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ABSTRACT

Despite increased enrollments in distance education
programs, using technology to teach in a non-traditional
format remains problematic for some faculty in institutions
of higher education. The purpose of this study was to
examine pedagogical and professional beliefs that might
illuminate what influenced higher education faculty
decisions to teach distance education using technology. The
research was conducted by analyzing data gathered from a
survey, interviews, and focus group meetings. The
participants were faculty from higher education. Responses
about distance education and technology were reported. The
three issues identified by participants as most important
were Training and Support, Program Quality, and Social
Interaction. The goal of the study was to provide verbal
discourse directly from faculty that contributed to
research about higher education faculty teaching distance

education using technology.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Statement of Problem

This study was an investigation of how social
interaction and program quality influence higher education
faculty decisions to teach distance education using
technology. Using technology to teach distance education in
higher education has become the instructional delivery tool
of choice in the 21°* century. There were an estimated 90%
of public four-year as well as 90% of public two-year
colleges offering distance education courses or programs.
In 2006, 96% of U.S. public and private colleges and
universities were offering online courses and the numbers
are continuing to increase (Allen & Seaman, 2006).
According to Sloan Consortium (2008) online enrollment
increased again in 2008, and accounts for 22% of higher
education enrollments.

The Instructional Technology Council (2010) reported
that 90% or more higher education institutions offer
dedicated websites for distance education programs;
distance education specific faculty training; as well as,

helpdesk and technical support for distance education



faculty. As a result of these dynamics, faculty are asked
to teach higher education courses utilizing technology as a
primary tool and in supplemental ways similar to how hands-
on materials are used in traditional face-to-face
classrooms. Technology is versatile enough for face-to-
face, online, television or satellite, distance or
traditional use in instruction delivery (Instructional
Technology Council, 2010).

Traditional classrooms have been the environment where
faculty exercised authority and shared knowledge by
interacting socially which resulted in perceived quality
education. The authority of faculty traditionally included
an appreciation of instructors recognized as expert,
especially during times when few could read or write. This
appreciation resulted in faculty having absolute authority
(Al-Harthi& Ginsburg, 2003). According to Cilesiz (2009},
faculty members teaching distance education claimed
teaching distance education embraced the same directed
pedagogical approach as faculty who teach face-to-face
where historically there was absolute power.

Various faculty members who teach distance education
claim systematic student interaction, program quality and

educational standards are upheld regardless of the



instructional delivery method (Stanberry, 2000).
Nevertheless, faculty members who do not teach distance
education courses; as well as faculty who do teach distance
education courses, question the wvalidity of a didactic
approach that does not include social interaction with
emplrical outcomes, and as a result, they also gquestion the
program quality of distance education programs that
implement technology instead of faculty as the
instructional delivery provider (Clay, 1999).

Faculty members have been taught to teach theoretical
content using linear instruction methods. Instruction
methods can be measurably paced and assessed through
behaviors such as testing and cbservation (Dabbagh, 2005;
Kearsley, 2000). Faculty members teach structured knowledge
using relevant theory (Hannafin, Hill, & Land, 1997;
Kearsley, 2000) students utilize learning methods grounded
in historical cognitive learning. Conversely, technological
advancements in communication (Arenas, Bleau, Eckvahl,
Gray, Hamner, & Powell, 2009) changed the way in which
information is presented both in and out of the classroom.
Researchers such as Berge, Muilenburg, Cho, and others
researched the effects of teaching distance education using

technology instead of using traditional classroom



techniques.

Ten factors from research by Berge and Muilenburg
(2001) identified and classified difficulties faculty
encounter when distance education using technology is
implemented (factors noted later in the study). Their
factor analytic study began with 64 known barriers to
distance education instruction and ended by identifying ten
factors which accounted for 52% of the overall variance of
faculty attitudes concerning teaching distance education
using technology. The ten factors provided a solid starting
point and framework for this study about influences to
teaching distance education using technology. In this
study, only one of the Berge &Muilenburg (2001) factors
will be examined, social interaction and quality. Although
two components are named this was designated as one factor
by Berge and Muilenberq.

Due to the nature of distance education, faculty
members are asked to take on additional roles such as
technical coordinator, programmer, design specialist, and
technology expert as well as academic specialist, where
they do not interact in the same manner as they have
previously. In addition, they must incorporate teaching

techniques to handle isolation of not being physically in



the same space with others that was formerly experienced.
Berge and Muilenburg (2001) claimed faculty could be
uncomfortable without student-centeredness and social
interaction.

At the same time, faculty must create a student-
centered environment and provide collaborative learning
activities based on historical institutionalization.
Institutionalization required face-to-face traditional
interactions such as teaching to auditory or wvisual
learners. Some technology such as discussion boards, do not
provide auditory or visual cues and therefore new roles are
being established.

Traditional institutional practices are not changing
at the same pace as distance education technology (Berge &
Muilenburg, 2001). Moore (1994, 2007) speculated barriers
which impede faculty participation in distance education
have nothing to do with either technology or pedagogy.
Moore (1994) claimed organizational changes which threaten
institutionalization have influenced faculty decisions
about the use technology tc teach distance education
programs. Keegan (1986) also referred to organizational
change, as a barrier to teaching distance education and

said that organizational change is the relationship between



social actions and the social organization. An example of
organizational changes are evident when faculty roles are
modified along with other changes within the organization.
that shifts power from people to technology and alter past
practices of interdependence and isomorphism.

Systemic ideas such as interdependence and isomorphism
(DiMaggio, 19297; Tyack & Cuban, 2004) influence faculty
professiconal beliefs. Creating distance education
environments involves location, social interaction
(interdependence), and program quality (isomorphism)
resulting in an institutional setting characterized by the
traditional presence of socially interactive focused
dialogue (Stanberry, 2000).

Halford (2008) alleged that technology changed the
fundamental paradigm of how higher education faculty
educate. Higher education institutions are mired in
longstanding tradition and institutionalization (Mills,
Lane & Casebeer, 20092), resulting in some faculty resisting
changes that pertain to distance education and technology,
especially when they are not part of the process.

There are concerns about program quality when faculty
members are not included during the design and decision-

making stages in relation to distance education programs



(Arenas, Bleau, Eckvahl, Gray, Hamner, & Powell, 2009)}.
Other concerns about program quality included testing and
assessment of student outcomes. Additionally, there were
concerns about the significance of courses, taught via
distance education.

Traditionally, faculty voices have been associated
directly in connection with oversight and implementation;
however, recently faculty voices are being perceived as
invisible or indirect when technologies are employed as the
instructional delivery method of choice (Vandergrift,
2002). This invisibility is manifest when faculty members
are not included in decision-making and when faculty
members are not visible to online environments. Berge and
Muilenburg (2001) claim faculty feel isolated due to lack
of person-to-person contact.

It has been hard for traditional higher education
faculty to change for a number of reasons. (Moore, 2007;
Awidi, 2008) asserted that academe lacks pedagogy for using
the Internet and maintained that preparation for teaching
distance education courses/programs was almost nonexistent
in higher education. Keegan (1990) referenced
transformation in governance for some of the changes in

higher education, and Moore alleged higher education



organizational changes led to faculty apprehension about
technology as an instructional delivery method when faculty
prefer the traditional method. Moore, Keegan and Awidi’s
assertions about social interaction and program quality are
reasons that illuminate the influences when faculty members

are asked to use technology to teach distance education.

Social Interaction

In this study, one characteristic of Social
Interaction is teaching presence. Teaching presence
involves regular and effectual interaction between the
instructor and the learner, Garrison, Anderson and Archer
(2001, p.5) defined teaching presence as “the design,
facilitation, and direction of cognitive and social
processes for the realization of personallg meaningful and
educationally worthwhile learning outcomes.” They did not
differentiate face-to-face or at a distance. Garrison at el
{2001) provided a three-part model of teaching presence
highlighting components such as: 1) instructional design:
2) facilitating discourse; and, 3) direct instruction. It

was assumed that if these three components were modeled,

teaching took place anywhere. It has yet to be determined



whether or not faculty recognizes the presence of these
three components during instructicn using a technician.

Social Interaction is also defined as “the acts,
actions, or practices of two or more people mutually
oriented towards each other's selves, that is, any behavior
that tries to affect or take account of each other's
subjective experiences or intentions” (Rummel, 1976, p. 2).
Traditionally, faculty provided a physical presence as a
sign of their active involvement in a classroom that
resulted in frequent and effective social interaction.
Characteristics of social interaction include a number of
perceptions that can include physical cues as well as
attitudes. Maldonado & Hayes-Roth (2006) include:
perception of peers, perception of success, attitude
towards content, attitude towards group work, attitude
towards media, eye contact, use of humor or banter, help-
seeking vocalization, deferential speech, contributing
ideas, expressing feelings, acceptance, expressing support
and acceptance, encouragement, and summarization as
characteristics of Social Interaction.

Mandemach, Gonzales & Garrett (2006) argued that the
use of technology when delivering instruction via distance

education diminishes recognition. Maldonado and Hayes-Roth



(2006) suggested that online instructors are not real
because students cannot physically see them. Without social
interface, some faculty alleged they would not acquire
effective social interaction with students. Social
Interaction also affects program quality. Program quality
includes life experiences designed for socialization as

well as academic/instructional achievements.

Program Quality

Program Quality, recognized as “instructional quality”
Larreamendy-Joerns & Leinhardt, (2006, p. 579) focuses on
the significance of instruction and reflects the value of
instruction as it pertains to institutional standards.
Program quality also refers to the “epistemic authenticity”
associated with faculty expertise and subject matter
(Larreamendy-Joerns & Leinhardt, 2006, p. 268). Program
Quality may include resources such as libraries, labs,
specialized classrooms and other institutional features
used by faculty to deliver instruction. Additionally,
Program Quality can incorporate practical application of
life experiences for socialization and development.

Shepherd, Martz, Ferguson, and Klein, (2004) pointed

out that distance education program quality is subjective,

10



as 1ls face-to-face program quality. In a traditional
classroom, two instructors teaching the same subject may be
perceived differently by both students and peers, sometimes
radically so. Moreover, methods of evaluating program
quality are also subjective and often personal and
nonprofessional if not performed by peers.

In the past, faculty members were responsible for the
total development and delivery of courses, known as
bundling. Bundling required faculty to carry out at least
five activities such as: designing curriculum; selecting
appropriate instructional methods and course materials;
delivering the course; mediating the learning process; and;
assessing students (Paulson, 2002). The implementation of
distance education allowed higher education institutions to
unbundle faculty duties to others who are perceived to be
able to do the same job without faculty experience,
knowledge and expertise.

Unbundling creates more interaction among faculty,
managers and staff and less social interaction between
faculty and students. The tasks/processes previously taught
to faculty through professional development (Paulson, 2002)
have now evolved into individual jobs for information

technology specialists and others, or in some cases

11



purchased as software packages from outside vendors without
faculty input or knowledge.

Development of distance education programs and
implementation of distance education instructional delivery
are now carried out using a team approach. According to
Schuster & Finkelstein (2006), the team approach permits
instructional designers, programmers, program managers,
marketers and research specialists, and information
technology technicians to be a part of distance education
processes and procedures. Institutions of Higher Education
(IHE) are also unbundling face-to-face courses by using
teaching assistants, graders, discussion courses, and
information technology personnel for procedures such as
surveys, grade submission and other technology issues
(Paulson, 2002).

Feenberg (1999) asserted, most faculty members do not
want higher education programs to be delivered through
markets outside the context of a brick and mortar
university community. Feenberg (1999) argued that faculty
members perceived purchasing and offering ‘canned’ courses
(courses that are mass produced and sold to higher
education institutions to be used in various forms)

polluted program quality. Faculty do not perceive

12



themselves as leaders and innovators when using curriculum
not deemed personal and authentic. For example, although
there has been a steady increase in distance education
enrollments in higher education, less than one-third of US
Chief Academic Officers perceive that their faculty fully
accepts the value and legitimacy of distance education
(Allen & Seaman, 2005).

Faculty have not accepted attempts define distance
education best practices and program standards that pertain
to traditional face-to-face programs despite many attempts
to define distance education pedagogy (Parker, 2004).

After numerous attempts to define the quality of distance
education programs or to define the quality of faculty who
participate in distance education, no consensus has been
reached (Vettori, Lueger & Knassmiller, 2007).

Additional questions remain about the differences in
perceived faculty experience, expertise and education level
(labeled quality) that pertains to faculty who may be
professionals or who may only hold certificates, especially
in community colleges. Further community colleges do not
require research to maintain employment. When there are
questions about Program Quality, there are concerns when

the number of adjunct faculty employed equal that of the

13



number of contract faculty employed (Association of
Community College Trustees, 2009).

Faculty believe that the level of quality at any
institution and is associated with on-campus, full-time
faculty (AAUP, 2008; NEA, 2009). In IHE, the quality of
instruction is measured by faculty, resources, and
facilities. Faculty members make a distinction between
diploma mills, non-accredited schools and academically rich
institutions. They objected (Noble, 1998} to perceived
similarities when all post-secondary institutions were
lumped together. Program Quality included a number of life
experiences expressed educationally through socialization
and academic achievement by faculty with years of
experience, educational standings, and educational

background.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine pedagogical
and professional beliefs that might illuminate influences
to higher education faculty decisions to teach distance
education using technology. This will be accomplished
through systematic analysis of faculty responses. To meet

this purpose the researcher will: 1) examine pedagogical
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and professional beliefs that contribute to faculty
perceptions of teaching distance education using
technology; 2) ascertain experiences that impact faculty
decision to use technology as an instructional delivery
tool; and, 3) provide recommendations on how to better
facilitate faculty with the implementation of technology as
an instructional delivery method/tool. The results are used
to explore ways to include faculty in distance education
course design, institutional and technical support efforts,
and provide sufficient training in evolving technologies.
The key questions guiding this investigation are: 1)
how can faculty voices communicate a perceived culture of
good teaching when using technology for instructional
delivery; 2) which philosophical, pedagogical and
professional beliefs will faculty articulate as influences
to decisions for using technology as an instructional
delivery method; 3) what technology does faculty use; and,
4) how can faculty become better prepared to use technology

to teach distance education?

Significance of the Study
Distance education is quickly becoming the

gquintessential higher education instructional delivery
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method. For IHE, teaching distance education using
technology has created concerns for traditional faculty.
Additionally, distance education has added to outreach and
extended education programs as completion rates between
distance education programs and face-to-face programs
narrow {Instructional Technology Council (ITC), 2010;
Simpson, 2010). Without proper faculty training and faculty
curricular inclusion, social interaction and program
quality in distance education programs will continue to be
questioned.

Possible benefits of this research include and
improved explanation of how distance education pedagogy and
professional beliefs affect faculty. Issues that influence
the use of technology by faculty are identified. According
to Gerber (2001), better understanding of faculty
perceptions about distance education and using technology
could contributed to more successful recruitment, job
retention, higher job satisfaction, more interconnected
course design, quality institutional support, and inclusive
substantial faculty training programs.

A Grounded Theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) approach
is used to study an assumption about faculty perceptions of

technology as an instructional delivery means. The study

16



identifies influences related to faculty decisions about

using technology to teach distance education.

Limitations of the Study

Distance education and technology are fields in
constant evolution, which limits the generalizations for
research because changes occur rapidly. The use of
technology is often placed in a situation that promises
more than it delivers or otherwise does not meet
expectations, because by its very nature (a new
innovation), it is hard to understand. Distance education
has been researched for decades, but only recently have
researchers started to study the effects of distance
education on faculty.

Past research has primarily concentrated on the type
of technology used and a comparison between student
outcomes. This study was not a comparison between face-to-
face and distance education or how technology was used.
This research was directed toward faculty use of technology

to teach distance educatiocn.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

Overview

An increasingly robust body of literature suggested
both positive and negative implications surface when higherxr
education faculty are presented with a variety of
technology~driven instructional delivery options (Lim &
Morris, 2003) including teaching distance education. Over
the last decade, there have been numerous studies,
articles, and presentations about the use of technology in
teaching distance education, but few of these inquiries
address how technology has influenced faculty. Critical
literature reviews -(Holcomb, Brady & Smith, 2010; Luck &
McQuiggan, 2006; Parthasarathy & Smith, 2009;) alleged that
faculty concerns about using technology in distance
education have not been addressed extensively in
empirically-based research studies which is how most of the
past faculty concerns have been previously researched. The
researcher did not want to just provide additional
empirical data, the researcher wanted to report faculty

concerns.
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BAnalyses of the literature supported the idea that
faculty members are influenced by the use ¢of technology as
an instructional delivery tocl; however, little was
detailed in the studies. Numbers were provided in the form
of the percent of faculty who thought workload or
compensation was a motivator or a barrier, but there was
little detail on the effect that the workload or
compensation had on their decision to teach distance
education using technology.

The most noted bodies of research pertaining to
distance education using technology as an instructional
delivery method were media comparison studies. Media
Comparison Studies are based on comparisons between
distance education programs presented using technology and
face-to-face traditional classes. Media Comparison Studies
(MCS) were used to corroborate conceptual and philosophical
analysis (Warnick & Burbules, 2007). Many of the MCS were
literature reviews. The current study used literature to
verify the voices of faculty to articulate their
perceptions about teaching distance education using
technology.

Reseachers continued to conduct quantitative and

qualitative work that compared outcomes of distance

19



education comparing passing rates and grades, instead
reporting pedagogical and professional beliefs. One of the
most famous media comparison studies was a literature
review conducted by Russell (1999) involving the review of
355 studies conducted from 1928 to 1998. The result of the
study was that there was no significant difference between
teaching distance education and teaching face-to-face. The
current study explored faculty perceptions about
differences between teaching distance education and

teaching face-to-face.

A Brief History

There are a number of accounts on the beginnings of
distance education. The history ranges from cave writings
to institutionalized twenty-first century digital delivery
methods incorporating technology. Regardless of what has
been archived, there is consensus that the original
instructional offerings took place in the form of written
correspondence teaching only and changed with new
innovation to meet differences, new challenges, and
changes.

Twenty-first century technology evolved from

instructional delivery modalities that were ever-changing.
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Table 1 contains a chronological listing of instructional
delivery modalities. The table includes timeframes,
foundations and the modality used to deliver distance

education.
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Table 1

Distance Education Delivery Modalities

Types of Distance Education

YEAR FOUNDATION METHODOLOCGY
B.C. Walls of caves Written
correspondence
1883-1500 Correspondence Written
University - correspondence
1883-1891 Chautauqua College Summer institute

and Written

correspondence,
U.S. Mail
1886-1887 Pennsylvania State Written
University correspondence

through the US
mail

1918-1946 Radio One way listening
and written
correspondence

1950-present Television Audio and video
viewing and
listening

1970-present Britain’s Open Audio cassette,
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University video cassette,
personal
computers, web-

based, Internet

1980-1990 Cable and Web-based,
satellite Internet
television

2000 and beyond Cable, satellite, Web-based,
fiber optics and Internet,
the World Wide Web Interactive

television,

Moore (1998)

There was transformation from purely paper-based
correspondence courses, such as those offered through a
number of correspondence schools using paper-and-pencil, to
technologically sophisticated distance learning delivery
systems using satellite or fiber optics. This
transformation was focused on faculty, technology, and
instructional delivery. Face-to-face or direct faculty
contact was blended with the use of a media other than the

written word. According to the delivery methodology on
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Table 1, distance education has benefitted from all of the
planning, guidance, and pedagogical practices of
correspondence courses and instructional delivery enhanced
by innovations.

However, Bower (2001) claimed faculty members believe
that mediated student-instructor interaction is a basic
element missing in distance education. As a result, the
conundrum that has surfaced for faculty members is that
they do not perceive that immediate mediation, feedback,
interaction and communication is possible with distance
education (Bower, 2001). Currently, a faculty concern that
influences their decision to teach distant education using
technology is that they do not understand how students
learn without learned exchanges such as visual approval or
immediate dialogue with immediate responses. In response to
this issue this current study examined faculty perceptions

of interaction without physical presence.

Definitions of Distance Education
The term distance education (DE) is interchangeable
with a variety of terms depending on the type of delivery
method the organization wanted to implement. Leaders of

some institutions named distance education programs based
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on the type of media used, such as ‘online.’ As a result,
the term distance education represented multiple synonyms.
Distance Education is known as: 1) distance education; 2)
distributed learning; 3) open learning; 4)
hybrid/blended/elLearning; 5) distance learning; and, 5)
online education. Definitions characterized research
studies that concentrated on theoretical perceptions of
distance education programs.

The definitions listed in Table 2 include many of
terms used to describe either media oxr methodology.
However, it is difficult for faculty to determine what is
being defined, a process such as Online (where classes are
actually held), a theory such as the Pre-Industrial Model
of Teaching (teaching using traditional methods), or the
interaction of both such as Transactional Distance (when
teacher and learner relationship are developed when teacher
and learner are separated by time).

A balance of faculty member academic expertise and
computer skills appear necessary to achieve the goal of
authenticating instruction for distance education for IHE
programs (Harvard School of Education, 2005).An applicable
definition included subject matter knowledge for teaching,

understanding student thinking, instructional practices,
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assessment practices, classroom management, and the
leadership of educational improvement {(Harvard School of
Education, 2005). In Table 2, a list of selected

definitions of distance education is presented.
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Table 2

Definitions of Distance Education

ORIGINATOR DEFINITION

CONCLUSION

1967 - Peters Distance education includes
the following attributes to
highlight economic
characteristics: 1) division
of labor as in course teams
where several kinds of
expertise are called for, 2)
mass production and
distribution of education
materials and information,
3) sensitivity of the
enterprise to economies of
scale.

1986 — Moore Distance education is
planned learning that
normally occurs in a
different place from
teaching. As a result, it
requires special techniques
of course design, special

instructional techniques,

27

Planning and
organization are
viewed from an

industrial model

Emphasis on
organization and

administration



1989 -

Holmberg

1990 - Keegan

1990 -

Harasim

i

special methods and
administrative arrangements.
Distance education covers
the various forms of study
at all levels which are not
under continuous, immediate
supervision of tutors
present with their students
in lecture rooms or on the
same premise, who benefit
from the planning and
guid%nce and tuition of a
tutorial organization.
Distance education is when
the teacher and learner are
separated in time or space,
but must communicate with
each other via a two-way
medium. In addition, the
practice must involve an
educational institution.
Distance education is active

participation in learning

and extending one’s

28

Pertains mainly to
British usage but

still has meaning

when comparing

definitions

Faculty is still
central to distance
education but that
others are involved
as well depending on
the extent of their
use in the
curriculum.

The stress is on
knowledge as

socially constructed



1993 - United
States
Distance
Learning

Association

1993 -

Salomon

1997 -
Kirshner and

Whitson

intellectual power through
mediated communicgtion
beyond the use of
technologies as “cognitive
delivery systems”.

Distance education is the
acquisition of knowledge and
skills through mediated
information and instruction,
encompassing all
technologies and other forms
of learning at a distance.
Distance education is when
people appear to think in
conjunction or partnership
with others and with the
help of a culturally
provided tool and implement.
Distance education used the
term “situated cognition” a
theory that promises as a
next step, a model for
dealing with knowledge and

learning as fundamentally

by participants in a
shared virtual
environment provided

by networked media.

Emphasis is on
acquiring skill

development

Emphasis is on
mediation by
whatever means

available

Emphasis on
organization and

administration
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social and cultural, rather
than as artifacts of

individual journeys through
an impersonal and objective

world.

Peters (1967) definition was based on the economic
issues of the time. Economic issues were noted in the
research as one of the more important reasons that
influenced faculty decisions to teach distance education
using technology. Faculty economic issues are different
from institutional economic issues. Faculty economic issues
emphasized personal economics such as workloads, salaries,
and intellectual property. On the other hand, institutional
economic issues were related to institutional longevity and
balancing budgets. This study will concentrate on faculty
economics.

Some of the definitions that follow theorist
definitions of distance education. Moore (1986) defined
distance education as planned learning that occurred in

different locations. As long as there was a plan in place
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learning could take place anywhere. For example, coursework
produced in one location such as educational audio or video
tape from a conference, and presented in another location
such as a website could be perceived a distance education.
(Holmberg, 1989; Keegan, 1990) defined distance education
as a separation of teacher and learner. This definition
separated teacher and learner and location was not
significant. For example, someone could be located in the
next room orxr someone could be located thousands of miles
away.

Harasim (1990) described distance education as sharing
intellectual intelligence via technology and knowledge
shared by all participants. Harasim perceived distance
education as participants sharing information using
technology such as the use of computers or other media for
communication. (Salomon, 1993; Kirshner & Whitson, 1997)
offered definitions of distance education that included the
use of technology with emphasis placed on social and
cultural knowledge and technical skill development by the
learner. These theorists defined ways to communicate using
media and added perceived social and cultural knowledge
such as Netiquette for the Internet or learned technical

skills required to use technology. This process pertained
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only to the learner and not to faculty.

The definitions above pertained to higher education
institutions and were based on each theorist’s
representation of how students acquire knowledge not how
faculty teaches. There is little or no mention of faculty
inclusion or how faculty will teach, design or evaluate
distance education programs. Keegan is the only theorist
who included the caveat that faculty members were a major
part of the distance education process. But, Keegan
indicated that administrator and others, depending on
category or position are allowed to participate. Each
theorist provided a definition that explained their
perception of how distance education could be provided at
the time the definition was developed. Definitions changed,
expanded, added, and excluded elements with the inception
of new innovation, standards, and practices.

For purposes of this study, the following definition
of distance education was used; “distance education is any
means of teaching whereby an instructor and student are
separated by either time or space or both” (California
Distance Learning Project, 2005). This definition was
selected because currently, distance education is practiced

in multiple locations, inside and outside an institution.
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For example, using interactive television courses can be
carried out in a classroom on campus and presented in a
remote location, another classroom, a private location, a
library, or any other location. This information is
pertinent to this current study because the research is

about teaching distance education regardless of location.

Theories of Distance Education

Devlin (1989) claimed that the study of faculty use of
technology in distance education is as complex as the study
of distance education itself’ therefore, theory is
important to contextual and conceptual principles of
distance education using technology. The Theory of
Industrial Production established by Peters (1967), alleged
distance education reduced education to an industrial
production process, lacked human interaction, and alienated
learners from teachers. Peter’s theory excluded social
interaction between the teacher and learner because the
perception was that the concentration was on the
organization and not on faculty.

Wedemeyer (1971, declared that distance education was
based on a systems method. The method linked communications

and andragogy to define learner independence. Wedemeyer
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changed the terminoclogy during a later study from
correspondence learning to independent learning when
acknowledging other ways of teaching besides paper-and-
pencil. Wedemeyer’s theory did not mention how faculty
members were to provide instructional delivery, but was
important to the current study because it identified
diverse instructional delivery methods.

Interaction Theory and Communication Theory (Moore,
1986a) referred to the social interaction and the program
quality that occurred during the instructional delivery
process. Both theories suggested there were three types of
interaction necessary for successful distance education: 1)
learner-content interaction; 2) learner-instructor
interaction; and, 3) learner-learner interaction. Social
Interaction in the form of communication was the focal
point of Moore’s distance education theories (Moore, 1986a,
1997, 2007). Interactions, as identified in the research by
Moore took place in multiple locations using multiple
instructional methodologies. Those methodologies are
primarily associated with student-centered learning not
with institutional structures such as hierarchical and
standardized processes used in the past.

Keegan (1990) classified theories of distance

34



education into three groups: 1) independence and autonomy
of the learner; 2) industrialization of teaching:; and, 3)
interaction and communication. Keegan theorized that
distance education was a transformative experience, and
claimed that converting instruction from face-to-face to
technology created a new instructional delivery method.
Keegan referred to theories of independence and autonomy
(feminist theory) that described opportunities for faculty
members to come out of the classroom while adding another
instructional delivery method to their repertoire.

Both theorists mentioned the connection between the
teacher and learner but neither elaborated on what the
connection was or how it could be expanded upon. The
connection could be as simple as acknowledging each others’
presence or as complicated as communicating in a meaningful
academic manner by requesting and receiving documents and
other items used during an academic course.

Transactional distance is the “universe of teacher-
learner relationships that exist when learners and
instructors are separated by space and/or time” (Moore,
1997, p. 22). Moore acknowledged that faculty had a
relationship with the learner during the distance education

teaching and learning process.
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Some theories about distance education were basically
a description of the instructional delivery method used
just as others thecories or definitions were named after the
medium used. Peters (1967) Industrial Theory was named
after an American economic time period. Regardless to the
name given to the phenomenon, when examining the
researcher’s theoretical contributions there is little
evidence of sound foundations for delivering Distance
Education instruction using technology because the theories
were based on the most current organizational policies and
standards.

Theories about distance education contributed to but
did not fully explain the inclusion of technology as an
instructional delivery method (Garrison, 2000). The purpose
of this study is to make that connection between faculty
using diverse instructional delivery for distance educatiocon
as described in the theory.

However, the more recent theories such as the Moore &
Kearsley (2005) Theory of Transactional Distance that
attempted to connect the concept of teaching from a
distance based on course structure and dialogue. This could
mean that faculty are included in design or implementation

of distance education is why there are concerns that
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influenced faculty teaching distance education using
technology need to be addressed.

Distance education’s theoretical developments included
changes in the field of teaching practice in higher
education, as noted in recent theories. As theories of
distance education were modified, the focus includes
predictive models such as the Diffusion of Innovation
Theory (Rogers, 2005) a theory that has the potential to
shape future practice by predicting how long it will take
for a group to transform or accept a new culture. In the
interim, theories continue to be directed toward specific
technological, educational, and economic issues. It is yet
to be seen whether an expert and comprehensive definition
or a theory developed to encompasses all of the
characteristics of distance education. In the meantime,
faculty members continue to depend on their experience and
expertise to determine influénces when deciding to teach
distance education using technology as an instructional

delivery tool.

Research by Berge
Berge, a distance education researcher, conducted

numerous studies about faculty barriers to using technology
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in distance education instructional delivery. Berge’s
research covered more than two decades. Initially the
research promoted the use of instructional technology in
the classroom (Berge, 1998). Later studies identified
barriers experienced by faculty to teaching distance
education using technology. Along the way, the researcher
wrote numerous books and articles and conducted studies on
distance education for pre-and-post-secondary institutions.
Additionally, Berge conducted research with other
researchers (described later in this study). The researcher
described a number of influences faculty experienced
concerning their involvement of distance education and
technology.

Berge (1998) claimed intrinsic barriers such as
workloads or the amount of time required to implement
distance education courses impeded progress for faculty.
Extrinsic barriers to teaching distance education were also
important to faculty. Extrinsic barriers affected faculty
expertise, experience, and knowledge base.

For example, faculty who questioned the quality of a
distance education was faced with influences such as
changes in workload, limited training or not being

permitted to design distance education curriculum or
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programs. During its infancy in the 1920s, arguments and
debates arose about the validity of delivery methods,
social interaction and program quality (Jeffries, 1998). At
the same time, according to Jefferies, theorists and
practitioners who were against correspondence programs
surfaced during 1920s.

Education organizations functioned based on
institutional philosophy and not on based on Distance
Education pedagogy because institutions preferred a more
institution-centered approach where there was more control
and more studengg. Those arguments continue today (NCES,
2009).

Extrinsic and intrinsic influences to teaching
distance education using technology and was reported in
several Berge studies and included: compensation;
incentives; workload; new technology; promotion; tenure;
professional development; recognition; and, support from
administrators and peers (McKenzie, Mims, Bennett & Waugh,
2001; Berge & Cho, 2000; Folkers, 2005; Maquire, 2005; NEA,
1999; Shell, 2004). Extrinsic and intrinsic influences were
also noted in a study by Cook (2008) when four United
States studies were examined to connect higher education

with teaching distant education. Key findings affirmed that
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faculty wanted basic needs met such as salary increases and
course release time which can mean that extrinsic
influences have the most influence on faculty decisions to
teach distance education using technology and will be
examined in this current study.

Berge worked with several researchers, Berge and
Muilenburg, Berge and Cho, Berge and Morowski (1998; 1999;
2001) and identified motivators and barriers to teaching
distance education using technology. However, the most
significant barriers were identified by Berge & Muilenburg
(2001) . The researcher for this current study wants to
determine if the motivators and barriers found by Berge and
others, influenced faculty decisions in this study, to
teach distance education using technology. Table 3
provides a condensed list of motivators and barriers to
faculty instructiocnal delivery in distance education using

technelogy as an instructional delivery method.
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Table 3

Distance Education Motivators and Barriers

Motivators Barriers

e Self satisfaction Lack of technical
¢ Flexible schedule support
s Wider audience e Lack of release time
for development
e Concerns about course

quality

e Training

Berge and Muilenburg, 2001

Based on past research, Berge, (1998), Berge &
Muilenburg (1999), Berge & Muilenburg (2001), Berge & Cho
(2002), and Meyer (2004) claimed that motivators and
barriers have significant importance in the delivery of
distance education using technology. Motivators and
barriers pertain to issues such as workload, compensation,
training, support and other issues can affect faculty
member’s ability to carry out their jobs. In their research
studies, the researchers identified a number of factors
that influence teaching distance education which pertain

specifically to faculty.
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Meyer (2004) identified the same intrinsic issues, as
Berge and others, that faculty members have to deal with in
order to teach distance education using technology. One
issue like workload was reported to have to capability of
changing dramatically depending on factors like schedules.
An example follows.

A faculty member taught for five years during the day
and maintained a 9 a.m. until 5 p.m. schedule. The faculty
member scheduled meetings; office visits with students,
course design, and other business during those hours. The
faculty member also taught on Saturday on alternating
terms. The faculty members schedule was changed so that
they would teach distance education courses. The changes
disrupted the faculty member’s customary schedule and
subsequently several issues arose. One issue would be
training. Training consists of learning to use the
egquipment, software and understanding how technology
replicated traditional classroom delivery.

Meyer (2004) argued that issues of great interest to
faculty incorporate academic freedom; intellectual property
rights; faculty workload; and compensation and need to be
considered in choosing to engage or not engage in distance

education. Faculty have a number of issues that establish

42



their perceptions of teaching distance education and have
an impact on whether they resist, refuse or embrace using
technology as a delivery method.

Berge and Cho (2002} conducted a factor-analytic study
in an attempt to determine faculty barriers to distance
education. They reviewed historic data from distance
education programs and interviewed faculty regardless to
whether they taught distance education or use technology.
This study resulted in the identification of the following
six factors that affected faculty pefceptions of distance
education: 1) work place, where faculty present their
talents and where they provide interaction that results in
perceived quality; 2) job function, what faculty members
are required to do based on policy and standards and
represented by the quality and expertise; 3} instructional
delivery method, the means by which the course is offered
that can be face-to-face or using technology; 4)
experience, the amount of time faculty members have
retained knowledge and how they communicate that knowledge;
5) institutional maturity; faculty training and
development; and; 6} area of expertise, the area where
faculty has the most knowledge or proficiency and how those

features are recognized when teaching. Data were collected
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that indicated that there was a need for change in faculty
perceptions of teaching distance education. Each of the
six areas named by Berge and Muilenburg was associated with
Social Interaction and Program Quality because they were
areas related directly to where and how faculty provided

teaching.

Six Factors (Berge and Cho, 2002)

Six factors identified by Berge and Cho (2002)
provided a synopsis of faculty pedagogical and professional
beliefs about teaching distance education. The first factor
was the work place, a social construct that can change
dramatically from one term to the next or can remain the
same indefinitely. Faculty has historically (Berge, 1998)
taught to groups of students face-to-face in a classroom.
Classes can now be taught using media where teacher and
student are still face-to-face but are in different
physical locations. However, many programs are offered
using methods of communication where neither the faculty
member nor the students are visible such as Moodle or
Blackboard which are course management systems.

The second factor, job function, can best be described

by the tasks required to meet the goals of the course, the
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institutional standards of the program, and ranges from
course design to submission of grades. When teaching face-
to-face some of the tasks associated with teaching can be
done using technology such as a Power Point (technology)
but would require substantially more time to design (United
Nations Educational Scientific & Cultural Organization,
2004). For example, in a traditional classroom, faculty can
copy documents and place them onto transparencies and show
them on an overhead projector. Faculty can perform the same
task by creating a Power Point presentation that requires
more initial work; however, in the long run, the Power
Point presentation has advantages that transparencies do
not have. The Power Point would last longer because storage
requires less space and changes to the presentation could
be made on the fly and would not require copilers and
plastic covers. Job functions changed with the
implementation of the technology.

Factor three was instructional delivery, the crux of
this study. Historically, faculty members (Zhang, 2006)
used a variety of instructional delivery methods such as
instructor-led, print-based, audio/visual, or telecourse
systems. At this time, Sammons and Ruth (2007) pointed out

that faculty members are not savvy enough with computer
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software to design and develop an online course. Sammons
and Ruth (2007) emphasized that distance education has
shifted faculty role from content provider to facilitator
and from faculty-centered to learner-centered. These
changes caused faculty, who have historically been
successful, to resist the need to change instructional
delivery methods.

Factor four was experience. One of the primary reasons
many faculty members do not want to teach distance
education using technology is because they have no
experience working with technology. As a result, higher
education institutions such as University of California had
discussions about providing distance education programs
with combinations of full-time and part-timers faculty such
as “teachers-assistants” faculty (Inside Higher Ed, 2010);
however, they do not want to encounter problems with
quality experienced by proprietary schools who use diverse
faculty to teach distance education.

Factor five and factor six were instructional maturity
and area of expertise. Schreiber (1998), Berge & Clark
(2005) proposed that organizations are at different stages
or levels of maturity and therefore have varying levels of

growth when they implemented distance education. Faculty
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attended college and paid substantial monies to become
eligible to teach higher education courses. They perceived
their education as substantial expertise in their field of
study when using traditional instructional methods to
teach. Many of the faculty members were not required to
learn to use technology to teach when their degrees were
obtained.

Each of the Berge studies identified barriers. The
barriers in this current study pertain primarily to the
Berge & Muilberg (2001) study. However, some of the
barriers were identified in other studies. Berge and Cho
(2002) researched possible solutions that might be
implemented to reduce or minimize these barriers. A content
analysis of 32 case studies was conducted to identify
barriers stated in each case study and to classify the ten
factors determined in the Berge & Muilenburg (2001) study.
Berge and Cho found that each factor represented elements
related to teaching distance education. They determined
individual institutions had to determine how each of the
factors affected their faculty when implementing of DE

using technology.
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Ten Factors (Berge and Muilenburg, 2001)

Ten factors identified as barriers to faculty teaching
distance education by Berge and Muilenburg (2001) relate to
this study. The first factor, faculty compensation and time
was identified by the researchers because they relate to
time commitment as teaching distance education was related
to compensation, release time and possible faculty
incentives. Factor two, organizational change, is one of
the biggest contributors because, according to the
researchers, organizations resist change, and without a
shared distance education plan, implementation can be
problematic.

Factor three is lack of technical expertise and
support. Proper preparation is required in order to provide
quality. According to the researchers, faculty perceived
their lack of technical expertise and  support was a
hindrance to teaching distance education using technology
because of the need to keep up with technological change.
Moreover, the researchers affirmed faculty members may lack
the knowledge or skill to teach distance education because
they lack the necessary training, technical support, and

professional and pedagogical development.
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The researchers named access as factor four, faculty
lack entry to necessary equipment and support systems
needed to provide distance education. Evaluation, factor
five, identified by the researchers, is the lack of
research supporting the effectiveness of distance education
and the lack of effective evaluation of distance education
methods. If THEs are providing identical programs,
evaluation of faculty or courses should not influence
faculty decisions to teach distance education using
technology.

The sixth factor is student support service, also
known as the services that provide a connection between the
campus and those off campus. Distance education programs
are acceptable, according to the researchers, because they
provided the same services and support as traditional
campuses and provided the same interaction and guality. For
example, someone involved in distance education can expect
the same response time to inquiries or to scheduling a
counseling session as a student who is on campus.

Factor seven is social interaction and quality
concerns, the basis of this study, and the factor that
relates to all of the other factors as explained in Chapter

1. Factor eight invelved legal matters, the ethics and
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moral system of the institutional structure and is
important because of outward perception of the higher
education environment. The researchers alleged using
unknown media to deliver distance education created fear
about intellectual property, copyright laws, fair use, and
student integrity.

Factor nine was reported by researchers as faculty
threatened by technology. This factor depicts the
stereotypical perception of faculty in higher education who
do not teach distance education. Technology may threaten a
faculty member’s sense of competence and authority
depending on their skill level. This factor pertained to
those who feared that an increase in distance education
would decrease the institution’s need for faculty. For
example, this could be a faculty member whose course was
taught by someone with some practical knowledge about the
subject, but extensive technological knowledge.

Finally, factor ten was administrative structure orx
managing distance education programs through existing
administrative structures. One example is the
implementation of course management systems. Prior to
course management systems, faculty entered grades into

paper grade books, and had perpetual access to grades any
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time. With the implementation of course management systems,
faculty may not have access to grades if there are problems
with the system. This has become a structural issue that
now relies on hierarchy. Faculty member were traditionally
in charge of course components such as grades and
documents, now have control only if permitted. At present,
institutional Integrated Technology staff has authority
over the computer equipment and software.

These ten factors provided a foundation for the study.
Issues such as compensation, organizational change, lack of
technical expertise, evaluation, student support services,
social interaction and quality, legal matters, threat of
technology, and administrative structure described the
workings of a higher education institution. Department of
the institution are related to one other and are linked by

the ten factors identified by Berge & Muilenburg.

Intellectual Property
Faculty members have held discussions about issues
that pertain to teaching distance education using
technology at academic conferences and national legislative
gatherings. According to Sloan C (2010), during 2010 almost

every national organization proposed legislature about
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distance education reform or ethical frameworks. The
following are some examples of past and present
legislature.

