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Agenda 


1. Memorial Resolutions: 

A. Professor Emeritus Robert C. Kingsbury (Circular B4-98) 

B. Professor Emeritus Warren G. Meinschein (Circular B5-98) 


2. Agenda Committee Business 

(Professor Theodore Miller) 


3. Presiding Officer's Business 

(Professor Theodore Miller) (Circular B6-98) 


4. Question / Comment Period 


5. Report of Status of 1996-97 BFC Legislative Actions 

(Professor Theodore Miller, Agenda Committee) (Circular B3-98) 

6. 1996-97 Budgetary Affairs Committee Annual Report 

(Professor Jean Sinor, Budgetary Affairs Committee) (Circular B7-98) 


7. Report on Distributed Education and Indiana University 

(Dean Blaise Cronin, Distance Education Advisory Committee) 

AGENDA ITEM #1: MEMORIAL RESOLUTIONS 


[Council members stood for a moment of silence in memory of Professor Kingsbury and Professor Meinschein.] 


AGENDA ITEM #2: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS 


MILLER: Chancellor Gros Louis is ill today. I am the pinch-hitter today. I hope you will be sympathetic with my position. [Laughter] 


I want to take this opportunity today to talk a little bit about the situation with regard to the minutes of the faculty council. As many of you know, there are nearly two years worth of minutes that are now not available to us; this, of course, has been recognized for a long time as a problem. Indeed, I think that it is a problem. Last year there was a task force put together, under Edwin Greenebaum's leadership, to try to figure out how we might get out from under this minutes problem and we now have a system which is untested, but which we are going to test, starting with today's meeting, to see if we cannot make some progress in this regard. The system is premised really on two changes that have occurred. One is that there is a second person working in the faculty council office; her name is Teresa Cracraft and she is an intern who will be in the council office for a two-year period. She is assisting Ellen. Teresa would you stand, please. I didn't see you in the back. So this is going to provide some assistance for Ellen and to free up some of her time so that she can work on this in a way that she could not previously. 


The second thing, is that the tapes of the minutes are going to be sent to a private firm for transcription. Hopefully this can be done in a short period of time. The transcriptions will be returned, and Ellen will spend time editing the minutes and trying to get them ready for the next meeting. If we take today's meeting as an example, the tapes will go off and we are going to try to get them back by the end of this week. The next week will be spent editing the minutes and posting them on the World Wide Web by the end of the week. That is our objective. They will then be available the weekend leading up to the next meeting, so that people will have access to those during that period of time. 


Hopefully, this will in fact proceed efficiently enough so that we can start chipping away at the backlog minutes that now exists. So in addition to trying to keep current this year's minutes, we are also going to try to work on the backlog and get those into the same system. Hopefully, over some period of time (I really have no idea how long it is going to take) we will have the minutes available on the Web. My own feeling is that it is extremely important that we do this. I think these verbatim minutes are extremely valuable, and I think we really need them. 


LICHTENBERG: Why we need them except for votes? 

MILLER: In my own experience, I have found that being able to go back and read what has been said to be extremely helpful. I won't say that I do this on a regular basis, but there have been times when I have found this to be extremely useful. Maybe there are other views about this. 


DÁVILA: I think historically someone mentioned the minutes have value in themselves, showing that it was and it can be a talking society. Historically I think that they are useful. 


MILLER: Any other comments? 


P. BRANTLINGER: It gives a certain gravity to the talking. 

[Laughter] 


WALKER: It seems to me that a lot of times when we go back and wonder what the sense of a certain resolution or discussion was, it's helpful to read the discussion. 


MILLER: The second thing that I wanted to say under Agenda Committee Business is one of the items that the council will be dealing with during the coming year. This is a matter that is close to the hearts of many of you, I am sure. Many of you will recall there was a project underway last year to deal with reform of the faculty council. I guess the phrase was Structure of Campus Governance. The topic was on the floor of the council several times last year. There were several questions about it. I want to remind you that this is a continuing project; I think it will come to fruition this year. Whether there will be changes voted up or down I do not know, but there will be votes on several key questions. There seems to me to be two in particular that I would encourage you to think about, as you go along. 


One of them has to do with the election process. As you all know, the faculty council is elected in a two-phase process: the first, the nomination phase, is focused in the electoral units; then the final election is a campus-wide election. There certainly are people who feel that the second election should not be a campus-wide election, rather it should also be focused within the electoral units--so that when people come to the faculty council it is with a sense of a group that they are representing, rather then some amorphous campus-wide body that they are representing. I am not trying to take a position here. I am just saying that this is one of the issues that we will see a proposal around altering the election process for the faculty. 


The second major item, and perhaps one of more importance, involves trying to structure relationships with the faculty council and the school policy committees. There are a number of people that think that would be extremely useful for faculty governance, generally, on the campus if we could somehow manage to have better liaison between this body and the school policy committees. There may be alternate proposals for how that will be done, but this seems to be an issue that a number of people think is important in terms of improving faculty governance on the Bloomington campus. I would encourage you to simply keep in mind these questions. We will have ultimately a session where we will vote up or down proposals of this type. There are other issues as well, I think, that will be subject to change, but those two strike me as being central ones that we are going to want to deal with. Any questions about that? Okay. So we will leave that be the Agenda Committee Business for today. 




AGENDA ITEM #3: PRESIDING OFFICER'S BUSINESS 


MILLER: I have some notes from Ken that he wanted to remind you of several things that are happening. Julia Lamber is leaving her position as Dean for Women's Affairs. There is a search and screen committee that has been appointed and is going to be chaired by Terry Dworkin of the School of Business. The first meeting of that search and screen committee will on the 23rd of the month, next Tuesday. 


There are two dean level reviews that are being undertaken this year. One is a review of Trevor Brown, Dean of the School of Journalism; the chair of that committee is Professor David Smith of the Department of Religious Studies. The second review is of Larry Hanks, Dean of Afro-American Affairs; the chair of that review committee is Professor Kevin Brown of the School of Law. These two review committees have already begun their business, You will, no doubt, be receiving communication from them, soliciting comments and information. 


There are two additional search and screen committees that will be in action this year. One is to fill the position of Director of the Office of Affirmative Action. That committee has not yet been appointed, but it will be appointed soon. 

(As an aside, it is my sense that there are divergent, strongly held feelings regarding this particular position. There was a committee that was appointed last year which produced a report that made certain recommendations about the office. It is fairly clear that not everyone shares the views in that report. It is my sense that at this point Ken is prepared to follow [by and large] the committee recommendations, in terms of the kind of person that will be searched for, a staff person, not a faculty person and a variety of other things. It seems to me that the question of whether the Director of Affirmative Action will be a staff person or a faculty person is a contentious one. People have very different ideas. If there are those who really feel strongly that the ad hoc committee's report was not on target in terms of how this office should be structured, it seems to me that there is a window of opportunity to let Ken know how you feel. My sense is that he would welcome hearing more about this because there seems to be quite a division in terms of how people feel about this.) 


ARNOVE: Point of clarification: is this going to be a system-wide office or a Bloomington-only office or a combined office? Could you clarify that? 


MILLER: My guess is that this will be largely a Bloomington office. There are some university responsibilities that this person would fulfill. My sense is that this is a Bloomington campus position, with some university-level responsibilities. That is the way that I read the report and I think that is the way that Ken is thinking about this. 


LICHTENBERG: Who has appointed these people? 


MILLER: I am not sure who appointed the ad hoc committee to review of the Office of Affirmative Action. That was appointed by Ken, I think. 


GINGER: Ken. 


MILLER: Yes, Ken. 


DÁVILA: Did he appoint all of these people? 


MILLER: With regard to the search and screen committees and the review committees, the Nomination Committee of the BFC provides faculty names to Ken, and he basically appoints the committee out of those names. 


LICHTENBERG: He never chooses names outside of those we recommend? 


GINGER: He solicits groups besides the Nomination Committee, and the Nomination Committee solicits other people sometimes. For instance, the Office for Women's Affairs Advisory Group will be solicited. Staff and student groups are solicited for suggestions. Usually he invites everyone at a BFC meeting to suggest names or to provide information during the process of the committee being set up. It is governed by some specific things in the enabling legislation [Circular B47-97]. 


