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ABSTRACT

This study was an investigation of mission, vision, funding strategies, and student
services for distance learning as expressed by university administrators in land grant universities
and state universities, and those institutions that are designated as both land grant and state
universities by the state legislature. Three research questions guided the study

The study employed a survey distributed through e-mail. The questionnaire was sent to
261 senior administrators; the chief academic officers, chief business officers, and chief
information officers in 37 land grant and state universities and 13 institutions that are both land
grant and state universities. The return rate was 30%.

The institutional mission and administrator’s vision for offering distance learning survey
responses were analyzed using descriptive statistics. The study also used correlation, confirmed
by factor analysis, to determine if there was a relationship among the administrators’ responses
regarding mission, vision, and funding. The data were analyzed with ANOVA and fishers least
means difference test. These tests determined if there were differences in the administrators’
responses between the type or sizes of higher education institutions on mission, vision of
administrators. The data analysis indicated that the type of institution did not yield significant
differences. The difference of means test indicated there were differences in the student
population size of the institutions.

The responses indicated the mission or purpose for offering distance learning was to save
money for the institution, and support degree completion for former students. The responses
related to administrative vision show initiating a distance learning program and a being leader

among higher education institutions were the reasons for a distance learning program.



The content analysis method was employed to determine the roles of the administrators in
the survey. The administrators’ responses related to distance learning were consistent with their
roles in the institution.

The study also produced results related to student services institutions provide for
distance learning students, how the student services were provided, on or off campus or both

locations and the funding sources for the student services.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Chapter One of this dissertation includes an overview of the issues, statement of the
problem, purpose of the study, significance of the study, limitations of the study, and definition of
terms. This study is an investigation of mission, vision, funding strategies, and student services
for distance learning as expressed by university administrators in land grant universities and state
universities, and those institutions that are designated as both land grant and state universities by
their state legislatures. Although the mission of most universities has not substantially altered
over the years, the public expectations for program delivery have changed significantly. With
society’s transition from the Industrial Age to the Information Age, new and emerging program
delivery expectations are reshaping the university. As administrators encounter increased student
expectations, they are challenged to re-evaluate the mission and vision for higher education in
the 21% century.

Overview of the Issues

The extraordinary pace of information-technology evolution is likely not only
to continue for the next several decades but could well accelerate. It will erode,
and in some cases obliterate, higher education’s usual constraints of space and
time. Institutional barriers will be re-shaped and possibly transformed.
(National Research Council, 2002, p. 2)
This quote illustrates the challenges faced by traditional higher education institutions in

this country to adapt to rapid technological advancements in the Information Age.



Administrators in public higher education institutions are searching for a relevant mission,
vision, and related funding strategies to deliver technologically enhanced learning.

Studies have compared traditional learning with distance learning (Irlbeck, 2001;
National Center for Education Statistics, 2000). There is, however, limited research concerning
the mission of institutions of higher education to offer distance learning, and scarce research on
the vision and ability of central administrators to offer distance learning in their institutions.
Research related to funding strategies based on institutional mission and administrators’ vision
for the delivery of distance learning in higher education is currently not available in the
literature. And while services provided to distance learning students are reported in the research,
these studies do not speak specifically to the costs and the bearer of the costs of these services.

Dressel (1981) writes, “a concern in the university is that of its mission or purpose”
(p.161). It is the duty of universities, through their expressed mission, to make themselves
relevant to external demands and societal needs. The responsibility of the institution’s senior
leadership is to provide the vision. These leaders must take the long view to respond to societal
pressures and to weigh the interests of the institution as a whole. Specifically, it is important for
these leaders to direct the development of the vision by establishing goals for the institution
(Bates, 2000; Hawkins & Marcum, 2002; Tierney, 2002).

The need for realistic funding strategies for education delivery in higher education has
never been greater. A major challenge for universities today is to acquire the resources necessary
to carryout the institutional mission and the senior administrators’ vision.

Statement of the Problem
The U.S. higher education system has always changed and adapted to the nation’s needs;

however, today the system is facing a daunting challenge and must adapt again to a new



landscape, one that is both virtual and global. Universities across the country appear to be
turning to distance learning to affect this change. A technology-driven workforce will be
required in order to fill information jobs, which means higher education is no longer an option
but a necessity for the majority of workers. The Information Age has expanded the need for a
university-level education and drives the need for life-long learning to support a globally
competitive workforce (Green, 1997; Green, 1999; 1997; National Association of State
Universities and Land Grant Colleges, 2003; National Research Council, 2002).

Bates (2000) writes that the pressure to change in higher education will occur because of
three factors: “the need to do more with less, the changing needs of society, and the impact of
new technologies on teaching, learning, and research” (p. 8). These factors will impact the
mission of the institution and the vision held by the institution’s administrative leadership (Bates,
2000; Duderstadt, 1999; McClure, 2003).

To date, most studies and literature have focused on specific areas of distance learning in
higher education such as quality of programs, types of course offerings, and the faculty role in
distance learning (Berg, 1998; Carnevale, 2000; Farrington, 1997; Graves, 1999). In contrast to
the available research and to add to the investigator’s interest, this study focuses on the mission
of universities and the administrators’ vision in offering distance learning opportunities to their
students. This study also examines the funding strategies used in higher education today in order
to offer distance learning programs (Bates, 2000; Graves, 1999; Green, 2003; Hawkins, Rudy, &
Madsen, 2003; Phipps & Wellman, 2001; Smallen & Leach, 2002; Smallen & McCredie, 2003;
Texas Higher Education Commission, 1996). Finally, this study addresses the types of services
institutions of higher education (IHESs) offer to distance learning students, and examines who

bears the costs of these services.



Purpose of the Study

This study is an investigation of mission, vision, funding strategies, and student services
for distance learning as expressed by university administrators in three types of IHE: land grant
universities, state universities, and institutions that are designated as both land grant and state
universities. Each institution studied is a member of the National Association of State
Universities and Land Grant Colleges.

Research Questions

The following research questions guided this study:

1. What is the institutional mission and administrators’ vision associated with offering
distance learning in three types of IHESs: land grant universities, state universities, and
those institutions that are designated as both land grant and state universities?

2. How are administrators’ responses to institutional mission, administrative vision, and
funding strategies for offering distance learning in their institutions related? Do these
interrelationships differ across the types of institutions, the student population size of the
institution, or the budget of the institution?

3. Compared to on campus students, what services are provided to distance learning
students in the three types of IHEs? How are these services financed?

Significance of the Study

The purpose of this study was to provide information about mission, vision, funding
strategies, and student services for distance learning to administrative policymakers in the
researcher’s IHE, a Midwestern land grant university with an enrollment of over 20,000 students.