For example, the issue of intellectual property was
presented at the Bmerican Council of Education (2002) and
published in an EDUCAUSE report (Levine & Sun, 2002)
report. One major copyright bill has gone through the
legislative process. The bill was The Technolocgy,
Education, and Copyright Harmonization Act (TEACH, 2002).
TEACH legislation permitted some protection for faculty who
worked with computer networks, but with restrictions and
prohibitions the legislature created more confusion than
assistance for users (Talab, 2007).For example, many public
higher education state education boards adopted copyright
laws or included copyright agreements in collective
bargaining negatiations such as those implemented by the
California State University system. Moreover, there are
different implications for faculty who may be required to
publish as part of their job such as differences in
required duties like the number of committes they must join
versus faculty who are not required to do research.

There are at least two different schools of thought

about the intellectual property and copyright laws between
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faculty and IHE. The IHE perception of intellectual
property and copyright laws are based on legal definitions
and refer to:l) use of institutional resources such as
classrooms, computers and other equipment; 2) purposes for
hiring faculty such as designing and teaching courses; 3)
conflict of use of materials at more than one campus when
working for a primary institution.

Faculty perceived the use of intellectual property and
copyright law as the use of a product. Faculty confirmed
that areas of interest to intellectual property were: 1)
reuse of the property for commercial purposes; 2) the right
to retain use after leaving an institution; and, 3) control
over scholarly work such as conveying it to others (Levine
& Sun, 2002).

While one group 1is looking at academic outcomes
(faculty), the other group (IHE) is looking at how
resources are being allocated. Conversely, both groups are
overlooking immediate faculty needs and the impact of

faculty participation in DE using technology.

Faculty Participation in Distance Education
Tabata and Johnsrud (2008) researched faculty

participation in distance education. In their study of the
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Diffusion of Innovation Theory (1995) research process,
they examined faculty participation in distance education
and the connection to technology use, their attitudes
toward technology, their attitudes towards distance
education, and their adoption of innovations at a public
postsecondary l0-campus system. The research findings
indicated that faculty members who taught distance
education using technology, as well as faculty who had not
taught distance education using technology, had concerns
about policy and practice relevant to the use of technology
such as skills, training, development, program design,
support, and academic quality.

Instructional Technology Council (ITC) (2010) provided
the results of an extensive study conducted by the
Association of Public and Land-Grant Universities (APLU)
and the Sloan National Commission about Online Learning
(2010) . The survey was distributed electronically and
included 229 community college_ administrators, faculty, and
students, during the fall of 2009. One finding was that
Community College administrators were continuing to focus
on improvements to course quality and design, as well as
preparation and training for faculty to teach distance

education. Another finding was that there was continued
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growth in enrollment of distance education programs. This
information is relevant to this study because the
researcher wants to determine if the issues studied here
are congruent with those identified in the study.

Cilesez (2009), Jugdev (2008) confirmed few studies
had focused primarily on faculty professional beliefs or
program quality when determining the implementation of
technology for instructional delivery. Faculty issues that
influenced decisions to teach distance education using
technology were reported after completing a formal survey
with no open-ended questions. For example, it was reported
that 75% of faculty had problems with the training provided
to use technology, that response did not explain the nature
of the problem; therefore, it was the way the responses

were reported that was problematic for faculty.

Chen (2009) conducted research to determine if the
adaption of technology mediated distance education could be
predicted. The researéher scrutinized faculty concerns such
as workload, lack of faculty interest, and lack of
incentives or rewards. Results of the Chen study supported

the premise that faculty teaching was significant in those
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institutions adopting technologically mediated distance

education.

Bernard, Abrami, Borokhovski, Wozney, Wallet, Fiset, &
Huang (2004); Bernard, Abrami, Borokhovski, & Tamin (2009);
Abrami, Bernard, Borokhovski, Wade, Surkes, & Zhang,
2008)considered a number of variables during meta-analytic
research issues such as acheivement, attitudes and
retention of students taking classes online, asynchronous
instructional delivery, instructional delivery, motivation,
feedback, encouragement, direct and timely communication,
perceptions of isolation, enrollment numbers, competition,
and cost as distinguishing barriers to faculty teaching
distance education using technology. Results of the studies
identified intrinsic beliefs such as professional beliefs,
a concern pertinent to this study because of perceived
pressure for faculty use technology to teach distance
education.

While other factors were extrinsic or institutionally
driven such as competition, delivexry system media,
technology, and traditional classroom culture. This study

is seeking to find if faculty members believe that they
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should provide courses that vary according to subject and
not provide a set of identical courses based on technology.

The researchers below suggested faculty were
displaying healthy skepticism when they resisted the call
to leap into the latest educational transformation before
assessing how new technology works (Bonk & Dennan, 2003;
Harrington, Goxdon & Schibik, 2004; Jones, Pharma,
Monaghan, 2005; Lenz, Pharma, Romero, 2008; Tesone &
Giannoni, 2003; The American Federation of Teachers, 2000).
The researchers also identified intrinsic and extrinsic
issues that influence faculty decisions to teach distance
education using technology. They affirmed that faculty
members visualize distance education as an attempt to
increase faculty workloads. Additionally, faculty believed
the use of technology as an instructional delivery tool was
rarely the focus of institutional implementation of
distance education programs.

College Foundation of North Carolina (2008), used
content analysis techniques by developing a thematic study
using more recent topics of study and commonly used designs
and methods to determine changes in distance education
trends from 1998-2007. It was determined the three most

common reasons that are used to justify offering distance
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education programs were: 1) availability to students; 2)
increasing enrollments; and; 3), institutional economics.
These and other rationales for implementation of distance
education program do not relate to distance education
conceptual frameworks were identified during a

The conceptual frameworks depicted in DE by the
Garrison, Anderson & Archer (2001) literature reflected
theoretical models of social change and adaptation to
modernization in academic settings. Nevertheless,
conceptual frameworks have not been applied in the context
of faculty teaching in distance education programs (Fuller,
1967; Hall, Wallace & Dossett 1973; Davis, Bagozzi &
Warsaw, 1989; Anderson, 1997; Cheung, Nattie & Davis, 2000;
Hall & Hord, 2001). Researchers noted that the changes in
teaching practices must be considered.over time with
“reflection being the crucial driving force for continued
evolution” (Torisi & Davis, 2000, p. 171). However, Lawler
(2003) alleged faculty rarely reflects on their individual
knowledge as a way of understanding their teaching beliefs
and assumptions (as cited by McQuiggan, 2007, pl).This
premise is the basis of the current study because the
researcher wanted to determine if faculty responses related

their pedagogical beliefs.
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Green, Alejandro and Brown {2009) conducted a survey
among online faculty across the United States to recognize
factors about the retention of faculty in distance
education. The study was based on the theoretical framework
of a body of literature on motivating, discouraging and
encouraging faculty participation in teaching distance
education. Participants responded to both open-ended and
closed-ended questions as well as pointing out how those
factors impacted their decision to teach. Results of the
survey implied that with a 69% demand for distance
education programs, institutions need to retain experienced
faculty, develop a systemic plan for training, recruiting,
hiring, and course development. Similarly, documents were
utilized by the researcher in order to identify information
about faculty needs for teaching distance education using
technology.

Garrison (2000) indicated that most information
technologists link distance education to technology.
Technologists look at classes offered as part of their job
as software engineers or information technology
professionals. Faculty roles fall into completely different

categories than those of information specialists.
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Distance education has been labeled as a different
type of instructional delivery method. Fundamentally,
distance education was a delivery system that added

technology to teacher and learner.

Faculty/Role/Culture

In the distance education literature, the roles of
instructors in higher education are described from wvarious
pefspectives using diverse terms and explanations. The most
common descriptor of faculty found in the literature is
"facilitator" regardless of the type of media used
{Anderson, Rourke, Garrison, & Archer, 2001; Conceilcao-
Runlee & Reilly, 1999; & Easton, 2003). Anderson et al,
(2001) developed computer-mediated conferencing tools to
conduct a discourse analysis using 273 faculty messages
from 15 conference sessions on five online courses.
Conceicao and Reilly (19299) conducted a phenomenological
study to investigate the online teaching experience of
higher education faculty where there was no physical
presence. Both studies found that distance education
experiences are different when there is no physical
presence depending on the length and depth of delivery.

Anderson et al, (2001), Conceicao & Reilly (1999),

60



Easton (2003) asserted that the role of faculty is to
provide social presence (cognitively and socially) in the
context of teaching while utilizing critical thinking and
practical inquiry. The instructional framework included
active learning, reflections and opbservations,
abstraction/conceptualization, and practice and
application. Research models were built based on three
types of societal presence: ceognitive; social; and,
teaching. Three major instructional roles emerged from the
studies listed above: facilitator and designer of the
educational experignce; co-creator of a social environment;
and, subject matter expert. These roles were identified by
Coppola, Hiltz & Rotter, (2002) and will be investigated in
this current study because of the relationship between
Social Interaction and Program Quality.

Coppola, Hiltz & Rotter, (2002) analyzed 20 semi-
structured interviews with asynchronous learning (ALN)
faculty. Researchers identified changes that occurred when
faculty become virtual instructors. Changes occurred in
faculty roles and were defined as cognitive, affective, and
managerial. Cognitive related to mental process such as
thinking. Affective related to influences such as social

interactions. Managerial pertained to course management,
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structure and monitoring. Overall faculty reported changes
in their roles that called for new teaching strategies such
as presence when using technology while building distance
pedagogy.

Pedagogy is a factor that will be explored in this
~ study. The researcher found that lack of pedagogy when
teaching distance education using technology contributed to
the environment of discontent and distrust and resulted in
some faculty resisting or refusing to teach distance
education (Gram, Kanuka, & Norris, 2004).

Teaching in an ALN environment connected social and
technical aspects of distance education. Instruction
depends on technology, as well as faculty and learners
however; the social/pedagogical/technical processes that
make up distance education must be interconnected. The key
to the process is faculty’s role as facilitator (Hiltz,
Shea, & Kim, 2007}. Study results confirmed changes in the
faculty persona based on the three role changes brought on
by the transformation process (Coppola, Hiltz & Rotter,
2002). When faculty members were asked to develop and
deliver distance education courses using technology, they

experienced conflict with their traditional delivery
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methods and performance because that is how they have
traditionally been assessed (Coppola, 2005).

Maquire (2007) conducted a qualitative case study with
a system perspective that included three four-year public
institutions. The study explored the impact of faculty
perceptions concerning involvement in distance education
policy.

Maquire (2007) proposed that often distance education
programs were created and implemented prior to new policy
being developed. Additionally, Maquire asserted faculty
members are often left out of the decision-making process
and creation of distance education policy, yet expected to
willingly teach distance education courses.

As a result of the Maquire (2007) comparative analysis
implemented using observation, document analysis, and
interviews three recommendations were made. Maquire
recommended the following: 1) give faculty a voice;2)
involve all faculty members; 3) provide faculty support;
and, 4) consider the contextual role of faculty. Each issue
was important to this study. Collectively, these issues
concern faculty members voicing their thoughts about how
they want to be involved in distance education and what is

needed for them to teach using technology.
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Sloan Consortium {(2004) conducteq research that
explored faculty perceptions of distahce education in a
survey and found‘faculty had a strong interest in having a
role in the development of distance education
policy. Further, faculty should have varying levels of
distance teaching experience and organizational knowledge
to compliment their academic expertise and their history as
facilitators.

With respect to the act ¢of teaching, Sammons (2007)
noted that when interacting with technology faculty
reverted to novice or beginner status. When faculty
displayed reluctance to teach in disﬁance education
programs, their identity was threatened as authority
figures and experts (Meyer, 2004). For instructors who,
through years of practice and experience, developed a
teaching style that allowed for seamless and fluid
instruction, the implementation of technology led to the
belief that teaching distance education, in general, is
different from the traditional mode in which they were well
versed (Bennett & Lockyer, 2004). One of the purposes of
this study is to identify how faculty uses Social
Interaction and Program Quality to teach.

Hartman, Dziuban, and Moskal (2000) surveyed forty
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faculty members who taught using mixed instructicnal
delivery media. They found that 20% of the instructors
believed online courses were more difficult to teach and
that in some instances online teaching might not fit with
the academic culture of the institution. Further, they
commented that it was the duty of IHE to build and sustain
a culture that supports faculty efforts to use technology
effectively. In other words, their research affirmed a need
to incorporate technology as an intricate piece of
educational culture so that the academic quality is
promoted as diligently as the technological media.
Pennington (2005) in a qualitative case study of 20
online higher education faculty conducted by email,
telephone and interview, explored how teaching online
benefited teaching face-to-face. Pennington alleged that
faculty reported more benefits from face-to-face teaching
experiences than from online teaching experiences. In this
study, faculty expressed concerns about technology and gave
the impression that they had linked the pedagogy of
distance education with the pedagogy of face-to-face
education. Conversely, the same faculty reported no
substantial change in their theoretical teaching direction.

Pennington did not attempt to determine how or why
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differences and similarities occurred, only that they did
occur. This is how Pennington promoted Program Quality and
Social Interaction.

Yick, Patrick, and Costin (2005) performed a study
utilizing a qualitative research design, specifically, an
asynchronous online threaded discussion board focus group
at an online university. Through qualitative analysis, the
authors gave voice to faculty members who chose to teach
distance education. Faculty were asked questions about
their understanding of: 1) how their colleagues in
traditional institutions perceived their roles; 2) how
teaching distance education would affect future
instructional opportunities; and, 3) what type of
credibility issues were raised by outsiders (students) and
insiders {colleagues) about their type of non-traditional
institution.

Yick et al (2005) claimed that online teaching was
perceived as less credible than traditional teaching.
However, faculty in their study also noted that this
perception is gradually changing. In examining the
research, the researchers deemed program quality as less
credible by those who have a stake in teaching courses and

want to maintain them as they are.
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There were other influences to faculty teaching
distance education in Yick et al (2005). Participants in
the study based much of the criticism of distance education
on a lack of understanding, knowledge, and information
about distance education and technology, which the
researchers claim can also elicited fear. Further, without
sufficient knowledge, it was easy to criticize and to
perpetuate negative stereotypes about distance education.
The results of the study included recommendations of
specific practices, programs, and policies enacted within
the context of higher education at the research
institution. Although the researchers asked questions and
listened to faculty voices, they did not report faculty
voices.

Diverse knowledge about ways to delivery instruction
is an important objective of higher education. Rapid
changes in the dynamics of the knowledge economy are
reshaping how knowledge i1s created, integrated,
disseminated, applied, organized, and validated (Eckels&
Hartley, 2008). As a result, faculty continues to raise
questions about social interaction and program quality in
distance education because they have no clear idea of how

to interact or how to assess the quality of the program as
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it related to the new concept of the knowledge economy and
new faculty delivery methods. Faculty instructional
delivery modes, distance education notwithstanding,
provided the required structure for faculty to meet
institutional academic standards ({(Harasim, 1920; Holmberg,
1989; Keegan, 1990; Kirshner & Whitson, 1997; Moore, 1986;
Peters, 1967; Salomon, 1993). The outcome of the
instructional delivery mode depends on faculty skill and
ability regardless of the medium. Issﬁes about faculty
skills and abilities are not as prevalent when related to
distance education because there is more emphasis on the
institution than the program.

Some questions submitted by AAUP regarding higher
education distance education programs include: How can you
tell the difference between a high qguality school and a
sub-standard school from reading a website? What is the
cost of providing distance education compared to
traditional education? Is the online course merely a "“send
in my homework” class?' or, is it a truly an interactive,
highly engaging and well-designed set of learning
experiences? How can you find this out before you enroll
(AAUP, 2005, p. 1)7? Angther way to say this is that there

is a need to discover what needs to be done to better
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understand how DE works and to define the role of faculty
in distance education.

According to Beaudion (2003), higher education is
transforming from campus-based instructional delivery
methods to distributed educational-based instructional
delivery methods. Faculty face numerous challenges to what
was a familiar environment (Beaudion, 2003), in areas such
as of salary, work-load, tenure, and training. The National
Education Association (NEA, 2000) reported that 63% percent
of distance learning faculty are not paid stipends for
teaching distance education course although, the NEA notes,
a major investment of time and energy is required for an
instructor to design and teach a distance education course.

Berge and Muilenburg (2001l)alleged that teaching
distance education required a greater time commitment and
were reported to take more time than teaching
traditionally. The most time is taken up designing courses;
however, responding to students at odd hours, and
participating in discussions were also noted as factors
that added to faculty workloads. The time faculty spends
developing distance education programs is time that can be
could be used to participant in institutional meetings or

meeting with students or could be used in other ways. This
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time element was particularly important and was explored in
this study, especially for faculty at research universities
who must provide scheduled research and publication (Noble,
1998), in addition to teaching. In addition to the time
element there are also issues about how technology is
connected to delivery.

Jahng, Krug, and Zhang (2007) conducted a meta-
analytic study on distance education to synthesize existing
research published between 1995 and 2004 comparing student
achievement in online distance education (ODE) and face-to-
face education (F2FE) at the post-secondary level. The
purpose of the study was to investigate how the development
of technology contributed to student achievement in ODE as
student growth within the last ten years, as well as
faculty instructional delivery. The result of the overall
weighted mean effect size of student achievement and
faculty interaction showed no significant difference
between the two delivery modes.

Suggestions for further studies were requested with a
focus on methodological weakness of primary studies and
differences of teaching and learning in ODE and face-to-
face. The importance of the Jahng, et al (2007) research

was that there was no connection to faculty and the
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research turned out to be another media comparison study.
The focus of the current study is the identification of
influences that have contributed to faculty decisions to

teach distance education using technology.

Rural Studies

Hurt (2008) studied online teaching in a rural
community and asked specific questions about the nature of
teaching in an online environment. The researcher wanted to
know the perceived advantages and disadvantages of teaching
online. On the basis of a survey, the researcher surmised
that most of the faculty perceived that distance learning
was equivalent to traditional learning.

Contradictory responses were noted when participants
answered questions on surveys versus answering interview
guestions. During interviews about teaching distance
education, the faculty addressed the question of barriers
more explicitly. As an example, Hurt (2008) confirmed that
faculty alleged that it took more time to respond to
students emails when teaching online rather than to hold
set office hours and let students schedule appointments.

Faculty interview answers did not change drastically

from those provided during surveys, but the responses were
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more comprehensive. This is significant because it has been
determined that when using more than one type of research
methed to ask questions, more comprehensive data on the
research subject can be obtained (Hurt, 2008). Participants
do not know what the researcher is seeking; consequently,
the methodology is the key to obtaining results because

participants can only respond to what they are asked.

Adjunct Faculty

Over-reliance on adjunct faculty has also resulted in
the use of less challenging delivery methods, according to
a regression analysis of 1,209 United States public
community colleges that employ part-time faculty based on
graduation rates. The study found that community college
graduation rates decreased as part-time faculty increased
(Jacoby, 2006). Jacoby provided examples of less
challenging instructidnal delivery methods such as little
or no interaction or feedback between faculty and student;
reduced instructional quality like faculty using less
challenging instructional methods ; lack of curricular
cohesion, indicated by faculty development; providing weak
advising was implied by lack of available services such as

financial aid or counseling; less teaching experience was
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identified as not teaching as long as other faculty:
limited access to technology meant less entry to technology
than other resources; limited clerical assistance is the
limited access to feedback pertaining to day-to-day
assistance like answering questions or other assistance
requested about institutional resources, and less overall
commitment means that those using distance education was
inclined to put forth required effort.

According to Jacoby (2006), the new 218t century role
of faculty called for anytime and anywhere availability
because with the timelessness of technology. Faculty would
be expected to be available based on need not scheduling.
Instructional delivery was conducted directly between
faculty and student with the institution providing the
resources for linking of the two. This is more than a shift
from a traditional delivery method; it is a change in
authority from traditional faculty to professionals or
others who have experience with technology, and a change in
the basic delivery tools that have been used historically.

In a University of Texas research study, over 85% of
tenured faculty members were over 50 years of age and
approximately 95% of faculty believed the traditional

lecture model was the most effective means of obtaining
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measureable student learning outcomes (Blin & Munro, 2008).
The opposite of Jacoby’s study is that there is the reality
that no empirical evidence that supported the contention
that adjunct faculty with lower educational levels of
attainment provided less effective instructional delivery
than full-time faculty. This research was important because
those who participate were provided with information
describing how they perceived distance education.

Maquire (2007) reported “both part-time and full-time
non-tenure-track appointments are continuing to increase”
with “48 percent of all faculty members serving in part-
time appointments, and non-tenure-track positions of all
types account for 68 percent of all faculty appointments in
American higher education”. Noted in the American
Association for University Professors (AAUP)report some
faculty believe that the level of quality is associated

with the on-campus, full-time status faculty (AAUP, 2007).

Technology as a Tool
Influences to faculty use of technological
instructional delivery tools related to the absence of
written, vocal and physical cues that have been

traditionally used by faculty in classroom settings (Badu-

74



Nyarko, 2004). Badu-Nyarko ﬁonducted a literature review to
explore considerations for changing innovations in
technology, as well as changes in faculty attitudes in
general. Influences that contributed to decisions to use
technology were based on academic experience, technical
experience, and pedagogical beliefs. These influences, as
recognized by faculty in this study gavefaculty the ability
to provide Social Interactions and to manage academic
Program Quality.

Hawkins claimed, “The idea that technology is a
panacea and that it is applicable across all types and
sizes of institutions is an extraordinarily dangerous
assumption” (Hawkins, 1999, p.1l). This thinking created the
perception that faculty could use technology to provide any
type of distance education program. Moreover, faculty
members need to understand the fundamental academic and
technological function of media used by to implement
distance education properly.

Technology, when utilized as an instructional delivery
tool, introduces the concept of an invisible audience as
well as invisible faculty. Iscolation affects faculty with
issues such as motivation, and potential opportunities for

long—-term involvement in distance learning (Childers &
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Berner 2000). Faculty could also lose what they like most:
interacting with students face-to-face in traditional
classrooms. They perceive that they are invisible to
students, lost behind a computer interface and reliant on
electronic communication when teaching distance education.
Mandemach et al. (2006) asserted that when instructors are
present their closeness and social presence affected how
students reacted to physical cues.

The current pace of technological change is
unprecedented and confusing and can blind educators to the
fact that technology is on the cutting edge. Galusha (1997)
further stated that most of what is known about the
potential of new technology is still to be discovered, but
so was the cell phone in 1970. The territory is unmapped,
and faculty dialogue provided vital information to guide
those who came later.

Galusha (1997) claimed problems such as limited
knowledge of software or eguipment are encountered by
faculty and sometimes the result of lack of training
particularly in technology, and clarity in knowing who is
responsible for equipment, technical support and training.

A lack of training coupled with continuous new media
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development imposed an undue burden on faculty causing
challenges and frustrations.

Berge and Muilenburg (1998) conducted a content
analysis to identify barriers to teaching distance
education using technology. Barriers identified in the
Berge & Muilenburg (1999) research study proved similar to
those derived from the barriers identified in the 1998
analysis. The 200i study was an update of research by Berge
and Muilenburg’s (1999). Ultimately, the researchers
created a unique quantitatively based framework that
described multiple barriers to faculty use of technology to
teach in distance education. Other studies by (Berge, 1998;
Muilenburg, 1999; Berge & Muilenburg, 2001; and Berge &
Cho, 2003), employed qualitative methods to validate the
distance education framework. Nevertheless, as a result of
their research, the researchers found numerous factors that
identified barriers to teaching distance education using
technology. However, the findings were not reported in a
way that faculty voices could be expressed. The reports
mainly listed the barriers that would impede or disrupt
faculty from teaching. The factors identified by the
numerous studies conducted were used to implement distance

education programs by Berge and others. Since faculty
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barriers were identified but not vocalized, faculty voice
was sought in this study to clarify why faculty resisted or
refused to teach distance education.

Humphrey (1999) conducted pilot surveys to ascertain
information about the variety of computer programs
regularly used by faculty and students to determine how
much each grcup knew about the system software, as well as
other software available on campus. Of the twenty software
programs listed in the survey, none were used by 100% of
the participants; seven were used by 75% - 99% of the
participants. Humphrey’s study showed that participants
used only 35% of the software available to them, leaving
almost 2/3 of the software unused. This information gave
credence to the current study question about the type of
technology faculty used.

The results of Humphrey’s survey showed that all the
participants (faculty and student) were computer literate,
at least to a basic level. However, without communicating
this information to the researcher, there was the
perception that faculty members were less inclined to They
were also perceived to little interest in participating in
training for or teaching distance education using wvarious

media to deliver courses that have historically been
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delivered using traditional instructional methods (Myers,
Bennett, Brown, &Henderson, 2004). When faculty feel as if
students are more proficient in the use of technology, they
are comparing their academic ability that is required to
teach content with the student’s technical ability in
navigating media or using equipment.

Despite the sometimes-overwhelming increase in
instructional delivery methods in computer use, faculty
showed modest progress such as the 35% software usage in
the Humphrey (1299) study, while others embrace it one
hundred percent. Some Faculty members dismissed distance
education with ease. Biggs (1989) indicated “that some
academics still claim that distance education lacks
legitimacy, arguing that it can give the shadow but not the
substance of a university education, simplifies instruction
rather than offer open-ended dialogue, that is the essence
of good education, and that its students miss the
intangible but priceless benefits of residence on campus,
(p.38).7

Faculty may have accepted the value and legitimacy of
distance learning but have yet to embrace the delivery
system (Yick, Patrick & Costin, 2005). The technology gap

is easily identifiable when it is understood that there is
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a difference between faculty taught to use technology
(trained to use equipment) and faculty taught to use
technology to teach (an instructional delivery

method) .There is a difference between having the skill to
use technology and understanding how the technology is used

to link learning, interaction and problem solving.

Summary

Distance education has not come easily to higher
education (Jefferies, 1998). There has been was little
inclusion of faculty voices in distance education research.
This literature review was focused on issues pertinent to
Social Interaction and Program Quality. The influences
identified in earlier studies were not articulated by
faculty but rather drawn from surveys. Media Comparison
Studies (Lockee, Moore, & Burton, 2001) were flawed because
they did not consider the variables needed to create
effective instruction or to connect faculty issues such as
Social Interaction, and Program Quality to technology
usage.

The present study will explore faculty influences on
teaching distance education using technology. The

information from previous research will be used to guide
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analysis in this study. Useful approaches were identified
in the literature focusing on methods for identifying a
list of items for use during analysis such as Social
Interaction and Program Quality. Qualitative processes were
implemented to systematically gather descriptive
information. The information was organized in themes
through coding in order to interpret faculty voices. The
study provided faculty pedagogical and professional beliefs
about teaching distance education using technology directly

from participants.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

Methods

An email memo was sent to faculty members from the two
participating institutions requesting participation in the
study (See Appendix A).The researcher conducted an IRB
approved (See Appendix B and See Appendix C), study of
faculty perceptions of what influences using technology as
an instructional delivery tool for distance education (DE).
A survey instrument (See Appendix D) was developed and
piloted based in part on earlier studies. The pilot
instrument was administered to a group of graduate students
who taught at higher education institutions. The final
survey was administered to faculty at participating
institutions who freely offered to participate. The survey
included demographic questions regarding age, gender, years
of teaching subject taught, lecturer or tenure status, and

technical training as well as open-ended gquestions.

Participants
Participants were faculty from two post-secondary

institutions in Southern California. Email addresses from
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one of the institutions were obtained from the secretary of
the Dean of Education from the campus list serve. At the
other institution, faculty email addresses were given to
the researcher by the Research and Development Director. An
email was sent to faculty at one participating campus by
the secretary of the Dean of the College Education
requesting they complete the survey.

Faculty members at the other participating institution
were sent the same email request to participate in the
study by the researcher (See Appendix A). The researcher
sent memos and surveys to faculty email addresses supplied
by the Director, because there might have been bias if
faculty members had received the survey from the Research
and Development department. Emails received by faculty
members contained a link to both the IRB consent form. (See
Appendix D and Appendix E) and the study survey (See
Appendix F).

Those who volunteered to participate agreed
electronically. Due to the low initial response rate (33),
a reminder to participate was emailed to faculty at both
institutions, (See Appendix G). The deadline date was

revised and the second email was sent to the same
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populations who received the initial request by the
secretary of the Dean of the College of Education.

The final question on the survey was a request for
participants to provide contact information if they wanted
to participate in a semi-structured interview or focus
group meeting. Those who volunteered for interview or focus
group meetings completed additional IRB consent (See
Appendix F) information and either physically signed
consent forms or consented electronically to participate in
the study. An email was sent to volunteers who submitted
contact information about participation in either an
interview or focus group meeting. Volunteers were contacted
by the researcher and provided with the schedule for the
focus group meetings. Those who were participating in the
online discussion board were instructed to the website

where the questions were located.

Online Survey Configuration
The survey (See Appendix D) contained 15 questions
including yes-no, Likert scale like, and open-ended. Some
questions were developed in order to gather multiple inputs
from participant in order to include opinions and

perceptions. Some forced-choice questions required a yes or
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no as well as a ‘why’ response. Other forced-choice
questions asked participants to check all that applied. The
survey included a statement describing the study and a
disclaimer to inform participants that they were not
mandated by their institution to take part in the research.
Surveys responses were coded for confidentiality,
random identification numbers were used instead of names.
Survey results are stored on the secured server at the
researcher’s university where a password was required to
open the file during the study and will be kept there for
the obligatory time period. The research was approved by
the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at both participating

institutions.

Interview and Focus Groups
Data from interview and focus group meetings were

examined to determine if participant responses were
different when dialogue provided either face-to-face or
electronically, was different from dialogue provided in
standard survey responses. An invitation was emailed to
participants who volunteered to participate in an interview
or focus group meeting (See Appendix H). Interviews were

held one-on-one with participants. A prepared set of
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guestions were provided for each participant (See Appendix
I). Semi-~structured interview protocol was used by the
researcher who incorporated an open environment to generate
focused conversational communication. The Informed Consent
(See Appendix D) form was completed by participants prior
to taking part in the interviews.

Questions asked during semi-structured interviews were
open-ended and afforded opportunities for participants to
voice their thoughts. The researcher kept notes during
interview and focus group sessions, mainly to determine if
other questions should be addressed that were not asked.
Those being interviewed also asked questions of the
interviewer. In this way, the interview functioned as an
extension of the survey questions and provided more data.
The researcher made an audio recording of each interview.

The IRB required an updated approval application for
the focus groups, (See Appendix J). Focus group volunteers
were invited to participate in either of the two scheduled
focus group meetings, (See Appendix K). The meetings were
held in a group setting with the researcher and five or
less participants. Online meetings were held using an
online discussion board via Moodle (2010), an open-course

course management system. Questions were developed by the
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researcher in response from the survey and interview
feedback. During the online focus group, questions (See
Appendix L) were posted on the website to garner

participant response.

Methodological Overview

Surveys, interviews and focus group meetings provided
quantitative and qualitative data. Beliefs and opinions
were garnered through a survey, open-ended survey
questions, semi-structured interviews and an online focus
group meeting. Participant responses were subjective,
therefore qualitative methods offered the opportunity to
approach the project without predetermined constraints
which in turn allowed for depth, openness, and detail from

the data that was analyzed (Patton, 1990).

Grounded Theory
In this study, Grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss,
1967) started with several questions the researcher wanted
to explore about what was occurring within a specific group
(faculty) and how the voices of that group could be used to
explain how group roles were managed when implementing

distance education using technology.
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Due to the perceived diversity in response,
participant replies were perceived to strengthen the study;
therefore, qualitative methodology was implemented. Figure

1 is an example of how Grounded Theory uses overlapping

repetitive phases.
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Data Collection Each phase of the
research repeéts the
Online survey, Semi- prior phase resulting
in the emergence of
patterns and themes

structured Interviews,

Focus Group Meetings

Memoing

Written notes and

observation

Coding

Notes, memos,
cbservations, discussion

board, e-mail, recoxrding

Data Scorting

Notes, memos,
observations, discussion

board, e-mail,

Writing
Notes, memos,

observations, discussion

board, e-mail,

Figure 1. Phases of Grounded Theory
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Data were derived from the survey, semi-structured
interviews and focus groups. Data were gathered and coded.
Final analysis of data resulted in themes. The research
required sorting the data and writing the results from both
vocal and written input from participants.

As Grounded Theory is based on the input of
participants, it was important to practice consistency in
the interpretation of the data and to establish a set of
guidelines for conducting data ccollection and analysis. The
researcher’s ability to solicit focused meaning from
participants responses using different iéstruments to
garner reaction resulted in gathering information related
to the constructs of social interactibn and program
guality. A systematic inguiry structure was designed to
yield results that are to be made public.

Grounded Theory, as a basis for exploratory research,
justifies a focused, contextual, processed-based
description of influences perceived by faculty in using
technology as a distance education instructional delivery
tocl. In other words, Grounded Theory allowed the
researcher to investigate faculty perceptions of the use of
technology wherever and however it may or may not be used.

Descriptive influences provided by study participants
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offered verbal imagery that illustrated social interaction
and program quality. The researcher explored key issues
relating to the use of technology during DE and an
understanding of stakeholders’ perspectives of distance
education using technological instructional delivery.

Grounded Theory engaged the use ¢of induction and

interpretation to describe and analyze the emerging themes.

Locations

The research was conducted at a medium-sized public
four-year university and a medium-sized public community
college. Interviews were held at locations convenient for
the participants in the study. Focus group meetings were
also held in convenientAlocations at the designated campus
or online in a discussion board format.

‘Tge research was held in natural settings such as the
home campus where participants were employed. Participants
used their personal computers ox office computers to
participate in the research. Locations (rooms) and the
equipment (computers) were familiar to participants. The
interviews and focus group meetings were held in familiar

locations at the designated institution. Surveys responses

were collected through a confidential repository.
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Data Sources and Data Collection

The data ﬁere drawn from survey responses via email,
inﬁerview and focus group narratives from participants, and
audio recordings, as well as discussion board dialogue. The
timeline for the study covered two university quarters or
approximately six months,

There were three data sources used to examine the
research questions. Questions on the survey were designed
to gather demographic information, as weil as open-ended
questions, one-on-one semi-structured interviews and focus
group meetings. Data were collected during all three
stages. The first source of collection was gathered from
fifteen-minute surveys distributed online. The second were

eight 40 minute semi-structured interviews. Finally, there

was -one online focus group discussion board.

Coding
Charmaz (2003) affirmed that coding starts the chain
of theory development. Open coding determined participant
demographic information according to specific attributes
that led to the construction of general properties of each
emergent category. Code words were selected from

participant questions. Code words were analyzed for
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duplication and similarity data were delineated line-by-
line after transcription to find similarities and
differences in the categories. Categories resulting from
open coding led to axial coding.

Axial coding was analyzed by placing information into
qualitative research software. Code words were used to
construct categories that identified faculty use of
technology for distance education. The coding was used to
identify faculty actions, interactions, and any other
conditions that emerged and were related to use of
technology as an instructional delivery method for distance
education. Axial coding was associated with constructs that
were formed from units of information. Units of information
clarified faculty fesponses. A category represented an
observable fact such as insufficient training. Categories
resulted in conceptual models or new concepts such a
paradigm shift. Opening coding and axial coding and is
followed by selective coding.

Selective coding of the data connected the findings of
the analysis. Categories created during open and axial
coding were organized around central concepts that
identified the main themes that emerged. For example,

faculty who report little or no media training were
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categorized differently from faculty who were self-trained
or faculty who were trained in technology. The resulting

datasets were used for further data summation.

Credibility

Verbal protocols uncover perceived faculty beliefs
about the use of technology as an instructional delivery
method for distance education. Using written (discussion
board) and audio tape recorders, the sounds and resonance
of faculty voices were recorded and transcribed. The
objective of the data collection was to gather information
that would explain the substance of what faculty say and to
interpret meaning based on reported pedagogical and
professional beliefs. The information to Se illustrated as
a result of this research would display general reported
and observable facts about faculty, distance education
pedagogy, and instructional delivery technology.

The constant comparative method and related procedures
that are a part of Grounded Theory are inclusive with the
process of saturation where voices are being heard
repeating identical concepts. The researcher recognized
that in this research ontology is a real-world situation

and the researcher is aware of the existence of multiple
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constructed realities {(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Theoretical
saturation relies on the process of constant comparison,
the central feature of Grounded Theory (Glaser & Strauss,
1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1994).

The researcher must interpret faculty roles by
following a diverse path and becoming a scribe, friend, and
advocate, as well as a voyeur and a data collector. The
researcher’s job is to detail the participant perspectives
of the use of technology as an instructional delivery tool.
The researcher’s . proficiency provided the basis for
credible reporting while the researcher’s experience
provided the basis for credible background use of past
practices.

The researcher has worked with faculty in the field of
distance education for almost two decades. The researcher
had the opportunity to implement a number of distance
learning programs in various business and education
academic genres such as degree-completion programs, off-
campus academic and vocational programs and interactive
television courses. In the past, employment
responsibilities required the researcher manage off-campus
sites in up to five different locations concurrently.

Responsibilities included site selection, marketing,
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counseling, and admission of students. Courses were offered
in a lock-step method and most were taught face-to-face by
any faculty member who was qualified and available during
the scheduled class times, full-time and adjunct. Faculty
who were proficient with technology utilized their skills
while others taught traditional face-to-face classes
however, prior to 2000, most faculty members used very
little technology (mainly voice messages); after 2000,
however, with the influx of new media, many new software
and course management systems were launched specifically
for DE programs. In addition to email, many institutions
had the ability to use one way video.

Researcher bias included the researcher’s past
experience in managing distance education programs
primarily because of the level of success of past programs.
In order for that to be possible, the credibility of the
program had to be validated by both the institution’s
reputation and the university’s graduate’s success and the
graauate’s ability to obtain and maintain credible
employment/success.

The reputation of some of the institutions that offer
distance education programs such as Harvard University or

Yale University (U.S. News & World Report, 2010)
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illustrated there is power in tradition which spreads
across course offerings regardless of how they are
delivered. The institution voices are heard when graduates
report satisfaction in written publications, and
contributions to the institution as alumni.

Another preconception of the researcher that may have
affected the ability to report faculty perceptions,
pertained to the researcher’s assump£ion that some faculty
are influenced based on hearsay and not on lived
experiences. There is additional researcher bias against
faculty who use distance education as an excuse for
refusing to participate in any institutional proceedings
other than what is of singular individual importance.

To respond to researcher bias, thematic semi-
structured interviews and focus group questions were
essential to data gathering and guided the quality of
interactions with the respondents while assisting the
researcher in directing the scope and boundaries of useful

conversation (Lightfoot, 1983).

Assumptions
Merriam-Webster defines an assumption as a fact ox

statement taken for granted. It 1s something we believe to
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be true even though it may not be true. In this case, it is
what faculty members may assume to be true about the use of
technology as an instructional delivery tool for teaching
distance education (DE). Table 4 presents a list of
researcher’s assumptions about faculty influences about

teaching distance education using technology.
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Table 4

Assumptions

Assumptions about faculty influences about teaching

distance education using technology

e Faculty not properly e A gap exists between
trained to competently what faculty know and
manage teaching distance ' understand and what is
education courses assumed they know

e Faculty who participate in e DE faculty who do not
distance education and use want to participate in
available technology were " DE using available
likely to be successful at technology.
teaching

e Faculty belief traditional ¢ Higher education
methods were inadequate or institutions offer
insufficient distance education

¢ Faculty are concerned e Faculty believe they
about increased workloads have ownership rights

to their intellectual

property
e Faculty fear they have no e Faculty may want to
distance education teach using
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pedagogy traditional

methodology only

Faculty believe that there e The digital divide

is a significant - encompassed more than
difference between the understanding of
teaching distance technology

education and teaching

face-to-face

e Older faculty resist
or refuse to use
technology more than

younger faculty
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CHAPTER FOUR

ANALYZING DATA

Analysis
This chapter consists of four sections which contains
the coding and analysis of data. 1In Section A the survey
data descriptors are described. In Section B the interview
data descriptors are presented. Section C included data

gathered from focus group meetings. Section D is a summary.

Analysis from Survey, Interviews and Focus Groups

The data were coded to determine a goodness of fit; a
concept of matching traits with instructional styles
(Heineman, 1995). Characteristics were identified according
to pattefhs of relationships among the emerging descriptors
and how each pattexrn fitted wiﬁh the ‘reported data.
Grounded Theory required several types of coding. Open
coding, axial coding, and selective coding were all used in
this study. Data from the survey, interview and focus group
sessions were imported into a qualitative analysis software
package. Influences were separated by differences or
similarities that allowed for discrimination and

differentiation among patterns to develop themes.
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Section A: Survey Data

Survey Distribution

A request for study participation was emailed to 1,100
full-time faculty members from two higher education
institutions in Southern California as described in Chapter
3. The online survey was distributed using SurveyMonkey
(2009) software. Seventy-six faculty members responded to
the survey for a7% response rate. One individual signed on
to the survey instrument but did not answer any of the
questions and was subsequently removed from further
analysis, leaving 75 survey participants. One of the
participating institutions submitted 65% of the responses.
Responses to the survey werxre directed to a secure database
until all of the data werxe received. Once all responses
were compiled the data were transferred to a report
spreadsheet (SurveyMonkey, 2009).