DÁVILA: Is this ad hoc report on file? Did we receive it last year as a report to the faculty council? 


MILLER: I frankly don't know, but the Affirmative Action Committee now has the report. Is that not true, Paul? 


EISENBERG: Yes. 


MILLER: Okay. 


DÁVILA: Is that available to the faculty of Indiana University? 


MILLER: It is a report that is available; let's put it that way. I am not sure how widely distributed it is. 


DÁVILA: May I ask, how we could avail ourselves of this report? 


MILLER: Just tell Ellen you would like one; we can make copies available, I think. 


E. BRANTLINGER: It was on the agenda for the University Faculty Council last semester. 


MILLER: It was distributed to the UFC Affirmative Action Committee during its first meeting last week. 


I don' t think that Ken is waiting for the UFC to actually act on the report. My sense is that the search and screen committee has not yet been appointed. The Nomination Committee has provided some names. I think that, to the extent that people feel strongly about this, we really should let Ken know what our feelings are--because this issue could possibly be a contentious one. 


EISENBERG: I did want to second what you said about searching for one person. I myself spoke with Ken a couple of days ago. Ken indicated that the person would have responsibility for Affirmative Action on this campus; in a secondary way this person would also supervise Affirmative Action system-wide. 


MILLER: One additional committee matter: A Search and Screen Committee for the Dean of the School of Optometry will be appointed. It would be a very useful (so Laura Ginger tells me) for those of you who have names that you think would be useful to be considered as members of that committee to send them to Laura, who is the chair of the Nomination Committee this year. There is an effort to try to generate a good list of names for this committee; I think that we are struggling somewhat in that regard, right now. So please give some thought to that activity. 


As part of this agenda item, Presiding Officer's Business, we have the report that Ken also gives at the first meeting in the fall of the Faculty Council. Ken has written the paper outlining the campus budgetary situation. He indicated that if I wanted to I could read this speech to you. Because it is being mailed to all Bloomington faculty, I won't read it into the record today. [For the record, it will be attached to today's minutes as Circular B6-98.] Ken indicated that at the next meeting he will be prepared to answer any questions that you might have regarding that particular report. 






AGENDA ITEM #4: QUESTION / COMMENT PERIOD 


MILLER: I don't have any written questions. 


NEWTON: I have a very parochial suggestion. Some of us wear hats, and all of us (I think) will eventually wear coats. This room has no place for coats, hats, or anything like that. I suggest we have something done here. 


MILLER: I expect that we could probably do something about that. It will be a test of our power! [Laughter] Other questions? [None] 




AGENDA ITEM #5: REPORT OF THE STATUS OF 1996-97 BFC LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS 
(CIRCULAR B3-98) 


MILLER: Under the bylaws of BFC, I am supposed to report on the status of BFC Legislation. Attached to your agenda is Circular B3-98, Summary of Action Taken: 1996-97. The first two items, dealing with the academic calendar, revolve around the Martin Luther King Day. We will observe Martin Luther King Day this year; certainly this has been put into action. 


The item at the bottom of the page, Computer Security, is definitely in effect. 


On the next page are amendments of BFC bylaws. I believe the substantive item here has to do with the campus computing committee, the Academic Computing Policy Committee. There were some changes in the University Faculty Council representation, taking into account the fact that at the UFC there is now a Technologies Policy Committee. There was an effort made here to try to insure that the Bloomington Campus had a co-chair for that particular committee. 

This is an item that is really somewhat up in the air at this moment. As many of you know, the university computing services have been re-organized over the summer. The role of the advisory committees to the new computing organization is at this moment still unclear. What this means is that there is really is no Academic Computing Policy Committee at this time. My sense is that there will be a campus computing committee reconstituted shortly. Hopefully as we go into next year we can put into effect the ideas that are discussed here. If it turns out that really can't be done under the new structure, then we are going to have to re-visit this item this year some time. Right now I would say this item has not been put into effect; it has been held up due to this reorganization. 


The last item is the Affirmative Action complaint procedure guidelines. Julia Lamber tells me that this document is, in fact, now the policy of her office and it is being implemented on a campus-wide basis. The BFC has received a request for nominations to the hearing panels that are referenced here. It seems possible, however, given that the Affirmative Action Office probably will undergo some change this year, that we may have to come back and re-visit these ideas as well, to make sure that these procedures fit into whatever the Affirmative Office structure is going to be. 

That is the report of actions taken last year. Questions about that please? [None] 




AGENDA ITEM #6: 1996-97 BUDGETARY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE ANNUAL REPORT 
(CIRCULAR B7-98) 


MILLER: Jean Sinor (who was the Co-Chair last year) will give the report today. Julie Bobay (the other Co-Chair) is not a member of the council this year, so they decided that Jean would give the report. 


SINOR: It is traditional for the BAC to give a report every fall about the activities of the previous year. As you know, the BAC is the only committee of the BFC that takes action and makes recommendations directly to the Chancellor on matters of budget on behalf of the BFC members and the campus faculty. We do address a number of issues every year for the rest of our BFC members and that is what this report focuses on. Our activities last year were grouped in the fall and spring. 


In the fall we concerned ourselves mainly with the Strategic Directions Initiatives. There were approximately 115 documents of these proposals which we reviewed. The previous year (1995-1996) we were also involved, but the time frame was such that we could give these proposals only a cursory consideration. Last year we did get them in a more appropriate manner, so we were able to look at them in some detail. We made comments on these proposals--grading them as high, medium, and low priority--as we saw they reflected our perception of campus faculty perspectives. These recommendations were then sent on to the Chancellor for his campus-level input; from there he sent them on to the University level. 


In the spring, we carried out our usual pretty heavy activities with regard to the budget conferences. I am going to read what Julie has written about the spring activities. 


As has been the tradition for many years, members of the Budgetary Affairs Committee attended every budget conference for instructional and non-instructional units. Based on those units reports and committee discussions, the BAC submitted recommendations to campus administration on priority funding areas and general, campus-wide budget concerns, such as early retirement cost, deferred maintenance, a perceived lack of coordination and overall planning for tutoring programs and technology needs, and the inability for small non-instructional units to meet their basic needs. The BAC also made recommendations for funding specific unit requests. These recommendations and the campus' responses will be reported in some detail by Gros Louis in his budget report which you will get in the mail in a couple of days. 


In addition, to this traditional activity the BAC made recommendations on student academic appointee health insurance premiums, allocation of the Chancellor's discretionary fund, recommendations from the task force on changes to the faculty council office, and principles for distributing the re-allocation burden between instructional and non-instructional units. 


Finally, as mandated by the BFC, the BAC recommended a $350 cost of living increase and an increase in the salary minima equal to the average salary increase on the Bloomington campus. That is to say, if the average campus salary increase is 3.5% and we recommended the minimum salary for each level go up by 3.5%. 


The COLA [Cost of Living Allocation] recommendation was the same as the BFC made last year and included the following paragraph: 


Although it is a modest amount, we believe a COLA is especially important to maintain in this potentially difficult budget year. That principle having been stated, we want to avoid imposing unreasonable salary requirements on schools that might be facing budgetary distress. If a $350 COLA will seriously undermine a unit's ability to allocate salary increments fairly, we encourage school salary and policy committees to work with the school administrators to agree on a COLA that is more reasonable in their circumstances. The impact of the increase in salary minima was judged to be minimal. If the salary minima were increased by 4% and no salary increases were received, the number of faculty and librarians who would fall below the new minimum would increase from 6 from the previous year to 18. That is assuming no additional increases in salary for those individuals. 


In reference to the statement about working with the school and salary policy committees I might say that we also made several efforts in to contact and to speak with some of the policy or budgetary advisory committees from the various units on the campus. Very often we as a BFC committee receive requests or suggestions that really are more appropriate for the individual school level committees. We met with representatives of several of these committees to make an effort to encourage them to become actively involved in the issues that face their school committees. 


MILLER: Thank you. Any questions for Jean? 


LICHTENBERG: Are the full recommendations of the BAC public? 


SINOR: No. They are recommendations to the Chancellor and he incorporates them into his report. So he gives more detail. 


