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“I'm tired of listening to all the reasons
that we cant get past the barners to
use these technologies for education.
What if we appointed a committee to
sit down and describe what this would
look like 1n the IDEAL sense?”

E. G. Sander, chair,
ADEC Board of Directors, 1996-1998
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Reflections on IDEAL?2

H. Dean Sutphin, committee chair
Cornell University

During ADEC's tenth-anniversary year, we have
established a new threshold for implementing
distance learning. IDEAL2, by building on basic
principles, recommendations, and tools devel-
oped in IDEAL1, has moved from “laying the
groundwork” to “engaging a broad community
in implementation.” We have sought to listen,
encourage, and promote distance learning within
institutions and across universities. While the
focus has been primarily domestic, we have de-
veloped international collaboration that will pro-
vide useful information to explore an expanded
role for ADEC on a global scale.
Implementation strategies and material to
promote collaboration across the consortium
were disseminated widely to engage the higher
education system. Presentations on IDEAL2 at
the Wisconsin distance learning conference,
NASULGC, EDUCAUSE, and the International
Council for Distance Learning are a few examples.
We have also engaged in discussions with virtual
universities and international consortia on how
we might work together. Tom Fretz, chair of the

H. Dean Sutphin, associate dean, Cornell
University, IDEAL2 chair
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ADEC board, and Janet Poley, president/CEO of
ADEC, often represented ADEC and the work of
IDEAL2 at key events. As chair of IDEAL2, I was
privileged to make presentations and carry the
message of implementation.

We reviewed the ADEC web site to ensure a
foundation for implementing distance learning
and how it could assist us in carrying out the
charge to IDEAL2. Product updates on the web
site included a checklist, guiding principles, the
learning center study, turf study, transfer credit,
and inventory of distance learning to reflect the
latest information. Just click on IDEAL on the
well-traveled ADEC web page for the most cur-
rent information. The ADEC webmaster will con-
tinue to keep this section updated.

An IDEAL2 brochure was developed to high-
light recommendations, best practices, checklists,
and strategies for eliminating turf barriers for
implementing distance learning. This product
was designed for campus distance learning com-
mittees and faculty. It was disseminated widely
at national and regional meetings along with
direct mailing to ADEC institutions. (See appen-
dix 1.) David Watkins, director of Cornell Uni-
versity Media and Technology Services, provided
leadership for this important product.

Learning centers at the respective ADEC in-
stitutions were reviewed and recommendations
formulated on how these centers can work within
the consortium to promote distance learning
across the system. There is potential to formal-
ize a network of learning center directors. This
idea will be pursued within ADEC. Scott Fedale
deserves credit for leading this important analy-
sis. Finally, this publication primarily highlights
results of a national videoconference that pro-
vided a highly interactive town meeting as part
of the tenth-anniversary celebration, linking
more than seventy universities. Led by Sam



Smith, president of Washington State University,
case examples of successful implementation were
spotlighted along with key presentations by Brian
Hawkins, president of EDUCAUSE, and Carol
Twigg, executive director, Center for Academic
Transformation, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute.
A live panel discussion and call-in questions pro-
vided a quality forum on implementing distance
learning. Valorie McAlpin, associate dean at the
University of Maryland-College Park, chaired the
planning committee for this videoconference.
She and Scott Fedale, along with the WSU Infor-
mation Department for the College of Agricul-
ture and Home Economics staff, deserve credit
for assembling the key program components and
delivering the broadcast. The entire ADEC team
pulled together to make the effort a huge suc-
cess.

Recently, the Kellogg Commission issued a
report on the “engaged university” that has been
received very favorably in higher education. The
work of IDEAL? is presented as the “engaged
consortium,” engaged in implementing distance
learning across a community of universities to

enrich the student experience and the experience
of our faculty in terms of quality, access, rel-
evance, and efficiency. To that end, we have tar-
geted key audiences such as university presidents,
provosts, chief information officers, information
technologists, faculty, and students.

Implementation should not be measured as
a one-time event or the exclusive work of IDEAL2
during 1999-2000 but rather as a continuous
process where all our institutions engage and
collaborate. While we have accomplished much,
many challenges remain for the future.

As chair of IDEAL2, I wish to sincerely thank
each member of IDEAL2. There were many con-
ference calls, planning activities, and work that
could not have been carried out without a highly
dedicated team. In addition, the ADEC Board of
Directors and, in particular, board chair Tom
Fretz and ADEC president/CEO Janet Poley and
her staff were extremely supportive and helpful
in carrying out the committee activities. It has
been a pleasure to work with such a highly com-
petent and dedicated committee.

“Our challenge is to determine infrastructure and opportunities in distance
learning that we can support across the higher education system. This also
includes distributed learning in on-campus instruction.”

H. Dean Sutphin, associate dean, Cornell University
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The IDEAL Committees and the National IDEAL

Videoconference

Thomas Fretz, chair,
ADEC Board of Directors

On June 13, 1996, the ADEC Board of Directors
passed the following resolution:

“Be it resolved that ADEC leadership will
promote multi-institutional collaboration
and develop a climate to better define inter-
connected educational business practices
and procedures. The Board of Directors chal-
lenges ourselves and our colleagues within
the consortium to draw upon our collective
resources more efficiently through inter-
institutional, multi-institutional initiatives
and other collaborative efforts. We resolve
to better respond to the needs and priorities
of our clientele as we use advanced commu-
nication technologies together. We further
resolve to use ADEC financial resources to
support programs consistent with intercon-
nection, interoperability, and collaboration.”

