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SECTION B:
Key Trends

NE OF THE FOREMOST DEVELOPMENTS IN

American higher education over the

past 25 years has been the increased

use of educational technologies at
both public and private institutions. Over the
same period, however, state funding for public
higher education declined sharply, while private
colleges and universities faced increased com-
petition and rising costs. Thus, economic
uncertainty and budgetary pressure provide
both the context of and the catalyst for the vir-
tual revolution of the late 1990s, where college
administrators embraced technology as a way to
control costs and broaden access. Other key
actors in this process include corporate leaders
and outside investors, who poured money into
this growing and increasingly lucrative market
and gained much greater influence over higher
education in the process.

The Cost Conundrum

Over the past 25 years, higher education leaders
faced steadily escalating costs. At private colleges
and universities, administrators responded by
raising tuition; from 1978 to 2002, tuition and fees
at private four-year colleges and universities
increased by 135 percent, in constant dollars
(College Board, 8). Atthe nation’s public colleges
and universities, administrators faced the com-
bined effects of rising costs and declining state
funding. Since 1980, the share of state funds
devoted to higher education dropped from 44
percent to 32 percent (Selingo, 1). These develop-
ments posed a unique dilemma for public college
administrators. On one hand, state legislators
and governors wanted greater performance out
of higher education, meaning expanded access
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and higher quality while maintaining affordabili-
ty. On the other hand, they devoted a decreasing
share of state resources to pay for it. In fiscal year
2003, “states appropriated $7.35 per $1,000 of
state personal income from their tax funds”; this
percentage “was the weakest state investment
effort since 1967” (Mortenson, 1). Expressed
another way, in 1980, the share of state revenues
appropriated to higher education was 9.8 per-
cent. By 2000, this figure had fallen to 6.9 percent
(Selingo, 9). By the early 1990s, it was no wonder,
given the decline in state support, rising costs and
anational recession, that college and university
administrators were aggressively seeking new
revenue sources and cost saving on campuses.

Administrative vs. Faculty
Imperatives in Distance Education
Faced with recurring financial pressures, college
and university administrators embraced a new
version of an old idea - distance education (DE) -
as ameans of reducing costs, gaining an edge over
competing institutions and increasing access to
new student populations. The history of DE, or
off-site education, traces its roots to correspon-
dence schools and includes audio and video
courses. The newest manifestation of DE, devel-
oped by technology-minded faculty members
who consider computers and the Internet as
important innovations, is asynchronous, com-
puter-mediated “distance” courses. For faculty
members, the primary goals are to gain access to
new student populations and to adapt pedagogy
to meet the needs of increasingly technologically
sophisticated students. Beginningin the 1980s,
these early faculty innovators began to integrate a
wide variety of instructional technologies into
on-site courses and programs: computer simula-
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For a full
understanding of
the NLII, visit:

www.educause.

edu/nlii.

tions, chatrooms, virtual bulletin boards, elec-
tronic papers and email. With the advent of a
nationwide computer network known as the
Internet, faculty members began to develop
asynchronous, computer-mediated courses and
programs, meaning students could “attend”
classes anytime, anywhere they could access the
Internet, thus freeing them from the traditional
college campus and course schedule.

By the mid-1990s, corporate and university lead-
ers began to envision a new and expanded role
for computer-mediated DE, one that would
increase student access (primarily among older,
nontraditional students) and greatly reduce
fixed costs (primarily labor costs) on most cam-
puses. Some went so far as to predict that the
new information technologies would actually
destroy the brick-and-mortar campus. The
lynchpin of this transformation or “new para-
digm” for higher education was the virtual — or
totally online — university. AttheVirtual U., self-
interested faculty would no longer deliver out-
dated lectures to passive students. Instead,
Web-based “instructional management sys-
tems” would deliver course content directly to
students, and the role of faculty would shift from
teacher to facilitator. In the words of one widely
circulated aphorism, distance learning would
transform the primary role of faculty from “sage
on the stage” to “guide on the side.”

A Coopers and Lybrand Learning Partnership
Roundtable report outlined one version of the vir-
tual university. In 1997, analysts from Coopers
and Lybrand assembled 35 representatives from
public and private universities and higher educa-
tion associations, corporate leaders and federal
policy makers to discuss the effects of the Internet
on higher education. In what was presented as “a
message to today’s higher education leaders,” the
reports’ authors explained:

New learning technologies can transform the way
knowledge is packaged, delivered, accessed, acquired
and measured, altering higher education’s core produc-
tion and delivery processes. Students will demand flex-
ible, targeted, accessible learning methods, potentially
altering higher education’s traditional role .... Relying

on technology rather than bricks and mortar, nontradi-
tional competitors will give colleges and universities a
run for their money.... (Transformation, 1)

The Coopers and Lybrand report offered the
transformation of the healthcare industry in the
1990s as a fitting analogy for the changes required
in higher education. “Examining the role of
physicians in the past and present,” the reports’
authors explained, “may portend a changing role
for faculty.” What was needed in higher educa-
tion, in other words, was something like an EMO -
an educational maintenance organization—that
would reduce costs and limit the power of indi-
vidual faculty members. As they explained:

Faculty members could answer to HMO-like entities.
Corporations could buy education on behalf of their
employees and their families from knowledge compa-
nies that operate very much like HMOs. The HMOs
would contract with content providers (in this case fac-
ulty members) and distribute the education they pro-
vide. (Transformation, 3-4)

The National Learning Infrastructure Initiative
(NLI)* constituted a more complete vision of
the virtual university. In 1994, a coalition of tech-
nology corporations, private colleges and univer-
sities, public university systems and higher edu-
cation organizations known as Educom (now
Educause) created the NLII. Briefly, the NLII's
architects sought to increase student access
through the Internet. DE courses, the argument
went, would reduce the need for faculty interac-
tion, providing students with greater independ-
ence while facilitating their ability to work on col-
laborative projects with peers. Instead of semes-
ters, students would study at their own pace with-
outregard to academic calendars, fixed class
meetings or a traditional curriculum. Instead of
lectures, students would pursue their studies via
new instructional courseware. This software
would break down complex subjects into individ-
ual components or modules, better suited to stu-
dents’ individual preferences.