The policymakers that comprise the leadership team of the researcher’s institution include the

chief academic officer, the chief business officer, and the chief information officer, with the



chief information officer having the institutional responsibility for distance learning. Recently
the researcher’s university has undertaken significant technology initiatives to enhance the
traditional on-campus teaching, research, and service mission of the institution. Like other land
grant and state universities across the country, the investigator’s university has been “caught up
in the herd effect of offering distance learning” (Oblinger & Kidwell, 2000, p. 34). In other
words, many IHES realize that in order to continue to be a vital and growing institution, they
must continually compete for students by extending beyond the physical borders of the campus.
The likely result for IHEs will be the provision of “anytime, anywhere” learning in order to
remain competitive in a global marketplace (Daniel, 1999; Duderstadt, 1999; Dunning,
Vankekrix & Zaborowski, 1993; Hanna, 2000; Katz, 1999; Liberman, 2002; National Research
Council, 2002).

In addition to providing information related to mission, vision, funding strategies, and
student services for the investigator’s institution, the researcher also believes the study will assist
policymakers in similar public institutions of higher education as they plan, coordinate, and offer
distance learning programs. Finally, the researcher undertook the study in order to add to the
body of literature in these areas.

Limitations of the Study
Following are some of the limitations of this study:
e The study was conducted with a relatively small population consisting of three senior
administrators (chief academic officer, chief business officer, chief information officer) in 87
land grant, state universities, and those universities that are designated as both land grant and

state universities by their respective states.



The study was conducted with three senior administrators in the three types of IHEs. These
three senior administrators may not reflect the importance of mission and administrative
vision in the institution that might be reflected by others in the institution.

The results of this study are not generalizable to all IHEs in the United States because it
surveyed only 87 specific public institutions identified as land grant and state universities and
the institutions that are both.

The return rate for this study was 30%. While the average for an e-mail survey ranges from
10 percent to 60 per cent, this response represents only 76 respondents of the 261 surveys
distributed. The small return rate indicates the need for caution when interpreting the results
of the study.

The population represented 87 land grant and state universities and those that are both. The
survey response rate was not evenly spread across the five different sizes of student
population if the institution. The bulk of the respondents, were in the middle of the size
ranges offered in the survey. Of the 76 respondents, 24 administrators indicated the size
range of 10,001-20,000 and 23 administrators indicated the size range of 20,001-30,000.
Identifying the person who serves as the chief information officer was difficult. This is not a
common title among IHEs and the investigator chose the appropriate administrator or
individual based on the institution’s organizational chart.

Because an Internet survey method was used, access to a computer and familiarity with a
computer was required to complete the survey. Also, the survey designer and the survey
participant may have used incompatible computer programs, making it difficult for the
participants to complete the survey.

Some participants in the survey elected not to complete and return the e-mail survey.



Definition of Terms

Chief academic officer: the senior administrator responsible for the direction of the
academic programs in an IHE. His or her responsibilities may include teaching and research
programs, extension, admissions and registrar, and library activities. This administrator reports to
the chief executive officer (College and University Professional Association of Human
Resources [CUPA], 2003).

Chief business officer: the senior administrator responsible for the combined functions of
administrative and financial affairs. His or her responsibilities may include purchasing, physical
plant management, property management, auxiliary enterprises, personnel services, investments,
and accounting. This administrator reports to the chief executive officer (CUPA, 2003).

Chief information officer: the administrator responsible for the institution’s major
academic and administrative computing activities. His or her responsibilities may include on-
and off-campus degree and institutional academic programs, the purchase of hardware and
software systems for the institution, and the security, reliability, and availability of the
institution’s information systems. This administrator reports to the chief executive officer or a
senior administrative officer (CUPA, 2003).

Distance learning: a general term used to cover all aspects of teaching and learning
events in which the student and instructor are separated.

Funding strategies: used to determine the direct and indirect resources necessary to
deliver academic programs in higher education institutions (Robbins, 1973).

Institutions of higher education (IHES): for the purposes of this study, one of three types
of college or university. A land grant university is designated by its state legislature to receive

the benefits of the 1862 Morrill Act. The land grant university offers programs that lead to the



bachelor’s, master’s, or doctor of philosophy degree, or their equivalent. These institutions may
have professional schools. A state university is designated by its legislature to be classified as the
state university; it offers programs leading to the bachelor’s, master’s, or doctor of philosophy
degree, or their equivalent and has three or more professional schools. A land grant and state
university is designated by its state legislature to serve as both types of institution. Institutions
that are both types offer programs leading to the bachelor’s, master’s, or doctor of philosophy
degree, or their equivalent. These universities may have professional schools (National
Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, 2005; Walquist & Thornton, 1964).

Mission: a statement that articulates a guiding set of relevant core values, “the higher
purposes of the university” (Katz, 1999, p. 120). The mission must be understood by the
institution’s stakeholders, board, staff, and community (Tierney, 2002).

Services: The non-academic functions a IHE provides students that support the academic
programs of the institution (Phipps & Wellman, 2001). Examples of student services include
information for prospective students, admissions, financial aid, registration, enroliment,
academic advising, technical support, library access, instructional support, tutoring, bookstore,
career and placement counseling, and disabled student services. Services also include parking,
athletics, campus events, and identification cards.

State funds: a traditional source of revenue for IHEs. State funds are those monies
recommended by governors and appropriated by state legislatures.

Student fees: a traditional source of revenue for IHEs. Fees are the actual cost of goods
and services used by the student in a course providing academic credit.

Tuition: a traditional source of revenue for IHEs. Tuition is the amount of money charged

to students for instruction. Tuition may be charged per term, per course, or per credit hour.



Vision: The ability to see beyond the probable by envisioning the possible. Vision is what

the IHE intends to be doing in the future (Bates, 2000).



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

Chapter Two of this dissertation is the literature review relating to an investigation of
mission, vision, funding strategies, and student services for distance learning as expressed by
university administrators in land grant universities, state universities, and those universities that
are designated as both land grant and state universities by their state legislatures.

The first section of Chapter Two focuses on higher education. Included are the history
and characteristics of land grant and state universities. This section also includes a review of the
traditional mission of institutions of higher education (IHEs); the pertinent literature connected to
the vision of administrators in IHES; a description of the chief academic officer, chief business
officer, and chief information officer as well as their respective roles in IHEs; and the literature
associated with the financing of IHEs from conventional sources.