The ADEC IDEAL1 Committee, headed by
Rosemary Haggett, associate provost for academic
programs, West Virginia University, made the
following recommendations for ADEC and
higher education to

e evolve toward more clearly delineated stan-
dards for transfer of credit within major
areas of study.

e develop a nationally available database and
administrative systems for the cataloging,
listing, marketing, and evaluation of distance
learning products.
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e overcome historical but outmoded “turf
barriers” that prevent progress toward a
consortial, collaborative, and systematic ap-
proach to distance education.

¢ collaborate with all appropriate academic
governmental and interested parties to de-
sign and develop multi-institutional cur-
ricula and systems that facilitate a faculty
based, market-driven collaborative process.

¢ review and define quality distance educa-
tion criteria and assessment tools.

When the ADEC board reviewed the work
of IDEAL1, we thought that the recommenda-
tions and developments from this group needed
broader exposure. We decided that the IDEAL
project should continue into a second phase.

I then appointed H. Dean Sutphin, associ-
ate dean, Cornell University, to head our IDEAL2
committee. Dean and his colleagues proposed
that we hold a national IDEAL videoconference
involving some of our important partners.

I am particularly grateful to Sam Smith, im-
mediate past president of Washington State Uni-
versity; Brian Hawkins, president of EDUCAUSE;
and Carol Twigg, director for academic transfor-
mation at the Pew Foundation, for contributing
greatly to this event. Summaries of their remarks
are included in the text of this publication. Spe-
cial thanks also go to Valorie McAlpin, Univer-
sity of Maryland-College Park, for chairing the
videoconference committee and Scott Fedale,
Washington State University, for serving as ex-
ecutive producer for the conference. Washington
State University, the University of Illinois, and
Cornell University were responsible for impor-
tant aspects of the production. Erik Anderson,
University of Idaho, developed all the conference
wraparound materials.

Fifty-seven sites registered for the conference
through the ADEC web site, and many of the sites
included substantial numbers of participants.
Groups and individuals were able to view the
conference via satellite and through a web cast.
The web cast is still available through the ADEC
web site; simply click on the IDEAL button to
view the conference and find the materials.

ADEC believes that these IDEAL efforts are
an essential aspect of moving our state universi-
ties and land-grant colleges into the twenty-first
century.



IDEAL—Next Steps

The ADEC Board of Directors will continue to
review the progress of our IDEAL initiative. We
thank the IDEAL2 committee for its work and
achievements. Our next step will be to develop a
full scope of work for IDEAL3. As chair of the
board of directors, I am asking H. Dean Sutphin
to continue to work as a member of the Board of
Directors Executive Committee to chair IDEAL3.
Our IDEAL?2 initiative will focus on implemen-
tation, addressing the following issues domesti-
cally and internationally:

1. promote the engaged consortium concept in
the spirit of the NASULGC engaged univer-
sity initiative.

2. continue improving the IDEAL web page, in-
cluding adding interactive features and a web-
based learning center on learning centers.
Scott Fedale of Washington State University
will continue to lead this initiative.

3. develop administrative components related to
our partnerships with Internet-based univer-
sities in our mission area.

4. develop collaborations and liaisons as appro-
priate with the distance education adminis-
trative initiative of EDUCAUSE, the Pew Foun-
dation, and other public, private, and
government organizations and transnational
initiatives as appropriate. A clearinghouse on
such an initiative should be added to the
ADEC web page. The board of directors may
choose to add additional items to this agenda
for our work in the coming year.

Thomas A. Fretz, chair,
ADEC Board of Directors

Rosemary Haggett, associate provost for academic
programs, University of West Virginia, IDEAL1
chair, adviser to IDEAL2

“We cannot be content with the
status quo but must begin to experi-
ment with different administrative
arrangements for academic programs,
professional development, and
nonformal education.”

“IDEAL1 developed a road map for
what distance education could be,
and IDEAL2 has set into motion the
actions necessary to get us to these
goals.”
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IDEAL?2 Videoconference

Samuel H. Smith, president,
Washington State University

President Smith opened the conference with the
following remarks:

“A three-year study was recently completed
through the National Association of State Uni-
versities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC)
that involved about 25 presidents and chancel-
lors of some of the more progressive institutions
in the country. One major conclusion was that
U.S. universities are going through some evolu-
tionary changes.

“Most of these changes involve universities
moving away from the ‘ivory tower’ concept to-
ward an emphasis on delivery of courses, usu-
ally for credit, at a distance. This has caused an
engagement with the public that hasn’t occurred
for many, many years. Extension has done it, but
usually the whole university has not become in-
volved. It has also resulted in some new partner-
ships and business practices. For example, a num-
ber of universities are participating in or actually
starting by themselves joint, for-profit ventures
involving either distance education or some other
form of outreach. ADEC has been very impor-
tant in all of this because it has been working to
make sure that the proper conversations are tak-
ing place, for example, the conversation involv-
ing some of the outmoded policies in higher edu-
cation such as geographic services areas. And
what do you do with the concept of in-state and
out-of-state institutions? Which state handles
your financial aid? What do you do in a situa-
tion such as in Washington State, where there
are some 70 or 80 institutions that have enrolled
students in the state of Washington but the in-
stitutions themselves are not here? Is this of some
concern for regulators or a real opportunity? I
think it’s an opportunity.”