According to Carol Twigg, former vice president
of Educause, the NLII's “student-centered curric-
ula” envisioned a vastly different role for higher



education faculty. Rather than teachingona
fixed schedule, faculty members would facilitate
computer-mediated interactions with students.
Instead of creating their own courses, the faculty’s
responsibilities would be “unbundled ” or “disag-
gregated”* into a series of discrete steps, each
performed by individual specialists. In their 1996
report, “The Virtual University,” Twigg and co-
author Diana Oblinger observe:

[At the virtual university], the many roles previously
combined in a single faculty member are now disaggre-
gated. Faculty may specialize as developers of courses
and courseware wherein they move from being content
experts to being a combination of content expert,
learning-process design expert, and process-imple-
mentation manager; as presenters of that material; as
expert assessors of learning and competencies; as advi-
sors; or as specialists in other evolving roles. (18)

Anotherimportant advantage of the new faculty
role would be greatly reduced labor costs. As
Massy and Zemsky, early DE advocates, explain:

Workstations don't get tenure, and delegations are less
likely to wait on the provost when particular equipment
items are “laid off.” The “retraining” of IT equipment
(for example, reprogramming), while not inexpensive,
is easier and more predictable than training a tenured
professor. (7)

For American higher education, the implications
of the NLII and other blueprints for the virtual
university were far-reaching. The nearly exclu-
sive reliance on part-time faculty, accelerating a
trend already well under way at most brick-and-
mortar institutions, along with the use of “disag-
gregated” faculty, meant greater managerial con-
trol over teaching and the curriculum. A greater
reliance on sophisticated software and increas-
ingly complex technology presupposed a much
more influential role for corporations on college
and university campuses. And the shifting focus
from traditional courses to shorter and inter-
changeable course “modules” and building
blocks blurred the distinction between higher
education and corporate training. *

As college and university administrators pressed
the case for DE as a way to reduce costs, encour-
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aged by corporate representatives eager to gain a
larger slice of the lucrative higher education
market, the number of DE courses and programs
and the use of course management software
expanded rapidly. As Gordon Winston, director
of the Williams College Project on the
Economics of Higher Education, argues, col-
leges and universities are engaged in a “position-
al armsrace,” one that surely will increase in
magnitude as they increase investment in DE
facilities and courses. (19-22) Data provided by
the U.S. Department of Education show that
“the percentage of 2- and 4-year degree-granting
institutions offering DE courses rose from 33 to
44 percent between 1995 and 1997, and the
number of such courses nearly doubled.” By the
1999-2000 academic year, almost 8 percent of all
undergraduates participated in DE classes, 9
percent at public two-year colleges. For gradu-
ate and first-professional students, the total of
DE participation reached 10 percent by 1999-
2000, with higher participation rates at public
institutions. Among master’s students at public
institutions, the figure was 13.9 percent; at pri-
vate institutions the figure was 9.5 percent. DE
participation rates were lower for Ph.D. and
Ed.D. students: 5.9 percent. (Sikora and Carroll,
8, 14-16) In 2001, Dun and Bradstreet estimated
that American colleges would allocate “a record
$3.3 billion for administrative and academic
hardware and software,” an increase of 13 per-
cent from the previous year. (Olsen, 2001, 1)

As foot soldiers in the virtual revolution, higher
education faculty had mixed reactions to DE.
Many faculty members embraced the use of tech-
nology while simultaneously raising questions
regarding quality issues and intellectual property
rights. Other important faculty concerns includ-
ed being required to participate in DE, the avail-
ability of faculty training and technical support,
and the revision of promotion and tenure guide-
lines to include new pedagogical issues.
Following the rapid expansion of DE, faculty
unions and other organizations quickly joined
these debates. Taking the lead was the American
Federation of Teachers (AFT), which issued a
series of research reports designed to offer faculty
members the tools they needed to reassert educa-
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Disaggregation:
the process whereby
course design,
teaching, advising
and assessment are
divided among
multiple faculty
members.

A complete
description of these
developments is
available in AFT’s
publication The
Virtual Revolution:
Trends in the
Expansion of
Distance Education.
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tional quality and high standards within the
headlong rush to expand DE. In 1996, the AFT
published Teaming Up with Technology, which
advocated that faculty unions take a more active
role in DE implementation. In 2000, the AFT
released Distance Education: Guidelines for
Good Practice, which drew upon a nationwide
survey of DE practitioners to promulgate 14 stan-
dards designed to foster high quality in DE cours-
es and programs. Next came A Virtual Revolution:
Trendsin the Expansion of DE, published by the
AFT in 2001, which took a critical look at the role
of corporate and for-profit providers in the rapid
growth of DE. In 2002, AFT published Intellectual
Property Issues for Higher Education Unions: A
Primer, written by AFT counsel David Strom.

