
Achieving 
Success in 
Internet-
Supported 
Learning 
in Higher 
Education: 
Case Studies 
Illuminate 
Success Factors, 
Challenges, and 
Future Directions

By Rob ABEL
ALLIANCE FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 
COMPETITIVENESS



© 2005 All Rights Reserved                www.a-hec.org       Page ii 

Internet-supported Learning

About A-HEC
Taking higher education to the next level . . . . 

The Alliance for Higher Education Competitiveness (A-HEC) performs ac-
tion research into change and effectiveness in higher education. 

A-HEC is a new non-profit organization dedicated to collecting, analyzing, 
and disseminating information on how higher education organizations and 
leaders of  all types are creating value through innovation.

 A-HEC now serves more than 1300 higher education leaders.  Individual 
membership is a free public service to higher education leaders at institu-
tions of  all types.  

Sign up at http://www.a-hec.org/membership.html.

Neither this book nor any part maybe reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means, 
electronic or mechanical, including photocopying, microfilming, and recording, or by any informa-
tion storage or retrieval system, without prior permission in writing from the publisher.

The consent of  A-HEC does not extend to copying or general distribution, for promotion, for 
creating new works, or for resale. Specific permission must be obtained in writing from A-HEC for 
such copying. 

Direct all inquiries to:
A-HEC, at 
469 Mangrove Ct., Lake Mary, FL 32746 

or online at:
http://www.a-hec.org/

Copyright ©2005 by A-HEC
All rights reserved. 
Published February, 2005
Published in the United States of  America

http://www.stcc.edu/
http://www.a-hec.org/


© 2005 All Rights Reserved                www.a-hec.org       Page iii 

Internet-supported Learning

Achieving Success in Internet-Supported 
Learning in Higher Education: 
Case Studies Illuminate Success Factors, 
Challenges, and Future Directions

By Rob ABEL
ALLIANCE FOR HIGHER EDUCATION COMPETITIVENESS

Abstract

The popular and scholarly literature on the developing use of  the Internet for delivery of  
higher education paints disparate views of  success and failure.  This paper summarizes the 
results of  a set of  surveys and interviews conducted with twenty-one higher education institu-
tions of  various types that consider their usage of  e-Learning as successful.  Through data col-
lected from the participants and review of  prior research, this paper provides some potential 
insights into the common success factors for successful adoption of  Internet-supported learn-
ing, including motivation, leadership, measurements and expectations, student and faculty 
support, and delivery format.  This paper also looks at best practices and innovations, major 
challenges faced, and priorities for the future.  Finally, using well known models for adoption 
of  new technology-based products, the paper comments on the progress of  adoption to date 
and presents potential insights into future trends.
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Section I: Executive Summary of  
Findings

Summary Finding One
Higher Education institutions that are succeeding in Internet-
supported Learning have strong motivations to do so (see sec-
tion VII).

Some of  the factors that are most closely correlated with degree of  
success are:

• Consistency of  Internet-supported learning with institutional 
mission (64%)

• Competitive pressure to provide Internet-supported learning  
(64%)

• Intention to grow enrollments through Internet-supported 
learning (59%)

Summary Finding Two
Institutions successful with Internet-supported learning have 
a strong commitment to the initiative (see section VIII).

• Administrators and faculty are clear that Internet-supported 
learning is a long-term commitment (91%)

• Administrators are actively involved in leading the efforts and 
administrative support for success is perceived as adequate for 
success (82%)

• While top-down leadership predominates, facilitative leader-
ship that nurtures grass-roots support, coupled with a focus on 
high impact programs appears to be most effective

Summary Finding Three
Successful institutions measure themselves in a variety of ways 
depending on what is important to them; quality is at least or 
more important than growth (see section IX).   

The measurements used to evaluate Internet-supported learning in 

“To successful 
institutions Internet-
supported learning 
is an opportunity 
to reconsider the 
intersection of  
mission and student 
service and to 
create an improved 
educational product.”
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order of  frequency are:

• Student outcomes (29%) 
• Student satisfaction (21%)
• Growth in enrollments (21%)
• Faculty satisfaction (10%)

Summary Finding Four
Students and faculty are well-supported at suc-
cessful institutions through a set of well estab-
lished capabilities that are being constantly im-
proved (see section X):

Most prevalent support services include:
• Highly available website or course management 

system (100%)
• Faculty helpdesk (91%)
• Course development help from a support center 

(86%)
• Student phone helpdesk (86%)
• Technical training for faculty (86%)
• One-on-one instructional design consultations 

for faculty (82%)
• Orientation to online courses for students 

(82%)
• Clear and effective policies for ownership of  on-

line materials (82%)
• A single program coordinator or student con-

tact point (78%)
• Student feedback through course assessments 

(78%)

Summary Finding Five
The “secret sauce” of achieving success in Inter-
net-supported learning varies from institution to 
institution, however, a “programmatic approach” 
with a commitment to fully online programs 
seems to be most critical (see section XI):

• A focus on getting programs (a full degree pro-
gram) fully online (a “programmatic approach”) 
as opposed to single courses fully online or web-
enhanced courses, greatly increases the chance 
of  achieving “overwhelming success” by a four 

to one margin
• Best practices of  the programmatic approach 

often result in new program/course configura-
tions that enhance quality
» Program redesign sessions to facilitate faculty 

leaders creating a better program 
» Pedagogy defined to reflect the uniqueness of  

the program 

Summary Finding Six
Institutions successful in Internet-supported 
learning have gone beyond the technical issues 
and are much more focused on achieving a better 
educational product (see sections VI and XII).  

A large variety of  innovations and best practices have 
been developed by the successful institutions applied 
to all areas of  the curriculum.  Examples include: 

• 24/7 learning labs
• Participation by 100% of  full time faculty 
• Faculty required to take comprehensive training 

program
• Course standards
• Maintaining a high degree of  faculty/student 

interaction
• Use of  class archiving and video replay to im-

prove study
• Commitment to same high quality experience 

for all students
• Innovative business and centralized support 

models

Summary Finding Seven
The major challenges experienced by successful 
institutions indicate why many institutions con-
tinue to struggle with Internet-supported learning 
(see section XIII).  

Even though the predominant methods for involv-
ing faculty in development of  courses is to work with 
early adopters or those hand-picked by the academic 
leadership, the greatest challenges by far concerned 
the development and delivery of  effective online  
learning materials and environments (42%):



Internet-supported Learning

© 2005 All Rights Reserved                www.a-hec.org       Page � 

• Technology learning curve and associated train-
ing required for faculty, coupled with lack of  
time for training (18%)

• Developing online learning materials and envi-
ronments that support the quality and variety 
desired (13%)

• Finding and engaging enough faculty to meet 
the demand (11%)

Summary Finding Eight
To successful institutions Internet-supported 
learning is an opportunity to reconsider the in-
tersection of mission and student service and to 
create an improved educational product.  It is not 
about technology adoption. The successful insti-
tutions are addressing strategic, cultural and pro-
cess issues that will help them perform their mis-
sion more effectively in the future no matter what 
direction technology takes (see section XVI).
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Section II: Background- Thwarted 
Innovation or Entering the 
Mainstream?

On a plane trip in preparation for the July 4th holiday of  
2004, I brought along a copy of  a recently published re-

search report entitled, “Thwarted Innovation: What Happened to e-
learning and Why” (Zemsky and Massy 2004).  This well thought out 
study looked at e-Learning in both the higher education and corporate 
markets and generally painted a picture of  an over-hyped technology 
that, although not dead, simply has not lived up to promises and is 
awaiting some future innovations before taking off  in a big way.  

Having recently departed a position at Collegis, Inc. (http://
www.sungardcollegis.com/) where I was responsible for Online and 
Academic Services to a client base of  about 50 higher education in-
stitutions, I was certainly very aware of  the challenges associated with 
implementing e-Learning in higher education.  The challenges are 
numerous and I could certainly sympathize with some of  the disap-
pointment relayed in the “Thwarted” study.  On the other hand, I 
had personally been involved with many institutions that certainly had 
achieved success in using the Internet to support instruction.  These 
included statewide consortiums, as well as all types of  private and pub-
lic institutions.  Some institutions had turned around key programs 
that were in decline, others had significantly improved enrollments and 
revenues.

 
Some of  the institutions I was aware of  were clearly embrac-

ing the Internet as a fundamental component in a strategy to serve 
students better, while others were more laissez-faire in their approach.  
Some seemed to be in a reoccurring debate of  “Is this a good thing?” 
Others seemed to be able to draw that debate to a conclusion and 
move forward. So, what was really happening in higher education e-
Learning?  Why did my experiences point to many examples of  success 
while the “Thwarted” report described a “boom going bust”?(Zemsky 

“We hope to 
provide higher 
education leaders 
and online learning 
practitioners with 
information that 
will help them 
make the right 
choices with 
respect to the use 
of  the Internet to 
support learning at 
their institution.”

http://www.sungardcollegis.com/
http://www.sungardcollegis.com/
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& Massy, 2004b) 

 
In late 2003, prior to the “Thwarted” report, a 

report issued by the Sloan Consortium entitled “Sizing 
the Opportunity” (Allen and Seaman 2003) indicated 
from a survey of  994 institutions that 66.8% agreed that 
online education was critical to their long-term strategy 
while projecting a 19.8% growth rate in online students 
over the next year.  The “Thwarted” study pointed out 
that the “Sizing” study may have drawn flawed conclu-
sions for at least two reasons.   The first was that the 
study represented a biased sample – those most likely 
to respond were those that were successful.  The sec-
ond was that the measurement of  the number of  on-
line enrollments, which was the focus of  the “Sizing” 
study, was not necessarily an accurate indicator success-
ful adoption. This was because much of  the adoption 
to date accorded to the “Thwarted” study was on a 
very simplistic form of  online course (essentially a cor-
respondence course delivered online) that was relatively 
easy to achieve but not consequential.  The study pro-
posed that the real innovation lies ahead in much more 
sophisticated capabilities, such as the faculty’s ability to 
build courses from a “learning objects” database.

More recently Sloan has published the next an-
nual update, “Entering the Mainstream” (Allen and 
Seaman 2004), in which 1,170 institutions participated. 
The report indicated the annual growth projection of  
close to 20% had been met.  In addition, an increasing 
growth rate in online students of  24.8% in the next year 
is expected.  Interestingly, the percentage of  schools that 
indicated that online learning is critical to their strategy 
dropped to 53.6%.  The “Entering” report has pro-
vided a more complete breakdown by Carnegie clas-
sification than its predecessor.  This is revealing in that 
Baccalaureate institutions are clearly a laggard in terms 
of  the importance of  online learning to their strategy 
and non-profit private institutions clearly indicated that 
online courses were perceived as inferior quality com-
pared to traditionally delivered courses. 

 

The comparison of  the findings of  the “Thwart-
ed” study with the “Sizing” study, in conjunction with 

my personal experience working with a range of  institu-
tions, indicated that there are differences in how insti-
tutions are approaching online learning and how they 
are perceiving their level of  success.  From those differ-
ences arose the current study that tries to understand 
why some institutions believe they are succeeding by 
looking at how they are doing it and identifying com-
mon denominators of  success. In so doing, we hope to 
provide higher education leaders and online learning 
practitioners with information that will help them make 
the right choices with respect to the use of  the Internet 
to support learning at their institution.
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Section III: Purpose of  the Study- 
Understanding How the Successful 
Institutions Are Making Progress

The questions this study asks are motivated by a desire to un-
cover best practices in achieving success with the use of  the 

Internet in higher education.  Our objective is to understand the larger 
connection to institutional strategy as well as the necessary operational 
ingredients.  Therefore, it is a study for leaders and practitioners.  

Some of  the key motivating questions we had at the outset 
were:

• Are there common factors for success?  What are they? 

• Why do institutions move online? Are there particular condi-
tions under which e-Learning will be successful?

• What is the role of  leadership and by whom? What level of  
investment or commitment is necessary for success?

• How do institutions evaluate and measure success?    

• What are the most important and successful factors for student 
support and faculty support?

• Which online delivery format is most favored and why?  

• What are some of  the areas of  best practice and key innova-
tions so far and what can be expected for the future?

• Where do institutions get stuck?  What are the key challenges?

• Where will successful institutions be placing their emphasis in 
the future with respect to Internet-supported learning?

• How far along are institutions in their adoption of  Internet-
supported learning and where will they go next? 

“Are there 
common factors 
for success?  What 
are they?”

“Our objective is 
to understand the 
larger connection 
to institutional 
strategy as well 
as the necessary 
operational 
ingredients.”
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Section IV: An “Academic” Exercise?  

How relevant is Internet-supported learning to the future of  
higher education? Are we talking about another entry in 

a long list of  technologies that have been applied to learning from the 
blackboard to the overhead projector?  There are at least three reasons 
to take serious notice of  Internet-supported learning.  These are capac-
ity, cost, and attainment.

Capacity.  With a higher education degree now widely ac-
cepted as “the ticket to the middle class” (Newman et al., 2004), U.S. 
enrollments in postsecondary institutions are expected to grow at about 
a 1.4% rate per year through 2012 (Gerald & Hussar, 2002). This num-
ber by itself  is not cause for great alarm.  In fact, the rate of  growth 
was higher in the late 1980’s.  However, the projected growth varies 
widely from state to state with declines expected in some states and 
large increases, exceeding the national average by anywhere from 30% 
to 200%, in a group of  about 20 states (Martinez, 2004).

