INTERNATIONAL
JOURNAL

OF

INSTRUCTIONAL
TECHNOLOGY

AND

DISTANCE LEARNING

April 2008

Volume 5 Number 4

Editorial Board

Donald G. Perrin Ph.D.
Executive Editor

Stephen Downes
Editor at Large

Brent Muirhead Ph.D.
Senior Editor

Muhammad Betz, Ph.D.
Editor

Elizabeth Perrin Ph.D.
Editor

ISSN 1550-6908



April 2008

International Journal of Instructional Technology and Distance Learning

PUBLISHER'S DECLARATION

Research and innovation in teaching and learning are prime
topics for the Journal of Instructional Technology and Distance
Learning (ISSN 1550-6908). The Journal was initiated in
January 2004 to facilitate communication and collaboration
among researchers, innovators, practitioners, and
administrators of education and training involving innovative
technologies and/or distance learning.

The Journal is monthly, refereed, and global. Intellectual
property rights are retained by the author(s) and a Creative
Commons Copyright permits replication of articles and eBooks
for education related purposes. Publication is managed by
DonEl Learning Inc. supported by a host of volunteer editors,
referees and production staff that cross national boundaries.

IJITDL is committed to publish significant writings of high
academic stature for worldwide distribution to stakeholders in
distance learning and technology.

In 4 years the Journal has over 2.5 million page views and
500,000 downloads of monthly journals and eBooks.

Donald G. Perrin, Executive Editor

Vol. 5. No. 4.



International Journal of Instructional Technology and Distance Learning

Instructio
Vvol. 5. No. 4.

ISSN 1550-6908

Table of Contents — April 2008

Editorial: Triage in the Virtual Classroom

Donald G. Perrin

University Faculty Expressions of Computer Self-Efficacy and Personal
Attitudes Regarding the Viability of Distance Learning

Larry S. Tinnerman

Do Online Students Exhibit Different Learning Styles than Onsite
Students?

Barbara Young, Joel Hausler, John W. Sanders

Using YouTube in the Classroom: A How-To Guide

Shonna L. Snyder, Sloane Burke
Promoting (quality) participation in online forums: A study of

use of forums in two online modules at the University of Mauritius

Harry Ponnusawmy, Mohammad Issack Santally

April 2008 iii

nal Technology & Distance Learning

Page

31

45

53

Vol. 5. No. 4.



International Journal of Instructional Technology and Distance Learning

April 2008 iv Vol. 5. No. 4.



International Journal of Instructional Technology and Distance Learning

Editorial

Triage in the Virtual Classroom

Don Perrin

Triage is a process used in emergencies to maximize the effectiveness of response teams. In
extreme cases it separates the living from the dying, and assigns rescue workers and medical help
to save the largest numbers of people. Thisisa frightening analogy to use for learning
environments, but the same decision conflicts arise for teachers and how they relate to learner
needs. Are there enough resources for everyone to be treated equally? If equal means the same
treatment for every student, we make decisions for the group as awhole. Thisis counter-
productive for individuals with specia needs, and inefficient for those whose needs differ from
the mgjority. If we focus on individual needs, we do not have enough time and resources to
support all class members. Thisiswhere the triage concept comesin. How can we apply our
finite (and often limited) resources to maximize learning?

Theindustrial revolution gave us the batch processing model used in classroom learning. Itis
based on delivery of knowledge by the teacher through lectures and discussions. Many teachers
feel they have achieved their objectivesif they “cover” the entire curriculum. More recently,
emphasis has moved to performance on standardized tests. Let us cal this kind of classroom an
“information delivery system.” The emphasisison content delivery and test taking. In the first
half of the twentieth century this kind of learning was improved by presentation technologies
such asfilms, filmstrips, recordings, radio, and television.

In the second half of the twentieth century communication technol ogies became individua and
interactive as in the language lab, teaching machines, interactive multimedia, computer-based
learning, interactive television, the internet, and cell phone. Initialy these were cost prohibitive,
but over time they became inexpensive, plentiful and ubiquitous.

For along time the folk culture of education resisted technology. The new millennium was
ushered in with computers, cell phones, internet, and distance learning embedded in education
and training across the globe. Social changes were underway to “flatten” the world economy and
“outsource” production and services to the lowest bidder. There was less opportunity for low
performing learners and “graduates’” of poorly performing schools. Global standards replaced
local competition with new global competitors. Educational systemsin previously industrialized
countries found nations such as China and India were now major competitors. Triage became
necessary to repair failing systems of education in nations that were once leaders.

L earning management system (LM S) technology is endemic to distance learning. Many LM Ss
have tools to enable “triage” by rapid identification of learner needs. The same technology
provides interactive learner-specific solutions, monitors progress, and balances the needs of
individual learners against available resources and needs of other learners.

LMS technology sets the “instructor” free to guide and manage the learning process, diagnose
and prescribe solutions beyond the limits of the LM S, and provide individual tutoring where
needed. The computer and the internet make LM S resources available anywhere and anytime.
They are alogical dternative to traditional classroom education.

Just as we have new leadersin the world economy, we need |eaders and innovators in teacher
training to enable today’ s teachersto catch up and pass their technology savvy students. We need
to reorient educational systemsto develop “minds’, not “hands’. We need to develop learners
who are entrepreneurial, innovative, creative, efficient, and excellent communicators. Good
education solutions are needed to avoid triage in national job markets and national economies.
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Editor’'s Note: This is a substantive paper that clearly delineates between teacher and student, doctor and
patient, novelist and reader. Perhaps the validity of learning is not in distance or immediacy but in the
construct of instructional design and teaching appropriate to the technology.

University Faculty Expressions of Computer Self-Efficacy and
Personal Attitudes Regarding the Viability of Distance Learning

Larry S. Tinnerman
USA

Abstract

Studies have shown that there is adirect link between a teacher’ s attitude towards self-efficacy
and effectiveness. Further studies have refined thisidea of how expressions of computer self-
efficacy impacts upon attitudes regarding the use of technology in the classroom and by
inference, the effectiveness of such technology. The purpose of this mixed method design study
was to examine the impact that such attitudes can have upon faculty teaching at institutions of
higher education as they relate to distance learning programs. This study examined 98 education
faculty volunteer participants at five Pennsylvania State Systems of Higher Education
Universities. Based upon responses to a survey, participants were assigned to one of three groups:
low self-efficacy, high self-efficacy and high proficiency. The pool of participants was divided
into two groups. have taught distance learning classes or have not taught distance learning
classes. Quantitative analysisin the form of t-test analysis of the have taught and have not taught
groups was performed and found significant differences between the groups at p<.05 regarding
self-expressed attitudes of computer and technological self-efficacy. A one-way ANOVA
analysis of variance was performed using the low efficacy, high efficacy and high proficiency
groups and found significant differences between the groups at p<.05 regarding acceptance
attitudes of distance learning programs and attitudes towards the hiring of faculty who have
matriculated from graduate level distance education programs. Follow-up interview were
conducted with 12 survey respondents who volunteered to participate. The interviews revea ed
varying levels of confidence and mistrust of distance learning programs. The vast majority of the
interview respondents indicated a reluctance to consider distance learning graduates for faculty
positions.

The Problem

Research has shown that the individual attitudes of faculty membersin regards to technological
self-efficacy and competence can have an effect upon their view regarding the effectiveness of
distance learning programs (Gist et al., 1992). The main concern of my study is an analysis of
how these attitudes impact upon faculty and administrative decisions regarding the hiring of
distance education graduates as faculty in departments of higher education. With so many public
and private universities offering graduate degrees via distance learning, an issue needing further
examination is the acceptance of these degrees by the higher education job market. At the same
time, many in higher education are more accepting of distance education as a means of course
delivery (Codeway, 1986, Brown, 2000, Gist et a., 1992), are these more tolerant attitudes being
carried over into making pragmatic hiring decisions regarding faculty applicants? Research
studies such as this can begin to examine the possibility that a dual nature exists in higher
educators’ attitudes towards distance learning. Attitudes vary greatly from opinions of course
deliver effectiveness to the more pragmatic recognition of the hiring of graduates of such
programs in one' s own department.
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Importance and Relevance of this Study

As education enters into the 21st century, the need for university accessibility for potential
students continues to increase. The demographics of the average college students are also
changing with many delaying university goals until later in life. The traditional campus
environment may not be easily accessible to these students due to job, family and personal
commitments. At the same time the cost of maintaining educational resourcesis also on the rise.
The competitive need for highly trained individuals, particularly in the area of education, is
expanding at an alarming rate. Many universities are turning to distance learning as a means to
meet this need. Thisis, in part, due to the emphasis that a new global community places on highly
trained individuals.

Education and training via the World Wide Web continue to grow rapidly due to, among other
things, the reduced cost of world-wide accessibility, and improved technological capabilities
which make electronic instructional delivery aviable alternative to classroom instruction.

While attempts have been made to measure the relative effectiveness of such programs, the
problem is often like comparing apples and oranges. It is confusing to make cross comparisons
between these two educational approaches. “ There are many ways we can examine differences
between distance education and face to face instruction, but using the idea of no significant
differenceis probably a misdirected approach” (Shearer, 2002, p.1).

The problems and questions that are presented in this new format for education can be broken
down into three basic categories. First, are the two formats (the traditiona classroom approach
and the distance learning approach to teaching) equitable? Numerous studies such as“No
Significant Difference” (Shearer, 2002, p.1) indicate that the two approaches are equivalent, with
afew studiesindicating that distance learning may actually be superior to traditional classroom
instruction. However, when comparing outcomes, the researches in these studies have historically
concentrated on standardized test performance rather than the assessment of higher level thinking
abilities and actud job skills (Shearer, 2002). Another issue that is often overlooked concerns the
fact that individuals enrolling in distance education programs are often self motivated individuals
who may do well in any educational setting (Brown, 2000).

A second areathat has been studied involves the attitudes of both students and instructorsin
regards to the distance learning model. In the beginning, many faculty members were found to be
resistant to distance learning, often viewing it at nothing more than an upscale version of a
correspondence course (Shearer, 2002). As more universities adopted the distance educational
model, studies found that more university faculty expressed a more positive attitude to distance
learning (Coldeway, 1986).

