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Preface

The dogmas of the quiet past are inadequate to the stormy present. The occasion is piled high with difficulty, and we must rise with the occasion. As our case is new, so we must think anew and act anew. We must disenthrall ourselves, and then we shall save our country.

Abraham Lincoln

The future of higher education is deeply intertwined with new technologies. Technology has changed students and professors, how we access knowledge, the nature of community, the habits of learning, our understanding of patience, and virtually everything about education. It has also created an expanding global market for online learning that will continue to increase in quality, efficiency, and flexibility. Considering these changes, the value of a bricks-and-mortar university will remain in its face-to-face (i.e., naked) interaction between faculty and students. As the traditional model of college is challenged by changes in demographics and college preparation, for-profit institutions, hybrid class schedules with night and weekend meetings, free online learning, and even free certificates from the best traditional brands, it is widely predicted that there will be fewer students enrolled in expensive, inflexible, full-time, four-year degrees (Van Der Werf & Sabatier, 2009). If we want campus education to survive, then we need to focus on the experience of direct physical interaction in higher education and make it worth the extra money it will always cost to deliver.

We know from Alexander Astin’s What Matters in College: Four Critical Years Revisited (1993) that student engagement and faculty–student interaction matter most in student learning. At the heart of Teaching Naked is the seeming paradox that technology can be harnessed to enhance the widely desired goals of increased student engagement and faculty–student interaction but that it is most powerfully used outside of class as a way to increase naked, nontechnological interaction with students inside the classroom. This book addresses the why and how of this paradox and provides specific guidance for faculty and administrators on how to leverage both technology and face-to-face classes to improve student learning and ensure the survival of the bricks-and-mortar university. Thus, the aim of this book is to connect the practical questions of immediate interest to professors with the larger managerial and policy challenges facing administrators.

The Tyranny of Common Sense

Abraham Lincoln argued against the tyranny of common sense, the invisible belief system that limits our imagination by mandating obvious and singular ways to do things. It is their “commonness” that makes these assumptions and attitudes transparent and therefore so dangerous.

Common sense tells academics that our students are learning because of what we do in the classroom. But it is a common misconception that everything that successful people do contributes to their success. A teacher might be successful because he is excellent at explaining complex problems in a simple manner, but after a few teaching awards it is easy to start believing that the soft voice and the no-late-work policy also contribute to his success, when in fact changing both of those tactics might make him even better. Since common sense tells him that he deserves his success, it is hard to convince him to change. Similarly, American education has been incredibly successful, but not everything we do has contributed to that success.

We were all taught with lectures, and we all give them despite a mountain of evidence showing that they are poor transmitters of content and even worse tools for learning. When our students learn, we attribute their learning to our current methods. We persist because common sense tells us that lecturing is working. But any analysis of how we might improve student learning has to start with the dissection of everything we currently do.

In America, for example, there is a deeply held assumption about modularity in the liberal arts. We believe that the order in which students take courses is only slightly important. We encourage students to take a majority of their general education courses in the first two years, but in reality we routinely mix seniors and freshmen in the same course and then do not expect more from the seniors in our grading. For the British, and most other academics around the world, this “common-sense” approach is nonsense that can only be justified by some economic necessity. A sequential curriculum is routine in most other countries: first-year students must master rudimentary skills before they move on to higher levels of thinking and analysis. Americans can see the logic of Bloom’s taxonomy (Bloom, 1956, rev. Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001) that progresses from remembering and understanding to applying, analyzing, evaluating, and creating; even so, most American general education curricula are structured around content and continue to allow students to acquire that content in almost any order. Most college major curricula contain a modicum of progression, with “gateway” and “capstone” courses. However, few American institutions expect or assess integration of learning outcomes between general education and the major, so we have no idea if our modular curriculum structure is working or is just an old form of “common sense.”

We believe that a liberal arts education works, but there is little evidence to support this contention and lots of evidence that we could be doing better. In Academically Adrift, Arum and Roksa (2011) conclude that the first three semesters of a college education have “a barely noticeable impact on students’ skills in critical thinking, complex reasoning and writing” (p. 35). Of 2,300 students at 24 institutions, 45% showed no statistically significant improvement in these skills during the first year and a half of college. The Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education led by Charles Blaich confirms that while a majority of students show moderate improvement in some thinking skills, more than a third demonstrate a decline in these same areas. The majority of seniors actually graduate with less academic motivation and openness to diversity than when they started (Blaich & Wise, 2011).

We won’t really know what works and how to do better until we embrace a culture of integrated assessment. Everyone in higher education is aware of the pressures for assessment. Like all human beings, faculty do not like being told what to do, especially by people from other professions who do not really understand the nuances of what faculty do. Nevertheless, until we embrace a culture of assessment, we will not know if anything we are doing is working.

Improving student learning requires articulating learning outcomes, collecting data, and embracing a feedback loop that uses results to inform change. Blaich and Wise (2011) also found that of the 19 institutions that participated in the initial 2006 Wabash study, nearly 40% had not communicated the findings to their campuses by 2011 and only 25% had tried to make any improvements as a result. Another characteristic of common sense (and a difficulty implicit in any significant learning) is that, when we are confronted with new data or ideas that might fundamentally challenge our core beliefs, if we can make no sense of them, we ignore them; if we have only round holes, we simply abandon the square pegs.

One challenge to common sense is to reconsider how and where to best use technology. I’ve chosen to focus on technology for four reasons. First, it is obvious and unstoppable. Our students arrive with laptops and iPads and want to know how they will be used in their education. No one would move to Spain and expect to teach only in English; we need to understand the language, habits, and assumptions of our students. Second, technology is driving the new global market; higher education’s competition is now a flat screen. Third, technology has radically altered the availability of knowledge and thus changes the content delivery part of what universities were created to do. Our response should be to focus on core liberal arts skills—critical thinking, complex reasoning, and writing—but we need to understand how the importance and application of these skills are enhanced by changes in technology. Fourth, technology has shifted the nature of the classroom. Learning now happens in more mobile, customized, and varied ways. We need to consider how we can advance student learning by thinking equally about learning environments inside and outside the classroom.

Dual Audiences

This book is written for dual audiences—higher education faculty and administrators—with the dual purpose of illuminating both the why and the how of our technological and pedagogical future. It is crucial that both teachers and the administrators who support them understand the changes that technology is bringing and what practical steps are necessary to prepare.

Faculty need strategies for integrating technology. Therefore, this book contains practical resources and ideas for motivating students to engage with course content outside of class, thereby expanding the quantity and quality of interaction in class. Faculty will find many examples of “implementation,” from expanding your repertoire of technological tools with Twitter and podcasts to using technology to facilitate more traditional pedagogies such as writing and active learning and even to make office hours easier.

Technology, however, is a means to an end. Technology is a technique, not a strategy. Strategies for learning have been the subject of exhaustive research, and new technology will not (at least not immediately) alter the way brains function and human beings learn. My goal, therefore, is to show how new technologies can support and enhance best practices in pedagogy. The principles of course design will not change, but technology creates many new ways to motivate student interaction with content and gives both students and faculty more control over the sequence of interactions.

Administrators who support faculty will find discussions of policy and administrative challenges resulting from the increasing quality and decreasing cost of online education. Increasing the value of bricks-and-mortar education will require more investment in student and faculty technology, different schedules and sizes of rooms, alternative pricing structures, new classroom furniture, and perhaps different definitions of faculty work and even different sorts of teachers.

Faculty are a heterogeneous group with a wide variety of talents; using this variety requires a flexible administration. Faculty who are comfortable with technology will find ideas for moving that technology out of the classroom or using it to increase interaction with students. Other faculty have been teaching naked all along but perhaps without knowing how to use technology to help students engage with content outside of the classroom. For both sets of faculty, this book will provide new ways to enhance current strategies. Not every faculty member will willingly embrace technology, but adopting such a position will make engaging 21st-century students increasing difficult. There are also many easy points of entry to this new world.

A wide array of new technology is available—some of it easy for faculty and cheap for administrators but others requiring more time, expertise, and money. I will emphasize the easiest and cheapest options for engaging students through technology first, but the point of this book is to make faculty and administrators aware of the range of available choices so they can select a practical mix that is appropriate for their situation, always keeping in mind that the goal is to enhance learning. Both faculty and administrators need to understand the arguments for and against using new technologies and the practical implications of going ahead or doing nothing.

Outline and Structure

Part One describes the new digital landscape in three chapters outlining the major changes—in technology and in students—with significant implications for education. Chapter One describes how the explosion of e-learning options is altering the marketplace for higher education. In Chapter Two, it becomes clear that today’s college students consider physical proximity unnecessary for social networking, enjoyment (even sex), and, most importantly for our purposes, learning. Chapter Three describes how, with their ability to customize the challenge for the user, games have become the model learning environment and can teach us a great deal about the importance of customization in course design.