Other faculty unions and organizations also vigor-
ouslyjoined the DE debate. In 1995, the National
Education Association (NEA) released Information
Technology: A Road to the Future, which was
updated in 2001, designed as a guide for higher
education faculty and staff. The NEA issued
Quality on the Line: Benchmarks for Successin
Internet-Based Distance Education, which was
prepared by the Institute for Higher Education
Policy, in 2000. The American Association of
University Professors (AAUP) put forth its
Statement on Distance Learningin 1999. AAUP’s
statement was designed to address new technolo-
gy usesin education and assess the responsibility
ofboards, administrators and academics in estab-
lishing guidelines for distance learning technolo-
gy- In2000, AAUP released a second report entitled
Distance Learning and Intellectual Property
Rights. Other notable examples of the many
reports issued during this period include a series of
reportsissued by the Council for Higher Education
Accreditation (CHEA) beginning in 1999 entitled
Quuality Assurance and Distance Learning;
Teachingat an Internet Distance: The Pedagogy of
Online Teaching and Learning, released by the
University of Illinois Faculty Seminar in 1999; the
American Council on Education’s Developing a
Distance Learning Policy for 21st Century
Learning, released in 2000; and Institutional
Approaches to Distance Learning: Affirmation of
Principles, published by Stanford’s Academic
Council Committee on Research in 2001.*

The Different Faces of

the Virtual Revolution

By the late 1990s, most American colleges and
universities were involved in varying degrees with
some form of online DE. With the convergence of
corporate and university investment, higher edu-
cation leaders created entirely new institutions or
made changes to both traditional and corporate
universities. Among the new forms of higher edu-
cation institutions created during this period
were totally online virtual colleges and universi-
ties, corporate-university joint efforts to provide
course management software and related hard-
ware, and corporate-university joint ventures
devoted to computer-mediated online DE.

Traditional Colleges and Universities—Over
the past decade, as we have seen, traditional col-
leges and universities nationwide experienced
steady growth, first, in the use of technology in
existing courses and, second, in the creation of
online DE courses and programs. With the
expansion of online DE, most states responded
by creating some form of centralized consortia to
coordinate and list courses available from differ-
ent campuses, from community colleges to large
public universities. Of the many state consortia,
only the Tennessee Board of Regents Online
Degree Program and UMass Online offer separate
degrees based solely on DE courses. (Twigg and
Heterick, 4) The other notable recent develop-
ment at existing institutions was the creation ofa
number of well-publicized for-profit spin-offs.
Faced with alack of student demand and the
growing recognition that DE was much more
expensive that originally estimated, administra-
tors shut down many of these institutions in
recent months.® This list of casualties includes
Virtual Temple, e-Cornell, NYU Online, the SUNY
Buffalo Online MBA, and University of Maryland
University College, the nation’s only public for-
profit DE spin-off.

Corporate Universities—With a history that
dates to the early 20th century, the primary mis-
sion of corporate universities has been to provide
corporate training. With the advent of online DE,
corporate universities expanded the number of
asynchronous training programs delivered via



the Internet, and their leaders ventured onto ter-
rain traditionally relegated to not-for-profit col-
leges and universities. The great advantage of DE
for corporate trainers was that it reduced travel
and lodging costs, the primary expenses of train-
ing programs. More recently, employee dissatis-
faction with asynchronous training classes have
led corporate leaders to embrace blended learn-
ing* , which combines classroom teaching and
online components in the same training (see the
section on Pedagogical Issues below).

Virtual Universities—Virtual universities are
entirely online, lacking brick-and-mortar cam-
puses. While they currently claim only a small
percentage of the total DE enrollment, virtual
universities have introduced some of the most
far-reaching changes in American higher educa-
tion. Inresponse, they have also generated some
of the greatest controversies, primarily because of
their faculty and curricular models, many of
which are similar to the NLII. The undoubted
leader in this category is the University of
Phoenix, best known for its rapidly growing—and
profitable - division known as Phoenix Online.
Similar to Phoenix Online is Jones International
University, which was accredited by the North
Central Association of Colleges and Schools’
Higher Learning Commission in 1999, making it
the first fully accredited entirely virtual university
in the United States. (Mendels, 1) Other notable
examples of virtual universities include Western
Governors University, a privately owned universi-
ty that offers degrees based upon competency-
based education, and Capella University, a pri-
vate virtual university with faculty and curricular
policies more in line with existing brick-and-
mortar institutions.

Corporate-University Joint Ventures —This
sector includes many of the most highly publi-
cized new DE institutions, many of which have
also been shut down. Many well-known private
universities created for-profit corporate-univer-
sity joint ventures in late 1990s, only to scale them
back or shut them down completely because of
investor dissatisfaction and alack of student
demand. Perhaps the most notable example of
failure among the corporate-university joint ven-
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tures is Fathom, sponsored by Columbia
University, which was shut down in March 2003
following months of low demand. By contrast, a
number of the corporations that develop and
market course management software or DE plat-
forms, often in conjunction with major universi-
ties, have profited handsomely —and have
expanded almost exponentially—because of the
rapid growth of DE. The best known of these
course management system vendors is undoubt-
edly Blackboard, which had revenues of $69.2
million in 2002, an increase of 49 percent over the
previous year. (USAToday.com, 1)

b,

Blended learning:
courses taught partially
on site and partially at a
distance (now typically
employing the Internet).