The second section of Chapter Two focuses on distance learning. This section reviews the
history of distance learning and the use of technology to deliver education. The purpose of
delivering higher education by distance learning specifically to fulfill the mission of the IHE is
described in this section of the chapter. The literature review in this section examines the vision
of IHE administrators in offering distance learning. Also reviewed in this section of Chapter Two
are the funding strategies used by IHEs to pay for distance learning. Also addressed is the
literature concerning the costs of distance learning in the areas of technology, credit course
development, and course delivery. Finally, the availability of student services for distance

learning in the institutions is included.

History
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Land Grant and State Universities

The land grant university in the United States was established by the Morrill Act, passed
by the United States Congress in 1862. The purpose of the Morrill Act was to make education
available to a new class of individuals who needed the education and skills to maintain and
expand the nation’s social and economic systems. The Morrill Act states that the colleges,
"without excluding other scientific and classical studies and including military tactics, shall teach
such branches of learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanical arts, in such manner as
the legislatures of the states may respectively prescribe, in order to promote the liberal and
practical education of the industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions in life"
(Parker).

The provisions of the Morrill Act granted 30,000 acres of land to each state to sell; the
proceeds of the sale were to be used to establish at least one college. The land grant university
was created to assist growth in a fledgling re-united nation and provide new ways innovation and
invention could add to the lives of the population.

State universities also benefited from the granting of public lands by Congress to the
states for the basic purpose of founding educational institutions. While many of the new western
states were interested in educational opportunities, the granting of federal lands to newly created,
struggling states provided the funding incentives for these states to establish universities
(Brubaker & Rudy, 1997).

In the 1959-1960 edition of the United States Department of Health Education and
Welfare Education Directory, the state university was defined as an “institutional unit which
offers programs leading to the doctor of philosophy or equivalent degree and has three or more

professional schools as well as liberal arts and general programs” (Wahlquist & Thornton, 1964,

11



p. 3).

Mission. The mission of higher education is said to be "teaching (and learning) research
(and scholarship) and public service™ (Green, a, 1997, p. J4). "For the first 20 years of American
higher education, from the middle of the seventeenth century to the middle of the nineteenth
century, the principal focus was on the instructional mission” (Bogue & Aper, 2000, p.19). From
the founding of Harvard in 1789 to the passage of the Morrill Act in 1862, higher education
focused only on teaching. Only late in the nineteenth century, primarily after the founding of
Johns Hopkins University in 1876, did higher education have any institutions that merited the
name “university.” Fundamentally, a shift occurred in higher education in America. The shift
was not away from the primary function of teaching, though the recognition of the need to add
sciences and modern languages to the curriculum. Adding these courses followed the 19"-
century German university model. With these additions to the curriculum and faculty who had
trained in Germany, a new element was added to higher education in America, the research
mission (Brubaker & Rudy, 1997).

The third mission of the university— public service—*is uniquely American in its
origins, intent and content” (Bogue & Aper, 2000, p. 20). The public service element of the
American higher education system has its roots in five different movements or programs. These
movements are the American lyceum movement of 1826; the Chautauqua, founded by William
Raney Harper of the University of Chicago in 1874; correspondence study, which began in 1873
and was incorporated into Chautauqua; university extension, which was a movement from 1905-
1925; and finally, agricultural extension enacted by the United States Congress in 1914 (Bogue
& Aper, 2000; Kerr, 1931; MacKenzie & Christensen, 1971; Morton, 1953; Shannon and

Schoenfeld, 1965; Smith-Lever Act, 2003).
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University extension has been a primary objective of many institutions. “The new
American university performs three independent functions—teaching, research, and extension. In
so doing, the university seeks to be both responsible for traditional ideals and responsive to
current public needs” (Shannon & Schoenfeld, 1965, p. 1).The goals of university extension
leaders as related by Shannon and Schoenfeld (1965) were to:

1. Identify public problems and public needs;

2. Present these public concerns to the university;

3. Focus university resources and skills on the public concerns; and

4. Translate university specialties and skills into educational activities throughout the state
or region.

At one time, university extension was a function in most public universities. University
extension has evolved into continuing education, described by Shannon and Schoenfeld (1965)
as delivering the regular university curriculum to the student who cannot travel to the campus.
Another form of university extension has evolved into adult education. Adult education is
primarily non-credit courses of interest to the non-resident, off-campus adult population
throughout a state. What can also be described as university extension is agricultural extension,
which was established by the United States Congress in the 1914 Smith-Lever Act for land grant
colleges. As land grant institutions progressed toward fulfilling their purpose, it became apparent
that not everyone in need of enhanced knowledge and skills was able to attend classes at a
university. The federal government in 1887 had already authorized funds to establish an
agricultural experiment station in connection with the land grant colleges. The Smith-Lever Act
created the system of distribution of information to practitioners about the research and

knowledge developed at the institutions.
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Administrator’s vision. “Leadership in higher education in large part is the taking of
effective action to shape the character and direction of a college and university” (Kouzes &
Posner 1982, p. 277). Kerr & Gade (1986, p. 67), writes, “successful leadership requires both
vision and the ability to persuade, or otherwise induce, others to support the vision.” Vision in
higher education is the ability of the human “to see with our minds, to imagine what the
institution has been and what it might become with the leadership of a few or many” (Keller,
1995, p. 382). Institutional leadership deliberately tries to enhance and change the institution for
the better. The history of higher education is replete with examples of visionary leaders in this
country who brought their institutions forward. These leaders all had a similar intent: to be a
significant force and accomplish a goal no one else has accomplished before. To do this, the
leader must have a theme of core ideas and thoughts, a process to implement his or her vision.
Institutional leadership deliberately tries to enhance and change the direction of IHEs for the
better. The direction and leadership the leader provides must adhere to the themes he or she has
developed. This allows the leader to make speeches using the theme, write about the theme, and
constantly remind those in the institutions of the vision (Keller, 1995; Kouzes, 2003; Lucas,
2000).

Keller (1995) defines a vision as needing a finite outcome, a picture of what the future of
the institution can look like, a goal that is slightly out of reach but with an outline of the steps
that will make it attainable. Dolence and Norris (1995) describe a university leader’s vision to
transform their institution as “learning vision pull” (p. 87). This process is essentially the steps
Keller describes: out-of-reach goals combined with a tangible outcome. Dolence and Norris state
learning vision pull allows university leaders to “see beyond the curvature of the earth and then

apply that vision” (1995, p. 87).
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The literature indicates that the vision to establish themes for a higher education
institution is primarily the purview of the provost or chief academic officer. However, the
provost seeks out and relies upon the assistance of additional key administrators as part of a
leadership team who should agree on the vision and work to achieve it. The provost relies on the
chief business officer to join in the group’s vision and work with them to allocate the
institution’s resources. The importance of the chief business officer and the provost in sharing
the vision, agreeing with the priorities and goals established for the institution, collaborating on
the strategies necessary to meet the goals, and agreeing to commit the necessary resources will
ultimately make their institution thrive and grow (Dolence & Norris, 1995; Kouzes & Posner,
2003; Lambert, 2002).

