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Starting in the fall of 1999, the ACSP Technology Committee undertook the task of preparing a report on the potential impacts of Technology Enhanced learning on academic planning programs. Technology Enhanced Learning is also referred to as ‘distance learning.’ The incoming ACSP President, Bruce Stiftel, suggested that many planning programs had little knowledge of potential impacts and that such a report would be helpful. 
Our committee decided on a two-year project.  Year one of the project included identifying a list of important Technology Enhanced Learning topics, requesting input from planning faculty on these topics, preparing short reports on each topic, and disseminating a draft report in the May/June issue of ACSP Update. We presented our report at a panel on Distance Education at the 2000 ACSP Conference in Atlanta. In response to feedback we have revised and expanded our work into this final report.


While our field has actual experience with only a few technology-enhanced learning courses, there has been considerable discussion of the significant potential of technology-enhanced learning to have revolutionary impacts on higher education. Computer technologies are changing the way students learn, just as they are dramatically changing much of modern societies. This report is the intended modest first step by ACSP to start a dialog on this important topic. Confronted with a rapidly changing higher education environment and diverse new competitors, planning programs need information, analysis, and judgement to make good decisions about if, when, and how they should get involved in technology-enhanced learning.  



Much of the discussion about Technology Enhanced Learning has focused on academic programs defensively adopting Technology Enhanced Learning. This defensive posture of planning programs may result from perceived or real pressure from Deans or Provosts.  Pressure may be to achieve higher productivity through Technology Enhanced Learning, or pressure to maintain student enrollment in the face of new competition from existing or new planning programs starting to offer planning degrees partly or completely by Technology Enhanced Learning (see Chapter 8, “Corporate Universities”). 

“Not only do the new forms of distance education portend a change for student populations, but also they will force faculty to develop new modalities of teaching and administrators to provide a new infrastructure for support. As a result, the advent of distance education is forcing many institutions to review and amend many of their existing policies and procedures” (American Council on Education, 
Developing a Distance Education Policy for 21st Century Learning, March 2000).
”One corporate entrepreneur recently told me: ‘You know, you’re in an industry which is worth hundreds of billions of dollars, and you have a reputation for low productivity, high cost, bad management and no use of technology. You’re going to be the next health care: a poorly managed nonprofit industry which was overtaken by the profit-making sector (A. Levine, The Soul of A New University, The New York Times March 13, 2000, P. A25.

Our committee believes these concerns may become significant for some planning programs; however, we believe that the preeminent raison planning programs should consider adopting Technology Enhanced Learning is to improve the quality of their programs.


Technology Enhanced Learning has the potential to improve our pedagogy, although thus far there has been insufficient experience with Technology Enhanced Learning courses for definitive proof of this potential.  There is clear evidence that our present students are increasingly attracted to computer-based activities. For students who have grown up playing computer games, the vivid graphics and high levels of interaction with the computer that Technology Enhanced Learning depends upon are attractive. For better or worse, the World Wide Web has become the first choice of many students for finding information.  Many students are attracted to the promise of asynchronous learning that holds the potential for them to learn at their own pace and at the times of the day they are most interested in working. The opportunity to choose the time they will study has the potential to dramatically expand our student population to adult learners and to students in other countries by reducing the impediment of time differences. 


We will need to develop criteria to measure the success of Technology Enhanced Learning courses in Planning programs. Clearly, merely adding visual material or computer interactive components to a course will not guarantee a better course, or make a boring class interesting.  Additional graphic components at the expense of content or that do not relate effectively to the content can make a course worse. As more Technology Enhanced Learning planning courses are used, faculty can share their observations on the techniques that are most effective. Existing student course evaluation methods will provide some feedback on those aspects of Technology Enhanced Learning courses that students think are most effective. We should strive to develop accreditation criteria and benchmarks for the role of Technology Enhanced Learning courses in Planning programs.