The states with the highest growth rates will and already are 
(example: California) struggling to keep up with the demand, while 
institutions in states with declining enrollment are looking for ways to 
expand their reach to areas of  growth.  Internet-supported learning is 
an important, and some would say crucial, element in addressing both 
of  these challenges. In fact, several participants in this study have used 
Internet-supported learning to meet these challenges.

Cost.  Tuition has increased over six fold in just 25 years from 
1978 to 2003, more than double the rate of  inflation in that period 
(Vedder, 2004).  More importantly, it is doubtful that this rate of  in-
crease can continue.  According to calculations by Richard Vedder of  
the American Enterprise Institute and Ohio University, this trend must 
be reversed at some point soon as we are beginning to see potential 
scenarios that have annual tuition costing between one or two times an 
annual family income (Vedder, 2004).  Also, according to Vedder, since 
1980 the ratio of  tuition to GDP output per student has been rising, 

“A majority (59%) 
believed that 
faculty would say 
that the courses 
or programs 
resulting from 
e-Learning were 
clearly of  higher 
quality than the 
classroom courses 
or programs upon 
which they were 
based.”
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indicating that the output our society obtains from a 
dollar investment in tuition is on the decline.  

Internet-supported learning has the potential to 
reduce costs.  An investment in Internet learning tech-
nology is a direct investment in the delivery of  learning, 
as opposed to facilities or non-academic programs.  Ad-
ditionally, increase in online programs, courses, or class 
sessions has a related decrease in the need for physi-
cal facilities, thus enabling serving more students at the 
same physical facility cost. 

Attainment.  The most frequently mentioned 
mission driver named by participants in this study was 
increased access.  Clearly Internet-supported learning 
has increased access for many, from those too far to at-
tend a campus to working adults who have enough time 
to obtain a degree now that the commute times and un-
workable class sessions have been eliminated.  However, 
while we historically have and are now continuing to 
make great strides in access to higher education in this 
country, the challenge we are failing to meet is success 
of  students, or attainment, as measured by actual de-
gree achievement.  As pointed out by The Futures Proj-
ect (Newman et al., 2004) we must go beyond access to 
attainment, especially for disadvantaged students.  

In the recent Sloan “Entering” study over 50% 
of  respondents (primarily academic officers) rated on-
line learning outcomes as equivalent to or better than 
their face-to-face counterparts (Allen, I. E., & Seaman, 
J. 2004).  In the study that you are reading, a majority 
(59%) believed that faculty would say that the courses 
or programs resulting from e-Learning were clearly of  
higher quality than the classroom courses or programs 
upon which they were based.  From these two studies 
we can draw a conclusion that leading practitioners of  
online learning are committed to quality and believe 
they are achieving it.  However, the work of  the Futures 
Project reminds us that the objective for the future must 
be to increase quality and take more responsibility for 
student learning and outcomes than is the current prac-
tice.  

As pointed out in (Twigg, 2002), until we move 
beyond trying to reproduce the classroom experience 

online and begin to tap into the potential to provide 
a more individualized approach to instruction, it will 
be difficult to “move beyond no significant difference in 
outcomes.”  In fact, Internet-supported learning holds 
great potential for achieving significant improvements 
that support potential gains in attainment. Five strate-
gies implemented by participants in this study that en-
hanced student success were:

•	 Providing greater opportunity for students to 
participate than they would in a class session 
through well designed online collaborative ex-
periences.

•	 Allowing faculty to allocate more of  their time 
on individualized student guiding and monitor-
ing as opposed to lecturing.

•	 Having better means to monitor student prog-
ress and satisfaction.

•	 Encouraging exploration of  more material with 
better retention by encouraging self-directed 
learning rather than rote lesson plans.

•	 Providing dedicated student support represen-
tatives that helped students with process issues 
that are many times cause for failure.
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Section V: Study Methodology

Key Assumption. The Sloan “Entering” study appears to in-
dicate that online learning is continuing to gain momentum.  Consis-
tent with that notion, the assumption of  this study is that some institu-
tions are “succeeding” in implementing Internet-supported learning. 

Study Process.  To answer the questions posed in the previ-
ous section this study required in-depth surveys and interviews with 
each institutional participant.  Invitations were made to institutions 
referred by study sponsors and through A-HEC.  The stated criterion 
was to work with institutions that believed they had achieved success 
with “e-Learning.” There was no attempt to establish any more specific 
criteria for success, as we wanted the study to reveal each institution’s 
perspectives on what determined success.  Figure 1 indicates responses 
during the course of  the study on internal perceptions of  success. Be-
ing an in-depth study, a key criterion was the time availability of  the 
participants. 

 
Engagement with each institution was through the executive 

or manager most familiar with the online activities. This was institu-

“We chose “Internet-
supported” learning 
for the final title of  
the study because it 
turned out that all 
of  the institutions 
involved were 
focused on delivery 
of  education that 
was enabled by the 
Internet.”
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tion-specific and ranged from the President to Direc-
tors of  online or learning technology activities. Titles 
of  the primary contacts are summarized in Appendix 
B.   Due to the wide scope of  the questions, the con-
tact individuals often involved others.  It is important 
in interpreting the results to understand that we asked 
the respondents for their perception of  the perceptions 
of  other key constituents, such as faculty, students, and 
administration.  While this introduces the possibility of  
bias by the respondent, this was considered acceptable 
because the purpose of  the study was to understand the 
perceptions from the most knowledgeable contact, as 
opposed to trying to “ground-truth” those perceptions.  

Engagement with each institution consisted of  
three steps.  The first step was an extensive background 
web survey that consisted of  over thirty multi-part ques-
tions, including many open text responses.  The second 
step was a follow-up phone interview to discuss the spe-
cifics of  the institution’s experience and collect some 
key items for an included profile.  The third step was 
a final web survey of  over twenty questions that took 
some of  the text responses from the initial survey and 
turned them into choices to be ranked among all par-
ticipants, as well as collecting additional data on future 
expectations.

Participants.  Participants consisted of  21 in-
stitutions from the complete spectrum of  categories: 

•	 4 community colleges 

•	 1 community college consortium

•	 1 national for-profit college

•	 2 non-profit public baccalaureate/masters

•	 4 non-profit private baccalaureate/masters

•	 8 non-profit public research doctoral

•	 1 non-profit private research doctoral

 
The participants and associated sponsors are 

summarized in Appendix A. Without any pre-intention, 
the sample set seems to be consistent with the findings 
of  the Sloan “Entering” study in the sense that private 
institutions are less prevalent. The institutional operat-
ing budget distribution is shown in Figure 2. 

Definition of  Internet-Supported Learn-
ing. The “Thwarted” study considered a wide spectrum 
in the definition of  “e-Learning,” from distribution of  
distance learning or correspondence course materials 
(often referred to as “online” or “fully-online” courses or 
programs – meaning that students never need to come 
to campus) to a facilitator of  limited communications 
transactions between faculty and students (often referred 
to as “web-supported” courses, where a Course Man-
agement System is used to distribute course materials or 
provide simple interactions like quizzes) to “electroni-
cally mediated learning” in which the online materials 
provide the learning experience through a simulation or 
other form of  learning interaction.  On the other hand, 
the Sloan “Sizing” and “Entering” studies are focused 
on “online” courses, defined as having at least 80% of  
the course content delivered online.  The Sloan studies 
also define blended/hybrid courses as having 30% to 
79% of  content delivered online, and web facilitated as 
having 1% to 29% of  content delivered online (Allen 
and Seaman 2004).

For purposes of  this study we chose a classifi-
cation similar to the Sloan classification, but, realizing 
that it is very difficult to quantify the exact amount of  
content that was delivered online we chose to use ter-
minology that was indicative of  the student experience 
at both the course and the program (program of  study 
leading to a credential) levels.
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Table 1.  Internet-supported Learning Definitions

Terminology Definition

Fully online pro-
gram

Program that does not require the student 
to come to the main campus.  This in-
cludes distance programs with occasional 
regional cohort meetings

Fully online 
course

Course that does not require the stu-
dent to come to the main campus.  This 
includes distance courses with occasional 
regional cohort meetings.

Hybrid/blended 
course

Course in which the number of  tradition-
al face-to-face sessions has been reduced 
significantly (at least 33%) due to online 
delivery, but, still requires face-to-face 
sessions on a regular schedule of  at least 
twice per month or more.

Hybrid/blended 
program

Program that is a mix of  traditional 
courses, fully online courses, or hybrid/
blended courses.

Web-supported 
course

Traditional course that is supported by 
online materials, but whose face-to-face 
schedule is not altered substantially

Emporium-style 
course

Course that eliminates traditional class 
sessions in favor of  online materials in 
conjunction with tutored lab or class ses-
sions.

In this study, we consider all of  the above types as 
“Internet-supported” learning. One of  the explicit goals 
of  the study is to understand the preferences among 
the participating institutions for these various alterna-
tives and the rationale for those preferences.  During 
the study we actually used the general term “e-Learn-
ing” in order to encompass the broadest possible set of  
experiences.  We chose “Internet-supported” learning 
for the final title of  the study because it turned out that 
all of  the institutions involved were focused on delivery 
of  education that was enabled by the Internet.  Use of  
pre-Internet technologies and modes of  delivery such 
as PowerPoint in the classroom, point-to-point distance 
learning networks, or instruction on CD-ROM were 
not the focus of  any of  the institutions participating in 
the study, although they may have been components of  
a larger Internet-enabled solution.

Sample Significance.  This study is a 
compendium of  case studies from 21 institutions 
that perceive themselves as successful in the use 
of  e-Learning.  Since the participant institutions 
had no special requirements, there is no reason to 
believe that other successful institutions would not 
exhibit similar characteristics.  However, this study 
does not attempt to indicate the degree to which 
similar practices may or may not exist across all 
higher education institutions.      
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Section VI: Profiles of  Participant 
Institution Initiatives

Broward Community College. Broward Community Col-
lege’s motivation for progress in e-Learning was twofold. First, Bro-
ward believes it is important for students to have flexible learning op-
tions. Second, Broward feels it is important to support their faculty in 
becoming “21st century professors.” Broward’s greatest accomplish-
ment has been achieving exceptional faculty participation through 
grass-roots growth in a highly supportive environment. One third of  
full-time faculty at Broward are involved in e-Learning that has sup-
ported about 15,000 enrollments in the last year, roughly 7% of  the 
total credit hours produced by the college. Broward utilizes e-Learning 
across the curriculum, with roughly 47% of  online activity associated 
with web support of  in-class learning, 33% associated with fully online 
courses, and the remaining 20% associated with a hybrid or blended 
delivery approach. Consistent with its emphasis on faculty support and 
growth, Broward has implemented a very innovative approach of  des-
ignating “e-Learning faculty associates” who are paid by the college to 
assist other faculty on a one-on-one basis.

Dallas Baptist University.  Dallas Baptist University began 
its e-Learning initiative in 1998 motivated by the desire to better serve 
adult learners.  The effort now encompasses nine graduate and eight 
undergraduate programs that are fully online, but, also supports tradi-
tional age students needing some flexibility to support their busy lives 
with online and hybrid courses. Today, 1026 of  Dallas Baptist’s students 
are online with over 5,000 online enrollments in the last year.  The 
online programs have consistently operated at a 92% retention rate, 
which evidences strong commitment to quality.  Dallas Baptist has im-
plemented a required six-month course for all faculty teaching online. 
More than 150 faculty have gone through the course.  The course fully 
equips faculty to deliver a high quality course online.  Another Dallas 
Baptist quality innovation is a proofing process that involves academic 
reviewers at several levels before a course is offered to students. 

El Centro Community College.  El Centro Community 

Email contact 
information for 
participants 
and sponsors 
is contained in 
Appendix A.
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College started down the path of  e-Learning as a result 
of  strong vision of  both the President and Chancellor.  
The college used grant funding to make a strong push 
to incorporate technology to record lectures and make 
them available online.  Today, a significant number of  
the faculty are using the evolving system and more than 
90% of  students in the Health Occupations Division, 
are taking courses that feature the technology.  To date, 
more than 2500 students have gone through technol-
ogy-enabled Health Occupations programs.  The in-
stitution reports anecdotally that the online review of  
lectures has enhanced student test score performance 
in the range of  two to four points.  The level of  innova-
tion in usage of  video for better instructional results is 
evident in classes such as Echocardiology Technology, 
where students can watch the usage of  equipment in 
real-time remotely with a better view than if  they were 
watching from a seat in the classroom.  They can also 
replay the archived session as many times as they need.

Florida Hospital College of  Health Sci-
ences (FHCHS).  FHCHS began its quest into e-
Learning with a strong interest in finding a way to ad-
vance the radiography profession.  There were only a 
handful of  baccalaureate degrees available. Therefore, 
for those in the profession who wanted to move ahead 
but were not in the vicinity of  one of  those programs 
there were few options.  Today, FHCHS is serving over 
500 students through the program, with more than 96% 
from outside commuting distance of  FHCHS and 89% 
from outside Florida.  Over 100 have already gradu-
ated. The success of  the BS in Radiological Sciences 
spurred the development of  an equally successful RN to 
BS nursing program with over 180 students. As a small 
institution, FHCHS accomplished success by leverag-
ing technical and marketing resources from a for-profit 
partner, through very close cooperation and open com-
munication. FHCHS’s implementation has featured 
a pedagogical foundation that combines synchronous 
chat sessions with asynchronous instruction.  Achieving 
best practice in this regard has enabled a strong sense 
of  community among the participants as evidenced by 
71% of  the recent graduating class coming to campus 
for graduation despite no previous physical interac-
tions.  

