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Introduction 
 

In a provocative article appearing last month in The American Interest, Nathan Harden 

argues that within fifty years, more than half of the colleges and universities operating in the 

United States today will no longer exist (“The End of College”).	  To support this claim, Harden 

points to four interrelated issues. First, the rising cost of college tuition (and the growing default 

rate on education loans) suggests that higher education is becoming increasingly unaffordable for 

a growing number of people.  Second, many colleges and universities are already experiencing 

significant financial strain, with diminished support from state and federal sources, flat or falling 

enrollments, and significantly smaller endowments than before the recession. Further, many 

institutions have taken on significant debt for development projects they hoped would give them 

competitive advantage in attracting new students, but that Harden believes may now never 

materialize. Finally, the ubiquity of high speed internet and the rise of social media have made 

online learning far more attractive to students than ever before. Indeed, Harden notes that the 

sudden emergence of third-party course providers such as Coursera, Udacity, and edX indicate 

the degree to which the IT revolution (which transformed publishing, the music and entertainment 

business, and the financial sector a decade earlier) has finally come to higher education.  

Harden is certainly not alone in making these predictions.  Academic leaders, 

administrators, and a host of analysts both within and outside academia have similarly argued that 

colleges and universities face a range of critical challenges—ones that technology may play a 

significant role in addressing. For example, James Duderstadt argued more than a decade ago that 

colleges and universities—facing huge shifts in demographics, decreased funding from federal 

and state sources, and increased competition from proprietary institutions—have to seriously 

begin reinventing themselves if they hope to remain pre-eminent intellectual and cultural centers 

in the 21st century.  

We will need to question everything. We must become more fault-tolerant, more 
encouraging of experimentation with seemingly radical solutions. If we do not lead in 
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reinventing our mission and our institutions, we risk seeing the role of universities 
marginalized and our values compromised as the forces of change (and the multitude of 
competitors they generate) overtake us.  
 

In particular, Duderstadt has argued that Information Technology can serve as a powerful catalyst 

not only in the transformation of teaching and learning, but in breaking down outdated 

disciplinary boundaries that have inhibited collaboration and exchange among scholars in many 

fields. 

Similarly, the Commission on the Future of Higher Education (2006) argues at some 

length in what has come to be known as “The Spellings Report” that colleges and universities 

must transform themselves if they hope to meet the changing needs of the “knowledge economy,” 

and to better serve the needs of students in an increasingly interconnected world. In addition to 

increased transparency and accountability, one of the commission’s chief recommendations is 

that institutions explore how, “information technology can improve student learning, reduce 

instructional costs, and meet critical workforce needs” (p. 25).  Indeed, the commission 

specifically cites the work of the National Center for Academic Transformation (NCAT), a non-

profit organization that has worked with dozens of institutions and systems of higher education to 

implement a multi-stage redesign process that seeks to use technology to improve student 

achievement while cutting instructional costs. 

Yet despite these calls—and the steady growth in enrollment in online courses—many 

institutions have been slow to embrace distance and blended-learning models. Indeed, so slow 

that in many respects, it almost appears as if it is too late. As DeSantis (2012) notes, while many 

campuses continue to hesitate in investing in online programming, the private sector has rushed in 

to fill the void.  “Investments in education-technology companies nationwide tripled in the last 

decade, shooting up to $429-million in 2011,” and according to Jose Ferreira, founder of the 

interactive-learning company Knewton, “The investing community believes that the Internet is 

hitting higher education, that education is having its internet moment” (DeSantis). Perhaps the 
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most visible manifestation of this trend has been the explosive popularity of Massive Open 

Online Courses (MOOCs) in the last three years. 

While it is beyond the scope of this paper to address many of the broader social, political, 

and pedagogical implications that online learning has for higher education, it is my contention 

that education startups such as Coursera, Udacity and Udemy—and the emergence of MOOCs 

and other open course initiatives—represent a significant challenge to most non-elite colleges and 

universities. Indeed, like Harden, I believe many tier-two and tier-three institutions will struggle 

to survive in the coming decades—and for those that cannot or will not invest in expanding their 

online programming in innovative ways, the end may come much sooner than this. 

To support this argument, I will first discuss the recent growth trends in online education, 

as well as and how different types of institutions have invested and benefitted in online 

programming until now. Next, I will examine some of the traditional barriers to expanding online 

and hybrid course models on most campuses. I will then examine many of these issues through an 

analysis of my own institution, Roosevelt University. 

