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INTRODUCTION

For more than 150 years, distance education (DE) has offered students the ability to acquire
new knowledge, technical skills, certifications, and credentials througinge of evolving
communication technologies (Simonson, 2012). Even in its earlier foaffiered via
correspondence, the radio, or as audio and video record#igk has been a convenient and,
typically, affordable way for individuals to accesicationand reach their personal and
professional goals. DE has been particularly effective at serving students who have historically
been excluded from traditiondbrick-and-mortar’ learning, such as students who are older,

care for dependents, are disabled, live in rural areas or abroad (e.g., military families), and/or
work fulttime (Parsad & Lewis, 200Badford,2011).

The growth in DE offerings and erdnoénts over the past 3Qearsisdue in part to the ability of

DE providers to quickly adapt to the changing higher education landscape and leverage new
technologies to enhance student learning and engagem@atifth & Caruth2013 Lease &

Brown, 2009; Ryan & Young, 201BE&arning environments now include the use of
synchronous and asynchronous online learning ttods take place entirely online.€.,e-

Learning or involve a combination of online andperson instructioni(e., hybrid/blended

learning). Although theseaw learning modalities can be expensive to design and implement,
successful DE providers are able to achieve economies of scale by spreading the high cost of
initial investment in communication technologies across a potentially large group of students to
keep prograns affordable (Moore, 2013).

The projected demand for global higher education in genarad DE specificallpver the

coming decades has also fueled competition between existing colleges and universities, as well

as emerging higher educationquiders, to expand and/or develop DE courses and programs of

study and invest in ways to enhance the DE student experigbarith & Caruth; Lease &
Brown; Ryan & Yougr According to Gall agher and LaBrie
and maturemarkét (p. 66) that i s be digheriedugatonncr easi ng|
institutions and other educational providers vie for national and global student enrollment.

Toevaluatethis quickly evolving and increasingly influential segment of the higher education

|l andscape, the U.S. Department of Educati on
Cooperative (NPEC) of the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
commissioned this research paper to examinev institutions collect, maintain, and report

their DE dataso that a Technical Review PafiBRPyouldconsider how IPEDS might better
collectDEdata through itg=all Enrollment, 1-nonth Enrollment, @mpletions, and

Institutional Characteristics survey component$EDS allows for individual institutional
comparisons and trend analyses, and collecting better data owilDEnprove consumer
informationand transparencyin addition, the Office of Inspector Gene(@llG) has

S



recommendedhe Department of Educationollect additional distance education data to help
prevent future instances of fraud and abuse. The 2008 NPEC paper and TRP on this topic
examined the extent to which distance education had grown and introduced distance
education data elements. Thus, tharnpose of this paper is to further refine existing distance
education survey questions, and determine whether additional information needs to be
collected.

This paper sought to answer the followifagir research questions:

1. What are the definitions of DEnd DE programs and courses?

2. What is the current DE landscape (e.qg., institutions offering DE, range of DE programs
offered, DE student enrollment)?

3. To what extent is IPEDS capturing the current DE land8cape

4. How can IPEDS DE data collection be improveletiber represent the current
landscape?

NPEGPEDS commissioned Coffey Consulting, LLC (Coffey) to conduct a review of the DE
literature, analyze relevant IPEDS data elements, and conduct informational interviews with a
purposive sample of stakeholdersdatailed description of the methodologincluding

interview protocolscan be found in Appendix A. It should be noted that this paper, like all
NPE&ommissioned research, is exploratory in nature and intended to provide background
information for futureTRPss they consider how IPEDS can best capture information related to
DEprograms and coursegnroliment, and learning outcomes.

LITERATURREVIEW

HISTORY OBISTANCEDUCATION

While often considered a modern innovation, DE has existed in the United States since the late
1800s as a way to provigeersonal, educational, and professional advancement opportunities
outside of the traditional residentialipased college experiengkees, 2017; Verduin & Clark,
1991). Although DE has become synonymous with
began as correspondence coursework delivered through the postal system. DE has evolved over
the past 150 years to include a variety of fotstafrom radio, television, and audio and video
cassettes to synchronous and asynchronous4wabsed platforms (Hoskins, 2013; Lease &

Brown, 2009; Lee, 2017). The purpose of DE has also expanded to include crduiamirey

adult education programs andjore recently, informal micr@aredentials and digital badges, as

well as continuing its traditional focus on providing selprovement courses in the arts,

literature, home economics, and professional skill development.



DE began to grow in popularity ihe years following World War Il as veterans sought to begin

or finish their higher education studies (Sherron & Boettcher, 1997). Later, the open learning
movement of the 1960s and 1976griven by both democratic ideals and political and
economicconcerm over the nat i on’ —sontgbuteddoale expamsiopeft i t i v e
DE opportunities and an increase in government investment in postsecondary DE programs

(Lee, 2017). The advent of new communication and educational technologies, particularly afte

the National Science Foundation granted educational institutions access to the Internet in the
early 1990s, spurred the creation of online p
and universities, as well as the establishment of institutiwh®se sole function is to provide

online education (Saba, 2011). More recently, DE has evolved to include massive open online
courses (MOOCs) and open educational resources (OER) initiatives, such Cousera, Khan
Academy, and MI T’ s Opauh013) Takeagetler, theGeanew t h & C
forms of DE have broadened access to both-traditional and traditional learners (Lease &

Brown, 2009; Lee, 2017) and have helped legitimize DE as a valued and viable postsecondary
option (Casey, 2008).

DE has nabeen without contention; access to federal financial aid for DE coursework,
considerations for training DE faculty, and concern over class sizes in online coursework
continue to be much debated (Caruth & Caruth, 2013), as well as issues of instructialigl q

and student outcomes (Baron & Crooks, 2005; Powers & Gould, 2013), the extent to which DE is
suited for all disciplines (Abd8alam, Kauffman& Crossman, 2007), and organizational
structure (Saba, 2011). In addition, declines in state and fediemding over the past several
decades and the increasing adoptionnoérketbased policieand values have commodified DE
such that higher education institutions compete with one another for a share of the DE market
as a way to generate revenue (Lee, 2016 DE becomes more mainstream, higher education
institutionswill need to balance increasing demand for DE programs with investment in new
educational technologies, innovations in DE pedagogy, and any future regulatory requirements
(Saba, 2011; Sharplea014).

DEFINITIONS ABISTANCEDUCATION

DE is commonly defined as learning through which the teacher and student are separated
either by time and/or geographic space, with some definitions also specifying that this
separation is bridged through the usétechnology (Casey, 2008; Lease & Brown, 2009; Lee,
2017; Moore, Dickscieane, & Galyen, 2010; Simonson, Schlosser, & Orellana, 2011). Over
time, the advent of new technologies has necessitated the use of new terms to distinguish

1 The University of Phoenix, a private fmmofit four- and two-year postsecondary institution, is perhaps one of the
most weltknown DE providers, enrollir@68,550students in 2015L6. Many public universities and colleges have
also established a strongdpresence, such as Rio Salado College, a publgdardnstitution that is entirely
online.



between emerging formef DE, such as online educatior/earning and hybrid/blended

education (Moore et aJ]2010; Spector, 2009)Vhile some scholars use online education and e
Learning interchangeably, others define them as two distinct entities distinguished by the types
of technologiesused to deliver the educationthat is,some scholardescribee-Learningas
education delivered through the Internet in addition to other electronic mediums such as CD
ROMs, satellite, and television, whereas online education has been defseducation

delivered through Intenet or webbbased mediums along.ee, 2017Moore et al., 2010Ryan &
Young2015. When used interchangeably, online educatiot/earning has been generally
defined as the bridging of the space between the teachertaedstudent through the use of
web-based technologies (Lee, 2017; Moore et al., 2010; Ryan & Young, 2015).

Recently, the extent to which online education is delivered exclusively or partially online has led
to a further distorhleihidend " b ¢temstiatane géoyrdguently ”
used interchangeabltand wholly online distance educatioHybrid/blended learning has
blurred the oncedistinct lines separating traditional and DE, and is defined in the literature as
the delivery of edaation through a combination of instructeand technologyled instruction
(Alammary, Sheard, &arbone, 2014; Spector, 2008)otably, no standard guidelines exist that
delineate how much of the education must be delivered via technology verguesrgonto

gualify as online oDE(Alammary et al., 2009yVithin this vacuum, scholars, states, and
institutions have attempted to create such guidelines, examples of which include: 1) the
classifying of hybrid/blended courses as fpmedium, or highblend bagd on the extent to
which technologyand traditionatinstruction is integrated (Alammary et al., 2009), and 2) the
creation of internal cutoffs establishing minimum amounts of hybrid/blended education
delivered through technology required to be considemdine orDE(Sykes & Parsad, 2008).

The multiplicity of terms and definitions f@Epresents a number of challenges, some of which

include replicating successful programs and collecting data across institutions (Moore et al.,

2010; Sykes & Parsad, &)OThere are also several other national survey efforts focused on
understandng DE enrollment and investmentaple 1a). Within this landscape, NCES has

attempted to capture data on postsecondddfEenroliment through the IPEDS surveys. The

current IPEDS definition of BRecifies that alinstructionmust bedelivered entirely onlineand
excludeshybrid/blended courseworrom data collection. The IPED&fidition includes two

requirements: 1) thathe teacher and the student are not in the same location and are
connected through at | east one technology sou
and substantive interaction” (NCES, n.d.). Th
accepable technological mediums that can be used to deliver coursework labeled as DE, such

as Internet, audio conferences, or DVDs (NCES, n.d.). IPEDS also distinguishes between DE
courses and programs, delineating that a DE course is one in which the contdietivered to



the student through DE only, and a DE program is one in which all courses comprising the
program are completed exclusively through DE (NCES, n.d.).

Tablela. DE/Online Education National Surveys and their Components

Sponsoring Organizatiq(s)

DEDefinition

DESurveyComponents

IPEDS

“Formal interactionwhich uses one
or more technologies to deliver
instruction to students who are
separated fronthe instructor and
which supports regular and
substantive interaction between the
students andnstructor, either
synchronously or asynchronously.

A course or programn which the
instructional content is delivered
exclusivelyf100%)via distance
education(requirements for coming
to campus for orientation, testing, o
academic support services do not
count towards 100% requirement).

1 institutional DE coursefferings, whether
al |l the institutio
exclusively online, and at what level the
institution offers DE courses or programs
(Institutional Characteristics survey)

1 enroliment in DE courses (exclusively an
some), and location of students enrolled
exclusively in DE courses, by
undergraduate/graduate level and
degree/nondegree seeking staty§dl
Enrollment survey)

9 whether programs are offered exclusively
via Distance Education by CIP code
(Completions survey)

Babson Survey Research Group, in late]
partnership with the College Board,
conducted an annual DE enrollment
survey of degregranting institutions
open to the public in the United States
since Fall 2002. This survey effort was
discontinued when IPEDS bega
collecting DE information in Fall 2012 ar
wasreplaced with a new puldation
analyzing DE enrollment, which Babson
publishes with support from-titerate
and WICHE Cooperative for Educationa
Technologie$WCET.