Part Two, the pedagogical heart of the book, contains five chapters that guide faculty through the design of courses that use technology outside of class to prepare students for face-to-face classroom interaction. Our most precious (and expensive) asset is student-faculty interaction, and “naked” pedagogy is an attempt to use technology in a new way to maximize deep learning. Chapter Four summarizes current research in the brain, learning, and course design and demonstrates that the courses with the most long-term effect create a sequence of learning experiences, involving both technology and classroom interaction, that changes the way students think. Chapter Five suggests practical ways to use the multiple formats and vast knowledge available on the Internet to replace the lecture as a point of first contact with course material. Chapter Six then discusses how to use e-communication and social networks to engage students with new assignments and constant learning. Chapter Seven makes the case that rethinking the processes and nature of assessment not only frees up class time but also motivates preparation for more transformative learning in class. With prepared students, Chapter Eight demonstrates how we can make our naked classrooms into interactive exploration spaces. The focus of Part Two is on practical advice for making both the online and live classroom experiences richer and better for all students.

Part Three turns to the institutional changes necessary to support these new course designs and to ensure that there is enough learning at our physical institutions to guarantee their survival against newer and more innovative competition. In Chapter Nine, the lessons of other intellectual property industries (music, books, and journalism) provide a framework for thinking about how technology may change not only the delivery of your product but also its very nature. The focus in Chapter Ten is on faculty, curriculum, and how we can motivate more innovation and more learning. Chapter Eleven considers the campus infrastructure: What is the difference between the product and the packaging for a university? How can face-to-face education be made worth its additional cost? What are the implications of naked teaching for the design and allocation of space and schedules?

Our product is learning, but its context has changed. Before the Internet, when knowledge was both rare and localized, universities could change lives simply by opening the doors of knowledge. Now that information is free and always available on students’ phones, they need thinking and analytical skills more than ever. To survive in the digital world, universities will need to convince students and parents of three things: (1) learning takes place when students and faculty interact in classrooms; (2) this learning is different from the learning that happens when you learn on your phone; and (3) this learning is worth the massive expense of a face-to-face education. Technology makes it possible to improve learning in classrooms, but it is most effective when it is designed into out-of-class experiences and removed from classrooms. This book presents a new way to think about the relationships among higher education, learning, and technology.
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Part I

The New Digital Landscape


Chapter 1

The Flat Classroom and Global Competition

The new classroom is a flat screen. The leading edge of a transformation in learning through technology can be seen in corporate learning, military training, distance learning, K–12 education, and a plethora of medical, legal, governmental, and other certifications. In 2009, 29.3% of college students were taking at least one online course, up from 21.6% in fall 2007 (Allen & Seaman, 2010). New technology offers new learning environments, expanded potential for environmental and social good, and economies of scale. E-learning is the experience and expectation of our entering students, and it will continue to compete with traditional universities for eyeballs as well as dollars.

At the same time, higher education remains one of the few industries where the price, even though increasingly out of range for many consumers, fails to cover the true cost of delivering the product. A new for-profit sector has removed much of the “overhead” of traditional universities, and is delivering learning more cheaply. In higher education, the pricing gap between cheap and expensive products is colossal, yet there is little evidence that the price difference even remotely reflects the quality of learning. While a handful of elite universities will remain able to charge elite prices because of their brand equity, history, alumni networks, high demand, and limited supply, the vast majority of American universities are about to face a perfect storm of new global technological competition that will put even more pressure and scrutiny on tuition prices. In a reversal of recent trends, a likely outcome is a reduction in both what it costs to deliver a quality education and what people are willing to pay.

The Ubiquity of E-learning

Outside of the academy, online learning is well established. Corporations and professional organizations have been using video conferencing and e-learning for years in even the most sensitive areas. From Nestle to NASA, corporations and governments use online learning modules, live Web-based classes, and self-paced courses to train employees in equipment operation, sales techniques, emergency procedures, and performance reviews.

Complicated and important things are being taught online. The American Association for Thoracic Surgery has a large and up-to-date E-Learning Center (www.ctsnet.org) with articles and videos on a variety of procedures. Watching a video (available on mobile devices) seems a much better way to learn a new surgical skill than from drawings in a journal. The European Organization for the Safety of Air Navigation (www.eurocontrol.int) offers its Common Core Content for the Institute of Air Traffic Control as online modules. Over 2,000 online aviation schools will teach you to fly, maintain, or dispatch any size airplane or helicopter (www.aviationschoolsonline.com). Google assembled its tutorials, videos, and courses on Web programming into one place but then decided to make this “Google Code University” free, open-source, and available to the world (www.code.google.com/edu). There are courses on programming languages, Web security, and how to make phone apps. These courses are offered by universities, individuals, and companies around the world, but if you do not see what you need you can invent a new course and share it.

Even ethics is being taught online. Most research institutions have a commitment to the ethical treatment of human subjects and require ethics training for principal investigators even for unfunded projects. Government agencies mandate training in human subjects protection before funding can be awarded. Most institutions use the online course developed by the Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI), which began its Web-based training program in human subjects protection in 2000. By 2010, over 1.3 million researchers at 1,130 institutions and facilities had completed a CITI course. In 2004, Georgetown University created an online tutorial in scholarly research and academic integrity for all incoming freshmen to take before they started classes at Georgetown (https://library.georgetown.edu/tutorials/academic-integrity). It uses complex real scenarios to teach students the importance of academic honesty, the nature of scholarship, and how research fits into university life.

Developing online learning for corporations is big business. Many large companies have internal learning and development (L&D) departments. The global market for self-paced e-learning in 2009 was $27.1 billion and is predicted to grow by 12.8% a year (Ambient, 2009a). Not surprisingly, the technology industry has led the way; your computer support people take online courses before they install your new software, and Apple and Microsoft offer significant online resources and courses. Is your company ready for International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS)? Deloitte has e-learning modules that feature “real life scenarios to demonstrate application of the standards, ‘coach me’ sections to explain the principles and theory, worked examples to show aspects of the standards in action, reference materials, and a printable certificate if you pass the assessment at the end of each module” (www.deloitteifrslearning.com). Deloitte’s learning modules have been downloaded over one million times by major corporations and thousands of users in over in 130 countries.

As is the case with classroom instruction, the quality of online courses is uneven, but at its best interactive technology provides not only content, but also practice and individualized feedback that can be difficult to administer in a typical classroom environment. One small e-learning company (www.IsoDynamic.com) specializes in online courses on complex subjects that require just this sort of navigated feedback. A six-hour course for the Maryland Library Partnership, for example, teaches customer service to librarians using role-playing scenarios that allow users to try new skills in a low-risk environment. Courses in the mental health area include tutorials on administering rating scales for autism and depression in which users practice their skills by observing subjects on video, responding to questions, making assessments, and receiving immediate feedback.

Foreign language learning is also well established on flat screens as a $1.3 billion industry in 2009 (IbisWorld, 2009). One of the largest areas in e-learning is English language learning, predicted to become a $1.69 billion industry by 2014 (Ambient, 2009b). Teaching Mandarin to Westerners using face-to-face instruction on Skype is such a major industry in China that the seventh (!) International Conference on Internet Chinese Education occurred in 2011. It will be no surprise to anyone who has called for technical help in the last few years that American accent training is another growing industry: voice recognition software has been used to teach correct pronunciation since 2005.

The U.S. government is also a heavy user of flat-screen classrooms. The National Institutes of Health (NIH) requires that all principal investigators pass an online clinical research training course (www.cc.nih.gov/training/training/crt.html). The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) offers online courses through its Center for Drug Evaluation and Research (CDER). CDERLearn (http://www.fda.gov/Training/ForHealthProfessionals/default.htm) offers online training as “one way to share FDA expertise with many more people than face-to-face classroom sessions would allow.” Researchers can learn how to bring an unapproved drug into compliance, whereas physicians can learn how to communicate risk to their patients. Many state and federal agencies, like the federal General Services Administration, outsource their training, compliance, and professional development to Web-based e-learning companies.

The U.S. Army continues to use simulators with huge screens, realistic cockpits, and hydraulics, but it also now employs a wide variety of simulations that run on regular computers (including the free America’s Army, www.americasarmy.com, which doubles as a recruitment vehicle) and mans its own gaming unit. The Department of Defense (DOD) has subsidized college tuition for active-duty service members since 1947; with over 400,000 men and women in the U.S. Army, Navy, Marines, Air Force, and Coast Guard the DOD spent $474 million on college tuition in 2008 (Golden, 2010). While traditional colleges still serve the majority of these students, many of these potential students are in remote areas, and online education and for-profit universities have been particularly aggressive in recruiting their business. Many service members already complete fully online degrees, but many others will be looking to transfer these credits toward degrees at four-year schools.

Learning management systems (LMS, formerly known as course management systems or CMS) software is now standard even in elementary schools. Parents expect daily updates on grades, but, more importantly, students expect to find assignments, tutorials, and help online. Today’s students have been learning on-screen for years before they start school, and the homework tutor is more likely to be a flat screen than a parent. In addition to the millions of videos and podcasts from YouTube and iTunesU, there is also University of Illinois professor Bill Hammack, the engineering guy (www.engineerguy.com). From public broadcasting (www.PBS.org/teachers) to museums (www.moma/org/modernteachers), institutions of all sorts are creating, and often giving away, educational content and resources (see www.TeachingNaked.org for a growing list).