According to Social Learning Theory, asillustrated by Albert Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997),
teachers and educators tend to utilize techniques, pedagogy and tools with which they possess a
comfortable level of self-efficacy. In terms of the expanding role of technology, it is only logical
to assume that some current faculty members feel overwhelmed. University faculty must be not
only experts in the content area for which they are hired, but also possess an ever expanding
degree of technical expertise aswell.

Feelings of inefficacy may trandate into resistance to change and actually may impact upon the
development and deployment of distance learning programs. It is hoped that this study will add
light to the causes of resistant attitudes so that universities may develop plans of action that
include increased professional devel opment opportunities and the possible devel opment of
technological standards for those faculty asked to teach in this technologically rich environment.
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The General Problem under Investigation

Isthere a significant difference between education faculty expressing high vs. low levels of
technological self-efficacy and/or competence in regards to personal attitudes asto both the
efficacy and the viability of graduate level distance learning programsin preparing future
education faculty at America’ sinstitutions of higher learning? If institutions are granting a greater
number of graduate degrees at a distance and yet, at the same time, the faculty in these programs
are unwilling to consider these graduates for faculty positionsin their departments, there appears
to be a“disconnect” between practice and policy. This disconnection can lead to significant
ethical questions.

Research Questions

1. Arefaculty members who possess higher levels of technological levels of self-efficacy
and proficiency more likely to embrace distance education than those faculty members
who possess lower levels of technological levels of self-efficacy and proficiency? The
null hypothesis for this question would contend that faculty members who possess higher
levels of technological levels of self-efficacy and proficiency would not significantly
embrace distance education more than faculty members who possess lower levels of
technological levels of self-efficacy and proficiency.

2. Do faculty members who have taught courses on-line express a greater sense of self-
efficacy in regard to the use of technology than do their traditional colleagues who teach
only using traditional classroom based instruction? The null hypothesis for this question
would contend that faculty members who have taught courses on-line would not express
asignificantly greater sense of self-efficacy in regard to the use of technology than do
their traditional colleagues who teach only using traditional classroom based instruction.

3. Do members of the education faculty who possess higher levels of technological self-
efficacy and proficiency significantly differ in their attitudes towards the hiring of on-line
degree graduates for tenured track positions than do their colleagues? The null hypothesis
for this question would contend that members of the education faculty who possess
higher levels of technological self-efficacy and proficiency would not significantly differ
in their attitudes towards the hiring of on-line degree graduates for tenured track positions
than do their colleagues

Assumptions

1. Faculty members participating in the survey answered questions honestly and openly
under the condition of anonymity.

2. Faculty member choosing to participate in the study were representative of the faculty at
whole for the various sites utilized.

3. Thefaculty participantsin this study had no vested interest in the outcome of the study.

Limitations

1. Thewillingness of participants to take part, to respond honestly and accurately, and to
complete the survey in atimely manner that allows all completed surveysto be
considered in the study.

2. Personal follow-up interviews will be conducted with 10% - 15% of the survey
respondents. A limitation of the study involves the willingness of the faculty to
participate and to respond honestly.

3. Afind limitation of this study istied to the fact that it is conducted utilizing only 5
member schools of the Pennsylvania's State System of Higher Education with atarget
sample size of 100 faculty members which may or may not be adequate for
generalization.

April 2008 5 Vol. 5. No. 4.



International Journal of Instructional Technology and Distance Learning

The Design

Characteristics of the Defined Population

The participants for this study will consist of education faculty at one of five Pennsylvania State
Systems of Higher Education Universities (Edinboro University of PA, Clarion University of PA,
Shippensburg University of PA, Slippery Rock University of PA, and Cdifornia University of
PA.) Each of these public universities has a strong education program and each university also
offers graduate degrees in education on-line.

The setting and sample are appropriate for this study because the respondents represent a cross
section of faculty found at public universitiesin Pennsylvania. Each of the universities selected
conduct classes and degree programsin education in both the traditional and distance learning
model. Education faculty teaching arts programs such as music and art, plus physical education
faculty were not included in this study due to the fact that distance education would not lend itself
as an effective tool in such programs of study.

Participants Selection Process

Education faculty teaching at the university sites were each sent an email requesting their
voluntary participation in an online survey administered by Student Voice Inc., a contracted
service agency which oversees data collection for various educational institutions. Those
choosing to participate did so by self-selection by completing the survey instrument. In addition,
50 faculty members who had not responded to the initial email were randomly selected to receive
an invitation to complete a paper and pencil survey so as to include participation from those
faculty members who may not be as comfortable with computer access.

Participant Target Number
Member university faculty — 20 education faculty for each of the 5 target universities

Total anticipated population — 100 education faculty members — Actual sample achieved 98

Research Methodology

(Quantitative) Survey

Online survey collection will be administered by StudentV oice Inc. The survey will be comprised
of 22 Likert scale questions plus 10 demographic questions. The questions will be divided in the
following groupings:

=  Faculty self-reported level of expertise in using distance educational technologies (G1).

(5 questions)

= Faculty expressions of self-efficacy in regards to educational technology. (G2). (5
Questions)

= Faculty personal attitudesin regards to the evolution of educational technology (G3). (3
guestions)

= Faculty attitudes of equity of the distance learning model (G4). (4 Questions)

= Faculty attitudes towards the hiring of distance education graduates as members of
education faculty at public universities (G5). (5 questions)
Data Instruments

Survey data was adapted from Elizabeth Gilmore' s (1998) dissertation |mpact of Training on the
Information Technology Attitudes of University Faculty. The survey instrument, Faculty Attitudes
Toward Information Technology (FAIT), assessed university and college faculty attitudes toward
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new information technologies. Three separate pilot surveys were administered to assess the
impact of the adaptations upon internal consistency. Each section of the survey using the final
pilot data obtained a Cronbach's alpha of between .85 and .96 and is therefore considered to be
internally consistent.

Potential Threats to Internal Validity

1. Mortality - Asall faculty members' participation if voluntary, there was no way to
guarantee that all participants would compl ete the survey and volunteer for the
subsequent follow-up interviews.

2. Testing—The survey instrument used is administered both on-line and by paper and
pencil. Thereisno forma measure asto inconsistenciesin validity based upon
administration protocol.

3. Experimenter Effect —

a. Observer bias— asthe research is conducting the qualitative interview process,
and has had experience in distance learning environments, it can not be ruled out
that the interpretation of the narrative data may be subject to some observer bias;
however, each interview will be quantified using prescribed qualitative measures
to keep such bias at a minimum.

b. Hawthorne Effect — Asthe interview will be part of atotal dissertation project,
faculty members, hoping to be helpful may try to be “helpful” in the processin
terms of their responses; however, this will be minimized by avoiding the
discussion of the specific details of the project with the perspective interview
participants prior to the study.

Generalizability of this study to other Sites/Subjects

While this study is specifically restricted to five public universitiesin Pennsylvania, it is believed
that certain aspects of this study will generalize to other sites and similar subjects. To be sure,
individual institutional attitudes towards distance learning instructional methods will have awide
impact on the staff perceptions of the efficacy of the distance learning educational mode of
delivery. However, certain pervasive points should emerge, especialy in the areas of perceived
effectiveness and potential higher educational employability.

Basic advantages, obstacles and/or barriers to the distance educational idiom can be kept in mind
by instructors when designing future criteriato either maximize or minimize their impact through
creative use of instructional methodologies. This study can be used as atool in conjunction with
other like investigations through other instructional venuesin order to provide a cross comparison
of similarities and differences. In particular, this research should help in the planning and
construction of future on-line programs offered by universities at the graduate level while at the
same time, keeping in mind the limitations that may exist in regardsto personal attitudes toward
the hiring of program graduates.

Findings

The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of education faculty attitudes regarding self-
reported computer/technology self-efficacy and/or competence that influence their attitudes
regarding viability of graduate level distance learning programs. Secondly, the researcher
examined the impact of these personal attitudes upon recommendations regarding hiring of new
education faculty members who received advanced degrees from distance learning programs.
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Overview of Procedures

The methods of analysisincluded independent t-test analyses of the questionnaire data comparing
the attitudes of those faculty who have taught distance education classes as compared to those
who have not. Analyses were performed at the p=.05 level of significance. Two one-way
ANOVA tests were conducted which calculated the differences in faculty attitudes towards
distance education and the hiring of distance education graduates broken down into three self-
efficacy categories: high proficiency, high efficacy and low efficacy. It must be noted that the
high proficiency group is a subgroup of the high efficacy group and is differentiated by the
expressed skill level of responded in regards to utilizing more advanced computer applications
other than basic email, word processing and PowerPoint.

Dates of Survey Data Collection — February 27, 2007 — March 12, 2007

Sample size: N=98 education faculty from 5 Pennsylvania PSSHE universities (See Table 3 for
distributions). The total sample included faculty teaching in departments of education.
Performance based, art education and physical education faculty were not included since their
particular programs are not well suited for distance learning. StudentV oice® Inc., auniversity
contracted private data collection agency oversaw the on-line survey instrument.

Email invitations were sent to 323 faculty members at the participating institutions. Responses
were tracked by StudentV oice® Inc. and two follow-up invitations were also sent at two week
intervals. Additionally, invitations and paper surveys were sent to 50 faculty members who failed
to respond to the email request. The response consisted of 70 on-line respondents and 28 paper
respondents. Each participating faculty member was given a chance to volunteer to participatein
afollow-up interview with the anticipation of selecting between 10 and 15 based upon their
efficacy rating. Of the 35 participants who volunteered, 15 were with 7 falling within the low
efficacy group and 8 within the high efficacy group.