Online coursesvere defined as
those fa which at least 80 percent g
instructionisdelivered online.

Hybrid/blended courses were
defined as courses for which
between 30 and’9 percent of
instruction is delivered online.

Core data collected in each iteration:
T number of students taking deast one
online course

Examples of special topics:

finstitutional attitude and engagement with
online education

1 faculty acceptance and training

9 growth expectations for online enroliment

i reasons for and barriers to online
coursework/programs

T online programs by discipline

1 strategies to serve online education
students

9 perceptions about competition for online
enrollment

The Southern Educa
(SREB) State Data Exchange has colleg
data on higher education and student
enrollment inSRE B 16snember states
since 19691970. TheSREB Fact Book orj
Higher Educatiors published biennially,
and has expanded to include a measurg
of DE patrticipation.

The SREB usteath
and defines it as instruction for
which more than 50 peent of the
content is delivered electronically.

The SREB collects data on undergraduate
graduate student credit hours taken as
Learningand correspondence courses.




Sponsoring Organizatiqs)

DEDefinition

DESurveyComponents

The Instructional Technology Council
(ITC), which is affiliated with the
American Assciation of Community
Colleges (AACC), has conducted an an
survey of dearning practices since 2004

ITCdefines DEvhereat least 70
percent of the coursework needed tq
completethe program is available
online.

Online coursesredefined as those
for which at least 80 percent of
instructionis delivered online.

Hybrid/blended coursesare defined
as courses for which between 30 an
79 percent of instruction is delivered
online.

9 number of online programs offered and
students enrokd in online learning

T online learning administration and
supervision, and staffing levels

1 faculty training

1 student experience

T online learning platforms

9 compliance with the American Disability
Act (ADA)

1 perceptions of the quality of online and
traditional course offerings

9 challenges online administrators have wit
online education, faculty, and students

1 online learning student retention rates

The Campus Computing Project has
conducted an annual survey on the role
of information technology (IT) in higher
education since 1990. While this survey
focuses primarily
and plans for computing and IT serviceg
and resources, it has evolved to include
survey items related to online/DE IT
investment in resources and technology|
and administratn.

Online coursesredefined as those
for which at least 80 percent of
instructionisdelivered online.

fimportance of supporting online/DE
programs and courses

1 effectiveness of investment in online
course/program technology
resources/services

9 outsourcingof online program activities
and instruction

1 timeline for development/update of
online/DE IT plan

T importance of instructional
applications/resources and outsourcing o
IT services

1if, and when, the college plans to
outsource key elements of online
programming

who on campus online/DE programs repg
to

1 percentage of fulland parttime faculty
who have taught an online course

Note: Coffey Consulting has analyzed the Campus Computing survey8d@@reviouslyas JBL Associates, Inc.).

An added challenge to defining DE and hybrid/blended coursework are the reporting
requirements of higher education accrediting bodies. While most accreditors use the same
definition of DE as IPEDB8gstdo not specify how much of a course must be deliveried
technology to be considered DE (table Jith the exception of thédigher Learning
Commission. And, only two of the eight accrediting bodies define hybrid/blended courses
and/or programs, but neither specifies a specific percentage of the coursegigoms that
students must take via DE to qualify as hybrid.



Table 1b. DE/Online Education Definitions@dstsecondary Accreditors

Accreditor DE Definition(s)

Accrediting Commission for Communityand || PEDS def i nkxtiosi wiethoegui eement
Junior Colleges (ACCJC), Western Associatio
Schools and Colleges

Higher Learning Commission (HLC) IPEDS definition with the following minimum requirements:
1 DE course75% or more of instruction and interaction via DE.
1 DEprogram 50% or more of required courses may be taken via DE.

Middle States Commission on Higher Educati | PEDS defini ti on without excl usi

(MSCHE)

New England Association of Schools and No overall DE definition

Colleges (NEASTIHE), Comission on 1 DE programsthose in which 50% or more of the credits required to

Institutions of Higher Education complete the program arefferedvia DE

Southern Association of Colleges and School§{ | PEDS definition withotmajfexcthtuwysi

Commission on Colleges (SAILEC) occurs when instructor and students are separated, fuspecificminimum
threshold.

WASC Senior College and University No definition available

Commission (WSCUC)

DistanceEducation Accrediting Commission || PEDS definiti on without “excl usi
91 Hybrid coursesthose in which facéo-face instruction is combined with

DE
Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges| IPEDS definito wi t hout “excl usive” requi
and Schools 1 Hybrid/blended programs t hose i n which *“a

courses can be completed or are required to be completed online.
Institutions are required to provide the percentage of onlinstruction in
hybrid/blended programs.

1 Hybrid/blended coursesthose in which traditional instruction is mixed
with online instruction. Institutions are required to provide the
percentage of online instruction in hybrid/blended courses.

QURRENSTATE OBISTANCEDUCATION

As discussed above, DE delivery inaseased andhanged substantially over time. While
correspondence courses still exist, the majority of DE learning takes place via the Internet and
makes use of new communication technologies, saglprerecorded video lectures, online
learning platforms, tutorials, games, blogs, and discussion boards (Ryan & Young, 2015). DE
continues to be primarily offered by educational institutions, massive open online courses
(MOOC} such as those offerdaly Coursera, Udacity, and EdX, have changed the DE landscape
in recent years by allowing thousands of users to access content at the same dite@ for

little or no money (Waldrop, 2013). Unlike public and private college and university DE
programs, M@Cs do not confer actual credentials or official course completions. However,

Coursera iIis seeking accreditation and does of
Track” courses, but this certifiasuagnfg does not
enroll ment at the course’s host wuniversity (R

academic offerings, DE is also used for corporate training opportunities, online continuing



professional and personal development, aaxtess to edeation for students in the military
(Nazarinia & Schumm, 2011).

Among postsecondary institutions, feyear institutions are increasingly using technology to

help students complete general core coursework. The University System of Ggdsgiafor

exampe, launched virtual general educationstaad one cour se offerings,
2000 (Morris & Finnegan, 2009). A case study, however, found some program management
challenges as enroliment in the program continually increased each year, includingaiming
adequate faculty, provision of adequate student services, and inadequate student information
systems for record maintenanceSQGeports that all of its online coursework, including cCore,
undergaesextensive quality control assurances, inclgdsupplemental training for faculty and
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) accreditation criteria (Griffin & McGuire,
2017).

Hybridor “ bl ended” | earning approaches have al so
mechanisms, combining teoology and irperson instruction (Alammary, Sheard, & Carbone,

2014) Technology now allows for virtual meetings and synchronous instruction, meaning that

the lecture or discussion takes place live between the instructor and students, rather than

being recorded and used asynchronously (Spector, 2009). This is another formwfb r i d ”

learning in the sense that students have the flexibility of taking coursework at a distance, by not
needing to commute to a campus, while also having the benefit of interpersonal interaction. In
this sense, the “bouncdaiiteosnaé¢t waercadi 9mdnae e
“bl urred” (pSlpe lostitations ar2n@odliRely to use technology for

asynchronous coursewotkan other types of DE deliveryowever, as it allowstudentsto

access the lecture at a time and placelwdir choosing (Parsad & Lewis, 2088).

Western Governors University (WGU), a private-footprofit university based in Utah, is often

cited in the DE literature for its unique competerdazgsed model (Garn, 200McCafferty,

2014). Following the establsment and success of WGU, several states, including California,
Florida,Kentucky, and/lichigan formed virtual universities. Unlike WGU, however, these state

level virtual universities were intended to support existing traditional campuses rather than to
create a separate, independent entity, and use a more traditional pedagogic model. More
recently, WGU habrasdaea?ti sbkedefjéscahl gever al
example, in 2011 Indiana decided to partner with WGU to create WGanagda state

supported version of WGU, instead of expanding the online education programs offered by
existing state colleges and universities.

McCafferty (2014) argues th&tEproviders need to offer innovative coursework components,
such as competeneyased education and modularized learning (e.g., stackable credentials), to

Percentage reporting using technology to a “large” or



remain competitive. Gallagher and LaBrie (2012), on the other hand, credit Northeastern
University’s online education success to thei
what needs exist among employers and tailor new programs to meet those needs, along with

the use of hybrid/blended learning, investment in faculty development, and investing in online
enrollment management.

With the fastpaced evolution of DE course andgram offerings, technology, and providers,
ensuring the quality of DE instruction and programs is also of vital importance. Two
organizations in particular have sought to protect students from fraud and standardize the DE
industry.The Distance Education Accrediting Commission (DEAC) is a privaggpfibn
organization thahas offeredaccreditation for distance education secondary and
postsecondary education institutiorssnce 1926There are currently 84 DEACcredited
institutions, 79 of which are postsecondary deggganting institutionsThe National Council

for State Authorization Reciprocity Agreements {S8IBRA) is a voluntary agreement between
more than 1,400 postsecondary institutions in 47 states and the District ofrbiduto adhere

to national standards for DE courses and programs with the shared goal of making interstate
online course enrollment easier. Membership also affords students with expanded access to DE
offerings in other states and a process for filing aesbtving complaints. NSARA also collects
DE enrollment data from participating institutiorns DE continues to evolve, institutions and
other educational providers will need #nsure quality while expandiregcessibility and
responding tamarket demand

DISTANCEDUCATIONDUTCOMES

The empirical literature documenting the efficacy of DE student outcomes specifically is both
limited and mixed, although there is a body of research indicating that students enrolled in
online learning and hybrid/blended caes do as well or better than students enrolled in
traditional inperson courses (Bowen, Chingos, Lack, & Nygren, 2012; Kirtman, 2009; Means,
Toyama, Murphy, Bakia, & Jones, 2010; Power & Gdwdr ven, 2011; Wu, 2015)
analysis of 50 online leming studieswhile focused onH2 education is seminal to the

literature on DE. The studgund that k12 students enrolled in online learning had outcomes
that were moderately higher than students enrolled ifgierson instruction (Means et al.,
2010).This was particularly true for students in hybrid/blended learning environments, which
the authors attributed to the additional learning experiences and instructional support students
in hybrid courses receive compared with students receiviAgerson irstruction.