Iowa Community College Online 
Consortium.  Five years ago leaders from the fifteen 
community college districts in Iowa came together to 
discuss forming a consortium to pool resources to ac-
celerate progress in developing and delivering online 
courses.  Ultimately, seven of  the districts decided to 
participate. In the latest term 3,246 unique students 
were served via 5,199 online course enrollments. It is es-
timated, through student surveys, that 30-35% of  those 
students would not have been able to participate if  the 
online courses were not available. The greatest accom-
plishment of  this consortium seems to be the high level 
of  cooperation that has enabled a highly consistent 91% 
student satisfaction rating across the system. The con-
sortium has implemented a very innovative annual con-
ference that is essentially free to the faculty and other 
participants, thus engendering a very collegial and co-
operative atmosphere in which to participate. Another 
major accomplishment was the receipt of  a major Title 
III grant from the U.S. Department of  Education.

Johns Hopkins University Engineer-
ing and Applied Science Programs for Profes-
sionals.  Johns Hopkins moved into online learning 
for its engineering programs for professionals in order 
to provide increased flexibility and access for students 
and faculty.  A majority of  the faculty in the program 
are part-time and it was initially envisioned that some 
might be recruited from outside the immediate region, 
although this has not turned out to be a major need.  As 
part of  an elite private institution, providing quality has 
been a major focus of  the online program, which to date 
has focused on providing fully online courses.  As such, 
Johns Hopkins greatest accomplishment has been the 
development of  online course standards. Development 
and implementation of  these standards has resulted in 
a framework suitable for the professional adjunct fac-
ulty to produce a high quality online experience while 
providing consistency of  the student experience from 
course to course. 

Kansas State University. Kansas State origi-
nally implemented early online technology eleven years 
ago to meet the perceived needs of  a business degree for 
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farmers, which evolved into serving a wide constituen-
cy.  These were and still are implemented in a blended 
program format.  A couple of  key strategic decisions 
were made early on:  Focus on complete programs so 
distance students could get degrees and not just accu-
mulate credits, and, focus primarily on programs in 
which the institution has a strong research reputation 
and ranking.  Online evaluations have been an impor-
tant component with the objective being to understand 
how to serve students better.  A good example is some 
online advising tools implemented to address feedback 
on advising.  From the lessons learned in distance learn-
ing use of  online technology was brought into the class-
room.  In the latest fall term, roughly 17,500 students 
of  Kansas State’s 23,000 were being supported by on-
line technology.  Kansas State boasts several notewor-
thy innovations, among them are a “Teaching Scholar 
Academy” in which one faculty member is recognized 
each year and added to a group of  scholars whose mis-
sion is to impact teaching and learning, and, use of  new 
course formats in which students review lectures prior 
to class so that class time can be focused on more engag-
ing activities.  

Medical College of  Georgia, School of  
Allied Health.  The School of  Allied Health at the 
Medical College of  Georgia was motivated to make 
greater use of  the Internet in order to provide a more 
flexible and inexpensive alternative to a legacy point-
to-point video hook-up between distributed classrooms.  
The School of  Allied Health implemented a solution 
that not only allows students to experience classroom 
lectures at any location at a lower cost than the legacy 
video link, but also allows faculty to put lectures online 
with little or no increase in development time.  Of  eight 
departments in the school, two have now put all of  their 
courses completely online. Over 400 lectures are now 
available to students anytime and anyplace.   

Michigan State University.  Michigan 
State developed an early leadership reputation in on-
line courses, with nearly 100 courses online in the late-
1990’s. In the late 1990’s Michigan State established an 
innovative program providing online Advanced Place-
ment courses throughout the State of  Michigan.  The 

materials developed for this program are currently the 
basis of  several of  the university’s introductory courses.  
Over 1900 course sections currently are supported by 
a commercial course management system. Michigan 
State has developed and implemented LON-CAPA, an 
award winning content sharing and testing system that 
has become the core of  its physics, chemistry, and sci-
ences teaching programs.  Michigan State’s approach 
to e-Learning also reflects a best practice in providing a 
centralized group of  course producers and instructional 
designers providing resources for faculty throughout the 
institution.    

Montana State University, Billings.  Mon-
tana State University Billings (MSUB) began its work 
in e-Learning in 1998, motivated by the need to serve 
a geographically dispersed student base and to keep up 
enrollments even as high school graduates in the area 
were predicted to decrease.  From five online courses 
with 35 enrollments they have grown to 240 courses 
and 6500 enrollments in academic year 2004, serving 
3500 students.  The most important accomplishment 
at MSUB is reported to be making some good choices 
early on in focusing internal resources first and foremost 
on program selection and delivery and partnering with 
an external provider expert in online technology.  This 
focus enabled rapid progress in what matters most to 
MSUB students: high quality programs.  MSUB be-
lieves strongly on a student-centered approach and 
has achieved best practice with a dedicated online ad-
visor and point persons in all divisions responsible for 
the various student services for online students. Unlike 
many institutions, MSUB has not been afraid to tackle 
the undergraduate curriculum, with the Bachelors of  
Science in Liberal Studies being its showcase program 
from the start.  

Montgomery College.  Montgomery Col-
lege, Maryland, recorded 2414 “seats” in fully online 
courses in the latest Fall term and are growing at ap-
proximately 25% per year.  Montgomery also provides 
hybrid/blended and web-supported classes.  Montgom-
ery’s effort has been largely a grass roots success driven 
by the academic community.  An early adopter of  pre-
Internet technologies for online courses, Montgomery’s 
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faculty rapidly took to the Internet. Montgomery’s 
implementation has featured a mandatory six-week 
intensive program for every faculty member teaching 
online.  This training not only goes beyond technical 
features to include a significant emphasis on pedagogy, 
it also features development of  the course that the fac-
ulty member will be teaching.  An additional innova-
tion of  the Montgomery program that is just beginning 
to be implemented is a course observation process for 
online courses.  This is a new tool that the academic 
departments will be using to monitor quality of  the on-
line courses in the same way that classroom delivery is 
monitored.

Ocean County College.  Ocean County Col-
lege’s primary motivation to move online was to meet 
the needs of  students who desired more schedule flex-
ibility. Ocean’s efforts have been primarily faculty led 
with faculty leaders serving as mentors to other facul-
ty.  This grass-roots effort has been complemented by 
a cooperative relationship with the faculty association 
for compensation of  course development and the sup-
port of  the president, especially as it relates to enabling 
the development of  quality online courses. Faculty who 
teach online are required to have been an online student, 
which spurred the development of  an online course in 
teaching online.  Ocean has experienced almost 3000 
enrollments in fully online courses over the past year.  
Building on this experience, Ocean is now involved in 
the Roadmap to Redesign effort funded by FIPSE and 
involving the Center for Academic Transformation, 
focused on improving high enrollment courses with a 
blended delivery approach. 

Park University.  Park University looked to 
the Internet, beginning in 1996, to better meet the 
needs of  undergraduate degree completion students be-
ing served at military bases around the U.S.  Today, Park 
serves 37 military bases in 21 states.  From the start the 
focus of  the Park initiative was student service – mak-
ing all services that would be available face-to-face also 
available online. An example includes the equivalent of  
a campus director assigned to each student.   To date 
over 120,000 students have now been involved in online 
courses, which now encompass 200 courses and three 

complete graduate programs.  Over 40,000 online 
course enrollments have been achieved this year.  As a 
best practice, Park has focused on quality of  instruction 
by requiring faculty teaching online to go through a 6-8 
week training program in which they are the student in 
the course they will be teaching, thus understanding the 
student perspective. This is a rigorous process in which 
the attrition rate is purposefully high. In most cases, 
faculty are also required to have taught the course in a 
face-to-face format before teaching it online.  The net 
result has been an achievement of  94-96% retention 
of  students, despite the obvious uncertainties associated 
with military life.   

Peirce College. Peirce College was motivated 
to create Peirce Online as part of  its mission of  practi-
cal, leading edge education in service to working adults 
and its legacy of  innovative instructional technology 
in support of  that mission.  Peirce offers complete, ac-
credited degrees totally online.  Peirce feels that their 
number one strategic accomplishment with respect 
to e-Learning has been expanding from a strong re-
gional brand to a national brand during the last five 
years.  Peirce has degree students online in 43 of  the 50 
states.  Today, roughly 46% of  Peirce’s tuition revenue 
is generated online.  Traditional face-to-face instruction 
and online delivery utilize the same curricula, course 
descriptions, and professors.  Both formats are included 
under institutional accreditation through the Middle 
States Association (MSA) as well as multiple program 
specific endorsements, such as the ABA and ACBSP.  
Peirce has an 86% retention rate currently in the on-
line experience. Peirce has established a program advi-
sor model that essentially is higher education’s version 
of  a relationship manager, making sure students have a 
“single touch point” for all their needs.

Penn State University. Penn State, an inno-
vator in the use of  technology in learning for 25 years, 
received a major shot in the arm four years ago when 
they undertook the creation of  a common learning en-
vironment for all students.  This common learning envi-
ronment was championed by the provost and was seen 
as a way of  providing a common framework for faculty 
to encourage progress through having a common set of  
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e-learning resources.  Today, the major accomplishment 
is how ubiquitous but yet how invisible this framework 
is – invisible in the sense that it is a fully accepted part 
of  the natural process of  teaching and learning.  As of  
November 1, 2004, some 62,000 of  Penn State’s 75,000 
unique students were enrolled in a course supported 
with online technology.  This equates to 137,000 course 
enrollments supported by online technology.  Addition-
ally, Penn State has used the same infrastructure to pro-
vide support to numerous online communities.  Penn 
State has achieved best practice in enquiry-based learn-
ing, as exemplified by its School of  Information Sci-
ences and Technology, which features problem-based 
learning supported by online technology.

University of  Baltimore. University of  
Baltimore (UB) has achieved considerable success in 
e-Learning in several specific programs as well as in-
stitution wide. For this study we focused on the MBA 
program. Out of  a total of  approximately 700 students 
in the UB MBA program, approximately 200 are fully 
online, and half  of  these students are from states other 
than Maryland. Greater than 50% of  the credit hours 
delivered in the MBA program are through fully on-
line courses. UB has a 75 year history of  serving adult 
students, primarily through evening and weekend pro-
grams. With the arrival of  e-Learning UB saw a poten-
tially better alternative. The result has been increased 
access for local students and additional enrollments 
from distance students. UB feels that its greatest accom-
plishment has been a high degree of  acceptance by tra-
ditional faculty. 50% of  faculty across UB have taught 
an online course. From the early days, UB achieved best 
practice by fostering a high degree of  faculty student 
interaction in its online courses.

University of  Cincinnati.  The University 
of  Cincinnati points to the confluence of  several factors 
as the catalyst for moving online, including their de-
sire to increase access, a strong market need for select 
programs such as their top ranked criminal justice 
program, an institution-wide deployment of  a course 
management system, and a new initiative for “revenue-
based” programs. Growing a set of  programs to over 
1200 students in a few years, the University sees its most 

significant accomplishment as achieving equal quality 
where students can receive the experience of  a top-
ranked program online. The institution has achieved 
best practice in maintaining a high faculty-to-student 
ratio, typically assigning a dedicated facilitator for co-
horts ranging from 15 to not more than 25 students.  A 
tenure track faculty member leads most courses. Feed-
back from students through both annual and course 
surveys shows that satisfaction levels in the online pro-
grams versus the campus-based programs are at least 
equal, if  not higher. Retention in online programs is 
as high as 100% in the education administration pro-
gram, with an average across the board exceeding 85% 
in select online graduate programs. The University 
has also achieved best practice with its strong focus on 
the pedagogical needs of  working adults. For instance, 
a decision was made to structure some programs to be 
delivered one course at a time in intensive, shortened 
periods, in recognition of  the challenges that working 
adults have in juggling the demands of  school, work, 
and life.

 University of  Colorado Boulder, College 
of  Engineering. Internet-supported learning was im-
plemented in the graduate programs in the College of  
Engineering at the University of  Colorado Boulder in 
response to students’ desires to have access to courses in 
the “new currency” of  today’s connected world: digital 
content.  Why?  Graduate students at the school are 
primarily adults – many of  whom have significant travel 
as part of  their job description.  In less than one year 
the school captured the live lectures for over 40 courses 
in digital video format and have made them available 
online.  This includes five complete Masters programs.  
Today roughly 50% of  all enrollments in the graduate 
programs are in the distance sections with 70% of  those 
online.  The school continues to improve the quality of  
the recording process, as the archiving of  all lectures is 
rapidly becoming a standard for graduate engineering 
programs.

University of  Florida. University of  Flor-
ida’s primary motivation for implementing e-learning 
was to provide increased access to their high quality 
programs. The university implements select programs 
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that are marketed and delivered nationwide. Since 
1997 the Pharm.D program for working pharmacists 
has graduated over 600 students. Currently there are 
almost 600 active students in the program. University 
of  Florida boasts one of  the most innovative business 
models we have found. Programs are invested in and 
launched only after a sound business plan and market 
analysis have been performed. The centralized support 
unit receives a portion of  the revenues from the success 
of  the program and tuition levels are set competitively 
under the auspices of  continuing education without 
reimbursement from the state.  There are additional 
distance education-based programs for students in the 
state of  Florida that are funded through the traditional 
tuition model.  Approximately 6000 students registered 
in various Colleges on campus are studying at a dis-
tance.  The best practice that was most notable, besides 
a very strong passion to serve the working adult learner, 
was the perfecting of  a blended delivery approach that 
features regional meetings once per month that are run 
by University of  Florida facilitators.