Professional Environment

Responses from seventy-five respondents, thirty-six
males, thirty-two females, and seven other individuals (who
left the question about gender blank) were analyzed.
Seventy percent of the participants were professors (See
Table 5). Education was the subject taught by 13% of the

participants. Other participants taught non-educational
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courses, such as Human Resources, Physics, Aeronautics,
Biology, Social Science and Health Education classes to

illustrate multiple subject areas represented.
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Table 5

Role of Participants

Role Frequency Percentage
Administrator 22 29%
Professor 51 68%
Lecturer 13 17%
Adjunct 12 16%
Supervisor/Manager 9 12%
Part-time Instructor 8 11%
Trainer 5 6%
Research Assistant 1 1%
Principal 1 1%
OTHER: Department Chair, 7 9%

High School Instructor,
District administrator,
Undergraduate Program

Director, Researcher,

Consultant

Note. Participants were permitted to choose more than one

role. Percentages were calculated based on 75 participants.
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Age and Teaching Experience

The largest group of participants (45.2%) was over the
age of 51 and had taught for more than 21 years. The age
groups and the number of years of teaching for participants
are presented in Table 6 and Table 7. Further, 43% of the
participants taught distance education. There were more
females who taught distance education (17) than there were
males (11). Additionally 10 participants who had taught for
21 years or more taught fewer distance education classes

than those who had taught less than 21 years.
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Table 6

Age Group
AGE GROUP

Age Group Frequency Percentage
21-30 1 1%
31-40 12 16%
41-50 17 23%
51-60 21 28%
61+ 21 28%
No Response 3 4%
Total 75 100%
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Table 7

Years of Teaching

Year Teaching Frequency Percentage
1-5 6 8%
6-10 : 13 17%
11-15 6 8%
16-20 | 15 20%
21-25 | 10 13%
25+ 23 30%
No Response 3 4%
Total 75 100%

Technical Support and Training

Seventy-four percent of participants reported
technical support was the number one influence in their
decision to teach distance education using technology as an
instructional delivery tool. Fifty-five percent of the
participants were not required to have training in
instructional delivery technology prior to teaching
distance education. On the other hand, 58% of the
participants had recently attended an education conference

related to the use of technology to teach distance
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education. Fifty-eight percent of the participants rated
both the institutional technical and institutional support

provided for participants as “excellent” or very good.”See

(Table 8).

Table 8

Quality of Institutional and Technical Support

Ranking Frequency Percentage
Excellent 11 15%

Very Good 29 38%

Fair 12 16%

Good 14 19%

Poor 3 4%

No Response 6 8%

Total 75 100%

Note. Evaluation of the quality of institutional
instructional and technical support received (course

management systems, equipment repair, software problems)
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Teaching Face-to-Face versus Distance Education

Participants were asked if distance education and
face-to-face instruction were the same or different. An
overwhelming majority (88.9%) reported that teaching
distance education is different from teaching face-to-face.

Decision Making Authority

In response to a gquestion about wanting decision-
making authority with respect to the implementation of
distance education using technology, 74% of the
participants said yes.

Open-Ended Questions

Responses to the open-ended questions were analyzed
using the Grounded Theory constant comparative method
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Response rates for the open-ended
questions varied from 8% where only six participants
answered a question to 97% when 73 participants answered a
question. The average response rate was 74% or when 53 out
75 participants answered a question.

Responses to open-ended questions from participants
were determined to be a unit of information. A unit of
information was the simplest form of data representing
phrases taken directly from participant responses. In orxrder

to evaluate the meaning of the data, the following analysis
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of each unit of information were conducted to facilitate
the discovery of additional code words that leads to
further investigation of the data.

The data were retrieved from the SurveyMonkey (2010)
report and placed into Atlas.ti (2009) gqualitative
software. Individual words or codes were scanned by the
Atlas.ti software and resulted in a total of 1,803 lines,
and 7,792 words including prepositions, pronouns, and
connectors. The word or group of words became the codes
used during the analysis process (The terms code words and
units of information are interchangeable in the analysis).

In response to the question, “What is your philosophy
about teaching distance education using technology?”
several code words such as philosophy, teaching, education,
and technology were entered into Atlas.ti (2010). Code
words were created when responses were broken down into
usable chucks of information. The chucks of information
were labeled and entered into a quantitative software
package. The chucks of information were compared and
contrasted to determine duplication. An association or
relationship between participant responses about teaching
distance education using technology was identified and

categories were developed.
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The data in Table 9 represents list of units of
information that originated from participant responses to

all of the open-ended survey questions.
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Table 2

Units of Information for Open-Ended Survey Questions

Need 6,38 Knowledge 3,13 Social 2,4
Learning 5,38 Appropriate 4,12 Software 1,4
Work 6,35 Program 4,11 Support 3,4
Technology 5,32 Ability 5,9 Comfortable 2,4
Work 6,32 Instructor 3,8 Older 1,4
Method 5,21 Skills 3,7 Home 3,4
Instruction 5,19 Philosophy 1,7 Educational 3,3
Interaction 4,19 Practice 4,7 Academic 4,3
Face-to-ace 6,18 Problem 3,7 Concern 2,2
Distance Ed 5,18 Population 5,6 Digital 2,2
Experience 5,17 Situation 4,6 Influencel, 1
Tool 4,16 Training 4,6 Presence 1,1
Classroom 5,14 Age 2,6 Compensation 1,1
Teach 6,14 Personal 4,5

Quality 4,13 Pedagogy 4,4

Note. The first number is the number of opened-ended

questions that have responses linked to the unit of
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information. The second number is the number of times the
unit of information recurs.

An example of responses from a number of participants
is shown in Table 10. The example shows the eight responses
that included the word ‘ability’ from participants in

response to the six open-ended questions.
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Takle 10

Code Word Analysis from One Unit of Information.

Example: Code Word “ability”

Participant 1 (personal communication, April, 2010):
Survey Question #1- Response 1.Code: [abilityl

The ability to work from home or while out of town
Participant 2 (personal communication, April, 2010):
Survey Question #2- Response2. Code: [ability]

They may have ability, but lack knowledge in the proper
application of the different modalities.

Participant 2 (personal communication, April, 2010):
Survey Question #2 - Response 54.

Codes: [ability] [appropriatel

Not more, than but perhaps as much as, and the ability to
choose appropriate technology for my own instructiomnal
needs.

Participant 3 (personal communication, April, 2010):
Survey Question #3 - Response 1l.

Code: [abilityl]

Instructors must have the ability to make decisions
regarding onOline courses.

Participant 3 (personal communication, April, 2010):

Survey Question #3 - Response 47. Code: [ability]

114



I would like to be certain we maintain pedagogical and
programmatic integrity at the same time as we increase
access and availability.

Participant 4 (personal communication, Apri;, 2010):
Survey Quegtion #4- Responsge22. Code: [ability]

It is only as useful as the faculty’s ability
Participant 5 (personal communication, April, 2010):
Survey Question #5-Response 12. Code: [ability]
Interpersonal relations among students and the ability to
adapt lessons to immediate needs of students are better
face-to-face. Overall organization and sequencing of
material is often better in a distance learning setting.
This combination allows for both.

Participant 5 (personal communication, April, 2010):
Survey Question #5- Responsel7.

Code: [ability]

Personalized attention for students. Ability to discuss

sensitive issues more fully.

The word ‘ability’ was repeated in several excerpts

resulting in responses with multiple meaning (See Table
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10). One use of the code word was the response that
referred to ability as the proficiency to discuss sensitive
issues (question 5- response 17). Another use of the code
word referred to ability as faculty aptitude (question2-
response 2, gquestion2-response 54, and question4-response
response 22). Still another response referred to ability as
the capacity to work from home or out of town (questionl-
response 1) . Therefore, three categories such as sensitive
issues, faculty aptitude, and work away from campus were
derived from the code words.

Additionally, the researcher found that some
participant responses contained only one unit of
information and other responses contained multiple units of
information. In Table 4.6, question2-responge 54 also
referred to the code word ‘appropriate’.

The categories created from this data analysis were a
result of code words being merged into a category that
connected the code words. For example, in the quotation:
“If one does not utilize technology in face-to-face
teaching then that quality diminishes at least in my field
(we have one faculty who only uses overheads!) If one
online only uses the read the book mode and doesn't utilize

the technology available then quality is diminished. If one
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ig effective in both then they will have good quality,”
several code words would be used to develop categories as
words like face-to-face, effective, faculty, online,
quality, teaching, and technology all relate to distance
education pedagogy. The units of information from the list
in Table 4.5 were scrutinized for repetition and
duplication and placed on the categories list.

The coding process was checked by a retired public
school administrator and an information technology
specialist. Neither person worked directly with the
researcher. Both individually, compared their
classification of the categories with those of the
researcher. After discussion, consensus was reached. There
was a 95% agreement rate. Following consensus, the
researcher continued to code the other units of information
in the same manner.

The researcher located particular words or groups of
words and created list by inserting key words that analyzed
the text and is helping build theory. Units of information,
regardless of the number of times repeated, were merged
with other words to make meaning. For example words like
influence, presence, and teaching toocl all related to

effective delivery tools. Those words are also related to
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communication, location, and adapting to change. Twenty-

five categories resulted from this examination. The

categories are shown in Table 11.

Table 11

Survey Response Categories

Ability Without Knowledge Academic Freedom

Age (younger vs. older) Communication

Face-to-face Faculty Experience

Interaction/Interpersonal Hybrid

Learning Centered Location
Online Oversight/Monitoring
Problems with Distance Program Quality

Adapting to Change

Effective Delivery
Tool

Faculty Needs

Lack of proper
training

Online

Pedagogy and
Discovery

Training

Categories listed in Table 11 were analyzed further to

determine relationships among all data collected in the

study. Survey categories were combined with interview and

focus group categories as patterns emerged to develop a

list of themes.
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Section B: Interviews

The following seétion will present information about
semi-structured interviews conducted by the researcher for
this study. The analyses were examined using Atlas.ti
(2010) qualitative software.

In addition to the survey, the researcher conducted
semi-structured interviews in oxrder that interactive
information could be included in the study. Data were
garnered from semi-structured interviews and focus group
meetings that provided input about participant concerns
about teaching distance education using technology in
keeping with the questions that led to this study

Participants who contributed to the survey portion of
the study were invited to participate in a semi-structured
interview. All volunteers were contacted via email to
ascertain their availability to participate in the study.
Volunteers for the interviews were selected based on their
expressed desire to participate in face-to-face interaction
with the researcher (See Appendix H).

Nineteen participants volunteered to contribute to the
interviews. Volunteers submitted contact information to the
research in the form of an email or telephone number. The

researcher contacted each by email to determine if they
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would like to participate in either an interview or a focus
group. They were not permitted to participate in both.
bParticipants who were not able to participate in interviews
were placed on a contact list for participation in a focus
group meeting. Fifty-two percent (10) of the volunteers
participated in an interview. However, one volunteer left
for sabbatical prior to scheduling an interview and another
volunteer changed job locations and was unavailable.
Another was not able to find a time that was convenient and
did not participate. Consequently, there were seven
participants in the semi-structured interviews and eight
participants in the focus groups that were conducted using
the questions discussed in Chapter 3.

Descriptors

Two interview participants taught at a singular higher
education institution, while six of the participants taught
at multiple higher-education institutions. Two of the
participants taught at both of the participating
institutions. Sixty-three percent of the participants were
over 51 years of age. Seventy-five percent of those
interviewed were tenured faculty and had taught more than

21 years.
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Locations

Interviews were held in numerous locations selected by
the participant. One interview was held at a local coffee
shop. Four interviews were held in the participant’s office
prior to or after a class. Another was conducted at a
participant’s home due to medical issues. The other two
interxviews were held in a Campus Transfer Center and in a
classroom.

Prepared Questions

The researcher conducted semi-structured interviews
that consisted of 15 questions (See Appendix F). The
interviews were anticipated to last no longer than 40
minutes. The researcher prompted the participants by asking
prepared questions. One interview lasted only 30 minutes
due to time constraints by the participant; nevertheless,
all of the questions were asked. Another lasted
approximately 60 minutes, longer than the anticipated time.
Seventy-five percent of the interviews lasted the
prescribed time. Some of the prepared questions were not
asked during the interviews as participants answered the

interview questions during sustained dialogue.
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Recording and Transcription

Interviews were recorded using a basic digital
recorder. The digital recording device stored the
information for transcription by the researcher. The seven
transcripts varied in length from approximately 2,240 words
to 6,404 words (See Appendix N).

The tapes were transcribed as soon after each
interview as possible, so the data were ready for software
analysis and because of the amount of time required for
transcription. After transcription, the data were coded and
assigned to the Atlas.ti (2010) in vivo coding process that
yvielded code words related participant responses.

Analysis

The data included information about participant
perceptions and opinions about the study topic.
Participants volunteered because of their desire to add to
the study. They showed their willingness to contribute by
providing contact information to the researcher.

Interview responses generated descriptive data.
Analysis responses to interview guestions were grouped into
statements based on code words. Transcripts were coded
using the same coding process used for the open-ended

question portion of the survey. Code words were selected
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directly from participant responses and analyzed using
Atlas.ti (2009) qualitative software. In other words, the
researcher wanted to see if the data provided informative
details that would add value and contribute to the strength
of the study.

Responses were disassembled and reassembled through
the coding process. The researcher created categories that
represented the code words that were extracted from the
responses. Code words were used connect a series of
statements that identified in the data.

In Figure 2, units of information identified responses
from participants and demonstrated how a quotation could
contain a number of code words but relates to only one
category. One code word was duplicated by in all seven
responses. All of the seven responses were associated with
distance education delivery. A code word or a group of
code words were subsequently merged into one category. In
addition to generating connections between units of
information, participant responses were also used to
connect multiple interview questions. For example, there
were 77 responses to the code word ‘teach’ in response all

of the 15 questions.
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Participant 4 (perscnal
communicatien, April, 2010)

Well we used to say that we
might have the state or the
stdte beoard or the state
commissions who would determine
the content determine
standards, determine
objectives, determine outcomes
and faculty has always been in
charge of delivery, delivery
methodology, and teaching
strategies but now
administration is saying and
now we are going to tell you
how to do it too.

Participant 5
(perscnal

| communication,

' April, 2010)

What I am trying to
| say that if the
delivery method is
i different, the
students in the two
' camps should still
: get the same results
provided that both
have the same
resources.

Participant 4
(personal
communication,
April, 2010)

I I think that can
: be a very

positiye
! igiigﬁggiogil Participant 3
i Complimenﬁ comgﬁﬁfgzggbn,
deiﬁlﬁiz ln April, 2010)

It is figuring
out what the
best tool is for
the delivery you
want tec achieve.

\
Figure 2. Transcript Code Word

‘ CODE WORD: ‘

Delivery

Participant 6 (personal
communicaticon, April 2010)

On the other hand, there are
certain courses where online
is the perfect delivery
mechanism the three that I
am going to put on there are
a good example and it still
supports the teacher
performance assessments and
the state really restricts
what we can do in terms of
teaching and supporting
students in how to get
through performance
assessments.

Participant 2
(personal
communication,
April, 2010)

Not really, I think
that it an adjunct ,
it is another
delivery system
um.using different
means to get to the
\ same answer

Participant 5 (personal
communication, April, 2010)

Provided they are both teaching
the same material and the course
cutline has the same the
delivery method. What I am
trying to say that if the
delivery method is different,
the students in the two camps
get the same results provided
that both are, because either
one I could be doing a poor job
on my end and online can be
doing a poor job. Ideally, they
are both doing a great job and
the students are getting all of
the material.

Responses from Participants
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Table 12 displays the response code word, how many of
the questions were related to the code word, and how many

times it was used during interviews.
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Table 12

Participant Interview Response Code Words

Teach 6,77 Skill 4,11 Encourage 3,5

Technology 6,35 Environment 3,11 Delivery 4,7

Course 4,34 Education 5,10 Colleague 3,4
Classroom 5,32 Access 4,10 Connecting 3,4
Faculty 5,26 Toocl 4,10 Enhance 2,4
Train 5,23 Email 5,9 Network 1,4
Professor 5,24 Method 3,9 Philosophy 4,4
Program 5,24 Computer 3,9 Economy 2,3
Different 6,19 Hybrid 2,7 Success 1,3
Experience 5,16 Ability 4,7 Assumption 2,2
Problem 4,15 Implement 3,7 Convenient 2,2
Instruct 6,15 Resource 1,7 Communicate 1,1
Instructor 5,14 Cost 2,6 Admin 1,1
Assignment 4,14 Design 3,6 Blended 1,1
Model 4,11 Prepare 3,6 Component 1,1

Note. Participant Interview Response Code Words, the first
number is the number of interview questions that had
responses linked to the code word. The second number is the

number of times the unit of information recurs.
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The researcher alsc looked for patterns in participant
responses to particular questions. Some patterns revealed
duplicated examples of code words, such as the word teach.
After checking all responses, code words were merged with
other code words when responses were similar in meaning.
After merging, many of the code words were eliminated or
combined with others to create the interview response
categories. The same process that was used to develop
survey response categories wag used for interview response
categories.

An example of how this process toock place follows. In
Figure 3, the word delivery was related to the category of
instructional delivery; however, there were different
connotations to its use. Once participants used delivery to
speak about how instructional delivery and methodology had
previously been the charge of faculty and was being taken
ovér by administration. Another participant spoke about
courses that were perfect for online delivery.
Consequently, the word delivery was transformed as it was
merged with other code words to form a category that not
only referred to how the course might be delivered but also

~who might deliver the course. Survey analysis yielded 45
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interview response code words and 12 interview response
categories.

Code words were reviewed by the researcher to validate
the objectives of the study, resulting in some words being
looked at in more detail before categories were finalized.
Selection of categories was dependent on the researcher’s
quality of checking and rechecking the accuracy of
participant response, selecting code words, and redefining
categories. Some categories were easy to define such as
(e.g. face-to-face contact, faculty/professor) because they
were factual and defined exactly what was being
categorized. Other categories were harder because they
depended on references or interpretations and could be
categorized depending on the participant circumstance. The
interview data were rich in metaphors and provided
participant personal opinions. The transcripts were coded
into categories which were descriptive or interpretive
depending on participant responses. Interview response

categories are shown in Table 13
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Table 13

Interview Response Categories

Administration Monitoring
Delivery Online

Educational Institution Resources
Face-to-Face Sense of Community
Faculty/Professor Use of Technology
Instruction/Teaching Training

Section C: Focus Groups

In addition to interviews responses focus group
meetings were held. Focus group meetings, the third method
of collecting data for the study were held last with
questions formed after the surveys and interviews were
completed. This was how the researcher gathered data in a
group setting, whereas previously data were collected one-
on-one during surveys and interviews. Therefore, two focus
group meetings were scheduled. The results of those

meetings follow.
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Descriptors

Eleven survey takers volunteered to participate in
focus group meetings. Nine volunteers were scheduled to
take part in focus group meetings. After volunteering, two
survey takers failed to respond to email invitations. Six
of the nine volunteers were younger than 51 years of age.
Three volunteers were 61 years of age or older. Males made
up 90% of the contributors. Two participants (both male)
taught distance education, and the rest of the participants
did not teach distance education.

Meetings

Focus group participants from both of the institutions
volunteered to meet at either institution because both were
conveniently located and did not pose a transportation
hardship. Two types of focus group meetings were conducted.
One group met face-to-face in a classroom enough to hold 40
people and had a projector, computer, and white board. The
second meeting was held online and was conducted using
Moodle, an open source course management system. One
participant attended the in-person meeting. Four
participants attended the online meeting.

The online discussion board consisted of questions

prepared by the researcher (See Appendix O). The researcher
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prompted participants to provide responses to prepared
questions in written format. Participants were requested to
respond to statements made by other éarticipants.

For the online meeting, one participant was unable to
logon to Moodle and did not participant in the discussion.
After receiving no response to the discussion board
communication, three participants were contacted twice by
email, by the researcher. None of the three either replied
to the email or contribute to the discussion board.
Subsequently, there were four online discussion group
participants.

Four participants provided data to the discussion. No
data was collected at the in-person meeting because the
participant decided to attend the online discussion board
meeting instead.

Analysis

Focus Group meeting data were compiled in the same
manner as the survey open-ended questions and interview
data using Atlas.ti (2010) software. The statement in
Table 4.10 is a sample of a guotation selected from the
Mocdle discussion board focus group meeting. Participant
input to the discussion board dialogue identified code

words that were used for analysis. The researcher
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identified several units of information that had already
identified in previous analysis.

Responses included numerous units of information from
the discussion board conversations. The participants
identified code words such as unfamiliarity, context,
monitoring, fear, social, academic, interaction. The coding
was relevant to concepts closely related to other
participant responses.

The code words identified by the researcher were
generated from the participant responses. The list
presented in Table 15 shows the code words and the number

of times they were duplicated in the response.

132



Table 14

Focus Group Response Code Words

Classroom 4,12 Work 3,5 Interaction 2,2
Course 4,12 Face-to-face 1,4 Social 2,2
Online4,12 Hybrid 3,4 College 1,1
Education 3,12 Teach 4,4 Fear 1,1
Instructor3,1l2 Academic 1,3 Opportunity 1,1

Experience 3,11 Distance Ed 3,3 Relationship 1,1
Field 2,11 Remote 2,3 Globkal 1,1
Professor 3,6 Support 1,3 Perscnal 1,1
Effective 3,6 Technology 2,3 Discussion 3,3

Develop3, 5

Note. The first number in parenthesis is the number of
interview questions that had responses linked to the unit
of information. The second number in parenthesis is the

number of times the unit of information recurs.

After analyzing the focus group code words, categories
were identified using the same process that was used to
develop categories for survey and interview responses.

Table 16 shows the focus group response categories.
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Table 15

Focus Group Response Categories

Academic Integrity Hybrid
Collaboration Online

Contextual Knowledge Social Context
Delivery Teaching Resources
Face-to-Face Training

There were fewer focus group code words and categories
because there were fewer responses from focus group
participants. At the completion of the data analysis, the
researcher placed merged code words and placed them into
categories. All focus group participants who responded to
the discussion board provided code words resembling those
from interview and open-ended survey questions.

Categories such as academic integrity and social
context resulted from the code words such as academic,
learning, environment, experience, and effective on Table
16. Other code words identified relationships that resulted

in more categories such as online, technology, and support.
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Section D: Data Summary
This section presents a summary of analysis from all

study categories. Categories were derived.from participant
response code words that were both objective and heuristic.
Categories from the survey, interviews and focus group
meeting were identified by utilizing an analysis procedure
repeated in each phase of data collection. A review of the
categories identified from the survey, interview and focus

group responses are shown on Table 17.
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Table 16

Participant Response Categories from Data Collection

Survey Categories

Adapting to Change
Communication
Effective Delivery Tool

Face-to-Face

Learning Centered
Online
Oversight/Monitoring

Pedagogy and Discovery

Faculty Program Quality
Interaction/Interpersonal Training

Hybrid

Interview Categories

Administration Monitoring
Delivery Online
Educational Institution Resources

Face-to-Face

Sense of Community

Faculty/Professor Use of Technology
Instruction/Teaching Training

Focus Group Categories

Academic Integrity Hybrid
Collaboration Cnline

Contextual Knowledge
Delivery

Face-to-Face

Social Context
Teaching Resources

Training
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After emerging code words, categories were analyzed
for conditions synonymous with study factors relating to
Training and Support, Social Interaction, and Program
Quality. Categories were further scrutinized by the
researcher to determine how the framework of the responses
related. In other words, the researcher looked for
similarities and differences in categories as well as
duplication of categories to reduce the number of
categories that included comparative information by merging
categorical relationships and connecting comparable
category data.

There were multiple relationships between many of the
categories. The researcher took information survey,
interview and focus categories and looked for patterns that
were similar. The process included finding themes across
multiple categories using conditions related to the study.
Themes were constructed from the categories identified by
converting and merging data from categories.

Characteristics identified themes as recurring
subjects. After eliminating some categories and extracting
pieces and parts from other categories, the researcher
built these themes based on the conceptual input. Themes

contained combined information found to relate to three
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specific areas: 1) Training and Support; Social
Interaction; and, Program Quality.

Training and Support and Distance Education

Opinions from participants about teaching distance
education using technology were evident in responses about
Training and Support technology. Participants voiced
concerns about training conditions such as having to miss
workshops that were scheduled at the same time as classes
they were teaching were held. Lack of resources during
evening or weekend hours were alsc referred to by
participants as barriers to Training and Support.

Terms such as oversight and monitoring of distance
education programs were presented by participants.
Oversight was their perception of some faculty not being
required to come to campus for meetings or other campus
events when faculty members on campus were required to
attend. Monitoring was linked to the supervision of faculty
members using technology. For example, participants
questioned who monitored the amount of training and
experience required to teach distance education because
many of the participants did not know if training was
required or how much. Oversight and monitoring were linked

to training and support because participants related the
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terms Training and Support to preparation and guidance for
using technology for distance education.

One category ‘administration’ pertained to how
participants perceived the allocation of resources by upper
management. They believed that resources supported
techneology. As a result, resources and administration were
linked to technology and training. The term ‘uses of
technology’ was merged with the term ‘resources’ because
technology was supported when the proper resources were
applied. Consequently, the terms ‘uses of technology’,
‘resources’, ‘administration’, and ‘oversight and
monitoring’, were merged to create the theme Training and
Support. See Figure 3 for categories that were emerged to

identify the theme Training and Support.
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Figure 3. Theme Training and Support

Social Interaction and Distance Education

Social Interaction was analyzed in the same way as
Training and Support. Environment and location were
relevant to participant perceptions about how faculty
members interact with students, peers, or media. Many of
the participant responses pertained to social activity
related to settings or location.

Participants perceived that classroom settings

presented opportunities for physical contact. A setting
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such as a home computer lacked opportunities for physical
contact. However, both settings are related to social
interaction. The classroom demonstrated social contact
because the participants were physically present. The
computer demonstrated social contact because participants
were able to communicate even thought they were not
physically present.

Participants introduced some terms that described a
physical location and were identified by the naming the
place, such as online. Surroundings were recognized by
participants as locations either on or off-campus. They
named surroundings as the instructor’s home or any location
away from campus. On the other hand, the location could be
the writing lab on campus. Atmosphere was portrayed by the
participants as a sensation or the ambiance of being in
school when using technology. Participants believed that
interaction could occur by developing an environment
similar to that of a perceived educational institution.

Environment was associated with some of the delivery
methods shown on Figure 4.3by participants. Delivery
methods such as online, teleconferencing, video streaming,
or Skype were believed by participants to provide the same

ambiance as classroom. They believed many of the delivery
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methods could be reproduced or simulated, for example,
teleconferencing with two-way capabilities allows
interaction because everyone can be seen and heard in real
time.

The responses of participants relating to social
interaction included terms like communication,
instruction/teaching, and collaboration. Participants
connected the term communication with the terms
instruction/teaching. They perceived communicated
instruction using interxpersonal skills as an educational
interaction. There are various ways the interactions can
take place, resulting in the terms being merged into social
Interaction.

Methods such as hybrid, face-to-face, and online were
provided by participants as ways social interaction could
take place. They believed that interactions could take
place in educational institutions or at a distance.

Participants related Social Interaction to exchanges
within a given environment, physical or non-physical. In
order to understand the connection between social
interactions Figure 4 shows categories that were emerged to

identify the theme social interaction.
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Categories were linked to social interaction because
regardless of the methodology there was a link between

faculty and others.

communication

colloaboration

face-to-face

Social
Interaction

educational
institution

interaction /
interpersonal

Figure 4. Theme Social Interaction

Program Quality and Distance Education

Program quality was identified by participants as
important to deciding to teach distance education using
technology. Participants related program quality to core
values, mission and strategic priorities of their
institutions. For example, the terms learning centered and

sense of community were both based on a set of perceived
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values. Subsequently, participant’s perceptions of learning
centered and sense of community were both linked to program
quality.

Pedagogy and discovery were aligned with elements of
the institution’s mission by participants. They referred to
pedagogy as the element that connected the art of teaching
and discovery. Both were related to higher education and
innovation. The discovery for participants was the
innovation of being introduced to technology and its
perceived affect. Pedagogy was also believed to illustrate
the organizations ability to understand the basic
principles higher education. Connecting the elements of
teaching, discovery, and the basic principles of higher
education the researcher merged these terms into the theme
program quality.

Participants reported that as a part of the program,
they were included in the development of a learning
environment, for example, participants connected course
design and academic delivery. Participants perceived
properly designed courses were delivered by faculty in a
scholarly manner. Once the courses were designed
participants believed they were to be delivered

effectively. Participants perceived the terms delivery and
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effective delivery tools to be the mechanism through which
instruction was presented. Delivery was the tool used to
provide competent, well-organized instructions.
Additionally, the term academic integrity described how
participants perceived the ability of the institution to
oversee honesty using technology.

Participant responses linked all of the responses to
the faculty/professor and consequently, linked many of the
terms with traditional higher education systems.
Participant responses linked the higher education systems
with program quality. Figure 5 shows how themes about
program quality emerged after similar categories or similar

words were combined or interrelated.
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Figure 5. Theme Program Quality

Program Quality in distance education included
conditions in a technological environment, where quality
may not be visible. Participants were united in their
conviction that institutions needed to approach distance
education in a guality manner including academic standards.
The three themes resulted from the analysis and were
identified by participants as influences to faculty
decisions about teaching distance education using

technology.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

* Summation

This chapter contains findings from the data analysis.

Included are discussions about the three themes: Training
and Support, Social Interaction, and Program Quality.
Limitations to the study and Implications for the future
are presented.

Participant replies to survéy, interview, and focus
group questions explored participant faculty pedagogical
and professional beliefs. The information obtained during
the research provided both answers and reasons for faculty
perceptions about what influenced decisions to teach
distance education using technology. Through analysis of
the participant responses, pedagogical and professional
beliefs were revealed. Based on findings of the study, the
researcher drew conclusions and provided suggestions for
future research on this topic.

Due to the researcher’s desire to gather qualitative
data, some limitations to this study were not as relative

as they would have been in a quantitative study because

there are no objective standards for qualitative responses.
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Qualitative research is subjective and inductive. The
researcher wanted to report findings from the participants’
viewpoints.

This study was designed to go beyond the statistics
that are reported in numerous quantitative studies and to
gain better understanding about influences to faculty
decisions teaching distance education using technology.

The study was developed to allow faculty to voice
their perceptions about what influenced their decisions
about teaching distance education using technology. The
goal was accomplished when participants responded to
survey, interview and focus group inquiries and provided

their observations and insights.

Findings
The purpose of the study was to investigate how Social
Interaction and Program Quality influenced faculty
decisions to teach distance education using technology.
However, early in the analysis another theﬁe became
evident, Training and Support. Training and Support was
significant because it was perceived by participants as the

connection between knowing the technology, how to use the
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technology to interact, and how to present a quality
distance education program using technology.

In rereading the literature, the researcher noticed
that Training and Support had been mentioned all along, but
unlike the other two themes, it was not readily
identifiable as critical for faculty (Berge & Muilenburg,
2001). It was recognized, but not in a context where it
would draw attention. Most of the literature referred to
training and support only as a precursor to teaching
distance education, a required condition, not always
mandated. The extent of the training was barely remarked
upon other than as a barrier, and not regarded in a way
where it was apparent that assistance with Support and
Training was a necessity.

Based on the findings of this study, the researcher
identified three themes threaded throughout the participanf
responses. At the start of the study, Social Interaction,
and Program Quality were the factors that were the focus
for research. The themes were perceived significant because
Social Interaction was perceived as the ability of faculty
to establish connections between themselves and others
involved in teaching distance education, while Program

Quality was perceived as the result of specific educational
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objectives. However, a third theme was discovered, Training
and Support.

The study findings linked past research Berge &
Muilenburg (2001) on teaching distance education using
technology with verbal responses provided by faculty about
what influenced theilr decisions to teach distance education
using technology. This study connected specific categories
such as Training and Support, Social Interaction, and
Program Quality to higher education faculty and distance

education.

Support and Training Discussion

Training was the number one issue uncovered in this
study. Neither of the higher education institutions in this
study was perceived to have done a good job of providing
adequate training for faculty to teach distance education
using technology, according to faculty participants. Tabata
and Johnsrud (2008) studied faculty participation in
distance education programs and also identified training as
one of the concerns reported by study participants. The
participants spoke about limited or sporadic training
possibilities, trainers who were intolerant, limited

follow-up and limited support with technical issues.
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Berge and Muilenburg (2001) reported that unknown
media for ‘delivery in distance education created fear.
Participant faculty nembers were bewildered and fearful
when introduced to new technology. Consequently, without
necessary support, partici?ants felt they did not
understand how pedagogical methodology could be provided
through the technology. In the meantime, faculty members
were dependent on information from technicians and
colleagues for help. Faculty considered these concerns as
barriers and continuéd.doing what they know best, teaching
in traditional classrooms.

Participants confirmed their institutions had
difficulty finding and training faculty who were
academically and technically qualified to teach distance
education. They indicated that distance education classes
are being taught by adjunct faculty, especially at
community colleges. This finding was affirmed by the
Association of Community College Trustees (2009) claim that
adjunct faculty employees were equal to contract faculty.
Participants in the study taught at both community colleges
and 4-year universities.

Participants believed that training was paramount to

the future of distance education. Faculty members wanted
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more training to ensure quality. They wanted the training
to include pedagogy and best practices as mentioned by
(Moore, 2007; Awidi, 2008). Participants wanted
comprehensive insight into the methodology and how it could
be disseminated using technology to get results comparable
to those in traditional classrooms.

They wanted to be trained to use the technology being
offered by their institution. However, there was evidence
from responses that faculty did not always contact those
responsible for training or access available institutional
software. One participant knew that software was available
for faculty use but never had time to go and investigate
what was there or how it could be utilized. As they learned
the skills and software, they wanted to understand how the
methodology-related to the way they have been teaching or
how it can enhance their teaching.

Support went beyond training. It included buy-in from
their institutions, peers, agreements about intellectual
property and copyright laws, as well as backing from the
administration. Participant responses related to
organizational issues about preparation to teach distance
education, cost of materials and training, and maintenance

(including technical issues and updates). Moreover, ITC
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(2010) confirmed that training requirements became
problematic when collective bargaining agreements are
involved. A professor with 40years of experience claimed
“We have academic freedom. It kind of works from the top
down, but also in the classroom.we are independent
contractors; we can do whatever we want to do. We have the
course outline so we can teach it any particular way we
want to.” Participant faculty knew they did not have to
participate in distance education using technology unless
they wanted to because of current collective bargaining
agreements, policy on intellectual property and academic
freedom, as well as independent contractual agreements.

The fact that there were intrinsic influences
prohibiting faculty from embracing either learning teaching
distance education or technology should concern the IHE and
is an indicator that more needs to be done to make faculty
a part of distance education decision-making authority by
preparing them with quality distance education Training and
Support. Participants noted that from a socially
interactive perspective it would take time for the culture
of technology to become fully embraced. The responses of

the participants of this study showed they were willing to
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try something new, but they wanted proper training and
support before moving forward.

Participants expressed a desire to be trained to use
new technology. They also acknowledge it would take time
for the technology culture to permeate IHE. During the
implementation faculty, without the required technology can
gradually be prepared. In addition to the need for
training, there was a need to associate technology with
teaching, students, testing, and assessment. Nonetheless,
participants wanted training and wanted to learn to provide
instruction deemed ‘worthy’ of their definitions of quality

and based on their professional and pedagogical beliefs.

Scocial Interaction Discussion

Study participants questioned how Social Interaction,
another major theme identified in this study could occur
without physical or visual contact. They also questioned
whether new developments in technology would eventually
result in shared functions across the IHE (a new form of
unbundling) for faculty. Participants repeatedly voiced
concerns about not being prepared to teach distance
education using technological methodologies. They were

concerned about further changes in their roles. Distance
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education programs have already unbundled faculty roles and
this fear of more change is consistent with the literature
(Paulson, 2002).

Participants believed their chosen method of delivery
(face-to-face of using technology) was the optimal delivery
method. There were contradictory responses from
participants who liked and supported the method they used.

Participants ranging from tenured professors and
educational administrators to adjunct faculty voiced their
opinions about social interaction and interpersonal
proficiency using technology. One participant put it this
way: “I prefer it [distance education] as a tool, not as a
sole technique because I believe in interpersonal, live,
interactions among participants. Plus, I rarely see my
online colleagues who may contribute positively to
discussions and meetings. I also sometimes wonder if they
are abusing the freedom of teaching off campus.” This
perception was echoed by other participants.

Participants continued to raise questions about Social
Interaction (Gram, Kanuka, & Norris, 2004) because they did
not have a clear vision of how to interact using
technology. Faculty participants reported having experience

with teleconferencing without connecting the process to
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social interaction. Poor technical interface and one-way
communication where the possibility of verballf
communicating was not was possible validated the
participant frustration with interacting socially using
technology. Therefore, an opportunity to experience
interaction with distance learners was negated and faculty
rarely had the opportunity to use interactive television
with two-way communications or other interactive tools to
experience that interaction.

Berge and Muilenburg (2001) affirmed faculty
discomfort without students in attendance to provide Social
Interaction. Maldonado and Hayes-Roth (2006) further
suggested that faculty members were perceived as invisible
when they could not be perceptibly seen. The participants
in this study identified diminished recognition consistent
with other researchers work. Study participants commented
they were perceived to be invisible because they were not
physically present. Mandemach, Gonzales and Garrett (2006)
concurred with Berge and Muilenberg (2001) that the use of
technology diminished faculty recognition during distance
education. Faculty in this study believed that social
interface was required to acquire effective interaction of

any kind. Participants did not reject technological
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interaction. They were frustrated becaﬁse they did not know
how to interact using the technology.

Social changes occur especially as technology
increases and we become more globally dependent.
Participants were beginning to see the value in aligning
courses, regardless of the delivery method, to meet
intended learning outcomes. As affirmed in responses, they
understood that a teaching methodology paradigm shift was
taking place. Their concerns about technology were
validated when they were realized they wanted to apply new
technology to outdated standards. Other participants did
not want to change and believed the traditional way was the
only way to teach. On the other hand, participants believed
the duty of the IHE was to provide a wide array of diverse
ways of interacting socially with peers and students.

Chen (20092) supported the premise that prepared
faculty members are important to teaching distance
education using technology. Faculty participants understood
' that training went beyond skills-based learning of
equipment. Participants remarked that the amount of
training they had engaged in so far depended on their role
in course development or their technological expertise.

Participants spoke about faculty members having no input in
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course development and therefore they received limited
training for teaching distance education resulting in
little or no contribution by faculty to technology-based
programs. Participates were asking to be trained to
interact socially using technology that reproduced or

enhanced current skills.

Program Quality Discussion

Program Quality gave meaning to participant beliefs
about their decisions to teaching distance education using
technology. They spoke about academic quality, reﬁutation
and value. Larreamenty-Joerns and Leinhardt (2006) asserted
that quality was focused on the sighificance of instruction
and reflected the value of instruction in relation to
institutional standards. Faculty participants acknowledged
that their educational experience, educational experﬁise,
professional roles, pedagogy, and professional beliefs gave
meaning to teaching and resulted in providing program
quality.

Participants voiced concerns about Program Quality
when faculty members were not included in decision-making
stages related to distance education design (Arenas, Bleau,

Eckvahl, Gray, Hamner, & Powell, 2009). They perceived that
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a stereotypical educator held a terminal degree, was an
expert in their field of study, and was not concerned with
issues other than their specialty. Due to this pexception,
participants in this study speculated about program quality
when faculty with different experiences taught.

Participants scoffed at current distance education
programs and did not think there was the same quality as
more traditional programs. They perceived a difference in
being taught practical application and being taught theory.
On the other hand, participants knew that not all courses
required extensive theoretical understanding. Responses
from participants related to instructional significance and
institutional standards to Program Quality. Berge and
Muilenburg (2001) through their work confirmed that issues
related to the importance of academic resources included
libraries, advising, and other services as well as diverse
instructional methodologies resulting in quality
institutions.

Instructional significance linked content to standards
when designing distance education courses. The order of the
content in class sessions and the intermingling of quizzes,

tests, and other activities represented instructional
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significance because the results were evaluated based on
structured comprehensive models (Kurzel, 2006).
Participants illustrated perceptions of program
quality by using institutional dialogue, words familiar to
those involved in teaching in higher education to describe
how to teach distance education. For example, the following
response referred to Program Quality. “.my model is to
ensure that the students move from a knowledge
comprehension to an analytical comprehension and evaluative
sense, and so as such when I say quality, I am trying to
keep them from just regurgitating..,” (Anonymous, April,
2010). This participant used institutional dialogue to
explain a perception of Program Quality. Words like
comprehensive and evaluative are educational descriptors
used to explain concepts of teaching and learning.
Participants have been taught that it is the duty of IHE to
provide comprehensive authenticated education. Participants
used words such as tradition, policy, academic freedom,
collective bargaining agreements, effective teaching
methodology, and modeling to authenticate their experiences
and to define their perception of Program Quality.
Regardless of experience, expertise, education level,

location, or standards study participants had a number of
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different perceptions of Program Quality. Program Quality
is being redefined by graduation rates and marketing
campaigns of proprietary institutions touting faculty who
teach practical applications that can be learned at home
without the need for brick and mortar. Subsequently,
participant responses noted that Program Quality based on
traditional definitions was important to teaching distance

education using technology.

Conclusion

Faculty participants from two higher education
institutions that provided distance education contributed
opinions and perceptions that resulted in the themes of
Training and Support, Social Interaction, and Program
Quality. In their responses, faculty participates were
affected by issues related to the themes. Consequently,
there were positive and negative responses from
participants. Most importantly, participants wanted to be
trained to use institutional technology and to provide
quality programs.

There were contradictory responses to questions about

what influenced faculty decisions to teach distance

education using technology. There were inconsistencies in
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participant responses to questions within the study because
replies could be interpreted in multiple ways.
Additionally, responses from participants identified issues
that were repeated by other participants. Nonetheless,
faculty participants said that they wanted to use
technology professionally. Participants wanted to learn to
use the technology to provide enhanced, quality
instructional delivery.