LICHTENBERG: Those that were recommended that he did not accept are never known then unless he mentions them. 

SINOR: That is right. 


P. BRANTLINGER: Does the BAC review each year a minimum stipend for associate instructors where it reviews salary minima for faculty? 


SINOR: Yes, it does. 

P. BRANTLINGER: What is that minimum now? 


SINOR: I don't know that, but I will find it out for you. 


ARNOVE: Can you refresh our memories as to what the minima are for the different ranks? 


SINOR: The actual figures? Not off the top of my head, no, but if you want to know this for next time, I will bring the figures. 


SENCHUK: I was wondering if you would clarify the role that we play in reviewing the strategic initiatives. Were you sending along recommendations that were accepted as you had recommended them? 


SINOR: We were told that the high, medium and low priorities that we submitted on these 115 proposals were then sent forward from the campus level, with only I think it was three additions to the high priorities. So three proposals moved up from another category to the high priorities at the campus level. What happened beyond that I can't tell you. 


MILLER: Other questions? 


SINOR: I'll get those other pieces of information for the council. 


MILLER: Thank you. 




AGENDA ITEM #7: REPORT ON DISTRIBUTED EDUCATION AND INDIANA UNIVERSITY 


MILLER: The final item on our agenda today is a report on Distributed Education and Indiana University. This will be presented by Dean Blaise Cronin, whom I see in the back of the room. Thank you, Dean Cronin for coming. Dean Cronin is the Chair of the Distance Education Advisory Committee and is going to talk to us today about distance education and where Indiana University fits into that picture. 


CRONIN: What I would like to do for ten minutes is describe very loosely the charge, proceeds, some of the milestones, some of the deliverables, and some of the issues of substance. But not for more than perhaps ten minutes. Then I would like transmogrify myself into a sponge, as it were, and I would like to pick up some of what I expect are of the concerns of faculty. I have the sense over the last six months that there were many legitimate and not-so-legitimate concerns. I spoke briefly this morning with Ted. He said, "I am sure that there will be concerns expressed." Even though we have had an open and transparent process (and I will explain some of the things that we have done in our field to justify that claim) I still have a sense that we haven't engaged with a sufficient critical mass of faculty to take a representative set of views. 


Now the first thing that I would say is that the committee, once established, was termed the President Advisory Committee on Distance Education. If you could see the transparencies, and if you could see the Web site which I will introduce you to later, the word "distance" has faded into the background. It has been replaced by the somewhat more fashionable phrase "Distributive Education" or "Distributive Learning" for very serious and good reasons. It goes beyond simple and subtle semantic shifts. Distance education, for good or bad, has a sort of step-child status within the academy; at least that is the view of a large and somewhat silent majority among the professoriate. Everyone sees it physically instantiated or structurally instantiated in the way that sometimes such departments (whatever the name they trade under) are at the margins of the enterprise. There is no reason or principle why, for example, Indiana University could not have at arm's length an entity which is responsible for continuing extension outreach (whatever you want to term it): distance education. 


The reason we have selected distributive education is to eliminate what I feel is a false dichotomy between here (campus centric) and somewhere else (somewhere vague and remote). What we are looking at are ways in which the quality of pedagogy, the learning experience can be enhanced. It may be face to face (and it will be in many cases); it may be tool mediated or computer mediated. It may be synchronous or it may be asynchronous. So this somewhat artificial disjunction between hereness and thereness disappears when we embrace the concept of distributive education. It also means that it is something that we can embrace in campus life at Bloomington, where we have a very particular culture and tradition and social orientation. People come here for the social experience. Bloomington is not going to be virtualized in the next five, ten or fifty years. But much of what we routinely do can agreeably be enhanced, improved by the adoption of carefully selected, appropriate technology and the appropriate mix of face-to-face, mediated, and other forms of communication. So that simply states that we are no longer (despite our charge and official title) a committee of distance education. It is really far too circumscribing and in some ways almost anarchistic. Our real aim is to look at trends and development in distributive learning and distributive education. 


On the assumption that I am dealing with a very informed audience, many of the underlying concepts and trends don't need to be laid out laboriously. I will be doing something like this tomorrow morning for the trustees. It may be laid out slightly differently. My next slide would be the three primary change drivers: demographics, deregulation, and digitalization. 


Demographics: look at California; you can't actually build enough physical campuses within the bounds of what is physically tolerable to accommodate the surge in population growth. We don't have that in Indiana. If one looks beyond the obvious, what we are seeing are changes in lifestyle. Where do people want to study? How do people want to learn? Under what terms and conditions and at what pace? Using what means? 


If one looks at (I don't have them here, but you know them I am sure) the national statistics of higher education in this town, a great bulk of the university population study part-time and work either part-time or full-time. How can we make our services, capabilities, talents more accessible to this population? A third dimension on the demographics would look at work-place development. The rate at which knowledge decays. The obsolescence of ideas. The need for constant re-skilling and the fashionable phrase "perpetual learning." This is going to create enormous growth and demand from corporations and professional practices--indeed, the community at large. What and how should an institution like IU (an extraordinary, heterogeneous, diverse beast) think and position itself to respond to such demographic changes? I can go on at some length and won't. 

Deregulation: Take the somewhat overused example of the University of Phoenix. Like it or not, here is a Wall Street quoted entity of the market capitalization of approximately $1.5 billion and operating profit of close to $30 million with 40,000 students currently and 45 full-time faculty. Now imagine the trustee or two casting his or her eyes at those numbers and thinking about the prospective cost saving. There are reasons (and I won't go into them right now) why Phoenix and similar institutions can do what they do. They don't have a library. I heard a presentation from the librarian; it is entirely virtualized, digitized. They don't own; they lease buildings all around the country, all of their space and equipment. They make money and the customers (all 40,000 of them) are satisfied. Local income of a University of Phoenix student; $56,000 or $58,000; 60% or 80% (I forgot my figures) are in fact in part or entirely supported by their employers. So the customer--first level and second level customer--seems to be content. 


Who are the next wave of commercial for-profit, want-to-be universities? I talked to a large number of publishing houses over the last few months (companies like International Thompson and Simon and Schuster) and they are chomping at the bit. The only thing that is keeping them out of parts of market place is the barrier called accreditation. Not being accredited. Not having access to easy accreditation. It is the single, largest, entry barrier--as far as commercial corporate universities themselves. 


What we are seeing, as many other industries have (banking, the airline industry, insurance, health care) I suspect over the course of ten years is progressive deregulation of what was a highly controlled, quasi-monopolistic marketplace. That could be good or not so good. 


Digitalization: Perhaps the most graphic and powerful embodiment is the World Wide Web. They're willing to distribute digital materials from simple syllabi to fully immersible experiences--not just to other parts of the state, but globally. 


Those three drivers are going to change. They are already changing. If you want to go back two years and look at the rate of change, the change velocity of the last two years, it's really quite impressive. Or threatening--depending on the perspective. 


In our conversation two weeks ago with the president (we have a very open-ended charge, as you can see on the web) he asked our committee for a paper outlining our thinking as to what should be Indiana University's positioning strategy vis-a-vis these trends for the next decade. Difficult to do, given the rate of change, the uncertainty, and structural uncertainties that are in the landscape of what we're trying to produce. 


Where should we put the chips and dollars investment effort initially? Where could we identify a number of blue-chipped strategic investment or expeditionary pathways, if you like, to learn, to inform, and to demonstrate credibly that it doesn't damage the pedagogic nature of our business and can in some ways enhance it and may, indeed, translate into revenue growth? I was asked by the president to begin to address this issue last year, sometime in December. I spoke to him a little while. This is not my area of expertise at all. I claim no particular knowledge. I immersed myself for a little while trying to take the measure, to take the pulse of developments, regionally, nationally, and indeed globally. 