Virginia Tech Math Emporium. The Vir-
ginia Tech Linear Algebra Course is a hybrid program 
with online course materials supplemented by live in-
person tutoring and access to computers at a center 
near campus.  The students served are undergraduate, 
residential students in the Engineering program. Over 
12000 students have successfully completed this course.  
There has been a 75% reduction in costs of  delivery 
per student while maintaining equivalent quality to the 
lecture-based course and achieving a 33% reduction 
in failure rate.  Implementing this course has allowed 
Virginia Tech students to participate in a personalized 
learning experience, especially as compared to the most 
frequently used alternative at most institutions: very 
large lecture sessions.  The most significant innovation 
has been the successful design and implementation of  
the 24/7 math center that has combined the flexibility 
of  online materials with personal face-to-face tutoring. 

Westwood College Online. Westwood Col-
lege initially looked toward e-Learning as a comple-
ment to its on-campus offerings. Westwood became 
motivated by the potential growth opportunity as well 

as by the opportunity to expand its brand by serving ad-
ditional segments of  the “non-traditional” post second-

ary student population. Westwood has since learned 
that fully online programs have allowed serving a dif-
ferent demographic in a different way than is being 
achieved on-campus. Westwood tracks demographics, 
outcomes, and satisfaction very closely. In fact, West-
wood believes its most notable accomplishment in e-
Learning is achieving outcomes as good or better than 
on-campus, especially for its “Design and Technology” 
programs, which require significant “applied learning.” 
Westwood has achieved significant online success, sup-
porting approximately 320 course sections, 8000 course 
enrollments and 2300 students in the most recent term. 
An extraordinary 94% of  online students indicate they 
would recommend Westwood to a friend. In fulfilling 
the delivery of  their Design programs online, Westwood 
has developed and integrated a very innovative set of  
tools that combine online interaction with locally run 
software applications on students’ home computers.
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Section VII: Motivations for Moving 
Online

Why did the successful institutions in this study move on-
line?  Although there were a variety of  reasons as illus-

trated in the profiles in the previous section, the short answer is a desire 
to increase service to students in a way that is consistent with their 
needs and the mission of  the institution.

Figure 3 shows the responses to the question of  consistency of  
the e-Learning initiative with mission from the respondent’s view of  se-
nior executive perceptions. The most prevalent mission drivers in order 
of  explicit mention were: 

•	 Increase access
•	 Increase enrollment or revenues
•	 Increase student convenience
•	 Increase service to adult learners

“Most of  these 
successful 
institutions 
had strong and 
compelling 
motivators for 
implementing 
and succeeding 
in Internet-
supported 
learning.”

As shown in figure 4, the primary student focus for the online 
initiatives were degree-seeking adult learners. The responses indicated 
that the top three student needs being addressed through Internet-sup-
ported learning are flexibility, convenience, and access.  The forth most 
important student need being addressed by Internet-supported learn-
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ing is improving academic performance.

 An important finding of  the study was that three 
of  the top four factors that had the strongest correlation 
with perceived success were also strong motivators to 
take action.  These were:

•	 Consistency with mission (64%)

•	 Competitive pressure (64%)

•	 Ability to grow enrollments with e-Learning 
(59%)

The conclusion is that most of  these successful 
institutions had strong and compelling motivators for 
implementing and succeeding in Internet-supported 
learning driven by the intersection of  their mission and 
the desire to provide better service to students.
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Section VIII: The Role of  Leadership

What is the importance of  leadership and by whom?  An 
analysis was conducted to determine the correlation be-

tween the perception of  success and the leadership provided directly 
by various key administrators.  The results showed that support of  ad-
ministrators was a key factor in perceiving success, but not as key as 
the motivating factors illuminated in the prior section or the factors 
of  prioritization of  resources to high impact programs and allocation 
of  funding to support the initiatives.  Correlation of  the perception of  
success to administrative support was as follows:

•	 Provost (41%)

•	 Key administrators – deans, chairs, etc (41%)

•	 President (36%)

An important leadership finding is illustrated in Figure 5.  

“The most 
successful 
institutions 
have done a 
balanced and 
masterful job of  
combining top-
down and grass-
roots leadership, 
achieving strong 
faculty buy-in.”

There was a clear indication that all key administrators were 
not necessarily on board with setting e-Learning as a priority.  Where-
as most of  the presidents and provosts (not all of  the institutions had 
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a provost-titled executive) clearly set a priority for e-
Learning, a few did not, and, there was not universal 
agreement among key administrators.  Yet, as shown 
above, the support from key administrators had about 
equal correlation with success as that from presidents 
and provosts.  This finding correlates well with the an-
swer to which individuals had primary responsibility for 
success of  the e-Learning initiative.  The top four re-
sponses were:

•	 Academic dean (52%)

•	 Provost (48%)

•	 President (38%)

•	 Vice president of  or director of  distance learn-
ing (38%)

 But, this tells only a small part of  the story on 
leadership.  When asked to select only the three most 
important factors for success from a list of  twenty, presi-
dential vision/leadership comes in second only to Fac-
ulty Buy-In (see Figure 6).  Another factor in the list of  
twenty was faculty leadership, which came in tied for 
thirteenth at only 5%.

However, it was noted out of  the interviews 
that in some institutions there emerged a theme of  the 
importance of  grass-roots leadership from the faculty.  

This was particularly true in the community colleges 
where in at least a couple of  cases it was clearly viewed 
as necessary that the primary driver comes from the 
faculty.

To explore the issue of  top-down presidential 
and grass-roots faculty leadership we added a question 
in the final survey that forced the respondents to select 
only the one primary source of  leadership from execu-
tive-driven, faculty-driven, or student-driven.  The re-
sults show that executive leadership was the primary 
driver by a factor of  three to one. 
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However, our conclusion from the combined 
surveys and interviews was that the best practice that 
resulted in the most substantial progress was the abil-
ity to provide top down leadership that facilitated the 
health and growth of  the grass-roots sources.  In other 
words, a combination of  top-down with grass-roots ap-
peared to be most advantageous. 

Another apparent takeaway was that the source 
of  leadership was most varied in the non-profit public 
research/doctoral institutions where there was not only 
a mix of  executive and faculty, but two institutions se-
lected student demands being the primary driver. 

The surveys revealed the strength of  executive 
support and leadership through the following dominate 
perceptions:

•	 A long-term commitment to the initiative

•	 Investment of  significant financial and other 
resources

•	 Prioritization of  expenditures on high impact 
programs

•	 A clear understanding by faculty of  why the 
institution is implementing e-Learning

Taken in total our interpretation of  the data in 
conjunction with the interviews leads us to the following 
conclusions:

•	 The most successful institutions have done 
a balanced and masterful job of  combining 
top-down and grass-roots leadership, achieving 
strong faculty buy-in

•	 The large majority of  these institutions have 
no doubt that they are engaged in a long-term 
commitment that has been adequately re-
sourced and designated as a clear priority
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Section IX: Measures of  Success and 
Expectations

So far we have found out that perceived success in Internet-
supported learning appears to be correlated with strong 

motivations and balanced leadership.  We next turn our attention to 
how institutions are measuring themselves with respect to their Inter-
net-supported learning initiatives.  

Respondents were asked to provide in free text format the top 
five measures of  success.  The answers were interpreted and classified 
into about 20 categories.  The results are shown in Figure 9.  Fully 50% 
of  the measures were related to student outcomes or satisfaction, con-
sistent with the strong motivators to move online to provide better ser-
vice to students.  21% of  the measures related to growing enrollments, 
consistent with the mission drivers of  providing increased access and 
increased enrollment, revenues, and market reach.  Faculty satisfaction 
came in at a distant but strong 10%. “These successful 

institutions are 
doing better than 
they expected 
with respect 
to e-Learning, 
significantly 
exceeding 
expectations 
between 20-
25% of  the time 
and exceeding 
expectations about 
25% of  the time.” A very interesting result was that measures that involved the 

shear volume of  courses or sections online or using CMS technology 
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were only mentioned in 4% of  the responses.  

 A few of  the institutions had put in place rela-
tively sophisticated measures of  Return on Investment 
(ROI), but this was a small minority.  The majority fa-
vored direct input from students to gauge progress.

 Consistent with the focus on student outcomes, 
several of  the institution profiles (see Section VI) point 
prominently to the equal or favorable student out-
comes, as measured by retention and quality ascer-
tained through student interviews, in comparison to 
face-to-face courses.  How much progress is being made 
in terms of  quality and the “no significant difference” 
phenomena (Twigg, 2001)?  The recent Sloan “Enter-
ing” Study indicates that 40.7% of  schools offering on-
line courses agree that students are “at least as satisfied” 
with the online course in comparison to the face-to-face 
course (Allen & Seaman, 2004).  Only 3.1% disagreed.  
The remainder were neutral, which we assume is inter-
preted as “not sure”.

 In this study of  institutions that considered 
themselves successful at e-Learning we explicitly asked 
how it was believed most faculty and students involved 
in these efforts would assess certain quality-related is-
sues.  The results are shown in Figure 10.

Our interpretation of  the results is that a major-
ity of  the institutions (59%) believed that their courses 
or programs were of  higher quality due to the e-Learn-
ing initiative.  A slightly smaller majority (54%) felt that 
they had revolutionized the teaching process.  A larger 
majority (68%) felt that e-Learning providing students 
with two distinct advantages over the classroom experi-
ence: The ability to cover more material and the ability 
to be more participative in the learning process.

The “Thwarted” Study portrayed e-Learning as 
a “Boom Gone Bust” (Zemsky & Massy, 2004b). So, a 
natural question to ask of  these self-admitted successful 
institutions was if  they were more or less successful than 
they expected to be.  Surprisingly, they were more suc-
cessful than they expected, indicating that they would 
probably not characterize their experience as a boom 
gone bust (see Figure 11).

As previously mentioned, the Sloan “Entering” 
Report predicts growth in online enrollments of  24.8% 
in the coming year (Allen & Seaman, 2004).  Based on 
the expectations of  our participants, the majority of  
which selected enrollment growth in the range of  15% 
to 25% (for those that chose enrollment as a key metric), 
the Sloan prediction appears to be on the high end of  
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expectations.  If  we had to venture a guess based on our 
limited sample we would guess closer to the last year’s 
growth (reported by Sloan of  approximately 20%. 

  
Should there be some standard metrics of  suc-

cess that all institutions of  a given type compare them-
selves against?  Our assumption going into this study 
was that institutions and the public would be best served 
by institutions developing and communicating their 

own mission-specific metrics.  However, at the request 
of  some participants we included a question in the final 
survey that asked respondents to give their opinion on 
the usefulness of  each of  a list of  18 metrics in compar-
ing their progress to like institutions.  The results indi-
cated a set of  metrics that were perceived as absolutely 
essential or very useful and a few that were considered 
by the majority to be poor comparison metrics.  These 
are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2.  Most and Least Favored Comparison Metrics 

Most Favored Comparison Metrics Least Favored Comparison Metrics

Student retention in online programs vs. on-campus programs Cost control passed on to students in reduced tuition or 
fees enabled by the focus on e-Learning

Student completion in online programs vs. on-campus pro-
grams

Percentage of  all course sections making use of  the CMS

Learning outcomes (employment, wages, etc.) against a nor-
malized set of  factors

Online course quality as determined by administrators

Enrollment growth of  students served by selected online 
programs

Student e-Learning satisfaction against a normalized set of  
factors

Online course quality as determined by students

Percentage of  enrollment growth in online courses in tandem 
with enrollment growth across the institution in all programs, 
i.e. total enrollment gains for the institution regardless of  
delivery format
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Consistent with the previous findings, the mea-
sures considered most useful are those concerning learn-
ing outcomes and quality as perceived by the students.

 Our summary interpretation regarding mea-
sures of  success and expectations is as follows:

•	 Metrics and expectations are focused primarily 
on measurements of  student success and satis-
faction with a secondary emphasis on increas-
ing enrollment

•	 Quality in online courses and programs is per-
ceived as clearly higher in a majority of  these 
institutions than the equivalent face-to-face ex-
perience; significantly just under half  feel that 
the majority of  faculty believe it has revolution-
ized the way they teach

•	 These successful institutions are doing better 
than they expected with respect to e-Learning, 
significantly exceeding expectations between 
20-25% of  the time and exceeding expecta-
tions about 25% of  the time 
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Section X: Student and Faculty Support

Clearly the previous sections on motivating factors, leader-
ship, and metrics have already set markers for commonal-

ity among the participant institutions.  From this baseline we now add 
explore the specifics with respect to student support, faculty support, 
and the selection of  delivery format (the type of  Internet-supported 
learning implemented).

 
Student Support.  Respondents were asked to rate the suc-

cess of  implementation of  12 student support services.  The responses 
enabled us to group the services into four different categories.  The 
first two categories are contained in Table 3 and represent common 
elements of  success in the clear majority of  participants.  The first cat-
egory (A) is services implemented by all participants with success.  Only 
two fit that category.  The second category (B) are those in addition that 
were implemented with success by a significant majority of  the partici-
pants.  Five services made this category.  These first two categories or 
seven services represent the common denominator student services of  
these successful institutions.