The researcher found the participants wanted
technology. Their frustration was in being trained and
supported in its use. Participants wanted to learn how to
make the technology reproduce face-to-face classroom
experiences. Their initial perception of technology was as
a barrier to teaching distance education because they did
not understand that it included tools for interactivity and
quality. They found there were ways technology could be
incorporated to increase instructional effectiveness and
quality. Faculty participants actually perceived that
hybrid classes were an ideal way to teach distance
education and that hybrid might be a future plan.

Study participants spoke about a combination of face-
to-face interactions such as the use of visual media to

create academic interdependence between faculty, media, and
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students. Faculty participants recognized that the
implementation of hybrid, blended, or distributed education
(all terms for distance education) woiild be used for
particular courses in the futhre, and admitted some courses
could and shoﬁld,hg ;aught.using‘multip;g methodoldgies;
However, even with their new understanding of the uses of
technology, participants did not‘%ant to give up visual or
physical interactions when tgaching.,_,

Many of thé;participanté?fecognizea tﬁat they were not
in opposition to diéf;née eéucationl Faulty participants
questioned how quality was provided when they were not
trained to use technology and could not-visually access
interaction. Although they complained, they did not protest
loudly because they were fearful of losing jobs and not
being included in course design opportunities. Responses
supported perceived pedagogical and professional beliefs
that affected decisions about teac¢hing distance education
using technology: Participants aveoided incorporating
technology or teaching distance delivery system‘becauée of
their perceptiomns.

Participants repeatedly voiced concerns‘about not
being prepafed-to teach distance education using

technological methods. Participants commented that training
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and professional development workshops were scheduled
during the summer when many faculty members were not on
campus. They also remarked about having little access to
technicians because there are not enough staff to assist
faculty needs. For example, a workshop is provided and 50
faculty members participate. Two of the participants
understand what is being taught and can proceed to use the
information. The other 48 need help. There are three
technicians and it takes a significant amount of time to
assist all 48. Unless a plan is put in place to respond to
multiple problems like this, historically faculty refused
or resisted using the technology. Finally, participants
reported limited response from their institution about
c¢hanging training procedures and developing organizational
pedagogy for distance education.

Issues applicable to distance education previously
identified by Berge and Muilenburg (2001) were referred to
numerous times in participant responses. One major issue
was the rapid increase in the number of institutions
offering distance education courses using technology.
Participants observed that higher education institutions
were implementing programs that are not compatible with the’

institution’s personnel or the institution’s strategic
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plan. According to the Sloan Consortium (2008) online
enrcllment continued to increase and accounted for 22% of
higher education enrollments. Participants were concerned
about Training and Support, Social Interaction, and Program
Quality as enrollments increase.

Participants provided evidence they considered
indicative of the Training and Support, Social Interaction,
and Program Quality. Responses from participants in this
study answered gquestions about the way IHE implgmgnted
teaching distance education using technology that were not

that were verbally reported in earlier studies.

Limitations

There were over 1,000 faculty members employed by both
participating institutions yet there was only a 7% survey
response rate. There was little increase in participation
after several requests were emailed. Reminders and second
requests were emailed, but after the initial response of 33
and a few consequential responses, the researcher realized
that a large response was not forthcoming.

Everybody who volunteered to participate in interviews

and focus groups were asked to contribute to the study.
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This was a limitation because there was no room left to
select purposive participants.

A large number of potential participants may not have
perceived themselves to have had sufficient technological
experience to contribute to the online survey.
Consequently, those who did not respond to the survey were
not eligible to participate in interviews or focus groups.

In future studies, participants should be given
multiple opportunities to volunteer to contribute.
Recruitment such as sending invitations to departments
requesting volunteers through campus organizations might be
a way to increase participation.

Preconceived notions about distance education were other
biases introduced into the study based on opinions of
colleagues, internal reports, or personal experiences.

This was the researcher’s first attempt to gather
extensive data via interview. A larger number of interviews
and focus group meetings would have possibly yielded more
varied responses. A more experienced moderator might have
elicited more candid and complex replies.

Misunderstanding is the most significant weakness of
qualitative research. This study was no exception. Many of

the code words and participant response categories had more
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than one meaning and could be placed in more than one
category. Those caktegories had to be critically scrutinized
in order to identify the final theme. The assumption that
the data-rich results were easily organized was incorrect.
The researcher did find that training was the number
one concern that influenced faculty decisions. She further
concluded that specifiq issues such as social interaction
and program quality influenced faculty decisions and
established a basis for decision making about distance

education.

Implications for the Future

In the future, there are several issues that need to
be examined: 1) why faculty perceive they are not properly
trained to interact socially using technology, in other
words what do faculty need; 2) why higher education
institutions implement programs with faculty who gquestion
the quality of what they are providing, moreover, what
should faculty know and how should it be provided; and, 3)
and what is geoing to be the impact of technology on the
future distance education programs? With increased
enrollments in distance education programs, it is becoming

apparent that changes in instruction preparation are
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necessary. Training and professional development schedules
should be examined to meet the needs of faculty. Faculty
needs more access to training to learn and more support to
sustain their commitment to distance education. Higher
education must take a good look at the future implications
of technology-based distance education programs.

Distance education offers unique possibilities for
some but institutions of higher education are hard pressed
to gain desired future goals using 21°® century technology
in 20™ century industrial-modeled institutions with
underprepared faculty.

Cautions noted in the literature such as
administrator’s inability to articulate the strategic
importance of distance education, course designs that shift
power between face-to-face and distance education programs
were noted. Questions that were raised in past studies were
alsco asked during this study. One question related to the
issue of perception and asked if traditional institutions
were vital to the socialization process, how could distance
education be appropriate? In other words, how could '

distance education and technology fulfill the institution’s

socialization duty? These questions and others lead to a
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number of issues that going to have to be resolved in the
next five to ten years by institutions of higher education.

Faculty membexrs who wanted to participate in the study
were totally committed and faculty who did not want to
participate did not respond in any way. Only one
participant sent an email and explained they were going on
sabbatical and would not be able to contribute any beyond
responding to the survey, but one email out of over 1,100
potential participants was unsettling. Hopefully, faculty
pays more attention to other forums to gather information
on their behalf, or their non-response could contribute to
the problem of their not getting what is necessary to teach
distance education using technology.

Throughout this study, the issue of Program Quality
bothered the researcher because it was continually being
defined and redefined. All of the definitions lead the
researcher to wonder if Program Quality was as elusive as
portrayed by faculty.

In my experience as an educator, there have been
faculty who are extremely conscientious and dependable, and
faculty who are not as accountable as others. There are
faculty members who hold class for one hour and then

discharge students from the traditional classroom. There
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are faculty members who place assignments onto course
management systems and only respond to students once a
week. How could program quality be determined in either of
these courses? Maybe this is why all of the Media
Comparison Studies conducted over the last two decades
continue to show no significant difference in teaching
face-to-face or teaching distance education. In any case,
based on the scenarios above and interpretations of higher
education standards, perceived quality is subjective for
these faculty members based on their instructional delivery
modes.

Higher education is desired for intrinsic and
extrinsic reasons. The value of a higher education degree
is based on validated and measurable educational
accomplishments. However, the current culture does not want
validation as much as they want immediacy. Proprietary
institutions of higher education have identified ways to
respond to immediacy much faster than traditional
institutions. Traditional institutions of higher education
have yet to explain how they can redefine quality using
outdated underpinnings in an innovative culture. At this
time, they are adding distance education courses, often as

Continuing Education or Extended Education, and attempting
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to link goals to traditional standards. The question of
quality arises because in the past, Continuing Education
and Extended Education programs have been linked with
proprietary institutions who offered non-credit, less
valuable courses than those offered in mainstream programs.

Questions about quality frequently arise in regards to
proprietary schools because their interest is in making a
profit and providing a degree. Society and employers have
told everyone that a degree was necessary to be successful
in life. Sadly, this concept was initiated by traditional
institutions of higher education. They first reported that
a high school diploma was becoming equivalent to a
bachelor’s degree. The need for a change was blamed
primarily on K-12 low graduation rates and drop-out rates.
This announcement and other issues about education reform
may have led to the belief that quality was not important.
As a result, leaders of proprietary institutions developed
degree programs and competed for students with traditional
institutions in order to provide what was crucial to
getting a job.

The issue was not new because education reform has

been ongoing in pre-secondary education for years and they
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have not solved the problem yet. It has now caught up with
higher education and technology has been the catalyst.

From an administrative point of view, the quality of
the program has most often been associated with enrollment
numbers and retention. Enrollment numbers and retention was
perceived as providing educational significance because
faculty members were there to teach and student were to
learn. That is why the IHE continued to grow. It was
reported, but not acknowledged, that the majority of
students attending college today are adults. They are not
the traditional 18 years old students that higher education
envisaged they would accommodate. Faculty members know that
if a class does not have sufficient enrollment, their job
could in jeopardy, especially with the introduction of
technology. As result, it would be wise of them to learn as
much as possible about technology.

Numerous definitions of Social Interaction was another
issue that bothers the researcher. In the past, in the
context of education, social interactions would simply have
been relationships between faculty and students. With the
ocnset of technology-based instruction and social

networking, higher education again has not figured out how
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to respond to the changes associated with Social
Interaction.

Faculty members have been perceived as intimidated by
technology. However, they have some of the same gadgets as
their students, and they buy them for their children.
Social networking can be educational, but is perceived as
personal because those using the media are concerned with
learning how to work the equipment, not how the equipment
works. At the same time, social networking has created a
way to communicate that is unprecedented.

Social networking went beyond Facebook and Utube; it
included the Internet where educational information about
any subject was available. Could it be that the real
problem for faculty is that the availability of
information, historically taught in a classroom, is now
readily available to anyone via the World Wide Web?

Currently, there are innumerable research projects
about educational interaction based on student-centered
learning, but have we forgotten the faculty members who
have to teach faculty them. Are we depending on faculty to
learn using technology on their own? There is little doubt

faculty know how to access technology, but what the IHE
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need to know is do they know how to teach using technology
and what they need to accomplish that objective.

This calls for changes in current standards and
policies, collective bargaining, copyright laws, testing,
writing, and more. Institutions of higher education
developed programs for auditory learners, and visual
learners, now they must develop programs for interactive
learners. Faculty members at higher education institutions
are facing some of the same issues that have plagued pre-
post-secondary faculty institutions for a long time. Issues
of Program Quality and Social Interaction will continue to
surface if those in charge do not pursue those issues
diligently. There is a difference between holding on to
tradition and holding on to beliefs. Tradition is about
ritual and custom. Belief is about ethics and duty. As
technology inundates education, tradition and belief can
work together for the good of the higher education
institution instead of letting either tradition or belief
dictate.

In this study, faculty voices were heard, they
commented on their perceptions of good teaching, as well as
their pedagogy, they discussed technology use, and they

shared suggestions about the future use of technology and
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distance education: Faculty members provided accounts of
how they allowed past experiences to limit their
opportunities for learning about using technology to teach
distance education. Others spoke about how they learned to
use technology to teach distance education. Faculty memberé
offered suggestions for teaching distance education in the
future. The researcher sought to have the faculty.say what
they wanted others to know and understand; teaching
distance education or using technology was not a barrier to
teaching distance education. This study could not cover all
of the issues fécing faculty and distance education using
technology, but the findings were straightforward and
faculty members knew that change was inevitable and that

preparation was essential.
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January 8, 2010

Dear Faculty Member,

The enclosed survey is part of the dissertation research required by the California State
University, San Bernardino (CSUSB) Ed. D Education Leadership program. The survey
will take about 15 to 20 minutes to complete and your responses will be kept confidential.
Only aggregate data will be reported.

Please complete your survey and return it WITHIN THE NEXT 7 DAYS. When you
have completed your survey: by mail, please return your survey in the enclosed pre-
stamped envelope; otherwise submit your email or online response via the web.

[Optional incentive text: In appreciation for participation, staff who complete and return
their surveys will receive (describe incentive).]

If you have any questions, Please contact Dr. Patricia Arlin, Dean College of Education,
California State University (CSUSB) at 909-537-5615 or at parlin@csusb.edu., if you
have questions about the research and research subjects’ rights. Thank you in advance for
your participation in this important effort.

Thank you.

Helena Johnson
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

SAN BERNARDINO

Academlc Affalrs
Offlce of Academic R h « Instltutional Revlew Board

J 15,2010

R CSUSB
Ms. Helena Johnson INSTYTUTIONAL
clo; Dean Pat Arlin REVIEW BOA.\RD
Deparmment of Education Expedited Review
California State University IRB# 09062
5500 Univer? ity Pnrl'tway. R Status
San Bernardino, Califormia 92407 APPROVED

Dear Ms, Johnson:

Your application to use human subjects, titled “Concerns about Faculty Teaching Distance Education Using
Technology" has been reviewed and approved by the Institutions! Review Board (IRB). The attached informed
consent document has been stamped and signed by the IRB cheirperson. Al subsequent copies used must be this
officially approved version, A change in your informed consent (no matter how minor the change) requires
resubmission of your protocol as amended. Your application is approved for one year from January 15,2010
through January 14, 2011. One month prior to the approval end date you nced to fite for a renewal If you
have not completed your research. The protocol renewal form Is on the IRB website. See additional
requirements of your approval below.

The CSUSB IRB has not evalusted your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk to the human
participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefit. This spproval notice docs not
replace any departmental or additional approvals which may be required.

Your responsibilities as the researcher/investigator reporting to the [IRB Committes include the following
requirements. You are required to notify the IRB of the following: 1) submit a protocol change form if any
substantive changes (no matter how minor) are made tn your research prospectoyprotocol, 2) If any
unanticipated/adverse events are experienced by subjects during your research, and 3) when your project bas
ended by emailing the IRB Coordinator. Pleese nots that the protocol change form and senewal form are located
on the IRB website under the forms menu. Failure to notify the IRB of the above may result in disciplinary action.
You are required to keep copies of the informed consent forms and data for at Jeast three years.,

‘If you have any questions regarding the IRB decision, please contact Michael Gillespie, IRB Compliance
Coordinator, Mr. Michael Gillespie can be reached by phone at (909) 537-1588, by fax at (909) 537-7028, or by
email at mgjljespi@icsusb.edu. Please include your application identification number (above) in all correspondence,

Best of luck with your research.

S oo Y, P47

Sharon Ward, Ph.D., Chair
Institutional Review Board

SW/mg

cc: Dean Pat Arlin, Department of Education

N

909.532,7588 « fax: 909.532.7028 - http://irb.csusb.edu/
5500 UNIVERSITY PARKWAY, SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92407-2393

The Calif State Y - field « Channel Blands « Chico « Dominguez Hills « EastBay « Frasno - Fullwton - Humbaldt - Long Beach « Los Angeles
Maittne Academy « Monterey By - . . oS + $an Diego « San Franclsco « San Jose » San Luis Obrspo « San Marcas « Sonoma « Starudays

o
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Valley College

November 12, 2009

Mrs, Helena Johnson
Graduate Student
Califomin State University. 5an Bernardino

Dear Mrs. Johnson:

The San Bemardino Valley College (SBVC) Rescarch Committee has reviewed the documents
in your request to administcr a questionnaire to faculty membess regarding on-line courses, The
SBVC Office of Research and Planning has granted you conditional approval contingent upon
documentation of formal approval by the IRB Commitiee at yowr primary institution: Calitornia
State University at San Bernardino.

The purpose of the San Bernardino Valley College IRB review procedure is to protect the rights,
privacy, and welfare of SBYC students and faculty who participate in research projects. This
IRB procedure requires all researchers who request the privilege of using SBVC students or
faculty as subjects to have prior approval from their schools of origin.

Pleasc provide formal IRB documentation to the SBVC, Office of Research and Planning. for
review in order to receive final approval for your request,

AL you have any further questions, please feel free to contect me at (509) 384-8600,
(‘ Sincerely . ST /
j)%]/,)y::/. R A I /; . Ny

)/ James E. Smith
Director of Research and Planning

701 South Mount Vernon Avenue San Bemardino Callforma 92410 909-384 4400
www. valleycoliege.edu
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CALIFORNIA ST, 1
WY T Dops ¥l
SAN BERKK IR S ez

College of Education TALUWI0) TEV0S HIIATY FYNOLLLLIISKT
Office of the Dean ONITEVNEZE NYS ALISTZAINN ZLVIS VINEOAITVD

The study, in which you are being asked to participate, is designed to investigate the issues that
concemn higher education faculty teaching distance education using technology as an instructional
delivery method. This study is being conducted by Helena Johnson under the supervision of Dr. Patricia
Atlin, Dean, College of Education (COE) at California State University San Bernardino (CSUSB}; Dr.
Deborah Stine, Director, Doctor of Educational Leadership COE; Dr. Marita Mahoney, Director, Office
of Assessment and Research COE; Dr. James Smith, Directar, Research and Planning, San Bemardino
Valley College; and Dr. Sylvester Robertson, Visiting Associate Professor, COE. This study has been
appraved by the Institutional Review Board, CSUSB, and the Research and Development Committee,
San Bemardino Valley College.

The purpose of this study is to explore the faculty pedagogical and professional beliefs that may
illuminate issues that might influence converting from teaching face-to-face to using technology to teach
distance education classes. To meet this purpose this research will: (1) explore participants pedagogical
and professional beliefs; (2) report their voices as they relate to or identify the impact on faculty using
technology as an instructional delivery tool and; (3) provide recommendations on how to better facilitate
faculty who resist or refuse to teach vsing technology by moving beyond professional development to on-
going technology development.

A survey, semi-structured interviews, and focus group meetings will be conducted by the
researcher, Volunteers who complete the survey are invited to participate in an interview or a focus group
meeting. Survey participants who want to volunteer will provide the researcher with information about
how they can be contacted to schedule the interview and focus group meeting appointments. Volunteers
agree 1o audio recordings during a semi-structured interview which will take approximately 40 minutes
and sudio-visual recordings during the focus group meetings which will take approximately one hour.

Survey responses and audio-visual recordings will be coded for confidentiality. Survey results
will be stored on a secure database. Audio-visual data from interviews and focus group meetings will be
stored in a locked cabinet in the COE during the study. All information will be destroyed after a requisite
time period. All responses will be held in the strictest of confidence by the researcher. Participants have
the right to discontinue participation at any time without penalty. Aggregate data from surveys and
interviews will be reported in the research. Data collection will commence in January 2010 and end in
June 2010.

There are no foreseeable risks to participating in this study. A benefit of the study is that faculty
have an opportunity to provide verbal input about social interaction and program quality as it pertains to
technology as-a distance education instructional delivery method.

Please contact Dr. Patricia Arlin, Dean, College of Education, COE, California State University,
San Bemardino at (909) 537-5615 or at parlin@csusb.edu., if you have questions about the research and
research subjects’ rights, Results of this study can be obtained from the College of Education’s website at
www.csusb.edu., after completion of the research.

I understand that this research will be audio recorded. Initials__
I understand that this research will be audio-visually recorded.  Initials_

909.537.5600 » fax: 909.537.7011
SIGNATURE: SppatunaVERSITY PARKWAY, SAN BERNARDIKDIC A 924072393

The California State University - Bakersfield « Channel lslands + Chice - Oominguez Hills » East Bay - Fresno + Fullerton « Humbeldt - Long Beach « Los Angeles
Marltime Academy « Monterey 8ay « Northildge » Pomona » Sacramento « San Bemarding « 53n Diego + San Frangiseo + San Jose « SanLuls Obispa » 5an Marges « Sonoma » Stanistaus
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

SAN BERNARD| N OLFORNASTATE UNIVERSTTY, SAN BERNARDING

INSTITUTIONALREVIEWROARDCOMMETTEE .
College of Education APPROVED_Y/ / 'O vom /Y, ‘%
Office of the Dean  yppy P90 R i, Zﬁ?ﬁ, ¥4
e

The study, in which you are being asked to participate, is designed to investigate the issues that
concern higher education faculty teaching distance education using technology as an instructional
delivery method. This study is being conducted by Helena Johnson under the supervision of Dr. Patricia
Arlin, Dean, College of Education (COE) at California State University San Bernardino; Dr. Deborah
Stine, Director, Doctor of Educational Leadership COE; Dr. Marita Mahoney, Director, Office of
Assessment and Research COE; Dr. James Smith, Director, Research and Planning, San Bemardino
Valley College; and Dr. Sylvester Robertson, Visiting Associate Professor, COE. This study has been
approved by the Institutional Review Board, CSUSB, and the Institutional Review Board, San Bemnardino
Valley Callege.

The purpose of this study is to explore the faculty pedagogical and professional beliefs that may
illuminate issues that might influence converting from teaching face-to-face to using technology to teach
distance education classes. To meet this purpose this research will: (1) explore participants pedagogical
and professional beliefs; (2) report their voices as they relate 1o or identify the impact on faculty using
technology as an instructional delivery tool and; (3) provide recommendations on how to better facilitate
faculty who resist or refuse to teach using technology by moving beyond professional development to on-
going technology development.

A survey and semi-structured interviews will be conducted by the reseatcher. Volunteers who
complete the survey are invited to participate in an interview. Participants who want to volunteer will
provide the researcher with information about how they can be contacted to schedule the interview.
Volunteers agree to audio recordings during a semi-structured interview which will take approximately 40
minutes.

Surveys and interviews will be coded for confidentiality. Survey results will be stored on a
secure database. Written results from interviews will be stored in a locked cabinet in the COE during the .
study. All information will be destroyed after a requisite time period, All responses will be held in the
strictest of confidence by the researcher, Participants have the right to discontinue participation at any
time without penalty. Apgregate data from surveys and interviews will be reported in the research. Data
collection will commence in January 2010 and end in June 2019,

There are no foreseeable risks to participating in this study. A benefit of the study is that faculty
have an opportunity to provide verbal input about social interaction and program quality as it pertains to
technology as a distance education instructional delivery method.

Please contact Dr. Patricia Arlin, Dean, College of Education, COE, California State University,
San Bemardino at (909) 537-5615 or at parlin@csusb.edu., if you have questions about the research and

- rescarch subjects’ rights. Results of this study can be obtained from the College of Education’s website at
www.csush.edu., after completion of the research.

[ understand that this research will be audio recorded. Initials___

SIGNATURE: Signature: Date;

909.537.5600 « fax: 508.537.7011
5500 UNIVERSITY PARKWAY, SAN BERNARDINO. CA 92407-2393

The Californla State Unlversity » Bakersfield » Channel slands « Chika + Dominguez Hills - East Bay + Fresno - Fufierton - Mumboldt - lang Beach « Los Angeles
Martime Academy « Monterey Bay » Northrkige « Pomana « Sacramento « SanBernarding « San Dlega « 5an Francisee « San Jase » SanLoisOblspo « SanMarcos « Sanoma « Stanislays

> (]
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Influences

t , _
The purpose of this study is to explore faculty's pedagogical
and professional beliefs that may illuminate issues that
influence converting from teaching face-to-face to using
technology to teach distance education classes. There will be
benefits to social interaction and program quality for higher
education faculty given their role as curriculum developers and
teachers. There are no foreseeable risks to participating in this
study. Participation in this survey is strictly voluntary.
Electronic results will be stored on a secure database, and
written results will be stored in a tocked cabinet in the
California State University, San Bernardino (CSUSB) College of
Education (COE). All information will be destroyed after a
requisite time period.Only aggregated data from this survey
will be reported. Completing and submitting this survey will
serve as "implied consent" that the information provided can .
be used by the researcher. If you would like to be contacted to
be interviewed or to attend a focus group meeting, please
submit your email address or a phone number where you can
be contacted in the designated box at the end of this survey.
This study has been reviewed and approved by the CSUSB
Institutional Review Board. Participants have the right to
discontinue participation at any time without penalty. You are
not required by your institution to complete this survey.
Questions about the study may be directed the Committee
Chair, Dr. Patricia Arlin, Dean College of Education, CSUSB,
5500 University Parkway, San Bernardino, CA 92407, by
phone at 909-537-5615, or email parlin@csusb.edu.
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For purposes of this study, distance education is
considered to be any means of teaching whereby the
instructor and student are separated by either time or
space or both. Please keep this definition in mind as you
complete this survey. Thank you. (Developed by Helena
Johnson)

1. If you had a choice, what would influence your decision
to teach distance education using technology as an
instructional delivery method?

Compensation

Promotion/Tenure

Changes in technology

Discipline/Subject taught

Technical support

Professional Development

[ R S A N A

Professional Recognition

2
Other (please specify)Ju—J Jﬂ—J

2. Do you believe that students have more computer
experience than faculty (other than informational
technology/computer professionals)?

Yes C No

Why?H
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3. Would you like to have decision-making authority with
respect to the implementation of distance education using
technology at your institution?

r Yes I No

apyalel | e

4. What is your attitude about teaching distant education
using technology as an instructional delivery method?

2l

Lol | _>_I:_I

5. To the best of your knowledge, which of the following
course management tools are used by your institution? Check
all that apply.

™ Blackboard f‘ ECollege " second Life
™ Moodle I Eau Works I~ Sirsi/Dynix
r WEBTV r Open Courseware r I do not know
r Connexions r SAKAT

Other (please specify)ﬂ

6. Indicate which type of technology you can use. Check all
that apply.

™ email r Video Streaming r Smart boards

r Internet r Telecourses r Interactive
Television

™ chat Rooms ™ Cell Phone
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applications

Other (please specify)ﬂ

7. Are you required to have training in instructional
delivery technology prior to teaching distance education?

If yes, "
what type

of training
is

required?

If no, why [ﬁ
is training
not

required?

8. Have you attended an education
conference/presentation/workshop related to the use of
technology to teach distance education in the last two
years?

Yes C No

If yes, what was the practicumJ

9. How would you evaluate the quality of institutional
support you receive if you need assistance with equipment
{(such as your computer) or instructional delivery
software/management systems (such as Blackboard)? e.g.,
professional development, technical support, instructional
support, student assistance, etc.

r Excellent r Good r Poor

r Very Good ™ pair

Other (please specifyi“
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10. In your opinion, is there a difference in the quality
of teaching face-to-face using technology versus the
gquality of teaching distance education using technology?

Please ﬂ
explain,

Top of Form

11. How many years have your been teaching?
15 ¢ 11-15 ¢ 21-25

C 6-10 T 16-20 ¢ 254+

12. Select all of the following roles you perform. Check
all that apply.

™ Administrator I Research Assistant I Supervisor
™ Professor ™ Adjunct Faculty ™ Principal
™ Lecturer I~ Ppart-time Faculty

I Teaching Assistant | Trainer

Other (please specify)ﬂ
13, Do you teach a distance education class?
“ Yes “ No

14. What subject(s) do you teach?

15. Different faculty members’ describe diverse teaching
philosophies about teaching distance education. Faculty
member's concepts of teaching describe how faculty teach
and justifies why faculty teach. What is your teaching
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philosophy?

16. Should teaching distance education be counted toward
tenure or promotion?

™ Yes ™ No
=l
why?Led | —’|j
17. What is your age group?
¢ 21-30 € 41-50 C 61+
¢ 31-40 ¢ 51-60

18. What is your gender-?

C Male C Female
Thank you for participating in this research project.
The results will be presented in a public dissertation defense, August 2010.

Volunteers who want to participate in semi-structured interviews or focus
groups, please submit the following information:

EMATIL:

PHONE :
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SUBJECT: Doctoral Survey- CSUSB College of Education
Student

Dear Faculty Member,

Dr. Patricia Arlin, Dean CSUSB College of Education and Dissertation Chair and, Helena
Johnson, CSUSB, EdD Candidate would like to thank the CSUSB faculty who has completed the
“Influences Concerning Faculty Use of Technology to Teach Distance Education” anline survey.

As a SBVC faculty member, if you have not had an opportunity to complete the survey please
take a few minutes to provide input on this subject that is very important to both faculty and
students. The topic is important because distance education degree programs are escalating
globally. One of the major tenants of the CSUSB strategic plan is to employ effective cutting-edge
technolegies in the teaching and learning process. Technology and media include application,
software, and processes such as electronic and Web-based instruction, virtual classrooms and
digital collaboration. Content can be delivered via Internet, audio and visual tape, satellite, TV,
DVD and more. It can be self-paced or instructor led and includes media in the form of text,
image, animation, streaming video and audio. The researcher wants to study how faculty
articulates how technology affects professional beliefs that motivate or inhibit teaching distance
education.

The "Influences Concerning Faculty Use of Technology to Teach Distance Education” research
has been approved by the CSUSB IRB and will only take about 10 minutes of your valuable

time to complete.

The survey can be accessed by clicking on this link: hitp://www.surveymonkey.com/s/QVQCTWY
Thank you.

Helena Johnson, EdD Candidate
Dean Patricia K. Arlin, Dissertation Chalir
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Interview Invitation

Dear Volunteer,

Dean Arlin, California State University San Bernardino (CSUSB)College of Education,
would like to thank you for volunteering to participate in an “Influences Concerning
Faculty Use of Technology to Teach Distance Education” interview approved by the
CSUSB Institution Review Board and conducted by Helena Johnson, CSUSB Doctoral
candidate.

This will be a semi-structured interview. You will be interviewed about your experiences
and perceptions about using technology for distance education instructional practices.
Each interview is scheduled to accommodate your schedule and will be held in a location
that is convenient for you. The schedule below lists dates from May 17, 2010 through
May 21, 2010. The scheduled times are either 3:30 p.m. or 4:30 p.m. If you are not
available on any of the dates and times listed, let me know when and where we can meet.
Your interview is anticipated to last no longer than 40 minutes.

Please send an email to johnh30l@csusb. edu and let me know when and where you
would like to schedule your interview:

The following dates and times are available for an interview:

DATE TIME or TIME
Monday, May 17, 2010 3:30 p.m. 4:30 p.m.
Tuesday, May 18, 2010 3:30 p.m. 4:30 p.m.
Wednesday, May 19, 201¢ 3:30 pm. 4:30 p.m.
Thursday, May 20, 2010 3:30 p.m. 4:30 p.m.
Friday, May 21, 2010 3:30 p.m. 4:30 p.m.

Thank you again for taking time out from your busy schedule to participate in this
important research project. If you have questions about the project you may contact Dean
Patricia Arlin, College of Education, California State University San Bernardino at 909-
537-5615 or parlin@csusb.edu.

Thank you,
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Interview Questions (Developed by Helena Johnson)

Interview Protocol

Main Research question: how does faculty articulate which professional beliefs motivate
or inhibit faculty use of technology as an instructional delivery method for distance
education?

The questions listed below will direct the interview discussion. This is a semi-structured
interview. Some of the written questions may or may not be asked during the interview
pursuant to the dialogue between the researcher and the interviewee which may result in
other questions. Each interview is anticipated to last no longer than 40 minutes.

Part I: Introduction/Background - A one-minute version of the project will describe the
research topic without alluding to the research assumption.

1. Could you describe your experience(s) with distance education and the use of
technology as an instructional delivery method?

2. In your opinion, what are the factors that are motivating higher education to
develop distance education programs?

3. What is your opinion of the use of technology as an instructional delivery
method?

Part II; Inquiry/Definitions/Experiences

Explain the distance education technology training you have received to date.
How do you use technology when teaching face to face, if applicable?

How do use technology when teaching distance education, if applicable?

What type of support have you received when using technology?

Would you prefer a face to face instructional delivery method using technology
over a distance education instructional delivery method using technology or vice-
versa?

S

Part III: Exploring faculty perceptions

1. What is your philosophy about distance education?

2. How has your philosophy about teaching changed with the addition of
technology?

3. How would you describe your DE pedagogy?

4. Interms of delivery, what are your views of the use of technology for delivering
DE?

5. What instructional delivery methods do you commonly use when teaching?
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6. How are schools restructuring to facilitate development and implementation of
distance education programs?

Part IV: Future

1. How do you think technology can contribute to the future of distance education?

2. If you were in charge of distance education at your institution, how would you
implement technology as an instructional delivery method?
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IRB Research #09062

There are two changes to the protocol for the Copcemns about Faculty in Higher Education Use of
Technology to Teach Distance Education research project for Helena Johnson EDD Candidate.
The first is a protocol questionnaire for focus group meetings that has been added to the
documents for approval. Questions for the focus group meetings could not be developed until
after the survey responses had been submitted. The second is the addition of a second
signature/initial line to the informed consent form that refers to the use of audio equipment to be
used during the focus group meetings.

IRB Protocol Change Helena Johnson
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Focus Group Invitation

Dear Facuity Member,

Dean Arlin, California State University San Bernardino (CSUSB) College of Education,

would like to thank you for volunteering to participate in an “Concerns about Faculty in

Higher Education Use of Technology to Teach Distance Education” focus group

meetingapproved by the CSUSB Institution Review Board and conducted by Helena
Johnson, CSUSB Doctoral candidate.

You will be asked a carefully planned series of questions about your experiences and
perceptions about using technology for distance education instructional practices. Focus
groupmeetings are scheduled to accommodate your schedule and will be held in a
location that is convenient for you. The two available dates are June 1, 2010 or June 3,
2010 at 3:30 p.m. at the CSUSB College of Education, Room 104.

Please send an email to j ohnh30l@csusb. edu and let me know which date you will

attend.

Thank you again for taking time out from your busy schedule to participate in this
important research project. If you have questions about the project you may contact Dean
Patricia Arlin, College of Education, California State University San Bernardino at 909-

537-5615 or parlin@csusb.edu.

Thank you,
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Focus Group Meeting Protocol

Main Research question: How does faculty articulate which professional beliefs motivate
or inhibit faculty use of technology as an instructional delivery method for distance
education?

The questions listed below will direct the focus group meeting discussion. Some of the
written questions may or may not be asked during the meeting pursuant to the dialogue
between the researcher and the group which may result in other questions or
concentration on a particular subject. Each focus group is anticipated to last no longer
than 40 minutes.

A one-minute version of the project will describe the research topic without alluding to
the research assumption.

Part I Introduction/Background

Project: On a 3x5 card, share your thoughts about teaching distance education using
technology as an instructional methodology. Write down any words that come to mind in
bullet form, if possible.

|

Part II: Inquiry/ Experiences
Question: Discuss your experiences with distance education and the use of technology.

Question: Discuss your knowledge of distance education and the use of technology.

(Strengths, weaknesses, training. compensation, program design, etc,)

Part II1: Exploring faculty perceptions
Question: Describe the CSUSB/SBVC DE pedagogy.
Part IV: Future

Question: How could faculty attitudes affect the implementation of distance education
using technology as an instructional methodology at this institution?

Developed by Helena Johnson
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Top of Form

1. If you had a choice, what would influence your decision to teach distance
education using technology as an instructional delivery method? {Check all

that apply)
Response Response
Percent Count

Compensation o 60.0% 42
Promotion//Tenure ' 28.6% 20
Changes in technology - 45.7% 32
Discipline/Subject taught 67.1% 47
Technical Support | a ' 74.3% 52
Professional Development 45.7% 32

15

Professional Recognition _ 21.4%

1.  The ability to work from home or while out of town

i 2. Catering to the learner.

i 3. Distance feduca:cion included more interaction with students.

! 4f Student needs. o | o o

5 5. Effc;.;t-i\—/;-:fness _ ‘5

: 6. Effectivevl}y ‘servi;frg the studen;é E
be‘vl}efv that it 1s én effective i_r;;n;c‘:tior{élA hetﬁbd }
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1. If you had a choice, what would influence your decision to teach distance
education using technology as an instructional delivery method? (Check all
that apply)

(8. | am teaching online courses

i 9.- thé need and context . : . .

%
|
Lom s e [ —_ — - : [
)
3
1

1 10. release time

i

: 11. by compensatlon l mean course releases

1 2: |mpact on student Ieamlng

13 Student needs.

e e —— e e —— —_— e

14. approprlateness of technology for student needs’

e ST o & i - sz 7 S ECR

15. Just want to reemphasize that it depends upon the type of class

I
l
L
t
t
[
[
L
i
I
[
[
I
l

| 16. student population in need of delivery method

117. Ina posmve way or negative way?????

SN NS N S A

2. Do you believe students have more computer knowledge/experience than
faculty except faculty who are informational technology/computer
professionals?

Response Response

Percent Count
Yes 45.3% 34
No 54.7% 41
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2. Do you believe students have more computer knowledge/experience than
faculty except faculty who are informational technology/computer
professionals?

| think it depends in any given situation and we cannot assume one

t or the other.
s 2 They may have ab|l|ty but lack knowledge in the proper appllcatlon :
' 7 of the different modalities. ’
3. They have had approprlate classroom tralnmg
"4 Students generally grew up with the tech world. Those of us who
" are older did not.

)

' 5. Students are very tech savvy most profs are not

b —_— —— - _ e = Y |
Many of our students have been brought up =w1th__'technology as an
integral part of their lives. They do the majority of their !

6. communication and managing their lives utilizing technology. Many |

5 of them are digital natives, while many of us faculty are digital |

' immigrants. - l

i 7. 1 have not seen evrdence of this from the students that | teach "

'8. Individual dlfference are greater than differences tied to age

:' 9 The younger ones have been exposed and their peers use it daily.

" The older faculty try NOT to use technology !

| 10 It is not their core subject matter; it takes qurte a bit of practice in

' ' order to become proﬂcrent ‘

F 11 They have grown up w1th it and thus are more comfortable with it it.
On average, | think this is an accurate statement. But faculty as well
as student skill levels also vary dramatically so it is not accurate

across the board. f,
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2. Do you believe students have more computer knowledge/experience than
faculty except faculty who are informational technology/computer
professionals?

1 their expertise is Facebook, twitter - social network sites not those
i geared to academla @

[ — s s e B+ o ——m i = PSS |

Many teacher candidates | teach have limited experiences with ;
14 productivity software other than MS Word and PowerPoint. Even

with these two applications most use just the basics. Students are
i not bU|Id|ng expemse with some Blackboard features. '

' 15 Students seem to have more time to explore all the facets available | ;

L with computers __ ’i

i— - - e — B e e et i

, Because our department run a survey of what technologies the
+16. students are able to use, and the overwhelming majority stuck to (
' textlng and Facebook. Not even twitter! ;

e i e gl g he o o e TRyt [ e g R S —

«17. Many faculty are content to maintain status quo.

| teach software and most students know internet for Facebook or
E similar while they don't know how to.resolve problems, howto use |
18. other than word processing aps, how to integrate aps, how to use .
| muitiple search engines for research, etc. Faculty in my department '
are not much betterl

19 it depends on the subject taught, but there are stlll many faculty that
., are not comfortable with newer technologfes

| 20 | believe that most facuity under the age of 50 realize the
e lmportance of keeplng up with technology in the classroom

21. Some faculty are more expenenced some less (same for students)

'22. why what'?

L_.___.,.____ -

23. Faculty are knowledgeable in this area
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2. Do you believe students have more computer knowledge/experience than
faculty except faculty who are informational technology/computer
professionais?

Many of the students with whom | work have equivalent or fewer ;
.9 technology skills. Many are returning students who have been away |
from higher education for an extended time while others are more |
recent graduates from traditional liberal arts programs. :

; 25 Parts of Blackboard still seem to confound my students. i

—_— R S 3 SO J— - B S TR NN

26. Most faculty are knowledgeable in this area.

Foee R — . - e e e - . e — “ - =

! 27 My experience. h , i

| 28 They have been exposed at an earlier age and have used - .
technology longer.

This is a "it depends” question. | think overall faculty have more
computer knowledge/experience than students when it comes to
types of software programs, such as SPSS, Atlas Ti, Moodle,

' 29. Blackboard, and at least some MS programs (e.g., PowerPoint,

; Excel, Word), but not necessarily those programs that younger

! students use for social and entertainment purposes, i.e., Facebook,
photo and video editing software, iTunes, etc.

30 Age is a factor

o i e b et AT - - & e —mmoamwms

i 31 Some do and some don't. Also we probably know more about
educational technology.

' 32 Why would students have more knowledge than faculty'?

= 33. Students tend to accept change faster. |

i

34 They are brought up using technology

University does not have up-to-date technology and hence, tralnlng i
for faculty ]

i

' 35,
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2. Do you helieve students have more computer knowledge/experience than
faculty except faculty who are informational technology/computer
professionals?

36. Everyday observances in classes.

= e e i ‘e = s s S m o pms——— G S

37. some do, but not on average. why? experience.

Younger students are more adept at computer use but don't
38. necessarily understand them well. Older students are sometimes
computer phoblc

Students do with some technologles but not necessarily the kind
that is academically relevant.

39.

©

Many students still seem very uncomfortable with software

40. programs | have them usmg in lab classes.

41. Thisisa generatlonal shift.
42. Often it is part of their llfestyle

43 Some faculty are recent doctoral students who are quite versed in
computer knowledge

Generally yes. While a newer generation of faculty might be
changing this, an older generation of faculty was not raised in the
last 10 years of technological advances until our young 20
somethlng year old students

44,

45. Students may have more breadth but less depth of understandlng

46 D[grtal generatlon

Students have a different type of computer knowledge. It is not
knowiedge, rather it is experience. (IE students will use Wikipedia
47. as a source of information instead of subscription journals available
through CSUSB.) As well, they don't use a wide variety of '
programs...they tend to use what they know and stick to it.
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2. Do you believe students have more computer knowledge/experience than
faculty except faculty who are informational technology/computer
professionals?

48.

49.

50.

I presently teaching through distance learning format at the
graduate level and have found that | have more technological

»background than many of my students

My experience tells me that maklng a blanket statement like, "All
these kids know so much about computers these days." is wrong.
Some know a lot, some know next to nothing. Likewise, many
faculty members know a lot, some know next to nothing. Individual
differences are greater than differences between generations or
age.

Many students have more experience than many faculty because
they prefer electronic media and have grown up with it. However

this is far from universally true!

o1.