 

Who is Currently Online, and Why? 

The growth in online and hybrid courses has clearly been significant. In a study 

conducted by the Babson Survey Research Group for the Sloan Consortium, “almost 3.5 million 

students were taking at least one online course during the fall 2006 term,” and the annual growth 

rate for online enrollments was estimated to be 9.7 percent, “far exceed[ing] the 1.5 percent 

growth of the overall higher education population” (Online Nation, 2007).  According to the 

National Center for Education Statistics, the enrollment in distance education courses quadrupled 

between 2000 and 2007, and as of fall 2012, 32.3 percent of all undergraduate students in the U.S. 

were taking at least one online course (The College of 2020; Changing Course).  



THE FINANCIAL IMPACT THAT MOOCS AND OPEN COURSE INITIATIVES…	   5 

 

Source: Changing Course (2012) 

 

  While the overall growth of enrollment in online courses has been steady nationally, there 

have been significant differences among the types of institutions engaged in developing online 

courses and programs. Indeed, until just recently, two-year colleges and master’s institutions have 

largely led the pack. 

Online Enrollments By Carnegie Classification 

 

Source: Staying the Course (2012) 
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Associate’s Institutions 

Most of the growth in online enrollment has occurred at the community college level. 

Indeed, while 37 percent of students enrolled in higher education in the U.S. study at associate’s 

institutions, these schools support over 55 percent of all online courses annually. In fact, over 62 

percent of online students in the U.S. are currently enrolled in a community college system. 

(Online Nation, 7.) In many respect this makes sense, given that the traditional mission of most 

associate’s institutions has been to provide students (regardless of educational background) 

access to college courses and experiences. When surveyed, 93 percent of institutions identified as 

“very engaged” in providing online courses cited their chief reason for doing so as a desire to 

“increase student access.”  Online courses provide the flexibility and convenience that many 

students need (particularly those trying to balance busy professional, family, or service 

obligations). 

At the same time, several recent studies have suggested that many community college 

students perform significantly worse in online classes than they do in face-to-face courses, despite 

the fact that online students on average had better academic preparation than their non-online 

counterparts. Jaggers and Xu (2010) also found that community college students who enrolled in 

online courses early in their careers were less likely to persist at their institution than traditional 

students; and that students who earned more credits through online coursework were both less 

likely to earn either an associates degree, or transfer to a 4-year institution.  

 One possible explanation for this is that while community colleges currently support the 

majority of online classes offered in the U.S., such institutions have historically received far less 

funding than their 4-year counterparts. Indeed, while these schools invest a relatively large 

percentage of their overall budget on technology (6%), the actual amount spent on technology 

training and support for faculty, staff and students lags significantly behind other institutions: 

averaging just $519 per FTE (Core Data Service Almanac: Associate’s Institutions, 2013). As a 
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consequence, these institutions also provide less oversight of faculty—many of whom are part-

time and untenured—and fewer professional and pedagogic development opportunities.  

 

Bachelor’s Institutions 

Students enrolled in traditional liberal arts colleges/baccalaureate institutions account for 

the smallest percentage of online students in the U.S. today, and the smallest growth rate in online 

classes overall. Indeed, given the traditional missions of these institutions to provide rich, student-

centered, very individualized instruction, the seemingly impersonal and “remote” nature of online 

courses strike many faculty and administrators at these institutions as an inappropriate. Indeed, 

when faculty at liberal arts colleges are surveyed about the effectiveness and appropriateness of 

online and hybrid courses for their students, nearly 62 percent say that online courses are less 

effective than face to face courses in helping students learn; and nearly 50 percent say that hybrid 

classes are also less effective than traditional face to face instruction (Conflicted, 2012). 

 While these institutions also commit a smaller percentage of their overall budget on IT 

(4%), because they tend to have much larger budgets overall, they spend nearly double on 

technology training and support for faculty, staff and students than their associate’s degree 

counterparts: $1,136 per FTE (Core Data Service Almanac: Bachelor’s Institutions, 2013). 

Indeed, bachelor’s institutions as a group have the highest support for IT by FTE of all institution 

types. 