Table 4 contains student support services that are not as widely 
implemented.  The first category in Table 4 (C) are those student ser-
vices that were not implemented by at least 15% of  the institutions 
but were implemented with good success by at least one third of  the 
institutions.  These services represent potential opportunities for more 
institutions to implement successfully. Six services made this category.  
However, one of  those services also qualified for the second category 
(D) in Table 4, which are services whose successful implementation 
rate is less than twice their limited or non-successful implementation 
rate.  In other words, services in this last category represent a potential 
implementation challenge or risk and should be considered carefully. 

Seven student 
support services 
and seven faculty 
support services 
were predominant 
at these successful 
institutions.  A 
host of  additional 
services were 
implemented with 
varying success.
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Table 3.  Predominant Student Support 
Services

Category Support Service

A. Student sup-
port services 
implemented 
with good 
success by 
essentially all 
participants

• Student phone helpdesk

•  Highly available website and/or course 
management system

B. Student sup-
port services 
implemented 
with good 
success by a 
significant ma-
jority (>65%) 
of  participants

•	 Orientation to online courses (81%)

•		A single program coordinator, hotline or 
other program specific contact to report 
and resolve student issues (81%)

•	 Student feedback through course assess-
ments (76%)

•	 Student web/email helpdesk (72%)

•	 Online or phone-based registration (67%)

Faculty Support.  A similar analysis was 
undertaken with respect to faculty support services.  
A list of  22 faculty support services was presented to 
the respondents.  None of  the faculty support services 
qualified for the first category (A) of  ubiquitous imple-
mentation.  Seven faculty support services made the 
second category (B) of  successful or highly successful 
implementation by a substantial majority.  Again, these 
first two categories shown in Table 5, containing seven 
services, represent common denominators of  the study 
participants.

 Table 5.  Predominate Faculty Support 
Services

Category Support Service

A. Faculty support 
services imple-
mented with good 
success by essen-
tially all partici-
pants

•	 None

B. Faculty sup-
port services 
implemented with 
good success by a 
significant majority 
(>65%) of  partici-
pants

•	 Faculty web/email helpdesk (90%)

•	 Course management or other techni-
cal training classes (86%)

•	 Faculty phone helpdesk (85%)

•	 Course development support from 
support center staff  (85%)

•	 One-on-one instructional design con-
sultations (81%)

•	 Clear and effective policies for owner-
ship of  online materials (81%)

•	 Additional fees paid to develop an 
online course (67%)

Table 6 contains faculty support services that 
are not as widely implemented.  The first category in 
Table 6 (C) are those faculty services that were not im-
plemented by at least 15% of  the institutions but were 
implemented with good success by at least one third of  
the institutions.  These services represent potential op-
portunities for more institutions to implement success-
fully. Eleven services made this category, indicating that 
there appears to be much opportunity for improvement 
in faculty support services, even at these successful in-
stitutions.  

Table 4.  Student Support Opportunities and 
Risks

Category Support Service

C. Student sup-
port services 
implemented 
with success by a 
significant num-
ber (>33%) of  
participants that 
were not imple-
mented at all by a 
significant portion 
(>15%) of  the 
participants

•	 Student 24x7 helpdesk (57% vs. 29%)

•	 Student focus groups or surveys to de-
termine e-Learning program features 
most important to students (38% vs. 
33%)

•	 Program or college community build-
ing website (39% vs. 24%)

•	 Online or phone-based registration 
(67% vs. 19%)

•	 Online or phone-based payment (62% 
vs. 24%)

•	 Program or college community build-
ing website (29% vs. 19%)

D. Student sup-
port services 
implemented with 
good success rates 
less than twice the 
limited success 
rates

•	 Student focus groups or surveys to de-
termine e-Learning program features 
most important to students (38% vs. 
28%)
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Nine services qualified for the second category 
(D) in Table 6, which are services whose successful im-
plementation rate is less than twice their limited-suc-
cess or non-successful implementation rate.  In other 
words, services in this last category represent a potential 
implementation challenge or risk and should be consid-
ered carefully. The riskiest service appears to be learn-
ing object repositories, which fail more often than they 
succeed.

Table 6.  Faculty Support Opportunities and 
Risks

Category Support Service

C. Faculty support services 
implemented with success 
by a significant number 
(>33%) of  participants that 
were not implemented at 
all by a significant portion 
(>15%) of  the participants

•	 Faculty support website for 
technical support (58% vs. 
29%)

•	 Faculty 24x7 helpdesk (53% 
vs. 33%)

•	 Course to develop the online 
course (58% vs. 29%)

•	 Additional fees paid to de-
velop an online course (67% 
vs. 24%)

•	 Additional fees paid to teach 
an online course (48% vs. 
29%)

•	 Formation of  faculty team to 
redesign courses or programs 
(43% vs. 29%)

•	 Specific support resources for 
adjunct faculty (33% vs. 38%)

•	 Grant or other funding to put 
courses or programs online 
(52% vs. 24%)

•	 Faculty sessions to profile stu-
dent needs and select appro-
priate online pedagogy (43% 
vs. 19%)

•	 Course testing support prior 
to deployment (33% vs. 38%)

•	 Support for use of  publisher 
content (48% vs. 19%)

D. Faculty support services 
implemented with good 
success rates less than twice 
the limited success rates

•	 Program website to support 
faculty sharing of  best prac-
tices (24% vs. 34%)

•	 Formation of  faculty team to 
redesign courses or programs 
(43% vs. 24%)

•	 Specific support resources for 
adjunct faculty (33% vs. 20%)

•	 Faculty sessions to profile stu-
dent needs and select appro-
priate online pedagogy (43% 
vs. 34%)

•	 Learning object repositories to 
aid program or course devel-
opment (15% to 34%)

•	 Help from unbiased experts to 
assess the course quality and 
effectiveness (24% vs. 15%)

•	 Process and support to im-
prove the course or program 
each term it is offered (52% 
vs. 33%)

•	 Support for use of  publisher 
content (48% vs. 29%)

•	 Course testing support prior 
to deployment (33% to 24%)

	
In summary, student support services appear to 

be converging on uniformly successful implementation 
much faster than faculty support services.  While both 
areas still represent targets of  opportunity even for suc-
cessful institutions, the faculty support area has much 
more diversity and risk associated with it.
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Section XI: Delivery Format

What types of  online courses are preferred by these suc-
cessful institutions?  Web support of  face-to-face instruc-

tion?  Fully online?  Hybrid?

One of  the most startling findings of  the study concerned the 
predominance of  the move to fully online delivery of  courses and pro-
grams and the connection to success.  Remember that the study did 
not have any preconceived bias toward delivery format.  It was up to 
the institutions involved to inform us of  their use of  e-Learning, their 
measures of  success, etc.  In reading the “Thwarted” Study, one would 
believe that the most predominant format that would have achieved 
successful adoption would be what the “Thwarted” Study refers to 
as “enhancements to traditional courses”, such as use of  PowerPoint, 
or, simplistic use of  Course Management Systems for what the Sloan 
reports refer to as “Web Facilitated” and what this study refers to as 
“Web Supported”.

Figure 12 illustrates that there was a predominance of  fully on-
line courses in 53% of  the institutions, with web supported course pre-
dominance coming in at a distant 21%. 

“Focus on getting 
complete programs 
fully online, which 
we refer to as a 
“programmatic 
approach”, as 
opposed to single 
courses fully online 
or web-enhanced 
courses, greatly 
increases the chance 
of  perceived success 
and quality.”
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This was an intriguing result because common 
sense would dictate that there would be more pervasive 
use of  the simpler approach.  To analyze this we looked 
at additional data.  Figure 13 shows all of  the types of  
e-Learning supported at the participating institutions.  
While fully online course were still in the lead, we were 
relieved to see that hybrid and web supported courses 
were only a few percentage points behind.

We believe that the answer as to why the sam-
ple for this study featured a dominance of  fully online 
came with the type of  student primarily served via the 
e-Learning initiatives or market segmentation.  Please 
refer back to Figure 4 in section VII, which illustrates 
the predominance of  focus on the adult learner, where 
fully online courses are preferred for the convenience 
factor.  Our preliminary conclusion is that along with a 
strong focus on the adult learner comes an accelerated 
move to fully online courses.  Our participant sample 
was also somewhat biased towards a focus on commut-
ing students at their campus locations:

•	 32% served mostly residential students at their 
campuses

•	 47% served mostly commuting students at their 

campuses

•	 21% served an approximately equal mix of  
both types at their campuses

As shown is Figure 13 above, 89% of  the par-
ticipant institutions have gone the next step beyond the 
fully online course and implemented fully online pro-
grams, where program refers to an academic program 
of  study.  A key finding of  the study, is that a majority 
of  the institution participants, 71% implemented what 
we will refer to as a “programmatic approach” to mov-
ing online.  This approach involves an intentional focus 
on moving all or most of  the student’s experience in a 
program to the online format.

The study looked at the common practices in-
volved in the programmatic approach to moving online. 
Respondents were presented with a list of  sixteen pro-
cesses and asked to rate how successfully they had been 
able to implement each one.  As with the analysis of  
student and faculty support services, Table 7 indicates 
the prevalent features and Table 8 indicates the oppor-
tunities and risks.
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Table 7.  Predominate Features of  
Programmatic Process

Category Support Service

A. Program-
matic processes 
implemented 
with good suc-
cess by essential-
ly all participants

•	 None

B. Programmatic 
processes imple-
mented with 
good success 
by a significant 
majority (>65%) 
of  participants	

•	 Support resources dedicated to the 
selected program(s) (93%)

•	 Development of  a project plan, includ-
ing schedule and milestones (87%)

•	 Prioritization from institutional leader-
ship to choose most impactful programs 
(86%)

•	 Program redesign sessions to facilitate 
faculty leaders creating a better program 
using e-Learning (74%)

•	 Pedagogy defined to reflect the unique-
ness of  the program(s) (73%)

•	 Involvement of  enrollment management 
in the program planning (67%)

•	 Development of  success measures, such 
as enrollment targets (67%)

Seven programmatic processes (B) were imple-
mented by the predominance of  the participants.  These 
processes represent best practice in moving programs 
online and the ramifications of  these on the transfor-
mation of  a program to higher quality is significant. A 
review of  the list of  seven shows a strong emphasis on 
achieving a very clear and definable objective that pro-
vides a framework for measurement.  We would conjec-
ture that the ability to measure progress, academically 
or otherwise, is much more challenging in a course-fo-
cused approach. 

Nine processes represent potentially under-uti-
lized strategies that should be considered.  A very inter-
esting result is that unlike the faculty support services, 
there were no programmatic processes that represent 
implementation risks and challenges. 

Table 8.  Programmatic Opportunities and 
Risks

Category Support Service

C. Program-
matic processes 
implemented 
with success by a 
significant num-
ber (>33%) of  
participants that 
were not imple-
mented at all by 
a significant por-
tion (>15%) of  
the participants

•	 Involvement of  marketing in the pro-
gram planning (60% vs. 27%)

•	 Involvement of  enrollment manage-
ment in the program planning (67% vs. 
27%)

•	 Development of  a Return on Invest-
ment (ROI) model to quantify financial 
return (53% vs. 23%)

•	 External industry experts brought in to 
help with project planning or imple-
mentation (53% vs. 33%)

•	 Explicit mention of  program success 
as a key institutional priority (54% vs. 
20%)

•	 Domain specific resources set up to sup-
port adjunct faculty (54% vs. 20%)

•	 Grant funding to support program 
development (40% vs. 40%)

•	 Increased operational budgets to sup-
port program development (58% vs. 
29%)

•	 Student fees or differential tuition 
implemented to support program devel-
opment (60% vs. 20%)

D. Program-
matic processes 
implemented 
with good success 
rates less than 
twice the limited 
success rates

•	 None

Is there any relationship between the program-
matic approach and success?  The short answer is a 
very strong “Yes”.  The following data contributes to 
this conclusion:

•	 Among the top four factors that contribute to 
perception of  success, three had to do with 
mission motivators and were mentioned in sec-
tion VII.  The one remaining factor, that was 
actually second in terms of  strength of  cor-
relation, was prioritization of  resources to high 
impact programs.
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•	 An analysis was performed to compare the 
correlation between success and a focus on 
moving courses online versus a focus of  moving 
programs online.  The analysis showed roughly 
a four-to-one stronger correlation of  program-
matic focus to level of  success (53% vs. 17%)

•	 There also appeared to be a connection be-
tween programmatic approach and perceived 
quality.  Five institutions believed that faculty 
would agree overwhelmingly that the online 
course or program exhibited higher quality 
than the comparable classroom course.  All five 
were using a programmatic approach.

In summary, focus on getting complete programs 
fully online, which we refer to as a “programmatic ap-
proach”, as opposed to single courses fully online or 
web-enhanced courses, greatly increases the chance of  
perceived success and quality.
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Section XII: Best Practices and 
Innovations

What are some of  the areas of  best practice in Internet-
supported Learning and key innovations so far and what 

can be expected for the future?  Obviously the common denomina-
tors of  success presented in section X represent best practices.  In this 
section we review best practices and innovations that the participants 
named in their responses for the purpose of  encouraging readers to 
think about the role of  these in their Internet-supported learning ef-
forts.  Section VI also contains best practices and innovations in the 
participant profiles.

Through an open-ended question regarding each institutions 
top three ingredients of  success we were able to derive a categorization 
framework for best practices and innovations.  Figure 14 shows the 
breakdown of  the free-form responses into nine categories.  “Best practices 

and innovations 
in Internet-
supported 
learning are 
numerous and 
unique to the 
specific needs of  
an institution.”