As befits an undertaking of this kind, the committee was established in March. The members of the committee with brief bios are all available plus photographs, etc., on the web. It's a university-wide committee. We have 18 members: faculty, students, and administrators. We have a maximum time frame for deliberations of two years. I prefer to think in terms of a one-year trajectory. And right now I've promised the president he will have from us a final report (for want of a better term) which lays out strategic trajectories for the next 10 years. He will have that (assuming that the committee buys and subscribes to the ideas therein) by Thanksgiving. I'm finishing right now a draft document written with one of my colleagues, Tom Duffy, who is a professor in the School of Education; the committee has not yet seen it; I literally just finished working on it. This will then go through the next phase of our committee. It will (I suspect) be modified and amplified considerably. By Thanksgiving, go to the president. And then once he gives his blessing in principle (not so much to the content, ideas and substance) we want to add the full text thereof to the website, so that we can get maximal faculty response. That document (I'm sure) will go through many mutations. I prefer to think of it as a working paper rather than something that will be chiseled in stone. 


What have we done so far, while our committees work and people pay more or less attention? We produced 3 white papers. Some of you (I know) have seen them; some of you (I know) have actually come and requested them. And the full text, including all the tabular and graphical data are on the web site, which is public domain to anyone within IU. But we can make them available to the Faculty Council if anyone is interested. 


The first is a paper which I wrote with Duffy which is entitled: Distributed Education and Indiana University: Context, Trends and Assumptions. It really is a 30,000 - 25,000 feet level attempt to analyze the changing structural dynamics of the higher education eco-system. Who are the players? Who are the emerging players? What are the products? What are the product ranges? What are the pricing strategies and algorithms? How are they being used? What are the issues and concerns of faculty? What are the infrastructure implications? What are pedagogical ramifications of the kinds of changes that we're beginning to see signaled in the external environment? 


This really is an attempt at a panoptic and synoptic assessment of high level issues, concerns, prospects. We do a great deal and have done for many years in this university--whether it be described as correspondence education, outreach, extension work, distance education. But none of us on the committee really knew exactly what this eight-part enterprise did in aggregate. Michael Yoakam in the School of Continuing Studies produced a snap shot for us; I use the word earlier "high fidelity." Obviously it's gone slightly out date, but this is a snapshot tabulated; there's a table that lists every department and academic unit offering (whatever it may be) course of whatever kind, and then the media or medium which is being used to deliver it. So we have here a snap shot of everything we are currently do. This is Working Paper #2: Internal Audit. 


The third working paper was triggered by a conversation with one of our trustees, Bill Cook, who has particular interest in cable and satellite delivery. He was insistent that here was a market opportunity for IU waiting to be grasped. So Doug Pearson, one of our colleagues, who works in (not more than 2 days ago University Computing Services; now it's) University Information Technologies Services, did a brief appraisal of the current and likely future viability of cable and satellite TV as delivering media for distributive learning from IU's perspective. This probably is not something that we want to be pushing large sums of dollars into right now. This is Working Paper #3: The Cable TV Industry. 


These are the three; we call them grandiosely "white papers" which we produced over the last three or four months. The committee has been in being for just about five months. 


We have spawned a subcommittee, only one, chaired by Vice President Judith Palmer, looking at pricing policies and practices. How do you price a course on the web if one student is in Australia and another student is in Elkhart? Does it make sense to differentiate? We have removed the tyranny of distance. Do we still keep the tyranny of differential pricing? There may be a case; there may not. What are emerging standard practices when it comes to costing and pricing distributed education quanta? Great deal of uncertainty, for those of you who monitor any of the major listservs. We're well aware that this is a recurring issue for administrators and faculty alike. 


Fewer of them have popped up at a series we call: "Future Look." It's a series of lectures. We bring in provocateurs (gurus and want-to-be gurus) who really can provide very high level, wide ranging, stimulating provocative views on the imminent (if that's the right phrase) transformation of higher education. The kinds of people that we have brought include: 


· Carol Twigg, who's Vice President of Educom, she gave a Ruble lecture, and we piggy-backed on that. 

· Dennis Jones, who's been fundamentally involved from day one with the Western Governors' people and been a prime person who has formulating and developing policy vis-a-vis the Western Governors' initiative. We are interested in the emerging market, looking beyond our backyard. 

· Michael Corrigan who works with Scientific Applications International Corporation (SAIC) (a major systems house) in a lot of defense work. They are creating with the Malaysian government the Malaysian Virtual University. 

· Robert Carlton, who is a vice president without portfolio with International Thomson Publishing. The particular significant gain in the acclaimed transformation of higher education. And he talked about the changing role of the publisher. Publishing is an enormous commercial opportunity. For example, it's no accident that Simon and Schuster has given (I think it is) $500,000 to the Western Governors--clearly very keen to be involved in an early stage, looking for new profit development opportunities and strategic alliances. 

· And next week we have Don Norris, who's written with Mike Dullette a really very, very credible, very plausible, very readable, and only ever so slightly hyper kinetic and hyperbolic book called Transforming Higher Education. Some of you have seen. It's probably the most succinct and compelling summarizing of the issues that I've read (and, indeed, many of my committee members would concur) in the past year or so. I highly recommend it to you. They have an agenda of sorts, part which of course is to sell their own consulting services. We are working right now with Norris, and I'll explain why. I find him a very plausible and engaging colleague. So I'd encourage you to attend these lectures if you can. We make all these lectures available over interactive video on all other campuses. 

We developed as I said, a web site, but that went live last week. (I can give you the URL in a the moment.) All you have to do is go to the IU home page; our web site sits directly under the Strategic Directions Charter. And we asked the president to do that for symbolic amongst other purposes. We wanted it to be full rounded partly and we want it to be widely accessible. 


[URL: http://www.indiana.edu/~disteduc/] 


We are not making it accessible to colleagues outside Indiana University, of course, we are porous and bits will slip out. There's a very simple reason for that. We have invested a great deal of time and energy and real money, because we've hired consultants. I'll come to that next. We've invested a great deal of energy; we have put everything that we've produced-- and will put everything that we produce--on the web. I am loathe to make our insights (some of which might actually be useful) available at zero cost to other institutions so that they can rocket up the learning curve that we have fumbled up in the last nine or so months. 


Two or three months ago we contracted with Coopers and Lybrand. They're working on a subset of issues. And I can talk more about this, if you're interested. They're working very closely with us and are presenting tomorrow with me to trustees. What they're trying to do is to identify (through a very systematic process) a number of target areas. It could be a unit; it could be a existing program; it could be a cluster of courses. It could be trans-campus, trans-disciplinary, trans-whatever alliance that currently doesn't exist. We are seeking three areas in which we could credibly make investments to do something that would have an impact in revenue terms and in salience terms and from which there will be some organizational learning. Now that, of course, can happen almost independently of any philosophical statement of where we're going enterprise-wise, so to speak. And it can happen divorced from any systematic, rigidly formalized strategic planning statement. What we will do in the next couple of months is synchronize these two parallel tracks: specific market initiative identification with the creation of a strategic planning framework to drive university-wide initiatives. 


The last thing that we are doing is drafting what in real time will become a strategic planning document. By Thanksgiving we should have from Coopers and Lybrand (not full blown and not embryonic) market business plans for at least three areas and possibly more in which we believe Indiana University with intelligent and selective investment could drive high profile, blue chip, distributive learning initiatives. 


Secondly, we will have at least a discussion of the document (which won't be without contentiousness, I suspect) which lays out a rationale for what it is that we as an institution (not just an individual program unit or school) should be doing over the next five to ten years. 


Very simply as we talked this morning, Ted raised the issue: What is the philosophical basis of this? Well, to try to rationalize such a fuzzy construct as a philosophy for an enterprise as heterogeneous and complex as this is no easy thing. We've been pulling our hair out settling this for the last week or two. In a mild epiphanic moment, what we decided to do was refer to the Strategic Directions Charter. There is nothing that isn't somehow covered within that document. (From that sense, it's very convenient.) Seriously we did pull a number primary goals from that document. We have translated those goals into a septet of strategic, investment pathways: seven major themes. For example, life-long learning, state-wide access. So there is congruence; there is dove-tail; there's connection between the kinds of things that in outline we are going to propose and the kind of institutional directions to which IU has already committed. In other words, what we're suggesting and what we might propose at this level of specifics will not be divorced from what the university as a whole is trying to do. That then is a very compressed summary of what it is we are trying to do. 