The most popular homework tutor, and in fact the most popular educator online (Young, 2010), is Salman Khan, a young Harvard MBA with degrees in computer science from MIT whose online Khan Academy has 70,000 students a month from all over the globe watching 35,000 videos a day (www.KhanAcademy.org). Khan began with a complete math curriculum (organized into what he calls “playlists”) from basic addition through calculus, linear algebra, and differential equations. With over 3,100 videos (now including his newer ventures into biology, chemistry, physics, finance, and even history), mostly in high-definition, Khan aspires to provide a free education to anyone in the world in 10-minute chunks.

With over two million lessons delivered per month and grants from the Google Foundation ($2M) and Bill Gates ($1.5M), the Khan Academy is a growing revolution. In addition to its huge body of content videos, Khan has introduced a (free) software package including a detailed knowledge map that can track progress and guide students to new problems tailored to their level. Students have to get 10 correct answers in a row to move on, and they collect badges for various levels of effort or accomplishment. For students, it is like a giant video game. Parents and teachers can get detailed and live information on students’ performance, including every problem done, time on task, what videos they have watched, and where they might be stuck. Teachers can also see the progress and proficiency of an entire class on color-coded maps, with green for mastery, yellow for working on it, and red for students who might need teacher intervention. In trials, teachers have already begun to invert their teaching model. Rather than suggesting Khan lectures as a supplement, teachers are using Khan as the primary content, delivered online when students are at home so that they can do “homework” in the form of practice exercises during class time (Thompson, 2011).

For established schools, these resources are a wonderful new supplement, but for the estimated one to two million homeschoolers, online resources are a revolution. One million high school students were enrolled in online courses in 2007, and that number is growing even more rapidly than enrollment in college online courses (Van Der Werf & Sabatier, 2009). One study at Harvard predicts that half of all high school courses will be delivered online by 2019 (Christensen & Horn, 2008). That revolution will transform existing high schools and make the option of home schooling much easier and more attractive. Then those students will want to get college degrees.

The point here is not that online learning is better but just that it is here. Outside of traditional higher education, online resources have been transformative: you can already become a pilot, pharmacist, veterinarian, lawyer, or a rabbi online. With other industries believing that learning can take place on a flat screen, online learning challenges higher education’s traditional course delivery model and its ability to increase tuition. The breadth of technologies, the capabilities of recent software, and the amount of free content will surprise most faculty. Most university professors and administrators are keen on additional resources for students, especially free ones. As long as these technologies expand what we already do (and since most do not threaten traditional colleges), we can probably be convinced to use online resources as a supplement. This tepid embrace, however, will change. With the high price of traditional models, new technology that puts interactive information, video, or gaming at the user’s fingertips is already competing for some of higher education’s traditional students. A large global market wants cheap, high-quality, online education, and American students increasingly want more flexibility and convenient schedules. Someone will meet that demand. American not-for-profit higher education needs to adjust to meet this new competition.

The Inevitability of Competition

The global market for online education is being most aggressively pursued by for-profit universities and e-learning companies. While American higher education has recognized that online video content, LMS, e-mail, and educational gaming are transforming students and classrooms, we have been slow to recognize these same forces as a source of competition. American universities are eerily like General Motors in the 1970s. We are far enough ahead of the rest of the world, in both brand recognition and quality, that it will take time for the competition to make a serious impact. But like Detroit in the 1970s, our very success makes it harder for us to see how radical are the coming challenges, and few universities are yet taking seriously the threat of new products and changing consumers.

The advantages of a new technology are often hardest to see if you are surrounded by a previous technology that works. Americans, with our tremendously successful landline infrastructure, were slow to adopt cell phones, even though we had the money to invest in new technology. The benefits of cell phones were more quickly realized in poor regions of the world with no landline infrastructure. The importance of a cell phone (even a phone with poor reception and no Web or video) is most obvious to a person who has never had any phone. Likewise, the revolutionary importance of Wikipedia is much more apparent to the isolated individual in the third world than to university scholars surrounded by lecture halls and libraries. No one at Yale needs a virtual physics lecture, but for the majority of the world, Open Yale Courses (www.oyc.yale.edu) provides the first access to this experience. The Internet, like the book before it, is making a wealth of knowledge available to the people who could previously not afford the privilege of any higher education.

The Internet also enables increased competition between professional and amateur and between accredited, licensed, and unlicensed. There is still a wide quality gap between the best professional work and the worst amateur work, but before the Internet there was no way for even the best amateur, unaccredited, or unlicensed work to get into the public domain. In the past, only college professors could get teaching materials for college published: now anyone with an Internet connection can post review sheets or tutorials. As in all fields, some of the best amateur work is proving popular and highly successful. Most parents don’t care whether the advice comes from a PhD; they care only if the kids can finish their math homework. Thus, the Khan Academy is popular because it works, not because Khan went to Harvard and MIT (although that probably helped with the early marketing). The Internet has challenged traditional universities with a completely new and global source of competition that cannot be regulated away.

Higher Education Online

Numerous new studies demonstrate that students want even more online learning and that even the most traditional colleges and universities will need to start providing it. The 2011 Sloan Survey of Online Learning received responses from 2,512 of the 4,523 degree-granting institutions in the United States. (Since smaller colleges are less likely to report, this response represents 80% of higher education enrollments; Allen & Seaman, 2011). Since 2003 (when the annual report began) the growth in online education (10.1% in 2010) has greatly surpassed the growth in overall higher education (0.6% in 2010). By fall 2010, 6.1 million students (31.3% of all college students in the United States) were taking at least one college course that was delivered at least 80% online, 560,000 more students than in 2009. Bad economic times generally drive more students to higher education, but online courses are attracting more than their share of students. While 48.8% of institutions saw increases in demand for face-to-face instruction, 74.5% saw increased demand for online instruction.

The Minnesota State College and Universities system plans to increase the percent of course credits delivered online from 9% in 2008 to 25% by 2015. The University of Minnesota has published two large studies, one about faculty and one about students. The student survey (Walker & Jorn, 2009b) discovered that students still wanted face-to-face instruction but were generally comfortable with educational technology and were highly supportive of mobile technology. The percentage of students in Minnesota state institutions who had taken at least one online course soared from 11.3% in 2001 to 45.1% in 2009. In contrast, the parallel faculty survey (Walker & Jorn, 2009a) found that the percentage of Minnesota faculty who are teaching online (about 9%) or even using online technology in their courses (about 70%) is virtually unchanged.

Large public institutions continue to offer the most online courses and enroll the most online students. The institutions with more than 15,000 students make up 14% of all institutions with online offerings, but they educate 64% of online students. Institutions with over 1,000 students make up less than half of the total institutions with online offerings but educate 94% of online students. Smaller institutions may join the competition, but for the moment the online arena is for large players. While 65.5% of all reporting institutions say that online learning is a critical part of their long-term strategy, a growing proportion are for-profit universities, which now enroll 9% of all undergraduates in the United States (“Growth in for-profit,” 2010). The for-profit sector has created new competition with an increasing number of fully online degrees, but a number of traditional nonprofit universities (including Boston University, Northeastern University, Penn State, and the City University New York [CUNY]) are now offering online bachelor’s, master’s, and even doctoral degrees. Online education is here and growing faster than traditional higher education.

The Chronicle of Higher Education report on the student of 2020 (Van Der Werf & Sabatier, 2009) predicts even more fundamental changes. It concludes that there will be fewer traditional students to go around and that both three-year degrees and five-year programs (with a remedial first year) will proliferate. Students who choose a traditional four-year degree will be more likely to be part-time and will want the flexibility and convenience of hybrid class schedules with night and weekend meetings, online learning, and the ability to take courses at multiple universities at once—something that technology will facilitate. They predict that “colleges that have resisted putting some of their courses online will almost certainly have to expand their online programs quickly” (p. 4, bold in original). For universities that are largely residential, “hybrid” courses will dominate and become the norm: lectures, office hours, and assignments will be held online more and more.

Online products are only at their first stage: we’ve yet to see or even imagine what the luxury online education course will look like. Honda, Toyota, and Datsun hardly looked like a threat to the established Detroit brands in 1970. As gas prices stabilized, and with most Americans still wanting bigger cars and a brand they could trust, Detroit resisted change. No one in the American auto industry imagined the potential of improved quality and the introduction of luxury models on the part of the cheap competition. Honda introduced Acura in 1986, followed by Toyota’s Lexus and Infiniti from Nissan (which replaced the Datsun brand) in 1989. The University of Phoenix is already the world’s largest university and may be the Honda of our age. What will its Acura look like?

With less financial aid available at for-profit than at not-for-profit schools, student debt is much higher for grads of the former: in 2007 the average debt at graduation was $18,800 at a four-year public institution, $23,800 at a private nonprofit, and $38,300 at a for-profit. The for-profit world is results focused and growing exponentially (currently 4% of all BA degrees) and more focused on online education (Allen & Seaman, 2011). Students seem willing to go into debt for convenience, because for-profit education is attracting students despite higher cost. Whether because of results, convenience, or marketing, for-profit bachelor degrees are another new source of competition for traditional institutions.