When examining the quantitative data from the survey it isimportant to note that the concept of
technological self-efficacy is measured in two domains. The first domain refersto alevel of self
reported proficiency for tasks that go beyond just creating a PowerPoint or sending an email.
These proficiencies referred to the actual ability as rated by the four point Likert scale of 1 =1
cannot do this, 2 =1 can do thiswith help, 3 =1 can do thisindependently and 4 = | can teach
othersto do thisin tasks that would typically be expected of faculty members teaching an on-line
course For this study, the group was divided in half with those achieving an average score of 2.5
and above in the High proficiency group and those scoring less than 2.5 in the low proficiency
group. The same process was utilized in establishing a rating of technological self-efficacy with
each participant rating technology attitudes on a Likert scale of 1 =1 Strongly Disagree, 2 = |
Disagree, 3=1 Agree and 4 = | Strongly Agree. Again, for this study, the group was divided in
half with those achieving an average score of 2.5 and above in the high self-efficacy group and
those scoring less than 2.5 in the low Sdlf-efficacy group. With these groups established, each
group of 5 questions was divided into three categories:

1. Attitudes towards technology in education
2. Attitudes towards the efficacy of distance learning program technol ogy
3. Attitudes towards the hiring of distance learning graduates for faculty positionsin Higher

Education.
Descriptive Statistics

Table 4 presents the descriptive and demographic makeup of all the participants. The categories
consist of site, educational background, age, gender, years of university teaching, levels of
distance learning classes taught, instructional status, tenure status and academic department
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within the School/College of Education. In regards to the high proficiency group, 30 out of 42
have taught some level of distance learning class as compared with 14 out of 56 in the low
proficiency group. In regards to the high self-efficacy group, 42 out of 65 have taught some level
of distance learning class as compared to 2 out of 33 in the low proficiency group. Of the
demographic data presented, the only category that demonstrated a significant difference at pO
.05 between the High and Low grouping of both proficiency and self-efficacy was found between
those individual s who have had experience in teaching distance education classes.

Table 4

Descriptive Characteristics and Demographics Statistics of Sample

Fregquency Percent
Sites Slippery Rock 19 194
Shippensburg 22 224
Clarion 19 194
Cdlifornia 16 16.3
Edinboro 22 224
Educational Background
Masters 7 7.1
Terminal 91 92.9
Age Range
30-34 1 1.0
35-39 9 9.2
40- 44 11 11.2
45- 49 15 15.3
50 - 54 27 27.6
55 and over 35 35.7
Gender
Mae 26 26.5
Femae 72 735
University Teaching
Lessthan ayear 1 1.0
1-3years 3 31
4 - 6 years 21 21.4
7-9years 15 15.3
10 or more years 58 59.2
DL Courses Taught
Graduate Level 28 28.6
Undergraduate Level 6 6.1
Both 10 10.2
Never taught DL classes 54 55.1
Instructional Status
Full Time 96 98.0
Part time 2 2.0
Tenure Status
Tenured 64 65.3
Tenure Track 29 29.6
Non-Tenure Track 5 5.1
Academic Department
Professional Studies 11 11.2
ELED 23 235
Early Childhood 2 20
Reading 12 12.2
Secondary Education 10 10.2
Special Education 21 214
School Psychology 1 1.0
Other 17 17.3
Totd 97 99.0
Missing 1 1.0
N=98
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Tables 5 through 9 present the proficiency questions and the distribution of responses with Table
10 presenting participant grouping with 42 respondents in the high proficiency grouping and 56
respondents in the low proficiency grouping. Tables 11 though 13 present the self-efficacy
guestions and the distribution of participant responses. Table 14 presents a breakdown of
participant grouping with 65 of the respondents falling into the high self-efficacy group and 33

respondents in the low self-efficacy grouping.

Table 5

Descriptive Statistics- Technological Proficiency —
Design a Webpage with Embedded Links

Frequency Percent

| cannot do this 38 38.8

| could do this with assistance 39 39.8

| can do this on my own 6 6.1

| can teach othersto do this 15 153

Total 98 100.0
Table 6

Descriptive Statistics- Technological Proficiency —
Save PowerPoint Presentations as WebPages

Freguency Percent

| cannot do this 22 224

I could do this with assistance 48 49.0

| can do thison my own 16 16.3

| can teach othersto do this 12 12.2

Total 98 100.0
Table 7

Descriptive Statistics- Technological Proficiency — Create On-line Course
Components for On-line Shells Such as WebCT®, BlackBoard®, e-College®, etc.

Frequency Percent
| cannot do this 20 204
| could do this with assistance 26 26.5
| can do this on my own 25 255
| can teach othersto do this 27 276
Total 98 100.0
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Table 8

Descriptive Statistics- Technological Proficiency — Create an email distribution list

Frequency Percent

| cannot do this 15 15.3

| could do this with assistance 28 28.6

| can do this on my own 25 255

| can teach othersto do this 30 30.6

Total 98 100.0
Table 9

Descriptive Statistics- Technological Proficiency — Create an Adobe PDF file

Freguency Percent
| cannot do this 19 194
| could do this with assistance 48 49.0
| can do this on my own 14 143
| can teach othersto do this 17 17.3
Total 98 100.0
Table 10
Descriptive Statistics- Proficiency Groupings

Freguency Percent

High Proficiency 42 42.9

Low Proficiency 56 571

Tota 98 100.0

Table 11
Descriptive Statistics- Technological Self-efficacy —
| use computer technology regularly in my classroom instruction

Frequency Percent

| strongly disagree 14 14.3

| disagree 12 12.2

| agree 26 26.5

| strongly agree 46 46.9

Total 98 100.0
April 2008 11 Vol. 5. No. 4.
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Table 12

Descriptive Statistics- Technological Self-efficacy —
Computers in the classroom have helped me improve my teaching

Frequency Percent

| strongly disagree 11 11.2

| disagree 21 214

| agree 26 26.5

| strongly agree 40 40.8

Total 98 100.0
Table 13

Descriptive Statistics- Technological Self-efficacy —
| feel prepared to instruct my students on how to successfully implement
meaningful technology usage into their instructional pedagogy

Frequency Percent

| strongly disagree 11 11.2

| disagree 35 35.7

| agree 29 29.6

| strongly agree 23 235

Total 98 100.0
Table 14

Descriptive Statistics- Self Efficacy Groupings

Freguency Percent
High Efficacy 65 66.3
Low Efficacy 33 337
Total 98 100.0

Analysis

Thet-test presentations are presented in two separate categories. Have taught distance education
versus have only taught in atraditional classroom setting. The two one-way ANOV A tests were
calculated by using three groups; high proficiency/high efficacy, low proficiency/high efficacy,
and low efficacy. The questionsin the ANOVA tests deal with faculty attitudes regarding (1)
distance education as a viable method of course delivery and (2) the hiring of distance education
program graduates (from recognized and accredited universities) for faculty positionsin higher
education.
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Independent t-test Analysis

This section, an analysis of data for the research question two: Do faculty members who have
taught courses on-line express a greater sense of self-efficacy in regard to the use of technology
than do their traditional colleagueswho teach only using traditional classroom based instruction,
was conducted. An Independent Samples t-test was employed to test the null hypothesisfor
guestions Q7, Q8, Q9, Q11, Q12, and Q13 which dealt with self reported faculty attitudes
towards technology in general.

Table 15

A t-test Comparison of faculty who have taught distance learning courses
with those who have not

df N Mean SD t p
Q7. | like using computers. Taught 96 44 3.64 0.65 7.30%** 0.000
Not 54 2.98 0.78
Q8. Computersin classroom help Taught 92 44 3.64 0.65 4.42%** 0.000
teaching. Not 54 243 098
Q9. | fedl threatened by technology. ®  Taught 96 44 2.77 1.05 2.01* 0.047
Not 54 2.39 0.83
Q11.Technology isagimmick in Taught 96 44 2.80 0.77 154 0.128
T a
education. Not 54 257 066
Q12.Students receive richer Taught 96 44 314 0.70 3.27** 0.001
Experience w/technology Not 54 263 081
Q13. | assign more intense papers Taught 70 44 293 0.90 4.40* 0.025
with WWw Not 54 257 057

Note: 2 Q9 and Q11 have been inversely coded due to the fact that the questions were phrased in a negative manner. A
higher mean score indicates a more favorable attitude towards the use of technology.* p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.

When examining Q7: “I like to using computers’, an independent samples t-test analysiswas
conducted. The mean difference between faculty who have had experience in teaching web-based
distance learning classes (taught) and those who have not (not taught) was found to be significant
(tos)= 4.42, p<0.001). Those respondents who had taught expressed a greater level of agreement
with the statement (M=3.64, SD=.65) than those who had not taught. Therefore, for Q7, the null
hypothesis that there is no difference between the two groups of faculty is rejected.

When examining Q8: “Computers in the classroom have helped me improve my teaching”, an
independent samples t-test analysis was conducted. The mean difference between faculty who
have had experience in teaching web-based distance learning classes (taught) and those who have
not (not taught) was found to be significant (tgz= 7.30, p<0.001). Those respondents who had
taught expressed a greater level of agreement with the statement (M=3.64, SD=.65) than those
who had not taught. Therefore, for Q8, the null hypothesisthat there is no difference between the
two groups of faculty is rejected.
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When examining Q9: “1 sometimes feel professionally threatened by the rapid changes occurring
in technology”, an independent samplest-test analysis was conducted. The mean difference
between faculty who have had experience in teaching web-based distance learning classes
(taught) and those who have not (not taught) was found to be significant (tee= 2.01, p<0.05).
Those respondents who had taught expressed a greater level of comfort with the changes
occurring in technology (M=2.77, SD= 1.05) than those who had not taught. Therefore, for Q9,
the null hypothesisthat there is no difference between the two groups of faculty isrejected.

When examining Q11: “Technology is forced upon educators as a gimmick without regard to the
impact that such technology has upon the quality of education being offered to the students’, an
independent samples t-test analysis was conducted. The mean difference between faculty who
have had experience in teaching web-based distance learning classes (taught) and those who have
not (not taught) was found to be not significant (te= 1.54, p<0.05). Those respondents who had
taught expressed a greater level of comfort that technology is not a gimmick (M=2.80, SD=.77)
than those who had not taught, however, not significantly so. Therefore, for Q11, Therefore, for
Q8, the null hypothesis that there is no difference between the two groups of faculty is accepted.