If you want the URL, I can give it to you. If not, simply go to the IU home page. There you will find lists of all the committee members and a list of all the related committees (they breed like rabbits). When Kathy Krendl was Dean of the School of Continuing Studies, she had seven total committees, a major committee which had six subcommittees. They were addressing several of the specific concerns which I suspect many of the people there have, namely, rights and intellectual property rights. Who owns? Who controls? What are the licensing and reuse issues? Who gets royalties, etc.? How do we incentivize and motivate? Never mind the extrinsic motivators; how do we motivate faculty to do this? What do we say to junior faculty who are concerned that putting energy and effort into building web-based course materials, teaching, experimenting, converting materials is going to deflect them from doing research (thereby punishing them at Year 6 or Year 7 down the road)? 


There has been a raft of committees addressing these issues--very little by way of finalized documentation. Certainly nothing that proximates to policy. Anyway, you will see at a glance all the others committees that exist within the schools, on campuses, and the university-wide. You will also begin to see a series of vignettes (if you like) from faculty: stories from the trenches, people who have actually done it, using a variety of technologies in course areas. What we are trying to do is create a sort of aggregate in which experiences can be exchanged. The credibility for increasing our commitment to these won't come from listening to accounts of people like me; it will (I expect) come from accounts from regular faculty who have done it and can walk the talk. Some of the most plausible stories I heard have come from our faculty colleagues who have lived the nightmares of trying to teach a course on the web between the hours of 11:00 P.M. and 3:00 A.M.--and the fact that your work load increases 70% - 100%. All of these minor trivial things that get in the way of 30,000 feet strategic planning. 


You also find on this site, the working papers and any other papers that we've produced. We've spent months collecting links, nationally and internationally, to sites concerned with these kinds of issues. We have a sort of semi-evaluated, subset of our link population available to people who want to go elsewhere and see what other institutions are doing. We have documentation and profiles of the consultants from Coopers and Lybrand. 


Basically anything that we do, anything that we produce will be hung out on that electronic washing line. For very obvious reasons. We don't want to operate in covert mode. We do want to try (ambitious and naive as it may be) to engage faculty, to try to stimulate university-wide discussion. We don't want to find ourselves in the position of fiats or edicts being issued. Gradually, some of these issues become embedded in our thinking. There is a desensitization. I do suspect that in some quarters to simply utter the phrase "distance education" creates an almost Pavlovian-like response. So one of reasons for doing this is to make the process as transparent as we can conceivably can. Now I will try to answer any questions you have. 


MILLER: Thank you very much. Are there questions? 


ARNOVE: What will be the significant financial or pedagogical implications of the work of the committee? I was wondering to what extent you have been coordinating your efforts with the Budgetary Affairs Committee and other committees of the Bloomington Faculty Council. For example, I am co-chair of the Long-Range Planning Committee. We also have a speakers program bringing people who are scanning the horizons of what's out there. It would be very nice if we could coordinate our efforts over the next two years in terms of bringing in speakers. 


CRONIN: Yes, I've asked the same thing of Bill Plater at IUPUI. Anytime somebody is coming in to discuss issues of higher education which are even tangentially-related to this, that should be factored into our thinking and publicity. I did send your committee some time back an invitation to come to some of these meetings. I think we probably could usefully do more together. 


ARNOVE: OK. For example the next speaker is Sheila Slaughter who is talking about the privatization and commercialization of higher education in the United States and its implications of intellectual property rights and the student socio-economic composition of campuses. Yes, it'd be nice. How about your relations with the Budgetary Affairs Committee? 


CRONIN: We have had no interaction (it's true) but an invitation will have us at your door. 


P. BRANTLINGER Out of curiosity, I've only read snip and clip out of what the Western Governors are doing. What are they doing? How far along are they? 


CRONIN: Those of you who may know more, or have more recent information, please interrupt as I go along. I probably could talk at some length about the Western Governors. In one of the reports we describe it as a neo-cortex with a logo. [Laughter] Let's step back. The Western Governors currently consist (I believe) of 13 states. Initially WGU was 12 Western states (California knows better, of course, and will create its own virtual university.) plus Guam and Alaska. Oklahoma has since joined the family. I believe that in the last couple of weeks there was something in the Chronicle to the effect that the Open University in the UK [United Kingdom], maybe the Open University in Hong Kong, and maybe (I may be wrong) the Netherlands have signed some kind of memoranda of agreement. The discussions...it's very interesting...it's only about 18 months since all of this began. It's a political game. 


The real concern is that states like Utah and Wyoming cannot create enough physical plant campuses to accommodate the growth in student numbers. Why not create a virtual enterprise? There will be no place where there is a university called Western Governors University. There will be a computer center, of course, and a very powerful system. IBM is currently working quietly with the Western Governors to create a very sophisticated transaction processing system and on-line electronic catalog. 


Western Governors will not have any courses of their own. There will not be a course in Psychology 101 from WGU. They will be acting as a broker, as a host, a commercial reseller (if you will) for courses from any interested provider, whether it be the OU in the United Kingdom or whether it be Indiana University. (An e-mail crossed my desk this week. I hope I'm not talking out of turn. It seems that the Indiana Commission on Higher Education is considering the idea of becoming a subscribing member of the WGU for $100,000 annual commitment. Just file that away and think about it, and pull it out and see if there is something there.) WGU will deliver educational materials on behalf of others. It will showcase them, highlight them, catalog them. It will provide access through a range of technologies and distributed media. 


Thirdly, decoupling of teaching from assessment: it will set up an accessing enterprise whose business will be to validate, measure, and determine that certain prespecified learning outcomes have been achieved, that desired competencies have been acquired. So it really acts as a multiplex brokering system, showcasing others' intellectual profits. 


Suppose IU decides to make its Psychology 101 available; so does Harvard and Cal State University. How will we price? Open market? We create then, in theory, a market for educational token exchange. But what happens to the conditions to sustain an open, highly contested, multinational, trans-state market for educational token exchange? 


And that's a very garbled version of what the Western Governors University is trying to do. When Jones was here (and I also talked to Sally Johnson who has been primarily responsible for technical issues) I asked both of them the same question: 


Put your hand on your heart, if you have one [laughter], and tell me: will this venture take off? Will it go beyond conceptually intriguing and provocative? 50/50. If it does, that's still a long way from getting critical mass sustained by ability and beginning to be a threat (even at the margin) is never at the core of our business. But run it fast forward (never mind the possible glitches and assume perfect debugging) it creates a very interesting intellectual construct. What does that then mean for closed, geographically-defined, higher education markets? And in that sense, it's something to think about it. It has a wonderful home page on the web, and I'd encourage you to look at this stuff. To take a look at it, rather like us, they hang out almost all of their documentation. It is a really interesting experiment. The jury is out as to whether or not the experiment will even get to prototype stage or alpha or beta testing stage. But certainly, if nothing else, it's caused a lot of people to think in ways they perhaps wouldn't previously have. 


CUNNINGHAM: There is fear that this is going to be an "either/or" situation. We're either going to go whole hog, distributed mechanisms, everything; or we have to we have to stay narrow and geographically closed. I have read your report and it seems to me that there is strong grounds for considering that we could build this sort of structure based on just practice. That is, what we do best is what we should get into, and not try to compete with the schlocks and even the visionaries who are trying to go world-wide. Could you comment on that a little bit? 


CRONIN: Well, I agree 100%. I think that would be the consensus of the committee. In our various workings sessions with Coopers and Lybrand, we have addressed these issues very specifically. In the executive summary which I know you've read, we do stress branding. One of the things we're looking at very seriously: in what areas, fields, disciplines (either well established or emergent) does Indiana University and its constituent parts have genuine blue chip status? Are we truly outstanding in areas A, B, C and D? Or are we just rather good in areas A, B, C and D? Are we average? Below the tracks? Firstly, if we don't have brand named recognition, if we don't have high grade product, if we don't have market recognition, if we don't have access to market channels, then we probably shouldn't be playing. We don't want to dilute our brand name. We don't want in some cases (I suspect) to compete either directly or second hand, with Nth rate institutions. Sure, we can rush off to money in some vulgar backwater, but it mightn't be the right thing to do. And I think its varies. As with any other type of business, product contamination is an important issue. Protecting our brand. There is brand name extension: how can we extend our brand in certain ways? I'm not going to suggest that this is what we do, but if you look a BMWs and Mercedes, they don't just have one range of terribly expensive cars. But they pitch it at different ranges. We could do the Ferrari approach: we could produce only a finite number that is way below market demand; that inflates the perceived, actual market value. On the other hand, that might be just too elitist. So, yes, we need to look at what we're best at, where there is market growth, where we have market share, where we have competitive edge over current or likely future competitors, and where it actually makes sense in terms of what this institution is supposed to be doing. 