 There are two areas where online course tools seem to be gaining some traction at liberal 

arts colleges. The first is the integration of automated tutoring and online course modules within 

the framework of traditional courses, particularly for students who are believed to need some 

remediation. For example, Bryn Mawr College and Wesleyan University have recently teamed up 

with Carnegie Mellon University’s Open Learning Initiative to test the use of online course 

supplements aimed at not only helping to “mainstream” students from historically disadvantaged 

backgrounds, but to free instructors from spending less class time reviewing basic concepts so 
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they can devote more time to discussion, field work, and other value-rich activities. The second 

area where IT seems to be gaining ground is in the use of Course Management Systems, primarily 

to assist the process of collecting, storing, and evaluating student portfolios—activities that many 

of these schools have long been engaged in, but that technology makes both easier and much 

cheaper to accomplish. 

 

Master’s Institutions 

Public and private master’s colleges and universities—which account for only 14 percent 

of the total student enrollment nationally—support nearly 20 percent of online students in the 

U.S.. One reason for this is that a large number of master’s institutions focus on professional 

programs, and subsequently, confront many of the same issues regarding access and flexibility 

that have driven community colleges to embrace online and hybrid class models for students. 

Indeed, a significant percentage of these institutions are what Allen and Seaman (2007) describe 

as “engaged,” meaning they recognize the long-term importance of developing their online 

programs to the success of their strategic missions. Many of these institutions support at least one 

fully online degree program, and believe that expanding such programs will play an increasingly 

critical role in their future growth.  

 At the same time, master’s institutions are among the most heavily dependent on student 

tuition and fees, and have also been among the hardest hit by decreases in support from local, 

state, and federal sources. Thus, while they spend slightly more of their overall budgets on IT 

than their bachelor’s institution counterparts (5%), they simply have fewer resources to commit to 

technology training and support for faculty, staff and students: at just $779 per FTE (Core Data 

Service Almanac: Master’s Institutions, 2013). Indeed, master’s institutions seem among the most 

vulnerable as a group in terms of their ability to find funding to continue expanding their online 

programs—and as I will shortly argue, have the most to lose from the recent development of 

MOOCs and alternative course delivery models.  
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Doctoral/Research Universities 

While large public research universities support nearly 27 percent of all students enrolled 

in higher education in the U.S., they actually lag significantly behind master’s institutions in 

terms of overall enrollment in online classes, with just over 16 percent. This may seem counter-

intuitive, given that larger research institutions not only have more financial and technological 

resources than their master’s counterparts, but they also generally have greater brand recognition. 

That is, one might assume that student demand for online courses from well-respected research 

universities would be great, and that most of these institutions would respond to this demand. But 

the reality is that larger research universities have tended to be—at least until recently—what 

Allen and Seaman (2007) describe as “non-strategic online” institutions, meaning that while they 

may offer a number of classes online, they, “do not believe that online education is important to 

their long-term strategy” (13).  These schools offer almost no degree programs fully online, and 

generally speaking, their faculty tend to have some of the more negative attitudes toward online 

education overall.  

This is in turn reflected in overall funding levels for IT at these institutions, with most of 

these schools dedicating a mere 4% of their overall budgets to support technology. However, 

because these institutions have significantly more financial resources compared to their master’s 

institution counterparts, they are able to spend significantly more on technological training and 

support: averaging $985 per FTE (Core Data Service Almanac: Doctoral Institutions, 2013). 

 

The Rise of MOOCs and Other Open Course Initiatives 

Attitudes toward online and blended learning at many research universities seems to be 

changing rather dramatically, reflected in—and in some senses driven by—the rise in popularity 

of MOOCs in the last two years. The three education startups behind much of the recent MOOC 

movement—Coursera, Udacity, and edX—all have close ties to elite institutions: Andrew Ng and 

Daphne Koller (Coursera) were both professors at Stanford; as was Sebastian Thrun (Udacity); 
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while edX is actually a non-profit joint partnership between MIT and Harvard University. And 

the number of elite research institutions (both public and private) that have recently agreed to 

partner with these organizations to develop MOOCs of their own increases daily. For example, 

Coursera (which is little more than a year old) now has partnership agreements with 62 research 

universities world-wide, and delivers classes in five languages to 2.7 million registered students.  