When examining Q12: “With the advancement of both communication and educational
technologies | feel that studentstoday receive aricher educational experience than that of their
parents’, an independent samples t-test analysis was conducted. The mean difference between
faculty who have had experience in teaching web-based distance learning classes (taught) and
those who have not (not taught) was found to be not significant t= 3.27, p=0.001. Those
respondents who had taught expressed a greater level of agreement with the statement (M=3.14,
SD=.70) than those who had not taught. Therefore Q12, the null hypothesis that thereis no
difference between the two groups of faculty is not rejected.

When examining Q13: “ Since the advent of the Internet, | am comfortable with assigning more
intense research papers for my classes’, an independent samples t-test analysis was conducted.
The mean difference between faculty who have had experience in teaching web-based distance
learning classes (taught) and those who have not (not taught) was found to be significant (t7q=
2.29, p<0.05). Those respondents who had taught expressed a greater level of agreement
(M=2.93, 9D=.90) with then statement than those who had not taught. Therefore, for Q13, the
null hypothesis that there is no difference between the two groups of faculty is rejected.

When examining the comparison of the composite mean of all the questionsin this section, an
independent samples t-test analysis was conducted. The mean difference between faculty who
have had experience in teaching web-based distance learning classes (taught) and those who have
not (not taught) was found to be significant (tee= 4.40, p<0.001). Those respondents who had
taught expressed a greater level of agreement (M=3.05, SD=.49) with the statement than those
who had not taught. Therefore, for a composite comparison of all the questionsin this section, the
null hypothesis that there is no difference between the two groups of faculty is rejected.

One-way ANOVA Analysis

This section describes the results of an analysis of variance in regards to the research question
one: Are faculty members who possess higher levels of technological self-efficacy (HE) and
proficiency (HP) more likely to embrace distance education than those faculty members who
possess lower level (LE) of technological self-efficacy and proficiency? A one-way ANOV A was
employed to test the null hypothesis for questions Q14, Q15, Q16, Q17, and Q18, which dealt
with self reported faculty attitudes towards the use of distance education in higher education.
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Table 16

Faculty attitudes towards distance education in higher education
based upon levels of efficacy and proficiency

N Mean SD
Q14. An Education class viadistance learning, for the student, isless LE 32 181 0.64
rigorous than the traditional classroom. ? HE 24 283 1.05
HP 42 3.10 0.79
Totd 98 261 0.99
Q15. | have serious concerns about public universitiesawarding post LE 32 1.78 0.61
graduate degrees in education at adistance. * HE 24 205 0.99
HP 42 2.36 0.96
Total 98 214 0.90
Q16. Educational pedagogy is equally effectivein distance learning LE 32 1.78 0.61
asitisin faceto face instruction. HE 24 208 0.78
HP 42 245 0.92
Totd 98 214 0.84
Q17. Verifiable assessment is a serious problem for distance LE 32 150 0.57
education programs. 2 HE 24 233 0.96
HP 42 2.62 0.94
Totd 98 2.18 0.97
Q18. Distance education is a viable means for individuals to receive LE 32 2.16 0.77
post graduate degrees in education. HE on 267 0.82
HP 42 281 0.86
Totd 98 2.56 0.86
Composite Mean attitudes towards the efficacy of Distance LE 32 181 0.40
Education. HE 24 243 0.73
HP 42 227 0.66
Totd 98 2.33 0.71

Note: HP=High Proficiency/High Efficacy; HE=Low Proficiency/High Efficacy; LE= Low Efficacy. * Q14, Q15, Q17
Reverse coded due to negative voice of question. A higher mean score indicates a more favorable attitude towards
distance education.

The respondents were divided into subgroups: high proficiency (HP) for those individuals who
achieved a mean score > 2.5 on the self reported proficiency questions, high sdlf-efficacy (HE)
which were those individual s who achieved a mean score > 2.5 on the self reported efficacy
guestions, but did not meet the standard for high proficiency and the low efficacy group (LE) who
achieved a mean score < 2.5 on the self reported efficacy questions. The cutoff point of 2.5 was
selected for these groupings because 2.5 fell into the upper 50 percentile of both efficiency and
proficiency responses. For the proficiency category, this meant that respondents indicated that
they could do atask independently the majority of the time. For the self-efficacy category, it
meant that a respondent had a greater than neutral attitude towards the usage of technology.

A one-way ANOV A was conducted to examine differencesin faculty expressed attitudes towards
distance education in higher education (Table 17). Based upon their responses to targeted survey
guestions, respondents were placed into one of three groups. high proficiency/high self efficacy
level (HP), the low proficiency/high self-efficacy level (HE) and the low self-efficacy level (LE).
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When examining Q14: “An Education class via distance learning, for the student, is less rigorous
than the traditional classroom”, the groups were found to be significantly different (F 5= 23.40,
p<0.001). Therefore for Q14, the null hypothesis contending that there is no significant difference
among the three groups is rej ected. Post Hoc analysis identified significant differences at p<.001
between (LE) (M=1.81, SD=.64) and (HE) (M=2.83, SD=1.05) aswell as (LE) (M=1.81, SD=.64)
and (HP) (M=3.10, SD=.79). Differences between the (HP) (M=3.10, SD=.79) and (HE) (M=2.83,
SD=1.05) subgroups were not found to be significant.

When examining Q15: “| have serious concerns about public universities awarding post graduate
degreesin education at adistance”, the groups were found to be significantly different (F 5=
4.24, p<0.001). Therefore for Q15, the null hypothesis contending that thereis no significant
difference among the three groups is rejected. Post Hoc anaysisidentified significant differences
at p<.001 between (LE) (M=1.76, SD=.99) and (HP) (M=2.36, SD=.96). Differences between the
(HP) (M=2.36, SD=.96) and (HE) (M=2.25, SD=.99) subgroups were not found to be significant.
Differences between the (LE) (M=1.76, SD=.99) and (HE) (M=2.25, SD=.99) subgroups were not
found to be significant.

When examining Q16: “Educational pedagogy is equally effective in distance learning asit isin
faceto face instruction”, the groups were found to be significantly different (F 9= 6.60,
p=0.002). Therefore for Q16, the null hypothesis contending that there is no significant difference
among the three groups is rejected. Post Hoc analysis identified significant differences at p<.001
between (LE) (M=1.78, SD=.61) and (HP) (M=2.45, SD=.92). Differences between the (HP)
(M=2.45, 9D=.92) and (HE) (M=2.08, SD=.78) subgroups were not found to be significant.
Differences between the (LE) (M=1.78, SD=.61) and (HE) (M=2.08, SD=.78) subgroups were not
found to be significant.

When examining Q17: “Verifiable assessment is a serious problem for distance education
programs’, the groups were found to be significantly different (F 5= 16.57, p<0.001). Therefore
for Q17, the null hypothesis contending that there is no significant difference among the three
groups isrejected. Post Hoc analysisidentified significant differences at p<.001 between (LE)
(M=1.50, SD=.57) and (HE) (M=2.33, SD=.96) aswell as (LE) (M=1.50, SD=.57) and (HP)
(M=2.62, SD=.94). Differences between the (HP) (M=2.62, SD=.94) and (HE) (M=2.33, SD=.96)
subgroups were not found to be significant.

When examining Q18: “ Distance education is a viable means for individual s to receive post
graduate degrees in education”, the groups were found to be significantly different (F 9= 6.01,
p=0.002). Therefore for Q17, the null hypothesis contending that there is no significant difference
among the three groups is regjected. Post Hoc analysis identified significant differences at p<.001
between (LE) (M=2.16, SD=.77) and (HP) (M=2.81, SD=.86). Differences between the (HP)
(M=2.81, D=.86) and (HE) (M=2.67, SD=.82) subgroups were not found to be significant.
Differences between the (LE) (M=2.16, SD=.77) and (HE) (M=2.67, SD=.82) subgroups were not
found to be significant.

When examining the composite mean variances of the composite responses towards the efficacy
of Distance Education, the groups were found to be significantly different (F,¢s= 6.01, p=0.002).
Therefore for the overal composite means of all questions in this section, the null hypothesis
contending that there is no significant difference among the three groups is rejected. Post Hoc
analysis using the Scheffe’ post hoc criterion (seetable 18) for significance indicate that (LE)
(M=1.81, SD=.40) was significantly less accepting of distance education overall than either of the
remaining groups, (HE) (M=2.43, SD=.73) and (HP) (M=2.27, SD=.66) which, in the final
analysis were not significantly different from each other. Of interest was the fact that high
efficacy respondents were more accepting of distance education than high proficiency
respondents, although not significantly so.
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Table 17

One-way ANOVA — A comparison of groups (HP, HE, LE)
regarding faculty attitudes towards distance education in higher education

df MS F p
Q14 Between Groups 2 15.72 23.40*** .000
Within Groups 95 0.67
Totd 97
Q15 Between Groups 2 3.19 4.24* .017
Within Groups 95 0.75
Totd 97
Q16 Between Groups 2 4.15 6.60** .002
Within Groups 95 0.63
Total 97
Q17 Between Groups 2 11.73 16.57*** .000
Within Groups 95 0.71
Total 97
Q18 Between Groups 2 4.05 6.01** .003
Within Groups 95 0.67
Total 97
*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.
Table 18

Post Hoc Analysis — Multiple Comparisons groups (HP, HE, LE)
regarding faculty attitudes towards distance education in higher education

Dependent () Overall Groupings (J) Overal Mean Difference Sig.
Variable Groupings (1-J

Q14 LE HE -1.02%** .000

HP -1.28*** .000

HE HP -0.26* 461

Q15 LE HE -0.47 41

HP -0.58* .022

HE HP -0.11 .890

Q16 LE HE -0.30 373

HP -0.67%* .002

HE HP -0.37 197

Q17 LE HE -0.83** .002

HP -1.12%** .000

HE HP -0.29 418

Q18 LE HE -0.51 .076

HP -0.65** .004

HE HP -0.14 794

Means LE HE -0.63** .001

HP -0.86*** .000

HE HP -0.23 .325

Note: HP=High Proficiency/High Efficacy; HE=Low Proficiency/High Efficacy; LE= Low Efficacy. * p<.05. **p<.01.
***n<.001.
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Table 19

Descriptive Statistics - faculty attitudes towards the hiring of DL graduates
as education faculty based upon levels of efficacy and proficiency