52.

more experlence

Students today, the traditional student of 18-21 yrs. old, have
grown up with technology and use it. ‘

53.
. 54,

55.

- J 1Y L N —

This really depends on the faculty and the student in questlon
Situation specmc

R — i e m e s e S BB

not more, but perhaps as much as, and the ability to choose

appropnate technology for my own instructional needs

| would say particularly as students are from younger
generahons than the faculty member this would be true.

56.

hel 2 JE— " P

Depends upon what you deflne as computer knowledge as it
pertains to education and doing one's job... Are you talking
about texting, Facebook, Myspace and/or using cell phone, or .
are you taking about Word, Publisher, Excel, Access,

Research SkI"S etc... that is two different thlngs in my book
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i 57,

Students usually have a narrow sklll set (textlng, mp3 s, etc.)

They typically are not familiar with many of the skills in DE
| technology. !
' 68. my students still have probleme with teohnology. {
I i
i 59. Some do, some don't. s : 5
;ﬁ 60 I frequently have to educate my students in how to use the !
i~ instructional technology. : §
§ For the most. part most students know enough to use *
| 61 personally, but not more than I. This is not the case though for ¢

the IDS department, which a few top end students even teach !
courses, |

3. Would you like to have decision-making authority with respect to the
implementation of distance education using technology at your
institution?

Resepons Response
Percent Count
Yes 73.6% 53
No 26.4% 19
. It allows for freedom to select the means by which you want to
+ 1. teach and also allows for more diverse approaches which could
\ enhance learning for certain populatlons
= As the learners lack know!edge of the modalities of distance
: education, it seems that the instructors also suffer from the use of

these modalities.

L - Y T T Ly | PSR S tal = mmalim e Lm

e ]
[
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3. Would you like to have decision-making authority with respect to the
implementation of distance education using technology at your
institution?

campus.

4,

Only if it lmpacts me directly.

Don't know enough to make an informed opinion | leave that to the ;
experts ﬁ

— e — v - - [ - - —_— S A —— G S U

havrng the nght to dec:de is valuable....especially if going distance
ed is a joint decision, not an imposition from above

@

The ‘traditiohal role of faculty is to vdirect decisions made about the

institution. |

| hope we will not be forced into it. | see great value in "face to ;

face" teachlng and Iearnmg--the classroom environment.
%

— - - JE— —_—— e— - —— N — — - —_—— ——— —_ iz

| think innovation works best when it meets a specific need that is
identified by users. If | taught a distance learning class, then |
would have answered yes

Because | am in the person in the classroom, and administrators,
even technical support do not have that connection.

Instructors must have the ability to make decisions regarding
onCline courses. g

i e aam —_——— : e T M vt e e e A mmm = e R 1

Any program, new policy, new technology introduced, will be more |
successful with faculty by-in. 3
Far more complete training must be offered with computers that
work. Sitting for two hours watching someone else use the

computer does not teach me anything, | need hands on exploration. |

13,

Because what we have right now sucks. What we have right now |
prevents interaction between students and it is based on the lecture ;

[USVERUEEL DI SO Jppupure] N PN 1 I I NP FRINY DU O MR S | S DS [ R JS P ) 1

B el — e —— T et = RN ammmy gn qsimiofosins o n o gy o et 8 iy owi ok, np—— i

i
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3. Would you like to have decision-making authority with respect to the
implementation of distance education using technology at your
institution?

is a pain to teach to Palm Desert through broadcast. We even tried
videoconferencing, which sucked just as much, because of the
nasty echo

14. Because | don't understand what is being asked in this questlon

T S S A —_ o S SN ST SRS ——

I've been involved in DE and choosmg technology since the early
90's. I've been trained by eCollege among others and have taught
various courses. We need to have more say about decisions as the

15. faculty using the LMS. Students should also be represented. The
tech folks should have input on technically what works but not what
we get as the final decision makers. All involved should work
together.

16. Betterleftto the seasoned veterans

only for classes | teach, though and perhaps some "quality control"

7. through faculty senate

18. more authorlty is always better than Iess

Some courses not presently offered in online format could do well
19. to have components designed to match needs of the student group
or course content.

20. lam not reaIIy sure what this means.

Forthe classes | teach, | am the best equped to determlne
21. whether a distance format would work, given the technology
available.
Based on student needs and instructional material some courses
could have online components where the course is presently

22.

23. Upper management can decide.
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3. Would you like to have decision-making authority with respect to the
implementation of distance education using technology at your
institution?

| already do. | serve on my dept.'s distance learning committee, as
well as our universities. Our dept. will be offering/piloting our first
online course in the coming months, with a strategic plan to
continue offering more of our courses online.

25. As’long as it affects me

‘26 Need to make it appropriate for our discipline and to meet our
-7 accreditation requirements. -

-— — e s v sa—— . ——briip—— ool

Because | would not want to be forced to teach such a class. One
27. of my favorite things about my job is the in-class interactions. It is
what | most look forward to.

28 Because | do not teach online classes, but if | did 1 would like to
make the decision.

'29. 1like making decisions!

— — 0

0 It should be a coliaborative effort between administrative ("techies")

30. and faculty.

31. There are people with much more information on the subject.

32. Yes, for my courses.

33. One pedagogy does not fit all disciplines.

34. Because I'm not convinced it's educationally sound.

' 35. Academic freedom and self determination.

36. |do have the authority to do this with my courses.

P e - - &

~n-r L T P ey L P i R R LY I LSS RNy FNpVPRCR B SV ) o amm m a kS
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3. Would you like to have decision-making authority with respect to the
implementation of distance education using technology at your
institution?

and governance model. - | I

38. Academic freedom

e e e ———— . e e ———- ==

.39. Only to the extent of the end user.

40 Distance ed is an important part of reachmg non-traditional
© 77 students.

T e o kb A i b st 4w e om e oo . em—

| believe faculty should control the choices made about their
classes. This is not to say that | should make decisions for another
faculty member, just that | should have the power to make all
decisions related to my classes.

41,

Not sure what you're asking. | feel | do ﬁave decision-making
142, authority about whether courses | teach are offered as on-line
" courses

43. mput into decisions that |mpact me

QP i P A MM O 4 e v ———— mm——— e - - “ .

Too many admmlstrators think it saves tlme which is not true for the ;
professor.

45. |don't mind usmg it or not using it.

Curricular issues are best determined by faculty, departments and
so forth, through regular curricular processes. A "decision making
authority” implies someone else could tell me what is appropriate
for my students.

, | would like to be certain we maintain pedagogical and

+ 47. programmatic integrity at the same time as we increase access and
avallablhty ~

46.

i
H

¥
A LY DU ARV PR P D A § R L | PO T SIS | B [ 1o el e e e i dhe o
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3. Would you like to have decision-making authority with respect to the.
implementation of distance education using technology at your
institution?

what works:(and wha ,doesn't) ‘Some tools
g ”enhance Iearnmg Others

51 Iflam teaching a class, | am the "boss" of that class and
process.

Integrity issues, some faculty will use it as a means to not
come to class, and put no more effort in to make sure
integrity issues and student learning are not.compromised.

¥

52

4. What is your attitude about teaching distant education using technology as
an instructional delivery method?

Response
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4. What is your attitude about teaching distant education using technology as
an instructional delivery method?

in the learning process, as well as creating a professional learning
community. Learning at-a distance is learning at a distance, and the
f2f only adds to the communlty

3 There is little over3|ght .hours of instruction, feedback to students on
* their work...aides of others monltormg student work.

Itis good for some things, especially gettlng resources. Video
4. classes work for students who live far away from any campus, such
as Blythe or Needles.,

5. lIts cool by me but I Ilke face to face teaching better

st ——L 1 0 " [I—— b e o e vk St e ke

may work well, but one would stlli lose the face-to-face, direct
8. interaction aspect that, at times, may be an advantage over
computer mteractton

| believe it has value however | think it still needs to be worked on to
be an effective tool for delivering instruction - | see a disconnect

7.  when students are not present with the instructor. Some of this may
be with students not used to this kind of instructional delivery
system

8. Itis a useful |nstruct10nal tool

L S

9. lthasits place.

10. Positive

11 | see value in it for particular cases. | also fear it may overtake
' tradltlonal educatlon practzces

12 | can work well for some students and in some circumstances. A mix
" of online and face-to-face works best 1 think.

- - ——— i v e dd e s oy ——— —_—
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4. What is your attitude about teaching distant education using technology as
an instructional delivery method?

issue is.information and digital divide, as well as the immediate
i avallablllty of the instructional material; eTexts

1 have mixed feellngs because it limits the amount and level of i
human interactions we often take for granted in a face-to-face '
44, cCourse. | am also concerned that developing an online course that
-7 requires students to conduct hands-on activities is difficult and time
consuming. Furthermore, it is very difficult to get students to work in
cooperatlve groups if they are separated by great dlstances :

For many it is qu1te successful, for others, such as myself, readmg
. 15.  off the computer is very time consuming. [ am a slow reader and
' dyslexic.

, it may be a somewhat valuable tool for some discipline areas, but in
- 16. a teacher preparation credential program it makes it difficult to model !
‘ effective pedagogy.

-17. It does not suit most of the interactive methods | currently use.

-18. In the form we have at CSUSB, ABSOLUTELY NOT!

, Are you asking for my oplnlon about "teaching dlstant edaeation"?
1 19. What's that? Or are you asking my opinion about using technology
for teaching?

20 Appropriate and often better depending on the course content and
177" learners, Undergrads....well, certalnly not always

L = - o -

P 21. Very support:ve

[ SV N

122, lis onIy as useful as the faculty S abllity

— - ETE T YR s i EETER N e A MUY ——

23. OKif effectlve for my class

. 24. not really interested
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4. What is your attitude about teaching distant education using technology as
an instructional delivery method?

25 Posrtive

- J— S, . — L e VY N - - . - RS

| like using different technoiogles as a medium for teachrng and
learning.

-

! It can be made to work, but the labor involved to convert a class into -
. 27. such a format can be time-consuming. With so many other
responsibilities, that is a difficult challenge.

. 28. posmve

L og | prefer face to face interaction..| do not view teaching or learning as
merely information processing.

. 30.  Affirmative ) - o

e e i - RIS ST ———— e e = —_— B i — e s i

a - mewbe s e Al

Like the use of any technology, it can be' garbage in, garbage out."
If courses are thoughtfully designed and piloted, and designers are
using experienced consultants, there is a very good possibility that
' 31. the course can be an outstanding offering. | believe that the distance
learning format is embraced by the majority of students, particularly
those who live in remote areas of the |.E., work part- and full-time,
are caregivers, etc.

T - ——= - -— —it m === - R I — s e e
]
)

: 32. Don't have a problem with it. | prefer discussions, but it's fine.

| 33. open

pti am m o kit e e S = [ — . e

34. Positive

— — - - a— - - - & —.- — —

35 It can help some students and if the professor likes it = win-win :
situation.

| 36 | teach online. Online learning is better than on ground learning,
hands down.
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4. What is your attitude about teaching distant education using technology as
an instructional delivery method?

For non-technology subjects, it seems to be better than a dull

44,

37.
‘ professor
38 | think it works. well in most disciplines, but in those that require face
" to face interaction, | feel that if fall short.
39 | believe it is a useful tool for part of the populatlon Hybrld courses
- 77" seem to bring the best of both methods.
40 Positive. But lamin favor of a hybrtd approach which comblnes on-
" line and face-to-face.
41 It is helpful as a supplementary mode, and with proper support could
" be something implemented in many classes.
“42. tlme consummg
- 43, Takes extra time.

| do not favor it, certam[y not when face-to-face teachlng is an

Technology needs to be used wisely, and is too often overused or

It requires much more monitoring by faculty than tradltlonal courses,
effectively taking time away from research and service. | worry about
the costs of loosing real time human contact and dlalogue

| am a faculty memberin IT. Naturaliy i am very open to dlstance
education. However, in order to have a good DE, it takes a lot of
efforts - from course design at the faculty level to tech support and
facuity support at the university level.

WI m’ domg it now |
45. optlon
a8, mlsuused
47.
48.
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4, What is your aititude about teaching distant education using technology as
an instructional delivery method?

49. | believeitis very approprlate for some classes
l th|nk there are distinct advantages and like using these. There are

. 90. also some problems that need to be addressed still.

51. nghly in favor of the concept and the approach as a tool.
| believe ln-class learning w:ll never be completely replaced. | feel

52. technology is best used as a supplement.

While it may work in some content driven areas, in process oriented
53. areas (i.e. psychotherapy training) it will never approximate in
pefson training.

1. Hard work.
54 2. Lonely.
" 3. Must match the topic.
4. Equity. Technology must be cheap
55 It serves as a nice supplement, but not as effective usually as in

person.

" 56. Wave of the future

Is thls a rhetorical questlon'? 1f you d|dn't use technology, wouldn'tit

57. be a correspondence course lnstead of distance ed?
[ think it is a very approprlate dellvery method if approached with
5g care and integrity. The idea is to provide a high quality course using
" the technologies rather than watering down the content to make it fit
the technology.
‘59 | am optimistically positive about teaching distance education using

technology as an instructional delivery method.
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Im enro[led in the E- Learnlng Certlflcate program to frgure thls out!
I'm taking my first on-line course now. | think it's very appropriate
and maybe the only real solution for some courses but may not work
as well for others.

"61. non committed at this time

! IT is another teaching method. If you have a truly interactive course
. 62. (like online gaming) it is best if done right. Otherwise there needs to
be a blended course.

' 63. 1try to minimize its use..
| think it can work bnlhantly, however, | have also seen it abused and

64. work poorly at best,

In some cases it is as good as or better than traditional methods. But
. 63. care needs to be taken to choose both appropriate students, and
' interaction methods.

I have taught the full spectrum from face to faoe only to fully on-line - |
classes all instructional modes have strengths and weaknesses.

: 67. Great! : e

Love it. Great way to go. It's not for all sub]ects but it does have a
. 68. ot of advantages. By the way, | teach the same course both DE and
in the classroom, and my DE students generally score higher.

| use it, but | feel | have less teachable moments and reduced
69. candid, spontaneous learning exchanges between student-to-
: student, and between student—instructor'via distant education.

1 70. It is OK but students still need access to a person from time to time.

: It has profound limitations, but it reaches students who would

f 74 otherwise have to forego an education (I have had a lot of stay-at-
+~ 7 home moms take my online classes), so the limitations are not
enough reason to forego its use.

P [Pp— T - - PR S - _ —

1 72. Thereis a blas but | thlnk it can be an advantage to students

-
P — a1 -
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I thlnk dlstance learnlng isa great tool that will help those that
- cannot make it to campus obtain educatlon

5. To the best of your knowledge, please list all course management tools

used by your institution?

Response Response
Percent Count
Blackboard 100.0% 75
Moodle 68.0% 51
WEBTV 22.7% 17
Connexions 2.7% 2
ECollege 1.3% 1
Edu Works 0.0% 0
Open Courseware 9.3% 7
SAKAI 0.0% 0
Second Life 4.0% 3
Sirsi/Dynix 0.0% 0
| do hot know 2.7% 2

i 1. Campus Central

4

i

+2.  Tegrity, Captivate, iTunes U, Camtasia

s ik i ek

b .
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5: To the best of your knowledge, please list all course management tools
used by your institution?

{
| understand there is also video technology, but [ have not explored
‘thls avenue yet. ) , ,‘ﬁ

i 4, ‘Compressed Video instruction ) '

We experimented with using webcams for some of our internship
! " visits with agency mstructors and our interns.

'6. Distance Education, Video conference

7. 2 way wdeo doodle

: 8. Compressed Video

: 9, Wrote my own. P L B ) |

LU AHD o ——m——— oy ——— ———— —_— - = - NPT

| 10. These are the ones . am personally familiar with at the university.

, these are the ones supported by ODL,; individual faculty may use %
others :

12 PeopleSoit

11
l 13. There mlght be more, but I've never looked |nto it.

6. Indicate which type of technology you can use. Check all that apply.

Response Response
Percent Count
E-mail 100.0% 74
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6. Indicate which type of technology you can use. Check all that apply.

Internet 100.0% 74
Chat rooms 64.9% 48
Video streaming 58.1% 43
Telecourse 25.7% 19
Cell Phone applications 47.3% 35
Interactive television 28.4% 21

Smart boards 43.2% 32

1. conversation

2. blackboard

3. Tegrity, Captivate, iTunes U, Camtasia '

4. Computer languages, computer hardware

Second Life, Skype (unless you included those under the "Internet” .
5 heading) - btw, what exactly do you mean by "Internet"? Applications
" on the Internet, or being familiar with how the Internet works in
general?

P Y s s — — - U S -

6. Thunder, Skype

7. course management;-online asychronous quizzing/homework

s i . [erp——

- 8. llearn fast

9. Blackboard

10. Skype
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6. Indicate which type of technology you can use. Check all that apply:

11..-BBSs -

1 2.° P‘Bdéastih;;;"ins‘t"éént me?s”eeging' :

13 Somal networkmg sntes Faceboo

14. onlin‘e*ﬁomeWork' “au‘dienCefré"spOnSe“ ’s‘ocial networks

15, . i:| thmk I ve ’med jUSt about everythmg, from real-tlme chat to pre-
" recorded v1deo Iectures By the way, the Smart Board is cool

7. Are you required to have training in instructional delivery technology prior
to teaching distance education?

Response Response
Percent Count
If yes, what type of training . _
is required? - 50.0% 33
If no, why is training not
required? ‘ 54.5% 36

A }:No Iamadeveloper

,,,,,,,,,,,

2. Itis the professor §j‘choie

3 | dc’)-_nqt?{éno@ief any
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7. Are you required to have training in instructional delivery technology prior
to teaching distance education?

4. [don't believe so, but | dld take the b!ackboard tralmng

.5. no formal gundelmes yet established

+6. It may be but it was not required of me.

2 Faculty determine what fraining they need and rebel agai’ns"t .Z
' " imposition of requirements. '-

8 Not sure; in my field all we required was curriculum course 5
' development for DE; if approved then it could be taught

9. |don't know.

% Faculty are only encouraged and supported to receive training. :
"10. Faculty often have different ideas about technology than those who -
' provide the training.

| 11. ldon't know

12, Nothmg is ever requured" at CSUSB

!

13 The chair knows so little about teachtng, effectiveness, and DE and ?

others also don't so no one understands the issues.

14. |don't know.

i —— s = - - [ R —

t 15. Already proflcrent ot

"16. |don't know

17 ~don't teach dlstance ed a . é

18 ‘There are many opportunities for training, but to my knowledge
none are mandatory requirements.
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7. Are you required to have training in instructional delivery technology prior
to teaching distance education?

“19.

! don't know.

S UTOT S H . - - —_—— PO RN SO e E S, PR T T - S — |

Some of our faculty have been "tramed" at other mstltutlons some
of our faculty have degrees from online institutions; some of our
faculty know more than the "trainers" on our campus .....

I do not know | was assngned and told to teach :

No-1I thmk the umversﬂy does not want to be involved in the record
keepmg ( !

- I - — el - W e i L i —— e e e min = —

fime

| never had formal tralnlng for the distance learning | am doing right -
now .

o e ARt = emins e et PR i e i i o am — ae min }

not requ1red .but voluntary basis. !

wa—h -

Tralmng is nota mandate

I teach technology

Not sure?

Faculty control their classes. We tend to reject authority figures
trying to tell us what to do or not to do.

Training is offered but not-required to use Blackboard or Moodle.
Many uses of the course management tools can be figured out '
without training. '

Because ITis jUSt another tool or method. :

do not know - ;

each faculty member has his/her own needs and technology levels
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7. Are you required to have training in instructional delivery technology prior
to teaching distance education?

34. Cannot answer. | have not been asked to teach distance ed..
| 35. ldon't know. - ) -
36. ldon'tdo it
YES
1 curriqulum design and use of techr-mlogy such as blackboard, video,-
e-mail
| 2. | 'I;o uée some éf thesystems ;r;i;aing srequied
—3. -mini-rr-la o S
, . . .. S e S
| 5.  hybrid academy; Webct, blackboard
. . .-.N; — e e e
| 7. _Yes, | would assume so to protect the Professor and the institution.
o I have no idea if Blackboard training is REQUIRED - tis offered,
though.
| 9. not required, but appreciated Blackboard/MOODLE workshops |
10 Biackboard, Nioodle, [“)i.r;ndim, Vo;ie threads | -
11. Yes.
12. Everything fo be successful in using the fechnology.
13. don't know
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%14. Yes . ‘ :

When building a program, yes, for a standalone class no. Training
is on standards for the courses

| would want training but hope it would not be mandatory for all :
16. professors because perhaps some wouldn't need it. | would want to |

learn from people who taught using this method in the past so |

could learn what works and what doesn't.

17 3-5 hours in the use, gradlng, etc.

—_——— - - ——— R e e e e 3

1 8. Yes blackboard tramlng |

—— NN UG PN, R —_

19 | don't know.

. 20. yes brief workshops

! 21. | don't know. !

! 99 Yes, we were required to attend a Blackboard training prior to using

77 the technology

+ 23. use of blackboard
24. unknown

Yes, | have attended several Moodle and Blackboard sessions with .

25, the unwerSIty though | do not believe they were requured for me.

: 26. yes - Blackboard |

o A v o B e g s s it g o0y R & bbb B e e—

+27. yes; on software before use . ;

+28. Cannot answer. | have not been asked to teach distance ed..

| think there was somethlng required. Don't remember much about

29. it. It didn't make much of an impression..

[EPRIRIIREINE N FEPTSE Y B T S S S A 9

1 30. 1 don't know.
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31. Whatever kind is germane to the course.

32. TRC

33 it may be necessary to see how the school wants thlngs done

8. Have you attended an educational conference/presentation/workshop
related to the use of technology to teach distance education in the last two
years?

Response Response
Percent Count
Yes 58.7% 44
No 41.3% 31

. Blackboard in person

2. Yes in several delivery methods.

3. no

7. the annual technology conference

Learning about formattmg web pages and other documents to meet
the needs of the drsabled

9. inperson, online and weblnars about Thunder, Skype teleshoe
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8. Have you attended an educational conference/presentation/workshop
related to the use of technology to teach distance education in the last two
years?

10. Blackboard v f

11 multiple through TRC (blogs, voice threading, wikis) as well as
- national profeSSIonal meetmg, multlple methods.

12. podcasting and electronic portfolios

[ = e

(13, A conference session at a dlscmllnary—speclflc conference

RSN N - - b, M i o TR e s smmmpmemmirns o> @

14 | recently attended a social work educators conference and DL
" waslis a very popuiar toplo

- - — - — —_— g - e e—— —_——— . o e ————

. 15. Moodle - beglnnlng and intermediate

- o— [ Y PN ST - A e i - T e — Y

16. 'blackboard

'17. clickers

e e e e e P

| 18. clickers j
Lo . :
‘19 not sure what you mean by practicum but the workshop at a J

conference was on blegging in counselor education

. 20. Blackboard and Moodle appllcatlons

;21 Use of captlonmg for wdeos to facilitate access

- R ke i B R e e memt bl 8 i o R JR— "

. 22. Set up Moodle.

23, general use of technology for teachlng

1

1 24. blackboard training and Moodle

l. - . il - - i
? o5 | have attended a Moodle session and also two sessions on the use
.= of voice thread. \
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8. Have you attended an educational conferénceipresentationlworkshop

related to the use of technology to teach distance educatlon in the last two
years?

.- Tech Ed’ ah;*éngr;o;;thers;{

9. How would you evaluate the quality of institutional support you
receive if you need assistance with equipment {(such as your computer)
or instructional delivery software/management systems (such as
Blackboard)? e.g., professional development, technical support,
instructional support, student assistance, etc.

Response Response
Percent Count
Excellent 15.9% 11
Very good 42.0% 29
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9. How would you evaluate the quality of institutional support you
receive if you need assistance with equipment (such as your computer)
or instructional delivery software/management systems (such as
Blackboard)? e.g., professional development, technical support,
instructional support, student assistance, etc. -

Good 17.4% 12

Fair 20.3% 14

Suppo,rt is. usually adequate Biackboard often goes down or i
4 there are: glltches and techs say |t is my “ult although I} know b

L avallable

. Depends -~ the quallty of teachmg (other than ODL remams

}5 ,:lacklng Students (faculty) have no opportunity forhands-on B
" ODLis domg an excellent }ob of gwmg that 'hands on S

opportunity. o CER

6 the ODL support and smart clas
. local tech support much less so

10. In your opinion, is there a difference in the quality of teaching face-
to-face using technology versus the quality of teaching distance
education using technology?

J
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* 10. In your opinion, is there a difference in the quality of teaching face-
to-face using technology versus the quality of teaching distance
education using technology?:

Response Response
Percent Count
Yes 88.9% 64
No 11.1% 8
- Not havmg taught via: drstance ed I can only”speak to the
~.value of live interactions with humans. | work with'a drverse
-1 ,;zpopulatron which requires diverse communication’ techmques

B {-‘,On—lme delivery is’ ‘great for a population skilled and mterested '
""gand capable |n that method of Iearmng/teachmg o vl

The blended aspect of the teachmg reaches the. goa!s of a.

‘Personal contact W|th students we. are |n the "people" f*f

busmess Too many computer problems"‘ o

Ifa vrdeo class face to face is ‘morevor lessvmalntalned mThe

Some thmgs work fi ine: wrth tech systems

*t

classroom:has. rmmedrate conversatron and discussion: that
involves:the whole- class Not so: much the case otherwrse

] More personal and teII rf the student is: actually Iearnmg the
. materral or. not : i T

,uw.,,.e,._,m_.ﬂgmwwwp
L IR o JEs T

: I Stl" belleve that face—to ”‘face has its value'i m that when we

bond better. by: connectlng a face with-what a person has said.

are- engaged in Irvely drscussron and see the people with therr i
expressions and nuances, we can connect better You can-

Yes you can get quallty responses online from students but:
the human connectedness is. missmg inmy. oplnlon You have

e Bl I_ L.__.I.,I.I_ iy chema OV
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10. In your opinion, is there a difference in the quality of teaching face-
to-face using technology versus the quality of teaching distance
education using technology?

the words, then that would definitely enhance the experience
as you would have a person to see. We learn a lot from others
from their facial and body expressions.

7. more direct interaction/response

......................... - - VRV W= P - -

8 The personal interaction seems very important to student buy-
©oin.

T S T — - - R e

With the proper materials, and a book oriented class, the
9. online class probably will be better. This is due the additional
* materials provided by the on-line class

Not every student enjoys talking to a computer; they would
-10. rather have real face to face interaction with instructor and
cohorts.

11. immediacy, nuance, attitude, expectations
Inter personal relations among students and the ability to
adapt lessons to immediate needs of students are better face- -
-12. to-face. Overall organization and sequencing of material is
often better in a distance learning setting. This combination
allows for both.

[T - o w

‘ the degree of continual need to research and stay current in
13. your discipline and bring that immediately to the class; hybrid
‘ or total online.

i - [EPE SR VP S S BE .

See previous comments. There are advantages and
‘ disadvantages with online distance learning. Online courses
14 have many advantages. The strengths of an online course
" can be impacted by the quality of the technology used. An
" online course that is limited to verbal information is, in my
opinion, weak and ineffective.
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10. In your opinion, is there a difference in the quality of teaching face-
to-face using technology versus the quality of teaching distance
education using technology?

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Face-to-face allows me to hear the emphasis of what is
stated.

Teaching face-to-face allows all participants of the learning
exper!ence to develop a more personal relatlonshlp

Iearnlng environment.

future elther)

Personalized attention for students Ability to discuss sensmve
issues more fully.

Most students do not interact with faculty in a distance

Immedtacy, interaction. Problems that COULD be solved if the
infrastructure would permit it (but right now it doesn't, and
without fiber optic affordable for everybody, it won't in the near

If one does not utilize technology in face-to-face teaching then
that quality diminishes at least in my field (we have one faculty
who only uses overheads!) If one online only uses the read
the book mode and doesn't utilize the technology available
then quality is diminished. If one is effective in both then they
will have good quality.

21,

22.

23.

It depends on how the distance class is |mplemented

It is more dlfflcu]t to master online teachlng and to make it as
effective as face-to-face

There is a difference, but not necessarily negative if significant
interaction and involvement is in either type of course. A dry
lecture is less effective than a richly interactive distance
course; a canned distance course is much worse than an
interactive F2F course. Certain activities like lab cannot be
effectively reproduced at a distance. Certain students

y FRUSURSTIRIG Jy | NPT SR N0 J By PRI = PN R /ST SR SRR o.{ o] [ SEPONL IR

——— . = = i AR
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10. In your opinion, is there a difference in the quality of teaching face-
to-face using technology versus the quality of teaching distance
education using technology?

can get much more out of an effective distance course, than a
F2F course. ‘

face to face allows for the transmission of somal cues that

24, facilitate communication, also building relationships is easier
| o5 | am more responsive to the needs of the students in face-to-
' face because | can respond to thelr needs |mmedlateiy :
! Rather than learning by "sitting at the feet of the great sage" |
26. students learn from their own reading and own writing which is
: superlor Iearnlng f
‘ Part of my pedagogy mvolves discovery through shared
' 27. explorations and discussion. That becomes much more J
{ difficult in a tech-mediated format.
28. It depends on the purpose of instruction.
: 29. Personal relationships
' | teach practice courses so | have to provide my students with 'i
: 30. face-to-face role plays, and feedback about the skills they
demonstrate.
131, 1 Ilke face to face better | like the free—formlng dlscussmns .
' Of course! In one scenario, you have aII the best tools R
: available to enhance your teaching (in person + technological |
’ facilitation to enhance teaching) and in the other scenario, you °
. 32. are more limited. The distance education option could be

especially detrimental for charismatic faculty who shine in the

classroom and more beneficial for professors who dislike the |

classroom interaction (e. g introverted professors). f
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10. In your opinion, is there a difference in the quality of teaching face-
to-face using technology versus the quality of teaching distance
education using technology?

33.

Less evaluation of distance ed. Not always well though
through, can seem bare-bones-course is reduced to a
mechanistic endeavor. On the other hand, online courses can
be very rich. '

35.
36.

37.

34.

Online is better.....

| rely on non-verbal communication with my students and |
wouldn't get that with distance education using technology

PR —— " o — JE——

No, but only if the instructor spends extra time to compensate

The obstacles in distance educatton are not evident in face-to-
face

38.

Technology is a great teaching tool, but, in my opinicon, can
never substitute for face to face situations.

39.

40.
41.

42.

access, spontaneity

Can be less spontaneous

The advantages of face-to-face, especially the interaction and -
actually seeing one another in the flesh, can't be replicated
with dtstance Iearnmg

....................................... - R 1Y - S b K

More enjoyable for students face-to-face

43.

44,

[ o - = i o it 9 ST

Face to face provides far more opportuntty for student-teacher

interaction.

But only for some classes. | could not interact with my
students in stat lab as easily or as quickly in a distance
learning format.
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10. In your opinion, is there a difference in the quality of teaching face-_
to-face using technology versus the quality of teaching distance
education using technology?

Itis more tncky to develop Ieafning relationshtps but not

Onllne reqwres more actlvme
assessments,; pro;ects etc.;
:professor cafn’ quuckly correct
*theones S '

11. How many years have your been teac‘hihg'}

Response Response

Percent Count
1-5 . - 82% 6
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11. How many years have your been teaching?

6-10 17.8% 13
11-15 8.2% 6
16-20 20.5% 15
21-25 13.7% 10
25+ 31.5% 23

13. Do you teach a distance education class?

Response Response
Percent Count

Yes 43.7% 31

No 56.3% 40

14. What subject(s) do you teach?

Response
Count
1. -Spanish
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14. What subject(s) do you teach?

education environments.

. 3. Human Resources Management & Pollcy & Poliics . |
| 4, Educatlonal administration ,
'5. Educatronal Psychology

i 6. Educatlonal Admlnlstratron

V7. physrcs astronomy

: 8. Biology

. 9. nla

m i P e —— i - SR e b e [E—A

Technical division -- Aeronautics courses leading to Airframe and
10. Power plant FAA license.
; At RCC Computer Scrence

11 Computer Information Technology, Computer Literacy, Word, Excel,
Access PowerPornt Keyboarding

12 Englrsh literature and composmon

¢___ ————— - - -

S —_— e e = mm————— - -

:13. Educational Administration, hlstory-social social science

; i4 Cnmlnal justice; mtroductron criminal procedure crlmlnal Iaw legal
‘ aspects of evidence, communlty relatlons

o— i - PRRSR —_— [ S s i

: Elementary Science Methods, ,
. 156. Advanced Science Methods,
! Assessment in the Classroom

16 Elementary educatron courses. ;
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14. What subject(s) do you teach?

17. lteach in the Slngle Subject credential program

o Eemm e e —— ————— e e e = RN - [

18 Multlcultural,educatlon . -
P18 Second language acquisition

E 19. Decline to speCIfy

—

' 20. Research Methods, Digital media & communication

21. publlc health

Ha e e s - - RS - - - [— _-q’z

$22. Informatlon Systems and Technology

23. Education ;

! 24 SSCI 165 and GEOG100 E i

- [ — e PRV [ —— . o - . AEele I |

1 have taught distance education environmental chemlstry—-chemrstry '
. 25. and the environment (1 x)
i, | use d|stance technology to augment F2F classes

—_ P o e — s e a e e aeladiany . ek R S—

26 psychology

i 27 Spemal Education teacher preparatlon

.....

28. Masters in Education

— ——

29. English o

30 Taught 422

Social work practice with 1) individuals, 2) groups and families, and 3)
orgamzatlons and communities.

i _————— a— . - - —— - S S S, . DR TSV PR —

- 32. Psychology, Social Sciences, Human Development

;31.
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14. What subject(s) do you teach?

5 33. |Did teach one that was a hybrid a few years ago *
'; Phli;s—ophy an—d-;ellglod;studles - S
! 35 Helpmg Skl"S classes and classes in addlctlon studies.
Sé_ Health, Physmal Education, éport Psychology B - '
37 Communlcatlc;rnlm-.??t:dles (Va;le“tglv/ vvvvv of 6;urses) All Dlstance Learnlng_— "

Between palm desert campus and San Bernardino Campus

38,

?

Regarding question 13 - | use techKnoIogy to teach my class (in a :
hybrid model) - not sure if that qualifies as ‘teaching a dlstance i
education class'

| teach - Educational Administration subjects and writing |
(composition)

39

- 40.

supply chain management but not every quarter ;

——— ———— ——— - - - - —— JU— ———— = Rp——— -

social work (human development, aging, research) |

. Htstory

R R g R S — b o . < g

PSYC 311, PSYC 360

. Statlstlcs psychome‘tncs experlmental design.

mathematics |

~lnstructional’ Tech Courses - ' : |

Counsehng and Medtatlon

PSychoIogy !
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14. What subject{s) do you teach?

—

48 Computer Science

49 Psychology

- 50. Science

15. Faculty describe diverse philosophies about teaching distance education.
What is you teaching philosophy about distance education?

Response

1 If it works and appeals to people, by all means use it. If not, have
*  other means. of teachmg for those not comfortable with this method.

- — b R R R [NV . . T -

2. The phllosophies that 1 subscribe to are Iearner centered

Do you remember Correspondence Classes? You never knew who
3. was at the other end...If you have no face to face, how do you know
who does the work?

[ JERESRO S g [ Y — —————

Technology is a tool for learning. To the extent that learning can be

4 helped or improved by using distance learning, use it. For some

students who live long distances from a campus, distance learning
may be the only practlcal method they can use. OK, useit.

: 5. 1do not have one
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15. Faculty describe diverse philosophies about teaching distance education,
What is you teaching philosophy about distance education?

i
£

+ 6.

Distance education allows the university to reach out to many more
students. It makes the educational experience more convenient for
students as they don't need to travel to come to class, but can do the :
assignments in the comfort of their homes, schools, or offices. | do
believe that a whole program online, however, does not give

students the richness of the human experience in the subject area.
Without the face to face encounters it is difficult to build the
relationships and connectedness that we need as educators working
to build professmnal Iearnmg communities.

-—— — —— —_— o m— o — _— . - —_ - ——— - - — —

Dlstance ed certainly would allow more students greater access to -
higher education classes/degrees than the traditional lecture
settings...but | would say that it is still in its developmental stages at
to its effectiveness as compared to face-to-face course
presentatlons

BEENR e o R = memm e R B e m e R, i e i ) — — . SRR

N have never thought of myself as having a teaching phl[osophy
about distance education. An optnlon but not a phllosophy

Meet student needs while ensuring students meet instructional
objectives.

C 1.

12,

It is great to have a mix of both types of education; however, there
has to be a better way to evaluate students enrolling in a DE course.
Some students are not computer literate and they find themselves
spending more time trying to understand the process rather than
concentrating on the subject matter. While | teach both types of
courses, at this point, 1/3 of students enrolled in my computer DE
courses do not belong in DE. Therefore, my philosophy regarding
DE is that it is great for some, but not for all.

As earlier stated, | do not think it can/should replace the traditional
classroom for many reasons. | hope it will continue to be in addition
to the traditional.

It can enhance opportumtles for education for many students. It is

N el e T T T e L L N T S LT ety » WpRy B [PERPRpRpR RS ¥ §
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15,

Faculty describe diverse philosophies about teaching distance education.

What is you teaching philosophy about distance education?

does not replace a face-to-face classroom but is the next best thing.

i
i

i

. - - - - Sk n - 2 g S A p—
A

i

-bringing the immediacy and pervasive oversight of the criminal
justice system into the field of vision of students.

14,

Distance education is a viable tool for a variety of situations,
-students and instructors. The quality of the course can be greatly
enhanced by the quality of the technology used in the course.

time and effort... this does not come cheap

15.

H
|
Knowledge of these technologies can be gained but it often takes §
¢

The option should be available for students who prefer that style of
learning. It should not replace face-to-face.

A7,

 20.

—
S

18.

Distance education is a valuable tool. It should supplement, not !
replace personal contacts. |

Itis a cheap way to avoid htnng a sufficient number of appropriate
faculty; it is the absurdity of "teaching assistants", magnified by
techno|ogy

It is an exciting development and it should be encouraged. | would
love to see students taking courses in whatever university they want. |
I'would love to teach students from all around the world. |

PR — — i - = —— i —_ - i

Student centered parﬂcrpatory, based on defined outcomes and
competencies, utilizing multiple intelligences, sequenced and using
scaffolding to prepare the students.

r LA oy o mim 2 — o e 2. -

It is important to stay engaged with your students and to foster an F
environment where partlmpatlon is key :

21,

Providé clear gu1delmeslt|melmes
Provide abundant opportunities for interaction
Communicate a love of subject and respect for students to my

ot - — v am——— [R—— et mamiin [ — W — o a memmne e R |
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15. Faculty describe diverse philosophies about teaching distance education.
What is you teaching philosophy about distance education?

= -

o

23,

Maximize opportumtles for students to interact with the material

i e o e R e 1 e e pinl  aamm o s ———— e — i S s = af

22. I'm notinterested in it

My philosophy about teaching and iearning is the same whether itis
in person or mediated by technology. In order to learn, learners need
motivation. Learners learn through a process of acquisition, fluency,
maintenance, and generalization. Teachers must determine the zone
of proximal development for learners to ensure that they are

teaching skills and responses within that range by giving clear
instructions, demonstration, guided practice and independent
practice. Student attempts must be followed by feedback; the
immediacy and intensity of the feedback is determined by the level
of learning. These principals apply to all human learning. Technology :
as it is today is better at mediating these interactions, but sometimes -
the delay or attention to relevant stimuli gets lost in the medium.

| 24.

I'm still frying to formulate one based on the challenges | have
confronted in the last year.

25 | do not have one as | am not very familiar with the concept

For the courses | teach | feel that 1 00% online courses cannot teach .
what | need/have to teach my students. A hybrid format would thus
be optimal. However, for non-practice courses, | believe that DL

-26. courses (100% online) can be as effective as classroom learning. !

have taken plenty of DL courses for my continuing education units
for my professional license, and | love the convenience, cost
savings, and flexibility.

" 27. Seemslike a good (if not |deal) way to reach more peoplé.

My philosophy is that students learn best from doing

things/experience. Distance education takes students one step in the |
28. wrong direction. They are no longer getting out coming to class and

interacting with other students, the professor, and campus, and this

is a detriment in my opinion.
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16. Faculty describe diverse philosophies about teaching distance education.
What is you teaching philosophy about distance education?

29, Open but wantfit t‘o"':fl:je more‘h'vfth‘an a mail orderdifoloma.
_ 30 Hybnd form of teachmg is most appropnate
1;:31.

32

33},:}

the drstance educatlon format

34.

Technology is srmply the tool to enhance Iearnrng, he subject and

§ ,w,,

the student must remaln the focus / ; ,:;t

That dlstance educatlon adds to the rlchness of a: course but

35 generally cannot substltute for some face to face.

:7'36 for some students it prowdes opportu ‘rtles they would not othenmse

= have For some: students it fits therr Ieamlng styles better "’?;f,;

'37 Takes extra tlme on my part Not a good flt wrth andrOQOQy
38 I hope to avord |t and not encourage |ts use’ |n my department

39 I don't have one \

§40 -Make itiaS‘ilnteractt?/e"as poss le

C As 1 wrote earher I am open to it belleve a faculty can dellver a DE i
41 “course that has : an equivalent quality of a face to face course. In".:
-~ order to that, various factors that mﬂu 5 e‘the quallty of DE must be ]
carefully planned and |mplemented Tk

| donf-tido»rt,, so 1 don't hay;_e one;.
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15, Faculty describe diverse philosophies about teaching distance education.
What is you teaching philosophy about distance education?