“Higher education institutions’ partnerships were most often defined by
traditional geographic boundaries and service areas. Today, because of

technology, these boundaries are obsolete.”
Samuel H. Smith, president, Washington State University
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Remarks by Brian Hawkins,
president, EDUCAUSE

“The four initiatives that might be important to
this audience include a readiness set of criteria.
Drawn upon Carol Twigg's work on readiness,
we're trying to develop a set of tools that are in-
stitutional assessment tools, dealing with struc-
ture, culture, and technological infrastructure
necessary to create distributed learning.

“A second initiative is a broad transforma-
tive assessment. We're early in the stages of de-
veloping this program. It's clear that there is
greater demand to figure out how well this new
technology works. We haven’t done an extraor-
dinary job in traditional methods. It’s clear that
the new technologies both on campus and off
are being called on to demonstrate their effec-
tiveness in new and different ways. What is nec-
essary is focusing on student learning as the pri-
mary focus. It's on the learning, not on delivery,
not on methods specifically but on the learning
that occurs and what contributes that becomes
important.

“The third issue has to do with our teaching
and learning bridges effort. Much of the experi-
mentation that is going on on our campuses is
happening in institutions that made an early
commitment in these areas. They are on that lead-

ing edge—paying perhaps some of the price in
dealing with some of the unexpected expense.
We think it is very important within EDUCAUSE
to do tech transfer, to take those concepts about
what is being learned, transfer learning to the
other 3,500 institutions of higher education in
this country and to our international members.
One of the key things that we think has already
come out of this is the realization that boutique
solutions don’t work. You can’t find a faculty
member, throw a lot of investment at him or her,
and try to figure out how that might be scalable—
it won't work. What we're looking for are courses
that involve systemic change and approaches that
change more than a given faculty member’s
course. We should look at when that transfor-
mation affects the department—the college—
perhaps the whole university. What are the things
that make that happen?

“The fourth initiative is development of a
conceptual framework for thinking about distrib-
uted education. We think we need to parse the
problems and complexities associated with dis-
tributed education. Should all institutions be in-
volved? Diana Oblinger, CIO, University of North
Carolina, and I have been working in this area
trying to define the issues: academic prepared-
ness and technical preparedness. Then there are
market analyses. If you're going into this arena,
what is your motivation? Is it to make money?
To serve more students? To serve the community
and the broader extended academic community
in your region perhaps? Or is it just to improve
teaching and learning? In terms of these motiva-
tions, we ask different questions about organi-
zational structures, business plans, pricing, and
branding. These are four of the initiatives that
we are involved in within the National Learning
Infrastructure Initiative (NLII) and hopefully they
will provide the ability to then create some gen-
eralizations, share with the broader academic
community, and allow a more rapid dissemina-
tion of this distributed technology and the dis-
tributed learning process focusing on student
learning.”
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Remarks by Carol Twigg, executive
director, Center for Academic
Transformation, Pew Foundation

“The most significant aspect about these cases is
we're really seeing in the whole area of distance
learning, a move from an emphasis on access,
which is and continues to be very important, to
one as Chere Gibson said on students’ success.
What that says to me is that we've learned a lot
about how to extend our campus program. But
what we really have to work on now is ways in
which we can improve the techniques that we're
using, both in off-campus as well as on-campus
technology-based programs to really improve
students’ success. Other key ideas include the
following;

1. Marketplace for courses building on efficiencies of
scale in these collaborative efforts.

2. The notion of a learning infrastructure that features
e multiple resources for students.

e reliance on faculty expertise, beyond indi-
vidual institutions.

¢ multiple modes of learning.

e active learning: engaged learning, learning
outside the structure of whether it’s a televi-
sion classroom or on campus to engage in com-
munity work.

o the notion of collaboration rather than com-
petition.

e emphasis on resolution of these policy
issues.

“The most important thing I think that insti-
tutions need to engage in when they begin these
collaborations is really that exchange of both mu-
tual trust as well as exchange of credits, tuition, all
of those things that make programs actually work.

“These also need more attention and are a big
part of building successful programs. They are
things like instructional design, incorporating some
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of these principles that are elaborated by the ADEC
Guiding Principles, also the notion of faculty de-
velopment, there are many people in higher edu-
cation who think simply because faculty members
teach courses, they know something about peda-
gogy. Faculty, once they engage in new modes of
teaching, whether at a distance or in a technology-
based format on campus, say, ‘I really didn’t think
much about what I was doing in terms of peda-
gogy. These new formats helped me reexamine my
own teaching techniques! The importance of sup-
port staffis really critical. You really heard loud and
clear that the whole notion of quality assurance is
resting firmly in the faculty—particularly in regard
to judgments about courses and curricula and stan-
dards—just like traditional education. It amuses me
when people attack the notion of quality in dis-
tance education as somehow being quite different
than what goes on on campus. My response has
always been, Who do you think are teaching these
courses? People who you work with every day. The
notion that they suddenly forget what is high qual-
ity in education simply because theyre doing it in
a different format doesn’t make a lot of sense to
me. Faculty judgment is extremely important in
terms of standards. And then finally, the notion of
establishing trust. And I think what is important
about that is that the collaboration that’s going on
in the Great Plains program, while it’s currently fo-
cused on a particular degree program, building that
kind of trust and that kind of exchange will serve
them well for future collaborations in all kinds of
academic areas. And I do agree that we haven't seen
anything yet. This is just the beginning. The one
thing I will have to take issue with is in relation-
ship to the speed with which these efforts are mov-
ing. While I think you need to go work out dis-
agreements and establish mutual trust, there is
another world out there that is moving at a much
more rapid speed than our traditional academic
approaches to these issues. That is the private sec-
tor. My idea is not to try to scare people but really
to remind people that we may need to accelerate
our efforts as we develop these new collaborations.
Now, of course what is difficult about collabora-
tion is that it’s a lot easier to form a company and
do your own thing. So, inevitably, it will be a lot
more complicated. But at the same time, I think
we need to be thinking a bit more about the pace
of change that's going on around us. Finally, I'd
emphasize that these cases illustrate this blurring
of the distinction between off-campus learning or
distance learning and on-campus learning.
Certainly, as Valorie McAlpin said, these Guiding
Principles, good pedagogy apply equally well to dis-
tance environments as well as on-campus environ-
ments.”
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Remarks by Dee Dunn, distance
student, Washington State University