N Mean SD

Q19. Two applicants have applied for tenured track faculty LE 32 1.75 0.72
positions in your department. Both have graduated from the

. O ; . HE 24 2.46 0.83
same prestigious university where one received his’her
terminal degree via distance learning and the other from the HP 42 2.69 0.87
more traditional classroom Total 08 233 0.91
Q20. Two applicants have applied for tenured track faculty LE 30 213 0.68
positionsin your de_partment. Both have grgduate_d fromthe HE o 558 078
same prestigious university where one received his’her
terminal degree via distance learning and the other from the HP 42 3.05 0.80
more traditional classroom Total % 265 0.85
Q21. Inthefield of higher education, | feel that applicants LE 30 173 0.52
grad_uatl ng from ad_lstance_ learning graduate_progrgm aa HE o 595 0.74
public university will be given the same consideration for
employment as the traditional student. HP 42 2.33 0.87
Total 96 2.13 0.79
Q22. Tenured faculty membersin public universities should LE 30 2.30 0.60
have received their advanced degrees from traditional
institutions, HE 24 221 0.78
HP 42 2.57 0.83
Total 96 2.40 0.76
Q23. Faculty applicants who have received their doctorates LE 31 2.13 0.76
from distance learning universities often lack the people skills
necessary to be effective instructors. * HE 24 2.58 0.72
HP 42 2.88 0.67
Total 97 2.57 0.78
Composite Mean of the attitudes related to the hiring of LE 32 1.92 0.47
Distance Education graduates in higher education HE o 5 42 059
HP 42 2.71 0.67

Total 98 2.38 0.68

Note: HP=High Proficiency/High Efficacy; HE=Low Proficiency/High Efficacy; LE= Low Efficacy.
2Q22, Q23, reverse coded due to negative voice of question. A higher mean score indicates a more favorable attitude
towards distance education.

This section describes the results of aone way ANOV A considering research gquestion three: Do
members of the education faculty who possess higher levels of technological self-efficacy and
proficiency significantly differ in their attitudes towards the hiring of on-line degree graduates
for tenured track positions than do their colleagues? (Table 20). Based upon their responses to
targeted survey guestions, respondents were placed into one of three groups: high
proficiency/high self efficacy level (HP), the low proficiency/high self-efficacy level (HE) and
the low self-efficacy level (LE).
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When examining Q19: “Two applicants have applied for tenured track faculty positionsin your
department. Both have graduated from the same prestigious university where one received his/her
terminal degree viadistance learning and the other from the more traditional classroom”, the
groups were found to be significantly different (F( 5= 12.54, p<0.001). Therefore for Q19, the
null hypothesis contending that there is no significant difference among the three groupsis
rejected. Post Hoc analysisidentified significant differences at p=.005 between (HP) (M=2.69,
SD=.87) and (HE) (M=2.46, SD=.83). Significant differences between (HE) (M=2.46, SD=.83)
and (LE) (M=1.75, SD=.72) were found at p<.001. Differences between the (LE) (M=1.75,
D=.72) and (HE) (M=2.46, SD=.83) subgroups were not found to be significant.

When examining Q20: “Two applicants have applied for tenured track faculty positions in your
department. Both graduated from the same prestigious university where one received hig’her
terminal degree viadistance learning and the other from the more traditional classroom”, groups
were found to be significantly different (F( 5= 12.89, p<0.001). Therefore for Q20, the null
hypothesis contending that there is no significant difference among the three groupsis rejected.
Post Hoc analysisidentified significant differences at p<.001 between (HP) (M=3.05, SD=.80)
and (LE) (M=2.13, SD=.68). Differences between the (LE) (M=2.13, SD=.68) and (HE) (M=2.58,
D=.78) subgroups were found to be significant at p<.05. Significant differences between (HP)
(M=3.05, 9D=.80) and (HE) (M=2.58, SD=.78) were not found to be significant.

When examining Q21: “In thefield of higher education, | feel that applicants graduating from a
distance learning graduate program at a public university will be given the same consideration for
employment as the traditional student”, groups were found to be significantly different (F 5=
6.12, p=0.003). Therefore for Q21, the null hypothesis contending that there is no significant
difference among the three groupsisrejected. Post Hoc analysisidentified significant differences
at p<.05 between (HP) (M=2.33, SD=.87) and (HE) (M=2.25, SD=.74). Differences between the
(LE) (M=1.73, 9D=.52) and (HP) (M=2.33, SD=.87) subgroups were found to be significant at
p<.005. Significant differences between (HE) (M=2.25, SD=.74) and (LE) (M=1.73, SD=.524)
were not found to be significant.

When examining Q22: “Tenured faculty members in public universities should have received
their advanced degrees from traditional institutions’, the groups were found to be not
significantly different (F 0= 2.14, p>0.05). Therefore for Q22, the null hypothesis contending
that thereis no significant difference among the three groupsis not rejected. Post Hoc analysis
identified no significant difference between subgroups. All respondents appeared neutral to the
statement (HP) (M=2.57, SD=.83), (HE) (M=2.21, SD=.78), (LE) (M=2.30, SD=.60).

When examining Q23: “Faculty applicants who received their doctorates from distance learning
universities often lack the people skills necessary to be effective instructors’, the groups were
found to be significantly different (F 5= 9.94, p<0.001). Therefore for Q23, the null hypothesis
contending that there is no significant difference among the three groups is rejected. Post Hoc
analysisidentified significant differences at p<.001 between (HP) (M=2.88, SD=.67) and (LE)
(M=2.13, SD=.76). Differences between the (HE) (M=2.58, SD=.72) and (HP) (M=2.88, SD=.67)
subgroups were not found to be significant. Significant differences between (HE) (M=2.58,
D=.72) and (LE) (M=2.13, SD=.76) were not found to be significant.

When examining the composite mean variances of the responses related to the hiring of Distance
Education graduates in higher education, the groups were found to be significantly different
(F2.05= 16.20, p<0.001). Therefore for the overall composite means of all questionsin this
section, the null hypothesis contending there is no significant difference among the three groups
isrglected. Post Hoc analysis using the Scheffe’ post hoc criterion (see table 21) for significance
indicate (LE) (M=1.92, SD=.47) was significantly less accepting of distance education overall
than either of the remaining groups, (HE) (M=2.42, SD=.59) and (HP) (M=2.71, SD=.67) which
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were not significantly different from each other. (HP) respondents were more accepting of
distance education (HE) respondents, although not significantly so.

Table 20

One-way ANOVA — A Comparison of Groups (HP, HE, LE) Regarding Faculty
Attitudes Towards Hiring DL Graduates as Education Faculty

df MS F p
Q19 Between Groups 2 8.31 12.54*** .000
Within Groups 95 0.66
Totd 97
Q20 Between Groups 2 7.38 12.89*** .000
Within Groups 95 0.57
Totd 97
Q21 Between Groups 2 3.40 6.12** .003
Within Groups 95 0.56
Total 97
Q22 Between Groups 2 121 214 124
Within Groups 95 0.57
Totd 97
Q23 Between Groups 2 5.05 9.94*** .000
Within Groups 95 0.51
Total 97
Mean Between Groups 2 5.64 16.20*** .000
Within Groups 95 0.35
Total 97
*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001
Table 21

Post Hoc Analysis — Multiple Comparisons of groups (HP, HE, LE)
regarding faculty attitudes towards hiring of DL graduates

Dependent (1) Overdl (J) Overal Mean Difference Sig.
Variable Groupings Groupings (1-J

Q19 LE HE -0.71** .005

HP -0.94%** .000

HE HP -0.23 507

Q20 LE HE -0.45 .081

HP -0.91*** .000

HE HP -0.46* .048

Q21 LE HE -0.52* .035

HP -0.60** .003

HE HP -0.08 .900

Q22 LE HE 0.09 .897

HP -0.27 291

HE HP -0.36 .148

Q23 LE HE -0.45 .055

HP -0.75%** .000

HE HP -0.30 237

Means LE HE -0.50** .007

HP -0.79%** .000

HE HP -0.29 142

Note: HP=High Proficiency/High Efficacy; HE=Low Proficiency/High Efficacy; LE=Low Efficacy. * p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.
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Qualitative Data Analysis

Interviews were held with survey respondents from each participating school. Teachers were
selected for apool of volunteers so that representations of the efficacy/proficiency sub-groups
were present. The fina representative numbers were achieved: HP — 4 respondents, HE — 5
respondents, LE — 3 respondents. The distribution of respondents per university were 3
respondents — Slippery Rock University, 2 respondents — Clarion University, 3 respondents —
Edinboro University, 2 respondents - California University, 2 respondents — Shippensburg
University.

Each interview began with introductions and basic interview guidelines. Participants were told
that they would be asked a series of questions relating to computer technology and distance
education. The interviewer remained silent while the participant responded to each question. If an
answer was found to unique or ambiguous, an attempt to clarify the response was made by asking
afollow-up or probing question. Respondents were asked to exclude for-profit programs such as
the University of Phoenix on-line and think only of established universities with respected
traditional components when answering. The interviews provided qualitative data which
expanded upon the questions illustrated by the survey instrument.

While seven separate questions were asked, the primary focus of the interviews was to investigate
the views of the respondentsin regards to the current state of technology in education, including
the technological state of those currently teaching technology courses. It was hoped to arrive at
some indication as to perceived strengths and potential weaknesses that are evident in the system.
The responses were examined in context of the respondents survey score as to self-efficacy and
proficiency.

The second focus included respondent attitudes towards distance learning as a viable dternative
to the traditional classroom approach for education students studying primarily at the post
graduate level. Not only were the general attitudes examined, but there was an attempt to
understand the reasoning behind those attitudes in both the areas of strengths and weaknesses that
are perceived to beinherent in the distance education system.

Thefina focus of the questioning surrounded respondents’ attitudes towards the hiring of faculty
in higher education. An attempt was made to examine whether or not inconsi stencies existed
when it came time to make the pragmatic decision to recommend the hiring of distance learning
graduates.