Research on the online experiences of postsecondary studsrisited Wu (2015) reviewed
12 recent studies examining the learning outcomes of postsecondary students enrolled in
online and irperson coursework and found that thibree more methodologically rigorous
studies in which used randomization or quasiperimental strategieshowed little to no
difference in course performanand persistencelLikewise, Kirtman (2009) compared the



learning outcomes and experiences of graduate studles enr ol | ed i n a mast el
in education and found no significant difference on paper grades or final exam scores. Data

from the same courserere collected over a period of two years (three sections online, three

sections iAperson), with theonly difference between the sections being the mode of delivery;

all sections were taught by the same instructor, and students received the same course

materials and assignments, and participated in the same learning activities. Bowen et al. (2012)

also bund no difference in outcomes between postsecondary students randomly assigned to a
hybrid, interactive online statistics course and afpérson statistics course. However, the
Community Coll ege Research Centperscicourse2013) ex
outcomes at two large statewide community college systems found that students enrolled in

online courses were more likely to withdraw, had lower course grades, and were less likely to

persist and earn a degree. These findings were particularg/foustudents enrolled in

developmental education coursework.

While this review of the DE literature on student outcomes is not exhaustive, the mixed findings
underscore the complexity of measuring the effect of DE enrollment on student learning given
the multiple definitions of DE, differences in instructional quality, student motivatoiwl

academic preparation. It may be the case that some subject areas and stude bistimre

suited to DE learning environments. Despite the continued investment isddirg platforms

and programs, additional research is needed to rigorously evaluate how various types of DE
affect student learning and to what extent DE outcomes meet or exce@elison instruction

for diverse student groups and subject areas.

NCE®ISmNCEDUCATIONDATACOLLECTION

IPEDS began capturing DE enroliment and institdgoerl data in 20123. Prior to that, NCES

released results from the Postsecondary Education Quick Information System (PEQIS) survey on
DE, based on responses from 1,600 Title IV institutions (Parsadi&, PO08)PEQIS collected
information about onlineandhybrid/blended courses, which it defhedash o s e t hat have
combination of online and walass instruction with reduced#e | ass seat ti me f or
(Parsad & Lewis, 2008, p. However, PEIZdid not provide a standard cutoff for the

percentage of a course required to be delivered via technology to qualify as exclusively online

or hybrid/blended.This resulted in a much largestimateof DE enrollments thais reported

by IPEDSPEQIS repted that over 12 million students were enrolled in some type of DE

coursework in 200®7,twice the number reported byPED&s being enrolled in DE

courseworkin Fall 2015.

3 In addition, PEQIS collected-frionth enrollment data which may also explain theglar estimate than IPEDS falll
enrollment data.
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NPEC commissioned a paperBfor a TRP on the topic in 2008 assess the pralence of DE

in higher educatiorand need for additional IPEDS DE datae 2008 papefibcusedon state
levelDEdata collection, variances in definitions across statés)lenges to data collection, and
considerations for nationakevel data collectionhrough IPED&\t that time, IPEDS only

collected whether or not distance learning was offered through the Institutional Characteristics
surveycomponent The TRBuggested making the following changes, some of which were
implementedin 2012 as indicatedelow:

Table 2. Proposed and Accepted Changes to IPED®é&iitions, 2008 and 2012

Term 2008Definition 2008TRP Current(2012 additions)
Recommendation
Distance Education “An option for earning “Education that uses one| 2008 Recommendation
course credit at off or more technologies to
campus locations via deliver instruction to
cabletelevision, internet, | students who are
satellite classes, separated from the
videotapes, instructor and to support
correspondence courses, regular and substantive
or other means. interaction between the

students and the
instructor synchronously
or asynchronously.
Distance Education n/a n/a A course in which the
Course instructional content is
deliveredexclusivelyia
distance education.
Requirements for coming
to campus for orientation
testing, or academic
support services do not
exclude a course from
being classified as
distance education.
Distance Education n/a n/a A program for whiclall
Program the required coursework
for program completion is
able to be completed via
distance education
Courses.

4|PEDS Technical Review Panel #23 documentation, 2012
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Table d. Proposed and Accepted Changes to IPED®dstions 2008 and 2012

Survey Component

2008 Questions

2008
Recommendations

Current Questiong2012 additions)

Institutional
Characteristics

Special learning
opportunities
offered by your
institution
(distance learning
option)

Are distance learning
opportunities offered
at your institution? At
what level?

Number and percent of
courses offered
completely online
Number of programs
offered completely
online

Does your institution offer distance
education courses?

Are all the programs at your institution
offered exclusively via distance
education programs?

Please indicate at what level(s) your
institution offers distance education
opportunities (courses and/or
programs)

Aid

Completions None By CIP Code and degrq By CIP Codand award level
level: Is this program offered as a distance
Is the program education program?
available to be
completed completely
online?
Fall Enrollment None Part A (enroliment by | Part A enrollment distance education
race/ethnicity and tables:
gender): 1. Exclusively, some, or no
Add 2 columns: distance education courses by
1) students enrolled in level (undergraduate/graduate
ALL distance educatior| and degreeseeking status.
2) students enrolled in 2. For those enrolled exclusively
ANY distance educatiol in distance education courses,
location (in/outside U.S./state
or unknown) by level and
degreeseeking status.
12-Month None None None
Enrollment
Graduation Rates | None None None
Finance None None None
Human Resources | None None None
Student Financial | None None None

In addition to the above changa®ED®rovides thefollowing definitionsand information in
frequently asked questions (FAQelated toDE programs and coursewdrk:
1 Enrolled exclusively in distance education courses offered at your instituSimaents

who are enrolled only in courses that are considered distance education courses at your

institution.

M Enrolled in some but not all distance education courses offered at your institution

Students who are enrolled it least one coursthat is considered a distance education

course, but are not enrolled exclusively in distance education ceuxsge:

5 IPEDS Technical Review Panel #23 documentation, 2012
6 Source: Current IPEDS survey components and instructions
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Requirements for coming to campus for orientation, testing, or academic support
services do not exclude a course from being classified as exclusively distance education.
Similarly, if a student is taking instructional portions of their progranirelgtonline, but
are then required to complete a practicum, residency, or internship, the student can still
be considered enrolled in entirely distance education courses.
1 Hybrid(response to FAQ): Hybrid courses are not considered by IPEDS as distance
educati on. Students enrolled in “hybrid” cou
any distance education courses.”’

NCES has also collected information regar@iithrough its sample surveyBoth the
Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS) and therddfwstsecondary Student Aid Study
(NPSAS) include survey items asking whether students have taken courses taught entirely
online and if their atire degree program was online. These data can be disaggregated by
student and institutional characteristiceid tracked for outcomes such as retention and
graduation rates, in comparison with nalstance education student¥hesample survegata
are availabldor publicusethrough an online data tool.

DATAANALYSIS

NCES provided the most recent, provisional 2015 IPEDS data for analysis, reprdsé#@ing
degreegranting institutions from survey items related to DE enrollments and offeringse
analyses of these data that follow provide a snapshot of the currentdeape of distance
education in postsecondary institutions.

DISTANCEDUCATIORNROLLMENTS
Across all institution29 percent, or just over six milliopostsecondary studentsre enrolled

in either some or alDEcoursework (figure 1 and 4. Note that per the IPEDS definition, this
enrollment rate reflects only coursework that is entirely online (not hybritie highesDE
enrollment rate is at private, feprofit four-year institutions, where nearly threfourths (73.9
percent) of students i@ enrolled in at least one online courseth the majority of these
students(65.1 percent) enrolled exclusivelylcourses.

Public four-year, private notfor-profit, four-year, and publi¢two-year and lesshan-two-year
institutions each enroll roughly oA@urth of their studentq26.8 percent25.3 percent, and

28.8 percentrespectively)n some or alDE courseswhile private, forprofit two-yearandless
than-two-yearinstitutionsenrollthe smallest share of DEwstents(5.6 perceni). This is likely
because private, foprofit two-year and lesshan-two-yearinstitutions offer predominately
careeroriented professional programs (e.g., cosmetology, allied health, and the culinary arts)
that often require inperson,handson componentsSudents at privatenot-for-profit, four-

year collegesire more likely to enrokxclusivelyn DEcourseq16.6perceni, compared with
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students at publi¢wo-year and lesshan-two-yearand public fouryear institutions(11.3
percent and 8.8 percentespectively)

Figurel. Percentage oéll students enrolled inDEcourses, bysector, 2015

100.0%
80.0%
65.1%
£ 60.0%
3}
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& 40.0%
15.1% 18.0% 17.5% 16.6%
14.1% .
20.0% 2 8.8% 11.3% 8.7% 8.8% ,
Z 0
005 = = = = S el
Total Public, 4-year  Public, 2-year and Private not-for-  Private for-profit, Private for-profit,
less profit, 4-year 4-year 2-year and less
Sector
m Enrolled exclusively in DE courses m Enrolled in some but not all DE courses

Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enrollment survey component, Hat@0ddidnal data]

The percentagef all postsecondargtudentsenrolled inDEcourses, both exclusively and some
courses, has increased bBlout2 percentage pointssince 202 (figure 2).

Figure2. Percentage oéll students enrolled inDEcourses, 202 and 2015
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15.1%
@ 14.1%
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€
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—
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o
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Enrolled exclusively in distance Enrolied in somebut not all distance
educaion courses educaion courses

DE Enroliment: Exclusively DE or Some DE

W 2012 m2015

Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enroliment swweyponent, Fall 201fprovisional data] Ginder, S.,
and Stearns, C. (2012). Enrollment in Distance Education Courses, by State: Fall 2012 (NCES

14



2014023). U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC: National Center for Education
Statistics. Retrieved Ma22, 2017, from http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch.

Of thethree million graduate students enrolled postsecondary institutionsl million, or 34.3
percentenroll inat least soméDEcourses compared with 28.3 percent eindergraduatesor
five million out ¢ 17.6 total undergraduates in 2016gure 3).

Figure3. Percentagesnroliment in at least someDEcoursesby program kevel, 2015
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Undergraduate Students Graduate Students
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Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enrollment survey component, Hat@0d4idnal data]

Public fouryearinstitutions enrollover twomillion students irat least someéDE coursesigher
than any other sector, followed kgublic, two-year and lesshan-two-yearcollegesat
approximately 1.8 milliofffigure4). Rivate, notfor-profit and forprofit four-year institutions
enroll roughly the sameroportion of DEstudents in graduatéevel DEcoursework.
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Figured4. Number ofstudents enrolled inat least someDEcourses by programlevel and
sector, 2015
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Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enrollment stongyonent, Fall 2015

At degreegranting institutions, st over half (55.4 percent) of students enrollextclusivelyn
DEcourses enroll at institutions in their state of residerffigure ). Forty-one percent enroll

in DEcourses in other states, and the remainder (3.5 percesd)deeither outside the U.S. or
their location isunknown.The percentage enrolling IDE course withithe same state is higher
for public institutions than for private institutions (figure 5K)nline students atdr-profit, four-
year institutionsare the least likely to be located in the same state as the institution where
enrolled (15.2 percent), and students at public tyar and public fouyear are the most likely
to be located in the samstate (94.4 percent and 75.3 percent, respectively).