 In their most recent national survey on the status of online learning, Allen and Seaman 

(2013) specifically investigate this recent growth in MOOCs, and their data seems to confirm the 

sense that both participation and interest in developing these courses is being driven by 

doctoral/research institutions: 

When examined by Carnegie classification, it is the research universities (Doctoral/ 
Research institutions) that are in the lead. They are almost twice as likely to be offering 
MOOCs or planning to offer MOOCs (9.8% vs. the next highest of 4.5% for Specialized 
institutions in offerings; and 21.4% vs. the next highest of 11.8% for Master’s level 
institutions for planning (p. 8). 

 
Indeed, Allen and Seaman also found that the growth in MOOCs has been greatest among those 

institutions, “with no current online offerings,” and among the largest schools (those with 15000+ 

total enrollments): with 8.9 percent of those institutions currently offering MOOCs, and 21.4 

percent planning to do so in the near future (p. 9). 

 It is difficult to say with certainty how and why research universities have become the 

drivers of much of the innovation in online education at this particular moment, but the data does 

seem to suggest two things: 1) institutions that have historically been least engaged in making 

online education central the their strategic planning now seem to be rethinking this position; and 

2) institutions with the greatest resources (in terms of human, financial, symbolic and 

technological capital) are investing in MOOCs.  And I would argue that this newfound interest in 

online learning by faculty and administrators at prestigious institutions—and the influx of 

substantial money in these new enterprises by outside investors—seems likely to raise the status 

and value of online education in the eyes of most people. 



THE FINANCIAL IMPACT THAT MOOCS AND OPEN COURSE INITIATIVES…	   11 

Yet the explosive popularity of MOOCs is also seen as a real threat to many, and for 

many of the reasons that Harden (2013) cites. First, the institutions which have invested the most 

time and capital in developing online programs over the past decade—two-year colleges and 

master’s institutions—have a great deal to lose if their elite counterparts begin offering similar 

courses at a substantially lower cost. Indeed, there already seems to be growing animosity among 

faculty and administrators within the distance education community towards those who are only 

now teaching online because of their participation in MOOCs—an issue not simply over best-

practices, but clearly one about territory as well (Young, 2012).  

Second, Allen and Seaman (2013) found that a majority of administrators at nearly every 

type of institution surveyed (55.2%) expressed serious concerns that awarding “credentials” for 

MOOC completion will “cause confusion about higher education degrees” (p. 13). At the same 

time, only 18.6 percent of these same administrators believed that MOOC credentials, “will not 

be accepted in the workplace” (p. 19).  Which begs the question: will the value of a college 

degree be undermined (at least professionally speaking) once MOOCs become more widely 

accepted? Many clearly worry that this may be the case.  

Finally, many faculty are already expressing deep concerns that the very scalability of 

MOOCs threatens the professoriate. The job market in many fields is already fiercely 

competitive, and the idea that a handful of professors at elite universities might teach courses to 

hundreds of thousands of students—and in the process, displace faculty at smaller or less 

prestigious institutions—is deeply distressing to some (Snyder, 2013). Faculty also worry that the 

quality of these courses may be inferior, as evidenced by the high rates of student attrition (often 

more than 90%) in some courses.  

 

The Case of Roosevelt University 

In order to better illustrate the potential financial implications MOOCs and other alternate 

course-platforms may have for non-elite institutions, I think it might be illuminating to discuss 
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these issues in terms of a real university—one which typifies in many ways is the type of school 

Harden believes is most in danger of disappearing in the too distant future.  Of course, making 

broad generalizations from a single case is problematic for a number of reasons. At the same 

time, looking at how many of these larger trends impact a real institution is very instructive, and 

may give us new ways to begin thinking about both the constraints and opportunities for many 

such schools moving forward. 

 

Institutional Profile 

 Roosevelt University is a private, non-profit institution with campuses located in 

downtown Chicago and Schaumburg (a wealthy northwest suburb home to many corporate 

headquarters). Roosevelt is classified by the Carnegie Foundation as “Master’s L” institution – 

having fairly large graduate programs in education, psychology, and pharmacy. It is considered 

“selective” in terms of admissions, with an admit rate of just over 75 percent. Current student 

enrollment is just over 7,000—with approximately 4,000 undergraduates, and 3,000 graduate 

students. 