The most likely courses in which Technology Enhanced Learning can improve our teaching may be large lecture courses.  Seminar, workshop, and studio courses that demand a high level of interaction between the instructor, the student, and the student’s work-in-progress are possible by Technology Enhanced Learning (see Godschalk and Lacey, Learning at a Distance: Technology Impacts on Planning Education, Journal of Planning Education and Research 20:4, June 2001), but these courses present additional difficulties and lack some of the clear benefits that Technology Enhanced Learning offers large-lecture format courses. Experience using Technology Enhanced Learning in a graduate planning theory seminar concluded that the technology improved the course in significant ways, although in-class discussions were rated by students as more valuable than the internet threaded discussions (see Willson, Comparing In-Class and Computer-Mediated Discussion Using a Communicative Action Framework, Journal of Planning Education and Research 19: 409-418, 2000.

Technology Enhanced Learning allows us to improve our use of visual aids and supplementary materials to our lectures and it presents new opportunities that are not available in a classroom setting.  We can transfer the lecture content and any visual content of our existing large lecture courses to computers with relatively little modification. Technology Enhanced Learning then offers the opportunity to significantly improve the delivery of these courses by enriching these courses with computer-enhanced capabilities and in an on-line format that especially appeals to our current student population.  Animation, video, photographs, graphics, and threaded discussions are all available to clarify and emphasize the content being presented (see Chapters 1, “Web based courses” and Chapter 2, “Interactive video based courses”, and Chapter 6, “How Internet II, which merges video with the web, may influence distance education”).  Programmed learning techniques that employ on-line testing with immediate feedback on performance can be used to enable students and the instructor to monitor how well each student is learning the course material on each assignment (see Chapter 3, “Programmed learning courses”). 

There are likely to be other types of courses or special situations that are especially conducive to Technology Enhanced Learning.  Because of the considerable effort and cost of developing a high-quality Technology Enhanced Learning course, there may be great advantages to have ACSP create a course that different planning programs can use to introduce Planning to high school students or freshman (see Chapter 5, “The potential of an ACSP developed “Introduction to Planning” distance education course for freshman or H.S. level students”).  There are likely to be situations in which cooperation between planning programs may be conducive to Technology Enhanced Learning.  There may be regions in which cooperation between planning programs at different universities on developing Technology Enhanced Learning courses can allow high-quality planning courses on specialized topics that some of the participating planning programs may be too small to provide by themselves (see Chapter 4, “Distance education courses taught by two or more planning programs”). Universities in different countries that establish cooperative arrangements also may use Technology Enhanced Learning courses to provide content that would otherwise not be available. 

How Technology Enhanced Learning affects accreditation is one of the most important issues facing ACSP and planning programs.  This issue is important because of the potentially great effect on existing accredited planning programs when a planning program based entirely on Technology Enhanced Learning techniques becomes accredited. This already is happening in programs offering the Master of Business Administration. It is likely to happen in the not distant future in our discipline. The Planning Accreditation Board has acted prudently concerning Technology Enhanced Learning (see Chapter 1, “Web based courses”). The Board set requirements that allow the possibility of an accredited planning program that is delivered using Technology Enhanced Learning techniques, but insured that on a case by case basis the burden of proof is with the program to convince the Board that the quality goals of the accreditation standards are met.  

The purpose of this report is to offer advice to planning programs, and I want to add some of my personal advice.  I strongly advise every planning program to gain some experience with Technology Enhanced Learning courses as soon as possible. When important decisions about Technology Enhanced Learning will be needed in the foreseeable future, experience with such courses will be invaluable.  Without critical deadlines, we have the luxury of incrementally developing Technology Enhanced Learning courses.  Many planning faculty already use some Technology Enhanced Learning techniques. My advice is for planning program administrators to provide some incentives to add additional Technology Enhanced Learning techniques to selected courses.  There are several course management software packages available to assist faculty. Examples of such software include TopClass, WebCT, FirstClass, Lotus LearningSpace, Web Course-in-a-Box, Asymetrix, Blackboard CourseInfo, and others. Most universities have a unit on campus that provides such software, training on its use, and assistance in developing Technology Enhanced Learning courses. Developing high-quality Technology Enhanced Learning courses demands considerable time, effort, and skills that most faculty have not developed.  To improve the quality of our programs, we will need to develop these skills. It will be better to start sooner rather than latter.
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