16



Figure5a. Percentagalistribution of all students enrolled exclusively in DE coursed degree
granting institutions by location
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Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enrollment survey component, Hat@04idnal data]

Figure 5b. Percentage of studenitscatedin the same stateas the degreegranting institution
where enrolled exclusively in DE courses, by sector
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Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enrollment survey component, Fall 2015 [provisional data]
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Students agprimarily onlineinstitutions’ (defined adnstitutions thatenroll 90 percentor more
of their studentsexclusivelyonline) aremore likelythan their peers awther institutions tobe
female, aged 25 and older, aedrolledpart-time (figure6). The difference in the percentage
of students aged 25 and older is particularly notalB@4 percentof studentsat primarily
online institutions versu83.7 percentof students atall other institutions. This agrees with the
literature andobservatiors by interviewees thaDEstudents are more likely to be nen
traditional in terms of agefamily, and work status, aBEmay bea convenient offering to those
with work and family demands.

Figure6. Percentage of studentsnrolled at degreegrantinginstitutions by selected student
characteristicsand level of DEenrollment, 2015
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Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enrollment survey component, Hat@04idnal data]

At public institutions in particulaprimarily online institutionsgnrolledmore part-time
studentsthan otherdegreegrantinginstitutions— 75.7percentcompared with 42 percent
(figure7).

"Including 67 degregranting, Title I\institutions located in the United States (not including outlying areas). Does
not include administrative units.
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Figure7. Percentage of students enrolled patime at degreegrantinginstitutions by
institutional control and level ofDEenrollment, 2015
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INSTITUTIONSFFERIN®ISTANCEDUCATIOKIOURSES ANBROGRAMS
The majority 74.5percen) of all degreegranting institutions offeDE opportunities- defined

asat least oneDEcourseor program(figure 8).A lower percentag€52.0 percent)— but still
over half-of all institutions offer at least one OQ&ogram Nearly all piblic institutionsoffer DE
opportunities(97 percentof public fouryear and publi¢wo-year institutiong, followed by a
majority of private, notfor-profit four-year institutions and private, feprofit four-year
institutions (69.8 and 6.0 percent, respectively Private, foprofit, two-yearinstitutions are
the least likely to offeDE opportunitieg34.7 percent) perhaps due to the handsn nature of
many of the programs offered at thegastitutions(e.g., cosmetology, allied health, culinary
arts).

Public bur-year institutions are the most liketp offer at least one DRrogram(779 percent),
followed bypublic twoyear institutions(67.4 percent), and private, ndor-profit four-year
institutions (49.4 percent It is interesting to note that Wile private, forprofit institutions are
the least likely to offer DE cowes and programeelative to other sectors (figure Frivate, for
profit, four-year institutionsenroll the largest percentages of studentis these programsfigure
1). The majority of studentnrolled at private, foiprofit four-yearinstitutions (65 percent) are
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enrolled exclusively online, yet only .3%ercent of these institutions offer online programs.
This may be explained by largidentenrollmentsat relatively few large, online institutions.
For example, 75 percent of all students takatdeast some DE courses at private-foofit
four-year institutions are concentrated withionly 20 suchinstitutions (or 3 percent of all
private, forprofit four-year institutions). It isalsopossiblethat studentsin this sectorare
enrolling in ndividual classes online at these institutiorsther thanonline programsin
addition, DE enrollment at feprofit institutions is on the decline, while public DE enrollments
are increasing (Allen & Seaman, 2017).

Figure 8. Percentage of alegreegranting institutions that offer at least one DE course or
program by sector, 2015
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Source: NCES, IPEDS Institutional CharacteasticSompletionsurvey componesst Fall 2015
[provisional data]

Degreegranting nstitutions offered over 50,00DEprograms ir2015(table 3), whichwere
fairly evenlydistributed by sector Publicfour-yearand private, noffor-profit four-year
institutions off er mor REthamathdr types ofprogrentsr e e
although the number o fatthegpivatenotdor-pradit fodreear e e
institutionsisvery closeo the number ofgraduate programs, gtist over 5,000While the
number of DE programs offered at privater-profit four-year institutions is comparable to
most other sectorsthese programs are primarily located in a small number of institutions
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Table3. Total number ofDEprogramsat degreegranting institutionsby award level and

sector

Sector TOTAL | Certificates | Associate's| Bachelor's| Master's | Doctoral

Total 52,372 13,33 11,810 13,234| 12,736 1,234
Public, 4year 13,658 3,074 1,072 3,866 5,124 522
Public, 2year 11,424 5,360 6,064 N/A N/A N/A
Privatenot-for-profit, 4-year 14,582 2,224 1,262 5,132 5,512 452
Privatefor-profit, 4-year 11,590 2,234 2,762 4,234 2,100 260
Privatefor-profit, 2-year 1,118 466 650 2 N/A N/A

Source: NCES, IPEIMpletionsurvey component, Fall 20ffarovisional data]

Thedistribution of DE programs bgward level is also nearly even, @srtificates programs
degr ee

(25.5

percent ),

associ

at e’

S

percent), and posbaccalaureate program®6.7 percent) (figur®).

progr ams

Figure9. Percentageof DEprogramsat degreegranting institutionsby award level
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Source: NCES, IPEIpletionsurvey component, Fall 20farovisional data]

DEprograms represent 11.@ercentof all programs offered by degregranting institutions
(figure 10). DEprograms represent the highest proportion of all programs at privatepfofit
institutions, where they comprise 4#rcentof programs.
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Figurel0. Number of total programs offered angercentageof DEprograms atdegree
granting institutions by secbr
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Table4 showsthe top 10largest distance education programs available entirely ordine
degreegranting institutions by number of programs offered. Business is the largeg<,801
programs available online, or 24.3 percent of all programs in that CIP fotideyed by health,
education,computer sciencegjomeland security, and liberal arts. A complete list of pragga
by award leveis availablen Appendix BETable AR)Note these data represent entire programs
available online-not individual coursesas reported by each institutioh.

8 IPED€ompletions Survey componedatamay overestimatehe number of DE programs available, as
institutions indicate twedigit CIP codes witany DE programs available, but those CIP codes may also include in
person/onsite programs.
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Table4. Top 10 &clusivdy DEprograms bytwo-digit CIPcode atdegreegranting institutions

CIP DE Non-DE
% DE

Code CIP Name TOTAL [ TOTAL
52 | BusinessManagement, Mrketing, andRelated Support Services 6,801 | 21,217 | 24.3%
51 | HealthProfessions andRelated Programs 4,463 | 26,759 | 14.3%
13 | Education 3,120 | 19,387 | 13.9%
11 | Computer andinformation Siences andupport Srvices 2,306 9,465 | 19.6%

HomelandSecurity, Law Enforcement Frefighting andRelated Protective 1.600 5049 | 24.1%
43 | Services ' ’

24 | Liberal Arts and Sciences, General Studies and Humanities 1,154 3,216 | 26.4%
39 | Theology andreligiousVocations 635 2,376 | 21.1%
44 | Public Administration anfocial ServiceProfessions 566 2,621 | 17.8%
15 | Engineeringiechnologies and Engineeringlated Felds 516 8,165 | 5.9%
14 | Engineering 491 6,340 7.2%

Source: NCES, IPEIpletions survey component, Fall 2Qdfevisional data]

INFORMATIONAINTERVIEWS

Interviews with epresentatives ohine postsecondary institutions and state entitipsovided
an indepth look at DE trends. In addition, interviewees were asked to provide feedback
regarding current IPEDS DE definitions and questionswaether they had anguggestions
for changes tdPEDS that would helpritore accurately reflect theandscape.

Belowis a listof the institutions and state agenciespresented each individuainterviewed
has a role in data collection and reporti(detailed methodology and interview protocols can
be found in Appendix A).

1 Public, four-year institution(large)

Public, four-year institution(comprehensivi
Private, norprofit four-year institution
Forprofit, primarily online institution
Non-profit, primarily online institution
Community college district

State board of regents

State coordinatindpoard

1 State fouryear system

=4 =4 4 -4 48 a8 -

TRENDS
Interviewees noted thaDEofferings are increasing across institution typeatticularly at
public fouryear institutions A representative from e public fouryear institution noted that
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online education has gmn 90 much at their institution t i s uncasmdeotmott o f i n

enrolled in somée€ kind of online class."”
One state institution’s online presence has ¢
programs approximately five years ago as an effort to rasenues as stateundingdeclined.
The ability to offer coursework online “force

particularly in states like California wheplysicalspace is limitedOnline coursework not only
increases access to cof-state students but also provides additional revertaenstitutions

DEofferings allow institutions to reach working, adult, rural, disabled, and other glaced

students who otherwise would not hawaccess to postsecondary coursework. For-non

traditional students in particular who are working and raising families, traditionpémnson
coursework “doesn’t wor k f or DEehr@lments gravnitas i nt er
no longer just a vehie to serve nortraditional students but also serves traditionalgged

students who are technologically savvy and comfortable with the online platform. In addition,

many firsttime students are working patime while enrolled, and interested in optiofar

flexible scheduling.

Interviewees have seen growth at both undergraduate and graduate levels, and in business,
engineering, and nursing fields in particular. At one public regional institution, general studies is

a “very popul ar aonsltiane pryscsgram amé a@ainl i ne co
growing. In addition to programs, interviewees noted an increase in individual classes available
online, including introductory and gateway courses which are often offered as hybrid options.
Communiy colleges in the district interviewed offer courses in subjects including math,

government, history, English, biology, psychology, economics, physical education, philosophy,

and art. Core online courses are transferable to any public university in ttee sta

Institutions see recent increasesitofferings as a response to a rise in both technological
ability and mar ket demand; i nshaddiiohtoons ar e
increasing access to postsecondary coursdvfor students to whonlocation and schedule

would otherwise be barrietdDEcan lower the cosbf courseworko students. Onenline

institution noted it hasot raised tuition in nine years, and includes textbooks with tuition,

which are available onliné¢dowever, among public institutionBEtuition-setting policies vary

by state.In fact, in some statesuch as Georgjdahe cost of irstate tuition is higher for online
courses than for kperson courses, due to additional fees (Griffin & McGuire, 2017).