The Current State of

Distance Education

As we survey the terrain today, it is clear that the
overheated rhetoric of the early days of DE is long
gone. In its place is a new set of concerns that
focus on broadly integrating DE into the higher
education curriculum. Rather than cost savings,
for example, campus leaders today are more con-
cerned with determining the actual costs of DE
courses, programs and support services, espe-
cially given the disruptions that entail from
redesigning entire courses and programs because
of DE. American higher education has indeed
been transformed by the expansion of DE,
although some analysts question whether a “vir-
tual revolution” has really occurred. As Kenneth
C. Green, founding director of the Campus
Computing Project, argues:

There was no computer revolution in higher education
or in education in the mid-1980s; rather, over the past
two decades, technology has slowly migrated into
instructional activities, scholarship, and institutional
operations. (43) *

2 “There was no

Investment in DE has also slowed from the frenet- computer revolutionin
icpace of the late 1990s (see Olsen, 2003). Infact,  higher education ...
in some quarters we find a sense of pessimism rather, over the past two
regarding DE investment, especially with “e- dec:dels' ety
learning” outside of higher education. As Jason ) ki b

= Sidy g : migrated into
Pontin explains in Red Herring magazine: hetrictionst

activities, scholarship
and institutional
operations.”

...of the $2.7 billion invested in e-learning in 2000, an
inordinate sum is gone. Most of the e-learning compa-
nies founded in the last three years have failed. In partic-
ular, the attempt to use the Internet to reform American
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“The promise of greatly
increased access to new
student populations
expressed in the early
DE literature has not
materialized. Infact,
the vast majority of
students taking online
DE classes are actually
enrolled in traditional
brick-and-mortar
campuses.”

education from kindergarten through the 12th grade
has been ruinously expensive and fruitless. (1)

In higher education, however, the consensus is
that DEis here to stay. In the next section of this
report, we will examine how higher education has
been transformed by DE and what this portends
for the future by examining four trends: access,
cost, quality and pedagogical issues.

Access: Who is Actually Taking DE Courses?
The promise of greatly increased access to new
student populations expressed in the early DE lit-
erature has not materialized. In fact, the vast
majority of students taking online DE classes are
actually enrolled in traditional brick-and-mortar
campuses.* (Heterick and Twigg, 4) In other
words, the vast majority of students taking DE
courses—courses designed to be accessed off site
—actually either live on campus or commute to a
campus for some of their coursework. Some
institutions specializing in online DE, like the
University of Phoenix or eArmy University, have
achieved remarkable enrollment growth in
online programs, but these gains tend to be con-
centrated in niche markets. (Carnevale and
Olson, 1-3) The kind of student targeted by
Phoenix and by a number of institutions offering
online MBAs are older, returning students who
work full time and come from more stable eco-
nomic and domestic situations. Phoenix Online’s
60,000 students can afford online DE programs
that are both more flexible and costly because
they are a means to better jobs and a higher stan-
dard ofliving. Phoenix, in fact, requires that its
students be employed full time in order to register
forits online courses. In the case of eArmy, its
enrollment, which currently stands at 30,000, is
limited to active duty U.S. Army personnel or
those on active duty in the National Guard or
reserves (for enrollment figures, see Mayadas, 7).

For others—including minority students, those of
limited means, students who live in rural areas
and the disabled—the problems of the digital
divide still stand as a barrier to DE access.
According to arecent report by the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting, the percentage of chil-
dren from low-income families who have com-
puters athome and have Internet access has

improved in recent years. Certain ethnicand
income groups remain far enough behind, how-
ever, particularly in the case of Internet access
from home, that Lee Francis, vice president of the
Educational Testing Service, calls this persisting
problem “a cause for concern.” (Sullivan, 1)
Francis’s assessment of the digital divide is con-
firmed in data from the U.S. Commerce
Department data for2001. According to these fig-
ures, 79.8 percent of households with a bachelor’s
degree or more had computers and 75.2 percent
had Internet access, while in households with
education levels equating less than a high school
graduate, only44.2 had computer access and only
33.9 had access to the Internet. (Households, 1)

One of the largest remaining gaps involves broad-
band access. AFebruary 2003 report from UCLA,
called Surveying the Digital Future, notes that 70
percent of Americans used the Internet in 2002
and 60 percent of computer users had Internet
access in theirhomes. This was a considerable
increase over the 2000 data, which found that 46.9
percent of computer users had Internet access
from home. But broadband access is much more
limited. According to the UCLA survey, only 17
percent of American households had broadband
access in 2002 (cited in Heterick and Twigg, 3).
Broadband access is particularly important for
DE students given the increasing complexity of
software and course management systems cur-
rently used to deliver DE courses. Unlike dial-up
Internet connections, broadband access can also
be expected to expand more slowly because it is
delivered via cable.

A profile of DE students in 2000 looks like this:
approximately 1.5 million out of a total of 19 mil-
lion post secondary students are enrolled in DE
courses. For these students, the Internet (60 per-
cent) is the primary method of delivery. DE stu-
dents tend to be older, to attend classes part time,
and to have full-time jobs. The majority of DE
students are female, have higherincomes, are
predominantly nonminority and married, and
attend two-year public institutions. The choice of
majors among students enrolled in DE programs
closely corresponds to the distribution of majors
among non-DE students. Among undergradu-



ates in exclusively DE programs, the most popu-
lar majors are business (21 percent) and the
humanities (13 percent). For graduate students
in exclusively DE programs, the most popular
majors are education (24 percent) and business
(19 percent). (Ashby, 5-9)

Cost: Have Institutions Saved Money with
Distance Education?® When computer-
mediated asynchronous DE courses were first
proposed, DE advocates argued that significant
cost savings would accrue as expensive academic
labor was replaced with technology. Today, few
people make this argument. The consensus in
the literature is that these early assumptions were
premature. As Robert E. Myers, executive vice
president of University of Maryland University
College, explained in a 2001 Chronicle of Higher
Education article entitled Is Anyone Making
Money on Distance Education?