Remarks by Barry Willis, distance
educator, University of Idaho

“Distance education . . . can very easily lead to
learning in isolation. My learning experience
would have been enhanced had I had the op-
portunity to engage in the experiential type
activities that have been suggested here this
morning. The focus on collaborative learning for
students is an important one. During every single
job interview I've been involved in in the past
three years, every single one asked about my ex-
perience with teamwork and cooperative-type
settings. So I think to translate that into distance
education learning opportunities is vital to stu-
dent success in . . . academics and once they move
into the marketplace.”

“For faculty and students to have a quality expe-
rience, three factors always converge:

1. adequate technical and logistical support
and appropriate faculty training;

2. incentives: whether it’s release time, load
adjustments, that whole family of incentives
needs to be looked at critically if we're to
look for quality projects and process in the
long run;

3. evolving the academic culture that all this
will take place in. We need to have a culture
that rewards and recognizes the commitment
that faculty make as they’re teaching at a dis-
tance.

That goes as far and as deep as you can pos-
sibly make it. Into promotion and tenure poli-
cies, general academic policies. If you can get
those three factors in place, the quality will fol-
low.”

“Tt is very difficult to know where we are going to be in 10 years.
Essentially it is a question of how broad is your bandwidth. I believe
there will be a blurring between on- and off-campus delivery. The
development in technology is so phenomenal that our ability to transfer
information and knowledge will take a quantum leap.”

Merlin Lawson, graduate dean, University of Nebraska—Lincoln
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Case Study 1

KENTUCKY

Prepared by Kim Ragland, Ph.D., extension
specialist for distance learning, University of
Kentucky, ADEC PCO

In 1991, the Agricultural Subcommittee of the
Kentucky Council of Higher Education (KCHE),
consisting of the deans and chairs of all the state’s
institutions of higher learning with agricultural
degree programs, met to discuss the outdated vi-
sion of agriculture that exists among many high
school administrators and counselors. To meet
the growing demand for well-trained agricultural
scientists, the colleges and universities needed a
broader pool of bright, motivated young people
interested in agriculture with strong backgrounds
in chemistry, biology, mathematics, and physics.
However, the widely held view of agriculture as
a production career with limited opportunity was
restricting the pool of Kentucky youth entering
these institutions with interest in agriculture.

To counter the “cows and plows” image of
agriculture, the members of the Agriculture Sub-
committee decided to work together to provide
college-level, agricultural science courses to the
high schools for advanced placement and col-
lege credit. The goal of this plan was to demon-
strate the highly scientific and technological ba-
sis of modern agriculture as well as to provide
incentives to the college-bound wishing to accu-
mulate college credits before enrollment.

The first hurdle was to determine how credit
would be granted. The KCHE agreed to allow the
seven participating institutions (University of
Kentucky, Berea College, Eastern Kentucky Uni-
versity, Kentucky State University, Morehead State
University, Murray State University, and Western
Kentucky University) to teach the courses coop-
eratively and grant advanced placement credit by
locally agreeable rules. Each institution then set
up its procedure for handling the advanced place-
ment credit. Students achieving passing grades
on the final examination would be provided with
a letter stating the grade earned. A student wish-
ing to obtain the college credit would then en-
roll in the on-campus equivalent of the course
at any participating institution, pay tuition to that
institution, never go to class or take the equiva-
lency examination, and the grade would appear
on the local transcript at semester’s end.
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The second hurdle, a delivery method, was
solved by partnering with Kentucky Educational
Television and using its Star-Channels, a closed
satellite system in every Kentucky school. Finally,
a syllabus and teaching team for Introduction to
Animal Science, the first course attempted, had
to be created. Faculty assigned from all seven in-
stitutions decided what content should be in-
cluded and divided it up by interest and training
among the 11 instructors involved. The course
was first offered in the spring of 1992 and has
been offered each year since.

Subsequently, Introduction to Wildlife Con-
servation and Introduction to Plant Science have
also been offered using the same model. Intro-
duction to Agricultural Economics is currently
in development to round out the offering, giv-
ing students the opportunity to earn up to 12
credits in agriculture before they reach a college
campus. The procedure for creating and teach-
ing a course has become simpler with time as
faculty and institutions have seen the value of
the model. The courses are now taught strictly
via videotape to reduce the amount of time in-
volved for faculty and to increase the visual na-
ture of the offerings. Although distance learning
faculty from the University of Kentucky coordi-
nate registration, enrollments, and grades and UK
faculty serve as the primary instructors for all the
courses, the courses continue to be open to par-
ticipation by faculty from all the cooperating
institutions to the mutual benefit of the entire
group.