Internet-supported Learning

© 2005 All Rights Reserved                www.a-hec.org       Page �5 

Subject Matter.  A review of  best practices 
would not be complete without looking at the subject 
matter being delivered through Internet-supported 
Learning.  The subject matter being taught with Inter-
net-support was extremely diverse.  Appendix C con-
tains a listing of  course and program topics that our 
participants felt were most successful.  Suffice it to say 
that the topics ranged from math to science to social sci-
ence to business to practical professions, such as Nurs-
ing and Design.  The range of  innovation with respect 
to the course content was surprising.  Thus, the subject 
matter was not an area of  commonality.  Please read 
the institution profiles in section VI for more anecdotes 

on innovations in specific subject areas.

Categorization of  Best Practices and In-
novations.  Table 9 contains respondent’s short refer-
ences to achieved best practices and innovations.  Obvi-
ously there has been no attempt in this study to delve 
into these areas in any more depth than is contained 
in the profiles and what is revealed in the common de-
nominators of  success.  The purpose here is to relay 
some of  the ideas from this group of  successful institu-
tions.

Table 9.  Example Best Practices and Innovations Achieved

Category Best Practices Achieved Innovations Achieved

Executive leadership 
and support

•	 Clear policies 
•	 Importance of  teaching and learning quality in 

raise and tenure
•	 Program focus

•	 Revenue sharing to fund centralized support re-
sources

•	 Cooperation through a consortium

Faculty and aca-
demic leadership 
commitment

•	 Incentives for faculty participation
•	 Protection of  faculty intellectual property
•	 100% full time faculty involvement

•	 Annual conference free for all participants
•	 Teaching scholar academy

Student service
•	 Program advising
•	 24x7 help desk support
•	 Web-based enrollment and financing
•	 Faculty role in early term retention
•	 Dedicated staff  to support distance learners

•	 Full student support 24x7
•	 24x7 learning lab environment
•	 Wide range of  online student services

Technology infra-
structure

•	 Highly reliable 24/7 infrastructure
•	 Use of  technologies to match pedagogy

•	 Strategic partnerships
•	 Provide lower cost and higher access alternative to 

full video

Course/instructional 
quality

•	 Integration of  enquiry-based and team activi-
ties

•	 Content management
•	 Student/faculty interaction
•	 Standard course structure/course standards
•	 Faculty led regional cohort meetings
•	 Live lab demos of  equipment
•	 Lecture archiving, review, and feedback
•	 Cohort model to better track student perfor-

mance

•	 24x7 learning lab environment
•	 Serve multiple learning styles
•	 Use of  advanced software by students at home
•	 Facilitator groups of  15-20

Financial resources 
and plan

•	 Sufficient financial resources and seed funds •	 Implementation throughout a consortium

Training •	 Mentoring of  faculty
•	 One-on-one support from curriculum designers
•	 Reduced time involved in creating e-lectures
•	 Required faculty training and/or orientation
•	 Web based training for the faculty

•	 Peer tutors
•	 Emphasis on trained, certified faculty
•	 Faculty required to have been an online student

Marketing •	 Marketing and retention plans •	 Strategic partnerships
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From reviewing the table one can see that not all 
categories had best practices or innovations mentioned.  
Also, the judgment as to what is a best practice versus 
an innovation is a subjective one.  Either type represents 
potential new territory to be considered.

Our conclusion with respect to best practices 
and innovations in Internet-supported learning by suc-
cessful institutions are:

• They are numerous

• They are unique to the specific needs of  an 
institution

• They are primarily focused on content/instruc-
tional quality, student service, and training

•	 A majority of  the innovations being worked 
on are in support of  creating a better learning 
experience for students through better courses 
and better developed faculty
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Section XIII: Challenges

Up to this point we have covered a large territory with re-
spect to what needs to be focused on to achieve success in 

Internet-supported Learning. It is also natural to ask where do institu-
tions get stuck?  What are the key challenges?

Section VII makes it clear that the substantial majority of  suc-
cessful institutions in this study have clear motivators in terms of  the 
intersection of  mission and the desire to provide better service to stu-
dents.  We can conjecture that most or alt least many elite private in-
stitutions get stuck right at that point.  Since most of  our study institu-
tions did not fall into that category, we would not expect that issue to 
arise when asking where the greatest challenges were.  To solicit input 
we again used the technique of  collecting open ended responses.  Fig-
ure 15 shows the grouping of  those responses into eleven categories.

 “42% of  the 
challenges related 
to the source of  the 
delivery material, 
that is, the faculty 
and the online 
learning materials 
and environments 
that are largely 
developed by 
them.”



Internet-supported Learning

© 2005 All Rights Reserved                www.a-hec.org       Page �� 

The top three categories, or 42% of  the 
responses related to the source of  the delivery 
material, that is, the faculty and the online learning 
materials and environments that are largely developed 
by them.  This is despite the fact that most faculty are 
early adopters or others that are hand-picked as shown 
in Figure 16. 

For these successful institutions these represent 
past challenges.  However, in light of  the analysis of  
prevalent and successful support services presented in 
section X and the best practices and innovations pre-
sented in section XII, it is clear that faculty support rep-
resents both an oportunity to create a better education-
al experience as well as a risk that can derail progress.    
The support services highlighted in section X as well as 

the details of  the programmatic approach highlighted 
in section XI provide means to reduce the risk substan-
tially.
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Section XIV: Future Priorities and 
Expectations

Where will successful institutions be placing their emphasis 
in the future with respect to Internet-supported learn-

ing?  

Finances.  One of  the implications of  the “Thwarted” Study 
was that financial support for e-Learning might be dropping off  at 
some institutions.  We specifically asked our participants about future 
funding expectations.  As was already pointed out in section VII, a 
substantial majority of  the participants felt that financial support was 
adequate and that there was a long-term commitment to the e-Learn-
ing initiatives.  The results shown in Figure 17.  There is only a small 
decrease in future expectations from past levels.

The next three years 
should see additional 
emphasis on fully 
online courses, 
hybrid courses, 
faculty support, 
quality standards, 
multimedia, 
interactivity, 
quizzing, library 
services, marketing, 
recruiting,  and 
assessment of  
learning outcomes.

Competition.  How competitive is the market for online 
learning as perceived by our participants?  About 32% of  the institu-
tions felt that their online initiatives were either already involved in 
significant competition (11%) or were heading rapidly for significant 
competition (21%).  47% reported that there was essentially a status 
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quo of  an environment of  limited competition. 

Coming Year Priorities. We asked the par-
ticipants to select their three highest priorities for the 
coming twelve months.  Implementing new technolo-
gies or processes to achieve higher quality/more inter-

active courses came out at the top of  the list.  Tied for 
second were better support services for online students 
and improved marketing of  online programs.  Whereas 
course quality and student service came out as clear 
themes in the common denominators and best prac-
tices, this is the first time marketing has popped to the 
top of  the list. 

Internet-supported Learning Format and 
Capabilities Going Forward.  We asked the par-
ticipating institutions which formats of  delivery do they 
expect will get more emphasis at their institution in the 
future.  The results, shown in Figure 20, indicate that 
these successful institutions see a growing emphasis on 
the already emphasized fully online courses.  They also 
see a growing emphasis on hybrid courses that reduce 
or eliminate some class sessions.  Almost startling is the 
degree to which there is agreement that web supported 
courses will not be receiving additional emphasis.  Only 
11% of  respondents chose web supported courses as 
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gaining in the next three years.  Since most of  the insti-
tutions in the study have implemented web supported 
courses, this appears to be a statement as to the value of  
these going forward.

In the final survey, each of  the participants was 
given a long list of  43 “e-Learning Capabilities” and 
asked to rate them with respect to emphasis over the 
next three years.  The question was asked in a way to 
attempt to uncover four categories of  capabilities:

•	 Those that have been designated as a critical 
priority

•	 Those that will get increased emphasis

•	 Those for which the institution is satisfied with 
the current level of  progress and does not ex-
pect to do more

•	 Those that the institution has put some em-
phasis on in the past and has learned that this 
capability is less important than what they 
thought

Table 10 summarizes the top items in each cat-
egory, assuming they received votes from at least 20% 
of  the institutions. 

Table 10.  E-Learning Capabilities Next Three 
Years.

Top Priority

Training and support of  
faculty (42%)

Feature and function improve-
ments to course management 
platform (26%)

Marketing of  e-Learning 
programs (32%)

Online marketing and recruit-
ing (26%)

Better tracking of  leads 
and/or applications from 
prospective students (32%)

Online library or reference 
services (26%)

Better online quizzing and 
testing products (32%)

Several at 21%

Plan to Give More Emphasis

Greater inclusion of  
multimedia (audio or video 
into the online experience) 
(74%)

Learning object repositories 
or content management tools 
(58%)

Better products for online 
collaboration and discus-
sions (53%)

New technologies for high-end 
course production (47%)

Online evaluation tools 
(course evaluations, surveys, 
etc.) (53%)

Several at 42%

Satisfied

Partnerships with external 
providers for e-Learning 
platform (63%)

Ease of  use of  course manage-
ment platform (53%)

Partnerships with external 
providers for faculty train-
ing and development (58%)

Partnerships with external pro-
viders for 24/7 support (47%)

Partnerships with external 
providers for course devel-
opment services (58%)

Partnerships with external 
providers for student support 
services (47%)

Less Important

None > 20%

The results indicate that faculty support, pro-
gram marketing and recruiting, new approaches to con-
tent development, and new technologies for content de-
velopment or delivery will receive emphasis in the next 
three years.  The results under the “Satisfied” section 
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in particular indicate strong satisfaction with external 
partners to date.  This is consistent with 43% indicat-
ing in a different portion of  the survey that an external 
partnership was either critical or very important to their 
success.  While some capabilities received a few votes 
as less important, none represented 20% of  the institu-
tions.

Support Services.  A similar ranking of  im-
portance over the next three years was posed with re-
spect to both student support services and faculty sup-
port services.  Table 11 contains the results for student 
support services.  The respondents were presented with 
a list of  24 items.

Table 11.  Student Support Services Next 
Three Years.

Top Priority

Online student services 
(32%)

Online marketing and recruiting 
(26%)

Online or phone-based 
registration (32%)

Online or phone-based payment 
(26%)

Assessment of  learning 
outcomes (32%)

A program coordinator to 
handle and resolve e-Learning 
support issues (26%)

Student orientation to 
online courses (26%)

Program specific website to mar-
ket individual online programs 
(26%)

Highly available 24x7 
course management sys-
tem (26%)

Special programs to increase 
retention (26%)

Plan to Give More Emphasis

Assessment of  learning 
outcomes (63%)

Tracking of  the achievement of  
graduates (raises, promotions, 
etc.) (53%)

Student orientation to 
online courses (58%)

Several at 42%

Online tutoring/academic 
support (58%)

Satisfied

Highly available 24x7 
course management sys-
tem (58%)

Student 24x7 customer care 
helpdesk - for any issues, techni-
cal or non-technical (47%)

Student web/email help-
desk (53%)

Student 24x7 technical helpdesk 
(47%)

Student phone helpdesk 
(53%)

Student focus groups or surveys 
to determine e-Learning pro-
gram features most important to 
students (47%)

Program specific website 
to market individual online 
programs (47%)

Less Important

Non-program oriented 
community websites for 
students (26%)

Table 12 contains the results for faculty support 
services.  The respondents were presented with a list of  
25 items.

Table 12.  Faculty Support Services Next 
Three Years.

Top Priority

Establishing course 
quality standards 
(26%)

Course development support from 
support center staff  (21%)

Faculty support 
website for technical 
support (26%)

Help from unbiased experts to assess 
the course quality and effectiveness 
(21%)

One-on-one instruc-
tional design consulta-
tions (21%)

Process and support to improve the 
course or program each term it is 
offered (21%)

Required comprehen-
sive training before 
teaching online (21%)

Additional fees paid to 
teach an online course 
(21%)

Plan to Give More Emphasis

One-on-one instruc-
tional design consulta-
tions (53%)

Course to develop the online course 
(47%)

Specific support 
resources for adjunct 
faculty (53%)

Program website to support faculty 
sharing of  best practices (47%)
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Course management 
or other technical 
training classes (47%)

Learning object repositories to aid 
program or course development 
(47%)

Satisfied

Clear and effective 
policies for ownership 
of  online materials 
(74%)

Course testing support prior to de-
ployment (47%)

Faculty web/email 
helpdesk (58%)

Required comprehensive training 
before teaching online (42%)

Faculty phone help-
desk (58%)

Formation of  faculty team to rede-
sign courses or programs (42%)

Faculty 24x7 helpdesk 
(58%)

Course development support from 
support center staff  (42%)

Less Important

None > 20%

The tables are relatively self-explanatory. One 
overall conclusion is that assessment of  learning out-
comes seems to be a very strong focus for the next three 
years. Otherwise, the tables largely reaffirm some of  the 
gaps in common practices that were seen in the analy-
sis of  section X, but adding a bit more detail in terms 
of  quantifying the specific priorities over the next three 
years on a relative basis.
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“Let’s review 
the key elements 
shown to achieve 
the most rapid and 
sustainable success 
and therefore 
potentially desirable 
to emulate.”

Section XV: Action 
Recommendations- Where Do You Go 
From Here?

This study documented common denominators of  suc-
cessful Internet-supported learning initiatives.  The de-

sired impact is to enable more institutions to succeed in the applica-
tion of  Internet-supported learning. 