“The vision for any institution should combine its tradition, culture and core values.”
(Keller 1995, p. 390). It is the shared sense of the administrative team that not only fulfils the
mission, but also responds to the public’s expectations for the institution (Keller, 1995; Kouzes
& Posner, 2003).

Role of Administrators
Chief Academic Officer

The modern complex IHE requires an administrative officer between the level of dean
and president. In these institutions, this is the highest academic officer or provost. In most IHEs,
the chief academic officer reports directly to the president and is in the number-two position of
authority and responsibility in the institution (Lambert 2002; Weingartner, 1996).

A study reported by Terrence Mech in the Journal of Higher Education (1997) found that
the chief academic officer emerges “as an internally focused senior-level team manager in a

collegial organization trying to develop and maintain a smooth running operation” (p. 291).
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Mech reported that the roles of the chief academic officer are to be a” leader, resource allocator
and disseminator, monitor, entrepreneur, disturbance handler, figurehead, liaison, and finally,
spokesperson and negotiator” (p.288).

Chief Business Officer

The chief business officer is the one individual in an institution who is responsible for
managing all its resources. This individual manages the business and financial affairs of the
institution, determines global policies for all business and finance, creates the systems to hire and
train appropriate personnel, and serves as financial advisor to the president (National Association
of College and University Business Officers, 1974).

A study for the National Association of College and University Business Officers in 2000
surveyed chief business officers regarding their unique role in higher education. This study
determined there were 17 skills associated with the roles and functions of the business officer.
Among the variables listed, the chief business officer is a financial planner; has intimate
knowledge and understanding of institutional, state and federal policies; possesses the ability to
oversee facility construction, operations and maintenance; has hands-on knowledge of the
budgeting process and board governance procedures; and, in short, is crucial to the institution’s
pursuit of academic excellence (Hurley, 2002; Katz & West, 1992).

Chief Information Officer

Twenty years ago, the top information technology manager on a campus knew little about
managing information, but was likely the “sharpest technologist” (McClure, 2003, p. 8).
McClure defines the current environment as a revolutionary period on campuses as information
technology management and planning moves to a central administrative function inside the

institution. As technology management becomes a central administrative function, it is the chief
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executive officer (CEO) who defines the parameters of the management and planning for the
centralized information technology function. To this end, chief information officers (CIOs) “are
reporting directly to their organization’s CEO and serving on the CEO’s executive management
team” (Zastrocky and Schiler, 2000, p. 53).

In a study published in January 2004 by the Educause Center for Applied Research
(ECAR), “nearly 40 percent of the senior-most information technology leader respondents report
to the CEO, and 50.6 percent are members of the president’s/chancellor’s cabinet” (Katz,
Kvavik, Penrod, Pirani, Nelson & Salaway, 2004, p. 6). The study found that those individuals
who are involved in the senior leadership team of the institution were more involved in the
central information technology (IT) planning processes and governance, chaired top IT steering
committees, and could be strong advocates for IT on their campuses (Katz et al, 2004).

McClure, as well as Zastrocky, and Schiler, articulated specific roles for the chief
information officer on the campus. McClure (2003) delineates the roles of the chief information
officer as the individual who focuses on the central IT infrastructure in a distributed
environment, and provides basic system support, planning, and coordination. Zastrocky and
Schiler describe more global roles for the C10, a description which was also supported by the
ECAR study. They define the CIO as having “two distinct roles within two different
organizational units” (2000, p. 53). These roles are 1) as the leader of IT on the campus and 2) as
a member of the CEQ’s senior institutional management team (Katz et al, 2004; Kouzes &
Posner, 2003; Lambert, 2002; McClure, 2003; Zastrocky & Schiler, 2000).

Funding Strategies
Land grant, state universities and those universities that are both are considered public

institutions in their respective states. "States invest in colleges and universities to promote social
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and economic development. Democracy rests on an informed and knowledgeable citizenry, and
state support of education contributes to that goal” (Marks & Caruthers, 1999, p. 1). A number of
funding sources support public higher education; however, the bulk of funding is from three
sources: state appropriations, tuition, and mandatory fees. The Southern Regional Education
Board Fact Book on Higher Education 1998/1999 reports that nation-wide, state appropriations
accounted for 44 percent of revenue, and tuition and fees made up 20 percent of revenue. All
other sources of revenue totaled 36 percent. According to 1999-2000 data from the United States
Department of Education, tuition as a source of revenue for public, degree-granting institutions is
18.5 percent of the total institutional revenue. The single largest source of revenue for these
public universities continues to be state government at 35.8 percent, followed by sales and
services at 21.6 percent (Marks & Caruthers, 1999; Rasmussen, 2003).

In addition to state appropriations, tuition, and fees, land grant and state universities also
rely on other sources of revenue. These institutions have extensive portfolios of stock, land, and
other securities donated by wealthy alumni and other benefactors. These IHES maintain
sophisticated fund raising operations through their development and foundation offices for the
express purpose of raising money to support the institution. Unrestricted private gifts are
encouraged as the institution can determine spending priorities for the gift (Robins, 1990).

Barr states that "undergraduate tuition is the engine that drives much of higher education”
(2002, p. 13). Tuition is calculated on the basis of each credit hour enrolled in per student, or on
a full-time enrollment basis per student.

In addition to tuition, many institutions charge additional fees to cover a myriad of goods
and services offered by the institution. Examples of fees might include an athletic fee to assist

with the costs of intercollegiate sports and intramural programs, technology fees to assist with
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the costs of computers and technology infrastructure, or laboratory fees that science students pay
for supplies and equipment (Heller, 2001). User fees are also assessed by some states to make up
for limitations on tuition. States use fees for certain courses and programs to supplement the
tuition paid for these programs (Rasmussen, 2003).

Starting in the mid-1950s, with the advent of federal programs for contract research, the
federal government has "assumed 83% of the nation's total research budget in the natural
sciences" (Brubacker& Rudy, 1997, p. 231). These grants provide direct support for salaries and
operating costs for the research programs of the institution. Universities also gain funding
through the indirect costs paid by contracting agencies for facilities as well as other costs of
performing the research work. In addition to research contracts and grants, universities have
contractual arrangements with (or receive grants from) business and industry for direct service in
return for payment to the institutions. Examples of contracts include delivering training for a
state agency, teaching a course for employees of a business, or conducting a research project for
a company (Barr, 2002; Robbins, 1973).