CUNNINGHAM: Some of those areas may not be very profitable. Some of them may have values that are not going to earn this campus lots and lots of money. Oftentimes this looks like we're trying to fit our values to the technology; we really need to decide what our values are and how the technology helps us achieve that. And sometimes we can get carried away as well, because we can use satellites and World Wide Web pages and all that stuff. If we're not doing that, we're "Oh, my, lions and tigers will get us! Oh, my!" 


CRONIN: We have been looking systematically at half a dozen major clusters of areas and activities in which IU may be a player. We go through a battery of criteria against which to determine our viability as a player. The last of the issues we address in each case is the technology, whether it be web, satellite, correspondence. And I read the paper you sent me last night. We have injected into the final report the phrase, "a socially driven technology agenda." A social mission or state mission or pedagogic mission should drive the kinds of technologies that we should be using. Not the other way around. And I don't think anyone is likely to be offended by an unseemly technology emphasis in the recommendations that we will be making. And I think most of the literature certainly subscribes to that view. 


DÁVILA: I, too, have looked at your report and I think that is a very panoramic and illuminating report for those of us in humanities. And I should like to refer to the conclusion that you very well articulate that leaves me with a couple of questions. After you disregard the artificial dichotomy or dialectic between distance education and campus-centric education, you go on to propose an accelerated hybridicity of what earlier is referred to as a reassessment of mission and purpose. And I wonder how we might address this when you later suggest that mainline Universities, such as IU, I take it, are at a competitive disadvantage when it comes to certain items of product differentiation. And you had referred to some of the entrance in this particular market or niche type of educational context would be a retooling of workers, certification, work force training and even applicational segmenting, as you put it. How might we move in this assessment and in some of the traditional frameworks we have, such as the CIC, which you suggest could be consortial arrangements and trans-sectional alliances that we could profit from, as a mainline university that couldn't compete with the small guys or the backwoods as you mentioned? How do we go to what you ultimately say will need be? Not a totally sanguine approach to this so that we will not feel all that nervous about the future, about the Twenty-First Century, and this virtualization of IU ultimately in part? 


CRONIN: Let me try to answer that briefly. [Laughter] 


I am a lapsed humanist. I was brought up in a system where as an undergraduate I did in fact go to lectures wearing an academic gown and did, in fact, drink Madeira and have cake with my tutor one-on-one in the afternoon while reading philosophy. And thus it 'twas. And thus one hoped it always would be. However, the world is a little bit different. 


That report is a jumbo document. The second one, which is a more important in some respects, unpacks Indiana University and looks at its different component parts with its very different missions, cultures, structures, aspirations. You quoted back to me the phrase "accelerated hybridicity." Well, when you read this second report, you won't find that phrase used in conjunction with the College of Arts and Sciences in Bloomington. Indeed you won't find it sitting along side Bloomington. 


You will find it in a brief section relating to IUPUI. Why? Because Bill Plater (Executive Vice Chancellor of IUPUI) was adamant, not in the use of the phrase, but he said we have a particular mission. We have particular competitors. And if we don't become more flexible, if we don't make this standard incorporated practice in terms of what we do, shifting the mixes when needs arise, face-to-face, one-on-one, one-to-many, mediated synchronization. If we don't do this as a bread-and-butter part of our business, we will be out of certain business segments, because our competitors will build new buildings around the ring road and then suck business away. Well, we argue in this report a campus like IUPUI--an urban, outreach, aggressive, campus--needs to be more responsive; it needs to be multi-modal in the way it engages with its constituencies, much more than Bloomington. 


People buy a particular social and cultural set of experiences, alongside the education, when they come to Bloomington. To be perfectly blunt, were I to revert to my origins and take up a chair of philosophy in IU's Philosophy Department, I don't think I would be quaking in my boots all that much. I don't see tremendous virtualization of our core functions in business, no. However, when you think about the College, think instead of remedial math "systemic education." How could that be improved? And there are systems, academic systems that have been developed and widely used. Or various software tools with built in assessment procedures and capability, which can take some of the pain and the high-cost of largely wasted effort out of repetitious essentially algorithmic teaching. In other areas, parts of language training, for example, where intelligent use of computers and other facilities can make a difference. Jack Wilson, a physics professor at RPI, has described a very successful program, judged successful by the consumers, the students, and valued to professors and their support staff. A couple of projects widely available, described, and rigorously evaluated on the web. And that puts technology into the classroom. Studio-based learning approach. What they have done: they defined the approaches; they developed the know-how; they produced evidence that it was actually more cost effective; and everybody felt "Jolly Ho!" and then they exported the know-how and capabilities. So it's moved from an internal set of developments to enhance core pedagogic practice, and now that it's gone outside, start to build incremental distributive learning market share. So those are the areas, if I were talking and speaking out of turn and I'm speaking personally in a sense, if I'm looking at the College, those are probably the areas where I see some kind of computer aided instruction and learning beginning to make a difference. 


So what would happen is: instead of standing up and teaching like this for 3 hours and 15 weeks, I might do one hour a week of this, then there will be communities of learning which I create with my students on the web, so you've got discourse interaction, semi-structured on the web. There may be some interactive video conferencing to supplement it, beaming in experts from somewhere else. What you're going to see is much more mixing of the delivery modes and the learning tools, to create overall and (in theory at least) a richer pedagogic experience. So those are the kind of effects and impacts, probably incremental, that I suspect the College in particular and Bloomington in general will notice over the next decade. 


That then will leave six, other, regional campuses. One then has to speculate what kinds of effects, not just internal dynamics, but the emergence of a new wave of commercial providers. What will that do to Indiana and its six minor campuses? 


LICHTENBERG: Excuse my ignorance, but what are you dean of? 


CRONIN: I'm Dean of the School of Library and Information Science. 


DÁVILA: Could I ask one more question? The consortial arrangements, do you visualize in this vision for the future any extrapolations of what we now see as consortial arrangements? As in the CIC or whatever? 


CRONIN: Personally, I am probably less enthused by the general benefits to be derived from consortial arrangements than I was a few months ago. And that is in part listening to others who have first-hand experience with entities like MUCIA (Midwest Universities Consortia), the CIC, and ISPE (Indiana Statewide Partnership in Education). There is a natural tension between the goals and objectives of individual members (maximizing self benefit) with the goals of collectivity. And there is an inherent bureaucraticness to procedures, which means that things don't happen terribly fast. Those enterprises, those organizations I have mentioned, I don't think are probably among the prime movers or the best examples as far as distance and distributive education are concerned. But CIC is doing interesting things; a number have been mentioned. Some of the partnerships that have been most impressive to my mind in the area of engineering education, National Technological University, or joint ventures such as Stanford and Columbia have. Major Ivy League institutions dominate the marketplace, long-established relationships with high-profile Fortune 500 companies, co-developing, co-delivering high quality education experiences. So those kinds of industry / academic partnerships in certain areas, in some cases, do seem to work extremely well. 

For things like market entry, I've looked at some of the MUCIA business plans projecting, for example, $15 million revenue over the next three years in Malaysia and Indonesia, maybe just Malaysia. Simply selling videotapes produced by faculty in a number of institutions, now it just strikes me as somewhat inherently implausible. But at least something like MUCIA provides a very robust market entry vehicle. Suppose for example, as has happened, the World Bank says we need courses on X, Y, and Z for Sub-Saharan Africa. Well, they probably are more likely to negotiate with a credible multi-institutional such as MUCIA or CIC. So in cases like that, in the future I think these vehicles may be important. 


MILLER: Are there other questions? 


WALKER: Blaise, did you come across any interesting or exciting examples within Indiana University? Are those examples on the web site? 