With the economy and the public already putting pressure on traditional colleges, these huge technological shifts and the increased competition could hardly come at a worse time. But we can’t turn back the clock. Now, before a market correction of falling demand and prices hits as well, would be the perfect time to examine our most fundamental assumptions (our common sense) about how higher education is organized, how learning is achieved, and how we pay for it.

Learning or Credentials?

While higher education is under pressure for change as a result of new technologies, equal pressure comes from increasing expectations from parents, students, and public officials, all of whom are interested in the value and quality of education: where do students learn the most? While teachers, parents, students, administrators, and policymakers have begun to understand that change is happening, the impact of technology has an unlikely accelerator in the completely nontechnological new interest in accountability.

U.S. News and World Report ranks American universities mostly on the basis of input factors (selectivity and SAT scores) with a nod to potential quality factors (class size, retention, and graduation rate). The current output factors are indirect at best, like the rate of alumni giving (which assumes that alumni give in relation to the quality of their experience). This is a bit like trying to buy a car by comparing which uses the most expensive materials; it is at best an indirect measure of reliability and does not tell you about workmanship or value. Parents, students, legislators, accrediting agencies, foundations, and even universities, however, are showing a growing interest in the quality and value of the education: at which institutions does the most learning take place, and how do we know?

As public trust has declined and parents worry about increasing tuition, accountability in higher education has become a part of the ongoing national political cynicism about schools in general. With Congress concerned about foreign competition, U.S. Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings formed a Commission on Higher Education in 2005. The report (Miller et al., 2006) focused on access, affordability, quality, and especially accountability. While they were controversial, the calls for accountability resonated, and universities, accreditors, and state legislators all began to look for ways to measure real outcomes. Several groups began collecting and publishing data, and the Collegiate Learning Assessment test of critical thinking and writing skills is now used by hundreds of schools. Studies on faculty productivity have taken this drive for accountability to new levels, especially in Texas, where published reports prompted the University of Texas System to make substantial changes. In August 2011, the system announced it would increase transparency, raise four-year graduation rates, expand the use of technology, and allocate $10 million for a Productivity and Excellence Framework that would give students, parents, and legislators access to an interactive, online database, with detailed measures of productivity and efficiency (Mangan, 2011). Further, as Congress moved in 2010 and 2011 to regulate the for-profit college industry, they extended many of the new regulations to all colleges. Accountability and regulation will continue to increase even for not-for-profit private colleges.

One result of the Spellings Commission report was the founding in 2007 of the Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA) by two large associations of public colleges and universities and with support from the Lumina Foundation. Members of the VSA commit to developing websites (www.collegeportraits.org) that deliver consistent information in a consistent format about student learning and experiences. Such transparency will help improve the comparison shopping experience, but will it become an accepted way to measure quality for either faculty or the public?

The increasing pressure for accountability cuts both ways. Current faculty common sense tells us that a four-year campus experience delivers more content knowledge with better writing, communication, and critical thinking skills than the online alternative, but we will eventually be forced to prove that our graduates have these skills. In an additional challenge to traditional higher education’s monopoly on postsecondary learning, the idea of using online content or work experience as an equally valuable substitute for traditional college degrees has found advocates and developed an infrastructure. The paradox is that assessment, the very tool needed to assure wary parents that learning happens in expensive private colleges, will also allow the much cheaper competition to demonstrate the same benefit. A transparent and fair way to assess the relative skills of potential employees has long been sought by employers, and a grade point average and transcript are a poor substitute. E-portfolios and standardized assessment will level the playing field but also will suggest some radical unintended consequences.

In DIY U: Edupunks, Edupreneurs and the Coming Transformation of Higher Education, Anya Kamenetz (2010) demonstrates ways students can already assemble an education from the available free online courses. Those who work at (or paid for) high-tuition universities will continue to be skeptical; if a cheap for-profit degree can’t be as good, how can a do-it-yourself degree provide real learning? For most people, however, self-teaching is a common path to success. Leonardo da Vinci, Benjamin Franklin, Abraham Lincoln, Thomas Edison, Herman Melville, Woody Allen, Frank Lloyd Wright, Bill Gates, Louis Armstrong, Steve Jobs, and J. K. Rowling all assembled skills and learned where they could. Now there are many more opportunities for self-learning, and we will soon have better ways to evaluate the quality of that learning.

E-portfolios have become a widely accepted way to chart and capture student learning on college campuses. Most common in schools of education, they are routinely used by school districts to screen potential teachers. Universities think of e-portfolios as administrative tools to track student or faculty performance, but they also provide a portable and potentially universal assessment tool that employers can use to hire graduates.

Learning Counts (a collaboration of the Council for Adult and Experiential Learning, the College Board, and the American Council on Education) and Knext (a Kaplan Higher Education project) are two new online portals for assessing workplace skills for college credit (Glenn, 2011). Credit for experience is not new, but these portals allow students to build a portfolio that is assessed by professors and then have (in theory) a portable and universal tool for demonstrating what they know. Why not, then, bypass the credit entirely and simply submit the portfolio to employers? (The Open Badges project from Mozilla, and funded by the MacArthur Foundation, aims to do just that; see Chapter Ten.)

Detroit in the 1970s did not predict that Japanese auto manufacturers could make better luxury cars or that consumers would want cheaper, smaller, and more gas efficient cars, and they certainly never imagined that consumers would pay more for hybrid or electric cars. Detroit resisted fuel efficiency standards that would have forced it to make better cars that could compete effectively. When the U.S. Department of Transportation and the Environmental Protection Agency began requiring window stickers with fuel efficiency for all cars in the late 1970s, consumers could decide for themselves. If an expensive university education is better than DIY U, we had better find ways to prove it.

A Pricing Structure That Will Not Survive

At the moment, the price of learning is radically differentiated. MIT Open University, the hundreds of schools on iTunesU, the Khan Academy, Google Code University, Udacity, Coursera, EdX, and many more are giving away content, while the brand-name products are increasingly unaffordable to most Americans. When free blogs and other sites began offering amateur content, the journalism industry thought that people would continue to pay more for their higher-quality product. Academia can hope that people value a traditional college experience more than they did newspapers, but in the meantime we need to examine our pricing structure very carefully. For the moment, higher education has a huge advantage in that we sell status and credentials and not just learning. But that advantage is temporary.

For the consumer, there is increasing choice in a new and largely unregulated free market. A high school student looking to take a three-credit introductory college course in economics, for example, has the choice of paying:


1. Nothing and taking the advanced placement high school course, which might or might not transfer as college credit

2. $120–300 ($40–100/credit) for an online course at a local community college, which combines the responsibility and flexibility of being more self-directed with the potential for transfer credit into a four-year college

3. $600–1,200 ($200–400/credit) for an online course at a for-profit college

4. $900–1,500 ($300–500/credit) at a four-year regional university

5. $3,000–6,000 ($1,000–2,000/credit) at a major private university



While it will certainly look better to see a transcript from Harvard University, most employers will focus on the institution that granted the ultimate degree, so there is limited value in paying full price for every course. Parents and students are increasingly looking for summer school courses at local community colleges with the idea of transferring the credit to their four-year home institution: it is simply a cheaper way of getting the same degree. One clever California father discovered that his sextuplets could each collect a year of college credits from the local community college while in high school and then a year of University of California credits while enrolled—and paying tuition—at the local community college. So each of his children received college degrees three years after high school and each received the coveted University of California degree, but he paid for only one year each of University of California tuition.

It is reasonable to ask where the most learning will occur. Is there really 10 times more learning at a four-year college, or is it just 10 times the price? Will a Nobel Laureate (or his teaching assistant) really be a good teacher for introductory economics? Will the course on a college campus have more interaction than an online course, or will the teacher just stand and deliver? Colleges need to be prepared to answer these questions.

University pricing resembles wine pricing: there is enormous price variation in the market, but it is difficult to tell how different the actual products are. Both wine and higher education are subject to complicated rating systems and a belief that the experts can truly tell the difference, but the abundance of exceptions seems to undermine the basic value proposition. With more than 6,000 blind tastings as evidence, the relationship between wine ratings and price is small and actually negative: on average even wine experts enjoy more expensive wines less when they do not know the price (Goldstein et al., 2008)! It does not matter if expensive wine is not actually better, but it tastes better if we think it costs more. Similarly, it ultimately does not matter if a student learns more with an Ivy League education. As long as everyone else believes that a given education is better, it will be in high demand and continue to bestow genuine benefits. In the same way that a bottle of wine is about the quality of the experience, a college degree, in the current market, is really more about buying a credential or a degree than it is about buying learning. Both consumers and providers have been willing to continue their shared misconception, since little else could justify the massive price variation in both wines and education.