43 development of reflective practice and reflexive practice.(not the

That is a big question. My teaching, online and in class is based on al |
philosophical position which | constantly work at refining. One piece
that may be relevant is that online learning allows for the

same thing). | believe that reflection on one's own practice using a
rigorous framework for inquiry (not just loose reflection) leads to
more significant development than didactic teaching about
normalized knowledge.

|
|
i
|
1
1

When properly developed, dist.ed courses can be equal to or better
than traditional classroom lecture presentations.

None.

N
- ——— —
1

| have guest lectured in distance learning class. | find it difficult to
connect with other site despite attempts to be cognizant of their
needs.

. Only where all are remote and the subject fits.

[P S . —_———— ——— e o —— = = ——— e e e [ ——

Have not tried it yet but Wlll be soon.

Typo in your statement
Certain types of courses lend themselves better to distance
education

S S Lo

Distance ed, when done properly, makes it possible for underserved
populations to acquire an education. If we assert that education is to
be a right, then we need to make it possible for those that must work
and provide care to others to take courses dutside the traditional
model.

mrm e memeeome e e i

et —— —_ o ——— —— mronr P -

My phllosophy about teachlng using dlstance education is the same

as when teaching a face to face class. It is based on the need to
scaffold the instruction for my students, have them work in a

253



,,jfknowledge : .

coltaboratlve enwronment and work together to co~construct R o

53 ;;well and use |t as a tool for Iearmng tthmk student-content and

To understand what the technology does well and what it doesn't do :

5{,';;;"\doesn't work, find-out'why and correct
ie anew ways of domg old thmgs

I have used |t from the very begrnnrng (Mrcrowave towers to L
Mtcrowave towers) to the intern ;':Phrlosophy if |t works use 1t |f lt

55.

'wn;thrs day and age |t isa necessrty . -

J am open tO'It;:iv ok

sf,;;iit‘.ﬂi;Prov1de as much support (structure feedback) as possm]e whlle

promoting rnteractlon between students myself and course content

1 betleve rt can be veryeftectlve and l Ilke that it mcreases access

~“?-Well { don't have a phrlosophy as much as a statement about what K

- sstraightforward and don’t need much explanation. There should: be *w
= thetype of 100- 200 level ¢ourses (maybe some 300

type of classes is more appropriate-online... | think that the type of °
“courses that should: be taught online: should be I|m1ted to the: type of
sclasses where the information from the text books are : %

IeveI) where
the mformatton is easy to reta' ‘and easy fo prcce -

S strategtes in readrng

sses are n %,t',vmeant to :

sitis necessary, yet I stﬂt believe r
taught via distant: Iearnmg, such as wrltr

: _llts not for everyone A stude; (
61;;1}';;’(0 succeed in a DE course. Personal[y, 1 want to teach ona<cell™
S phone Formattlng course matenal for a Smartphone" ‘screen 1s no.

. “bigdeal.

eds to be drscrplrned and focused
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62

e

The course |s much more smk-or-swrm than my’ hve classes 3 3
Studerits must take a great deal of initiative or they will fail. Wlth live <

classes, I can and do mtercede when students begln to shp Wlth V
online classes especlally asynchronous ones, I cannot and do not

o mtercede S0 many more students fail. -

'63'1V,f;'v§,utrllzmg pedagogythat parallels the chan‘ st

*not sure at. this tlme other than rt is <helpful for those that need to

84 “ learn at trmes other than classes

“’fg;%

16. Should teaching distance education be counted toward tenure or

promotion?
Response Response
Percent Count
Yes 82.9% 58
No 17.1% 12

L Tenure is based on years of expenence and performance regardless

1w :M;;‘of the method ofinstruction. Neither should matter when it comes to
. '""‘W;*;years of serv;ce and performance St e * s
2We aII teach in the modalltles that best serve our style of teachlng =
. 3 ;‘&Not unless students can evaluatjhe mstructor e :
4 Dtstance !earmng is a method that does not f t aII s;tuatlons :
5 Its teachrng |ts part of the academy |
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16. Should teaching distance education be counted toward tenure or
promotion?

!f the distance ed course is- sho* mn
courses why not'P G

tobeas effectlveastraditlonal“‘

7 ‘:«»’L}[t IS"StI” teachlng'.r

That every teacher be requrred to have the same taients comfort
. zones, styles are a horrifying thought To lose the sufprise and tnsrght
A1 of a classroom dzscussron is.a very sad one. The :solatuon and

‘negatlve ways _{: R g ;;fz};

t: reqmres huge amounts of time, more than a face-to-face settlng, 1

"1'2 mpiement Preparatlon |s also equal Ol' h|gher '

to me teachmg rs teaching if you develop curnculum have the ;
< academic and professronal expertise, cond uct»research ‘and present
“this to- students in-an interactive format for the. multiple mtelhgences in-
the. classroom tenure and promotron should be granted P

. 14;

2(: ,;‘0.)‘ R jI

Thls Qmode of teachlng does not enhance
aculty and students. Why should. "poo
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16. Should teaching distance education be counted toward tenure or
promotion?

Why'? Because |t is such a pain to use;: and technologrcal fallures o
= “waste such an inordinate amount of time that couId be spent more
profrtably domg research A # d

counted ye”s;?bu't, r‘equi};a no

m “ It should be welghted the same as any teachlng ;Students must be
22, able to evaluate teachingin ‘the same way as in- person Thls is a
o major problem at my tnstltutlon.“ . , .

- f;ltstance educatton becomes more 't:me consumlng--at teast in the
- early goings; because it requwes a reconsrderatlon of pedagoglcal
- strategies. To fail ‘to recoghize that in tenure review prowdes a - ,j%
- 'monumental dlsmcentlve to undertake that sort of Iabor TEne

}:2'4. ‘_More ta’lented'staff,

e t'h'ese "alternatwe!' types: of courses, and hopefutly to- compare and
contraststudents Iearmng |n both types of formats S :
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16. Should teaching distance education be counted toward tenure or
. promotion? .

- ecause of the addltlonal work wnth students and tlme lnvolved |t IS
v tlme mtensuve 5 T

34, extra‘wo‘«rlk: :

36 Ifﬁt“iwt isf‘mand’atedw éS' pa‘rtbf a faculty rnernt;é‘ré: reg“ular t’éééhiné‘* Ibad

;Everythlng you do academ;callylshould be counted ftoward tenure and
L ;promotlon : o \ S i
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16. Should teaching distance education be counted toward tenure or
promotion?

42 Yes, teaching should be counted as an innovation. failure to do so
L MUST NOT be penallzed

........... Bt i

It is just another choice. What counts is what the students learn. Not
+43. the technology used. Of course, ignorance of a technology is no
excuse.

'
s
|
i
}
H
i
)
t
i
|
'

4

44. Because of the extra work involved.

45 Why not’? If you are doing it right, distance ed is more difficult and
" time consumlng than a traditional course.

(- - e -

’ It is essential or else | would not be able to achieve promotion. All of :
1 46. !
my courses are now taught in a hybrid distance format.

Fe e a e b et o i e J—

should be agnostic about the format of the class.

]

5 ‘Why would it not? Teachmg aclassis teachlng a class. The system !
| |

i

: 48 It's a tremendous amount of creative work that is important in meeting ;
t — student needs and University mission

A I~

another method of teachlng courses.

£
; 49 Depends on what you mean by credit. Distance education is just ;
i I

i 50. its current

H

51, It’s hardl and it's part of the RPT document (teaching)

}
i
t
|
| |
M I
|
i
|
t

Why not... it is a class... it carries the same weight as that same class '

' 59 taught traditionally... it has the same number of units associated with
it... in fact; it would probably better that your more seasoned tenured
faculty be the ones who teach them!

1
|
t : t
{ 3
H

; 53. K distance learning classes are my only classes to teach, then | want
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ff«‘.my eﬁorts and talents o be recorded and accepted in my
e professnonal portfol:o RNl

54, "lt's a valuable» sklll that helps wi{h?‘tﬁﬁefﬁei(‘t §generat‘ib;;i*§f students. i

17. What is your age group?

Response Response
Percent Count
21-30 1.4% 1
31-40 16.7% 12
41-50 23.6% 17
51-60 29.2% 21
61+ 29.2% 21
18. What is your gender?
Response Response
Percent Count
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18. What is your gender?

Male ' . 52.9% 36

Female 47 1% 32

19. Thank you for participating in this research project. The
results will be presented in a public dissertation defense,
August 2010. Volunteers, who want to participate in
semi-structured interviews or focus groups, please submit

the required information:

(Personal communication, March, 2010, 75 participants

Bottom of Form)
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Interview #! (personal communication, March, 2010)

Subject Name: Confidential

Could you describe some experience or experiences with distance ed, your experience, some experience you have had with the usc of technology and distance education
and Instructional delivery.

Well I have been doing distance education here at ..., for about the last twelve years. Starfed out with web enhanced, went from there to hybrid and then online. [ um taught

in &)l three of the reatment aneas. An um..a primary experience 1 have is that the students may no? understand technology, whether it be, WEBCT, Blackboard or ANGEL.

Design and Leam...whatever, or Ecollege. Whatever it means and so they will look at this as a. a um memns to take a course and think it is going to be an easier course and

then many times we find out that the warkload is the same and then also they will have to figure out ways to download you know assignments in a prompt manner. Uh. The
' i itory behind di: education and the audit trail is famastic. It ensures that um the papers amrive within the hous or on time and there is no disagreement,

Uh regarding when I receive it and the content that [ have and 1o ensure that [ save it so if there are any dcliberations over grades we can go back to it and I point out what
the Issues there might be. Exactly But, I love jt. If I had to o back to full face to face, ] would leave tomorraw?! Oh yeah, I would never do anything else in ... education:
Really? Yeah. Gkay,

50...50 you_.s0 your opinion of the technology is that you love it? Love it Love it, Sure it has its B Ily like on weekends, I’m at home. 1 am grading some
papers, I might have a slow period where Verizon ar whatever netwock will just ...you know., ,.die on me and so I will have to move from then 1o let us say 2:00 in the
moming but it (the network) is a 24/7 um,..and the program and um warks quite well as far as | am concemed. Okay

So expluin the distance education technology training that you have teceived? Ah...Pheo...About 12 years ago here at ... ihey had what was known as Hybrid Academy. [
was in the 4% class and what was s0 rieat about it was that we took it in a complete onfine environment, There was fio £2f contact, So when I say some web enhanced
programs just talk about f2f or when there is full f2f where you have the use of technology to enhance it. Hybrid is a 50-50 and online you know there is strictly no 2f.
and s0 what we did in the training I3 that we took that whole week from Mendny am at 8 am until Friday 5:00 p.m, 1t was completely online. And [ then began to
understand exactly what my students were going to have to go through because it took me through the same um,.um..rigor, academic rigor that I would expect of them and
um.. So it was a full week, We had refreshers courses that came after that and stuff like that. And we also have mentors who worked with uh.. Foaculty and um we also have
trainess from the district level as well as the local college level.

So do you tcach anything 1262 Yeah, hybrids, but full £2f, uo, Okay. The most time in ¢lass is for the hybeid and that is one hour and 32 minutes per week, that’s it

Okny, support so what type of support do you get from, I know you talk about you get periodical training, what about support? Well the primary suppont is two or three
persons from the district level who we have access to ¢ither onling or give them a straight call. Uh,, We can go online with our faculty assistance form, asking them for
particlar pieces of information and they respond back in a timely manner, But one of ihe things [ found is that I have to be proactive. I think anyone who is in this area of
business education has to be proactive and you have to step outside and Jearn what your students are dealing with. Face book, Twitter, texting, podeasts all of it, Utube, alf
of that kind of stuff because that is where they live. That is the environment they live in. So you are going to end up being somewhat aware so that they can get the quality
cducation they are after,

So when you talk about the quality of education...\m give me some idca about whal you imean by quality. Ts it your definition of quality, the student’s definition of quatity?

1t is probably a mixture of both, but | have been operating well over 40 something years in this business and um. [ came in just strictly as kind of a PE teacher, teaching in
the Police academy and from there I just kind of migrat¢d into the classroom but I was going 1o class in Cal state- LA and USC working on my education myself. And one
of the things | found out is that Blooms-Taxonomy, works for me, Of competencies, [ use that as my model to edsure that the students move from a knowledge
comprehension 1o an analytical comprehension and evaluative sense, and 5o as such when I s;y quality, | am trying to get them from just reg'urgimling facts or (what the
low says) but how do 1 go about applying this, This is one of things | do, 1 drive my students crazy, Not just what the law said but how do I apply what the lnw says from
the Supreme Coust all of the way down to a local court decision,

Okay, 5o do you have um philosophy about DE itself? Um.. For example...what do you think about it?

‘Well, it is not the future, it is now. This is where everyone lives um..They live on a PDA, they live on a laptop, they go to ITunes, UTube whatever the ¢ase might be and
for a college, an education institution to not emphasize or not begin to bring leaming 10 the students, I think they are being deficient in going about talking about education.
You have to be where they are as such I have to push the envelope because if you are going 1o offer courses (in the Criminal Justice field) they are going to do a lot of
things &nd they may never make contact with a prosecutor or judge or whoever it might be. They will send their report in, the person will Jook at that report and decide
whether or not that person will end up staying in custody. Otherwise, o person should be released and now they have to go back threugh the whole arrest warrant after they
have written all of that kind of thing. So my philosophy on it is that T am t'mining them real time, Not for the future, but real time so they can get a job and that old 50 called’
thing about being a productive membsr of society.

So what about those folks who say they do not have the have the interaction with the stedent, they do not have that £2f, how do you know they are leaming? How do you
know what’s going on?

Well if you provide a number of avenues and assignments, 1 have a full range of assignments, uh, I can tell whether or not they are leaming uh...I don’t know about most
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people, most peaple in the classroom, the student will refuse to read the assignment, they come to class and dare their instructors, professors ar whoever to teach them and
as such you pretty much guide the lecture content for that particular session. Anyway, so if you are a full range of assignments along with test material to back that up and
by the way all of my texts are online, all of my texts are digital. So as such they know what the assipnments are, they know what they have to go through, and they have a
daily that will come behind each session so it is a total package. Un hult. That 1 think that we as instructors have to end up buying into which is one of the problems I find is
that we as instrueters, professors or whatever that we have not bought into the total package. Olgay. This is a tremendous preen environment that we deal with, [ have not
received a paper from a student in over ten years. Everything is done electronically. | have not graded an exam with a student sitting in front of me in well over ten years
and I can guarantee. And what about that person whe says but what about whao is taking that exam on the other end? I say it like this, if there is a student out there who is
willing to pay the money for someone else to do all of their assigniments as well as doing their testing it is no problem, no problem with me because it is going 10 cost them

well over 2 or 3 thousand dollars to complete that one three unit course. Okay. See there are cross checks.
Okay, alright. So do you know or do you have any idea, research on how many schools are restructuring to facilitate the fmplementation of DE or are technology driven...

1think it is there, I am constantly getting email from various places what about you know this kind of instruction or that kind of instruction. | weukd think, it would surprise
me ifit’s is not if it is not 25% or 30% or more. [ would think that the Cal states and the UC’s would have to get onboard., [ think they are missing something because for
sure UOP is fillly involved in this process. 1have students who | know are in Iraq, Afghanistan, I have students in northern Ca throughout that states who are taking

classes so it is not the coming it is here it is just of maiter of us getting oo board and doing what we need to do.
So what is the holdup why are they not...

Cost can be tremendous when you have to start from the beginning. Talk about WEBTC, Blackboard and yeu look at the Ecollege and thet thing could casily end up
costing ¥ millicn dollars to implement in a three college environment so that is tremendous and then there is also a steep learning curve and [ am not too sure many of our
peers want to get off into that. The thing [ love about it, once I set the template, all [ have to do is go back and replace dates and all of that and replace the material, You
cannot wotk in a vacuum, you’ve got to deal with what is going on. So today, tonight, I will be talking about what the US Supreme regarding juveniles under eighteen
committing non-violent crimes saying you cannot sentence them to live without possibility of parole, That occurred today in Washington. That will be given ta my students
at about 6 o’clock in about one hour in ¢lass. Now that is what you have to end up doing you have to stay cureent in your discipline and I am not sure many of peers like to

stay cucrent.

Well, the input, the feedback is that we have gone to school for all of these years and we have done all of this research, therefore we are theorist Okay so we teach as
theorist why change that?

If that s what (he students till need. Students need a combination not just the theory, but the practice, the application of the theory see a person can end up teaching the
study of crime and criminology in a classroom if they have never had to experience these theorigs. They have never gone out into the community to experience thase
theorfes it s just that a theory. And so the student ends up going into the (Criminal Justice) and they don’t as a police officer, paralegal, judge or whatever the case might be
with no understanding of how it works and so that is one of the more important things that I do, You must talk about the theary but you have got to apply it period.

How do you think that technalogy can contribute to the future the education, DE?

Well one of the things is that it is going to miniaturize a lot of the cades especially in my business, miniaturizing the codes means that students can go online and they can
pull up uh 5-6 particular decision on a Supreme Court decision. It just does not come from Cormell, Case Law, Nexus-Lexis or whatever. | have four years even the US
Supreme Court is becoming mere user friendly. [ have seen it over twelve years, Now they break it down to where a lay person can understand it. S the technology is
recognizing that there are many more eyes looking at what we are doing and so we have to ensure that they receive the understanding in the right context of what is goiag

down.

1te]l my students all of the time, I hate you guys...because you have so much at your fingertips that you arers’t even beginning to tap that will explain to you in infinite
detail Miranda, Ecoupada, etc, It is all there so as such you begin to utilize it as you began your own dframe of reference as to how I go abeut interpreting a particular

decision but also how do 1 apply it, To keep the person in jail,
So you would tell that person who wanted to teach £2f that they are missing out?

Oh yes, Oh yes, Oh yes, you ate only a part of an instructor, Only part of an instructor, step into the real world where the real things are happening. Theory is great, it
teally is , but if a person leaves your classroom and they o into the working world, and they de not understand how to apply that theory, it means absolutely nothing, it is

just theory and then { get the person in my business and they can spout the theory but they don't have any understanding of what this means in the real world.

B0, if you get this person who is teaching £2f and they are telling you that they know that what they are doing is important and that their students are learning and that this is
quality, This is what quality education is based on how would you respond to that?

1 know that the theery that [ learned from teaching over 40 years, [ Jearned the theory at RCC, Cal State LA and USC. 1 was working in the ficld at the same time. You are
only completing half a person, you are not completing the entire person and se as such if you want a person coming out of your ¢lassroom that is a complete well-rounded
student in your particular subjeet than you are going to have to end up bringing in other arcas. A Jot of the students are very visual, and se the day of the overhead
wansparency without actually going in. when I go into a ctassroom tonight, the first thing Tdo is hook all of my stuff up, Students are watching.me as 1 hook my stuff up.
And I am replicating for them exactly on the LCD screen my expectation as we go through our particular assignments tonight. And so the student sees exactly how we end

up going from one area to another area and how to find it so they can relocate it and incorporate it within their presentations or whatever,

So for that individual who thinks that the students have more experience, more knowledge about technology than they do, what would you say?
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They don’t, they don’t a good 50% or mere of my students whe ceme into the classroom do not know how to send me a paper as an attachmeni, they do not know the
difference between doc, docx, they might send me something as inlk, and that thing will not open and 1 have to send it back to them, they get all frustrated and 1 say okay
this is what you have to do and they do not understand about citations properly so I sent them to the research librasy to help them work that particular thing out.
Occasionally, when 1 leok at assignment I end up looking at a student who is a C and then a student will bust out with an A all of a sudden on an assessment. I say wait a
mimute something is going on here, And so 1 show them right from 1he beginning don't cheat, don’t cheat, I ean check you. An elecmonic audit trail is running. And so
thase students who end up trying to cheat, 1 have three students who 1 know that I know that over a ycar ago that they cheated. They know that I knew they cheated and
they ended up not getting the grade they thought they would get. They got a lower grade.

They have yct to make contact with me. Why because they kaow I have got the audit trail,

Okay It is foolproof, you have got 10 stay on top of your class. I say you have4 o teach constantly, you can’t jump back and forth, I have aever been tempted to jump back
and farth to £2f. Okay, just no inclination. Oh please, no no. Take a paper and grade a paper, you have got to be kidding me, and right now that is what [am doing, [ am
grading papers. And I have got an archive of well over 10,000 papers. 2,000 papers are best practices. The rest, 8095 are the students who are student papers.

So why are we net training our new college graduates that this is the way to teach?

Well I think that is something that gocs from discipline to discipline and dept to dept, and then the administrators within the college who are not sctting this as a goal for it

to oceur. We have academic freedom. It kind of works from the tap down but then also in the cf we have are independ we can do wi we want
10 do, we have the course outline so we can teach at any particular way we want to. So 1 think there are any number of barriers out there. But, I look at it probably at our
level and also at the top and also this technology can be quite costly. Once you buy off into it you can't go back. That’s right And you have to casure, you know, that
cuutrent issue are available. These things need updating every year and you can't be cheap about this stuff. Lot of roam in that asea and ] think that lot af time we can end up
coming up with cur own ways of how we handle the technology and all that,

Alright and that would be one of my questions, if you were in ¢harge of the technology, how would you implement it?

Uh.. Well if you have some said so over it? Um.. | am a believer in quality costs Okay, Um you can™t nickel and dime this panicular area. Two years we went downfall
semester, we went down for two weeks. Completely gone. And everybody was pointing fingers and stuff like that but we knew where it was, It came from LES but you
can’t do that kind of stuff. This is somcthing that really needs a quality product out there all of the time.

Talk about a quality program and who offers i1. Some of the institutions who offer it?

Everybody offers it . 1 mean Harvard offers an online class. Would you say there was a difference in the quality between Harvard and RCC. Oh yes, I know you can't
compare a community college to Harvard, Because of the quality of the institution oe the quality of the program? Because of the amount of resources allocated to a
particular arcz. J Okay just comparing an RCC to a UOP so it comes down to how many nickels and dimes am I willing to put into this. See when I say I want to have more
and more students , not in £2f classroom but in the virtual classroom than [ have to see exactly what does this cost and I have to be committed towards dollars going to that
particular research and | have to stay en top of it, [ have to show the faculty that I am serious about this and 1 have to a ¢ertnin degree mandate faculty to do certain things.
Because in the academic area you have them saying if you want to you can and stuff like that and then twa years out it 8 going to be mandatory on all Faculty, [ think you
set a date, this is when we are going to do it, provide the training and we have the trainers who are available in the classrooms, online, in chat rooms, or whatever. These are
ideas of how we are migrating over to it Becouse I know that one of the complaints is the quality or should [ say non quality of training. It has to be consistent. If T talk to
five trainers those five trainers have to come from the same page and which is the issues we have here many time is that you can talk to someone each one and each one
will give you a different view on how you can migrate jnto an arca,
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Interview #2 (personal communication, March, 2010)

Subject Name: Confidential

Could you describe your experiences with distance education with the use of techmology as an instructional method?

Um...probably preity limited. I've used Blackboard at CSUSB and posting of papers questions and postings of papers and those kinds of things. And a little bitof a
discussion board type of thing. 1 have done lots and lots and lots of emailing back and forth. I've got fifteen, eighteen years experience, when it was first stanting, I had high
school students who would email me their papers and 1 would email them back to speed up the feedback process so they coutd be right. So I've done that kind of thing, 1
did a Eittle bit of experimenting with the um 1 do not know what you call it but the teevision kind of thing where the teachers is here and who knows where the students are
but they talk to you and that kind of thing and that works although it is slow work because youve got a group over here and a group over there and a group over here so
you've got three different screens. But they do not talk to each other very well in that kind of setting.

T

What is your feeling of the whole logy, s an instructional delivery method?

Un, I think it has got some real, real uses, you know I"ve tried 1o get more people at Cal State, COE, frankly, to get involved in because we have got folks from Needles,
we've gol folks from Blythe, we've got folks from Indie County. I've tried to get more of those television classtooms set up, You know the Palm Desert folks seem for
interested in it frankly. But that is where those people go to school you know from waay out there. So also [ fike a lot of (he Intemet stuff for preliminary research, for
finding resourees, for all lhal.kind of thing. It is amazing, and so for studemts and teachers. So 1 like that, thatis good.

Well explain the DE technology training that you have received so far?

Okay, um,.. let’s move to the next question. Ho HaHaHa! Ha-ha I have pretty much fought my way through it, well | have any time I go over to CSUSB library basement
any time 1 ask the technology folks something, they will help me, no questions asked, about it and they have some wonderful programs that [ haven't gone to you know.
But in terims of Qkay, come in sit down and listen, no.

Okay, so how do you use technology when you teach £2f or do you use technology when yous teach 2267

Um... [usealataflet"s say ahead of time 1 would send a paper and say okay your class assighent is to read this and be ready, here’s some questions at or maybe we're
poing to Inak at or name some books ahead of time and say your group has to discuss this section and this section and the whele class can come in ready to go. So it be that
would be that kind of thing, [ have done that a little bit. Certainly using Internet in the class, if I do and show accountability stuff from the state reponts. You know that
kind of data that is nvailable and showing people how to find it. You know something like that helps classes a lot, So, what does the district require as far as using
technology? I've never seen one that dees, no. So that would explain why

Yeah

Would you prefer an {21 delivery method over a DE instruction delivery meothed using technology? If it the TV classroom that [ described to me that's okay because that
combines the two by using technology to get as face-to-face as you can get especially if they are 40 miles down the road and it is not convenient to get to them or you when
driving..um., outside of that the stufl'}'ve described so far | am very happy with. I like it. I've scen the ability to go online so okay guys, the California let’s see what the
California website has today, that is very up to date.

So do you have a phitosophy about DE?

Not really, 1 think that it an adjunct , it is another delivery system um,,,using different means to get to lh§ same answer. Okay, so when you say it is different, how
different is i17 Ts it a part of or is i1 a paradigm shift or what? Yeah, well for some people, use an online system where everything is online and there is no £2f for one
semester or quarter and cverything is set up so that there is one comment and then someone makes a comment on your comment and so I've seen thata lot and I can sce
that sometimes. In an £2f conversation in the classroom where everybody can snap some ideas off to everybody else in the room. That is where I can't sec where one of
these types of situations would work well at all. Okay. So that is why I want 10 preserve at Jenst some of the where | can assign it in a book, 1 can post it on Blackboard, |
can deliver it to you in a number of ways for you to read it. But, sooner or later you come back and we have conversation and then you and talking and this person over
here is saying [ read that teo and [ don’t think so, well 1 say it this way. I haven't see that kind of dinlogue take place in DE leaming, If it does, T would like to know more
about it.

So is this pretty much the faculty perception of DE
Do you think that schools are restricting to facilitate the development and implementation of the DE technology?
In K-12, nct very much for a couple of reasons...

What about higher ed? Depends on which ones like Cal State system wide froze all of its enrollments this year 1o flush 40,000 students out of the system. So and the
govemnor most recent budget proposal will puy, half of the money that was cut fast year, now this will belp but would have ta double to get back what was for all of the Cal
State people and most of us had ta take a 9.5% pay furlong. So they are not sitting there saying. Oh, Jet's just keep everything the way it is when the money comes back. [
think that first they will go back and restore salaries back to where they were. I think that is my perspective. So at least the Cal States and the UC's and the other public
systems that T know about, the community collepes are getting the same way so I don't see loose change floating around (o go and buy some spiffy stuff.

Well, having said that, how do you think that technology can contribute 1o uh the future of DE?

[ think that as people get more used to it and [ think in many, many ways experiential [carning is best so it is ways that is done best so if I go to the training I peed to see
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how it is done. And 1 watch it being done, [ see oh okay that’s how it wosks, ond then I go uy and thers i3 somebedy [ go call and say wait 2 mitrute and nothing is
happening. Yes there is a real possibility of it more and more widespread usc of technology to achieve distance learning, Cause that surely beats travel.

Terminal degres...
1did... I though practical zpplication...

1 think that is true of any system I've ever scen higher ed, K-12, the same type of dilemmas and the same kind of issues. And here I worked as a manager for a number of’
years in K-12 nile mumber one oz principle number one is you'll never get everyone. Rule number two you can get a Jot of the peeple a lot of the time, Rule numbey three if
you try to figure out as managers more things that will help them do their thing casier and better, whatever. So as their manager everyone is throwing hissy fits about why
aren’t you guys jumping in and doing this it would be more, we have to figure out a way 10 show you as an individual how doing this thing makes your life better and the
quality better, Then you will jump on it, may I give you a will related example... yes

In high schools reading is a real, real issus cause lots of kids don’t read informational text very well, okay. Most content teachers say, “I am a content leacher, I am not a
reading teacher” which is true, so when reading people come in and say ] want you 1o be a reading teacher, they wind up suddenly sitting outside the door on their duff.
Okay, however, I saw a workshop done by a reading person, a reading expert, at one of the Cal State who works with high schools, who approached it on how to have the
kids understand the textbooks bettér, Not a word about reading instruction, it was 2bout your kids understanding your textbook that you want them 1o understand anyway
belter, I took 2 group of teachers, And here is another dynamic, 1 took o group of teachers [ was in charge of 1o one of these sessions and to show them that I'thought that it
was important, I was there. Okay, if 1 as 2 manager say this is important, you go do that while grade papers, or do whatever. [ am telling you that it is not impertant, So I
have to get my tosh in gear, So it i3 a two or three day workshop and (he Indy showed. She took different textbooks that the people had brought. You could bring your
textbook. She showed people how 1o do all kinds of reading strategies, She never used the word reading strategies. But how to have the kids understand, how to have them
understand, These teachers are back, not only were they back the next day starting to do it in their room, They were telling other tezchers and two days Iater one of my
more obnoxious people she was beginning 1o do it in her room because had heard it from her colleague who had said hey this is what you want to do. She was doing it.
Qkay, so that said to me is that the training model fits in lots and lots and lots of cases,

So you show me how it makes my life casicr or the quality of program better or whatever and I’'m there. And 1 think that is the way we work most o the time.
How would you describe ygur colleague’s perception of technology and DE?

The program that | worked with at CSUSB, almost all of us are ex-K-12 administrators, almost none of us came through the traditional diversity-faculty system. And too,
all of us are ex-managers, you know. We have all been administrators in some tevel, so how or another. Okay, so there is n certain degree of opeaness to it, a certain degree
of feeling intimidated by some if it, um...mos1 of the people are open to seeing how it will work for them. You know, they are not closed off 1o it so, it is a bit of an
unusval group compared to o usual higher education group,
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Interview #3 (personal communication, April, 2010)

Subject Name: Confidential

Date of Interview: Spring 2010

Could you describe your experiences with distance education with the use of technology as an instructional
method?

You know what I have. Um..,one of my first cutting experiences was is that'we did a video conference with the
lead seismologist out of Menlo Park for the USGS , and it -was rather interesting in that in kind of an eye opening
experience because I really wasn’t prepared for what was going to happen. Um...to do such a monumental thing
you really need to prepare the students to be ready for what they are going to be getting into. Because they really
didn’t understand what they were getting into so they are in awe of this technology thing of having this lead...lead
world renowned seismologist come speak with them at great distance and they were just kind of flabbergasted that
in their classrooms so I would think that preparation would be a real key point on that.

What is your feeling of the whole technology, as an instructional delivery method?

Trilling put it pretty well when he said that education in technology begins with from and then it goes to about,
and then it goes with...with so that it’s we’re pulling it down and then we learn about it and then we are putting it
back up and so it is rather interesting because I think there is a lack of understanding in higher education that they
just ..don’t...get... it.

Well explain the distance education technology training that you have received so far?

Everything that I've received I’ve pretty much done myself. Um... bridging different technologies that incorporate
it seems that at this point. It is figuring out what the best tool is for the delivery you want to achieve. Whether it be
Jjoining an Aluminate session or going into a virtual reality or just doing a Skype. Sometimes just doing a Skype is
a pretty cool thing. So...So...the deciding on the medalities is a real important aspect.

My own support. Pretty much I just have to go and figure it out.

Okay, so how do you use technology when you teach face-to-face or do you use technology when you teach face-
to-face?

It is not something that is offered in a K-12 environment but I've always kind of persevered and pushed the
envelope to find out more about it. Uh..I did receive a DE Masters in Math, Science and Technology. Uh...but it
was at the beginning of the web and currently, in fact I need to be home by 5:30 because I am connecting up with
some people who are on prebably five different continents for uh collaboration on achieving this dissertation
thing. They’re all working on dissertations at different universities. And we’re kind of supporting each other,
giving hints and that kind of thing. So I think that DE is something that goes along with a knowledge-based
economy. A uh. A knowledge seeking personality in just this envelope to push further.

Do you prefer face-to-face?

You know what I truly believe that a blended approach is the best way to come up into it and you and blended in a
sense of I like the f2f for interactive review but there are times when. .. when other modalities fit better so... if it is
2:00 in the morning and-you are finishing the paper and you need a little encouragement you bring up the video
conferencing software and you interact with a fellow student um...and they are sweating it too and you give words
of encouragement back and forth and you can finish. So um. .. you know it is just it is a matter of the modality and
the tool that you use to accomplish your task.

What is distance education philosophy with all of the innovation?

You know it was rather interesting when Peter spoke with us and he spoke about the this knowledge economy and
I didn’t get it and [ thought that it was so revolutionary and it really is not and afier giving being introduced to that
I found out mere and so I was up at the Santa Clara Office of Education a few weeks ago and there was a real
interesting presentation by Bernie Trilling um...about 21* century skills. And I think that we are so ingrained in
the “Industrial” methodology we just don’t get it yet. It is not about this repetitious kind of thing it’s about
learning how to learn. You know what? It has um... when I went through the program here it was very much
getting through the hoops, okay. We were having three classes on how to teach Math , we’re having three classes
on how to teach science, and it did not prepare for what was going to happen in the classroom. And then I gota
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job, I’m in the classroom and luckily I was very lucky to land where [.did being in a demonstration school in that
1 could kind of do and stumble on my own and the support of the more senior teachers was pretty substantial in
that when [ had a question I could go to someone and say now...what do you think? But what is happening now is
that it is not being a site based continuum that I’'m involved in I speak to people all over the world, any time of day
and it just opens up this whole realm of resources. Um you know, if I can’t figure something out, I just go online
and 1 talk to somebody about it and 1 figure it out.

When you say distance education is different, how different is it? Is it a part of or is it a paradigm shift or what?

Boy that is a hard one. You know, I would refer back to the different modalities of what you try to accomplish.
Um..sometimes when going into a virtual world is a lot more efficient uh sometime just Skyping is efficient, just
having a five minute conversation sometimes an asynchronous environment is good, going into a Blackboard or
Moodle or even a Smoodle um...is appropriate and I would say that it is a judgment call on the instructor’s part on
choosing the right tool to fit the objective of the lesion

How do you describe your colleague’s perception of technology and teaching distance education?

That is a good question so you know what I truly believe learning is not this thing that happens at the university or
the K-12 or it’s something that happens 24/7 in the...I see it even though I don’t want it I see it and um...it-seems
and it could be presumptive on my part, this is the way that it is going to happen, this is the 21* century learning
the social networking, the collaboration, the um...friends when you don’t understand it you go and say “do you
know remember or did you get the notes from” I think a real disappointment for me working at the doctoral level
is that the professors do not have the knowledge to do it better. You know, why aren’t they podcasting, why aren’t
they can’t I'bring up a lecture a professor has given that is very, very good and I missed a few points, why can’t |
just being that up on my desktop. It is very frustrating.

Do you think that schools are restricting facilitation, development and implementation of distance education
technology?

No, it is pretty much the furthest from their minds. We are very much in a behaviorist or constructionist point of
view. A friend of mine gave me a real good saying and it was, he coined this term of being academic bulimia and
it was a matter of learning what you need to learn today regurgitating it, emptying your brain and then filling it
back up tomorrow with what you will have to regurgitate then, And it does not seem to be a very strategic plan in
relationship to K-21 education. I think we need to be moving to a more strategic perspective instead of
regurgitating everything.

How can tech contribute to the future?

Um...that is an interesting questing you know it is interesting to think that a student in downtown SB sitting in a
classroom and have never been to the mountains that are thirty miles away, never been to the beach which is 50
miles away and connect up with a state park ranger who s at the beach, has the ability to place cameras
underwater, talk about what is happening at the beach, talk about the waves, talk about the bio-diversity at the
beach and in bring that student into that environment that they have never had experience with before in their life
uin...I think that is a real good thing. So...soothe ability you know what , then, as network abilities get faster, I
think that De will become a lot more common in the classrcom experience. What about cost? You know what it
costs nothing. The ability, it, the govt. for K-12 really subsidizes a lot of the network capabilities. For instance,
last year, the district that T worked for received almost 20 million dollars in network infrastructure and they had to
pay back only 10 % of that and so it is interesting in seeing this e-rate support for network capabilities but what is
even more important is the ability for the home networks, I’ve got 1010 megs to my desktop and I want a Gig and
I see-that that is a real possibility within the next 10 years. I remember sitting on the modem and waiting, and
waiting, and waiting and you know now that I've got 10 mgs on my desktop and I see that I can video conference
and I can do many different things virtually and I think that it is going to transcend even into a handheld. So that
the I-phone or whatever device is in charge? How?

You know what I kind of disagree that there should be a focus on the technology, I’ve always focused on the
curriculum. It is the content that is important and it is finding the modality to deliver it that is most appropriate.
Whether it be a virtual, Skype or whatever the environment. What is even more driving is the content. Taking the
learner into the environment of the content s¢ that they can learn a more real experience with it . On the other side
is there is no environment for them to interact with the other learners and to compare and contrast um... to talk
about what they have learned about how the content.is affecting them. Did I get it right?
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Interview #4 (personal communication, April 2010)

Subject Name: Confidential

1 hrd?

Can you describe your experi with di ducation with the use of technelogy as an insir

Yes as a professor as Cal State San Bemnardino this is an um presence that wanted to encourage all faculty to geton Blackbo:ml. And it wes um a well known fact that the
university wanted professots to go online with classes as a future wave, And as we had i ion on Blackboard a p: ! d to assist his colleagues and
basically had us all go to a computer lab where he demonstrated quickly. That was not really able to implement it fully and in the training was itself poor teaching where we
did not get to practice hands-on, step by step and there was no one to follow so we found a group of graduate professors some of whom werc very highly skilled others who
were novices like mysclf were a part of a not very good training session.

‘What is your opinion? .

Un. Personally, I have really done very litile although I know that I need to do more in the area of Power Point just for clarity as a... um... long time professor we vsed to
us¢ overhead projeciors and opaque projectors or I could take any anticle or any print matter and put it on the opaque and there it was. And yet you can’l find the opaque
projector anymore and [ feel that T am criticized behind the scenes for using overheads and yet I can have a planned serics of overheads that outlines my lessons and are
very clear to me given that they are at the right size print where everybody in the whole room can read. However, 1 see often times in my graduate c¢lasses that about a third
of the faculty, a third of the students will bring in their own computers. And often fimes are very highly skilled,

Do you think technology is a factor motivating when impls ing gi ducation?

Yes and um you probably won't like the answer but as an inj progr and a chair, ofien tmes universities will charge higher fees for online faculty
ofien tiznes work from their homes. Some universities ;private or independ iversities will out with l‘acu]ly whn either never come 10 2 campus or never meet
with students in person at all and are paid as much as some $100 per unit more for the privilege of being online. A ive and p i to the profe

not to have 1o travel on campus, not 10 have 10 have office hours on campus, not 1o face students and they can develop their entire courses online which is very time
consuming and students just react to that and as they submit papers in o varying degree of quality um faculty would renct to those papers and the ¢lass is over. so 1 see that
finarncially, it is a cash cow cause you can from the administvative point of view you can reach people who would not normally Like on SB for example if we have students
in Needles, that is a four hour drive, to complete a credential. Those people would love to do it online because there is no way they can work a full day, drive for four hours,
be in a class and drive 4 hrs home. So for convenience it would really work. But I think the actually puidélines for how to teach the class appropriately are not outtined
clearly to the professor and student. And they, are not monitored and evaluated. The instructor needs to teach the class looks at the curriculum, develop the class, but then
how do we know if that is more effective than the regular instruction.

You talk about some training w/Blackboard other?

Um...] have attended a couple of small seminars on DE but they really were not very fi d, they were introd y and “you should do it™ but let me just speak about
that as a chair, a concem is the fact that on several occasion k have told pmfessms why do not you do it for their personal convenience and nothing else. Because they were
hlgh tech but the plion is their students would be as knowledgeable in logy and 1belicve they should have information that says we are going to use this

d (his soft and these progr and you need to know how to do this, this, and this, For example faculty would be saying I am doing an online class it is in the
catalog to do an online class and he would meet with students one time in a computer lab and say here is how you sign in, here are the passwords, I'll see you in June. And
um... for students whe are happy not to drive are able to negotiate and understand that others that determine that they do not want to go on may be dmpped and ten others
who struggled but could not get assistance in how to navigate the system and became dlsooumgcd. They want 1o drop after o¢nsus ard the professor is saying that the
student should get an F that is their problem and not his.

Have you used tech in £2£2

No and that is something that I realize there is  great polcntml and I should um... my wife is alse a professor and she uscs Moodle. whatever that is. I see how she is very
conscious and almost 24/7 and ends up blems trying to solve them in addition to preparing for the class where there she can
reinforce and mect with them personally and follow through so [ think that ‘can be a definite asset. For example, her notes for the coming lecture are posted and students
can have them in edvance and she can answer questions about content or assignment yet answer as they prepare for the ¢lass, [ think that can be a very positive instructional
strategy to compliment delivery in class.

F2for DE?

Welt as a consumer, s o student, [ have had my Neasden license and insurance license for years and for H itis very icnt for me 10 go online and
access a set of questions, answer the fons and if it is not the right question, I am told no and so 1 seck another of the multiple choice answers and play the game and get
the right answers and complete it and Teando it very quickly and very conveniently and I often wonder how do we really evaluate how much leaming really goes on except
when there is exposure to the content.