CRONIN: The web site is basically individuals' tales. So it might be a professor of biology, or professor of physics at IUPUI, or Erv Boschmann who describes teaching chemistry both using satellite techniques and the web. Those are the kinds of vignettes we have. I think there are very interesting things, I would see the School of Education as being and continuing to be among the vanguard in selective areas. 


Our School of Nursing based in Indianapolis is extremely gung-ho and wants to be a nursing school without walls. They already have a number of courses which they offer via the web. I think that I'm correct in saying it teaches on eight campuses, no master student will graduate from the IU School of Nursing without having taken some courses via distance learning means. The Dean of Nursing is very aggressive in the best sense and keen to develop IU School of Nursing's capability in the Pacific Rim--primarily exploiting web-based technologies. So here's one school (irrespective of what we recommend or what anyone else recommends) which is determined that this is a means of expanding market base--both within the state, of increasing services, building lifelong connections. 


We've got professional schools, by and large it's professional schools that are in the vanguard, nationwide, internationally, and at IU. Education does it; my own school does it; HPER does it; Nursing does it. That's not surprising: you have semi-captive markets; you have recertification, reaccrediting needs. You've got some lifelong co-dependency, if you play your cards right. 


WALKER: What about the School of Medicine? 


CRONIN: Doing things and interested. There has not been a great deal to be seen. Obviously that's a major field where telemedicine in going to be a major impact, and there are individuals in our school who are targeting opportunities. I think the collection of capabilities, the allied health capabilities in medicine at IUPUI will coalesce to some extent around this issue. Having said that, that is true or will be true of most major medical schools. It's going to be a highly competitive marketplace. 


One last thing I'd like to say is as a gloss. There's a recent article some of you have seen in the Chronicle, noting that many of the Ivy League schools (Princeton, Yale, Harvard, Columbia) are now looking at and beginning to move not so cautiously into distance education. Some of them using partnerships even with organizations such as Sylvan Learning. I'm not saying that legitimizes it, but it's an interesting additional leading indicator that something is beginning to happen. It goes beyond incremental change. 


CUNNINGHAM: Are there curricular issues that committees of this council ought to be involved with that we ought to turn our attention to or we are going to get overrun by the president's initiatives in distance education and suddenly we have to catch up and change the way we do things to meet the new delivery mechanisms. UCLA has mandated that all course syllabi be on the web. I don't think that's just an administrative decision; that's pedagogical; that's a curricular matter. I have no idea how that was discussed there, but it seems to me that we ought to get into the business of deciding what it means to get a degree. You can get a master's degree in the School of Education entirely by the web now. What does that mean? Are there things that we should be evaluating, looking at policy statements, degree of interactivity? All of these sorts of issues are faculty prerogative. 


CRONIN: We have a visitor from Illinois, correct? 


ALFONSO: Yes. 




CRONIN: You raised in interesting point. A sister school of mine in Illinois has been involved for the last two years in delivering its Master of Science degree in Library and Information Science in parallel but entirely by the web. Now the students do come, when you say entirely it's not of course quite entirely, there are sessions on campus, there are orientation, certain courses are taken there, basically the student can take almost the entire 42 credit hours to get that master's degree in a professional school via the web. The entry cohort was something like 22, but they're in the second or third cycle. Forgive me for being vague. Doesn't come easily, and the additional costs we quote in that report I believe it's an extra $600,000 a year required to launch that initiative. So you've got to look very closely at the one-time costs, the set-up costs, the hidden and not so hidden technology support and logistical costs. Basically, some of our competitors, mainly in Illinois, a ranking program are using web based and net based delivery platforms to create supplementary markets which may suck some of our business away. But it's the same degree. 


A rather interesting codicil to this: our professional association accreditors are just completing the accrediting of the Illinois Graduate School of Library Information Sciences. In the history of the American Library Association it will be the first time ever that accreditation will have been granted without a site visit. The entire self study document is available, profoundly hypertextualized, on the web. Very interesting. 


But those two swallows don't make a spring. But I watch carefully over my shoulder to see what the competition at Illinois is up to. If they can deliver (and it has been for many years, a #1 ranking school) you have a master's degree from the #1 ranking school, well, maybe it doesn't matter to some employers that it was gained primarily via electrons. That could be a challenge to our campus-based business. And it may force us to respond in ways that we otherwise wouldn't have done. Now that may be more the kind of exogenous driver that professional schools will have to face than the mainline business of this campus which is College-based. 


NEWTON: I'd like to point out that there are electrons in all of us. [Laughter] 


CRONIN: Touché! 


CHAITIN: I just wanted to ask a follow up question regarding accreditation and degrees. Does the Western Governors' University intend to grant degrees? And to acquire accreditation? 


CRONIN: I'll answer the second question first. (I've forgotten the chap's name.) When the chap came to see us, he said something rather amazing happened in the course of their deliberations. For the first time he said the 10 or 12 relevant accrediting bodies (it may have been 8 or 10; I don't know) found that this necessitated the coming together of these people who had never previously sat down around the table. And meaningful discussion continues. Without the accreditation, they don't feel they will be successful. If they offer degrees (I may be wrong in what I'm going to say) it may be others' degrees that they offer. They simply become the medium, the intermediary between the primary producer and the ultimate consumer. But what they're really interested in, the reason for this is, the early backers and supporters of this initiative are companies like Novell, Motorola, that have very specific technical skills needs. So the starting block is not degrees, not certificates, it's the unbundling of those, right down to the level of specific competencies or learning outcomes. And it becomes wonderfully complex as they try to identify and label specific competencies and then how those are going to be assessed. So it's very much beyond what we're interested in as an institution. Certainly beyond what IU-Bloomington is. It's primarily competency-focused right now. There's basically a guaranteed market for people who can get X-Y-Z competency and then go back to these major software, hardware, and telecom companies. And that's part of the revolutionary flavor, if you like, that it's focused initially primarily on competencies rather than the standard metrics and packages that we're used to. 


CHAITIN: Are these courses primarily for people who already have employment with companies like Novell? 


CRONIN: Not necessarily. But that is the prime driving factor. 


CHAITIN: Well, the reason I ask that is that degrees presumably are not just pieces of paper in packages, but they represent a certain sort of educational experiences which a potential employer or graduate school or whatever can count on. And so it seems to me whether it's broken down to one course and one nanosecond or 5,000 bunched together, there would have to be some sort of indication of what a given student had done in order for that student to benefit from having taken these courses vis-a-vis a potential employer. If this is directed towards students, our undergraduates need to have something to say that they have whatever competencies they're worth, whether they call them degrees or something else. Are these directed primarily toward undergraduates who have not yet been employed by these companies? Or is it more a matter of professional training and retraining at higher levels? 


CRONIN: That is based upon a degree of ignorance that should have prevented me from answering the question in the first place. Was there a first part of your question that I ignored? 


CHAITIN: No. 


CRONIN: It is very much technical competency level focused, because the support for that comes from a particular set of clustered industries. They are very willing to back the WGU and basically guarantee hiring those students when they come out, even though the majority may not have degrees in the sense that we use. 


And, of course, on the issue of socialization and the acquiring of certain professional norms in the graduate and professional schools: much of that can be lost when you're working in virtual or distributed mode. This is market driven. That's been the case with Open University since 1940 or whenever. There's nothing new in that. Employers are making a choice, conscious (I think) of what is deficient and what is present. 


WALKER: I have served on a committee of the North Central Association, creating a white paper on guidelines for accrediting. But it's not just distance education that was the issue, and it's not just virtual universities; it was proprietary virtual universities that can be bought and sold and owned. I should say as an aside: North Central has accredited both Phoenix University and Walden University, for example. But the issue is not just that courses are delivered at a distance, but that what might be the standards at one point won't be the standards tomorrow if someone new buys the university and decides to use it in an entirely different way, if it's proprietary, if it's a university that's owned by someone. And that gives rise to the issue of what is the meaning of the degree that may have been a fine degree last week that you have got in this university--if this week someone new owns it and wants to use it as a cash cow and sell the degrees in different ways. And that gives rise to: how often do you have to have re-accrediting visits to universities that can change overnight? 