9 Note that respondents were interviewed about DE courses and progmamhabout coursework technological
components.
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INSTITUTIONABSTATEDISTANCEDUCATIONDEFINITIONS

The institutions interviewed indicate whether courses are online or on campus through the
course section codes. While many campuses collect information about hybrid coursework, the
definitions vary:

1 Thefour-year state system defines fil@Ecoursesection categorieas follows

T

o

“TechnologyEnhanced —technologyis usedto deliver instruction but no classroom
sessions are replaced by technology

“Hybridd e | 1 wup to %0 percendf classsessions are deliverada DE

“Partiallyat a Distancé— between50 and 95 percenof class sessions are delivered via
DE andsome visits to campus are required.

“DistanceDelivery” —more than 95 percenof class sessions are deliveréid DE
studentsmaybe requiredcome to campus foanexamor orientation.

“Entirelyat aDistanceé —100%of class sessions delivered i&; no campus visits
required.

Thestate board of regents reporiSEprograms only, notourses and only those that are
offered completely online (100 percentEnrollment and degrees awarded in these
programs ardrackedas strategic plan metrics.

Thestate coordinating boardusesthe following eightcategories to defin@®Ecourses

O O 0O OO0 O o o©

On-Campus; Distanellybrid; Synchronous
OnCampus; Distanellybrid; Asynchronous
On-Campus; DistaneElectronic; Synchronous
On-Campus; DistaneElectronic; Asynchronous
Off-Campus; Distanellybrid; Synchronous
Off-Campus; Distaneklybrid; Asynchronous
Off-Campus; DistaneElectronic; Synchrons
Off-Campus; DistaneElectronic; Asynchronous

Each of the components is defined as follows:

(0]

OnCGampus: “lnstruction is received by the |
t hat has been approved as such.alnhpeu ss.iftoer mu
reporting purposes (e.g. classroom building on the main or a branch campus).

Off-Ca mp ulsstruction is received by the learner in a space that isomoa site

appr oved aSuchaspaceamygy madude leased facilities funded through the
institution’s operating budget, or the stu
institutionally managed facility (e.g., at hormie).

DistanceE | e c t Aparbfiorn a facdo-face orientation or initial class meeting, for

formal instruction, the instructoand learner use electronic means to interact 100% of

the time (understood in terms of Carnegie credit hour equivaleficy).
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o DistanceH y b r Rordfarmal‘instruction, the instructor and learner share the same
physical space less than 50% of the time (unaergtin terms of Carnegie credit hour
equivalency). Electronic delivery is used for the balance of instruttion.

0 Sy nc hr ®wingectronit interaction, the instructor and learner interact mostly
at the same time (e.g. video conference, teleconferemege-learning platformjlive
session).

o A s y n c hrunng electronic'interaction, the instructor and learner interact mostly
at different times (e.g. discussion board or podcést).

1 Thelarge, public institution specifies that students must be on campus at least once a
semester for a class to be considered hyb@dline courses are defined as those with 100%
of instruction delivered via internefhis institution distinguishes course ieas offered
for online program students from online courses providedampus students.

o For hybrid courseshe institution uses a notes field to describe the components
required on campuslhe course section notes are visible to students when they
register. Faculty can select from a fixed note, or a fifeen note with additional details
about online and irperson components.

The fixed note states:

“A hybrid course combines fate-face instruction and welor computerbased

learning in an educationanvironment that is norspecific as to time and place.

Common features of hybrid courses include the delivery of the syllabus, lectures,
readings and assignments on web pages; discussions and presentations through online
message boards-mail and chat sftware; interactive tutorials and labs; and dine
assessments (or any combination of the above). In a hybrid class, a significant part of the
course interaction takes place online and students can expect to spend at least as much
time as they would in ann-campus section of the course.

1 Thepubliccomprehensivée nst i tuti on uses the stato89 board
percentonline for a course to be hybri@dnline courses are 100 percemline.

1 Thesmall private institution with only fiveybrid courses per year codes these sections with
an ./ *“h or "dlAMplogr ams can include some hybrid
classified as either completely online or on campus.

1 Thecommunity college district collectsoth 100 percenonline ard hybrid courseworkThe
institutional research office which submits IPEDS data did not know the definition of hybrid
used; relatively few courses are reported as hybrid and are defined by faculty at individual
campuses.
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Table 5. Summary of intervieweeBE>Course Definitions

Interviewee

DE course definition

Hybrid DE course
definition

Other categories

Public fouryear
institution (large)

100% online

Facultydefined; a
“significan
course interaction takes
place online and
students can expedb
spend at least as much
time as they would in an
on-campus section of
the course.

This institution
distinguishes between
online course sections
offered for campus
students and those offered
for online program
students.

Public fouryear
institution
(comprehensivg

100% online
(state board of regents
definition)

50-99% online
(state board of regents
definition)

Private, nonprofit four- 100% online Facultydefined

year institution

Forprofit online 100% online n/a

institution

Nonprofit online 100% online n/a

institution

Community college 100% online Facultydefined

district

State board of regents | n/a n/a Reports distance education
programs only, not courses
and only those that are
offered completely online
(100%)

State fouryear system 95% online Hybrid: up to 50% onling “Technology enhancéd-

“Partiallyat a Distanc&
51-94% online

no classession®nline

State coordinating board

100% online

50-99% online

Synchronous/asynchronou
On-Campus/OfCampus
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IPED$EEDBACK

When asked about the current IPEDEquestion and definitions, respondents indicated overall
satisfaction and did not have any immediate suggestions for changes. Respondents felt their
data systems definBEin ways that are compatible with IPEDS data collection.

When probed further for additional information aboEthat would be helpful to collect,
respondents made suggestions, with caution that any changes or additions should be
considered in tandem witpotential burden to the institutional researchers. Some respondents
knew of other institutions that initially faced confusion when the currBiiquestions were
added, but the IPED%Ip Desk was able to address those questions and they are now
comfortable with the information being collected.

Respondents suggested carefully considering the need for additional information, and whom
that would benefit.Some suggestionsere offeredas ni ¢ e tatabub rotnecéssarily
worth the additional burdenfor examplecollecinginformation about tenure status of faculty
teaching online coursework, and tuition and fees for online cons&. This type of

information would be useful for both prospective students and researchers but may be more
appropriate br statelevel or sample survey data collections.

Below are themore commonlysuggesed additions or changes to IPEDS DE data elements

1 DEOutcomes-several interviewees felt it would be interesting to know outcomes of
students enrolled iDE(i.e., gradiation rates or completions) in comparison with those
of on-campus studentsSome are already tracking this at the institution or state level
and would like to make comparisons at the national lekiekasnoted that the
Completions survey asks if progransan be completed online, not if students did
complete the program online, and there is no way to distinguish between degrees
awarded online as opposed to on campus. Respondents felt this information would be
useful if this would be relatively easy to add, particularly as online coursework becomes
more prevalent. Some responderitsoughtit would not be worth the burden this
additional information collection would impose.

One respondent suggested collecting this inforroata the degree level through the
Completions survey-in addition to the checkbox currently in place indicating whether
programs are available online, an additional question could indicate whether
completions took place in traditional, online, or hybseltings. Once data providers
have had enough time to learn to identify this information properly, the question could
be broken out further byprogrammajor level Another respondent indicated an interest
in disaggregating such information further by stund characteristics such as
racdethnicity and gender.
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1 DE populations- Interviewees noted that the IPEDS traditional cohort of finste/full -
time studentsused forthe graduation ratemetricis not reflective of the majority dDE
students who tend to be older, working, enrolled p&nhe, transferring in prior credits,
and enrolling continuously throughout the yedihis has ramifications father survey
componentsand data disseminatigras described below

o Continuous enrolimentInstitutions with largeDEenroliments not only serve
non-traditional students butlsotend to enroll students continuously
throughout the calendar yeaA representative from théor-profit online
institution noted that students enroll nearly every weeor 50 times throughout
the year. Themall Enrollment survey, however, uses a thresonth window, thus
excluding other students enrolled throughout the year. One institution has
nearly twice as many students in the-fronth Enrollment survey as in theall
Ehrol |l ment survey. This discrepancy has
and graduation rates, which the Outcomes Measure survey helps to address.
Whil e these institutions’-menthbEdkmeit t ot al
survey componentthe public relies on College Navigator for information about
the institutions’ enr antColiegenNasgaternsds gr ad u
Fall Enroliment data

Respondents suggested better reflecting their roeditional student populations
through Cdege Navigator, by publishing the-b@nth Enrollment and/or Outcomes
Measure survey componestdata for the public. However, the 1onth Enroliment
survey does not currently collect information about distance education. Therefore,
guestions would needat be added to the 1:2nonth Enrolimentsurvey about distance
education to more accurately represent populations at these institutions before
publishing this information online. It was also suggested to use thed2th
Enrollment survey to calculatgraduaton ratesfor these institutions.

1 Hybrid DE- Respondents did not feel strongly about adding a hybrid data collection
option to IPED&nd stressed the need to weigh the burden of collectimgadditional
datawith what benefit itwould providethe public. Others felt there are too many
varieties of hybrid coursework to collect across institutions in a uniform manner. It may
also be difficult for institutional researchers to know the exact percentage that faculty
teach onlinein each courseAt both the large public institution and the community
college district, the hybrid definition is left open to interpretation by the individual
faculty, while other interviewees indicateging a 50 percenninimum threshold.
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One respondent felt it would be useful for students to know about hybrid courses and
suggested collecting this information at the program level, as the course level may be
“cumber some.” This change c oQnpktiomssurveyade t o
to indicate whether programs are available online or as hybrid options.

1 DELocation—Onestate-levelinterviewee with large numbers of online institutions and
enrollments in the statexpressed concerthat state enrollments can be misleading;
local polcymakers pushing for higher state educational attainment rates may not
understand that a recent increase in enrollments does not actually represgu@rson
state enroliments. This interviewee felt that NCES can better help the public understand
what thedata mean through increased reporting of distance education data and
explanationsAnothergeographic challengeisedis that IPEDS asWwhere online
students live, and institutions have the permanent address but not the address where
students are living that term.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on feedback from interviewees, analysetheDE data, review of IPEDS documentation,
and a scan of t literature including external DE datasets, the following recommendations
seem to be the most feasible given the constraints of institutional burden and existing data
structures.

1. Improved instructions- IPEDSDE data collection could benefit from additial
clarification to definitions and instructions. Whilgerview respondents expressed
satisfaction with current IPEDS DE data collection and did not express confusion over
currentterminologyone i ntervi ewee misinterprklt ed
Enrollment survey to mean hybrid coursewpdnd one state agency referred to
students taking a mix of online and on campus classes as hybrid students in their DE
reporting.However, IPEDS does not currently collect data about hybrid coursework,
mostcommonly defined as a mix of-person and online instruction.

Currently, clarification about not including hybrid coursework is included in the FAQs.
Institutionsthat have questions about whether or not to include hybrid coursework can
contact the IPEDBelp Desk, andespondents indicated that questions are typically
resolvedthrough theHelp Desk However, statinglirectly andmore prominentlyon the

DE Fall irollment survey formthat hybrid DE coursework is not to be included in IPEDS
data collectionwould help to eliminate any cduasion that might still exist.