... Ithink we are finding that as people become more
sophisticated and knowledgeable about the online-
education space, there are fewer and fewer people out
there that you have to disabuse of the myth that online
ischeaper. (Carr, 1)

Similarly, Geoffrey R. Stone, former provost of the
University of Chicago, listed the statement
“Investing in IT will save the university money” as
the first of “eight things a former provost no
longer believes aboutIT.” (62)

By 2001, the main question in the DE literature
had shifted to calculating the actual costs of DE
programs. Most analysts agree this calculation is
quite complicated. The problem is that college
and university investment in instructional tech-
nology is “generally not preceded, accompanied
or followed by systematic evaluation.”
(Finkelstein and Scholz, 9) Why? Onereason is
thatspending on IT/DEis decentralized. Another
factoris that calculating these costs is a complex
proposition. Academic managers, for example,
must consider a broad range of expenses to geta
complete accounting of the cost of DE courses.
Brian M. Morgan, assistant professor of integrat-
ed science and technology at Marshall University,
identifies six major cost areas that must be con-
sidered: technology-specific costs, support per-
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sonnel costs, faculty development costs, hidden
costs, the costs of course development and the
costs of teaching. (23-25) Hidden costs also pro-
vide pitfalls. One hidden cost repeatedly cited in
the literature is the added expense involved when
faculty members are replaced by more expensive
IT personnel.

Overall, are colleges and universities saving
money by using technology? The answeris a
qualified yes. Finkelstein and Scholz, for exam-
ple, argue that technology investment has saved
money in administration and business processes,
library operations and faculty research. (16)
When this question is applied to instructional
technology and DE, the case for cost savings is
much less clear. Some DE advocates still argue
that cost savings are achievable, but only under
certain circumstances. These are primarily large
course sections at mega-universities. The argu-
ment here is that per-student costs typically
decrease as individual course enrollments rise, an
idea that is generally accepted by most DE ana-
lysts. At the University of Maryland, for example,
an Alfred P. Sloan Foundation study that imposed
tight restrictions on course development costs
found that even a slight increase in enrollment
had alarge impact on total costs. At UMUC, an
MBA class of 15 students would result in a loss of
$22,399, while the same class with an enrollment
of 20 would result in a profit of $61,838. (Carr, 3)

For a full discussion of
cost issues, see Dollars,
Distance and Online
Education: The New
Economies of College
Teaching and Learning.

As Finkelstein and Scholz point out, “Leadersin
the IT community have argued for several years
that the most cost effective instructional use of IT
may be in certain kinds of high-enrollment intro-
ductory courses.” (21) Perhaps the best-known
example of putting this idea into practice hasbeen
The Pew Charitable Trust Grant Program in Course
Design. Headed by Carol Twigg, former vice presi-
dent of Educause, “the purpose of this institutional
grant program is to encourage colleges and univer-
sities to redesign their instructional approaches
using technology to achieve cost savings as well as
quality enhancements.” (Twigg, 2003, 1) The Pew
program provided grant funding to eligible public
universities that were willing to replace large lec-
ture sections in introductory courses with smaller,
collaborative sections that relied on computer-
mediated instruction. Among the formats used in
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these courses were interactive tutorials, online
learning resources, self-paced interactive materi-
als, and greater individualized instruction. (Twigg,
1999, 16)

According to Carol Twigg, the results of the three
rounds of awards and course redesign were clear.
Learning outcomes in these courses were either
improved or showed no significant difference, all
of the projects were “more active and learner cen-
tered,” and, importantly, they saved the institu-
tions money. She writes, “In regard to cost savings,
the redesign methodology was an unqualified
success.” (Twigg, 2003, 3-5) The Pew Project, how-
ever, is notwithout its critics. The problem with
Twigg's model, as some analysts have pointed out,
is that it excludes developmental costs, the share
of institutionwide support costs, administrative
overhead and infrastructure. (Finkelstein and
Scholz, 22) Thusits claims regarding actual cost
savings are open to question.

For faculty members and faculty unions, the issue
of cost savings at colleges and universities
through the increased use of technology often
conflicts with the quality of the education, so this
issue deserves careful scrutiny.* Aswehave seen
in the examples cited above, the mechanics of
cost savings often involves increasing class size,
which cuts into the time for individual instruc-
tion, or replacing full-time faculty with part-time
faculty, which deprives students of experienced
mentors or advisors. As Finkelstein and Scholz
explain, “. .. there is fear that [substituting tech-
nology for labor] is moving colleges and universi-
ties in a direction where faculty will have less con-
trol over their working arrangements, may lose
the products of their knowledge and skills, and
may be replaced by less qualified personnel.” (26)

A morerecent concern is whether budget cuts,
particularly at large public institutions, may limit
the growth of DE for, atleast, the immediate
future. In the 2002 Campus Computing Project
national survey, one-third of participating insti-
tutions reported a decline in academic comput-
ing budgets, and 31.9 percent agree or strongly
agree that budget cuts will “severely impede
efforts to enhance” DE. (Campus Computing
Project, 2002) According to the National

Governors Association, “the current state budget
picture” across the nation is “the worst since
WorldWar I1” (cited in Mortenson, 5).