Another potential source of revenue is internal reallocation. This is an effort to reshuffle
existing institutional funds from units that may have excess funds or inefficiently used funds to
higher priority units with insufficient or no funds. This approach allows the institution to provide
new revenues that have been determined to be a higher priority from existing funds (Robins,

1973).

Distance Learning

The first university to offer correspondence instruction was Illinois Wesleyan University,

in 1873. The university offered non-resident courses to students in preparation for university
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examinations and potentially an A.B. or Ph.D. and eventually an A.M. or Ph.D. (MacKenzie &
Christensen, 1971; Rumble & Harry, 1982).

The clear leader in correspondence instruction in higher education was the University of
Chicago under the guidance of its first president, William Rainey Harper. Harper’s first forays
into correspondence instruction was through his role as a language teacher in a summer
Chautauqua program. This movement was considered to be the historical basis of many
innovations in higher education in the United States, some of which include university extension,
summer sessions, university presses, and distance learning through correspondence instruction.
The Chautauqua University began offering degree credit courses in 1883, and is considered an
integral component of the history of distance learning in the United States because of its
profound influence on higher education institutions and particularly on the University of
Chicago.

As a young Hebrew teacher at Baptist Theological Seminary in Morgan Park, Illinois,
Harper was concerned that students could not take his courses because of space limitations at the
seminary. As a result, he teamed up with the Chautauqua University to teach his Hebrew courses
and created Harper’s Correspondence School of Hebrew. Harper resigned his post in 1892 to
become president of a newly formed institution, the University of Chicago. Harper organized the
University of Chicago into five divisions mirroring the five educational principles of the
Chautauqua. One division was University Extension, including provisions for correspondence
instruction. This division, later to be known as the Home-Study Department, offered college
courses that met traditional academic requirements that were modified to fit the needs of

correspondence students (Bode, 1956; MacKenzie, Christensen, & Rigby, 1968; Nanson, 1989).
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Among other institutions engaging in correspondence study was the University of
Wisconsin, whose catalog in 1889-1890 offered private correspondence study at the University
in response to demands to expand the curriculum and adapt teaching methods to the needs of
students, particularly for vocational training. By World War I, Pennsylvania State College,
Baylor University, the University of California at Berkley, and the University of Nebraska were
also offering correspondence courses for college credit (Curti & Carstensen, 1949; Eddy, 1956;
Sherow & Wedemeyer, 1990).

Institutions of higher education are currently being challenged to adapt to a more
competitive environment. The race to attract students and provide “anywhere, anytime” learning
is forcing higher education institutions to “capitalize on emerging market opportunities and
respond to the demand for services to a group much broader than the traditional eighteen to
twenty-four year old students” (Oblinger & Kidwell, 2000, p. 33). This environment is changing
the thinking of everyone in the higher education community. The competition is for the student
as a customer (and education as a product), and institutions are fighting to keep their marketshare
(Daniel, 1999; Dunning, Vankekerix, & Zaborowski,1993; Liberman, 2002).

The post-secondary education student of today is driving this competition and requiring
that the learning process change. Today’s college student attends classes that utilize multi-media
tools and computer-mediated discussions, they submit papers and assignments and take tests
electronically, they contact their professors through email, and they conduct academic research
on the Internet. Students expect this type of learning because it is what the workplace will expect
of them, as they must integrate technology into their jobs (Green, 1997; National Association of

land Grant Universities and Land Grant Colleges, 2003).
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As distance learning initiatives are announced almost daily, “universities are taking aim
at a large, growing, and thus far untapped audience for distance learning: their own graduates”
(Altschuler & Janis, 2000, p. 1). Several IHEs around the country are announcing educational
opportunities for their alumni, because they realize that alumni provide an unparalleled
opportunity for institutions to reconnect and re-establish loyalty, generate new revenue streams,
and identify those who are willing to serve the institution and make major monetary
contributions. The alumni of many institutions are seeking the educational opportunities they
need to remain a viable force in their chosen careers. The life-long learner will currently need to
train, re-train, and re-learn not just basic skills, but also new information. The shelf life of a
technical degree is five years. Many fields such as science, engineering, and law are changing so
rapidly that constant updates are necessary. Individuals with a degree are looking for access to
new learning opportunities to improve their job skills and enhance their careers (Twigg &
Oblinger, 1996).

The business world is being totally reshaped by demographics. More women and
minorities will attend universities and subsequently enter the workplace. The worker of today
and the future will remain in the work-world longer and will change careers more often. These
workers will need education, training, and retraining, and instructional delivery systems must be
flexible to accommodate them (Katz, 1999; Oblinger, 1998). A report released by Booz Allen
Hamilton (2002) forecasts “the greatest potential for e-learning success within the professional
and corporate segments is delivering highly targeted curricula designed to develop specific, job-
related skills or gain professional credentials” (p. 6).

Institutions of higher education are not only responding to similar market forces and

trends as these but also to the external groups that exert political, social, and financial pressure
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on the institutions. Resmer, Mingle and Oblinger (1995), in a report for the State Higher
Education Officers, writes that there are external influences beyond students and faculty that
impact the decision-making process of IHEs. Resmer et al defines these groups as ranging “from
senior-level policy makers to community organizations, employers, technology vendors and
alumni” (p. 22).

With the market demands on higher education dictating that education is a product, some
universities are striving to enhance revenues by offering the “product” through distance learning
aided by technology (Berg, 1998). The literature points out that higher education institutions, in
order to meet demand, see distance learning as a revenue generator for the institution. Distance
learning programs require significant up-front investment. This poses a dilemma for university
administrators who must determine whether it will provide a financial reward and be worth the
investment costs. The opposite holds true as well, as institutions and policy-makers believe
distance learning will produce savings for the institution. The basic idea is that the IHE can offer
distance learning to a larger percentage of off-campus students, which decreases the pressure on
on-campus programs and facilities and brings in additional revenue (Bates, 2000; Berg, 1998;
Daniel, 1999; Garrison & Anderson, 1999; Hanna, 2000; Noble, 1998; Smith, 1998).

To dream, to plan, to outline, and to implement a vision in higher education, the
institutional leadership must take center stage. This is particularly important if the institution is
encouraging new ways of thinking in the organization, promoting new processes, or advocating
the use of technology to fulfill the mission of teaching, research, and service. The leadership is
the critical element (Bates, 2000).