Value, however, is an increasingly important proposition in the college marketplace. Parents and students already make decisions based upon cost. As competition increases and accountability provides easier ways of comparing outcomes, traditional education will need to provide justification for its added expense. Knowledge is now freely available on the Internet, and physical campuses cannot beat the online competition for cheap delivery of content by providing live versions of online lectures. Fortunately for colleges, employers clamor loudly for graduates with better communication and thinking skills, exactly the stated focus of many college curricula. Competition in a free market is a good thing, and in many ways physical colleges are ideally placed to provide a better learning experience.

Creating Value

American universities, however, need to reexamine core beliefs. A liberal arts education was genuinely transformative for faculty—that is why we became faculty—but this is not generally true for undergraduates, most of whom find that a liberal arts education only confirms the beliefs and assumptions they had when they entered college (Blaich & Wise, 2011). A liberal arts degree (the BA received by most American undergraduates) can indeed prepare students for a life of in-depth analysis and critical examination, but we cannot take it for granted that our curriculum or teaching methods are producing these skills (Arum & Roksa, 2011; Palmer, Zajonic, & Scribner, 2010).

If critical thinking matters, then developing it needs to be one of our central learning goals. It is at best a paradox, at worst appalling, that although we say we want to develop critical thinking skills, we structure most of higher education around delivery of content. The reason for this mismatch is that college teachers in general have no formal preparation for teaching, so they teach as they were taught, going back in an unbroken chain to the founding of Bologna, Paris, and Oxford universities in the 11th and 12th centuries (predating the invention of the printing press). We need to adjust our classrooms to focus less on content and more on application of material to new contexts, development of intellectual curiosity, investment in the material, evaluation, synthesis, challenging personal beliefs, development of higher-level cognitive processing, oral and written communication skills, construction and negotiation of meaning, information literacy, connection of information across disciplines, teamwork, and reflection on the significance of content. The Association of American Colleges and Universities has, in fact, already developed a set of essential learning outcomes as part of its Liberal Education and American’s Promise campaign (AACU, 2007). All of these skills are best developed through interaction with faculty in small group situations (Astin, 1993; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2005). Technology, largely used outside the classroom to deliver content, can be an important tool to prepare students for classroom discussions and to increase the class time available for those discussions and other active learning. A college education can (and should) change minds and lives, but it will require some curricular and structural changes to make this happen.

The central argument here is that to add value and compete in the next centuries, universities will need to do much more than just deliver content: that will be done more efficiently and cheaply online. To provide the sorts of critical thinkers that employers, governments, and the public now insist on, universities need to rethink both the use of technology and the design of the liberal arts education. The accountability movement will only increase the importance of achieving and demonstrating student learning. But even without external pressures, as faculty, we should care if our methods are working. Knowledge can open minds, but research demonstrates that application, integration, and personalization of content opens more minds more effectively (Fink, 2003; Zull, 2004). We need better pedagogy; only more learning will provide the extra value to justify the high cost of a bricks-and-mortar education. While the top 20 brands may be able coast along without much immediate change, most universities need to both provide and demonstrate that they deliver better learning to survive in the new competitive environment.

Education in the New Global Marketplace

There is still a difference between listening to an MIT professor on your iPod or completing an MIT Open CourseWare course and attending MIT. Open CourseWare, however, has dramatically reduced the value of a bad lecture. In 2007, if a student were sitting in a bad or boring lecture in freshman European history or physics—the kind given in large lecture halls on almost every campus in America—the student had few options. There was always the textbook, and there might be a learning module online somewhere that explained the material or a set of notes posted by another student or perhaps even an eager teaching assistant, but there were few alternatives to sitting through the actual lecture. Now there are dozens of competing lectures from the most prized teachers at our most elite universities.

Technology has changed the marketplace, and traditional universities face competition from both directions. On one hand, large public and for-profit universities bring an economy of scale to a huge new online learning market. On the other hand, universities can and should play an important role in free projects designed to do social good (like the Khan Academy or Udacity) or simply to harness the potential of social networking (like YouTube and Wikipedia). An online MIT course might not be the same as attending MIT, but it still provides a resource that can improve lives and help the global economy.

There are, then, four current business models for higher education, not all of which will survive. The first is the free model, which major universities, governments, and philanthropists seem willing to support: the University of the People founded by Israeli entrepreneur Shai Reshef with $1 million of his own money has hundred of professors volunteering to teaching students from all over the world (www.uopeople.org). After 23,000 students (of the initial 160,000) completed Sebastian Thrun’s free online artificial intelligence course (which he offered simultaneously to 200 paying students at Stanford), Thrun gave up tenure at Stanford to start the free Udacity.com. In February 2012 he launched the first two free classes, both in computer programming, with the goals of attracting 500,000 students. These projects will continue.

The second is the elite university model in which the product is really a brand and a credential. A large or powerful alumni network does indeed have career value, so the investment may pay for itself in networking. This model will survive as parental and employer demand continues to be higher than supply, and there may be no need to demonstrate learning as a return on investment. The third is the model that for-profit and community colleges have adopted: results-oriented, flexible, convenient, jobs-focused training. Students are clearly willing to pay for it, and demand will continue to rise.

The vast majority of U.S. colleges and universities, however, are none of these and continue to pursue a fourth model that is about to change. Traditional institutions without an elite national brand are increasingly expensive. They are often residential, and their business model has relied upon the number of 18- to 24-year-olds increasing every year. In every region except the South (due to a growing Hispanic population) this demographic trend is over, and the number of high school graduates will continue to fall (Van Der Werf & Sabatier, 2009). The only enrollment growth will come from older learners, part-time students, and students who want online courses. Such a shift will pit traditional universities that have historically been slow to adapt against new free resources or largely for-profit institutions that have made flexibility and adaptability a trademark.

The future will surely bring more convenience and more options for students. The marketplace will contain more for-profit and global and even free universities. State system tuition will continue to increase faster than private university tuition in the short term, but some state systems are aligning with their community colleges to offer more ways to get cheaper four-year degrees. Faculty may object to universal articulation and transfer agreements, but legislators and parents love their efficiency and low cost. While elite institutions may be able to increase tuition, most traditional universities will face the choice of either freezing or even reducing tuition to compete with cheaper options or demonstrating that there is additional learning and value that comes with the additional cost.

One way or another, new technology is drastically changing market conditions and the nature of our product. The good news is that the worldwide market for education is enormous. The bad news is that a large swath of American higher education (whatever its additional value) simply costs more than most of the market can pay, and our current financial model requires constant tuition increases that exceed inflation. In the short term, American higher education (especially the strong regional universities) can carry on selling a high-priced product to the elite few who can pay or using dwindling state subsidies while they last. Ultimately, however, the unique set of circumstances that has allowed both a lack of accountability and constant tuition increases is disappearing quickly. Technology has created new competitors, new expectations, and a global market for higher education. We have a window of opportunity to reinvent ourselves, but with a culture that values process and self-governance, universities are not good at rapid response to market conditions.

Technology offers an abundance of content. Technology also offers myriad new learning environments, multiple points of entry to every concept, an easy and cheap way to increase instantly the diversity of our student populations and our course offerings, instant connection and constant interaction with students, massive quantities of data about what students are doing and how they are learning, and more resources for improved teaching than ever before. The challenge for universities is to take advantage of the new possibilities that e-learning provides to improve and prove learning across the curriculum.


Chapter 2

Social Proximity and the Virtual Classroom

As described in Chapter One, technology has changed the availability and value of knowledge. We have moved from a world in which we walked around with the knowledge we could carry in our heads or in books to one in which we can access much of human knowledge from our pockets. Similarly, our interaction with our friends and colleagues used to be limited by proximity. Now, our constant connectivity with other people regardless of physical distance has become an indispensable part of our lives, but it has also redefined community.

On the prairie, your closest friends were apt to be those physically closest to you. When families moved from Europe to America, they often brought Grandma too. Although the letter and the telephone offered some important exceptions, being connected socially used to require some physical connection. Today, human beings are experimenting with new definitions of social proximity. Online social networking means that relationships and communication no longer depend on physical contact. Those who know the most intimate details of your life are not necessarily those you see daily, or even at all.

Instant access to knowledge and to each other has changed the nature of community and the speed of work, life, and, most importantly, thought. Time for reflection and interaction is a casualty of the digital age, and one of the primary goals of higher education should be to reclaim this time. The paradox is that the same technology that glues us to flat screens can also be the primary tool for reclaiming this lost time for human interaction and thought. The ability to reach our students wherever they are means that we can extend the classroom and hence the conversation; we can recreate the ideal of students discussing Plato in the dining hall, but virtually.

Virtual Communities

The very definition of what it means to be alone has changed. To be physically alone is still relatively easy, but many of us struggle daily to turn off e-mail, computers, or cell phones. For many of us, going to concerts, lectures, the movies, or social activities provided time to be disconnected from other demands. Our students, however, find requests not to text during these activities strange, annoying, and downright silly.

While most public schools still ban the use of cell phones, they allow phones to be carried. Most students can text without looking (with their hands on their phones inside a purse or their jeans) and have a hard time resisting a glance at an incoming text. (Faculty tip: Few people just look down at their crotch and smile—unless there is an incoming text message there.) More comprehensive bans have sparked opposition from parents. Campuses used to have a monopoly on wireless technology—we could isolate students by turning off the wireless connections in classrooms—but the technology and expectations have overrun us. It is possible to confiscate cell phones physically during class, but most of us do not want to work as security guards. (As a dean, I also get complaints from students about faculty who answer their cell phone during class.)