Given the limited and biased sample of  this study it is impos-
sible to conclude on the activities in the broader market.  There is no 
way to tell from this study how many institutions are may be more 
successful or less successful than those in this sample. Based on the 
Sloan studies that are projecting growth in online enrollments of  
greater than 24% in the next year, our sample appears relatively av-
erage, perhaps in the middle of  the pack.  Based on the “Thwarted” 
Study we would conclude that our sample consisted of  a set of  true 
innovators who are a generation ahead of  their peers. 

Based on our personal experience working with institutions, 
the success that these institutions represent is probably, on average, 
about three years ahead of  the pack.  Some are in the pack, and 
others are five years ahead of  the pack.  But, on average we would 
interpret that most institutions, given the setting of  a clear priorities 
and attention to the lessons in this report can get to similar levels of  
success in three to five years.

 Let’s review the key elements shown to achieve the most 
rapid and sustainable success and therefore potentially desirable to 
emulate:

•	 The motivation(s) for moving online must be understood 
and be consistent with the institutional mission.  Service to 
students, in one way or the other, of  one type or the other, 
must be at the core. This is not about technology; it is about 
service and mission. 

•	 Leadership in the form of  clear priority setting and invest-
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ment of  resources must come top-down, but in 
a way that includes nurturing and support of  
existing grass roots elements. This leadership 
must effectively include as many participants 
from the academic community as is feasible.  A 
commitment to the long-term must be evident.

•	 Measures of  success focused on learning and 
quality should be developed with the expecta-
tion that these measures will evolve.  Feedback 
on student satisfaction is critical. Growth targets 
should be set and monitored. A system of  mea-
sures that balance growth, quality, and financial 
performance should be developed and moni-
tored.

•	 Consider the most successful student and fac-
ulty support services as described in section X 
of  this report.  For each that is a fit with your 
mission, make sure you can successfully imple-
ment it. Many of  the participants in this study 
partnered with external providers for some of  
these capabilities.  A choice needs to be made 
whether to implement internally or externally.  
58% of  the participants agreed that external 
partnerships would become more important in 
the next five years.

•	 Most importantly, take a “programmatic ap-
proach” to Internet-supported learning.  Include 
in your objectives enabling and improving full 
programs of  study through the initiative. This 
approach will make it easier to focus all of  the 
preceding steps and most likely provide greatest 
value to the target population of  students and 
faculty. 

•	 Focus on and create your own best practices 
and initiatives guided by the needs of  your pro-
grams, students, and faculty.  This study shows 
that these institutions have been very creative in 
developing a unique value-add that fits their cir-
cumstances.  So should you.

•	 Read the profiles in section VI of  this report and 
if  one of  the participant situations is similar to 
yours, contact them to get advice.  Contact in-
formation is published in Appendix A explicitly 
for this purpose.
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“At a minimum the 
move to online is a 
chance to improve 
the current program 
. . to create a 
better educational 
product. Many 
have gone further 
in addressing 
strategic, cultural 
and process issues.”   

Section XVI: Perspectives on 
Adoption- Some Ideas to Consider

 A Market Development Perspective. Let us now go 
back to the question raised in  section II, that is, is this “Thwarted 
Innovation” or “Entering the Mainstream?”  Clearly in the sample 
for this study we are looking at the later.  From a classic market de-
velopment perspective we have clearly witnessed in this sample set 
many examples of  the classic “Crossing the Chasm” (Moore, 1991) 
into the mainstream market through a focus on a segment or niche 
with a strong “compelling reason to buy”.  The segment we are pri-
marily referring to are adult learners.  However, non-residential stu-
dents, students pressed for time, high school students who want a 
college experience without coming to campus, are other examples 
of  segments with a strong compelling reason to buy. Since estimates 
put the adult learner population through 2012 as at least 40% of  the 
total degree seeking population (Gerald & Hussar, 2002) it does not 
make sense to call the adult segment a “niche” market.

 
The findings of  this study indicate that we are in the early 

majority of  the mainstream.  Marketing and branding is becoming 
more important as the competition is beginning to increase.  There 
has been speculation as to how this more intense competition will im-
pact the various players (Gallagher, 2004). However, consistent with 
the early majority phase we are seeing a market for online where the 
demand greatly outstrips the supply.

As part of  the study we asked the participants to speculate on 
the broader market over the next five years.  The responses to several 
of  the statements concerning adoption and competition are shown 
in Figure 21.  There is very strong agreement that 80% or more of  
institutions in the broader market will embrace e-Learning.  The 
institutions are split on whether this will mean that institutions will 
need to narrow their focus (on specific programs or student popula-
tions) in order to more effectively compete as e-Learning spreads.  
Less than 45% agreed that e-Learning will have little effect on com-
petition.
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 The “Thwarted” Study (Zemsky & Massy, 
2004a) presents an interesting theory on adoption, es-
sentially proposing that there are at least four adoptions 
occurring simultaneously, each in different phases. The 
first two are adoptions of  relatively simplistic supple-
mentary technologies like email and CMS systems that 
improve communication but do not fundamentally alter 
the learning process.  The later two involve more so-
phisticated development of  content in new instruction-
al approaches that are considered to be true innovations 
(from the perspective of  the authors). 

The “Thwarted” perspective of  adoption seems 
to be referring more to adoption by the faculty users 
than by the marketplace of  student adopters.  Although 
we are not sure if  this was the intention of  the study, it 
strikes us as saying that if  we were interested in under-
standing the adoption of  a new ice cream product at 
the ballpark we should be primarily concerned about 
the adoption characteristics of  the vendors as opposed 

to the fans who consume the final product.  Obviously 
higher education is different than ice cream, but the ex-
aggeration makes the point that we shouldn’t lose sight 
of  what adoption we are talking about.  As stated above, 
the market for adoption of  e-Learning by the student 
consumers has all the makings of  being in the early ma-
jority. 

However, in this study we are very aware of  the 
importance of  faculty in the adoption equation and 
asked for the perception of  how faculty feel about their 
experience with e-Learning.  Figure 22 charts out some 
key responses.  As mentioned earlier, the figure shows 
that there was a clear majority that believed that online 
courses or programs were not just as good, but higher 
quality than their face-to-face counterpart.  The figure 
also shows that even in these successful institutions there 
is a bias toward early adopters of  technology. However, 
the expected attitudes toward evolutionary versus rev-
olutionary impact surprised us. While there is clearly 
more agreement that going online has been an impor-
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majority, 63% felt it was either very important or some-
what important. 

 How will the involvement of  faculty evolve, es-
pecially with regard to course production?  Figure 24 
shows the answers to some questions we asked in this 
regard.  Almost 80% of  the participants believe that 
even across the broader market courses will move to a 
more centralized development group.  Several of  the 
institutions in this study have already moved strongly 
in this direction.  It is a good fit with the programmatic 
approach.  It also fits well with another broader mar-
ket prediction shown in the figure which is that as e-
Learning causes greater competition, course/instruc-
tional quality will be more important.  So, in essence 
this is predicting a world where faculty become better 
at teaching and content gets a richer, more centralized 
resource (most likely prioritized by institutional leader-
ship). 

 Perhaps the most relevant finding from this 
study with respect to faculty adoption relates to the 
“Thwarted” study’s fourth adoption category of  “the 
development of  new course/program configurations” 
(Zemsky & Massy, 2004a). The current study provides 
strong evidence that institutions and at least a core of  

tant evolutionary step (68%), greater than 50% also be-
lieve that e-Learning has revolutionized the manner in 
which faculty teach.

Among the participant institutions there were 
clearly some differing attitudes about what level of  fac-
ulty participation is required, even in the long-run.  Fig-
ure 23 illustrates the range of  attitudes.  While 11% 
feel that is absolutely critical to engage 100% of  faculty 
in the online endeavors, which one might view as an 
extreme position, 26% believe it is not important.  The 
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participating faculty have moved right past the third 
adoption cycle of  “learning objects” right through to 
new course/program configurations.  Numerous data 
points already covered in this report support this con-
clusion:

•	 The overwhelming focus on student needs and 
quality revealed throughout the study points to 
the desire of  the participants to implement new 
course/program configurations to meet student 
needs.  While many of  these have to do with 
convenience, they also have to do with more ef-
fective and relevant learning, such as increased 
self-directed learning activities.

•	 The belief  that online courses/programs are 
higher quality reveals that there has been an 
emphasis on making them better.  How else to 
do this than through new program/course con-
figurations?

•	 The best practice of  a “programmatic ap-
proach” implemented at some level by 71% 
of  these successful institutions, has associated 
with it best practices of  program redesign ses-
sions to facilitate faculty leaders creating a bet-

ter program and pedagogy defined to reflect 
the uniqueness of  the program (see Table 7 in 
section XI), both of  which will encourage new 
program/course configurations.

•	 While there is a strong interest in “learning ob-
jects” and content management, lack of  prog-
ress in this adoption cycle seems to have had lit-
tle impact on either market adoption or faculty 
progress.

As mentioned previously, a strong qualitative 
takeaway from this study was that these institutions 
were especially skilled at engendering grass-roots fac-
ulty activities.  While there were many views expressed, 
one that we found very down-to-earth was, “I found 
it important to have faculty become involved with a 
minimum of  interference with their current method of  
pedagogy . . . As time progresses, student feedback and 
help from our instructional designers and IT folks help 
to change that initial pedagogy to something that im-
proves learning.”  In short, high quality online courses 
at this stage of  evolution seem to have more to do with 
effective teaching than other factors. So, it is important 
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to not hinder faculty, but rather to empower them.

 A Macro Perspective. In section IV we intro-
duced capacity, cost, and attainment in asking, “How 
relevant is Internet-supported learning to the future of  
higher education?”  While this study has explored many 
of  the micro factors associated with success in online 
learning, we believe the connections to the macro pic-
ture are clear:

•	 Capacity: If  we are to take the online growth re-
sults and objectives of  these institutions, as well 
as the results of  the Sloan “Entering” Study, 
e-Learning is showing the potential to handle 
growth rates in the double digits, much faster 
than the growth of  traditional higher education 
(in the absence of  opening new schools).  Several 
of  the institutions in this study used e-Learning 
to address limitations on physical space.

•	 Cost: Cost containment is not popular with 
many in higher education.  However, as pointed 
out in (Vedder, 2004), there will be more and 
more scrutiny of  cost as it relates to price.  If  
nothing else, there should be facilities and ex-
tracurricular activity cost savings from online 
learning.  Many of  the participants in this study 
were reducing or eliminating physical class ses-
sions and therefore enabling more effective use 
of  resources.

•	 Attainment: Most importantly, the focus of  these 
successful institutions is on student success.  Es-
pecially when implementing a programmatic 
approach, these institutions are stepping up to 
the plate to take responsibility for improved stu-
dent learning, both through the course experi-
ence and the overall set of  student services of-
fered.

 A Systems Theory Perspective.  Finally, de-
spite the success to date of  Internet-supported Learning 
in institutions like those in this study, are there larger 
forces than those discussed so far that can derail its 
progress?  Since higher education provides both public 
and private “goods” (Graves, 2002), it exists within a 
complex set of  relations with large amorphous entities 

that can exert a large influence. 

One set of  such forces are the emerging market 
forces in higher education which some have argued are 
driving the system more and more towards an emphasis 
on the private good to the neglect of  the public good 
(Newman et al., 2004).  It appears that emerging market 
forces will tend to promote the success of  e-Learning 
as they have to date, but might there arise high profile 
issues of  poor quality by perhaps a few operators that 
might tarnish the larger set of  institutions?  The institu-
tions in this study appeared to have largely addressed 
the quality issue by achieving the same accreditation for 
their online programs as their traditional programs.

Another set of  forces is the influence of  govern-
ment, both at the state and federal levels.  Newman 
(Newman et al., 2004) details the importance of  the 
compact between the state and each individual institu-
tion and the state and the system of  higher education as 
a whole.  This compact sets the tone of  the market and 
helps direct it toward the public good.  Institutions may 
be able to increase capacity through Internet-supported 
learning, but will the State reinforce this benefit or deter 
it?  Will the State reward institutions that show more ef-
fective use of  resources? How will interstate commerce 
come into play?  One institution in the study pointed to 
not being able to get some states to approve a distance 
program with onsite meetings whereas they would ap-
prove a purely online program. This seemed counter 
to supporting quality educational alternatives (from the 
perspective that a onsite meetings enhance quality for 
the students).

 
A third set of  forces comes from, arguably, with-

in the academy.  It is the predominate focus on prestige 
as the ultimate and growing goal of  what seems like a 
majority of  higher education institutions (Newman et 
al., 2004). This is a powerful force that is reinforced 
through the success and influence of  graduates from 
high prestige schools as well as the proliferation college 
rankings.  As new learning alternatives continue to ex-
pand through e-Learning will the academy and society 
be able to compare learning with prestige?  Will learn-
ing ever be considered more valuable than prestige?  
If  so, where will or should this change originate, from 
within or outside the academy? 
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No one knows how these forces will influence 
Internet-supported Learning, but they must be consid-
ered in understanding the complete picture. It is clear 
that these successful institutions participating in this 
study are focused on Internet-supported learning as 
an enabler that can improve performance of  the mis-
sion and enhance service to students. Therefore, we 
can speculate that as more institutions begin to address 
the intersection of  mission and service to students with 
Internet-supported learning, they are achieving much 
more than becoming skilled at a new technology. At 
a minimum they are viewing the move to online as a 
chance to improve the current program.  That is, to cre-
ate a better educational product. However, many have 
gone much further in addressing strategic, cultural and 
process issues that will help them perform their mission 
more effectively in the future.   
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Appendix A: Participant Contacts and Sponsors

The following institutions, organizations and corporations made this study possible.  Sponsors provided an 
introduction to the participating institutions, but did not partake substantially in the study.  The contact informa-
tion shown has been provided voluntarily.