University vice-presidents have a responsibility to take the long view to respond to

societal pressures and to weigh the interests of the institution as a whole. To this end, it is the
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vision of the institutional leadership that guides the strategy of the university for the future
(Bates, 2000). The strategic plan for information technology must support the priorities of the
institution and the institution’s administrators. Campus leaders have a choice: Do they “want the
campus to be a pioneer, close follower, middle of the pack, or trailing institution” (Smallen &
McCredie, 2003 p. 46) with respect to technology?

A two-year study conducted by the Commission on National Investment in Higher
Education concluded that if IHEs are going to be serious about increasing their productivity and
accessing enhanced funding from their state legislatures, they must turn to technology.
Technology is a prime tool with which institutions may reach off their campuses and cooperate
with faculty from other IHEs to offer instruction to students wherever they are enrolled. Two
good examples of inter-institutional cooperation are the Western Governors University and the
Southern Regional Electronic Campus. The latter is composed of 150 participating institutions
offering associate’s, bachelor’s and master’s degree programs to students from the participating
institutions (California Distance Learning Project, 2000; Katz, 2001; Van Dusen, 2000).

Another opportunity for inter-institutional collaboration is university research. The key
purpose of a university—research—is also undergoing profound change due to technology. From
the ability to solve previously unsolvable problems, to providing the results of a sophisticated
study, to simulating natural phenomena in the lab, the rapid advance of technology is the
common contributing factor (Ayres and Grisham, 2004; Duderstadt, 1999; National Research
Council, 2002). Technology’s impact on the research community has produced a benefit never
fully exploited in higher education: collaboration. Researchers and scientists world-wide can

now collaborate and share information with each other as easily as they can with a researcher
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down the hall (Duderstadt, 1999; Farrington, 1997; National Research Council, 2002; Olsen,
2003).

The foresight of William Raney Harper of the University of Chicago to bring the
university to a student’s home and attract others to accept his vision for education is what IHE
administrators today are facing. It will take, as Bates (2000) wrote, the senior leaders to endorse,
articulate, or facilitate the themes, plan, and goals of their institution.

Use of Technology

The development of technology for higher education paralleled the development of
distance learning. The first person to produce film for classroom use was Thomas Edison in
1911. Universities such as Yale University and the University of Minnesota used these films to
become players in the early nineteenth century of educational films. (Saettler, 1990 ).

A number of universities, notably the lowa State University, Pennsylvania State College,
Ohio State University, and the University of Wisconsin began general radio broadcasting
between 1911 and 1922. lowa State University, in February 1925, offered its first five radio
courses for credit. There were 80 students enrolled in those first course offerings, of which 64
completed their coursework for a degree at the university (Moore & Kearsley, 1996).

Educational television was in its early stages of development in 1934. In that year, lowa
State University began broadcasting programs about oral hygiene and identification of
constellations. Five years later, more than 400 educational programs had been broadcast by lowa
State. The real expansion of educational television broadcasts occurred following World War 1.
At that time, 242 of 2053 television channels were allocated to noncommercial use. The
networks also broadcast programming provided by universities; an example was NBC’s credit

courses for Johns Hopkins University (Angevine, 1997).
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The first system that used audio conferencing was the Educational Telephone Network
(ETN) at the University of Wisconsin. This system, established in 1965, was conceived to
provide continuing education from the university. Over the years, the system expanded to many
professions to provide continuing education or non-credit courses (Moore& Kearsley, 1996).

“Technology is the essential component for distance learning” (Garrison, 1990).

The changes in our society due to the rapid advances of technology are moving this country from
the Industrial Age to the Information Age at lightning speed. Businesses and governments are
reorganizing to improve productivity and quality, and to contain costs. Certain areas of
universities have primarily benefited from the digital era and while teaching has lagged behind in
exploring technology’s potential, instructional practices are now beginning to emerge that take
advantage of what technology has to offer (Hanna, 2000; National Research Council, 2002;
Newman & Scurry, 2000).

The simple, two-way communication loop offered by print and mail is no longer
acceptable in distance education. This method has been replaced by telecommunications
technology that plays a major role in the delivery of distance learning. For instance, the leading
telecommunications technology, according to Garrison, is “not broadcast television, the
quintessential technology is teleconferencing.” (1990, p.43).

A July 2003 United States Department of Education study reported for the 2000-2001
academic year that 50 percent of all post-secondary institutions offered distance learning courses
to a total of 2.8 million students. Of the institutions offering distance learning leading to a
degree, public four-year institutions were most likely (48 percent) to offer degree programs to be

completed entirely through distance learning (National Center for Education Statistics, 2003).
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The survey documented the Internet as the most utilized delivery system for distance
learning courses. Most distance learning courses are delivered via the Internet using slides and
lecture notes coupled with printed textbooks and on-line course packets. Among those
institutions offering distance learning courses, the majority (90 percent) responded that they
offered Internet courses using asynchronous, computer-based instruction. Other methods
reported in the survey were two-way video with two-way audio (51 percent) and one-way pre-
recorded video as the primary methods of delivery (41 percent). In addition, 29 percent of the
institutions offering distance learning courses used CD-ROM as the primary delivery method
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2003).

A new element of distance learning is the virtual university. The virtual university is
essentially a university without walls. It is an organization designed to deliver courses and
accreditation to students through electronic delivery methods (Bates, 2000). These universities
exist in many forms and do not have to conform to academic constraints that bind traditional
universities. There are different iterations of these virtual universities, one of which is to serve as
a broker for courses supplied by traditional universities. An example is the Western Governor’s
University founded by the governors of 11 western states to deliver education to students nation-
wide (Duderstadt, 1999; National Research Council, 2002; Neal 1999; Oblinger & Rush, 1997).

The most successful for-profit, non-university-initiated virtual university is the University
of Phoenix. The University of Phoenix offers traditional, classroom-based instruction for both
undergraduate and graduate students. The university is based in Phoenix and operates in many
states around the country. These students attend classes in learning centers that offer library
support and administrative services to students (Hanna, 2000; (National Research Council,

2002).
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Funding Sources

The literature on technology does not include much information about sources of
revenue. There are studies that discuss a few current resources and there is some information on
“new” sources of revenue that in most cases have not yet been utilized or explored by
universities.

A 2000 Market Data Retrieval (MDR) survey estimated that IHEs spent $2.7 billion on
computer hardware and software; the bulk was spent on academic computer hardware. Total
spending for administrative hardware was projected to be $727.8 million, with spending on
software projected at $762.8 million. According to the survey report, these figures significantly
understate the total spending for technology because they do not include people (Phipps &
Wellman, 2001).