All of this connectivity has changed our students. It is now possible to go away to college and text, chat, share pictures and video, be on Facebook, and even talk as much to your high school friends or parents as you did when you were living close together. This does not mean college students do not make new friends, but they communicate constantly with friends both near and far and no longer see proximity as essential. Even online dating has morphed into virtual dating; that person at the next table looking longingly into the computer may be on a date. The term social proximity, defined as the “cumulative trust between members” and measured by the number and length of friends, is the concept behind the popular dating site www.meezoog.com. Virtual sex is clearly beyond the scope of this book, but Travelodge plans to have it by 2030 (Pearson, 2011) and it made an appearance in Season 5 of the hit television show Big Bang Theory (2011).

Although it is easy to see potential harm here, most of us would hardly trade virtual communication for the alternative. Would you really rather be limited to living within driving distance of your parents? Would you really give up talking to your children by cell phone or Skype? Would you really prefer discussing your research only with the colleagues who live in your city? As scholars, most of us use e-mail and the phone for exactly the same reasons as our students do—we want to be connected to a community of others with similar interests, regardless of where they live. Social networking has allowed the most dispersed global communities to connect online. Such groups can be trivial, but they can also be academic and scholarly. We have always lived in a world of overlapping communities, but now we also live in a world of overlapping virtual communities.

Most faculty belong to at least one professional society. Conferences remain important and useful, but we all benefit from online communities. Professional discussion boards and listservs include job postings, ideas for new courses, teaching tips, scholarly discussions, requests for information, gossip, and everything else we would do at a live conference. It has never been easier to find out who in the world is doing research on what or who might be interested in collaborating. Hopefully these technologies influence scholarly communities to become more collaborative. But even if they have not, social networks improve research and learning.

As faculty, we want every class to be a community of learners, and now we have the opportunity to make that dream a reality. With 79% of American students commuting, creating a community on campus has become harder. However, even if your students are living on campus, there is no guarantee they are discussing class in their dorm room. Social networking offers faculty the chance to change how much and how often students think about course content outside of class. Social networks are a chance to create communities, connect with students, integrate ideas, apply knowledge, influence student culture, and improve student learning.

Embracing E-Communications

Teaching is about making connections, and the first thing we need to do is connect with our students. Relevance and credible analogies are critical for good teaching; being unable to understand a fundamental premise of your students’ lives will make it harder for you to teach and relate to them. Worse, it makes you uncool, so when you do try to demonstrate that your discipline is relevant, your inability to answer your cell phone has already convinced them that you cannot possibly have anything important to teach them. If you do not have both LinkedIn and Facebook profiles, if you do not tweet or blog (or know that a tweet is like a Facebook status update), if you do not routinely use iTunes or YouTube, if you do not know how to use GPS, or if you do not share photos on Flickr, Snapfish, or Picasa, then you have an immediate credibility problem with your students.

Second, the ability to use technology to find information and people is an essential skill of the 21st century. If you have not searched for a job since the Internet, you may not realize that the amount and sources of information about everything, including jobs, has changed. Virtually all jobs are now posted online, and knowing there is an unofficial blog about your new faculty search process is a critical piece of information. This does not mean that that all previous ways of finding information are irrelevant, only that they have been augmented. There are certainly times when the old way is better, but in the same way that you probably want your doctor to have the latest and least painful new technology (would you like the new outpatient microsurgery or the old hospital stay?), your students will need serious convincing if you want them to embark on the more painful pretechnology path for doing something. Are you fully convinced that what is familiar to you is really the better way?

Third, it is impossible to critique something well that you do not fully understand. If you want to convince your students that texting or playing Angry Birds is a waste of time, you had better first understand the allure.

Finally, e-communication can help to bridge the power differential inherent in education. Students, especially those from less privileged backgrounds, are afraid of teachers. Even the youngest, hippest film teacher is a little intimidating for a student fresh out of high school. Both because stress inhibits learning and because fear will keep students from seeking you out for help, finding ways to appear ordinary and human can enhance student learning. There are clearly nontechnological ways to connect with students. In a small town you may see students at the grocery store, or you might attend athletic or arts events of students in your class. But social media is normal for today’s students. By 2010 many of their parents had joined Facebook. They talk online to clergy and follow tweets from the president of the United States, and 80% of them sent a friend request to a school admissions officer (Ruiz, 2011). They will be concerned that you may be from another planet if you are unfamiliar with modern life.





Implementation: Your E-Communication Strategy

Students no longer want to come to office hours, and for commuter students the requirement to do so can be a serious barrier to getting help. Relying on e-mail alone is not a viable strategy. A clear e-communication plan for the semester can stimulate your community of learners and make you more available to help your students.


	Establish in the syllabus how you will communicate. This should include your maximum e-mail response time and if you accept chat, Skype, Facebook friend, or other network requests. How to contact you is vastly more important to most students than your office hours.

	Limit the forms of communication. You probably do not need to do both Facebook chat and Skype. Don’t try to do everything at once. Ask students for casual feedback after class, but stick to your plan for a while before you try different or multiple channels at once. Do not randomly change your mode of communication.

	Create a schedule for yourself, follow through for an entire semester, and then reevaluate. When is the best time or the best day of the week to announce new assignments or provide your feedback on the last test?

	Do not mix the personal and the professional. (This is also an excellent principle to model for your students.) If you are going to post summaries on Twitter, do not add a post on your new puppy. Keep your personal information on a personal channel, which can be another Twitter feed or Facebook or some other network.

	It is fine, and even useful, to employ multiple methods of communication as long as you are clear and consistent. You might, for example, let students know that e-mail is used for announcements and information about the readings but that you will tweet study questions. You could just as easily reverse this, but be clear and consistent. Students are used to filtering (i.e., blocking) certain stimuli, so it is essential to let students know that information coming on their phone can affect their grade.








It is equally important to consider how students will communicate with each other outside of class. Long before Facebook, teachers recognized the importance of social networks for discussion and study, and we now understand that it is one of the (perhaps the most) important ways to level the playing field for minority students (Treisman, 1992). We have also increasingly recognized the importance of peer-to-peer learning. Discussion sessions and study groups are all radically easier to do in cyberspace, but the technology creates a new set of challenges.

Do you (or your teaching assistant) want to monitor these conversations? In a physical discussion you are either in the room or not, but in a chat room or a discussion board there are more shades of gray and more options: you can approve posts before they go public, participate in the conversation, observe but not participate, scan simultaneous discussions, or just allow students to argue on their own.

Before e-mail, we had two modes: in the classroom or one-on-one. If we wanted to move a discussion from our office to the classroom, we had to wait. E-mail offered a third mode, but it is not a good group discussion tool. It is now much easier to move a conversation into this middle space. If a student sends you a question via chat on Facebook, you might decide that this is a more general question that will benefit more students. Instead of asking the student to repeat the question in class, you might allow other online students to join the conversation. This strategy is immediate but limits the conversation to those who are currently online. Another option would be to move the question to an asynchronous discussion board, which would keep a record of the discussion and allow other students to read or join in later.

E-communication technologies lower the barriers to communication but also make it easier to play favorites. Most of us are very careful about physical student social invitations and would not meet students for drinks, for example. A late-night online chat, however, seems both less and more dangerous. Twenty-first century students have radically different ideas about “friends” and online relationships. Like keeping your office door open when meeting with a student, an open discussion board is often safer. Many of the conversations you have most wanted to have with students can now be done, perhaps even more comfortably, without proximity.

Facebook

Facebook is ubiquitous; virtually all your students have profiles and spend daily time on this site. Its ubiquity makes it potentially useful for you and your classes, but it also creates many challenges. Creating a class group can be an effective supplement for your LMS. However, it needs to be handled carefully, and there are probably better options.

Students see Facebook as both public and private, and faculty should too. Facebook has convoluted privacy settings that allow you to control what each individual or group sees. You can allow your high school friends to see your pictures but not your relationship status, and you can prevent your students from seeing if you have children. Students are masters at manipulating privacy settings, and most will simply block you from seeing all of their party pictures.

The advantage of using Facebook to extend the classroom is that it is where students live. In this way, it is very much like the living and learning communities at many colleges, where faculty live in residence halls with students. In a great deal of ways, Facebook duplicates and even extends both the advantages and disadvantages of this system. Encountering students in the hallway can make faculty more accessible and can lead to academic discussions, but faculty who live in dorms have their own apartments: neither we nor our students want to share showers. Be clear about the potential disadvantages: Facebook will take you into students’ bedrooms and beyond, and your presence may be a little creepy.





Implementation: What to Do with Facebook

Most of what can be accomplished on Facebook can also be done on any number of other sites. However, assuming you have now created a professional Facebook profile (see www.TeachingNaked.com for more on Facebook and privacy) and you are interested in more than just being social with your students, here are some things you can do:

Create a Facebook group for your class or a special project

Students can join without becoming your friend. If you send an e-mail to all students announcing this class Facebook group, even before the first class, you may find that nearly all of your students join within hours. If you want the group to be an integral part of your class, you need to post there on a regular basis and encourage students to do the same.