Lessons Learned
Team teaching is a must. Creating a semester-long
course that is visual enough for a video medium
and providing all the support materials that need
to accompany the videotapes is very time con-
suming. Keeping the videos and materials up to
date year to year is an additional burden that
would tax the energies of any single professor.
A support staff for faculty is essential. Fac-
ulty must have access to a videographer and edi-
tor to create the video roll-ins that are the real
strength of a visual medium course. Because
many of the faculty involved are not accustomed
to teaching freshman-level courses, much less
high school students, they need assistance in de-
signing appropriate support materials and lec-
ture notes. And, finally, faculty need administra-
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tive support to handle enrollments, registrations,
invoicing, payments, stocking and delivery of
books and tapes, evaluations, test distribution,
grading, and grade notifications. These are very
time-consuming tasks that must be done on a
tight schedule to meet the needs of all the high
schools involved. Committing that kind of time
and effort is above and beyond the call of duty
for teaching faculty.

Moving to videotape rather than recreating
the entire course each year has cut down on the
time required of participating faculty. We now
spend more time on the first taping, creating a
visual, complete package; we then plan to revamp
most lectures every three to four years rather than
annually. The exceptions to this rule are lectures
containing current issues and those addressing
inventory numbers and values.

On-site facilitators must teach the course
along with the college faculty on video. When
students simply watch the videos without addi-
tional instruction from a local facilitator, very few
achieve passing grades on the final examination.
However, when the facilitator watches along with
the students, quizzes and tests students locally
throughout the year, helps students learn the skill
of listening for key words and concepts, encour-

ages students to interact with the faculty, and
demonstrates concepts taught in the videos
through hands-on activities, pass rates on the fi-
nal examination have reached 100 percent.

It is essential that students have a detailed
set of notes that follow exactly the on-camera pre-
sentation. High school students do not have the
note-taking skills necessary to choose key words
from lectures or to flip from place to place in the
notebook without distress. Without the detailed
notes, facilitators tell us they spend hours rewind-
ing and reviewing. With the notes, students can
progress through a lecture without stopping, leav-
ing the local facilitator time to give quizzes,
homework, and local hands-on activities. It is
possible for rival institutions to work together
as long as all institutions are willing to share the
credit for the project and a mutually beneficial
model is used.

High school programs are yearning for ad-
vanced scientific instruction in the field of agri-
culture. The courses have been taken by high
school students in nearly 30 states. The limiting
factor for high schools in states outside Kentucky
is the ability for those students to obtain credit
at nearby institutions.

Carla Craycraft, director, Agricultural Communica-
tions, University of Kentucky
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“Working with the Council on Post-Secondary
Education was not as big a barrier as we
anticipated. It was one of the easier parts.”

Carla Craycraft
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Case Study 2

“QUALITY” Distance Teaching
and Learning

Prepared by Valorie F. McAlpin, associate
dean, communications and information
technology, University of Maryland—College
Park, ADEC Program Panel

Quality is Key

Distance teaching and learning is an exciting phe-
nomenon that in many respects is revolutioniz-
ing twenty-first-century education. It is causing
us to reexamine the pedagogy of in-class instruc-
tion while also giving some thought to the qual-
ity of our distance education products.

As administrators and faculty, we think we
have some idea of quality in a residential experi-
ence, and learning outcome is certainly one in-
dication. But what are some of the other quality
indicators for distance teaching and learning? Are
there pedagogical differences between distance
and face to face learning? Why is quality so im-
portant in a distance environment?

The IDEAL report includes six guiding prin-
ciples that answer these questions on quality. The
principles also highlight best practices for “qual-
ity” distance teaching and learning.

The ADEC Guiding Principles

® The learning experience must have clear a
purpose with tightly focused outcomes and
objectives.

¢ The learner must be actively engaged.

¢ The learning environment must make ap-
propriate use of a variety of media.

¢ Learning environments must include prob-
lem-based as well as knowledge-based learn-
ing.

e Learning experiences should support inter-
action and the development of communities
of interest.

e The practice of distance learning contributes
to the larger social mission of education and
training in a democratic society.
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What the Experts Say

In this case study, three nationally renowned dis-
tance educators critically examined the ADEC
Guiding Principles. The following is a summary
of their reactions:

The learning experience must have a clear
purpose with tightly focused outcomes and
objectives.

The learner must be actively engaged.

Chere Gibson, professor and researcher, Univer-
sity of Wisconsin, Madison:

“Learning outcomes and objectives are impor-
tant, but there’s an awful lot of value in the
unplanned or serendipitous learning that
takes place. Goals and objectives allow learn-
ers to be strategic. Adult learners come with
their own goals and objectives. Goals and ob-
jectives provide only a partial foundation for
evaluation. Goals must do more than provide
access. Design courses for active and engaged
learning.

“We can do more than provide access—
we can provide success and that’s what we're
all striving for.”

The learning environment must make appropri-
ate use of a variety of media.

Learning environments must include problem-
based as well as knowledge-based learning.

Connie Dillon, distance learning professor and
researcher, University of Oklahoma, describes
approaches she uses to achieve problem-based
learning in her distance classrooms:

“Give students concepts to apply in a real-life
setting (often used in an introductory course
with a case study required at the end). Give
students a problem to solve, then review with
them the concepts they've used, often unwit-
tingly. Problem-based learning provides op-
portunities for engagement. Problem-based
learning provides a context for new learning
and opportunities for the transfer of learning.”