The current sources available to fund technology cited in the literature reflect spending at
all the Carnegie classification of institutions. The Carnegie Foundation (2004) classifies IHEs
according to a number of criteria including size, degrees granted, and programs offered in the
institution. One study examined the funding for information technology only at Carnegie
Classification Doctoral Extensive and Intensive higher education (Carnegie Foundation, 2004).
The Core Data Service 2002 Summary Report concluded that “Carnegie classification is still a
reliable predictor of the amount of money allocated to the IT Organization” (Hawkins, Rudy, &
Masden, 2003, p. 12). Doctoral campuses rely more heavily on funding sources other than on
annual operating expenses. These institutions rely primarily on capital appropriations and fees
for central services as a means of securing revenue for information technology (Hawkins, Rudy,

& Madsen, 2003).
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A discussion of “new” revenue sources for universities is found in Hezel Associates 1996
State by State Report. In Hezel’s analysis, a number of revenue sources were cited which include
foundations, technology companies, federal grants, student user-fees, and general revenue funds.
Hezel found state governments contributed about half of the external funds, with the federal
government and foundations contributing the balance. While the federal government’s share is
only roughly 15 percent, it is a very important component. These funds provided a critical source
of start-up funds, assisting universities to acquire equipment and institutional support (Hezel,
1996).

State funding programs for information technology have resulted from a variety of
sources. Missouri, for example, relies on a videotape rental tax to fund the Video Instructional
Development and Educational Opportunity Fund (VIDEO). Texas poured $95 million in state
funds into infrastructure development and training. Georgia and Michigan reaped windfalls from
the excess earnings of telecommunications companies. States such as Montana and Wyoming
have appropriated one-time state funds for specific projects. Many states, however, have
allocated no new money to information technology, and in some cases, such as in Alabama and
North Carolina, have reduced funding (Hezel, 1996; Phipps & Wellman, 2001).

A paper delivered at the 2003 EDUCAUSE Midwestern Regional Conference listed a
number of “potential new funding sources universities could pursue for information technology
funding.” The list included some of the sources in Hezel’s 1996 list and other potential sources.
Listed in the EDUCAUSE report (Antolovic, 2003, p. 9) were:

e Sponsored research dollars;
e A development office for IT as part of the university’s fund raising efforts;

e Commercializing intellectual property;
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e New fees such as student technology fees and a targeted tuition component;
e New business lines, a computer store; and
e Vendor incentives.

Land grant and state universities receive appropriations of tax dollars annually or bi-
annually from their governor and state legislatures. In terms of revenue policies for universities,
a study performed in 2001 by the Institute for Higher Education Policy raised the stakes for state
governments. The study recommended state policy makers and institutional leaders identify
technology infrastructure revenue policies. The states should assess the means with which
institutions are funding technology and determine where new revenue might be available.

Finally, revenue opportunities and cost efficiencies that could possibly be achieved
through purchasing and leasing, vendor relationships, and alliances with for-profit entities should
be encouraged (Phipps & Wellman, 2001).

For too long, IHEs have struggled to find the resources for information technology
because IT does not fit the general model of higher education funding categories (Phipps &
Wellman, 2001). IHEs have also struggled because the costs are high and the programs aren’t
making the institutions rich; in some cases, they actually cost more than they earn. Information
technology, particularly for distance learning, costs institutions money and time in dealing with
issues stakeholders weren’t aware of or had not thoroughly discussed (Carr, 2001). Still, other
institutions use temporary budget surpluses (termed “budget dust”) accumulated at the end of
some fiscal years. Hence the feeling that information technology was nice to have if there was
budget dust available (Smallen & McCredie, 2003).

The Costs of Distance Learning
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University students, faculty and, to an extent, the public expect and demand access to

electronic information technology. What is the role of university administrators in determining

the appropriate funding strategies for information technology, credit course development and

delivery, and student services (Bates, 2000; Graves, 1999; Green, 2003; Hawkins, Rudy, &

Madsen, 2003; Phipps, 2002; Smallen & McCredie, 2003; Texas Higher Education

Commisssion, 1996)?

The Texas Higher Education Commission offers a comprehensive list of costs for IHEs.

Distance learning costs include:

network design, configuration, and installation

hardware and software acquisition

facilities—acquisition, modification, maintenance

faculty, staff, and technical support personnel

program development, administration, management

academic support services—counseling, library resources, and so forth
initial and on-going training of faculty, staff, students, administration
instrumental design and program development

technical integration/conversion of diverse delivery modes
marketing, recruiting, admissions

program research, assessment, evaluation, quality control
maintenance and upgrade of systems—both software and hardware
transmission charges (satellite time, phone lines)

additional student support costs

faculty and staff travel to remote sites
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e course acquisition and licensing fees
Technology, Credit Course Development Credit, and Delivery

While the landscape of higher education is being dramatically altered by technology,
relatively little attention has been given to the costs of technology. It is particularly difficult to
pinpoint the costs and perceived financial benefits of distance learning. Since the equipment used
for distance learning also often supports on-campus operations, it is problematic to assign direct
costs to distance learning. Assigning direct costs is not a precise effort; identifying hoped-for
financial savings is also clouded by the issue. In a computerized, cost-simulation model, the
findings indicate that the cost structure for distributed technology is different from the cost
structure for classroom technology. Instruction using distributed technology has a large start-up
or a fixed cost that is not dependent on enrollment (Phipps & Wellman, 2001).

In a computerized cost-simulation model, the findings indicate the cost structure for
distributed technology is different from the cost structure for classroom technology primarily
because of course development costs. The development of a course is the total responsibility of
the faculty member teaching the course, not the IHE. Course design is a “handicraft” industry in
which the faculty member develops his or her own individual courses. Developing the courses to
be used for distance learning require faculty members to spend more time preparing the course
materials and the actual delivery of the course work. Faculty time is money. The result is that the
development of courses for distance learning is a major cost driver for the IHE (Altbach, 1999;
Jones & Matthews, 2002; Oblinger& Rush, 1997; Twigg, 2003).

The dilemma for higher education administrators lies in determining the actual costs of
delivering distance learning. The costs of offering courses to distance learning students are not

calculable by using the cost structure of students enrolled in a course. The costs vary depending
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upon the mode of delivery that is used, the necessary resources, and the technical involvement.

The research indicates, however, the potential for long-term financial rewards for IHEs are great

(Bates, 2000; Jewett, 2000; Larson & Strehle, 2000; Maltz & DeBlois, 2005; McCollum, 1999).
Student Services

A 2002 study of the Southern Regional Education Board found that “student services
play a critical role in student learning and success” (p. 5). Recently, student support has gained
attention and interest among distance educators. These student services are important for a
number of reasons. Services “can enhance enrollment, decrease attrition, and provide for a well-
rounded program. In addition, they ease students’ adjustment to college, assist in their
intellectual and personal growth and contribute to their academic success” (LaPadula, 2003, p.
119).