1 think, if | may, ycars ago and I hate to ad.mu it but back in the 60's one of the requirements I'or waorking for the city of San Diegoasa ion Teader was self~gvaluati
or staﬂ‘developmcnl and we had a ed h in methodology called p and | can also liken that to some of the onlme, here is ke
content, | give you, the questions, you look up the and d, you hnve pleted the body of work that is 80% correct, fore you are knowledgeable in the
area. And with no ion with any profc about the course rel imes theve profe who da not respond to their students . Students have questi
about a particul g A profe says read it again and do it. So how much teaching is n.nl]y going on and how much responding is progr d inls?

Has your philosophy about di ducation changed over time?

[ think my philosophy has changed in that T see the potential for additional communication between classes they can be very helpful for the student and may also alert the
professor to things that they may not have been clear. So I think that kind of interaction regarding what is delivercd in class in eddition to what might have been asked on
class can re-enhance the leaming. But let me just make a point of several les who, for ple never responded to any student to geta critique about the werk that
had been done. You completed it to my satisfaction okay you did not complete it but never the advise or ling or coaching or g that should go on due to the
facl that the professor correct a paper and lct's say an examination from and they say answer questions, point out what is not clear, give feedback on how it might be

proved and use the evaluation for the product as an additional Icaming tool to extend the leaming . 1 haven't seen example of that being done as well online.

q

Would you prefer a face-to-face delivery method over a di 1 delivery methad using techrology?

Well I still use jonal technol halkboard or whiteboard y handouts [ do use overbead {onally, and ionally [ use the Power Point. And of
course | have my email so that stdents can respond and of course, my work phone, my home phone. |

Do you think that schools are restricting the facilitation, devel and imp} ion of di ducati hnology?

Us as a former public school administrator for a number of years 1 think that often times the vision of being high tech is entting edge and we alt want to be there but I have
seen districts with federal money or special grant money spend t} ds and tens of th ds of' dollars in buying these [ that arg shipped and in the h

and not a plan to disitibute them or a place to set them up ot to provide staff to use them and follow up devel to really imp? the division of technology. And
the Pomona USD is a prime example of that and we can site others. 1 think any time there is change in tech and ed we have to have constituent or consumer buy-in first
demonstrate how it can enhance their leaming, be ready to support their hardware , the whole precess and gr.:dually bnng people along. And maybe il is through the
training the wainer model that we can involve more who are mlcrcstcd at a school site and having colll ding more time with them, and helping them
at each school site to assist teachers after training to follow th h and assist afterward, So 1 think there are ways to do i |l but 'lhey have to be gradua ond well planned and
for those who have an interest. To say evcrybodx is poing to do it tand we are stacting next quarter if par for disaster.
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Do you think students have more experience or expertise?

In some cases there is no doubt 1f" you take 300000 teachers in the state of CA if they have 20 years of expetience or more in ed, they probably have never had a computer
class. And yet our young people going through the credential programs at least at our institution have to have at leas1 Lwo computer classes un in onder to qualify to become
ateacher.'And having had that expericnce and then practical application in applying it in their workplace as well in their university training they are far ahead of many of
tke principles who have had none,

Compare ficulty witechnologically-based expenise with faculty wilh theory-based expenise?

Well the outcome result will be the learning of the students follow evaluations, is it a comprehensive exam for a masters, a thesis, or a project and of course we sgy that the
individual grades for each class should be an evaluation or assessment of the different activitics whether it be a group presentation or there is a written paper or whether it is
o objeclive exam where therc is an embedded essay exam, Those kinds of evaluations reflect the outcornes for the grade in a class, But witech we are limited to those kinds
of things that you can do and are not comparable in class and witech and [ thiink the other thing in the area of education, in educational leadership which is my background ,
itis a people business and online you never get ta really meet the people, to see the body language, see the expressions and to say how will they become a school leader and
become effective in working with faculty and parents and administrators and school board members. Even though they have high tech skills.

‘What is happening not being trained a lot of the design is lefi to tech? Who is responsible for the class, the tech or the faculty?

Well we used to say that we might have the state or the state board or Lhe state commissiens who would determine the content determine standards, determine objectives,
determine outcomes and faculty has always been in charge of delivery, delivery methedology, end teaching strategies bt now administration is saying and now we are
going 10 tel] you how to do it too, The old timer there is great resistance to that they cannot tell me how I should do my teaching, It is reasonable Lo say what needs 1o be
taught for quality assurance of content being covered but we have multiple teaching stylcs and multiple learning styles. Exactly...exactly

Just a couple of more questions? So...contribution to the future of de?

I think that um the powez of tech ¢an only realized when it is available to faculty and faculty ar¢ encouraged 10 use it and have access to the hasdware, software ond the
training. And it has got to be done on a voluntary basis in that with my experience as a high school principal for 16 yrs there were some people who were obstructionist and
werg not going 1o [eam despite what you did and 1 have not decided if' I want 10 spend all my time wying to convest people or to encourage the willing bearner and help them
succeed and they in term can mode] and dentonstrate how useful it would be but for the admin or district or university you can say shut up and do il our way it is the only
way and get in line. This will be resisted a great deal not only by the professors or the union itseli.

I think that if 1 were in charge [ would offer PD and model program demonstrations so that a faculty member who inight be interested in teaching a class utilizing it would
iken follow through in & staff development session where components parts of the class that was taught would be implemented with an explanation of what was really
involved with the hardware, the software, and the prepasation and design of the Iesion and the strategies utilized 1o follow-up, It is time consuming but sequential Jearning
forced really to model for all those that are willing members or participanis fiest and then actually hope 2o get the buy-in and to sell the others on that and yet if we know
anything about human nature, we will always have somie who will never agree and we would welcome their retirement over time,
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Interview #5 (personal communication, May 2010}

Subject Name: Confidential

Ceuld you describe your experience{s) with distance educaticn and the use of technology as an instructional delivery method?

Sure [ don’t teach DE um exelusively but I do vse different types of technology in my classroom in the classroom I use technology to communicate with students while
they are out of the classroom. About the only thing [ use, well, I was going to say enly email but that is not truze so I usc email with the campus accounts. | used to use what
was called Gradebook that was on campus central website. 1 use that now to simply keep attendance. And then the third thing [ vse well 1 am going to say four now, it is
adding up because on my servers [ have three websites where [ have kept. So campus central so I can check their attendance Blackboard that [ am using now again for other
grades and tests, hallmarks fab assignments, send and post assi on Blackboard and 1 also, occasicnally will send an assignment via Blackboard but I don’t
ever test De-wise there are tests usually in class. And the fourth thing I use is through a textbook publisher. The um...in the Spanish language class so what they useis a
website a use where at home can do their lab can do their audio at home and they have praciice tests that they can do. [ der’t usvally assign them but I for sure assign the
lab and they can do their assignments online. [ will tell you that one semester I tried to use exclusively the {ab, the online component after that semester I went back to the
more traditional paper workbook where they would write their responses in a notebook and turn thent in to me because, the Iab online took more time than me going
through the papers Ha, ba although I was really trying to do you knew, be conservative and paper efficient it is just much easier when they have a notebook. The other
reasen I want them to use the workbook is that they get to write with their hands for them to write the language because I am traditicnal in that respect, 1hey need to write
the language. And even the ones who know Spanish it s just good practice for them to write if they are handwriting I think. So did I answer the question ot was there more?

What is your opinicn of use of technology as an instructional delivery method?

[ think it is great, I think the direction we are going where everything is global and you can communicate with different countries people 2}l over the pation, if you want. [
think it is definitely a must, students need to know how 10 vse technology. Students need to have access 1o it that is another issue (hough, sometimes students do not have,
in my experience students try to get emails from seme of these students they do not have an account which I find to be interesting so I am kind of suspecting that these
students'do not have computers at home, but we have it on campus and from what [ have been reading schools are now going to be, K-12 schools are now going to be
required to be using, maybe not requiring more eBooks. In our dept we arc using a combination of eBeoks and hardbound. Eventually we may go to a full enline book. So
my opinion is that it is necessary, the students needs to use it. I don't 1 like the technology ot as an exclusive tool unless you conscientiously know you are signing up for
an online ¢lass and you are ready to do that but somebady who comes into a class where I teach in a traditional setting, it is a tool, a supplement, it does not take over the
methodology. But'it is certainly help. We have video naw that we can show the students that comes with the textbook or Utube so my apinion is that it is pecessary and it is
impertant. I don't Jet my students | well I was going to say 1 don't let my students have cell phones in the class but sometimes in a pinch when we have a question we
cannot answer someone uses their phone and says “okay 1 just found it” or [ need to find out where so-and-so is and they do, they text her and stuff like that and so I am
sort of easing back on my ¢ell phone anxiety and seeing it for good purposes because in the past they just drove me nuts with their phones. 1 definitely see it as a tool for
learning, but 1 do not like the way that they write. In my opinion, it is affecting their spelling. Everything is short and students are writing slang like “k” or “Kopsas™ ha, ha,
1 think it has really hurt spelling. Okay

Explain the distance education technology training you have received to date.

Okay, here at the college I have attended some Blackbeard sessions, There are Blackboard session I have attended that have not met my needs. [ have gone and 1 have
leamed in the two to three sessions that I went that 1 Jearned in the twa to three sessicn that I had already been to, you know, how to make it look pretty, and [ den’t” need
to know how to make my site look preity, I need to know how 10 ¢reate you know, field for all of the grades 1 want 1o put in there. And learn how to in fact the sessions
provided here were not helpful, what was helpful was sitting down with my college dean, going to sit with Joe, and English teacher whao helped me or even one of my
colleagues in the Spanish department that was more helpful than any session I atiended. I recently took an online class where teachers were showing how to streamline
videos into your classroom and again, it was provided during lunch in the Sunroom where people were eating their lunch and having a nice time then leaming this business.
[ simply watched and was entertained, [ did not learn, I'still do not know how to put a video on Blackboard, to be honest with you. I don’t ‘know how to put 2 PDF, how to
make a word do¢ into a PDF and everybedy is telling me do PDF because then they cannot go inand change them and well | have not figured that cut and ugless 1 do iton
my own or if I find somecne who is gaing 10 show me I won’t figure it out. But the other part is timing of some of the sessions, 1 have not been able to make them the other
training scssions have been through the textbook publishers since we are vsing their online eBook, And they are accessing audio there and it is a big help. Acwally, this
semester, the reps came to our class 1o survey students and one of my, in a class of 30 and asked them what they needed, what they knew and what they did not know. [
leamed a {ot just in that session and the students did too because they were some study tools that I bad not shown them the students and ] was a little embarrassed because
this was late. They had started in February and it was April because it would have been a great thing for them to use throughout the semester yeah, so um.., [ would say the
text teps have shown us how to use the eBooks and 1 have used whatever I could for here on campus. But the session are extremely helpful. It is more than me just sitting
down and practicing and then calling up the dean who s really good at it and she helps me.

How do you use tech when teaching f2£?

F2fum... [ access the eBook in ¢lass which has really saved me a lot because what it does is that it is the same pages that the students should be on at their desks. The first
few weeks of the semester some students don’t have books so Tam able Lo put it on the screen and all of them can see the book and that has been really cool and um...they
will do some of the exercises in the.book that way. If it is 100 smalf in the book I’Il highlight a paragraph in the book that we are all rcading together. I will cut and paste it
into a word doc and make it bigger so the whole class can see it. The other way [ use technclogy that has really helped me Jately um...js I'll open a web document, In the
past what I have done is to have them respond I will show an idea of how 10,., they can use all of the skills, reading, writing and comprehension, And so I write it 5o they
can see how the response is written out, now I'm just opening a web document and typing them and typing a response and I type really fast and I know how to out in the
upside down question marks and all of the accents and stuff and it so much faster for me to type (he response on the screen than for me to write it. And [ have been noticing,
that my right shoulder and after 16 years of repetitive movement is just really sore. It is terribly sore and se now-what ] am deing, I cannot write with my left. Every time
after class, I am erasing with my left because when [ use my right for crasing, it just kills me so 1 use my left and tell the students [ am going to type you guys because it is
just easier on me and they like it. And the other thing they like is that after class if they are good, 1 will post the notes on Blackboard and so I have been doing that and they
arc really happy that I post the notes. I don’t like what um...it might they take fewer notes so I don"t always tell them that 1 am going 1o post them. The other thing [dois |
bring Power Point in regularly. 1 know how to put the lesson on my flash drive. I can just walk into class unprepared and say oh I can insert the flash drive and [ go through
my slides so Power Point has been great. And I use, I will use the intemnet as well if 1, there are certain songs 1 have found on the internet that [ play for them in Spanish,
And certain eultural things we do on the intemet, They ave responsible to present in elass, culturat presentations and they get in there and they use it for their presentations
because 1 learn 2 Jot from them posting their presentations,

What rype of support have you received when using technology?

Okay ha, ha, suppor! do you mean when [ nse it in my classroom? Whatever, whenever?

Okay, well , Courtney regularly offers training sessions and again because of my teaching schedule, I have not been able to attend them so although I have gonc toa
couple, Often the biggest support has been AVsaudio visual because if my Interet is not up [ know theit extension by heart and they are in there and they ace
troubleshooting and they can tell me “oh it is down now™ ur,..if 1 have any problems then in comes one of the AV pecple, They are the best in the classroom. When I need
help they are certainly the best and the other support I will be honest with you. Sometimes a student will know better what to do because I have some techies in my class
they are a rcal help or knows what needs to be done. You know, I do such basic stuff that it has never been that terrible. Outside of the class, like I said my dean, When I get
on Blackboard [ ask her how to da this and she will literally come 1o my office and help me, Um...yes so my dean, AV, and sometimes students and oceasionally [ will go
1o a session but those are not always helpful, Okay

Would you peefer a face to face instructional delivery method using technology over a distance education instructional delivery method using techuology or vice-versa?

As a teacher would I prefer? I prefer £2f mainty because of my discipline. [ teach language and culture and I although I know they are making great strides of teaching
lanpuage ontine um...well I want to say it is also me. | am a peaple person and [ like to engage with people and 1 like to be around people and if I had another job it have to
be something where even if the computers are part of it I need to be out and about interacting with people. Even if you put me at a desk I am going to find a way to be
around humans and that is just me, Okay
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What is your philosophy about di Jucation? Has it ck d with the addition of technology?

P

My philoscphy is again it can be further too! of instruction for those who are um. ., are prepared for fully enline, for fully onling instruction or Jesions and provided that the
instructor has prepared a class where all of the objectives are met, getting the point across and I understand that there are people out there who do it there are people out
there who get degrees and ad 1 degrees online. But I feel there needs to be options for those who are not fully equipped to and not even fully equipped, they might
have all of the equipment, I have all of the equipment um... I just well two things. 1 have not been trained in it ha, ha, ha, I mean maybe if [ am trained in it I might change
my mind. | am somewhat iraditional and I enjoy interacting with people. For example, the classes we took at cal state, I like that we did some other things, There was

i ion board on Blackboard, we did not use a lot of computer technology. 1 simple again I like it if it is for helping purposes and we can all be on the same page for the
student as well as the teacher teaching online. I would say that in my case there is just going to need more training. If you want me to teach orline, train me for crying out
loud,

How are schools restructuring to facilitate develop and impl ion of di ducati ?

‘4 PIOE]

Yes | do, in fact 1 was reading the magazine recently whete ed weekly, that we both get and there is an article in there that 1 am going to bring in when the fall starts and it

was about K-12 and some company ing online Spanish to meet the high school student needs, language courses, not just Spanish. As I was reading
that it was very interesting that schoels are trying to implement the eBooks and get the students to do that credit on the computer. So [ think, I will tell that yes, I do think
that schools are trying to in order to date and to gear students up for the globa! y or the technological y. Okay, what bothers me is so

they picked Spanish to put out there online, they do not pick music or the ants you know and I am sure they do that 10 some degree with Math and Reading and the writing,
the core subjects but are they doing it with but that is an elective, they can do that on their own but yes to answer your question,

How do you think technology can contribute to the future of distance education?
Well you know tremendously, I don’t do it but I know about Skype. Never done it but as a Spanish tcacher who uses it with her students, I want to start using it direct with

the other things that you leam to use in PD courses but just for me the amazing thing about that is the distance. I can communicate with semeone in Japan if | wanted to at
the right time, I could communicate with China via Skype which I have not yet. Can se and view email, or use instant messaging, you know all of these things that we

have available so um...in J classes it is going to contribute immensely. But I can honestly say I have not yet , like a fanitasy thing of mine was to connect with some
teacher in some country and icate with my stud you know to connect with them never done it but I just imagine it would be possible but there is definitely
things that can be done.

‘What is your opinion about faculty who are technologically-based versus faculty who theory-based?

In my opinion the difference is the method, the distribution method. It is the same topic and objective, developed from the same curriculum, it is the same method by which
it is being taught. The one professor prefers to teach on line, I prefer to teach in person. Provided they are both um teaching the same material and the course outline is the
same the delivery method. What [ am trying to say that if the delivery method is different, the students in the two camps get 1he same resulis provided that beth are, because
either onz [ could be doing a poor job on my end and online can be doing a poor job. Ideally, they are bath doing a great job and the students are geiting all of the material, 1
Just,

Do you think students are more experienced than faculty?

That is a tough one. 1 would say it really depends because with faculty in my opinion with faculty bere, just watching a faculty member get ready to teach online , 1 think
they have to, [ am just talking about the one Spanish teacher to be specific, she met with the text reps frequently and she will tell you that she told cisr department that she
put all of that time into meeting with reps she really feels that they are her classes to teach and no one is going to teach them but her. And I am proud o that. Students know
more..., well let me just answer from my side, students don’t know. 1 think their knewledge is comparable in that method although I have heard some students have come
looking for the teacher not having a clue, Even my own niece said I'm in this ¢lass but I never knew how to do such and such and this assignment was never turned in and
so they dropped me. Yeah, so it is a good point, maybe they do not. Because I heard different stories where students are not as equipped.

Implementation?

T am in chatge at my institution? Uh-hub. 1 am in charge of implementation of technology )

T would strive to get quality training for individuals who use it. Would I require every single person use it? That is a hard call because it seems that now days it seems like if
we push a little bit..,

Well ckay training, letting people know what is available, training them on how t6 use what is available. For instance if

I would make sure everybody knew how., I would make sure everybody had a contact that could help them de that. One of the things that has come up recently is that online
instructor she has decided that she wants us all to have two day work weeks where we teach two days, I really have a problem with that because this person also serves as
chair now and they want two days per week, three if we are lucky, and I have a problem with online and this could be simply because I do not do it but I just like that old
school format where when you have a job you devote 2 certain amount of time to it in your ptace of employment ha, ha, ha you know. So I think I am straying from your
topic but I am disturbed by this. I am teaching online , 1do not have to come to my work site, I do nat have to be here to turn things in or to attend meetings, who is going
to do that? The one person who shows up cvery day? You know, now jt is me, but I am thinking about all of the people who are online teaching that bothers me so I would
have to structure something where the faculty are still contributing to the community college in committed format and you know with students who need to see them, yeah.
And holding effice hours, because these are no office hours.. I bave to change that because she said that she meets them Skype, she meets them email, s0 you know I just
waould need to be, there would need to be a clear understanding of what faculty, how faculty are meeting student needs even if they are not meeting on campus that would
be my main concern and that would be tough, That'is a tough question and I would have to sit down and work that one out strategically.
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Interview #6 (personal communication, May, 2010)

Subject Name: Confidential

Could you describe your experience(s) with distance education and the use of technology as an instructicnal delivery method?

Um sure, I'm currently working on an e-learning certificate. I'm in my second online course tht I've ever taken in my life. [ started in winter quarter and so I’'m in spring
quartes right now. So I've been a student in courses at this point. And ther 1 bave also done cnline training situations like sexual harassment or traffic scheol or whatever.
Um..and I developed an online trzining for intem site coaches These are veteran feachers in districts with intemn teachers in a support role. and we developed um...an online
training to resolve the issuc of serving a large geographic arca. Doing f2 training burdensome because we had to go to so many distance places, but also because interas get
hired pretty fast and se we weuld just finish doing & training in district and two weeks later they would need two more people trained. So there is a need to have it online so
that the people can access it to meet their schedule and access it 24 hours on their own schedule at their own pacing, They is a requitement that they finish the training,
They receive a certificate to get a stipend in the intern programs. So we have some control and it is set up in Moodle, which is one of the course management systems.- Um
and we chose Moodle because Moodle is an open source and so it is not licensed by Cal State. If we had used Blackboard, then they would have had 1o be Cal Siate
employees or students and of course, they are net, In this system we developed is now gone out and is serving other schools in the IE region even if they do not attend our
school. So and then they go to like Azusa Pacific ar Cal Poly Pomona are using this training we developed and it's going to go statewide next year. So we are starting to
pilotitin a few programs at a further distance to see how well if functions but I we started with the local version on campus and it has functioned pretty flawlessly here and
there were day to day updates until we through one we got it up and running.

Da yeu want me to talk a little bit about what it js like You can go ahead because that just leads to another question. Ha,haha!

‘What is your opinicn of the use of technology as an instructional delivery method

‘What we did with this is that the presentations in each module are like power points with audie. with audio so they are power points that capture the major points and then
there are scripts that offer examples of applications periedically and there are case sudy seenarios with multiple choice questions, and as people respond to the questions, if
they get them right they go a screen that say great, congratulations, you are on the right track, that is what we would say too, If they do not we send them to the re-teaching
screen that says something shuttle like that 'that is one possible answer we think a better answer would be this because we talk about what it would lead them to a different
tesponses and so that is kind of an embedded self-assessment featured that is built into it to encourage engagement so that they are not just listening so that they are not just
listening. The audio is also um... and then we added a kind of pacing device as well. So that it is not just something that you could just flip through the text and you have to
commit a certain amount of time to thinking and listening and then responding and doing it again. So the idea is to put it into short chunks of informatior and then after an
oppertunity to apply or think about it in a slightly different context before you reach the next ¢hunk of information. You could put it that way. The three modules we have
are sequential so you have to finish one module before you can move to the next. And we are developing a 4™ module which will be program specific and when we talk
mere about the currieulum with interns on the university side se that ub.,.district people can be aware of the different types of coursework because if they have not had
curriculum class work, as they complete this process, they know how it works. It is kind of been slowed down by the fact that the number of entrants have dropped
radically. YEAH, So that we had fewer ... This year next year but it is a good time for us to work on it 2t the state level um...it allows us to work at the state level without
doing, you know, thousands of people. It has been surprisingly successful because there is a variety of technology that peaple use 10 access the site, We have not had
reports from the people who downlcad the where it takes too leng to download or um things are interrupted in some way. It all seems to be running incredibly well. Better
than [ would have theught; I would bave thought that we would have more technically issues to deat with but that really has not happeaed.

‘We also have the course development grant to put the first credential program onling by the fall so that is the next step, And that is part of the reascn for taking the course to
get some things online. That will help me get beiter to the online things. So that I also had the ability to courses that can be used In the fall.

1 am going to ask you something about that a Little bi later, So...s0 having done all of that what is your opinion ...? In your opinion, what are the factors that are motivating
higher education to develop distance education programs?

I think in some contexts it sometimes ehe only choice viable choice that we have. There is a high demand for it um...because people equate with their lives but [ think there
are some cautions that come with that teo. | think there are things it does well and there are things it does not do as well and one of the issues for me in the teacher
credentialing program is that you learn a lot about people by watching people teach too, And when too much of the program is replaced you do you not have the f2f
involvement and that is a Jost of the opportunity to watch the professors work and that is what you de if you are doing it well is the modeling how to go about teaching, So
our courses are net just the content we are delivering, they are also modeling the way we teach, Um... it is you know, the way I am teach, 1 am pretty transparent about it
when | use certain course selection for my classes and it is not like you could not do that online...in my class and it sounds like... but it'is not exactly the same. On the
other hand, there are certain courses where online is the perfect delivery mechanism the three that [ am going to put on there arc a a good example and it still supports the
teacher performance assessments and the state really restricts what we can do in terms of teaching and supporting students in hew to get through performance assessments.
They want it to be standardized, they do not want us to give too much information, they do not want peers to collaborate. Qnline if perfect for this because we can provide
that information, we can answer questions, and but we avoid inconsistencies from one teacher to next. Everybody will have the same online experience. For this
application, that is perfect. That is exactly what we want to accomplish. Okay.., 1 can say “it depends on what you are teaching”, Ha, ha.

Explain the distance education technology training you have received to date.

How do you use technology when teaching face to face, if applicable?

How do use technolopy when teaching distance education, if npplicable?

You knew, I have attended a fair number of the faculty workshaps. I remember the P3T Grant, [ do not know what that stands for anymore. Something like preparing
tomorrow teachers today...something like that...was that it...] think so. And so it goes back to that grant and um.,.some cf the technology they introduced at that level um
which sort of turned we on 1o the idea that there could be uses for this in instruction. And I'have just attended workshops as they are offered. 1 try to get into a couple every
year. And I remember doing Blackboard back when Blackboard was first brought in and WEB-CT before Blackboard transmission. Because immediately you could see
how that function for students even just the simple fact that they could aceess grades. And see that somcthing had been graded and they could troubleshoot it I had made a
mistake and it did all of that with the open Gradebook. And it all made se much sense. And I use 2 lot of other features in Blackboard as welt but the avg teacher does not
make any sense 1o me. You need to get out of your ,...and you nced to do that. So even just using the web Yinks that you can use in Blackboard and just help the students.
When they have trouble getting textbooks or there is problem with a bookstore order, there isan online free access text and you can link to that and find the topic we are
talking about and say read this until the actual book comes in and that just takes a lot of burden out of student”s lives when they are rezlly trying to stay with the class to do
their seading and their time is precious, 1 just think that [ cannot image teaching without a Blackboard and Blackboard is what I use o house the online courses that I am
developing too. There reason [ do not go to Moodle there is'it requires every student to self enrolf and 1 would hate to lose anybody in that process. Where
Blackboord,PeepleSeft, Blackboard is populated ically if you desi your course and it cannot be Jost. If they go to Blackboard and they can manage to log in
they can find their course whereas with WEB-CT, they have to do troubleshooting with each person to .., although we realfy have not had problems with the veteran
teacher doing it so T am sure it can be worked through on campus too. But [ am going to stick to Blackboard for a while. But anyway, | have had that and there was enough
of an interest, like I-said to jump into this c-leaming certificate which they offered um to faculty received a fee waiver as part of the benefits for working for the university
and so I had fo attend these classes free...but the point is to desipnate the time each week and to try to undetstand the process and to challenge me skills enline, So the
courses... there is um a lot more development ‘and understanding of what online can do and alse in my department we had one professor who went through cancer and had
problems with his voice and he went totally to online teaching and he came and shared, not too long ago, what he was doing with onling teaching. It was phenomenal, He is
a phenomenal teacher in person and but he converted all of that to online, with the stuff be presented, you just looked right at it and said “yeah™. I mean that is good
teaching. Se it is wonderful to have some models of what good teaching could look like or could be and that is exposure too and so I guess ail of those exposures would be
in the direction of thinking rethinking, 1 think that in our regular f2f classes; [ did ot teach as much now. That was my next question. So right now I am focused on these
online things right but in my regular , think that hybrid might be the thing for me not giving up all of the f2f but also oftering the opportunity for students to be a little more
independent in their learning process. Um...rather than have it constantly guided instruction for them, Sce what else they can do if you open the door. 1 am sure they would
appreciate that opportunity to learn on their on. The thing that I have Jeatned as a student on an online course is that it is a hell of a lot of work. You kind of forget
ha...ha...ha it looks like to do all of that work. I am already behind in my reading this week. Probably not going to get ray blog posted on time and yeah the steess that you
go through online, There is self-discipline and I can see where it would not suit all students [ mean running a hybrid would allow you maybe some of (ke best of bath
worlds.

‘What type of support have you reccived when using technalogy?

The office of DE here, ODL was a major support when we put up the second streaming modules.., [ also had a current assistant who works on the intern grant with me who
was in the masters in instructional technology, He actually got hired by ODL after all of the work, But he was a major support as well and the person that I have now in his
position alse has very.good tech skills. The tech skills are good but his AV, audio production was good, so he was able 1o step inand he is also an AV graphics designer. So
we were able 1o add professionally to what we were able to do it was great. And he r will be working with me on the online this summer and he helped with the online
courses a3 well. Um so [ think that between the ODL and the grant resources we have been very lucky 1o have, we have had some support for all of this.

Thank you.
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Would you prefer a face to face instuctional delivery method using technology over a di: ion § ional defivery method using tcchnology or vice-versa?
Ug, This is pretty hard but [ still prefer £21. I still prefer £2f) and a lot of people who come into my role are going to say that because it is the interoctions and the
telationships you do. And while you build relationships online they are of a different character, When [ 1ok back, the online relationships, I think the online relationships
1end to be biased by how well people write. And that is an issue online. | mean good writers attract pcop]e who want to read them, Geod writers interact with people, If you
are nat a good writer, people just do not sead your blog. Begause they cannot meke any sense out of i, it is paiaful to read for whatever reason, you can get shaved aside
with an online course, On the other hand, if you have painfully shy people in you classroom, they are also marginalized in the ¢l b they are unwilling to
orzlly participate. So, they beth have pluses and minuses again a hybrid would maybe satisfy both or some opportunity to participate. 1 think also online your EOP people
have a little bit more time to process the language and find out what they want to say, In an online environment, where as in the classreom they can end up tramped it is
very hard for them to catch it and to really be able to participate thee way they probably we want so, 1ean see strengths and weaknesses in cach. But it would be hard ta
give up [l altogether, [ think, And i itigly, some of the professors I have talked to before 1 got more involved in this told me that sometimes in their minds comments
that they make on papers for the students, Students are much more emotionally renctive to and they felt that it was because there was no relationship to situate thoss
comrents into. But in a £2f class you get to know me, you know if I'm approachab!e, you know if T have a sense of humor, you know a number of things about me and so
If a comment is written, and is worded ambiguously ha, ha, ha, They make a positive assumpuon about what I am trying (0 say on that Paper. But when there is a lack of
that whea all you are getting is the and the relati p is not a firmly ground a really scts people off, it is what they reported. That has
not kappened 10 me yet but 1 can see how in an online envi when hing you have written 10 a student that you fee) has one meaning that they may sce another
way. And again it is not 1o say that that might not happen verbally but you have got all of the none verbal contexts when something like that happen in the classroom where
at least there is some way look at your face and you can say “is this person angry® *is this person upsct with me’ um...and maybe put the comment within that context of no,
they do not look upset, they do not look angry so they did not mean it as a mean comment. And you can n.apprzuse it whereas when it is just the words on paper, you may
need to be more careful as an mstructot aboul what you write, I have actually but the way you think so it is interesting looking at the interactions that are ereated.
‘What is your philosophy about di
[ think, the thing I have been most interested in it, 1 mean the thing [ hope that it would do, T hope that with these courses that [ am desigaing that the intent, it is the idea of
developing community, So ideally in an ontine class as well as a f2f class you can have a sense of all of us being in one placing doing something together, Even if you are
not doing it at the same time some formats, I think have been better at that than others. In the two classes that I have done so far, for example, we are each blogging and I
feel like it is fractured conversations. I never read everybody's blog, there is just too much to really read and be thoughtful about, Um,,.so there are people I respond
regularly to pretty regularly and there are other people who after I have read them once T may never read them again. 1 don't fee] that sense of everyone being in one place.
And 1 think that when [ use things like Discussion beard en Blackboard, I have moze of n sense of us being in one place, on one topie because it is bl running in, you go o
one click and you ace there and you can read everything everybody has to say about “x™ eppased to going here, going here and going here. So that has been kind of
imeresting. [ like, 1 would wastt an caline class to develop that sense of community in the sense that we are all in this together and we all wani to bear each other, And the
formats we have used so far, I am not sure if we are getting that community. Um they also talk, in the textbooks, about needing a place so the people can be social ond |
have not really send that modeled in the classes I have dong so far either but epportunities 10 pet to know each other a little better, spaces where we talk about why we are
taking class and who you are what are your {ife experiences that bnng you here and [ think that would be useful in the future with the sense of community |hnt Tam
concemed about. And we have done a couple of synch ic online ings, class ings, and agalnl found out, i am a0t sure about that experience either.
They had video running on the snde, thepe wasa pnvme chat, and it seems like the instructor and the chat .,.it is kind of like attending multiple meetings to me. There is one
line of conversation here and the i is saying thing else and then the instructor stops and tries to catch up with 1he you know, the chat but there is a lot to look
hrough and try to st 1y respond to. lhnvcbecnlhmkmgalnlabomlhalloo,howcanyoubcllcr 2d and Lam thinking to me, I think I would um
have to stop the chal, do a ¢ertain amount of presentation througheut a topic, let some chat occur and try to teack and respond or something like that and then move forward
again. Having it all happen at once uh yeah [ find ita lot to track and you can tell it is for the instructor too, -So T am not really sure that is, and it should have the fecl of
community and its does in many ways, it is just, It Is not focused encughkind of like trying to tend tooto much for me... there is one line of conversation here, and the
instructor is saying something else and the instructor stops and tries to catch up with the chat but you know there is a lot to get through and try ta respond to...how can you
get a sense of community and how can you ... to me I think I would have to um stop the chat, do a certain amount of presentation about the topie, let some chat occur snd
just try to track and respond ...and then say it again... how it works. Yeah, T thought it was a Iot to track and it intimidated the instructor too. So it shoald have that sense
of comnmunity and it does..but it is just coo much,..too much...yeah, Soitis hing we ought to explore but I am not sure we.,.they are kindef ghead of
themselves. ..yeah they kave not decided how to make this complete work. Um...yeah, so [ guess I want some of the interaction that you get in a f2f class when we are
together in ...and in the £2f classes I can assign people to work with each other who might not otherwise do that and 1 do that in classes. I set things up and make people
work together. Whereas, online I just do not feel that the peaple who need ¢his... or that your writing skills are whatever are not related to everybody in the same way.
So...I lhought that was peally phtlosophy
Hasynur hy gbout g god with the addition of technology?
Ithink in the sense that 1 want, | end up making more ilable to the students 1 mean so they be more invelved, There is more that ¢an enrich their experience if
they reach out for it... So we can move beyond what is required to get beyond the class and not all students go there but some do so you it allows you to introduce
something and get you don’t have to spend all of your class time on il you just ¢an introduce it and say here are resources and let people go and when people come back and
say *ob” you can go back to that and so I think it that it has allowed a little bit of the structure of the class to move along with the students wants in terms of what they want
for the course, It is not 30 strongly dependent on what | have structured that they can do other things, And which I think is pasitive and I hink is generally a good thing.
Wha! instructional methods do you commonly use when you teach 27
Well, like I said, I afways had Blackboard. And with Blackboard I have used discussion groups, pretty commontly, all the tool sets in Blackboard, the web resourees, and
then of course anything that has to do with the class and then email functions, email I would have students work with each other or set up group systems so that they are
working ¢lecironically as a group and that is actually been a good feature too because it allows people to work together who ate geographically separatéd. Whereas itisa
real pain for them to have 1o come together somewhere else besides the classcootn, but they can do it eleetronically. And all contribute to something. | have not used Skype
ina ¢lasscoom [ think that s o pretty neat idea. T would like to have multiple people writing to each other, it appeals t¢ me, but I have not actually done that yet, And that is
would may be a litile bit casier than with Blackboard.
How do you think that schoo!s er do you think that school are restricting to facilitate the implementation of DE and tech?
Schools, meaning k-127 Higher Education. Oh, Higher Education, 1 think that everybody und ds the d d for online i ion but a lot of people are highly
resistant to it. You know we have DE an this campus and the Palm Desert campus for what 20 yrs maybe, maybe longer, | don’t know we have had the telcvised classroom
systems, we have had that whole thing, and yer people really still stugple with the concept, 1 think. Um...programs that have to live by the market like my program tend to
move there a little sooner. But the people teaching general education kinds of classes, | do not think they are moving there ot all. You know, I don’t really see the basic
math or the English people headed that way. But we are going 10 get moving because unjversities that are online are incredibility and the demogrsphic research says that
the demographic we serve here {s the demographic that is always going to be stressed for time. And funds so ...um yeah we always get the working people who go to
university...that is our group. So if we do not pay a little more attention about how to make that work with them, it could be problematic for us somchow. But with
teaditionnl academics, it would be a lirtle tough to give up. 1 mean, if you ask me if ] want my children to go to an online university, 1 would say no. I want them to go to a
university and live in a dorm and have a college experience. To me, that would be the goal but that is not available to everybody so you know, what, what, and then what, If
you cannot alf go when we are 18 and live in a dorm, then what elsc? And that is what we need to really open our thinking about what else. You know there is a totally
online teaching credential across the CSU called Cal Teach so it is in place and it has been for a while now for people who want to po totally online in their credential
program, and our students by and Jarge are not choosing that; which says something as well, you know a lot of them reatly want 2f class so it is & mixed, it is a mixed
setup. 1 do think a hybrid would work and I atso think that to meet the needs in Palm Desent we have to do something beeause they have trouble ypu know getting enough
people to actually send faculty out so something has to happen. And if that is a campus that we are committed to , something has to go.
What about faculty who leamed 1o teach online and feel a5 if hey are just as qualified us theory-based faculty who are nol experienced with 1echnology?
Well 1 think it about our faculty, I mean I think his quality is as good as f2f.and for his student population seems to be successful in doing what others are doing, but he is
an exccllent, excellent, teacher 1o begin with. Heis nuljusl taking a Jecture and putting his Jecture notes online. That is not what he is doing, and that s the problem when
you talk about faculty trying to move in that direction. It is a different kind of teaching, So if you have no grounding in what else you can do as a 1eacher, you are not going
to succeed online. I mean there is no way, You have to have a broader view of what you can do as a teacher, So people who have it are able to mnke it work and Ido
believe that it can be done, I"ve seen actually one of the best online training things, I do not know if you have seen it their goal is ta provide P to
special ed teachers about Special Ed and their models are excellent 1 mean, they arc everything you should be doing with an enline progmm ha, ha, ha. But you know they’
are not based on lecturing, not at all. A whole bunch of text or even listening 1o talking heads this is something else il I had the resources that is what 1 would do with all of
the onlinc instruction. That is the kind of thing | would want there, Because they have got good stuff, I mean they are doing it right. So and olso software program with
excellent stuff which {s another excelfent example of something that you would not have thought could be that successfulin computer format and yet it is remarkable what
they have done with that,
Da you think that at some point that higher education is gaing o start to prepare your stadents to teach online?
What? You know we are preparing people in the instructional tech program to use, But that is not a part of the does not necessarily mean the instructional tech program or
the ong I'm doing. It is preparation for teacher ed. The problem I think with teacher .one of the problems is the classrooms that pur kids go inte. They may or may rot have
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what is needed to do any of this. And you know my daughter went through an instructional tech',..for her masters. And she teaches in Moreno Valley but she taught in SB
city first and she got into her first classroom ond there were three computers there but none of them worked. Not a single one. And um there was no projector for her, there
was no faptop, these was so there is rot really the commitment of resources, in my view, (o use 1echnolegy, the way you could in a classroom. They are in pockets, There
are schools where administrators have decided that this is their commitment and they have done amozing things but there other schools where they just virtually does no
exist. And if you counted the number of computers per student which is what I am sure what they theyleok like they have some technelogy, but if you counted the working
fanctional computers, per student, um it is pretty sad. And part of the problem js that is not money to buy the equipment, there is no money to train teachers, because
nobedy budgeted 1o upkeep the swif. And this stuff just does not work on it’s own forever especially when you are working with kids, So yeah, T think we have made
some steps, we can do a lol better. I also think when they move to student teaching even if they are excited to do some of Lhese things, they often have to go to heroic levels
just to do it, [ mean, to 1ake a field trip on the Internet, you are going to have 1 leam to make it connect nd to make it project, and that the school firewalls do not keep
them off for whatever site it is they are trying (o use. I mean there is quite a bit to get through even before you can use it in presentation mode, let alone having students
using it, but just you using it as a teacher as a tool can be incredibly hard, um yeah, beyond getting there, it is kind of a {sigh) mixed thing. School are innately conservative
you know.

Well, do you think that, having said that, that he faculty has a fear that the swudents have more expericnee?

Oh yes, sure. Sure and people look at me constantly and go and are you really good at technology and I say no, God knows I'm not. Everything I have done, [ have
struggled like crazy, I have salved my problems with a lot of help. Um, I do not consider myself any tech wizard, and yet and [ think cvery step I've taken, everyone in my
college can leam to take, I have not leamed anything that people in my college could not leam to do uh...it is not something I have extra skillg for, or even super
knowledgeable about, 1 am just willing. I think that is the only difference between me and them. So...ycab, I think there is fear that the students know more than they do. 1
have found that the students themselves are a mixed group, Some have tremendous skills and knowledge and some have almost none. So you would think this generation
but there i3 still an economic divide where some of our people do not really ewn a lot of the equipment, Um, yeah

My last questions... .