Extend the Classroom

Since most students will follow Facebook on their phones, this is a good way to get to your students where they are—quickly. Connect what is happening in class to what is happening in the world to create relevance and motivation. If you teach a course on earthquakes and there is an earthquake, make the connection with a quick post and a link.

Online Discussion

You can use your class group to post announcements, links, photos, video, or study questions, but it is most useful as an interactive tool that allows students to respond in a place (the group “wall”) where everyone can see both their question and answers from you or other students. It is basically another discussion board, and if you set it up with you as the administrator, you can remove any post you want. Unlike the discussion boards in most LMS, Facebook does not have tools for sorting threads, but it is immediate and everyone knows how to use it. It also allows students an easy way to post video, photos, or links.

Chat Office Hours

You can have an exclusive chat within a group on Facebook. Instead of having physical office hours, try virtual hours on Facebook.

Take a Poll

While you can post a question as a status update, you can also post something on your group or personal wall as a question and add answer options. You can even set it up so anyone can add an answer option. You can allow any student to poll the class as well.

Questions

Having a group is a great opening for student questions. Any member of the group can post to the group wall, and everyone (or just you) can see it. You can also see which of your friends is online at any moment and ask to chat with other group members who are online too. This is a great way for students to connect to others in the class and form their own study groups.

Your Wall

Be aware that students who are your Facebook friends will post questions to your personal wall if you give them access. This is a great public forum since everyone can see your response, but I think this is best done on the class page and not on your personal wall. If a student asks you when the midterm is on your personal Facebook wall, I suggest deleting the posting, sending the student a private Facebook message, and asking the student to ask questions on the group wall.

Facebook Events

You can create events that are open, by invitation, or for a group on Facebook, and this is the perfect way to organize a field trip.






Most of these features are duplicated on LinkedIn, and, since LinkedIn is designed to be a professional networking site, students are much happier to connect with you there. For a class, however, LinkedIn offers no advantage over the LMS: it is another site to check.

On Facebook, your virtual community was initially set for you: you joined based upon your school. It has gradually become easier to join multiple networks and sort friends by education, location, and workplace, but in 2010 and 2011 Facebook repeatedly had to update its privacy tools to allow users to control who could see what. The redesign of the groups feature helped, but social needs continued to move faster than Facebook could keep up. The recognition that people live in layered communities (physical as well as virtual) has led to the introduction of Google+, which aims to capitalize both on the distrust of Facebook (with its spooky targeted ads) and its clunky privacy settings. In Google+, you begin by adding friends to “circles.” I can add you as a friend to more than one circle; they can overlap, but my friends, colleagues, students, and family now live in different virtual places with different virtual access to my life. As with many new technologies, we now have a new way to manage a very old problem. Google+ is a better academic tool, and its “circles” design could easily solve the Facebook faculty “creepiness” problem. (Facebook groups also provide a way to do this, but it seems less organic.) However, as long as everyone is checking Facebook daily or hourly, it will remain the central virtual place in the life of our planet.

Twitter

Most of us did not “get” Twitter at first; it seems like an endless stream of what people had for breakfast and when they took a shower. It can be something mundane about your day, or it might be the latest news about a topic of importance to you. With 50 million tweets a day, there is plenty of nonsense being posted, but it can still be a useful tool, and you need to know how it works.

Twitter is a messaging system for short 140-character bulletins. You can create an account (www.twitter.com) and ask your students to follow you. (Facebook has friends, and Twitter has followers.) You can also include a link in your tweet. All of your followers will get your short message immediately—on a phone if you set it up that way. You can also retweet (RT; i.e., forward) a message. By including a unique hash tag for your course (the symbol # followed by a unique identifier) or anything else, you can create a exclusive learning community centered on any topic or course.





Classroom Application: What to Do with Twitter

Microblogging

The original and still most popular use of Twitter is as a personal microblog. In this case, personal does not mean any personal information. If you teach a course in psychology, you might do daily or weekly tweets about how psychology helps to understand a celebrity or news story. Or you might ask your students to do so.

Twitter Conversation

Twitter is another way to converse. It happens in real time, so it can be used in as well as out of class. In a large class, you might ask a few students to summarize an article or identify key talking points and tweet to the class to stimulate discussion.

Current Events

Since Twitter is instant, it is all about timing. Use Twitter to connect and apply what is happening in class to breaking news.

Twitter Questions

Send students a study question once a week, timed to coincide with a weekly event like after a favorite TV show.

Twitter Lists

This is a feature in Twitter that allows you to create groups that you want to follow (or your students to follow). If you are teaching finance, you could create a list of the best finance Twitter users. An art history professor might want to create a list of art experts or museums that tweet. This is a good way to model how experts matter (see Chapter Seven).

Backchanneling

If you are brave, you can allow students to tweet questions to you (or better, your teaching assistant!) during class. You can maintain your flow but know there is a question. Students can also share links or other information in real time.

Twitter Search

You can search for a keyword and see what your students are saying about you or your class.






A new study demonstrates that using Twitter to augment a class can improve student engagement and grade-point average (GPA). An experimental group of prehealth majors used Twitter as a microblog for discussions, sending questions to professors in and out of class, receiving feedback and reminders, and reviewing course concepts. This group more frequently participated in class, sought out professors, discussed course material outside of class, and had an average GPA half a point higher than their counterparts in a non-tweeting control group (Junco, Heiberger, & Loken, 2011). Content analyses of sample Twitter exchanges showed that students and faculty were both highly engaged in the learning process in ways that transcended traditional classroom activities.

Skype

Laptop computers and phones now come with cameras, as do most tablets. Programs like Skype, iChat, or MSN Messenger are free and need only a stable internet connection to work. Facebook and the iPhone also have video chat features. All of these allow for free face-to-face conversations anywhere in the world using the Internet.

Skype (www.skype.com) is the most common of these and is basically a free video phone on your computer or mobile device. For two people, Skype is easy. You can talk to multiple people at once, but in the free Skype version you lose the video when you do this. The video, however, is very useful. You can draw a picture and show it to a student just like you would in person. If you are having a bad hair day, you can turn the camera off, but seeing each other allows for more of the normal social cues and makes Skype much more like a conversation in your office than a phone call.

Skype also allows two users to look at the same screen (i.e., screen sharing). If you are used to looking over a student’s shoulder to edit a paper or problem set, you can now both look at the same image, paper, or problem on both of your computer screens. Most students already use this feature, and it can dramatically change the way faculty interact with students.





Implementation: Using Skype for Virtual Office Hours

Most student rating forms ask students about faculty accessibility outside of class, and most of us dutifully sit in our offices waiting for students to visit. We have all read, “Professor X is never in his office, and I stopped by multiple times during the semester,” and laughed or cried. Perhaps there is a better way.

Millennial students are much more interested in the speed of your response than in your physical presence. The term office hour conveys two antiquated propositions: (1) a student would need to visit a physical office; and (2) time is measured in hours. For most 21st-century organizations, customer service has become proactive and immediate. If I am 20 years old and want to buy new mobile phone service, I might make a phone call, but I’d rather just get online and wait for the chat window of a salesperson to pop up. Here are some different ways to do office hours:


	Pick a time frame when you will be on Skype and available for calls from students. This will limit you to one student at a time (unless you want to create a conference call). Much like a regular office visit, you and the student can see each other.

	Pick a time frame for a Skype session, but combine it with a chat technology (Facebook has a separate chat feature that works very well for this). You can use the chat to keep a queue for your Skype calls. When there is no Skype call, you can talk to as many students on chat as you can handle. With a bit of practice you may be able to Skype and chat at the same time.

	Pick a time, and give students a few choices. Tell them they can contact you on Skype or by text, or post questions to the class Facebook group and you will respond. Such multitasking may be tricky, but it allows you to give a group response to the entire class and also to send an individual response to a student.

	Finally, don’t overlook the value of (nontechnologically) getting out of the office. Your physical presence and a little casual small talk with students are good for both of you, but it is much less likely to happen in your office. Instead of staying in your office, set up your hour somewhere else: try a local coffee house and offer to buy students coffee, find a student lounge and park yourself for an hour, find a spot next to your class and get there an hour early, tell your students where you sit for a football game (or better yet, find out where they sit and go say hi), eat lunch in the cafeteria once a week. You can even require that students have lunch with you, perhaps in groups, once a semester; you don’t have to buy them lunch. All of this will make you more approachable and will increase your understanding of student issues and improve their learning.