Learning experiences should support interaction
and the development of communities of interest.

The practice of distance learning contributes to
the larger social mission of education and training
in a democratic society.
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Ben Shneiderman, professor and researcher in
the Institute for Advanced Computer Studies at
the University of Maryland, describes an inter-
esting teaching/learning philosophy that he calls
“relate-create-donate”:

“Relate-create-donate involves students work-
ing in teams, creating technology products for
the benefit of someone outside the classroom.
An example of relate-create-donate includes
students working in teams to prepare site-spe-
cific technology recommendations for a retire-
ment home. Student teams visit the site, teach
skills to residents, and prepare a report that
goes directly to the director of the retirement
home. Active and experiential learning is what
makes education so exciting.

“The gift of the technology is that it em-
powers students to do quite wonderful things
and to collaborate even at a distance on build-
ing something that's theirs.”

Summary

According to our experts, quality in distance edu-
cation includes active learning, engagement, col-
laboration, problem-based learning, and real-
world problem solving. And as you might guess,
these characteristics apply equally to face-to-face
environments.

Dynamic new educational technologies pro-
vide us with a fascinating array of knowledge
products—products that enhance learning and
ultimately will make these quality indicators just
our normal way of doing business in the twenty-
first century.

“Relate-create-donate involves students work-
ing in teams, creating technology products for
the benefit of someone outside the classroom.”

Ben Shneiderman

Ben Shneiderman, professor and researcher,
Institute for Advanced Computer Studies, University
of Maryland-College Park
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Case Study 3

TADDA: Increasing Access to
Educational Programs through
Collaboration

Prepared by Erik Anderson, University of
Idaho, ADEC PCO

The Tri-State Agricultural Distance Delivery Alli-
ance (TADDA) is a cooperative distance educa-
tion degree program developed by the Univer-
sity of Idaho, Oregon State University, and
Washington State University, the three land-grant
universities in the Pacific Northwest. TADDA of-
fers a bachelor’s degree in general agriculture to
distance learners in the tri-state area.

The alliance also includes a four-year insti-
tution and several community colleges in the re-
gion. The TADDA program uses a “2+2" degree
completion model to provide the complete un-
dergraduate general agriculture curriculum. The
community colleges supply the lower-division
courses and the land-grant universities provide
the upper-division course work. Students in the
region are able to enroll at the degree-granting
institution of their choice but may take courses
developed at any institution in the program.

Courses developed for the TADDA program
are mutually accepted among the three degree-
granting institutions. Because of their proxim-
ity, the University of Idaho and Washington State
University already had a procedure in place for
sharing or “cross-listing” courses. New arrange-
ments were established to enable the Oregon
State University courses to be accepted at the
other institutions and vice versa. Acceptance of
courses by the degree-granting institutions is not
automatic, however. Departments rigorously re-
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view the TADDA courses to assess course qual-
ity, instructor qualifications, and the suitability
of the course work for the curriculum.

Numerous administrators from the alliance
institutions have cooperated to help make
TADDA succeed. The administrators include pro-
vosts, registrars, financial aid officers, librarians,
and distance and continuing education coordi-
nators. “Without their help we couldn’t have
gone forward,” said Michael J. Burke, associate
dean of the Oregon State University College of
Agricultural Sciences. Among the challenges ad-
dressed by the partners were differing registra-
tion procedures, dissimilar time schedules, and
incompatible technical delivery systems.

Some obstacles still remain for TADDA. For
example, the distribution of tuition and fees is
unresolved. At present, the student fees gener-
ated remain with the institution in which the
student enrolls. Another challenge is the need
to establish an incentive system that rewards fac-
ulty and departmental participation in the pro-
gram.

The TADDA program has been in full opera-
tion for just over a year but is already achieving
results. One Idaho student and one Washington
student are expected to complete their degree
requirements by the end of the fall 2000 semes-
ter and will become the program'’s first gradu-
ates.

The three TADDA degree-granting institu-
tions often compete for students in the Pacific
Northwest region. The alliance is an example of
institutional collaboration for the purpose of
sharing courses and programs as a distance edu-
cation consortium. Through collaboration,
TADDA is increasing access for distant learners
in the tri-state area to a high-quality bachelor’s
degree program in agriculture.
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Strategies for Achieving Success in
a Collaborative, Interinstitutional
Environment

Lessons Learned from TADDA

To achieve the goals set by a consortium, it is
imperative for the partner institutions to work
together as a group or a system rather than oper-
ate independently. The following strategies will
help a consortium or collaborative group achieve
its goals:

Vision and Mission

Develop a unified vision and mission for the con-
sortium. As the consortium develops, it will face
many obstacles that could threaten to derail the
group. When the partners stay focused on the
collaborative vision, they are less likely to act au-
tonomously or adopt competitive behaviors.

Communicate

It is critically important for group partners to
hold regular meetings. Face-to-face meetings
should be held at least once a year. The partner
institutions could take turns hosting the in-per-
son meetings. Phone conference calls and
videoconferences should be used to facilitate
group meetings. A listserv also is an effective com-
munication tool.

Lead

Each participating institution should assign a co-
ordinator or director for the project. The coordi-
nator must be empowered by his or her admin-
istration to make decisions that will affect the
institution so as to “get the job done.” The con-
sortium should appoint one person to be the pro-
visional leader. This leadership assignment could
be rotated among the group.