 Like many other private non-profit institutions, Roosevelt is highly tuition-dependent, 

receiving just over 84% percent of its approximately $116-million operating budget from tuition 

and fees in the 2011-2012 fiscal year.  And like many other tuition-driven institutions, Roosevelt 

has also invested heavily in recent years in expanding facilities and developing new programs 

specifically in hopes of growing enrollment. In 2010, for example, the university reintroduced 

intercollegiate athletics after a nearly 30 year hiatus. In 2011, it broke ground on the 32-story 

Wabash project, a mixed-use building featuring—in addition to several lecture halls, 

administrative office, and a host of new science labs—a 612-bed dormitory space with panoramic 

views of Lake Michigan. Finally, in 2012 Roosevelt broke ground on a new a field house—the 

Goodman Center—which will serve as both a training facility for the new athletics teams as well 

as recreational space for faculty and students.  
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 All told, Roosevelt has invested over $150-million in the last three years on a strategy 

explicitly aimed at, “growing the enrollment of full-time ‘traditional aged’ undergraduate students 

on the downtown campus” (Roosevelt, p.13). Yet both full-time and part-time new student 

enrollment have declined for nine consecutive non-summer semesters, and as yet show no signs 

of recovering. 

 

New Students, Fall ’08 to Fall ‘11 

 

Roosevelt University Budget Book, 2011-2012 

  

I dwell on Roosevelt’s recent capital projects in part because this issue is actually one 

that Harden (2013) specifically names as one of the chief errors non-elite institutions could make, 

given the current economic and technological climate: 

The biggest mistake a non-ultra-elite university could make today is to spend lavishly to 
expand its physical space. Buying large swaths of land and erecting vast new buildings is 
an investment in the past, not the future. Smart universities should be investing in online 
technology and positioning themselves as leaders in the new frontier of open-source 
education. Creating the world’s premier, credentialed open online education platform 
would be a major achievement for any university, and it would probably cost much less 
than building a new luxury dorm (para. 19). 
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Indeed, in a curious twist of coincidence or fate, Roosevelt took possession of the Wabash 

Building in May of 2012, at a total cost of $116-million. That same month, MIT and Harvard 

officially announced the formation of edX—at a cost of $60-million.  

 

RU Online 

 As discussed previously, master’s institutions—along with community colleges— 

have been at the forefront of developing online courses and programs over the last decade, and 

Roosevelt is no exception. Through RU Online—Roosevelt’s distance learning program—the 

institution has been offering courses and degrees since 2001. While individual departments and 

programs across the university have developed and continue to offer individual courses through 

RU Online, all of the current degree programs (eight undergraduate and two graduate) have been 

designed and are taught by the College of Professional Studies.  This is not without some 

controversy. For example, while psychology is the largest department at Roosevelt, and has 

arguably the best-ranked graduate and undergraduate programs at the institution, the College of 

Professional Studies also offers a bachelor’s degree in psychology through RU Online that is 

unaffiliated with the programs offered on-campus. 

 In terms of institutional support, Roosevelt allocated $7.4-million of its $116-million 

2012-2013 budget for IT, or 6.4 percent—significantly higher on average than other master’s 

institutions. Yet out of this total, support for RU Online was a meager $382,000—which amounts 

to just over 5 percent of the IT budget, and 0.3 percent of the institution’s entire operating budget.  

 Still, despite this meager financial support, over the past decade, RU Online has 

strategically positioned Roosevelt in ways that many other four-year institutions have not even 

attempted to match. Indeed, according to the Illinois Virtual Campus (a state-government 

sponsored portal aimed at helping Illinois residents locate and compare online courses from all 

public and private post-secondary institutions), Roosevelt is the only four-year institution to offer 

online classes in several key undergraduate subject areas. One of these subject areas is English 
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composition, and specifically, English 101 and English 102; which due to Illinois articulation 

agreements, are the two writing courses required of all undergraduates in the state. That is, every 

college and university in Illinois (and indeed, practically the entire country) offers some version 

of freshman composition. Yet of the more than 300 accredited colleges and universities in 

Illinois, only eighteen offer versions of one or both of these courses online. And of those eighteen 

schools, Roosevelt is the only four-year institution to do so. 