The Virtual Classroom

The video conference call is also a form of virtual classroom. Skype allows multiple video conversations at once if you upgrade to Skype Premium and pay a monthly fee. Adobe ConnectNow is free and allows for three participants. A host of third-party products (like VuRoom) allow for true multiperson video conferencing, and they work like a video conference call. Despite being designed largely for business uses, commercial video conferencing products offer many more features that can truly create a virtual seminar. Vidyo, WebEx, Nefsis, and many others designed for live interactive training all allow multiple-user video conferencing (often in HD) along with simultaneous sharing of documents. Adobe Acrobat Connect Pro (formerly Breeze) allows for video conferencing with up to 80,000 people (giving new meaning to the term large class) in a variety of virtual meeting rooms (think classrooms), with breakout sessions (you can pass notes or talk independently to anyone or any small group in the meeting), shared screens and content, shared whiteboards and tools, recording, notes and polling. It also comes with a suite of e-learning tools for tracking, quizzes, content libraries, and course management.

LMS like Blackboard, Scholar 360, and OLAT initially focused on reporting and content and offered only asynchronous communication. New systems (e.g., Elluminate, now BB Collaborate 11, Fronter Platform, eCollege, or desire2learn) offer all of the old tools plus synchronous communication like chat and video, and features like shared content. Some of these tools are merely convenient, for example, “Click here to arrange all of your students into new discussion groups.” Other tools like document sharing, whiteboards, simultaneous discussions, and the ability to mix live content, faculty, and students from all over the globe have barely been touched.





Implementation: The Virtual Seminar

With current software, the virtual seminar (sometimes called a webinar) is a reality: you can share conversations, documents, images, music, videos, whiteboards, and ideas in real time across continents. You can sit at your computer and do everything you can in a real classroom in real time, and more:


	You can look at a single student, a few students at once, or the entire classroom to see who is still awake by changing the format from lecture hall to seminar table with a click.

	You or any student can present content or documents, images, music, film, or PowerPoint.

	You or any student can write on the whiteboard. You or your students can also write on any image or document and file it on your computer or share it live with any group.

	You can ask and receive questions in any form (audio, video, or text) and have live, simultaneous, or threaded discussions with the whole or any subgroup.

	You can have students work or talk simultaneously in small groups of any size and then share their work with the entire class. You can also eavesdrop on any student group.

	You can poll your students and share or hide the results of any questions.

	Virtual seminars also create multiple new learning opportunities.



Guest Speakers

The costs of a guest speaker have just been drastically reduced. If you want your students to get another perspective from someone who lives in another city or country, you don’t need your guest to travel. You can talk to an eyewitness of a recent world event or opposing sides of a conflict. Your class on the Holocaust can now talk firsthand to a survivor, regardless of where your campus is. You can also ask Professor Smith, who teaches on the coast, if she will substitute for you when you are in the hospital or on a topic she knows better than you.

Classes During Faculty Travel

Most universities are working on a contingency plan for H1N1 that involves faculty working from home, but the virtual seminar is also an option if you need to present a paper at a distant conference. You can bring your laptop and meet with your students during the regular class period or can leave a podcast for the week you are traveling.

Visiting Faculty

The pool of adjunct or visiting faculty just became worldwide and cheap. If you need that one advanced course and Professor Jones is on sabbatical, you can still hire an expert from another university or city. The same applies for teaching assistants. Some universities have already outsourced grading to India, but now live tutorials and office hours can also be hired globally.

Team Teaching

If you teach in a small school or the colleague you have always wanted to collaborate with lives across the globe, you can now offer that seminar to your students with one or more virtual professors.

Students Abroad or Summer School

One of the biggest issues in studying abroad is the availability of classes in the major. Now your students can travel and still take that advanced engineering seminar on your campus that they need to graduate.

Cross-University Seminar

Suppose you want to teach a small graduate seminar, but you have only a few students at your home institution who are interested in the subject. Opening up your class to students in Finland and Japan both provides a critical mass to offer the course and adds a global perspective for discussion.

Real-Time Simultaneous Chat

In a physical classroom you can have only a single conversation at once, or if you do buzz groups you are limited to one group at a time. But in a virtual classroom, you can have dozens of conversations, even on different topics, going on at once and can quickly scan the texts and jump among them.

Global Discussion

Imagine teaching introduction to ethics in collaboration with professors in Denmark and Australia. Suppose the three professors taught each others’ classes once a month. Think about how it would change the discussion to have your students talking to the foreign students instead of their usual classmates. You could use live video conferences, but even just sharing some asynchronous chat or a discussion board, it is much easier than ever before to get a diverse mix of student-to-student discussion.

Interactive Real-Time Virtual Tour

You have a former student who now works at the Large Hadron Collider or the Louvre. Perhaps they can give you a tour and take questions live from students.






While teachers may not yet be comfortable meeting online, students already feel right at home there. Students’ new understanding of social proximity therefore creates opportunities and problems in tandem. Our students now live online in many ways, and while we can now use our LMS to prevent cheating or check if students actually accessed a reading, do we really want to use our network control to determine where they are or what photos they have posted on Facebook? Students are already e-mailing anyone, especially professors or deans, from their desks, and soon they will be just as comfortable requesting a video conference from their phones. The new access is good for interaction and learning but is also more work for faculty. Social networks and e-communication will extend learning, but we will need to consider carefully how to create and perhaps teach new social boundaries.

It will be fun to teach in your socks the first day, but the real reason to offer virtual seminars is that you can offer classes, material, faculty, experiences, and a mixture of students that you otherwise could not. The real revolution will come from redesigning courses to take advantage of technology that offers exponentially more resources. Your students can now literally travel to the most remote jungles and deserts. They can talk to Palestinians one day and Israelis the next. They can have daily practice in a language that no one in your state speaks. They can work collaboratively with students in New Zealand and Nigeria. They can help design a new anything anywhere and talk every day to the people building it. All of this has the potential to improve learning but also to change the structure of higher education.

Economic and Curricular Implications

If schools are going to invest in new technology, we must do more than just increase convenience. Most colleges (and I suspect many corporations) use e-communication tools only for talking and meetings. While most universities are thinking about how technology might bridge the gap during a pandemic, few are taking advantage of the real educational possibilities and considering their economic and curricular implications.

Faculty will need to adjust both the content and social mechanisms of courses. E-communication (whether it is Twitter, Facebook, or Skype) can increase the frequency of faculty–student interaction; more contact is not automatically better contact, but the potential for increased reinforcement and application is there. More contact is more work, however. At the same time, the need for faculty to be a content provider is diminishing. As faculty become less oracle and more curator (see Chapter Ten), the workload will shift. Design of courses and the mechanisms of communication will be more important. Further, the availability of content discussed in Chapter One means not just that there will be a global marketplace for lectures but also that as knowledge proliferates, the need for analysis and critical thinking will only increase. The talking head is dead, but the need for thought and reflection will only increase.

As technologies create new types of virtual classrooms and new ways for students to work and play together, new definitions of social proximity will change the norms of human interaction. Even something as individual and interactive as a music lesson can now be given and taken anywhere on Earth. Hundreds of music lesson websites give you a wide choice of options from a live teacher (via Skype), interactive software, free video, or a combination. The new employment world accepts these new forms of communication, and millions of employees already telecommute, but what will be the new normal in the classroom?

The virtual classroom completely changes the market for adjuncts. In the same way that call centers can now be located anywhere, professors and students can now connect from anywhere. I recently interviewed a candidate for a job whose resume said she had taught at a university in Chicago for three years, so I asked how she liked Chicago. She had never set foot in Chicago: “I live in Moscow, Russia, and do everything online,” she told me.

As for everyone else with a microspecialty, the Internet allows access to a much wider market (Anderson, 2006). If a small department or school wants to offer a course or even a major in an obscure area, it can pool resources with institutions anywhere. Individual students no longer have to be limited by the course offerings at their physical location. If your school does not offer a course in contemporary Mexican painting, either you can hire an adjunct to teach a course for you remotely or your student can enroll in a course in Mexico. It will be easier for schools to collaborate and also for schools to compete.

The rising price of gas in summer 2007 helped increase online enrollment, but substituting online classes for physical ones is a lost opportunity. Campuses were designed for a social education as well as an academic one, and most students and researchers agree that students learn more outside of classrooms than in them. So we will need to think holistically about virtual campuses and begin to design a learning environment that deals with the changes in society that new communication technology has wrought.

The power of proximity remains. Given the extra expense, however, we will need to think carefully about how to use and articulate the advantages of physical classrooms and especially how to design courses that use those advantages. The physical classroom can become a crucible of contemplation and critical thinking, but only if we do not clutter it up with too much delivery of content, too many announcements, and poor uses of technology. We engage and provoke students best face-to-face if we focus on human interaction. The best courses will make the best use of both social and physical proximity

If teaching is largely about faculty–student interaction, then we have to recognize that human interaction is changing. Our interactions with students (and with each other) are now all hybrid. (Should I send a text to my roommate who left the door open or wait until I see her?) We will need an equally hybrid strategy for creating courses that leverage the best of each world. Higher education is hardly alone in this; we have all bad experiences with automated (so-called) customer service on the phone but probably also with people who would not, or could not, help us. There are times when we want a better website and times when we want to talk to a real person. Getting the balance of humanity and technology right is everyone’s new mission, but we often want both and we want it now. This drive for both simultaneous and customized information may be a defining characteristic of human expectation in the next century; its implications for higher education are the subject of the next chapter.
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