A study conducted among distance learning students at Eastern Oregon University
concluded that a key component of a distance learning student’s success was the availability of
support services that recognize the unique needs of these students. The survey and companion
interviews described the needs of distance learning students as access to support services such as
the library, bookstore, computers, and learning support services, i.e., tutoring, testing,
counseling, and other campus services (Barone, 2003; Chastain, 2003; Kretovics, 2003; Hill,
1999; LaPadula, 2003; Oblinger, 2004; Regional Accrediting Commissions, 2003; Raphael,
2005; Sachs & Hale, 2003; Workman & Stenard, 1996; Distance Learning Policy Laboratory,
2002; Young, 2000).

The Western Cooperative for Educational Telecommunications produced a Guide to
Developing On-line Student Services. This is not a best-practices guide for distance learning

students, although it is a listing of good practices for students who cannot make a trip to campus.
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The student support services in the guide include most services available to on-campus students
and additional specific support services for distance learning students.
The services listed in the Guide include:

Information for Prospective Students

Admissions

Financial Aid

Registration

Orientation Services

Academic Advising

Technical Support

Career Services

Library Services

Services for Students with Disabilities

Personal Counseling

Instructional Support and Tutoring

Bookstore

Services to Promote a Sense of Community

(Western Cooperative for Educational Telecommunications, 2003, p. 5).

The student, whether he or she is on the campus or lives hundreds of miles away, expects

a complete, full-service approach in exchange for the fees he or she pays. These expectations
should push the institution to provide the infrastructure that will meet the needs and demands of

students (Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005). “Although the research about the use and benefit of online

34



student services is in its infancy, the value of providing these services to help enhance on-
campus services is to help foster a sense of belonging to the institution” (Crawley, 2004, p.2).

Summary

The chapter reviewed two primary areas of literature; one area of focus was higher
education, and the second area focused on distance education. The discussion on higher
education looked specifically at land grant and state universities. The literature that related to the
mission and history of these two types of institutions and the vision that administrators use to
drive the functions of the institutions was examined. Additionally, since this study centers on
funding issues, the literature encompassing all portions of higher education funding was
reviewed. A glimpse of the changing landscape of higher education indicated that delivery
systems are changing significantly as we move from the Industrial Age to the Information Age.
A driver of this change is the evolution of technology, which is presented in this chapter.
Technology provides revolutionary opportunities in all facets of our lives, but what is its purpose
in higher education? The literature discussing the purpose of technology and the use of
technology for distance education is in this chapter. After determining the uses of technology for
higher education, the literature of how the funding for distance learning is secured. Additionally,
the chapter looked at the costs of technology, credit course development, and delivery for
offering distance learning.

The literature review revealed a lack of research about the gap between the desire to
offer an Information Age learning environment and the ability to pay for this type of learning
environment. The research indicated land grant and state supported universities know this is what
they have to do to remain open and viable, but they do not know how to put the funding package

together. The literature in this chapter reinforced that this problem of funding strategies for
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distance education in state and land grant universities—as the funding strategies apply to the
mission of the institution and the vision of the institutional leadership—merits investigation. The

following chapter outlines the procedures used to investigate the problem.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the methodology used to conduct the research for this study.
Included in this chapter are the questions for the study, the research design, the population,
instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis.

Questions for the Study

This study was an investigation of mission, vision, funding strategies and student services
related to distance learning as expressed by university administrators in three types of institutions
of higher education (IHEs): land grant universities, state universities, and those institutions
designated as both a land grant and state university by their state legislatures. The study looked
at how administrators’ responses to institutional mission, administrative vision, and funding
strategies for offering distance learning in their institutions are related? Also the study looked at
whether these interrelationships differed across the types of institutions, the student population
size of the institution, or the budget of the institution?

In addition the study examined the types of revenue sources used by IHEs. Finally,
student services that the institutions offer to distance learning students, as well as mechanisms to
pay for these services, were explored in the study.

Research Design

The research design was a survey. Rea and Parker (1997, p. 1) state, “surveys have broad
appeal...because they are perceived as reflective of the attitudes, preferences, and opinions of the
very people from whom society’s policymakers derive their mandate.” An advantage of survey

research is that it discovers “characteristics of institutions and communities” (p. 1) by studying
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certain individuals who are representative of those institutions and communities. The information
obtained through a survey method is self-reported from individuals about themselves, their
attitudes and opinions, or their behavioral patterns (Alreck & Settle, 1995; Cosby, 2004;
Converse & Presser, 1986; Dillman, 1978; Dillman, 2000; Dillman,Torta & Bowker, 2003;
Grover, 2003; Schononlau, Fricken & Elliott, 2002). The survey research method was used to
glean information from university administrators around the country in a short time frame, and in
the most cost-efficient manner available to the researcher.

Population

The unit of analysis for this study was three senior administrators in institutions of higher
education. Three senior administrators in three types of state institutions constituted the
population. The senior administrators chosen were the chief academic officer, the chief business
officer, and the chief information officer in land grant universities, state universities, and
institutions that are designated by their state legislatures as both a land grant and state university.
These institutions are members of the National Association of State Universities and Land Grant
Colleges (NASULGC). These administrators were chosen because they are perceived to be the
top administrators responsible for leadership and decision making for distance learning in their
institutions.

The administrators were identified after the appropriate universities in each state were
selected. To obtain the list of land grant universities, the researcher used the web site of the
National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, for a listing of all
NASULGC members that are land grant institutions (NASULGC, 2005). The land grant
institutions are characterized by NASULGC as those institutions whose state legislatures

accepted the provisions of the Morrill Act, enacted by the United States Congress and signed into
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law on July 3, 1862 (United States Congress, 1862). Thirty-seven land grant universities were
selected for the study.

After identifying the land grant institutions, the investigator returned to the NASULGC
web site for a listing of all other member institutions. From this list, the researcher selected the
state universities believed to be the counterpart to the land grant institution in each state. Thirty-
seven state universities were the selected for the study.

The final group of IHEs (those that are both land grant and state institutions) were
identified using the same listing of NASULGC members. It was apparent which states had only a
single institution that served as both the land grant and the state university. Thirteen institutions
were identified as both land grant and state universities and were selected for the study. No
institution of higher education systems were included in the study, only single institutions.

To select the appropriate university administrators, the researcher utilized the web site of
each institution selected for the study. From the sites, the researcher obtained the names of the
in