Quality: The Ongoing Debate over
Distance Education’s Effectiveness

Early on, advocates of DE established aWeb site
that claimed, based on research reports, that
there was no significant difference between DE
courses and traditional courses. Although the
AFT and other faculty organizations raised issue
with the quality and reliability of the research
cited, this debate continues today.

Thelarger issue is one of defining educational
quality in higher education. With no fixed stan-
dard, the traditional benchmarks in higher edu-
cation have been seat time, contact hours and
accreditation. Today, the first two benchmarks
are under attack in Washington. Representatives
of proprietary colleges and virtual universities
have urged the Bush administration to repeal the
50 percent rule, which requires that institutions
offer atleast 50 percent of their courses on cam-
pus for their students to be eligible for federal
financial aid. These same groups are also pushing
for an end to the 12-hour rule, which requires that
students devote aminimum of 12 hours per week
to their studies to be eligible for federal financial
aid (see Carnevale, 2002).* Accreditation has
also been a controversial issue regarding DE,
given the accreditation of several new virtual uni-
versities by regional accrediting agencies.

®  The University of Phoenix’s policies regarding
faculty and curriculum have sparked the greatest
controversies over educational quality. Phoenix’s
administrators have embraced a model where
faculty duties are “unbundled” or “disaggregated”
into discrete steps like those envisioned in the
NLII. In addition, the Phoenix curriculum, which
is oriented toward nontraditional students in
business and industry, is developed by specialists
who control exactly what the institution’s vast
majority of part-time instructors teach and how
theyteach. Phoenix administrators defend their
practice of employing almost exclusively part-
time faculty who must follow strict curricular
guidelines in the name of standardization.



Critics, however, have questioned the quality of
Phoenix’s courses and have voiced concerns
regarding academic freedom given these restric-
tions on teaching and course development (see
Farrell).

B Jones International University (JIU), a for-
profitsubsidiary of Jones International, a cable
and media firm located in Englewood, Colo.,
employs an instructional model similar to that of
the University of Phoenix. At the time itwas
accredited, for example, 96 percent (54 out of 56)
of JIU faculty members were hired part time.
(Blumenstyk, 1) In addition, course development
and instruction at JIU is disaggregated into dis-
crete processes. Administrators at Jones contract
with faculty at outside institutions who are
known as “content experts” to create JIU’s cours-
es. TheJIU curriculum is geared toward working
adults. Instead of traditional semesters, JIU stu-
dents enroll anytime in courses that last for 16 or
eight (accelerated) weeks and that require one
hour of contact time per week.

On March 5, 1999, the North Central Association
(NCA) of Colleges and Schools’ Higher Learning
Commission accredited JIU, making it the first
fully accredited entirely virtual university in the
United States. (Mendels, 1) NCA’s decision, how-
ever, generated great controversy within higher
education. In aletter to Steven Crow, executive
director of NCA, James Perley, chair of the
American Association of University Professor’s
Committee on Accrediting, raised a series of
questions regarding the quality of JIU programs.
The first issue Perley cited was the lack of full-
time faculty members at JIU, who would shape
the curriculum, uphold the quality of teaching
and research, and mentor and advise JIU stu-
dents. Perley also questioned whether academic
freedom could be protected with prepackaged
courses; the fact that Jones had only one online
reference librarian; and the inability of JIU’s vast
majority of part-time faculty members to engage
in meaningful faculty governance. According to
Perley, “By all public accounts, [JIU] presents a
very weak case for accreditation. Indeed it
embodies most of our major worries about the
denigration of quality that could follow this
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apparently inexorable march toward online edu-
cation.” (Perley, 1)

®  Another well-publicized virtual university is
Western Governors University, a privately owned
university that offers degrees based upon compe-
tency-based education. Under this model, stu-
dents gain credits toward their degree or certifi-
cate by demonstrating mastery, in lieu of actual
coursework, in a particular field. In March 2003,
Western Governors University was accredited by
the Inter-Regional Accrediting Committee, which
represents four regional accrediting agencies.
(Carnevale, 2003, 1)

Overall, higher education students have
expressed mixed views regarding the quality of
instruction in DE courses. According to data
compiled by the National Center for Educational
Statistics, 7.6 percent of college students in 2000
enrolled in distance education classes at post-
secondary institutions. According to an NCES
survey, 47 percent of undergraduate students
were equally satisfied with the quality of instruc-
tion in DE courses, 23 percent were more satis-
fied, and 30 percent were less satisfied with the
quality of instruction in DE courses. Among grad-
uate students, alower percentage (27 percent)
was less satisfied with the quality of instructionin
DE courses. The degree of dissatisfaction also
varies somewhat among students at different
types of institutions. Although students at public
two-year, public four-year, and private not-for-
profit four-year institutions all expressed similar
rates of dissatisfaction (28-30 percent) with the
quality of instruction in DE courses, students at
private for-profit institutions expressed a higher
degree of dissatisfaction: 39 percent. (Sikoraand
Carroll, vi, 23-24)

According to some DE advocates, criticism of the
quality of online courses - as they are currently
practiced - is legitimate but premature. They
point out that today most DE courses are simply
online versions of traditional courses, which
means that DE has affected higher education but
has not fundamentally changed the nature of the
student-teacher interaction.* With more
sophisticated technology, however, which
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“Today most DE courses
are simply online
versions of traditional
courses, which means
that DE has affected
higher education but
has not fundamentally
changed the nature of
the student-teacher
interaction.”



learning conundrums and challenges can be
answered by one letter: ‘e.’ But this ‘e’ answer
remains dubious.” (van Dam, 160)