1f you were in charge of distance education at your institution, how would you implement technolegy as an instructional delivery method? There was the one program
where you really admired,

Oh yeoh there are some really good cxamples out there but I think one of our sirongest examples is to have people talking at random 1alking about each course, when you
have faculty people stond up and say, here is what I am able to do and here is why | am doing it and why it makes a difference to student leaming then get back and
reconsider and bringing in experts from the outside is not always as helpful because it is enasy to just lock at them: and then say well of course they can do this um. And that
is not really good. 1 think that ene thing our campus does in the teaching resource center is that most of the workshops done are put on by faculty on our campus, So like |
went to voice threading, it is put on by a guy in Business, who leamed how to do vafce threading and um ...after you have aticnded the workshop they will give you
subscription to Voicethreading for one year to try it out. So there Is always a linle carmot dangled in these workshops, There js something yeu are going to walk away with
um and then you can try it out, you can play with it and um see what you can do. But tbe time 1o play is shont around here ha, ha, ha and that [ think is another issue. If we
had a Jittle more time 1o play 1 think a Joi of people would enjoy learning the things that you necd 1o LEARN. But if it becomes something that another burden, 1 have to
take on, another thing [ have to you know, [ have to figure out how (o do *x’ before I can do “y' [ uh, Then ‘X’ becomes something I do not want to deal with, it is casier to
do *y” that we already know than to go through 'x’ 1o get there. Um...so0 I don’t know we are also going to be trying to Jook at using tech in the supervision of tcaching
student teachers. Doing so videa supervision in ways to accomplish, particularly the feedback sysicms so yeah, 1 see it everywhere, And [ think the other thing ['ve got is
that I think [ can see what you might be able to do with it although it always turmns out to be hardes to do, ha, ha, ha. That training thing we put up online, I really thought we
would have that done in like three to six months and it took more than one year before that thing went up but when it went up it was right. It just took a whole lot lenger
than [thought it could possibly take so...
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Focus Group Responses

Participant #[ (personal communication, (May, 2010)

| am happy to start things off here. Greetings to everyone else,

| have been engaged in distance education since 1997 in one form or another. And have done this at several

universities in several different countries. | have utilized also several different software platforms far this purpose:
Blackboard, Classforum, Moodle. Currently 1 typically use an online component in all classroom courses here at CSUSB, |
also teach in 2 courses at the University of Waikato in New Zealand. Online distance learning fonmats enable me to to do
this. It works well because the courses are built around a week long intensive fallowed by online discussions of readings
and tasks over the rest of the semester. | also taught a completely online course several years ago for CSU Dominguez
Hills which was net so enjoyable without the ¢lassroom component as well. In practice based courses especially | think
this is required. | am currently contracted to design a distance learning course for the Open University of Catalunya in
Spain for a Masters degree they offer in English. This is a new venture but it is interesting because the whole university is
online and dedicated to distance learning.

I shall stop in a second and allow others to join in the conversation. But let me comment that. my experiences of more than
a decade mean that | have seen online learning develop and become more familiar, | have experienced pluses and
minuses about the learning opportunities it affords and | have preferences for some software platforms over others. | see
distance learning as a by-product of and an engine for globalization. | am happy to discuss each of these topics or any
others that arise.

That will do for now

Participant #2 (personal communication, May, 2010)
Discuss your experience with distance education?

| have used Blackboard since 2004 when | began work at CSUSB, and the School of Social Work's Distance Learning
Committee has been using Moodle for at least the past year to communicate with each other, e.g., using threads to post
updates on our progress to increase access to our degree programs by offering hybrid/fully online courses. We will offer
Social Work 200 for the first time as a fully online course in a matter of months. Each successive year we plan to increase
the number of our BASW course offerings, with the objective of including our MSW program as well. | am also a member
on our University's Distance Learning Committee.

As our former Dir, of Social Work Education, | posed the idea of using webcams with field instructors/agencies located in
very remote regions of the L.E. (e.g., Joshua Tree, Hemet, Barstow, Los Angeles, etc.} to reduce time on the road,
gasoline and wear-and-tear costs on my/our automobiles, etc. for our quarterly field visits. My successor also considered
daing this, but | do not beljeve she ever went live with it. By the way, | wrote to Logitech to try to get them to donate about
20 webcams and software for a research study, for which | would give them credit. However, they refused to participate.

1 have not developed or taught any hybrid or fully online courses to date, but this will change within a year's time when we
increase our online offerings to social work undergraduate students.

Participant #3 (personal communication, June, 2010)

7’

2) Discuss your knowledge of the use of technology and distance education?
a) Blackboard: I've only used Blackboard for my courses, but have used it each and every quarter since fall quarter 2005.

1 have used it to post my syllabi, PowerPoint slides, study guides, discussion threads, additional [scanned or .pdf format]

readings, job announcements, grades, ete. | have NOT used Blackboard for any quizzes or exams to date.
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b) Mocdle: Again, | have been using Moodle, but In a more limited capacity, for the past year. Our School's online courses
will all be on Moodle, so my use will increase significantly as | 1) develop my three social work practice courses for online

administration, and 2) when ! teach the same.

FYI, our current ficld education director has been using Moodle as a hub to provide information on field-related matters to
field directors of all the So. Calif. schools/departments of social work (i.e., UCLA, USC, CSULB, CSULA, CSUN, CSUDH,

CSUF, Loma Linda Univ., Azusa Pacific Univ., and pehaps one or two more).

Lastly, I believe our field ed. dir. is also in the process of developing online modules with post-tests for our field instructors
trainings (a requirement for all field instructors that consists of 15 hours of lecture and cooperative leaming experiences),
which should facilitate access for them, ensure they receive the info that we want/need them to receive, and provide them
CEW's that they look forward to receiving every-other year. If | have assumed incorrectly, | will likely apply for funding to
develop these trainings myself. And, | may still try to implement my webcam idea with remote located field instructors

sometime in the future.

In re the growth of fully online courses: | think this is the trend even in social work programs. However, | am sure that the
Council on Scocial Work Education (CSWE), our accrediting body, either has or is developing protocols for these types of
courses. For example, can a social work *practice” (emphasis added) course be offered as a fully online course and be as
effective as a tradifional classroom course without the professor-student interaction? How about the pros and cons of
using case vignettes in both formats, and how might we engage students in a role play? (synchronous, multi-person
webcams?) Is the effectiveness of employing cooperative or collaborative learning experiences less effective in hybrid
courses? Our School's plan, despite having an almost 100% online course, is to have students check in with their
professors in-person for that high-touch component of the university learning experience; likely when they have to come to
campus for their monthly field education seminars (3 in fall, 3 in winter, and 2 in spring; each seminar is 3 hours long). We
view this in-person contact as a mean fo ensure quality, accountability, and appropriateness of our students' learning

experiences, including getting their feedback through formative evaluation techniques.

Participant #4 (personal communication, June, 2010)

| began my college education as an older student with a fulltime job and a large family. Due to my busy
schedule, for many years my only class options were online courses, night courses, and classes that met on Saturday.

Every semester | eageriy waited for the new class schedule to be distributed with the hope that | would find more online
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classes being offered. By the time | finished my AA degree in English Composition in 2004 | had taken nearly every online
course the college offered. ‘

My online class experience continued as | worked on my BA in English Literature. However, to my
disappointment | found very few online classes available at the_ BA level and | am sorry to say, when 1 began working on
my MA in English Composition and Rheteric in 2006, there were no online classes available. While working on my MA in
English | became interested in the MA program in Education Reading and Language Arts. Much to my delight, | found that
the Education program at CSUSB had embraced online and hybrid courses and as a direct result | was able to work on
my MA in English and my MA in Education concurrently. ] would not have been able to pursue the second degree if the
majority of courses had not been online. '

Currently | am enrolled in the Educational Doctorate Program at CSUSB and once again there are no online
courses available. However, many of the professors have incorporated Blackboard and Moodle components to their
courses which added an online experience to the class. Unfortunately, only two teachers allowed the online time to
replace face-to-face class time and that was very limited. | had the privilege of participating in one of these online
doctorate classes when | volunteered to “teach” online as a trial for possible online classes in the future. To my surprise,
several of the doctorate students were resistant to the suggestion that doctorate classes could be as instructive online as
face-to-face, However, after the online class was presented, several of the students did agree that the information was
presented just as effectively in an online environment.

Finally, as a student who has taken numerous online classes, | can attest that they are just as effective in
transferring academic information as face-to-face classes. In fact, several of my online classes have been more
informative, and certainly more rigorous, than traditional classes. My only disappointment is that | had fewer online
opportunities as | advanced through academic levels.

While fulfilling the internship requirement for my MA in English I worked.with a professor who openly admits
being resistant to technology. However, the instructor was gracious enough to allow me to set up a Blackboard
component for the class which | used to present mini-lessons in grammar, MLA citation, verb agreement, and other
composition themes. Additionally, | set up a writing tutoring center online where | worked with students on composing and
revising papers. Finally, | set up a “My Grades” file which allowed students to monitor their academic progress in the
class. 1 received a lot of positive feedback from the instructor and students and appreciated the experience tc work online
as an intern.

Currently 1 work at two community colleges. 1 completed the required three-day training to teach online but as of
yet | have not been assigned any online courses. However, | still use Blackboard for my face-to-face classes and am

looking forward to future online teaching opportunities.
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Currently, the community college where | work most frequently is offering eighty-two online classes.
Considering how many classes have been cut due to the budget crisis, | believe this is an encouraging number. However,
since President Obama is planning to support community colleges with $500 million directed towards creating online
courses [ foresee community colleges increasing their online offerings in the near future - even with the current budget
problems. Additionally, the institution where | work is also utilizing the online environment for all class registration and
provides many student support services online as well. The college also provides Blackboard support for all face-to-face
classes however it is still up to the instructor to make use of the program,

In my experience, faculty attitudes regarding technology correspond to the success or failure of distance
education. One concern often expressed by both instructors and students unfamiliar with online education is that personal
relationships can not be formed online as w;vell as they can be formed face-to-face. | disagree. In a face-to-face
environment conversation can sometimes flow at an easier pace. However, if you monitored who actually speaks, most
likely it is the same group of students week after week leaving the voice of many students unheard. This doesn’t usually
take place in an online class because each student must respond in order to be “present.” However, in a face-to-face
class many students can get away with complete silence because other students will fill the room with conversation. A
face-to-face teacher can inadvertently leave students out of a conversation much easier than an online teacher.

‘ Another example that relationships can flourish in an oniine environment is Facebook, MySpace, online dating
sites, blog groups, texting, etc... Individuals who visit online er;vironments often speak of the closeness they feel to other
members. The bonding element is simply continued conversation and similar interests, bt;th of these can be found in
online classes.

The English teacher l-interned for tells wonderfully detailed stories. | can understand how he might be worried
that he would not be able to transfer this same skill to an online environment. However, with Skype, webcams, and other
video possibilities, { believe he could not only utilize his storytelling gift online but he could probably enhance it. In a face-
to-face class, he has one opportunity to share the story. However, if he were to video tape the story he could practice his
delivery until he creates the exact narrative he wants or he could add additional graphics to build the plot. Additionally, in a
face-to-face environment students only have one exposure to the story, however if the instructor created a video of the
story it could be pléyed back repeatediy.

Another factor that | believe causes instructors to resist technology is fear of the unknown. Teachers fear
looking uninformed or inexperienced in front of their students and assume that their students will know more than they do
about online technology. A comprehensive online training course or a friendly and easily accessible support service could
help alleviate the fear so often associated with change. Finally, if teachers knew how many wonderful support systems are
out there to help make teaching fun and interactive they might be more inclined to take the online plunge. Today's online
teachers have exceptional resources such as Jing, Ning, Camtasia, Viddler, Wordle.net, YouTube, and many other

sources to draw from.
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Wordle.net

While teachers fear looking incapable, students often fear being left alone to figure things out for themselves.
However, online classes, if set up correctly, can actually give students more support from their teachers - not less.
Additionally, students can take the individual time they need to read lectures and respond to enline conversations. In
conclusion, a thoughtful face-to-face teacher, who supports and encourages their students, will behave no differently
online.

People do not need to leave their homes to “connect” with the outside world any longer. For example, students
living in China are currently taking classes at CSUSB and will graduate with a Masters Degree in TESOL. ] am also
working towards my third Masters Degree in TESOL at CSUSB and am convinced the online students will receive the
same level of instruction working from their computer as | do sitting in class. After all, we have the same instructors, the

same textbooks, and most likely, the same assignments.

282



‘REFERENCES

Abbott, R. (2004), "Subjectivity as a concern for
information science: a Popperian perspective",
Journal of Information Science, 30 (1), 95-106.

Abrami, P. C., Bernard, R. M., Borokhovski, E., & Wade, A.,
Surkes, M., Tamin, R., & Zhang, D.(2008).
Instructional interventions affecting critical
thinking skills and dispositions: a stage 1 meta-
analysis. Review of Educational Research, 78, 1102-
1 1.3 4.

Alameda, M.B., Rose, K. (1999). Instructor satisfaction
in University of California sxtension's.On-line
Writing Curriculum.Journal of Asynchronous Learning
Networks, 4(3) .-

Al-Harthi, H., Ginsburg, M.B. (2003).Student-Faculty
power/knowledge relations: The implications of the
internet in the college of education, sultan gaboos
university. Current Issues in Comparative Education,

Teachers College, Columbia University, 6(1).

Ali, N., Hodson-Carlton, K., Ryan, M., Flowers, J., Rose,

283



M., & Wayda, V. (2005). Online education: Needs
assessment for faculty development. The Journal of
Continuing Education in Nursing, 36(1), 32-38.

Allen, I., Seaman, J. (2006). Making the grade: Online
instruction in the united states. Retrieved
November 8, 2009 from:http://www.sloan-
¢.org/publications/survey/pdf/making the grade.pdf.

Allen, I. E., J. Seaman. (2005).Growing by degrees:
Online education in the United States. Needham, MA:
Sloan-C.

American Association of University Professors
(AAUP) . (2007) . Background facts on contingent
faculty. Retrieved on November 18, 2009 from
http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/issues/contingent/contingentf
acts.htm.

American Association of University Profesgsors (AAUP).
(2005) . Distance Education and Intellectual Property
Issues.

'http://www.aaup.org/Issues/DistanceEd/deipdocs.htm.

Anderson, S. E. (1997). Understanding teacher change:
Revisiting the concerns-based adoptiocon
model. Curriculum Inquiry 27(3): 331-367.

Annand, D. (2007). Re-organizing universities for the

284


http://www.sloan-
http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/issues/contingent/contingentf
http://www.aaup.org/Issues/DistanceEd/deipdocs.htm

information age. The International Review of Research
" in Open and Distance Learning, (3), 18.

Arenas, J. ,Bleau, T., Eckvahl, S., Gray, H., Hamner, P., &
Powell, K. (2009). Empowering faculty to facilitate
distance education. Academic Leadership7(1).

Awidi, T. (2008). Critical factors in selecting a course
management system for higher education in ghana.
EDUCAUSE Quarterly, 31(1), 24-32.

Badu-Nyarko, S.F. (2004). Faculty attitudes toward
distance education: a review of the literate.
International Journal of Instructional Technology and
Distance Learning 1(1), 63-71.

Beaudoin, M.F. (2003). Distance Education Leadership for
the new century. Online Journal of Distance Learning
Administration, VI(II).

Bennett, S., Lockyer, L. (2004). Becoming an online
teacher: adapting to a changed environment for
teaching and learning in higher education. Educational
Media International, 41(3), 231-244.

Berge, Z.L. (1998). Barriers to online teaching in post-
secondary institutions. Online Journal of Distance

education Administration.l(2). Summer [Online.]

http://www.westga.edu/~distance/Bergel2.html.

285


http://www.westga.edu/%7Edistance/Bergel2.html

Berge, Z.L., Clark, -‘T. (2005).Virtual schools: Planning
for success. (Eds). New York: Teachers College Press.

Berge, Z. L., S. Mrozowski. 1999. Barriers to online
teaching in elementary, secondary, and teacher
education. Canadian Journal of Educational
Communication 27(2): 59-72.

Berliner, D. C. (1988). The half-full glass: A review of
research on teaching. In E. L. Meyen, G. A.

Vergason, and R. J. Whelan (Eds.), Effective
instructional strategies. Denver CO:
Love publishing (Reprint).

Bernard, R.M., Abrami, P.C., Lou, Y., Borokhovski, E.,
Wade, A., Wozney, L., Wallet, P. A., Fiset, M., &
Huang, B. (2004). How does distance education compare
with classroom instruction? A meta-analysis of the
empirical literature. Review of Educational Research,
74 (3), 379-439.

Betts, K.S. {(1998). An institutional overview: factors
influencing faculty participation in distance
education in post-secondary education in the United
States: an institutional study. Online Journal of

Distance Learning Administration 1 (III).

286



Biggs, J.B & Collis, K.F (1989) Towards a model of
school-based curriculum development and assessment.:
using the SOLO Taxonomy. Australian Journal of
Education, 33, 14%-161.

Blin, F., Munro, M. (2008). Why hasn’'t technology
disrupted academics’ teaching practices? Understanding
resistance to change through the lens of activity
theory. Computers and Education, 50, 475-490.

Bonk, C., Dennen, V. (2003). Frameworks for research,
design, benchmarks, training, and pedagogy in web-
based distance education. Handbook of distance
education 245-260.

Bowex, B.L. (2001). Distance education: Facing the
Faculty challenge Online Journal of Distance Learning
Administration, IV, ( I).

Brock, D. (1987). . . .And six to grow on. The American
Journal of Distance Educationl: 24-33.

Brophy-Ellison, J., Dziuban, C., & Hartman, J. (2007).
Faculty 2.0.EDUCAUSE Review, 42(5), 62-77.

Cai, J. (2007). A social interaction analysis methodology
or improving c-collaboration over the internet.
Retrieved from:

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science? ob=ArticleURL& u

287



di=B6X4K-4DNR8ON-

2& user=10& rdoc=1l& fmt=& orig=search& sort=d&view=c&

acct=C000050221& version=1& urlVersion=0& userid=10&md

5=2a38d10321164ad3fa2f8d5a4e78faba.

Charmaz, K. (2003) Grounded Theory: Objectivist and

Constructivist Methods, in N.K. Denzin and Y.S.
Lincoln (eds) Strategies for Qualitative Inquiry (2nd

Edition) .Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Cheung, D., J. Davis, N., & Davis, N. (2001) .Reexamining

the stages of concern questionnaire: A test of
alternative models. The Journal of Educational

Research, 94, 226-236.

Childers, J.L., & Berner, R.T. (2000) .General education

Cho,

issues, distance education practices: Building
community and classroom interaction through the
integration of curriculum, instructional design, and
technology. The Journal of General Education 49(1),
53-65.

S.K. & Berge, Z.L.(2002). Overcoming barriers to
distance training and education. Education at a

Distance [USDLA Journal] (16)1.

Cilesiz, S8.(2009). Educational computer use in leisure

288



contexts: A phenomenological study of adolescents'
experiences at Internet cafes. American Educational
Research Journal, 46(1), 232-274.

Clay, M. (1999). Development of training and support
programs for distance education instructors. Online
Journal of Distance Learning Administration, II (III),
1-7.

Coates, D., & Humphreys, B.R. (2001). An Inventory of
Learning at a Distance in Economics. Paper prepared
for the meetings of the Allied Social Science
Association. New Orleans, Louisiana.

Conceigdo-Runlee, S., & Reilly, K. (1999) .Experiences of
faculty members who interact with students in an
online environment. Midwest Research to Practice
Conference Proceedings. University of Missouri-St.
Louis, Missouri.

Coppola, N.W., Hiltz, S.R., & Rotter, N.G. (2002).
Becoming a virtual professor: Pedagogical roles and
asynchronous learning networks. Journal of Management
Information Systems, 18 (4), 169-182.

Dabbagh, N. (2005). Pedagogical models for e-learning: A
theory-based design framework. International Journal

of Technology in Teaching and Learning, 1(l), 25-44.

289



Davis, F., R. Bagozzi, & P. Warsaw. (1989)User
acceptance of computer technology: A comparison of ‘two
theoretical models. Management Science 35(8), 982-
1003.

Deubel, P. (2003). Learning from reflections: Issues in
building quality online courses. Online Journal of
Distance Learning Administration, 6(3). Available:
http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/falle3/deubel63.
htm

Devlin, L.E. (1989). Going the Distance With Online
Education. Review of Educational Research, 567-605.

Dillon, C. L. & Walsh, S. M. (1992). Faculty: The
neglected resource in distance education. The
American Journal of Distance Education 6 (3), 5-21.

Dillon, C. L. (1989). Faculty rewards and instructional
telecommunications: A view from the telecourse
faculty. The American Journal of Distance Education 3
(2), 35-43.

DiMaggio, P. 1997. Culture and cognition. Annual Review
of Sociology 23, 263-287.

Driscoll, M. (March 2002). "Blended Learning: Let's
get beyond the hype." Learning and Training

Innovations Newsline. Retrieved July, 27, 2009 from:

290


http://www.westga.edu/%7Edistance/ojdla/fall63/deubel63

http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache: ZnxufimWgiIJ
T WWW-

07.ibm.com/services/pdf/blended learning.pdf+driscoll+
200+blended+learning+let's+get+beyond+the+hype&hl=en&g
l=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEESisJoWkIrW6KOimeCEWG1KOhpaNVsoV
fMPAQyaLTEUQrUtHObS4WCyrubsFBr8YJhofr pwQZHmro2zmZjEpM
sdQIXOspblODlG7hhquXwngthwaQXwBY9YP88TXoF99be&sig

=AHIEtbQJIkbCJI7SmRxr25ne-UVT52b2GR~g.

Dykman, C.A., & Davis, C.K.(2008). Online education forum

article one-the shift toward online education. Journal
of Information Systems Education 19 (1), 1-11.

Retrieved Mar 25, 2009 from Ebsco database.

Easton, 8. 8. (2003). Clarifying the instructors role in

Online distance learning. Communication

Education 52(2),

Eckel, P., & Hartley, M. (2008).The Dynamic Nature of

Knowledge: Future Challenges and Opportunities.

Washington DC: American Council on Education.

Eckler, P., Field, M., & Goldstein, M. (2009). New faulty

majority: Does our dependence on adjunct faculty harm
educational quality? Presentation for the 40" Annual
Congress of The Association of Community College

Trustees.

291


http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:ZnxufimWgilJ

Feenberg, Andrew (199%9). Distance learning: Promise or
threat? Academe, 26-31.

Folkers, D. A. (2005, January/March). Competing in the
market space: Incorporating online education into
higher education - An organizational perspective

[Electronic version].Information Resources Management

Journal, 18(1), 61-78.

Fuller, F. F. (1969). Concerns of teachers: A
developmental conceptualization. American Education
Research Journal 6, 207-226.

Galusha, J. M. (1997). Barriers to learning in distance
education. Interpersonal Computing and Technology: An
Electronic Journal for the 21st Century. 5 (3-4), 6 -
14.

Garrison, D.R., Anderson, R.T., & Archer, W. (2001).
Critical thinking, cognitive presence and computer
conferencing in distance education. The American
Journal of Distance Education 15 (1), 7-21.

Garrison. D.R., & Akyol, Z. (2009). Role of instructional
technology in the transforma£ion of
higher education. Journal of Computing in Higher
Education21(1), 19-30.

Garrison, D.R., Anderson, R.T., & Archer, W. (2001).

292



Critical thinking, cognitive presence and computer
conferencing in distance education. The American
Journal of Distance Education 15(1), 7-21.

Gerber, L. (2000). Inextricably linked: Shared governance
and academic freedom. Academe Online 87(3).

Glaser, B., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). The discovery of
grounded theory: strategies for qualitative research.
Chicago, IL, Aldine Publishing Company.

Gram, N.P, Kanuka, H., & Norris, S.P. (2004). Distance
education, environments, higher education, and the
concern for community. PAACE Journal of Lifelong
Learning, 13, 39-55.

Hall, G. E., Wallace, R. C., & Dossett, W. A, (1973) .4
Developmental conceptualization of the adoption
process within educational institutions. Austin, TX:
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education.
The University of Texas.

Hall, G. E. & Hord, S. M. (1987). Change in
schools. Albany, NY: State University of New York
Press.

Hall, G. E., & Hord, S.M.(2001). Implementing change:
patterns, principles, and potholes. Needham Heights,

MA: Allyn & Bacon.

293



Hannafin, M.J., Hill, J.R., & Land, S.M. (1997).
Student-centered learning and interactive
multimedia: Status, issues, and implications.
Contemporary Education, 68 (2), 94-99.

Harasim, L. (1990). Online education: An environment for
collabora£ion and intellectual amplification. In L.
Harasim (ed.), Online education: Perspectives on a new
environment (pp. 39-64). New York: Praeger.

Harrington, C., Gordon, S., & Schibik, T. (2004), "Course
management syétem utilization and implications for
practice: a national survey of department
chairpersons", Online Journal of Distance Learning
Administration, available at:
www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/winter74 /harrington74.h
tm, Vol. 7 No.4,

Hartman, J., Dziuban, & C., Moskal, P. (2006). Faculty
Satisfaction in ALNs: A Dependent or Independent
Variable? Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 4
(3}, 155-179.

Hartman, J.L., Dziuban, C., & Brophy-Ellison, J. (2007).
Faculty 2.0.Educause Review, 62-76.

Hassenplug, C. A., & Harnish, D. (1998). The nature and

294



importance of interaction in distancé education credit
classes at technical institutes. Community College
Review, 22(6), 591-605. -

Hawkins, B. (1999). Distributed learning and
institutional restricting. Educom Review 34(4).

Hiltz, S.R., Kim, E., & Shea, P. (2007). Faculty motivators
and de-motivators for teaching online: Results of
focus group interviews at one universit?. Proceedings
of the 40th Hawaii International Conference on System
Sciences

Holcomb, L.B., Brady, K., & Smith, B.V. (2010). The
emergence of ‘educational networking’” Can
non-commercial, education-based social networking
sites really address the privacy and safety concerns
of educations? Journal of Online Learning and
Teaching, 6(2).

Holmberg, B. (1995). Theory and Practice of Distance
Education. Second edition. London: Routledge, London.

Hurt, J. (2008). The advantages and disadvantages of
teaching and learning on-line. The Delta Kappa Gamma
Bulletin 74(4), 5-11.

Irele, M.E. (2005). Can distance education be

295



Main streamed? Online Journal of Distance Learning
Administration, VIII, (II), 1-18.

Jacoby, D. (2006). The effects of part-time faculty
employment upon community college graduagion rates.
Journal of Higher Education 77(6), 1081-1103

Jaffee, D. (1998). Institutionalized resistance to
asynchronous learning networks. Journal of
Asynchronous Learning Networks, 2(2), 21-32

Jahng, N., Krug, D., & Zhang; Z. (2007) .Beyond classroom
comparisons in the “What works in distance education”
Question: A meta-analysis of de vs. de comparative
studies. Eurodl, 1-17.

Jasola, S., & Sharma, R, (2005). Open and distance

‘ education through wireless mcbile internet: a
learning model, Internatiomal Journal of Instructional
Technology and Distance Learning2(9), 1-14.

‘Jeffries, M. (1998). Research in Distance Education.
http://www.digitalschool.net/edu/DL_history mJeffries.
html

Jones, A.E., & Moller, L. (2002). A comparison of

continuing education and resident faculty attitudes

towards using distance education in a higher education

296


http://www.digitalschool.net/edu/DL_history_mJeffries

institution in Pennsylvania . College and University
Media Review, 9 (1}, 11-37.

Jones, E.T., Lindner, J.R., Murphy, T.H., & Dooley, K.E.
(2002) . Faculty philosophical position
towards distance education: competency, value, and
educational technology support. Online Journal of
Distance Learning Administration, Volume V, Number I,
1-8.

Jugdev, K. (2008). Good theory: Developing a foundation
for project management. International Journal of
Product Development 6 (2) 177-189.

Kang, M., Chaudhuri, S., Joshi, M., & Rosg, C. P. (2008).
Side : The summarization integrated development
environment. Paper preseﬂted at the Association for
CbmputationalILinguistics.

Kearsley, G. (2000). Online education: Learning and
teaching in cyberspace. led.Belmont, CA: Wadsworth
Publishing, 1999. Print.

Keegan, D. (1990). The Foundations of Distance Education.
Beckenham, Kent: Croom Helm Publishers.

Kirshner, D., & Whitson, J.A. (1997). (Eds). Situated
cognition: social, semiotic, and psychological

perspectives. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Eribaum Associates.

297



Kurzel, F.,

Larreamendy-Joerns, J., & Leinhardt, G. (2006). Going the

Lenz,

learning environment. Journal of Issues in Informing

Science and Information Technology (IISIT),4, 503-510.

distance with online education. Review of Educational

Research, 76(4), 567-605,
T.L., Pharma, D., Jones, R.M., Pharma, D., &
Monaghan, M.S. (2005). Faculty workload comparison

between a campus-based and internet based patient

assessment course. American Journal of Pharmaceutical

Education 2005; 69 (4) Article 67.

Levine A., & Sun, J.C. (2002). Barriers to Distance

Lim,

Education. American Center for Policy Analysis.
Retrieved on May, 30 2009 from:
http://www.acenet.edu/bookstore/pdf/distributed-
learning/distributed-learning-06.pdf

D. H., & Morris, M. L. {(2009). Learner and
instructional factors influencing learning
outcomes within a blended learning environment.

Educational Technology & Society, 12 (4), 282-293.

Lockee, B.B., Moore, D.M., & Burton, J.K. (2001). 0l1d

concerns with new distance education

research. Educause Quarterly 24(2), 60-62.

298

& Rath, M. (2006) Project based learning and


http://www.acenet.edu/bookstore/pdf/distributed-learning/distributed-learning-06.pdf

Luck, A., & McQuiggan, C. (2006). Discovering what faculty
really need to know about teaching online. Retrieved
"October 1, 2009 from:
http://www.uwex.edu/disted/conference/Resource_ library
/proceedings/06_4160.pdf.

Maguire, L. L. {(2005). Literature review - faculty
participation in online distance education: Barriers
and motivators. Online Journal of Distance Learning
Adminigstration, VIII (I), 1-14.

Maguire, L.L. (2007). Developing distance education
policy within a state system of higher education: the
faculty perspective. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, The Pennsylvania State Universgity, State
College, Pennsylvania.

Maldonado, H., & Hayes-Roth, B. 2004. Toward cross-
cultural believability in character
design. Agent culture: Designing virtual characters
for a multi-cultural world, Chapter 7, 143-175.
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Mandexrnach, B. J., Gonzales, R.L., & Garrett, A. L.

(2006) . An examination of online instructor presence
via threaded discussion participation. Journal of

Online Learning and Teaching, 2 (4), 248-260.

299


http://www.uwex.edu/disted/conference/Resource_library

McKenzie, B. K., Mims, N., Bennett, E., & Waugh, M. (1999).
Needs, concerns, and practices of online instructors.
Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration,
2(3) .http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/£all33/mcke
nzie33.html

McPherson, Madeleine (1997) Practicing the paradigm
shift: real world experience of on-line support.
Information Research, 3(1) Available at:
http://informationr.net/ir/3-1/paper25.html

Megter D. (1999).The parallel algorithm for vehicle
Routing problem with time windows restrictions.
Scientific ﬁeport, Minerva Optimization Center,
Technion, Israel.

Meyer, K. A. (2004). Putting the distance learning
comparison study in perspective: Its role as personal
journey research. Online Journal of Distance Learning
Administration,
7(1).thp://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/ spring71/
meyer7l.html. -

Miller, G., & Pilcher, C.L. (2001) Levels of cognition
reached in agricultural distance education courses in

comparison to on-campus courses and to faculty

300


http://www.westga.edu/%7Edistance/ojdla/fall33/mcke
http://informationr.net/ir/3-l/paper25.html
http://www.westga.edu/-distance/ojdla/

perceptions concerning an appropriate level. Journal
of Agricultural Education, 42(1), 20-27.

Moore, M.G. (1986b). Self-directed learning and distance
education. Journal of Distance Education, 1(1)
Retrieved October 8, 2009 from:
http://cade.athabascau.ca/voll.l/moore.html

Moore, M. G. (1990a). Background and overview of
contemporary. American distance education. In M. Moore
(E4d.), Contemporary Issues in American Distance
Education , New York. : Pergamon Press. 419 pp.

Moore, M.G. (1994). Administrative Barriers to Adoption of
DiStance'Education. 8(3) 1-4. Conference presentation.

Moore, M.G. (2007). (Ed} . The handbook of distance

education. Second Edition. Mahwah, N.J.
Lawrence Erlbaum Assoclates.

Moore, M., & Keegan,'D. (1997. Theory of transactional
distance; Theoretical Principles of Distance
Education. Routledge, pp. 22-38.

Muilenburg, L.Y., & Berge, Z.L. {(2001). Barriers to
distance education: A factor-analytic study. The
American Journal of Distance Education, 15(2): 7-22.

Muilenburg, L.Y ., & Berge, Z.L. (2001). Obstacles faced

301


http://cade.athabascau.ca/voll.1/moore.html

at various stages of capability regarding distance
education in institutions of higher learning. Tech
Trends 46 (4): pp. 40-45.

Myers, C. B., Bennett, D., Brown, G., & Henderson, T.
(2004) . Emerging online learning environments and
student learning: An analysis of faculty perceptions.
Journal of Educational Technology & Society, 7(1), 78-
86.

Noble, D. (1998). Digital diploma mills: The automation
of higher education. First Monday 3(1-5).

Oh, E., & Park, S. (2009). How are universities involved
in blended instruction? Educational Technology &
Society, 12 (3), 327- 342.

Orey, M. A., Garrison, J.W., & Burton, J.K. (1989). A
philosophical critique of null. A Philosophical
Critique of Null- online education,” Online Journal of
Distance Learning Administration, 12(II) .Hypothesis
Testing. Journal of Research and Development in
Education, 22 (3), 12-21.

Parthasarathy, M., & Smith, M. (2009), Valuing the
institution: An expanded list of factors influencing

faculty adoption of Paulson, K. (2002) Reconfiguring

302



faculty roles for virtual settings. The Journal of
Higher Education. 73(1): 123-140.

Pennington, J. P. {2005). Reverse benefits: How online
teaching benefits face-to-face teaching for higher
education faculty. Dissertation Abstracts
International. (UMI No.3176722)

Peters, 0. (1967) Distance education and industrial
production: a comparative interpretation in
outline. In D. Keegan (Ed.) (1993) Otto Peters on
Distance Education: the industrialization of teaching
and learningi Routledge :New York, New York.

Peters, O. (1998). Learning and teaching in distance
education: analysis and interpretations fxrom an
international perspective. London, UK: Kogan Page.

Peters, O. (1999). Indian Journal of Open Learning8 (1), S-
17.

Rogers, E.M. (1995). Diffusion of innovations (4th
edition). New York; New York: The FreePress.

Romero, R. (2008). Successful Instrumentation: Tracking
Attitudes and Behaviors to Improve Games. Presented at
the Game Developer's Conference, San Jose CA.

Rourke, L., Anderson, T. Garrison, D. R., & Archer, W.

303



(2001) . Assessing social presence in asynchronous,
text-based computer conferencing. Journal of Distance
BEducation, 14, (3), 51-70.

Ruhe, V., & Zumbo, B.D. (2009). EBvaluation in distance
education and e-learning: the unfolding model. The
Guildford Press, New York, New York.

Rummel; R.J. (1976). Social behavior and interaction.
Understanding Conflict and War Vol 2: The Conflict
Helix, Chapter 9. Social Behavior. Beverly, Hills, CA,.
Sage Publications.

Russell, T.L. (1999). The no significant difference
phenomenon. Raleigh: North Carolina State University:
Office of Instructional Telecommunications, North
Carolina State University.

Salinas, M.F. (2008). From dewey to gates: a model to
Integrate psycho educational principles in the
selection and use of instructional technology.
Computer & Education, 50(3), 652-660.

Salomon, G. (Ed.). (1993). Distributed cognitions:
Psychological and educational considerations.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sammons, M.C., & Ruth, S. (2007). The invisible professor

304



and the future of virtual faculty. International
Journal of Instructional Technology and Distance
Learning 4(1), 3-13.

Schreiber, D.A. (1998). Organizational technology and its
impact on distance txaining. In D.A. Schreiber and
Z.L. Berge (Eds.), Distance Training: How Innovative
Organizations are Using Technology to Maximize
Learning and Meet Business Objectives. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass Inc., Publishers, 3-18.

Schuster, J. H., & Finkelstein, J. (2006).The American
faculty: The restructuring of academic work and
careers. Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Shell, G. P. (2004). Universities marginalize online
courses: Why should faculty members develop online
courses if the effort may be detrimental to their
promotion or tenure?" Communications of the ACM 47
(7), B53-56.

Shepherd, M.M., Martz, B., Ferguson, J., & Klein, G.
(2004) .A survey of distance educatioq programs,
Springers, Netherlands, 9.

Shulman, L. (1986). Those who understand: Knowledge

305



growth in teaching. Educational Researcherl5 (2), 4-
14.

Simeroth, J., Butler, S., Kung, H., & Morrison, J.A.

(2009) . A cross sectional review of theory and
research in distance education. Retrieved May 31, 2009
from:http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/summer62/si
merothé62 html.

Simonson, M., Schlosser, C., & Hanson, D. (1999). Theory
and distance education: A new discussion. The American
Journal of Distance Education, 13{(1), 60-75.

.Simpson. C.M. (2010). Examining the relationship between
institutional mission and faculty reward for teaching
via distance education. Online Journal of Distance
Learning Administration, 13(1).

Stanberry, A.M. (2000). Modifying the teaching/learning
process in the interactive‘video network: A system
analysis approach. Online Journal of Distance Learning
Administration, 3(4).

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1994). Grounded theory
methodology: An overview, In: Handbook of qualitative
research (Denzin, N., K. and Lincoln, Y., S., Eds.).
Sage Publications, London, 1-18.

Tabata, L. N., & Johnsrud, L. K. (2008). The impact of

306


from:http://www.westga.edu/%7Edistance/ojdla/summer62/si

faculty attitudes toward technology, distance
education, and innovation. Research in Higher
Education 49(7), 625-646.

Talab, R. (2007). Distance education public domain, free,
and “fair use” resources: A Weblicgraphy. Tech Trends
51(6)}, 9-11.

Tesone, D.V., Fischler. A.S, & Giannoni, D.L. What academic
administrators should know to attract senior level
faculty members to online learning environments.
Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, VI
(1), 1-13.

The instructional technology council. (2008). Trends in
eLearning: tracking the impact of elearning at
community colleges. Distance education survey results.
Retrieved on October 1, 2010:
http://www.itcnetwork.org/file.php?file=%2F1%2FITCANNu
alSurvey2009Results.pdf

The Sloan Consortium. (2004). Elements of quality online
education: Engaging communities. Sloan C, 6.

Tyack, D., & Cuban, L. (1995). Tinkering toward utopia: A
century of public school reform. Cambridge, Ma,
Harvard University Press.

Ubell, R. (2001). Who owns what: unbundling web course

307


http://www.itcnetwork.org/file,php?file=%252Fl%252FITCAnnu

property rights. Educause Quarterly,145-47. Retrieved
February 7, 2010 from:
http://www.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/EQM0117.pdf

United States Department of Education Statistics. (2006).
National Center for Education Statistics,
Postsecondary Education Quick Information System.
Distance Education at Degree-Granting Postsecondary
Institutions. v

United States Distance Learning Association
(USDLA) . (1996) .Distance learning fact sheet. [On-
Line] . Available: http://www.usdla.org/dt.html.

United Nations Educational Scientific & Cultural
Organization. (2004). Support to NEPAD.
Retrieved June 23, 2010 from:
http://www.un.org/africa/osaa/2005%20UN%20System%20sup
port%20for%20NEPAD/UNESCO. pdf

Vandergrift, K.E. (2002). The anatomy of a distance
education course: a case study analysis. Journal
Asynchronous Learning Networks 6(1), 76-90.

Vettori, O, Lueger, M., & Knassmuller, M. (2007). Dealing
with ambivalences - strategic options for nurturing a

gquality culture in higher education. Embedding Quality

308


http://www.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/EQM0117.pdf
http://www.usdla.org/dt.html
http://www.un.org/africa/osaa/2005%2520UN%2520System%2520sup

Culture in Higher Education: selection of papers from
the 1°° European Forum for Quality Assurance.

Wargo, S. (2002). High tech connections lead to face-to-
face disconnections. Retrieved Novembexr 17, 2009:
Edutopic. http://edutopia.org

Warnick, B., & Burbules, N. (2007). Media comparison
studies: Problems and possibilities. Teachers College
Record 109(11).

Wedemeyer, C.A. (1971). Independené study, in Deighton,

L. (ed) the Encyclopedia of Education 4, 548-557. New
York: Macmillan cited in Keegan, b. {1990).
Foundations of Distance Education, Ed2, London:
Routledge.

Wedemeyer, C. A. (1981). Learning at the back door:
Reflections on nontraditional learning in the
lifespan. Madison, WI: The University 'of Wisconsin.

Whitesel, C. (1998). Reframing our classrooms, reframing
ourselves: perspectives from a virtual paladin. The
Technology Source., Wolcott, L.L. ,Betts, K.S.,
(1999). What's in it for me? Incentives for faculty
participation in distance education.
http:/www.cade.athabascau.ca/voll4.2/wolcott_et.htm

Yick, A. G., Patrick, P., & Costin, A. (2005) .Navigating

309


http://edutopia.org
http://www.cade.athabascau.ca/voll4.2/wolcott_et.htm

distance and traditional higher education: Online
faculty experiences. International Review of Research
in Open and Distance Learning (6) 2, 1-18.
Zawacki~Richteri, 0., Brown, T., & Delport, R. {(2007).
Mobile learning-a new paradigm shift in distance

education. Retrieved May 31, 2009:

http://auspace.athabascau.ca:8080/dspace/bitstream/214

9/1258/1/Zawacki-Richter Brown Delport%20mlearn(é.pdf.

Zirkle, C. (2001). Access barriers in distance education.

Contemporary Education, 72 (2), 39-42.

310


http://auspace.athabascau.ca:8080/dspace/bitstream/214

	Influences concerning faculty use of technology to teach distance education
	Recommended Citation