Participant
Institution

Participant
Contact Email

Sponsoring
Organization

Sponsor
Contact Email

Broward Com-
munity College

radkins@broward.edu SunGard Collegis 
Inc.

sdecastro@sungardcollegis.
com

Dallas Baptist 
University

online@dbu.edu SunGard Collegis 
Inc.

sdecastro@sungardcollegis.
com

El Centro Com-
munity College

tminnett@dcccd.edu Tegrity Inc. david@tuso-tegrity.com

Florida Hospi-
tals College of  
Health Sciences 
(FHCHS)

don.williams@fhchs.edu Compass Knowl-
edge Group

GPickar@compassknowledge.
com

Iowa Communi-
ty College Online 
Consortium

srheinschmidt@secc.cc.ia.us eCollege kristie@ecollege.com

Johns Hopkins 
University En-
gineering and 
Applied Science 
Programs for 
Professionals

Allan.Bjerkaas@jhuapl.edu
steinberg@jhu.edu

N/A N/A

Kansas State 
University

beth@ksu.edu Tegrity Inc. david@tuso-tegrity.com

Medical Col-
lege of  Georgia, 
School of  Allied 
Health

JMeyer@mcg.edu Tegrity Inc. david@tuso-tegrity.com

Michigan State 
University

brownb@msu.edu Angel Learning, Inc nancys@angellearning.com

Montana State 
University, Bill-
ings

rrhine@msubillings.edu eCollege kristie@ecollege.com

Montgomery 
College

Buddy.
muse@montgomerycollege.
edu

SunGard Collegis 
Inc.

sdecastro@sungardcollegis.
com

http://www.broward.edu/
http://www.broward.edu/
mailto:radkins@broward.edu
http://www.sungardcollegis.com/
http://www.sungardcollegis.com/
mailto:sdecastro@sungardcollegis.com
mailto:sdecastro@sungardcollegis.com
http://www.dbu.edu/
http://www.dbu.edu/
mailto:online@dbu.edu
http://www.sungardcollegis.com/
http://www.sungardcollegis.com/
mailto:sdecastro@sungardcollegis.com
mailto:sdecastro@sungardcollegis.com
http://www.dcccd.edu/
http://www.dcccd.edu/
mailto:tminnett@dcccd.edu
http://www.tegrity.com/
mailto:david@tuso-tegrity.com
http://www.fhchs.edu/
http://www.fhchs.edu/
http://www.fhchs.edu/
http://www.fhchs.edu/
mailto:don.williams@fhchs.edu
http://www.compassknowledge.com/
http://www.compassknowledge.com/
mailto:GPickar@compassknowledge.com
mailto:GPickar@compassknowledge.com
http://www.iowacconline.org/
http://www.iowacconline.org/
http://www.iowacconline.org/
mailto:srheinschmidt@secc.cc.ia.us
http://www.ecollege.com/
mailto:kristie@ecollege.com
http://www.epp.jhu.edu/
http://www.epp.jhu.edu/
http://www.epp.jhu.edu/
http://www.epp.jhu.edu/
http://www.epp.jhu.edu/
http://www.epp.jhu.edu/
mailto:Allan.Bjerkaas@jhuapl.edu
mailto:steinberg@jhu.edu
http://www.ksu.edu/
http://www.ksu.edu/
mailto:beth@ksu.edu
http://www.tegrity.com/
mailto:david@tuso-tegrity.com
http://www.mcg.edu/SAH/
http://www.mcg.edu/SAH/
http://www.mcg.edu/SAH/
http://www.mcg.edu/SAH/
mailto:JMeyer@mcg.edu
http://www.tegrity.com/
mailto:david@tuso-tegrity.com
http://www.msu.edu/
http://www.msu.edu/
mailto:brownb@msu.edu
http://www.angellearning.com/
mailto:nancys@angellearning.com
http://www.msubillings.edu/
http://www.msubillings.edu/
http://www.msubillings.edu/
mailto:rrhine@msubillings.edu
http://www.ecollege.com/
mailto:kristie@ecollege.com
http://www.montgomerycollege.edu/
http://www.montgomerycollege.edu/
mailto:Buddy.muse@montgomerycollege.edu
mailto:Buddy.muse@montgomerycollege.edu
mailto:Buddy.muse@montgomerycollege.edu
http://www.sungardcollegis.com/
http://www.sungardcollegis.com/
mailto:sdecastro@sungardcollegis.com
mailto:sdecastro@sungardcollegis.com


Internet-supported Learning

© 2005 All Rights Reserved                www.a-hec.org       Page 55 

Participant
Institution

Participant
Contact Email

Sponsoring
Organization

Sponsor
Contact Email

Ocean County 
College

jmcginty@ocean.edu SunGard Collegis 
Inc.

sdecastro@sungardcollegis.
com

Park University Thomas.Peterman@park.edu eCollege kristie@ecollege.com

Peirce College AACaliendo@peirce.edu eCollege kristie@ecollege.com

Penn State Uni-
versity

jth@psu.edu Angel Learning, Inc nancys@angellearning.com

University of  
Baltimore

rlegon@ubalt.edu N/A N/A

University of  
Cincinnati

melody.clark@uc.edu Compass Knowl-
edge Group

GPickar@compassknowledge.
com

University of  
Colorado Boul-
der, College of  
Engineering

mario.vidalon@colorado.edu Tegrity Inc. david@tuso-tegrity.com

University of  
Florida

riffee@cop.ufl.edu Compass Knowl-
edge Group

GPickar@compassknowledge.
com

Virginia Tech 
Math Emporium 
Linear Algebra 
Course

hannsgen@calvin.math.vt.edu N/A N/A

Westwood 
College Online

smcalmont@westwood.edu eCollege kristie@ecollege.com

http://www.ocean.edu/
http://www.ocean.edu/
mailto:jmcginty@ocean.edu
http://www.sungardcollegis.com/
http://www.sungardcollegis.com/
mailto:sdecastro@sungardcollegis.com
mailto:sdecastro@sungardcollegis.com
http://www.park.edu/
mailto:Thomas.Peterman@park.edu
http://www.ecollege.com/
mailto:kristie@ecollege.com
http://www.peirce.edu/
mailto:AACaliendo@peirce.edu
http://www.ecollege.com/
mailto:kristie@ecollege.com
http://www.psu.edu/
http://www.psu.edu/
mailto:jth@psu.edu
http://www.angellearning.com/
mailto:nancys@angellearning.com
http://www.ubalt.edu/
http://www.ubalt.edu/
mailto:rlegon@ubalt.edu
http://www.uc.edu/
http://www.uc.edu/
mailto:melody.clark@uc.edu
http://www.compassknowledge.com/
http://www.compassknowledge.com/
mailto:GPickar@compassknowledge.com
mailto:GPickar@compassknowledge.com
http://ecadw.colorado.edu/engineering/
http://ecadw.colorado.edu/engineering/
http://ecadw.colorado.edu/engineering/
http://ecadw.colorado.edu/engineering/
mailto:mario.vidalon@colorado.edu
http://www.tegrity.com/
mailto:david@tuso-tegrity.com
http://www.ufl.edu/
http://www.ufl.edu/
mailto:riffee@cop.ufl.edu
http://www.compassknowledge.com/
http://www.compassknowledge.com/
mailto:GPickar@compassknowledge.com
mailto:GPickar@compassknowledge.com
http://www.vt.edu/
http://www.vt.edu/
http://www.vt.edu/
http://www.vt.edu/
mailto:hannsgen@calvin.math.vt.edu
http://www.westwood.edu/
http://www.westwood.edu/
mailto:smcalmont@westwood.edu
http://www.ecollege.com/
mailto:kristie@ecollege.com
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Appendix B: Primary Respondent Titles

• Director of  Online Education

• Senior Director, Teaching and Learning with Technology

• Professor Mathematics, Emeritus

• Coordinator of  Instructional Technology Support

• Acting Director of  Distance Learning

• Director, Online Consortium

• President & CEO

• Vice President, Technology & Campus Services

• Director of  e-Learning

• Associate VP for Instructional Technology

• President, Online Programs

• Executive Director

• Associate Provost and Dean of  Pharmacy

• Vice President for Distance Learning

• Senior Vice President for Academic Administration

• Vice Provost (CIO) and Dean of  Cont. Education

• Dean

• Distance Education Coordinator

• Associate Dean

• Director of  Education Systems Management

• Director
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Appendix C: Subject Matter of  Exemplary Courses and 
Programs

• Introduction to Fine Arts

• Linear Algebra

• Physics

• English 101

• Intro to Psychology

• Business Administration

• Information Technology

• Introduction to Computers

• Paralegal Studies

• Economics

• MBA

• Nursing

• Design

• Computer Science

• Pharm.D.

• Criminal Justice

• Criminal Justice Administration

• Radiologic Sciences

• New Jersey History

• Forensic Sciences

• Doctor of  Audiology

• Social Psychology

• Educational Administration

• Addictions Studies

• Liberal Studies

• Communications

• Health Administration

• Telecommunications

• Engineering Management

• Electrical and Computer Engineering

• Agribusiness

• Dietetics

• Echocardiography

• Information Technology

• Medical Staff  Services

• Computer Fundamentals

• Microbiology
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Appendix D:  Study Sponsor Information

ANGEL Learning
ANGEL Learning develops and markets ANGEL|LMS the web-based learning management system 

(LMS) that combines an open and flexible architecture with a complete set of  easy-to-use features.  This prov-
en, powerful system allows instructors to efficiently manage instruction, develop sophisticated, collaborative 
learning experiences, and, most importantly, improve learning outcomes.  ANGEL Learning evolved from re-
search and teaching experience at Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis.  Today, though ANGEL 
Learning has grown from a campus-based organization to a profitable firm with global reach, the company 
stays loyal to its academic roots.  Recognized for product innovation including learning object repositories, 
ePortfolio capability, and standards-based interoperability, ANGEL Learning backs its offerings with zealous 
customer support unparalleled in the industry and offers a full complement of  education, training, and cus-
tomization services.  ANGEL Learning customers include Penn State University, Michigan State University, 
Kentucky Virtual University, Providence College, and TIAA-CREF.  Visit the ANGEL Learning web site at 
www.angellearning.com.

Compass Knowledge Group
 Your Brand of  Higher Education Our Brand of  e-Learning 
 Compass Knowledge Group is a premier provider of  distance learning and e-learning solutions. Located 
in Orlando, Florida, Compass provides customized e-learning services for public and private institutions, large 
and small colleges and universities in a variety of  disciplines, with extensive experience in the development of  
a highly predictable student recruitment and retention business model.  Services include end-to-end marketing, 
student recruitment, e-learning, and retention services for higher education institutions to create and deliver 
online degree and certificate programs. Our distance learning experts can provide: strategic planning, building 
a distance learning business infrastructure, or launching and managing an online degree or certificate program.  
Flexible service options though a consulting or partnership relationship enable the institution to tailor a dis-
tance learning strategy designed to meet  specific goals and extend program reach worldwide. 

eCollege
eCollege is the leading outsource technology & services provider to post-secondary education for fully 

online degree and certificate programs. The Company powers some of  the most successful, fastest growing 
online programs in the country. Supplying unsurpassed system scalability, reliability and security, eCollege also 
provides full support services to administrators, faculty and students. eCollege’s ultimate commitment is to a 
high quality user experience that will drive student (and faculty) retention and long-term program success. In 
addition to core eLearning solutions, eCollege offers Content Management and Business Intelligence tools to 
assist institutions with operational efficiencies, continual program improvement and regulatory compliance (ac-
creditation, Title IV, etc.).

Datamark, a wholly owned subsidiary of  eCollege, provides growth-minded institutions with compre-
hensive research-based marketing services to drive new student enrollment for both on-campus and online 
programs. Enrollment marketing solutions generate on-target leads via various mediums (mail, interactive, 
print, broadcast media, etc.), as well as provide technology-driven lead conversion campaigns to increase lead-
to-enroll rates.

http://www.angellearning.com/
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SunGard Collegis Inc.
Collegis, an operating unit of  SunGard, helps colleges and universities strategically align technology 

resources with their academic mission. This is accomplished by delivering a variety of  long-term outsourcing 
solutions related to the management of  technology, ERP implementations, and the integration of  technology 
in the classroom and online. 

Serving colleges and universities since 1986, Collegis offers an unparalleled depth and breadth of  higher 
education expertise. Through proven methodologies and drawing upon a network of  nearly a 1,000 technology 
and academic specialists, Collegis provides the leadership to help its clients better manage technology resources 
to improve institutional performance. Visit www.sungardcollegis.com for additional information.

Tegrity Inc.
 Since 1995, Tegrity has provided award-winning products that improve learning and increase enrollment 
at educational institutions. The ground-breaking new Tegrity Campus is a studentcentric solution designed to 
be deployed institution-wide and used by every student. It automatically populates the university server with 
recordings of  every professor from every classroom. Students, studying from their own handwritten notes, can 
replay the exact moment from any class by simply clicking on a note or accessing recordings directly. This pow-
erful capability saves time, makes study more effective and improves academic achievement. Tegrity has helped 
over 350 institutions better serve more traditional and non-traditional students.  Learn more at www.tegrity.
com.

http://www.sungardcollegis.com/
http://www.tegrity.com/
http://www.tegrity.com/
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