2. 12-month Enrollment survey— Currently, DE enrollments are only collected on the Fall
Enrollment survey. However, online institutions are more likely to enroll students
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continuously throughouthe year, and would benefit from reporting DE enrollments on
the 12month Enroliment survey. The resulting data would more accurately reflect the
total institutional enrollments, which in some cases are nearly double those of the fall.
This recommendationt®uld be weighed against potential burden the addition would
place on all respondents to the 48onth Enroliment survey.

. Hybrid data collection- While the majority of respondents collect information about
hybrid courses, some definimgultiple categoriesvithin hybrid coursework,

respondents overall did not view the collection of data about hybrid coursework to be
necessary at the national level when taking burden into consideration. Should there be
an interest in collecting hybrid DE data through IPEDSI| be important to carefully
reviewexistingvaryingstate and institutional parameten® determine a standard
threshold that could be implemented without imposiegcessivexdditional reporting
burden.

It is noteworthy that the PEQUIS DE enrolimestimates were twice those of IPEDS

because of the inclusion of hybrid coursewarid the 12month enrollment data

collection timeframe Adding hybrid coursework categories would likely greatly increase

the DE enrollment estimates of IPEDS. Also notewasthiye practice of external DE
datasets to employ a more inclusive defini
instructional components online (i.e., 80%, TabldREDS will likely need to retain its

definition of exclusively online coursework toaall for longitudinal comparisons, but

may wish to consider the addition of various levels of hybrid coursework to allow for
compatibility with external datasets.

The interview respondents examples, as we
takeninto consideration when formulating a hybraurseworkdefinition. Among these

examples, and in agreement with IPEDS DE definitions, one commonality seems to be
excluding noAnstructional course components when setting the percentage thresholds

for online or on campus categorieghis specificatiomould help in setting a common

hybrid definition for IPED$.n addi ti on, the use of “seat t
may be another way to further specify this requireme@nce a definition of hybrid is

ageed to, this could be added as a scieckbox to the Completions survey

component BE indicator as suggested above.

. Dissemination- Currently, prospective college students and other members of the
general public access IPEDS data about institutions through College Navigator, which
includesthe Fall Enrollmensurvey component datand graduation rates based on first
time, fulktime colorts. As discussed above, th@month Enrollment survey would
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better represent online institutions that enroll students throughout the year. In
addition, a survey component such as Outcome Measures may better reflect institutions
for which the majority oStudents do not fit into the Graduation Rate survey cohort.

In addition,CollegeNavigator does noturrentlyindicate whether an institution is

primarilyonlineu nder “ Gener”alr dtnHfeorr, mal B oins | i sted u
Learni ng Optpvauid bethalpful for stisdents to know that an institution is

primarily online particularly since the location of the institution is listedder General
Information,andmay be misinterpreted as the location wheskasses take plaggor

primarily disance institutions, the location of their corporate headquarters is listed).

Data fromthe Institutional Characteristics or Fall Enrollment sus/&E questionsould

be used as a DE indicator or additional institution type to more clearly label which

institutions are online when students conduct a seal®tfEDS may also want to consider
replacing the location (city and state), which appaaith the institution name in search
results, with “Primarily Online” since the
the corporate headquarters, not a location where classes take place.

5. Outcomes-Some interview respondents expressed an ingtlie comparing outcomes
such as completion rates of students enrolled in DE courses or programs with those on
campus either through the Completions,GraduationRates, or Outcome Measures
survey components if this addition does not impose a great dedlbarden As one
interviewee suggested, it may leasiestoaddaDEr ow t o t he “ Compl et er
table, in addition to reporting the number of completers by race/ethnicity and gender,
for each award level. This would impose less burden than havirgptwt the number
of DE completers for each CIP code.

CONCLUSIONS

The results of thiexploratoryresearch indicate thgbostsecondary DE offerings and

enroliments continue to expand, and institutions and states have develepgdngdefinitions

and categories to track DE trends and outconBesed on the small sample of state and
institutional representatives interviewedhe DEdataelements collected in IPERSequately

reflect the DE landscape Wwibut imposing excessive burdeHowever, information about

hybrid coursework and DE outcomes would be usaflditions to the data collectigrproviding

the additional survey questions do not impose a great deal of burden. Clarifying DE instructions
and definitions and better representingstudent populations would also be beneficial to
students and researchers using the data.
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The rapid growth of DE will necessitate continual data collection recalibrating and evaluation to
ensure the current DE landscape is accurately captured. DE denfraggient checkns on

data collection, making steady collection for trends complicated, if not challengjisglifficult

to predict the DE delivery modes that will become available as technology advances. In
addition, traditional on-campus students maenroll in various degrees of hybrid coemgrk at

hi gher rates given incoming students’ comfort
stay innovative to compete for enrollmenté/hile it is difficult to predict the degree to which
advances wilbccur and the rate at which online enrollments will increase, it is important to

keep in mind the capacity of proposed changes to adapt to futigneelopments while at the

same time allowing for longitudinal comparisons with past data collections. Reeadations

for data collectionchanges resulting from this research shotalkle into accounthis need for
flexibility and uniformity, while also considering the potential burden placed on data reporters.
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APPENDIA. METHODOLOGY

For hispaper, analyses of the followirggalitative and quantitative data sourcesre usedo
determinewhether existing IPEDdstance education (DE) questions aitefinitions are
adequateor would benefit from any changes additions:

1 Review of the literatureU . S. Depart ment ' s Nagravidedtiel Li bra
authorswith an extensive list of research publications relevanpéstsecondary DE
which offer information about the current landscape DIE trends inDEover recent
years, and developments in data collection systems pertainirigizo

1 Data analysisCoffeyCorsultinganalyzed datgrovided by NCES frothe following
IPEDSurvey components for the most recent year (Fall 201%nstitutional
Characteristics2) Fall Enroliment; and 3) Completiomi@escriptive statistics were used
to analyze data disaggregatég institutional sector, award level, student
characteristics, and where possible, longitudinal trends.

1 Informational interviews:To furtherexamine theDElandscapeand assess how well
IPEDS currently reflects that landsca@effeyConsultingconducted nine informational
interviews withrepresentatives oétate higher education agenciemd postsecondary
institutions. The purpose of these interviewssto gain a richer understanding of
trends in theDE landscape, solicit feedback aboutr®lated quesions and definitions
on IPEDS survey components, and collect suggestions for changes or additions to
guestions orthese survey components related to DE.

CoffeyConsultingsent followrup emails to interviewees with reference sheets containing all DE
related question and definitions excerpted from IPEDS survey components to solicit additional
feedback.The interviewprotocols and reference sheet can be found below (Exh&ilt#2).
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EXHIBITAL. INTERVIEWROTOCOL

Coffey NPEC Distance Educatiaterview Protocol

Thank you for taking the time to speak with us today. Coffey Consulting is conducting this
research on behalf of the UDPG&tsecdddary gdutatme nt o f
Cooperative, or NPEC, to assess the current landscape of distance education and how well this
landscape is reflected in IPEDS (Enrollment, Institutional Characteristics, Completions survey
components). We would like to learn morealn t y o u r /i angset distance siducations
coursework and programs (in terms of both delivery and student enrollment), and any
suggestions you have for IPEDS distance education reporting.

Note: Your responses will remain anonymous, we will ngtenany institutions/individual
respondents without permission in the final report.

First, please tell me about distance education at your institlitioyour state

1 How many distance education programs/courses does your instit(g)offer? In
what fields?

1 What is your largest distance education program/course?
o What level (undergrad/grad)?
What field/CIP?
How long has the course/program been in place?
How many students enrolled this past academic year?
(for programs) How many courses/credits are regd? Are there other
requirements to complete the program?
o Are there any iperson components? If so what/how much?

(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]

Distance Education landscape

1 What trends, if any, have you observed with distance education programs and
coursework at your institution? lthe state? What are the drivers of these trends?

IPEDS Distance Education data collection

1 Have you experienced any challenges identifying and reporting distance education

courses, programs, or enrollment with your existing data systems? Please describe.
1 How could IPEDS be improved to allow for more accurate reporting of distance

education coursework and programs at your institution?

o What changes, if any, would you make to the definitions or instructions of the
following survey components:
A Institutional Garacteristics survey
1 Distance education courses
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1 Distance education programs
A Enrollment survey
1 Distance education courses
A Completions survey
1 Distance education programs (should institutions be asked to
report on DE courses for this survey component?)

For dl suggested changes:

1 Would this be important information to gather at the federal/national level?
1 What are the costs/benefits in terms of burden of getting at this level of granularity?

Other Distance Education reporting

1 How are distance educatiaourses/programs defined internally at your institution
your statefor data collection purposes? Do you report on distance education
courses/ programs internally wusing the same
coursework online)?
o If not, what definitions/categories do you use?
1 Do you report on distance education programs to any external entities other than NCES
(state agencies, foundation initiatives, etcl)®o, how are they categorized/defined?
1 If you do report on distance edation using various internal/external definitions, which
definitions do you prefer and why?

Conclusion
f I'n summary, do you feel that | PEDS accurat

education landscape? At your institutiémyour state? Are here any other changes
you would make?

Thank you for taking the time to share your insights and knowledge; your responses will help
inform this important work.
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EXHIBITAZ. IPED®EREFERENCHEET

Reference SheetIPEDS Distance Education Definitions
Prepared by Coffey Consulting on behalf of NCES/NPEC, April 2017

Overviewc IPEDS Survey Components with Distance Education questions:

1 Institutional Characteristics surveygks institutional reporters to indicate whether or not
institutions offer Distanc&ducation (DEQourses(yes/no), whetherllt he i nst i tuti or
programsare exclusivelyonline (yes/no), and at what level the institution offers &dtirses
or programs(undergraduate/graduate/none).

1 FEall Enrollment survegollects data on enrollment in Distance Educatoorses
(exclusively and somke and location of students enrollegkclusivelyin DE courses, by
undergraduate/graduate level and degree/nalegree seeking statuslOTE: only Fall
Enroliment collects inforation about Distance Education;-Month Enrollment survey does
not.

1 Completions survegsks institutional reporters to indicate whether or not (yes/no)
programsare offeredexclusivelyvia Distance Education by CIP code.

IPEDS Distance Education defiait:

Distance educatiorEducation that uses one or more technologies to deliver instruction to
students who are separated from the instructor and to support regular and substantive
interaction between the students and the instructor synchronously or asynchronously.
Technologiesised for instruction may include the following: Internet; eway and tweway
transmissions through open broadcasts, closed circuit, cable, microwave, broadband lines, fiber
optics, satellite or wireless communication devices; audio conferencing; and cadsette,

DVDs, and CBOMs, if the cassette, DVDs, andRIDMs are used in a course in conjunction

with the technologies listed above.