The main problem with asynchronous training
courses, corporate analysts point out, is that they
disregard the fact that education is best accom-
plished face to face. In is important to note that
this point was central to faculty criticism of dis-
tance learning in higher education.* According
to van Dam, “The 1,000 year-old classroom model
and tradition oflearning is hard to leave
behind.... This model has endured for 10 cen-
turies because humans are social creatures, and
not much has changed since the oldest university
(in the estimation of most people) was estab-
lished in Bologna, Italy.” (160) James Mathewson,
writing in ComputerUser, makes a similar point.
He writes:

To wit, there is no technological substitute for time with
an instructor. Teleconferencing and other advanced
collaboration tools can reduce the need for face time.
Butyou just can't eliminate face time without degrading
the learning experience. (2)

Like their counterparts among the higher educa-
tion faculty, corporate trainers point to anumber
of irreplaceable advantages inherent in the face-
to-face interactions found in the classroom.
Their views stand in stark contrast to the much
more pessimistic view of classroom instruction
expressed by some DE advocates. As Zenger and
Uehlein explain, the advantages of classroom
interactions include the enthusiasm of the
teacher for the material, which they claim “is con-
tagious and encourages learning”; the fact that
“people prefer to learn in a social situation”; the
greater student accountability in a classroom that
is missing with e-learning; and “the questions
and comments of class members,” which raise
important issues, create comfortable space for
discussion, and provide “opportunities for learn-
ers to practice and rehearse skills and to receive
feedback....” (57)

Rejecting totally virtual courses and training, cor-
porate trainers turned to BL, combining class-
room instruction with a more limited use of
online and other computer-mediated instruc-
tion. The main advantage of ablended approach
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was that it allowed corporate trainers (as well as
higher education faculty) to incorporate the
advantages of face-to-face classroom interac-
tions with positive characteristics of distance
learning. These include greater accessibility for
students with busy schedules, the anonymity that
may allow some students to participate more in
class interactions, self-paced access and learning,
consistent content delivered across multiple sec-
tions, and, perhaps most important for corporate
training, the cost savings associated with less
travel and lodging (see van Dam; Zenger and
Uehlein, 57).

See AFT’s Distance
Education: Guidelines

for Good Practice.
In its most fully developed form, BL refers to

much more than a simple mix of different teach-
ing styles. Writing in Training and Development
magazine, Zenger and Uehlein pose the question:
“What constitutes a truly blended solution?”
Their answer is that blended learning, forit tobe
effective, must be a well-thought-out and
designed methodology. One characteristicisa
“completely integrated instructional design.” For
higher education, the implication is that a tradi-
tional course that has been videotaped for online
distribution or a course that contains a few online
assignments would not qualify under this rubric.
As they explain:

Ablended solution doesn’t occur when you just bolt on
some e-learning modules to an instructor-led session.
It’s only when the pieces fit together logically like finely
machined parts of an engine that you create areal
blended solution. (58)

The second characteristic of fully developed BL is
“consistent framework and nomenclature,” and
the third is that each different teaching method is
used to its maximum advantage. (Zenger and
Uehlein, 58)

This rise of BL, as we have seen, was partly based
upon the fact that administrators realized that DE
was more complicated and expensive than origi-
nally envisioned. A further advantage of BL for
college and university administrators is that it
allows them to avoid some of the quality criti-
cisms related to virtual higher education, such as
the difficulty of transferring course credits or the
continued existence of virtual diploma mills in
higher education.



B-12 /

AFT HiGHER EDUCATION

Conclusion:

In the years since DE was first developed, faculty
members and their organizations have worked
hard to define success in DE in terms of sound
practice and high quality. Blended learning pro-
vides a good example, with its reemphasis on
same-time, same-place discourse as a vital part of
ahigh-quality education. As DEis integrated fur-
ther into the curriculum, new questions are
emerging. Today, faculty members are working to
ensure that those providing DE courses are evalu-
ated fairly when considered for tenure or promo-

tion. They are working to get the training and
support required because of the use of increas-
ingly sophisticated hardware and software. Or,
they are working to address myriad other ques-
tions that arise concerning DE as they practice
their profession. What must remain constant,
however, are the principles of sound practice and
educational quality. These principles transcend
questions of how courses are delivered and serve
to remind us of the original purpose of higher
education.



Works Cited

"The 2002 National Survey of Information Technology."
The Campus Computing Project. October 2001.
<http://www.campuscomputing.net/>.

Ashby, Cornelia M. “Distance Education: Growth in
Distance Education Programs and Implications for Federal
Education Policy.” Testimony on behalf of United States
General Accounting Office (GAO) presented to Committee
on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions, U.S. Senate. 26
September 2002, 5-9.

Blumenstyk, Goldie. “In a First, The North Central
Association Accredits an On-line University.” The
Chronicle of Higher Education. 10 March 1999.

Carnevale, Dan. “A Hard-Fought Win for Distance
Education May Lead to a Few Real Changes.” The
Chronicle of Higher Education. 6 September 2002.

"Western Governors U. Wins Key Accreditation." The
Chronicle of Higher Education. 14 March 2003.

Carnevale, Dan and Florence Olsen. “How to Succeed in
Distance Education.” The Chronicle of Higher Education.
13 June 2003: :
<http://chronicle.com/weekly/v49/i40/40a03101.htm>.

Carmean, Colleen and Jeremy Haefner. “Mind Over
Matter: Transforming Course Management Systems Into
Effective Learning Environments.” Educause Review.
November/December 2002: 27-33.

Carr, Sarah. “Is Anyone Making Money on Distance
Education?” The Chronicle of Higher Education. 16
February2001: A41
<http://chronicle.com/weekly/v47/i23/23a04101.htm>.