 

   Illinois Colleges and Universities Offering English 101 Online 

Institution Type Total Cost 
Harold Washington College Two-Year, Public $267  
Kaskaskia College Two-Year, Public $276  
Oakton Community College Two-Year, Public $281.25  
Waubonsee Community College Two-Year, Public $291  
John A. Logan College Two-Year, Public $296  
Southwestern Illinois College Two-Year, Public $297  
Harper College Two-Year, Public $319  
Elgin Community College Two-Year, Public $319.50  
Joliet Junior College Two-Year, Public $321  
Black Hawk College Two-Year, Public $327  
South Suburban College Two-Year, Public $364.00  
Parkland College Two-Year, Public $381  
Carl Sandburg College Two-Year, Public $433  
Richland Community College Two-Year, Public $435  
College of DuPage Two-Year, Public $465.50  
Rock Valley College Two-Year, Public $792  
Danville Area Community College Two-Year, Public $1,053  
Roosevelt University Four-Year, Private $2,145  
   
 Median Price: $324 

Source: Illinois Virtual Campus 

 

Of course, of these 18 institutions offering English 101 online, Roosevelt charges 8 times 

the price that the cheapest one does—Harold Washington College—and 6 times the median price. 

Indeed, leaving aside whatever differences in quality there might be between these institutions 
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and the courses they offer (although one would be hard pressed to imagine that Roosevelt’s 

online version of English 101 is 8 times better than the one offered at HWC), in the eyes of the 

State of Illinois and the Higher Learning Commission, all of these courses are the same.   

While undergraduate enrollments at Roosevelt have consistently declined over the past 

four years, growth in online enrollments in Illinois have grown fairly significantly over the same 

time period—which clearly suggests a missed opportunity. 

 

Source: “Distance Education Enrollments” (2011) 

 

Given the current funding levels for RU Online, and other constraints in the budget due to 

declining enrollments institution-wide, what real options does a school like Roosevelt have for 

addressing opportunities like this? Even if it were able to significantly lower tuition rates for its 

online courses and programs, without a significant increase in advertising and outreach, would 

most students outside of the institution even be aware of these changes? Exacerbating an already 

complex situation, last fall the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation announced that it would award 

ten $50,000 grants to universities developing online programs targeting first-year students. Duke 

University received one of these grants, and in less than a week, English 101 will make its official 
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debut as a MOOC on Coursera. While students will not be able to earn college credit for the class, 

certainly every composition instructor and writing program administrator in the country will have 

to think very carefully in the next few months about why such a class shouldn’t be treated in the 

same ways as every other online version of the course currently being offered. 

 How can Roosevelt or any of the two-year colleges that offer English 101 now—at 

whatever price—compete with free? And if Duke University’s English 101 MOOC is found to be 

pedagogically sound, and any accrediting agency anywhere in the country decides that to should 

carry college credit—as the American Council of Education recently did when it recommended 

five existing Coursera courses for credit—then the entire economics of most English departments 

will probably be changed forever.  

 

Conclusions and Implications 

 It might be possible for Roosevelt and institutions like it take bold steps now that give 

them a fighting chance to stay competitive in the coming decades. For one, they could seriously 

reinvest whatever resources they can find in their online programs. Another possibility would be 

to radically change the model of how courses within their institutions are developed and 

marketed. For example, if faculty were given license to develop their own courses and offer them 

through third-party sites (like Udacity or Udemy), they might then split the profits with their 

home institutions when it came to awarding credit. Still another option might be to begin to 

radically specialize programs, both online and face-to-face—and simply cede the ground of, say, 

the general education curriculum (and the costs associated with creating such courses) to more 

prestigious, better-funded institutions. Indeed, why should every college and university in the 

United States try toteach English 101 or Math 101? Or even history, intro to philosophy, or intro 

to biology? 

 But any of the above courses of action would require strong faculty buy-in, and given 

how averse most faculty are to change—especially when it comes to technology—I don’t have 
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high hopes that this will happen. Indeed, I will end with one final set of statistics that seems to 

epitomize the current dilemma faced by schools like Roosevelt. According to Allen and Seaman 

(2013), when chief academic officers were asked about their own fears and aspirations with 

regard to online education, 80 percent characterized their own attitudes as “excited”—with just 20 

percent claiming to be fearful. When faculty were asked this same question, nearly 60 percent 

claimed their dominant feeling was one of fear (p. 14). Further, when chief academic officers 

were asked if their faculty accepted online learning as a legitimate mode of teaching, more than 

70 percent indicated that their faculty did not.    

 If the future of higher education is tied to the growth of online learning, then the 

institutions most likely to thrive will be those that have the financial, technological, and social 

capital necessary to reinvent many of their practices. But it is also hard to imagine any institution 

being able to do this well unless faculty become passionate drivers of these changes. 
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