Survey component questions and definitions:
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Institutional Characteristics survey:

|Part C - Student Services - Distance Education Opportunities
7. Does your institution offer distance education courses?

(‘NO

Yes
I

i) 8. Are all the programs at your institution offered exclusively via distance education programs?

(‘NO

Yes
-

i) 9. Please indicate at what level(s) your institution offers distance education opportunities (courses and/or
programs).
Undergraduate

Graduate

The institution does not offer distance education opportunities

Definitions:

1 Distanceeducation courseA course in which the instructional content is delivered
exclusivelyvia distance education. Requirements for coming to campus for orientation,
testing, or academic support services do not exclude a course from being classified as
distane education.

1 Distance education program program for whiclall the required coursework for
program completion is able to be completed via distance education courses.

Enrollment survey:

Part A - Fall Enrollment by Distance Education Status
Academic reporters report enrollment as of the institution's official fall reporting date or as of October 15, 2016.

Program reporters report students enrolled at any time between August 1 and October 31, 2016.

Undergraduate Students Graduate
Degree/Certificate Non-Degree/Certificate Students
Seeking Seeking
EEnrolled exclusively in distance education ,7
courses I |
Enrolled in some but not all distance
education courses | |
Not enrolled in any distance education
courses

Total (from prior part A screens)
“ You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

These context notes may be posted on the College Navigator website, and should be written to be understood
by students and parents.
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Part A - Fall Enrollment by Distance Education Status

Undergraduate Students Graduate
Of those students exclusively enrolled in distance  Degree/Certificate = Non-Degree/Certificate Students
education courses, report the number that are: Seeking Seeking
Located in Ii | |
Located in the U.S. but not in Ii | |
Located in the U.S. but state/jurisdiction unknown li | |
Located outside the U.S. Ii | |

Location unknown/unreported

Total students exclusively enrolled in distance
education (from section above)

Definitions:

1 Enrolled exclusively in distance education cousésred at your institution Students
who are enrolled only in courses that are considered distance education courses at your
institution.

1 Enrolled in some but not all distance education courses offered at your institution
Students who are enrolled gt least one coursehat is considered a distance education
course, but are not enrolled exclusively in distance education couxs#e:

Requirements for coming to campus for orientation, testing, or academic support
services do not exclude a course fronngailassified as exclusively distance education.
Similarly, if a student is taking instructional portion$fherprogram entirely online,

but are then required to complete a practicum, residency, or internship, the student can
still be considered eniled in entirely distance education courses.

Completions survey:

Is this program offered as a distance education program?
(Note: If more than one program is reported under this CIP code, check 'YES' if ANY of the programs are offered as
distance education program.)

No

Yes
Definitions:

Distance Educationlf the program at this award level is able to be completadlusivelyvia
distance education (DE), you should respond "Yes" to the DE question at the bottom of the CIP
Data screen; otherwise, you should respond "No." Also, if more than one program is reported
under a CIP code by award level, you should respond "YES" Bitlggiestion iANYof the

programs are offered as a DE program. Additionally, you should respond "Yes" to the DE
question, if it is aroption for students to complete exclusively through DE by CIP code and
Award level, but no students did. And lastly, gragram has a traditional offering and a

distance education option, completions should be reported regardless of whether or not the
program was completed through DE.
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IPEDS DEAQgall survey components)®

Fall Enrollment Survey:

If a student is taking the instructional portionsho$/herprogram entirely online, but are then
required to complete a practicum, residency, or internship, is the student considered enrolled in
exclusively distance education courses?

Yes, if the instrational portions are entirely online, the student is considered to be enrolled in
exclusive distance education course.

What should I do if | do not know the location of students enrolled exclusively in distance
education courses?

If you have nonformation about the location of students enrolled exclusively in distance
education, do not report them in any of the location fields. The system will calculate the
number of "Location Unknown" exclusively distance education enrollments.

How do | deternme location for those students enrolled exclusively in distance education?

Location for those students enrolled exclusively in distance education should be their physical
location or current address, as of the institution's Fall reporting date. If¢msi available, use

the address on file for the student. For students enlisted in the military on active duty, use the
permanent address instead of the student's physical location.

Fall Enrollment and Institutional Characteristics surveys:

Are U.S. jusdictions or territories (like Guam, the U.S. Virgin Island, etc.) considered in the U.S.
for distance education location reporting?

Yes, Students located in a U.S. jurisdiction while they are enrolled in distance education courses
should be reported amtated in the U.S.

2SS 2FFSN) O2dz2NBRSa GKFG O2Y0AyS RAaldlyOS SRdzOl
courses). How should students enrolled in these courses be counted in the distance education
portion of Fall Enrollment?

Hybrid courses are naonsidered by IPEDS as distance education. Students enrolled in
“hybrid” courses should be reported as “not e

10 Source: Current IPEDS survey components and instructions
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Table B. Number andPercentage Distribution of Students by Degr@ranting StatusSector and DE Enrollment2015 2

All Students (Undergraduate and Graduate)

Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Number of Percent of
Students Students Students Students Students not | Students not
Total Number Enrolled Enrolled Enrolled in Enrolled in Enrolled in Enrolled in
of Students Exclusively in | Exclusively in| Some but not | Some but not any DE any DE
Sector Enrolled DE @©urses DE ©urses | all DE Gurses | all DE @Gurses Qourses Qourses

All Institutions

TOTAL 20,628,734 2,905,248 14.1% 3,109,137 15.1% 14,614,349 70.8%
Public, 4year 8,430,584 741,355 8.8% 1,515,439 18.0% 6,173,790 73.2%
Public, 2yearandless 6,335,971 717,661 11.3% 1,109,644 17.5% 4,508,666 71.2%
Privae not-for-profit, 4-year 4,173,042 691,511 16.6% 363,066 8.7% 3,118,465 74.7%
Private br-profit, 4-year 1,141,337 743,535 65.1% 100,995 8.8% 296,807 26.0%
Private br-profit, 2-yearandless 547,800 11,186 2.0% 19,993 3.6% 516,621 94.3%

Degree Grantingnstitutions Only

TOTAL 20,219,074 2,902,908 14.4% 3,105,238 15.4% 14,210,928 70.3%
Public, 4year 8,430,584 741,355 8.8% 1,515,439 18.0% 6,173,790 73.2%
Public, 2yearand less 6,225,055 716,696 11.5% 1,109,161 17.8% 4,399,198 70.7%
Private mot-for-profit, 4-year 4,172,633 691,511 16.6% 363,066 8.7% 3,118,056 74.7%
Private br-profit, 4-year 1,141,337 743,535 65.1% 100,995 8.8% 296,807 26.0%
Private br-profit, 2-yearand less 249,465 9,811 3.9% 16,577 6.6% 223,077 89.4%

Non-Degree Grantingnstitutions Only

TOTAL 409,660 2,340 0.6% 3,899 1.0% 403,421 98.5%
Public, 4year 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Public, 2yearandless 110,916 965 0.9% 483 0.4% 109,468 98.7%
Private rot-for-profit, 4-year 409 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 409 100.0%
Private br-profit, 4-year 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Private br-profit, 2-yearandless 298,335 1,375 0.5% 3,416 1.1% 293,544 98.4%

YIncludesall institutions:Title IVand nonTitle I\, degreegrantingand nondegree grantinglocated within theUnited States and ioutlying areas, and
administrative units and ncadministrative units.

2Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enroliment survey component, Fall 2015 [provisional data]
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TableB2 Number of Students by Sectokevel, andDE Enollment, 20152

Undergraduate Graduate
Number
of
Total, Number Total, Number of | Number of Number of | Students | Number of
of Number of | Students Students Number of Total, Students Enrolled Students
Undergraduate| Undergrad | Enrolled | Enrolled in | Students not | Number of | Enrolled in Some not
and Graduate uate Exclusively| Some but | Enrolled in Graduate | Exclusively| but notall | Enrolled in
Students Students in DE not all DE any DE Students in DE DE any DE
Sector Enrolled Enrolled Qourses Qourses Qourses Enrolled Qourses Courses Courses
TOTAL 20,628,734 17,642,720| 2,127,715| 2,861,591| 12,653,414| 2,986,014 777,533| 247,546| 1,960,935
Public, 4year 8,430,584 6,997,192 474,429| 1,379,336 5,143,427 1,433,392 266,926| 136,103| 1,030,363
Public, 2yearandless 6,335,971 6,335,971 717,661| 1,109,644 4,508,666 0 0 0 0
Private mot-for-profit, 4-year 4,173,042| 2,898,978 408,040 264,055 2,226,883| 1,274,064 283,471 99,011 891,582
Private br-profit, 4-year 1,141,337 862,779 516,399 88,563 257,817 278,558 227,136 12,432 38,990
Private br-profit, 2-yearand
less 547,800 547,800 11,186 19,993 516,621 0 0 0 0

YIncludesall institutions:Title IVand nonTitle I\, degreegrantingand nonrdegree grantinglocated within theUnited States and in outlying areas, and
administrative units ancion-administrative units.
2Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enroliment survey component, Fall 2015 [provisional data]
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TableB3. Number of Students Enrolled in Degr&anting Institutions by Selected Studenti@racteristics Level of DE Enrollment, and

Sector,201%
Primarily DE Institutiong§>90% enrolled online) Other/Non-DElnstitutions (<90% enrolled online)
Total, Number of Number of Number of

Number of | Number of Students Students Students Number of

Students Students Enrolled at Enrolled at Total, Number Number of Enrolled at Students

Enrolled at | Enrolled at | Private, Not | Private, For of Students Students Private, Not | Enrolled at

Primarily Publig for-Profit, Profit, Enrolled at Enrolled at For-Profit, Private, For

DE Primarily DE| Primarily DE | Primarily DE Other Publig Other Other Profit, Other

Selected Characteristics | Institutions | Institutions | Institutions Institutions Institutions Institutions Institutions Institutions
TOTAL 734,736 58,822 137,556 538,358 19,242,534 14,509,281 3,925,816 807,437
Female 468,885 31,783 84,037 353,065 10,786,982 8,018,912 2,258,954 509,116
Male 265,851 27,039 53,519 185,293 8,455,552 6,490,369 1,666,862 298,321
Age under 18 342 126 57 159 1,055,284 952,180 98,045 5,059
Age 1819 7,619 1,874 1,131 4,614 4,334,755 3,429,437 838,000 67,318
Age 2621 18,774 2,438 2,446 13,890 4,058,993 3,113,907 856,784 88,302
Age 2224 57,591 7,059 7,997 42,535 3,266,732 2,506,945 636,719 123,068
Age 25 and over total 649,472 47,317 125,802 476,353 6,488,181 4,491,417 1,475,746 521,018
Age Unknown 938 8 123 807 38,589 15,395 20,522 2,672
Fulttime 438,093 14,295 85,058 338,740 11,852,736 8,340,380 2,964,074 548,282
Parttime 296,643 44,527 52,498 199,618 7,389,798 6,168,901 961,742 259,155