Sustain

Every obstacle that must be overcome by the con-
sortium presents an opportunity for one or more
partners to withdraw. Sustaining the group over
time will be the greatest challenge. Employing
the strategies outlined above will help the col-
laborative group to carry on.
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“Washington State University and the
University of Idaho had a long-standing
policy to allow cross listing of courses.
We did not have this with Oregon State so
we developed a different arrangement. We
identify the faculty teaching courses for
TADDA as affiliate faculty at WSU and
Idaho.”

Larry Makus, University of Idaho
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Case Study 4

THE GREAT PLAINS INTER-
ACTIVE DISTANCE EDUCATION
ALLIANCE (IDEA):

“An Inter-Institutional Masters
Program in Family Financial Planning”

Prepared by Janet Poley, president, ADEC

The Great Plains IDEA is a consortium of seven
colleges of human sciences/family and consumer
sciences. This collaboration began in 1994 in re-
sponse to an initiative launched by the University
of Nebraska to offer course work in the fall of 1994
leading to a master of science degree. The Univer-
sity of Nebraska sought partners who would join
their efforts by delivering or receiving courses. The
deans meet twice a year in work sessions and hold
bimonthly conference calls to further faculty de-
velopment in distance education instructional de-
sign and technology, develop collaborative and co-
operative approaches among faculty and
institutions, and provide impetus for program de-
velopment (with emphasis on post-baccalaureate
credit and noncredit programming).

The partnership has resulted in a network of
faculty and administrators working to enhance col-
lective efforts in post-baccalaureate education
within the Great Plains region (www.okstate.edu/
hes/ued/gpdc/). The Great Plains IDEA works
closely with the American Distance Education Con-
sortium (ADEC).

In May 1997 a faculty team participated in a
Great Plains IDEA faculty development workshop
and designed a master’s degree in family financial
management. In June 1998 the deans decided to
support this faculty idea and asked faculty for fur-
ther development of the program. The faculty de-
veloped objectives for the program, courses, course
descriptions, assessment of learner outcomes, and
formative and summative evaluation criteria. The
work of the faculty was captured in a pre-proposal
submitted to the ADEC Agricultural Telecommu-
nications Program. The project was selected for
preparation of a full proposal (www.adec.edu/ag-
telecom/funded/3-47.html), which was funded.

From June through October 1999 faculty fur-
ther refined the curriculum and submitted to the
CFP Board of Standards to register this program.
CFP and Certified Financial Planner are federally
registered service marks of the Certified Financial
Planner Board of Standards. The Board of Standards
lists 106 competencies that must be included in the
course work, and faculty designate which compe-
tencies will be covered in the courses they teach.
This program has been accepted for registration.

In spring 2000 the Great Plains deans met with
the graduate deans from their institutions to work
through campus procedures for approval of the pro-
gram and curriculum. Factors used for discussion
were integrity of the program, costs and revenues,
credentials of faculty, measures of productivity,
facilitating student access, and faculty rewards.

The Great Plains IDEA recently learned that
they will receive a coveted Learning Anytime, Any-
place (LAAP) grant from the U.S. Department of
Education.

“We avoided playing games. . .we needed
to treat faculty from other campuses with
respect equal to our own.”

David Hilderbrand, dean, Graduate College,
South Dakota State University

“We found that people in other institutions
are as trustworthy as faculty at our own.”

Joan Laughlin, associate dean,
University of Nebraska-Lincoln

“The graduate deans met with the deans of human science in Kansas City. We thought we
would be tweaking processes so in some cumbersome way we could have a program. From
the onset of the meeting everything was out the window. We were no longer thinking about
how to use rolls of duct tape and bandages and try to make a collaboration in some bulky
way. We had to develop a new approach a new system to make a collaboration work.”

James Gukima, interim associate graduate dean, Kansas State University
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DEC

Appendix I

ADEC and IDEALL

The Context
On June 13, 1996, the ADEC Board of Directors passed
the following resolution:

Be it resolved that ADEC leadership will promote
multi-institutional collaboration and develop a cli-
mate to better define interconnected educational and
business practices and procedures. The Board of Di-
rectors challenges ourselves and our colleagues within
the consortium to draw upon our collective resources
more efficiently through inter-institutional, multi-in-
stitutional initiative and other collaborative efforts.
We resolve to better respond to the needs and priori-
ties of our clientele as we use advanced communica-
tion technologies together. We further resolve to use
ADEC financial resources to support programs con-
sistent with interconnection, interoperability, and
collaboration.

The board chair at the time, E. G. Sander, then appointed
the Ideal Distance Education Administration Language
(IDEAL) committee and charged its members with ex-
amining issues and barriers to collaborative program and
business development. Eight issue areas were identified
for study and recommendations:

e Academic credit transfer between ADEC institutions

e Academic credit transfer between ADEC institutions
and others

* Member institution policies for distance learning costs
* Development of “smart” software
¢ Elimination of “turf barriers”

¢ Development of multi-institutional degrees, courses,
and certificate programs in high-priority need/demand
areas

¢ Academic/administrative barriers impeding the design
and delivery of distance education programs

¢ Quality distance education criteria and assessment
measures

The outcomes of the individual task groups assigned to
address each point of the charge has resulted in a body of
work, recommendations, tools, and future charges for
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American Distance Education Consortium

implementation known as IDEAL1. The complete re-
port is available on the ADEC Web site at www.adec.edu.

So What Is IDEAL?