As programs of education are preparing future teachers to teach not only in today’ s classrooms,
but classrooms of the future over the next 20 to 25 years, respondents commented upon how well
professors of education are keeping up with the rapidly evolving technological requirements of
the professions. F8 (HE) made the following comment:

... | believe that professors are doing afairly good job, | believe that it depends
on the persondity of the person. | do not see how a professor can maintain their
status if they do not come to understand the technology (F8, 4-12).

F8 (HE) further commented:

... ho, asfar as preparing teachers for the future. We are stuck on the present...
who knows what is going to be there 25 years from now... it's hard for
professorsto keep up, they try, but trying to prepare our future teachers... for 25
years down theroad... that is very difficult (F8, 4-12).

The comments noted above represent the ambiguity regarding the preparation of teachers of the
future to operate in atechnologically rich environment. F1 (LE) made acomment that was rather
revealing and very pragmatic:
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It isinteresting because some of the things that we teach our pre-service
teachers are not even available in the schools... so there are some areas where
we are ahead of the curve mostly because of the rural area where our students do
their student teaching...l find that our student teachers are disappointed that
they cannot do the things that they have been taught to do here because the
technology is not available in the schools (F1, 4-4).

When asked about possible suggestions to overcome obstacl es and begin to improve
technological competence at universities, severa explanations were offered. The first explanation
was to address the lack of resources available, both in terms of equipment and in terms of time. A
comment from F10 (LE) respondent illustrates this point.

... A'lot of it hasto do with the hardware... The availability of hardware. |
know that alot more classrooms are getting the (pause), we call oursthe
Prometheus system, a high technology system, and that you also need
professional development... but ...professors, there are just so many demands
on them it becomes a matter of just what you choose to do considering other
obligations that are necessary, focusing on student achievement, their
classrooms, service to the community and university... when do you have time
to keep up with all the changesin technology? It isareal problem... (F10, 4-
12).

F3 (HE) further commented:

... (pause)... we can learn if we want to... so those of uswho want to learn and
keep up are keeping up, and we find ways of support. So, how do you motivate
someone to do it who isn’t self motivated istheissue... ... there are just not any
rewards. There are not enough rewards for doing it, not enough encouragement
and if a professor can get by doing what they have been doing and feel
successful at it then there is no motivation or reward to change, becauseit’salot
of work (F3, 4-5).

A general fedling of ambivalence in regards to graduate degrees being offered via distance
education began to emerge. There seemed to be a politically correct response that suggested that
the faculty respondents were accepting of distance learning programs, but after some more inn
depth probing there began to emerge some of the underlying, unspoken concerns. The following
comments can begin to illustrate this. The first comment comes from F1 (LE):

... we consider ourselves to be aresidency school... (pause)... it is something
wetake pridein... | certainly have gotten that impression. Obviously, not
having the one on one contact with the student would be a detriment to
learning... | talk to some students as well as faculty and they want to see their
professors, they want to have interactions, they want to see their face and, you
know the eyes, they get an idea... they glaze over when they don’'t get the idea.
...Certainly, the advantage would be the convenience... we'retrying to... get
all kinds of diverse students to receive the education that we would want them
to get and it is hard to earn a career and keep your family and go to school. So if
you require your students to come to [campus] you are most certainly
eliminating a certain percentage of the population you could make a selection
from (F1, 4-4).

F7 (HE) demonstrated the apprehension that many faculty members may have regarding distance
learning programs:
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Graduate school on-line? Yes... we are putting several of our courses on-line
and considering putting one or two programs on on-line and we are all having
second thoughts and third thoughts... do we know what we are doing? Are we
sure thisis going to work? And you don’t know if it's going to work until you
try it... but there are certain components of graduate school that we are having
difficulty seeing how we would replace with using technology (F7, 4-10).

This respondent continued to illustrate concern regarding various aspects of graduate classroom
that may not be suitable for the on-line environment. These concerns were mirrored by various
respondents.

Therichness of asmall group in aseminar... Can you realy replicate that in an
on-line discussion board setting? I’ ve seen it both ways, I’ ve seen some on-line
conversations that are very rich and people who would actually offer their
opinions more quickly on-line because they are less confident in face to face
than they are on-line... so there is an advantage (F7, 4-10).

F12 (HE) added:

... | guessit depends on what level the program is, M.Ed. for aworking
teacher... that seems more practical than adoctora candidate who also hasto
learn about university life, and you can't do that unless you are there (F12, 4-
13).

Given the diverse levels of technological comfort among university faculty one of the themes
centered upon adiscussion of individua comfort (self-efficacy) levelsin using, and in some
cases, acknowledging the usefulness of this technology. Some interviewers suggested that
universities need to take a passive role and permit attrition to take care of the problem. Thisidea
isillustrated FO (HP):

... (very long pause)... | am clearly thinking that those individuals who are not
comfortable with technology will eventually retire, while those who are coming
in are more comfortable with technology because it has been part of our
everyday lives. And therefore, within time, (pause), there is going to be less and
less of afeeling of uncomfortable-ness with technology, so again, through time,
| believe that both the self-efficacy of professorsis going to increase and of
course they are going to fedl that technology is an important perspectivein
education (F9, 4-12).

An observation presented F6 (LE) made the following point:

It seems likes that the only people who can keep up with the technology are the people
who are creating the technology (F6, 4-10).

Still another respondent F10 (LE) represents a view put forth by several other respondents that
suggest the problem as possibly being related to globalization.

... maybe in other countries like Japan where people seem to be alittle more
technologically accepting... students have these cell phones we are just starting
to get into our society. So we might be in trouble globally with preparing our
teachersto go to out into the schools, again, it isafinancid issue... | don't think
that there are too many schools that are keeping up with technology, so when
teachers do go out there, if they are even afew years behind, they are still going
to be relatively advanced in that particular school (F10, 4-12).
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On three occasions a probing question was asked... What keeps faculty members who are pressed
into teaching distance education classes from learning just the minimum to get by? F2 (HE) sums
up a shared attitude with the following comment:

We have to make sure that we get good feedback from the students about the
guality of the experience and have discussions, almost like if someone were not
pulling their weight in the classroom, there would be a system in place to
hopefully identify that person and take corrective action (F2, 4-4).

There was an overall expressed sense of wariness when it came to programs granting distance
graduate degrees. Much of this may be related to attitudes held regarding the perceived
reputations of for-profit programs such as the University of Phoenix which continuously spam
mailboxes and are sometimes viewed as diploma factories. It sometimes became a matter of guilt
by association where on-line programs are often viewed as being all the same. F7 (HE) presented
the candid view of the majority of the respondents on thisissue but at the same time was open-
minded enough to consider on-line degrees from established institutions,

... | believe that we are wary of the lesser-known universities; | think that if a
reputable university has an on-line degree... areputation of producing quality
instruction. ... Although, | asked another professor in the education department
and she said that it is afallacy that these on-line degrees are looked at in the
same way that traditional degrees are, so | know that some faculty do not take
the on-line degrees as serioudly astraditional degrees (F7, 4-10).

A theme that was mentioned by individuals from all three groups was the idea that graduate study
was a ‘rite of passage’, in particular doctoral programs. As apart of traditional graduate
programs, there was the perception that residency was an important component particularly at the
doctorate level. The following comment by F11 (HP) illustrates this attitude:

...I would think that there is going to be alot of negative views. | think it isthe

traditional thinking that you need to... it’s the reasoning that you need a kind of

residency... why isthat residency rule there? Until you do it, you do not realize
why they have residency rules. So, how do you replace the working relationship
between you and your advisor if you are not on campus? (pause) in that research
group (F11, 4-13).

F11 (HP) continues:

... you know the residency is a difficult thing and it’s stressful and alot of
people don’t make it because of it, especially returning adults. | wasn't young
when | got my graduate degree so it’s often difficult, but thereis areason for
it... there are advantages for the student... (F11, 4-13).

In regards to the residency issue F8 (LE) respondent illustrated some of the benefits to the
university community as ajustification of having on campus residency requirements:

... they (the universities) get alot of teaching assistants and cheap |abor. But
educationally, | think there are reasons... (F6, 4-10).

F4 (HP) further pointed out that it actually may be a disadvantage for the graduate student to
obtain a degree on-line:

... I've watched colleagues struggle to finish a degree because they are not there
with their advisor, with their committee, working all the time (F4, 4-5).

The undercurrent of negative feelings toward graduates of distance education graduate programs
issummed up by F8 (HE):
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.... | think that thereis kind of quiet bias against people who get their degrees
on-line... You said not to consider University of Phoenix sort of place...so if we
push them aside... there is no way one would necessarily know, if the job
candidate said they did it entirely on-line, they would run the risk of maybe not
taken quite as serioudly, but | don’t think anyone would come right out in the
open and say that, but | think that is might be an undercurrent for awhile

(F8, 4-12).

F9 (HP) took amore clinical attitude towards distance education with the following statement:

I’'m fine with it, the issue that | have, if you are going to do it, you shouldn’t do
it lightly. The concern, | mean, design your program, invest in the program, |
think that these distance education programs run the risk of being used as cash
cows, in saying... Ohhh, we got to get a piece of that market shareand | really
think that the administration invents away to look at it as away to get money
coming in and they can, if anything, be reluctant to really kind of design and...
it'skind of like, let’s get the thing up and running first and then we'll ... if it
workswe'll give you...well that’s not the way it worksin afaceto face
program. Y ou have to make it substantial and an initial commitment to it and
thenintimeit bears fruit. | think unfortunately that urgency becomes a matter of
money (F9, 4-12).

This cash-cow concern was voiced by severa respondents and there appeared to be akind of
resistance from having distance education components forced on them from administration.
Academic control emerges as an undercurrent.

One unexpected viewpoint came from two (HP) respondents who coincidentally both taught
classes on-line and also were educational technology specialists at their respective universities.
F11 (HP) took the following position:

...absolutely not! It isinsane to think that entire programs are offered at the
graduate level entirely at adistance. There are still limitations... err... things
that need to be examined. Don't get me wrong, distance education is a great
tool, but it isjust not ready, nor are those teaching it, to assure that the quality
and rigor are the same. There are many questions that need to be answered first.
| have no problem at teaching a class or so on-line, but at some point, there
needs to be some kind of human interaction between student and professor (F11,
4-13).

