faculty
with assistance in developing new laboratory activities.

Conclusion

The community colleges provide us with transfer students
and employ our institutions’ graduates. As the majority of
community college faculty members hold master’s degrees,
graduate schools, particularly those at master’s-focused
institutions, have an opportunity to meet the growing need
for faculty by preparing graduate students pursuing the
master’s degree as future faculty in the community colleges.
They have the capacity to prepare future leaders as well. 1
believe it is important to find ways in which we can help
maintain the currency of the community college faculty in
their disciplines as well as to encourage collaborative
research. Most of the faculty in our neighboring community
colleges are our former graduate students, they have worked
with our faculty in the past, and probably even published
with them; there is no reason why the collaboration should
end at the awarding of the degree.

By Moheb Ghali, Vice Provost for Research and Dean of the
Graduate School at Western Washington University

End Notes

*Based on a panel presentation at the CGS 48th Annual
Meeting, Washington, D.C. December, 2008.

1Unless otherwise noted, data used in this paper are from
the American Association of Community Colleges website.

2The Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Outlook
Handbook, 2008-09 Edition states: “Opportunities for master’s
degree holders are also expected to be favorable because there
will be considerable growth at community colleges, career
education programs, and other institutions that employ
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3AACC website.

*Higher Education Research Institute (HERI), UCLA as
reported in the Chronicle of Higher Education, October 28,
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9Higher Education Research Institute (HERI), UCLA as
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think about and estimate something called the “student-year
cost” of a degree: Identify an entering cohort of Ph.D.
candidates (It can be done!); Follow that cohort until all have
left the institution, either with a degree or without one; Divide
the total number of students in the cohort by the total number
of degrees produced. That is the cost, in student-years of effort,
of each degree produced. Society (and the students) paid that
cost for each degree. If you are uncomfortable with the cost, 'm
sure you will find easy and obvious ways to reduce it, through
reduced attrition and shorter times to degree.

If, after a disagreement between advisor and advisee, you find
yourself telling students there are no remaining viable options
for completing a degree at your institution, I am sure you will
find easy and obvious ways to identify such options before
some court orders you to do so.

If you can provide clear, defensible, written definitions of the
differences and distinctions among bachelors, master’s, and
professional doctoral degrees, then degree definitions are not a
problem at your institution. Somehow, as long as we have some
master’s programs with almost no incremental requirements,
and others requiring more formal credits than most bachelors
programs, I think there are no institutions that can do that.
And we are all struggling with the increasing demands of
professional societies to package what most of us would classify
as a master’s-level degree and then call it “Doctor of X.” These
areas need serious attention. Degrees are our “products.” We
should be able to define them.

And, finally, as the demographics of the country change, we
must take increasingly urgent action to make sure there are
viable and diverse pipelines that will deliver to us well-prepared
graduate students and faculty of the future.

So, what does the future hold? It largely in your hands.

By John D. Wiley, Chancellor Emeritus, University of Wisconsin-
Madison
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OF MARYLAND

College of Notre Dame

DEAN OF GRADUATE SCHOOL AND RESEARCH

We are looking for a visionary leader who can continue the growth and development of both graduate education and research
on the campus. The College currently enrolls over 1,600 graduate students in its part-time programs and is expected to reach
2,300 in the next five years; with the addition of the Pharm.D. and new Master’s Degrees in education. Likewise, research
expenditure is projected to double in the next five years to an annual total of 5 million dollars. The position is for a full year
(twelve months) beginning on July 1, 2009.

The Dean of Graduate School and Research responsibilities will include but will not be limited to, develop and oversee strategic
enrollment initiatives for graduate education and collaborate with the vice president for enrollment management; conduct
market research for new graduate programs that meet student demand and raise the profile of graduate education; develop and
promote the expansion of new graduate programs that build upon the strengths of the undergraduate majors; oversee and
manage the Graduate School and its staff; develop and support graduate student services; collaborate with faculty and staff to
enhance innovations in graduate instruction; create and supervise an Office of Sponsored Research; foster a supportive
environment for research with faculty and students; ensure compliance with state and federal regulations and policies
governing research; support and write institutional grants in collaboration with the Director of Grants and Foundations.

Qualified candidates will have an earned doctorate; proven administrative skills in higher education; a strong record of
scholarly and professional accomplishments to be appointed as a faculty member in one of the 20 academic departments;
proven experience managing enrollment growth and academic change; a collaborative, entrepreneurial and open management
style; the ability to work successfully with federal and state agencies; and the ability to work effectively with graduate and
undergraduate faculty and staff, and graduate students.

Interested applicants should visit our website http:/ndm.interviewexchange.com to apply. Review of applications will begin
March 16th, 2009 and continue until the position is filled.

Now you can, with the
ETS® Personal Potential Index

When it comes to selecting graduate applicants, transcripts, test
scores and recommendation letters just aren’t enough

Coming July 2009, ETS will introduce the first standardized evaluation of personal
attributes for use in graduate admissions. The ETS® Personal Potential Index
(ETS® PPI), a web-based tool, provides reliable information about six key
attributes that graduate deans and faculty have identified as essential for

to See 1 ot graduate study:

* Knowledge and Creativity * Resilience
a m Ore e Communication Skills ¢ Planning and Organization
e Teamwork e Ethics and Integrity
com p Iete The easy-to-use and informative ETS PPI Evaluation Report complements the

information provided by GRE® scores, transcripts and letters of recommendation,

pic‘tu re? 1 helping you make better admissions decisions.

To learn more, register for a free, one-hour webinar at
ets.org/ppi/freewebinar or visit ets.org/ppi/cgs.

Copyright © 2009 by Educational Testing Service. All rights reserved.
ETS, the ETS logo, LISTENING. LEARNING. LEADING. and GRE are
registered trademarks of Educational Testing Service (ETS). 10814

Listening. Learning. Leading?®
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