CRONIN: That's a very important point. If you were to look at the Fortune 500, the 1000 largest corporations in the United States since 1980, plus or minus: generalizing, 50% would no longer exist in the form or with the name in which they did. What if one of those companies had its own corporate university, from which you got your degree--and it doesn't exist by name anymore? And I think that this is something which has been very easily overlooked. There's a point that the President raised in one of our discussions: one of the logics of having your piece of parchment from Indiana or Harvard or Trinity is that they have been around for a long time. And in all probability, they're going to be around for a reasonable amount of time beyond that. The idea of having a degree from an enterprise that has been bought by Ted Turner and no longer exists can be rather embarrassing. There's a very serious side to this. And I think (to state the obvious) that long-established traditional institutions have an extraordinary competitive edge over any fly-by-night enterprise that thinks it can be an instant virtual university. And it raises very interesting issues for accrediting enterprises. What happens when Phoenix is sold, when the owners cash out, and it becomes something entirely different? 


WALKER: Some of these universities take very great pride in saying there is no faculty governance, that faculty have one-year contracts, that they will teach the syllabus that we have decided they will teach. The university will argue that that allows them to have their kind of quality control. But it also means that you have no guarantees that the quality will continue. The very things that some parts of society would say get in the way of our being able to respond quickly to certain trends also make it clear the quality that we have had for the past half century will continue on for awhile. Because the governance of these issues is in the hands of a dedicated and experienced faculty. 


ENO: I understand why there are important financial considerations that will lead us in this direction. Concerning the Bloomington campus, apart from improving the overall financial health of the university, you have mentioned that there are some incremental advantages that can be achieved with our own students and courses are enhanced by going on the web with certain types of courses. And it's possible that we would have another way to try to reach students outside the campus. But I'm not quite clear what makes this such an imperative necessity for the Bloomington campus to become deeply interested in. Is there some educational reason that the Bloomington campus would be deeply committed? 


CRONIN: It may not be enormously imperative for Bloomington or certainly for that 80% of Bloomington that's enveloped by the College. If we can improve "the learning experience" (I don't like the phrase but it's sufficiently widely used) by deploying new approaches, new tools, new media, why would we not do that? When it might make a teensy-weensy incremental difference over the Year 1 or Year 2? But (and this is an extreme scenario) if a faculty decided collectively that it was not going to experiment, the cumulative negative effect or opportunity cost of that, over a decade, could be crippling in terms of catch-up costs. Indiana University might then be perceived, rightly or wrongly, as an institution which had fallen behind the curve. That was short-changing its future students and graduates in terms of the technological capabilities and exposures it was giving to them. And like it or not, I suspect, even in general education, liberal arts, humanistic environment, students will notice which institutions are deploying technologies intelligently to enhance experiences that were once previously done by a different medium. So I think it's not as critically imperative for the six minor campuses or IUPUI; but for this campus simply not to begin to improve what we do, would have a negative cumulative effect on our institutional credibility and reputation. 


[Council member asked a question, speaking too softly to be heard distinctly by our transcription equipment. Dean Cronin answered that question as follows.] 


CRONIN: Yes. We will be addressing that, not in terms of providing a solution when you're at 20,000 feet as opposed to 10 feet. It's rather difficult. What we will be recommending is instituting a series of university-wide conversations with the faculty, with the Deans of Faculties Offices and with various other agencies. To look at (not necessarily to revisit or to rewrite) promotion and tenure guidelines: institutional guidelines and school and unit-specific guidelines. And certainly if you are tracking the press, even if you only read the Chronicle, even if you have only been reading for the past 12 months, you will be well aware that many junior faculty are concerned about the tensions and the expectations. Do we have to do even more than we had to do previously? And at some point something has to give. So what happens in this trade-off? What is lost and what is gained? And how do we optimize the trading that we are doing between A and B and C? So I think there needs to be a lot of faculty-based discussion, and the Deans of Faculty Offices need to be actively involved in those discussions. I don't have an instant solution, nor do I think it's appropriate for this committee to come up with an instant solution. But these are real concerns. And they began to bubble up certainly in one or two of the subcommittees which Kathy Krendl (during her tenure) had set up. But those documents didn't quite come out, and they need to be dragged back out. And these issues need, I think, to be ventilated much more determinately across our campuses. 


WALKER: If you look at some of the most exciting things that we do now and get external recognition for, they involve a slightly different way of looking at some of these same things involving technology. For example, the last two or three grants we have got from the NEH involve doing things, for example, a virtual archeological dig. Rob Shakespeare's program that allows one to virtually look at the affect of sound and scenery on opera productions and play productions. When we train jet pilots, we don't give them a live 747; we first put them in virtual situations. I can imagine (if you look at the high cost of equipment in science laboratories and keeping them up and modern) certainly you could do much more interesting experiments and change and update them and make them more exciting if you would use the computer technology to do virtual laboratories. If you think that trains students in the wrong way to work in the real laboratory, you should see how computerized the real laboratories are today. That can save money, make it exciting for the students, put them at the cutting edge sooner, and provide an opportunity for us to attract and retain students and to have more resources to provide equipment to do cutting edge research where you can't yet make it virtual, where you have to do it in a laboratory. And while those aren't the same things that you were talking about, it's the same mind set. And a deftness with technology may spin over into that, allowing us to do those things. 


SENCHUK: I wonder how well served the students are by some of these virtual universities. One kind of indication of how well they might be doing, is how well they are doing as compared to regular universities in terms of completion rates within the courses and retention of students within programs. Do you know anything about that? 


CRONIN: No, not beyond anecdote. Anecdotal information probably won't give you what you want. 


ARNOVE: At IU there is a study of distributive education courses, that was one of the Strategic Directions Initiatives funded in the first round. And it was a grant to FACET to study a variety of these distributive education courses, to provide a rather realistic view, I think, of the advantages and disadvantages. If you want to set up a teleconference with Indianapolis or communicate by e-mail with New Albany, there are tremendous shortcomings right now. And I think we might want to look at what the FACET project is showing about what is going on right here at IU, using a variety of formats for delivering instruction. 




CRONIN: I don't work systematically or do research in this area. But there seems to be a fairly large corpus of research-based work trying to assess the relative effects and effectiveness of different media and learning experiences and contexts. As a naive, lay observer of the discussants and this literature, what strikes me is the rivenness of the debate. There is clearly nothing approximating to consensus as to what kinds of outcomes and claims can plausibly be made. There are wonderful inconsistencies across this research literature. And it's devilishly difficult. 


ARNOVE: There's a history of research on the Open University in England, for example. And Open Universities and distance education programs in other countries around the world. There are a number of dissertations done at this university on that topic. And it depends on the culture. It depends on the political purposes of those using the programs. One of the outcomes in other countries is the stratifying impact of distance education on the working class: not only do different groups have access to this education, but employers are less willing to employ them. There s a big literature on this. This new era of distance education raises a lot of questions. I don't think we have the research on it. But there is a corpus of literature on the impact of previous attempts at distance and distributive education. 


CUNNINGHAM: One of the difficulties embodied in this technology is the pedagogical model. Those of you who have used electronic mail in the last 10-15 years know that it has changed your teaching. You don't just answer questions for 10 minutes at the end of class or walk to a seminar room and have a conversation. 


Measuring the effects of teaching on the basis of a distributive model versus sort of a communication model and trying to assess what we mean by learning in two very different contexts is a difficult task. Just as George was talking about, the way science is done now is different. How you measure whether or not people are getting smarter about being scientists on one hand is: did you receive my message? Did you get the knowledge I was sending you as the instructor? On the other hand it's: are you willing to be a scientist like I am? Sort of establishing a community of learners approach. And trying to compare those two pedagogical values is very difficult. You're never going to get a magic bullet type of experience that says method A is better than method B. 


MILLER: OK. I know that Dean Cronin has a place to go at 5:30. And I suspect the rest of us do as well. I really thank you very much, Dean Cronin, for coming today. [Applause] This is a topic that we will hear a great deal about, I'm sure, as we go along. This meeting is adjourned. 


Adjournment: 5:30 P.M. 

Julie Nilson 

BFC Secretary 