Farrell, Elizabeth E Farrell. “Phoenix’s Unusual Way of
Crafting Courses.” Chronicle of Higher Education. 14
February 2003.

TECHNOLOGY REVIEW / B-13

Finkelstein, Martin and Bernhard W. Scholz. “What Do We
know about Information Technology and the Cost of
Collegiate Teaching and Learning?” in Dollars, Distance
and Online Education: The New Economics of College
Teachingand Learning. Finkelstein et al., ed. Phoenix, AZ:
2000.3-34.

Green, Kenneth C. “The New Computing Revisited.”
Educause Review. January/February 2003: 33 -43.

Heterick, Bob and Carol Twigg. The Learning MarketSpace.
1 February 2003.
<http://www.center.rpi.edu/LForum/LM/Feb03.html>.

“Households With Computers and Internet Access.”
Published in Postsecondary Education OPPORTUNITY.
April 2003.

Kerns, Charles. “Constellations for Learning.” Educause
Review. May/June 2002: 20-28.

Masie, Elliot. “Blended Learning: “The Magic is in the Mix.”
InThe ASTD E-Learning Handbook: Best Practices,
Strategies and Case Studies for an Emerging Field. Allison
Rossett, ed. New York: McGraw-Hill, 2002: 58-63.

Massy, William E and Robert Zemsky. "Using Information
Technology to Enhance Academic Productivity." Educause
1995:7
<http://www.educause.edu/nlii/keydocs/massy.html>.

Mayadas, Frank A. “Distance Education: Expanding
Educational Opportunities.” Testimony submitted on
behalf of the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions, U.S. Senate. 26
September, 2002.

Mendels, Pamela. “Online Education Gets a Credibility
Boost.” The New York Times on the Web. 13 March 1999
http://www.nytimes.com/library/tech/99/03/cyber/arti-
cles/13learning.html.



B-14 /

AFT HIGHER EDUCATION

Morgan, Brian. “Calculating the Cost of Onlirie Courses.”
NACUBO Business Officer. October 2001, 22-27.

Mortenson, Thomas G. “State Investment Effort in Higher
Education, FY1962-FY2003.” Postsecondary Education
Opportunity. December 2002.

Olsen, Florence. “Spending on Information Technology
Rises 13%, Survey Finds.” The Chronicle of Higher
Education. 20 April 2001: A53
<http://chronicle.com/weekly/v47/i32/32a05301.htm>.

“Investments in Privately Held Distance-Education
Companies Dropped in 2002.” The Chronicle of Higher
Education. 2 May 2003: :
<http://chronicle.com/weekly/v49/i34/34a0400.htm>.

Perley, James. “Letter from Dr. James Perley, Chair,
Committee on Accrediting of Colleges and Universities, to
Dr. Steven D. Crow, Executive Director, North Central
Association of Colleges and Schools.” American
Association of University Professors. 19 March 1999,
<http://www.aaup.org/319let.htm>.

Pontin, Jason. “The Future of Electronic Education.” Red
Herring. 3 January 2003, 1.

Rosenberg, Michael. "Better Blended Learning." e-learn-
ing. March 2001: 62-64.

Selingo, Jeffrey. “The Disappearing State in Public Higher
Education.” The Chronicle of Higher Education. 28
February 2003: A22
<http://chronicle.com/weekly/v49/i25/25a02201.htm>,
1,9.

Sikora, Anna C. and C. Dennis Carroll, U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics. A
Profile of Participation in Distance Education, 1999-2000.
NCES 2003-154. Washington, D.C.: November 2002.

Stone, Geoffrey. "Eight Things a Former Provost No Longer
Believes about IT."Educause Review. May/June. 2002:
62,63.

“Student barred from exposing smart-card readers' stupid-
ity.” USA Today. 18 April 2002. 12 May 2003
<http://www.usatoday.com/tech/news/techpolicy/2003-
04-18-card-hack_x.htm>.

Sullivan, Andy. “Digital Divide Shrinks Among Children —
Study.” Washington Post. 19 March 2003. <www.washing-
tonpost.com/wp-dyn/articles/ A53259-2003Mar19.html>.

“The Transformation of Higher Education in the Digital
Age.” Coopers & Lybrand L.L.P. 1998: 3-4.

“Trends in College Pricing, 2002.” The College Board. 12
May 2003
<http://www.collegeboard.com/press/cost02/html/CBTr
endsPricing02.pdf>.

Twigg, Carol, A. “Improved Learning and Reducing Costs:
Redesigning Large Enrollment Courses,” The Pew Learning
and Technology Program, 1999.

Improved Learning and Reducing Costs. Troy, N.Y.: Center
for Academic Transformation Rensselaer Polytechnic
Institute, 2003.

Twigg, Carol A. and Diana G. Oblinger. “The Virtual
University” AReport from a Joint Educom/IBM
Roundtable. Washington, D.C.: November 5-6, 1996
<http://www.educause.edu/nlii/vu.html>.

Van Dam, Nick. "Where is the Future of Learning." e-learn-
ing. November, 2001: 160.

Weigel, Van B. Deep Learning for a Digital Age. San
Francisco, Calif: Jossey-Bass, 2002.

Winston, Gordon C. "The Positional Arms Race in Higher
Education," Educause: Forum Futures 2001.
<http://www.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/ffp0103s.pdf>.

Zenger, Jack and Uehlein, Curt. “Blended Wil Win.”
Training and Development. August 2001: 54-60.