The report of the IDEAL committee is intended to stimu-
late the future-oriented thinking and conversation that
we must have to ensure that we continue to have a world-
class higher education system ready to meet the twenty-
first century. It is neither prescriptive nor suggestive of
revolution. It does suggest that we cannot be content
with the status quo but must begin to experiment with
different administrative arrangements for academic
programs, professional development, and nonformal
education in our core mission areas, locally, regionally,
nationally, and internationally.

In short, the report recommendations challenge the
consortia and higher education in general to

e evolve toward more clearly delineated standards for
transfer of credit within major areas of study.

¢ develop a nationally available database and adminis-
trative systems for the cataloging, listing, and market-
ing and evaluation of distance learning products.

¢ overcome historical but outmoded “turf barriers” that
prevent progress toward a consortial, collaborative, and
systematic approach to distance education.

e collaborate with all appropriate academic, governmen-
tal, and interested parties to design and develop multi-
institutional curricula and systems that facilitate a
faculty-based, market-driven collaborative process.

e review and define quality distance education criteria
and assessment tools.

Implementation

The resulting recommendations and discussion pieces
from IDEALI produced a series of guidelines and tools.
We summarize them here but highly recommend that
administrators and faculty look at the ADEC Web site
to understand and contemplate the depth and vision of

the IDEALI effort.
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A. Guidelines for Articulation of Distance Courses
Offered through ADEC

The guidelines relate to uniform standards for transferring agri-
cultural, natural resource, veterinary, and human science distance
course credits among member institutions. Thirty-six academic
deans are signatories to this document. The full text is available

on the Web site.

B. Distance Education—-Ready Checklist

Environmental forces are pushing higher educational institutions
into the new age of information- and consumer-driven markets. A
real issue is the transformation of the existing higher education
environment over time into a new learning industry that will be
global, span K-12 learning, and involve a far greater range of learn-
ing enterprises. The Distance Education—Ready Checklist can help
institutions assess where they stand in the development of
distance education delivery.

The checklist poses more than forty questions under five catego-
ries: institutional commitment, registration, faculty issues, mar-
keting and partnerships, and records and credit banking. The
questions are designed to help individual institutions focus on
current and emerging issues in distance education. For example:

¢ How knowledgeable are your legislators, administrators, etc.?
¢ Does your institution have a strategic plan for distance education?

e Is your institution willing to put sufficient resources into a
distance education plan?

¢ Do you have an on-line system for registration, payment of fees,
etc.!

¢ Does your institution permit cross-enrollment of students at
multiple institutions?

e What policies do you have in place to ensure faculty involve-
ment’

* Do you have the appropriate technical and creative support
systems in place for faculty?

¢ Do your reward systems encourage faculty participation in
distance education?

¢ Have you done a careful market analysis to match need with
capacity!

e Are your student record systems able to accommodate the needs
of a distant student?

The complete checklist is a valuable assessment tool. We encour-
age its use, and like all other tools and documents, it is available

on the ADEC Web site at www.adec.edu.

C. Eliminating Turf Barriers

This document stresses several suggestions that can help an insti-
tution address the formidable and complex “turf” issues that vary
from university to university and college to college. Its sugges-
tions address capacity, interest, knowledge, and collaborative
possibilities. It promotes standards, evaluation, and quality issues
in the process of reducing the “barriers” to a manageable few.
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D. The ADEC Telecommunications and Development
Grant Awards

In cooperation with CREES/USDA, almost a million dollars has
been directed nationally in support of distance learning efforts—
from credit courses to extension programs to planning grants. More
recently, more than $50,000 was awarded to eight projects en-
compassing a dozen collaborating universities. The money lever-
aged additional resources that helped develop learning modules
such as “Medical Nutrition Therapy,” “Master Gardener Botany
Training,” “Integrated Natural Resource Management,” “Horti-
cultural Distance Learning Modules,” and others. The projects were
developed under one of IDEAL’s best products—the guiding prin-
ciples.

E. The Guiding Principles for Distance Teaching and
Learning

The principles are intended to serve as guidelines for identifying
and evaluating Web-based credit courses and nonformal educa-
tional programs that may be developed for face-to-face as well as
distance instruction. They address support for services and admin-
istrative policies and are included on the ADEC Web site.

The guiding principles are:
¢ Design active and effective learning.
¢ Support the needs of learners.

¢ Develop and maintain the technological and human infrastruc-
ture.

e Sustain administrative and organizational commitment.

They suggest a clear purpose for the learning experience, tightly
focused outcomes and objectives, learners who are actively
engaged, and the use of a variety of media. Most critically, they
exhort faculty to empower learners through new knowledge using
a modular development process and the encouragement of critical
thinking.

The deans and academic heads that make up the Board of
Directors of the ADEC consortia are pleased with the thoughtful
work of the teams that developed the IDEAL report, tools, and
guidelines. Now the challenge is implementation. To that end,
IDEAL?2 is charged with furthering the work of IDEAL1. We in-
vite your active participation, discussion, and help in the coming
months to create a true collaborative and consortial approach to
distance education.

Please refer to the ADEC Web site for the complete IDEALI docu-
ments, our searchable course database, news, international and
business partnerships, and discussion of emerging issues and tech-
nologies.

For more information please contact:

Janet Poley, ADEC President
Box 830952

C218 Animal Science
University of Nebraska-Lincoln
Lincoln, NE 68583-0952
Voice: 402-472-7000

Fax: 402-472-9060

E-mail: jpoley@unl.edu
www.adec.edu
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