YIncludes Title IV, degregrantinginstitutions located within the United States (not including outlying areas). Doeimdate administrativeinits.
2Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enroliment survey component, Fall 2015 [provisional data]
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TableB4. Number of Students Enrolled in BEoursework by SectpbDegreeSeeking Statusand DE Enroliment20152

Degree/Certificate Seeking Students Non-Degree/CertificateSeeking Students
Number of Number of Total, Number of
Total, Number Students Students Number of Number of Number of Students | Number of
of Degree Enrolled Enrolled in | Students not | Non-Degree/ Students Enrolled in | Students
[Certificate Exclusively | Some but not | Enrolled in Certificate- Enrolled Some but | not Enrolled
Seeking in DE all DE any DE Seeking Exclusively in| not all DE in anyDE
Sector Students Qourses Qourses Courses Students DE ©urses Courses Qourses
TOTAL 15,571,651 1,882,618 2,742,071 10,946,962 1,772,846 243,722 116,104 1,413,020
Public, 4year 6,542,254 416,251 1,352,133 4,773,870 454,938 58,178 27,203 369,557
Public, 2yearandless 5,176,061 571,996 1,026,515 3,577,550 1,159,910 145,665 83,129 931,116
Private rot-for-profit, 4-year 2,761,724 379,443 258,721 2,123,560 137,254 28,597 5,334 103,323
Private br-profit, 4-year 844,351 505,232 88,170 250,949 18,428 11,167 393 6,868
Private br-profit, 2-yearand
less 247,261 9,696 16,532 221,033 2,316 115 45 2,156

Y Includesall institutions:Title IVand nonTitle IV, degreegrantingand nondegree grantinglocated within theUnited States and inutlying areas, and

administrative units and ncadministrative units.
2Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enroliment survey component, Fall 2015 [provisional data]
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TableB5. Numberof 100% (Excluge) DE Programs &e

greeGranting Institutions by TwoDigit CIP Code and Program Level, 2015

TOTAL Number of
Number [ Number of DE| DEPost
of DE Sub baccalaureat| Number of | Number | Number | Number
Programs | baccalaureate e DE of DE of DE of DE
and Certificate Certificate | Associate's| Bachelor's| a I & (i § Doctoral
CIP Degrees Programs Programs Degrees Degrees | Degrees | Degrees
Code CIP Name Offered Offered Offered Offered Offered Offered | Offered
TOTAL 26,241 4,593 2,105 5,941 6,617 6,368 617
Business, Management, Marketing, and Related
52 | Support Services 6,801 1,581 397 1,591 1,840 1,338 54
51 | Health Professions and Related Programs 4,463 898 391 981 1,044 919 230
13 | Education 3,120 140 595 237 320 1,687 141
Computer and Information Sciences and Support
11 | Services 2,306 623 127 591 650 293 22
Homeland Security, Law Enforcement, Firefighting
43 | and Related Protective Services 1,600 324 54 484 510 223 5
Liberal Arts and Sciences, General Studies and
24 | Humanities 1,154 108 7 748 256 34 1
39 | Theology and Religious Vocations 635 65 47 83 198 216 26
44 | Public Administration and Social Service Professiol 566 54 50 80 168 197 17
Engineering Technologies and EngineeRalated
15 | Fields 516 165 23 144 97 85 2
14 | Engineering 491 13 63 23 31 332 29
42 | Psychology 481 3 49 48 216 131 34
45 | Social Sciences 470 20 30 108 226 81 5
30 | Multi/Interdisciplinary Studies 458 34 58 80 182 97 7
19 | Family and Consumer Sciences/Human Sciences 413 168 19 91 69 60 6
22 | Legal Professions and Studies 409 81 21 155 87 55 10
50 | Visual and Performing Arts 365 66 6 96 129 67 1
09 | Communication, Journalism, and Related Program: 311 21 20 42 151 75 2
31 | Parks, Recreation, Leisure, and Fitness Studies 214 15 17 33 49 96 4
23 | English Language and Literature/Letters 199 17 14 34 73 59 2
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TOTAL Number of
Number | Number of DE DEPost
of DE Sub baccalaureat| Number of | Number | Number | Number
Programs | baccalaureate e DE of DE of DE of DE

and Certificate Certificate | Associate's| Bachelor's| a I & (i § Doctoral

CIP Degrees Programs Programs Degrees Degrees | Degrees | Degrees
Code CIP Name Offered Offered Offered Offered Offered Offered | Offered
03 | Natural Resources and Conservation 141 14 18 23 40 46 0

Agriculture, Agriculture Operations, and Related
01 | Sciences 123 24 11 36 15 34 3
38 | Philosophy and Religious Studies 120 6 9 12 61 30 2
25 | Library Science 105 15 24 15 4 44 3
54 | History 105 4 22 49 28 1
26 | Biological and Biomedical Sciences 85 15 12 21 33 3
27 | Mathematics and Statistics 78 13 14 22 28 0
16 | Foreign Languages, Literatures, and Linguistics 72 11 1 20 23 15 2
12 | Personal and Culinary Services 68 23 1 39 5 0 0
05 | Area, Ethnic, Cultural, Gender, and Group Studies 57 11 8 7 22 8 1
40 | Physical Sciences 56 1 6 16 13 18 2
49 | Transportation and Materials Moving 54 11 3 8 15 15 2
47 | Mechanic and Repair Technologies/Technicians 51 28 0 19 4 0 0
Communications Technologies/Technicians and

10 | Support Services 39 16 0 11 9 3 0
46 | Construction Trades 33 16 0 16 0 1 0
04 | Architecture and Related Services 31 3 2 6 5 15 0
29 | Military Technologies and Applied Sciences 18 3 2 5 4 4 0
41 | Science Technologies/Technicians 18 2 0 6 9 1 0
48 | Precision Production 15 10 0 5 0 0

YIncludes Title IV, degregranting institutions located within the United States (not including outlying areas). Dod@sahede administrativesnits.
2Source: NCES, IPEDS Completions survey component, Fall 2015 [provisional data]

51




TableB6. Numberof 100% (Excluge) DE Programs &e

greeGranting Institutionsby TwoDigit CIP Code and Sector

Number of Number of
TOTAL Number of Programs Number of Programs
Number of [ Number of Programs | and Degrees| Programs | and Degres
DE Programs and Degrees| Offered at | and Degrees| Offered at
Programs | and Degrees| Offered at | Private not Offered at Private for
and Offered at | Public, 2year | for-profit, 4- | Private for profit, 2-
CIP Degrees | Public, 4year or Less year profit, 4-year | year or less
Code CIP Name Offered Institutions Institutions | Institutions | Institutions Institutions
TOTAL 21,620 5,375 4,738 5,990 5,031 486
Business, Management, Marketing and Related
52 | Support Services 6,797 1,161 1,812 1,849 1,848 127
51 | Health Professions and Related Programs 4,442 1,219 699 1,022 1,221 281
13 | Education 3,118 1,360 252 1,186 319 1
Computer and Information Sciences and Support
11 | Services 2,306 378 634 374 879 41
Homeland Security, Law Enforcement, Firefighting
43 | and Related Protective Services 1,600 292 435 354 496 23
Liberal Arts and Sciences, General Studies and
24 | Humanities 1,151 292 603 221 35 0
39 | Theology and Religious Vocations 633 0 0 628 5 0
44 | Public Administration and Social Service Professiol 566 186 72 162 146 0
Engineering Technologies and EngineeRalated
15 | Fields 516 175 210 58 62 11
14 | Engineering 491 312 21 136 20 2

YIncludes Title 1V, degregranting institutions located within the United Stat@®t including outlying areas). Does not include privatefiooiprofit 2 year
andless categoryDoes notinclude administrativeinits.
2Source: NCES, IPEDS Completions survey component, Fall 2015 [provisional data]
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TableB7. Number ofDegreeGranting Institutions Offering at Least One DE Program by Seetod Program Type, 2025

Total Number of Number of Number of Number of

Number of Institutions Institutions Institutions Institutions

Institutions | Offering at Least| Offering at Offering at Least| Offering at
Offering at One DE Least One DE One DE Least OpeADE
Total Number | Least One DE Certificate Associate's Bachelor's al adSN]
Sector of Institutions Program Program Degree Degree Above Degree
TOTAL 4,448 2,313 1,296 1,205 1,163 1,182
Public, 4year 702 547 289 155 412 414
Public, 2year 910 613 483 550 0 0
Private rot-for-profit, 4-year 1,592 786 298 210 516 625
Private br-profit, 4-year 685 264 161 191 234 143
Private br-profit, 2-year 559 103 65 99 1 0

LIncludes Title IMlegreegranting institutions located within the United States (not including outlying areas). Doéschade administrativainits.
2Source: NCES, IPEDS Completions survey component, Fall 2015 [provisional data]

TableB8. Number of DegredGranting Insitutions® Offering at Least One DEourse or Prograrby Sectorand ProgramLevel, 2015

Number of Institutions
Offering Undergraduate or | Number ofInstitutions Number ofInstitutions

Total Numberof Graduate DE Programs or| Offering Undergraduate|  Offering Graduate DE

Sector Institutions Courses DE Courses or Program  Courses or Programs
TOTAL 4,448 3,314 3,086 1,664
Public, 4year 702 679 665 541
Public, 2year 910 885 885 0
Private rot-for-profit, 4-year 1,592 1,111 913 898
Private br-profit, 4-year 685 445 429 225
Private br-profit, 2-year 559 194 194 0

YIncludes Title 1V, degregranting institutions located within the United States (not including outlying areas). Doéschade administrativeinits.
2Source: NCES, IFEDstitutional Characteristissirvey component, Fall 2015 [provisional data]
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TableB9. Number ofPrimarily-Online Institutions by Sectof?®

Total Numberof
Sector Institutions

TOTAL 67
Public, 4year 6
Public, 2yearand less 0
Private rot-for-profit, 4-year 16
Private br-profit, 4-year 39
Private br-profit, 2-yearand less 6

L Primarilyonline institutions are those in which at least 90 percent of students are enrolled exclusively in distance educationar&ursew
2IncludesTitle IV, degregranting institutions located within the United States (not including outlying ar@as)s notinclude administrativeinits.
3Source: NCES, IPEDS Fall Enrollment survey component, Fall 2015 [provisional data]
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