F4 (HP) tended to mirror F11 but made the following additional observations:

... To some, all students and professors are created equal. Administration just
assumes that if you can teach a class face to face, you can teach it on-line. | see
professors every day taking their notes and just pasting them on-line with afew
PowerPoint’s and that isaclass. | don't think so! Thereis pedagogy at teaching
on-line that we are barely addressing. We have just started to explore how to
perform self-assessment of our instruction at a distance (F4, 4-5).

One primary focus of this research study was to assess the perceptions of faculty membersin
making decisions regarding the hiring of departmental faculty, particularly those who have
matriculated from distance learning graduate programs. What was found was a genera reluctance
to give an distance education applicant the same consideration for employment as a graduate from
amore traditional program One explanation that was offered was the newness of distance
education. Education tends to be very conservative and res stant to change.
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An (HE) respondent noted, as did several other respondents, that there is a genera suspicion
when it comes to accepting anything that falls outside the traditional range of what isthought to
be graduate education. Nearly 10% of the respondents agreed that this attitude appears to be one
of the key factors influencing decisions on hiring distance learning candidates in higher
education. F8 (HE) noted that the profession needs time to adjust to new ideas:

Obviously the biggest issueistime... any change takes a while for people to
accept. (Pause).... | am sure the doctoral program that is done as a weekend
cohort is probably looked down upon by some faculty who did not work while
they did their doctorate work... so there is a change that hasto take place and
timeis certainly afactor. | believe also that an on-line program needs to have a
mix of on-line courses and on-site course... | think that would benefit and
maybe help the transition (F8, 4-12).

F5 (HP) further commented:

...It"s going to take time and experience with the animal. How many years ago
was it that we wouldn't consider using calculators in the classroom? We didn't
see the value of using computers for learning. So we have to get used to the
technology first. Not al on-line instruction is created equal. | myself have taken
afew on-line courses and some of there were sadly constructed, and | didn't see
the value... they weren’t valuable experiences. Others were extremely well
constructed by somebody that knew what they were doing instead of someone
who triesto just type their lectures and give quizzes on-line. Not effective (F5,
4-10).

Summary of Findings

When examining both the qualitative and quantitative datain relation to the research questions,
the following common themes emerge.

Are faculty members who possess higher levels of technological levels of self-efficacy and
proficiency more likely to embrace distance education than those faculty members who
possess lower levels of technological levels of self-efficacy and proficiency?

The quantitative data derived from ANOV A analysis demonstrated at p<.05 a significant
difference between the various efficacy/proficiency groups. The significant difference existed
between Low Efficacy (M=1.81) respondents and both High Efficacy (M=2.43) respondents and
High Proficiency (M=2.67) respondentsin regards to the acceptance of distance education as a
viable method of course and program delivery. Although High Proficiency respondents were
more accepting the High Efficacy respondents, the difference between the two subgroups was not
significant. High Proficiency and High Efficacy respondents were significantly more accepting of
distance education than were their Low Proficiency colleagues.

Qualitative analysis reflected that members of all subgroups expressed concerns regarding
distance learning, but the nature of those concerns differed. High Proficiency respondents tended
to focus on more internal factors related to instructor competence and motivation to acquire
requisite skills than did Low Proficiency respondents who looked for externa considerations such
as the lack of equipment or time, administrative shortcomings, of alack of sufficient support.

Do faculty members who have taught courses on-line express a greater sense of self-efficacy
in regard to the use of technology than do their traditional colleagues who teach only using
traditional classroom based instruction?
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The quantitative data derived from t-test analysis demonstrated at p<.05 a significant difference
between the two groups. Those who have taught at a distance expressed a significantly greater
sense of technological self-efficacy and confidence (M=3.06) than those who have not taught
distance education classes (M=2.63).

Qualitative analysis demonstrated that members of both subgroups expressed concerns regarding
distance learning, but the nature of those concerns differed. In fact, the two respondents who
taught distance learning classes were the most critical of granting of degrees at a distance than
any of the other respondents. Assessment, faculty preparation at teaching at a distance,
specialized pedagogy requirements and rigor were some of the concerns voiced by the distance
learning respondents.

Do members of the education faculty who possess higher levels of technological
self-efficacy and proficiency significantly differ in their attitudes towards the
hiring of on-line degree graduates for tenured track positions than do their
colleagues?

The quantitative data derived from ANOV A analysis, demonstrated at p<.05 a significant
difference between the various efficacy/proficiency groups. The significant difference existed
between Low Efficacy (M=1.92) respondents and both High Efficacy (M=2.42) respondents and
High Proficiency (M=2.71) respondentsin regards to attitudes toward the hiring of on-line degree
graduates for tenured track positions. Although High Proficiency respondents were more
accepting than the High Efficacy respondents, the difference between the two subgroups was not
significant. High Proficiency and High Efficacy respondents were significantly more accepting of
hiring distance education graduates than were their Low Proficiency colleagues, however, no
group reached the threshold of (M= 3.00) that would indicate awillingnessto hire such
individuals. The best that can be said of the resultsis that the High Proficiency group was just
dightly more than neutral (M=2.50). Such results lack a strong endorsement of the hiring of
distance education distance education graduates as faculty in higher education.

Qualitative analyses indicated severa factors that may account for this attitude. One of the
primary factorsillustrated was that distance learning programs tend to fly in the face of tradition.
There is a perception that distance learning is somehow a shortcut. Another factor that was
mentioned was the prevalence of for profit on-line programs that are looked upon as being
“diplomamills’. This perception may be generalized to all distance learning programs. A final
factor isthe perception that graduate programs need to be built around residency components so
asto develop interpersonal skills at both the departmental and university level. The perception is
that, without these skills, a candidate would be missing out on one of the critical ingredients
found in quality graduate programs. Other factors included unanswered questions in regards to
pedagogy, instructor readiness and technical competence, assessment and face-to face
communication.

Implications and Concluding Comments

“The marketing strategy in the on-line community must become... “Focus attention
on what kinds of education people need, want, and for which they are willing to
pay.” The pitfall isthe notion of technology for technology’ s sake and forgetting the
learners.” (Wilson, 2003, p.3)

When examining the results of this study, one thing becomes abundantly clear. Thereisa
significant difference between how education faculty view distance learning programs based
upon their particular level of self-efficacy in regards to the use of technology. While thereisa
significantly greater tendency to embrace distance learning as a vehicle for distance learning
among high self-efficacy faculty members, there is till areluctance with the mgority of
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respondents when it comes to recognizing those degrees as truly equivalent when it comes down
to hiring those individua s for positions among higher education faculty. This apparent
inconsistency presents a potential for an ethical dilemmain that many universities are marketing
and delivering these distance degree programs with the understanding that there is no significant
difference when compared to granting atraditional classroom based degree. While this study
utilized a small sample of faculty within arather homogeneous representation of state universities
in Pennsylvania, it does closely correspond to findings made in other more broadly based
previous studies. The information presented thus far in this study has been gleaned from atotally
guantitative approach and is therefore somewhat limited in depth. The study is currently
continuing with follow-up interviews of the survey respondents with a hope of clarifying and
expanding upon the information gathered via the survey instrument. With over 50% of the faculty
studied expressing alevel of educational technology self-efficacy and proficiency in the low
category, agreater need for technical training is evident. With a greater understanding and
comfort level with the emerging technology, higher education faculty will become more aware of
both the possibilities and limitations for the use of such technologiesin the future.

Suggestions for future study include:
1. Regiona and national studies being conducted with amore diversified university
population so as to become more generalizable.

2. Follow-up longitudinal studiesto follow the career paths of graduates of online programs
to see what obstacles they may encounter in their various career paths.
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Editor’'s Note: These authors pose some interesting concepts. It is almost universally assumed that online
students use distance learning because they cannot, for a variety of reasons, attend on-site classrooms.
However, if a significant number of students choose online classes, not for convenience or access, but for
different learning style preferences, a complex set of questions develop. The editors look forward to
expanded research in this area to validate and enrich design of online courses.

Do Online Students Exhibit Different Learning Styles
than Onsite Students?

Barbara Young, Joel Hausler, John W. Sanders
USA

Abstract

This paper examines the question: “Do online students exhibit different learning styles than onsite
students; and, if so, what accommodations relating to learning style differences may be made for
online students?’ Instructional issues were examined in light of data gathered from learning style
inventories and personal surveys and resulted in implications for online course modification and
design.

Keywords: learning styles of online vs. onsite students, online course delivery, online course design,
curriculum adaptations for online environment, effective practices within online learning environment,
curriculum design for e-learning

Instructional Issues

Most of usthat have been teaching online classes are bothered by a fundamental question. That
guestion centers around the effectiveness of online instruction. We do not wish to beg the
guestion of how effective we might bein our “on ground” onsite or traditional classes but we
assumed that when we have face to face contact with students that we may be able to pick up
feedback from our students that indicates whether or not we have been effective —and, as a resullt,
give us time to change strategies within our classes. Indicators such as the raised hand or body
language may give us messages rel ating to student comprehension that are missing in online
delivery. For the most part, such direct feedback does not occur within the online instruction
format. Over the years, we have had above average successin online class instruction, and our
failure rate has not been much different than what has occurred within onsite classes using the
traditional methods. Perhaps we have done more to retain students in online classes or maybe we
have just been lucky. We have held several assumptions about the makeup of online classes and
wanted to explore our assumptions further. Aswe explored the question of effectiveness, it
occurred to us that students who take online classes might do so to satisfy particular needs and
might even have different learning styles than those students in our onsite classes. We decided to
find out.

We used several measures to collect data. We devel oped our own online questionnaire to survey
students at the beginning and end of online and onsite classes. Thiswould allow usto get
attitudinal information from first time online users. We could aso sample students who had
previoudy taken online coursesto see if their expectations were different from those of first time
online students. We also wanted to measure any attitudinal changes occurring by the end of the
course. The results confirmed many of our suspicions but also gave us some new insights into
student motivation within our classes.

We aso wanted to look at learning styles for online learners and contrast it with those of students
in our traditional offerings. Rather than develop our own learning styles instrument, we looked at

April 2008 31 Vol. 5. No. 4.



International Journal of Instructional Technology and Distance Learning

measures aready in use. Of those we surveyed, (listed at the end of the paper) we found the
Solomon and Felder survey from North Carolina State University to be well suited to our needs.
It has high validity and has been in use for some time. Results from the survey are returned
quickly and could be correlated rather easily. The survey could be completed quickly, and
students also enjoyed taking the survey. We have collected data for three years from a variety of
groups in an attempt to gather learning profiles for these students. Data were collected from
graduate and undergraduate students in both online and traditional onsite classes. Our hope was
that we would see a difference in the learning profiles for our online students from that of our
onsite students. We had two purposes for collecting and analyzing the information. We thought,
at the very least, thisinformation would enable us to enhance our online offerings by devel oping
assignments that would meet this“onling” student profile. And, even if there was no difference
in the learning styles, by ascertaining our current students’ profiles, we could adjust our teaching
styles and assignments from semester to semester. Thislast assumption proved to be very timely.

Background Information

At Middle Tennessee State University (MTSU), we have offered online instruction for over ten
years. Like most schools, we have learned much about the process. We are still trying to
discover what “best practice” isfor online classes. All of usinvolved in this study have
approached online learning based on our traditional teaching methods and experiences. We share
avariety of teaching styles, and so our online offerings, while similar in many respects, have also
all been somewhat different. We have had the benefit of working with our information
technology staff and have had to work with the administration choice of WebCT, or work with no
front end shell program (our own websites). Through our experiences, we have been able to
share our triumphs and failures. Not only has this made us individually better, but it has aso
enabled usto collectively identify some weaknesses in our delivery.

Tennesseeisalargely rural area. Our service area covers al of middle Tennessee — an area of
several hundred square miles and more than 30 counties. When we started our online offerings,
we discovered our area had grown both in size and complexity. Not only were we dealing with a
wide area, but we were also dealing with almost a dozen different service providers and we had
students from other states and countries. Some of our students had accessto T1 lines and others
had dial-up connections. We mention this not just because we are serving a different clientele
than other states -- we are not -- but because we spent much of our energy on delivery problems
rather than refining our curricular offerings. Though al of us work with practicing teachers (or
pre-service teachers), our programs range from undergraduate teacher licensure preparation
programs through Masters and Ed.S. Degree programs in Curriculum and Instruction involving
add-on licensure in areas as diverse as English as a Second Language and Professional
Administration. Finally, after solving most of our start-up problems, we were ready to look at the
quality of our courses.

Our Online Survey

We developed several surveysto attempt to understand our students’ perceptions about online
classes. We had done thisindividually for some time to get feedback on our own courses, but
thought it was time to get departmental input on all our courses. The survey used (See Online
Class Survey Instrument [Appendix A]) isour own and probably similar to those used by other
universities. We originally suspected that techno-savvy students would be those most likely to
take online classes and many students might prefer onsite traditiona course offerings. We had
other ideas that were both confirmed and rebuked by our results. We also wanted to measure
students’ attitudinal changes form start to end of the classes.
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We learned students take online classes for the convenience of pursuing a degree on their own
timetable. They want to be with their families; they don’t like the commute, and they don’t want
to fight for a parking place. Another thing we learned is that people who take online classes have
atendency to work on assignments at times which we would never offer to on-campus classes.
Parents get online after their children arein bed. Professionals and educators stay at work to take
advantage of businessinternet connections. Undergraduates tend to be online after midnight. In
other words, online classes meet at any time auser isready. Perhaps one of the biggest reasons
students took online classes was not to have to come on to the MTSU campus at al! Finaly,
many students who did not like online classes said it did not meet their learning styles or they
preferred atraditional classroom setting.

Once we understood that it was not the techno-savvy folks making up the largest portion of our
online students, we were faced with the challenge of finding out how to improve instruction
further. Did students with certain learning characteristics or abilities do better than others?
Perhaps there was a profile of the successful online student — or at least we could find some
multiple personalities that might tell us more about who we were dealing with and how best to
meet their needs. Would the research by Howard Gardner and Associates help define students
who had giftsin spatial, logical, or linear thinking as having some advantages in online classes?
Unfortunately, no easy way to identify those folks was readily apparent to us.

Learning Styles

As aresult, we considered examining educational research which focused on learning styles. Itis
important that instructors provide assignments to complement learning styles. Matching
instructional style to learning style has been shown to enhance learning, that is, “...retain
information longer, apply it more effectively, and have more positive attitudes toward the subject
of the course.” (Moalem, 2003) Were some student’ s learning styles predisposed to successin
an online class? We discovered an online survey tool to assist usin defining and examining these
learning pre-dispositions. Barbara Soloman and Richard Felder at North Carolina State
University have developed a simple online survey (See Felder-Solomon Learning Styles
Questionnaire [Appendix B]) to give students feedback on their learning styles. The survey is
short (44 questions), has been used since 1997, and returns results to studentsin ashort time. The
four matched learning style areas contained in the survey are:

Solomon — Felder Learning Styles Summary

Active —like to use new material such as
discussion, explaining, group work. Taking
notesisdifficult. Active learners must be
involved in learning by doing

Reflective — need time to think about new
information, not good at memorization or just
reading material one time

Sequential — like information presented in
linear steps. Need some help putting the “big”
picture together

Global —big picture learners can learn
different things and then put them together

Sensing — like learning facts, follow proven
methods of exploration and problem solving,
good at memorization, careful, practica
learners, like real world connections

Intuitive —like discovering possibilities and
relationships, tend to take risks in learning,
don't like to bog down in repetitive tasks, may
be prone to carel ess mistakes

Visual —learn best by what they see, like charts
graphs, pictures, films, demonstrations

Verbal —learn more from written or spoken
presentations, like hearing discussion and
explanation
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The survey asks students to choose their preferences and gives them feedback concerning their
own learning style. (See attached printout). Obviously, each student has some of all the learning
styles but not necessarily a balance of each. Students who have a predilection for one style over
another may have difficulty learning in some areas. By assessing not only our students' learning

styles but also looking at our assignmentsin our classes, we were able to “map” student

preferences and our offerings. Some studies have found that student with indicators of
extroversion (Active), intuition (Intuitive), thinking and judging (Active and Sequential) tend to

be more satisfied with online learning. (Altman, 1988). Learner satisfaction has a high
correlation with distance education success. (Kelly, 1994) We were able to bear out these results
when we compared the responses to our survey and the Learning Styles Index results (figure 1.).

Online Learning Styles On Site Learning Styles
oActive
Global Active mREF Global Active
Seq 12% 13% ger . Seq 8% 11% REF
89, 9% 0 Sensing 15% %
olnt
Verbal Sensing @ Visual Ve:::al Sensing
12% 159% Verbal R 19%
Visual Int Visual Int
19% 12% @Seq 27% 8%
o Global

Figure 1. Learning Styles Index Results: Examples from Fall,
2006 N=16 for Online and N=64 for On Site

While we found students who preferred visual learning were dightly less inclined to prefer online
classes, we found no one discernable learning style to be prevalent in most of our online classes.
Preferences were more likely dictated by other considerations than learning styles. For example,
setting one' s own pace of learning outweighed the visual learning style preference one might
expect as a consideration in choosing online classes. What we did find was that satisfaction in
online course seemed to increase when we were careful to design assignments to cover all
learning styles. This confirms earlier findings in classes where teachers design a variety of
assignments and the students use al learning styles. (Feldman, 1996)

We found the following maodifications and design considerations to be useful in meeting all
learning styles.

Active/Reflective Post notes or guides to information

Use guided readings

Add field experiences to online classes

Use online discussions through software or list serves
Add group work to get students to exchange information

Visual/Verbal Organizers as product (webbing, charts, flow charts)
Teleresearch

Audio presentations (PowerPoint/Impactica)
Assignment details are elaborated in written document

Sensing/Intuitive Case studies.
Analogies / Examples before theory.

Sequential/Global Connect new material to old.
Overview of assignment and objectives defined.
Road map for a complex assignment
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We would strongly recommend the use of this survey at the beginning of courses so
modifications may be made. The website for the survey can be found at
http://www.engr.ncsu.edu/l earningstyles/ilsweb.html. Of course, if good course design is used at
the onset, al learning styles should be met but it is possible to have a class with aimbalance or
learning preference quite different from design expectations. We have certainly found each class
may have quite a difference in balance of learning styles. Some of this may be due to the use of
screening tools for certain classes or perhapsit is the luck of the draw. “Learning styles are away
to help improve your quality of learning. By understanding your own persona styles, you can
adapt the learning process and techniques you use.” (Learning-styles-online.com, homepage)
We have found helpful information at L earning-styles-online.com website http://www.learning-
styles-online.com/ this siteis dedicated to helping you better understand learning styles, as well
as providing an easy way to discover your own styles.”

A consideration that is not found in any survey is a measure focusing on whether or not students
have a propensity to procrastinate. No student will initially admit to procrastination — especially
if it might affect entry into aclass. Thereis no disputing that some students not faced with
mandatory attendance will not be on time. Deadlines help, but this does not force students to
participate in discussion or other areas where they must be active, on-time participants.
Assessment should include incentives to not only get students to participate in atimely fashion
but also in ameaningful way. Calendars and timelines help, but students can still “sit” in the
back of the room if you let them. Course design and instructor persistence also help but cannot
make students successful if they choose to procrastinate. Even time logs with WebCT and other
programs do not provide any indication of quality time spent ontask. These logs are measures of
access time and login events only. Thelogs are useful tools for knowing which students might
need some “prodding” to keep up with assignments.

Conclusions

Our “Best Practice” ideas have been continually evolving to keep up with our students. We have
tried a variety of things to make sure students understand what kinds of challenges they facein an
online class. Though we are now teaching the “ computer generation,” most students have been
trained to succeed in an “on-ground” atmosphere for at least 12 years before they enter college.
Many must relearn how to succeed in another setting. It isimportant to remember to remove as
many obstaclesto their success as possible to that online delivery is centered on learning content
usable by various learning styles. Our advice isto keep the process dynamic and to seek
feedback from students to be sure learning is as student centered as possible.
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