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ABSTRACT

Quality Matters™ is recognized world wide as a highly reputable method for
quality assurance in online learning. While much research is available regarding Quality
Matters as a tool for quality assurance, very little research exists on Quality Matters
professional development and effective methods for instructional designers who support
faculty as they design courses to meet QM standards.

The present mixed-methods study was conducted using two phases. Phase 1
explored cognitive and affective outcomes of the Applying the Quality Matters Rubric
(APPQMR) workshop with faculty in one large university who design, develop, and
deliver online courses. Cognitive outcomes included knowledge of best practice in
online course design and were measured using a criterion-based assessment. Affective
outcomes were measured using self-report and included faculty perception of online
course quality and willingness to use the QM Rubric to redesign an online course. Phase
2 explored the extent to which faculty improved the quality of their online course after
workshop participation and lived experiences of redesigning an online course to meet
QM standards. Courses were peer-reviewed and faculty members were interviewed
before and after redesign. Faculty members had the option of collaborating with an
instructional designer and Quality Matters expert during course redesign.

Results for participants, N=25, indicated that APPQMR statistically significantly
improved knowledge of best practices in online course design but did not improve
perception of online course quality or increase willingness to use the QM rubric to

redesign an existing online course. Three out of five case studies completed the course
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revision process and dramatically improved the quality of their online courses by over
70%. The largest improvements occurred in Course Overview and Introduction,
Learning Objectives, and Learner Support. The smallest improvements occurred in
Assessment and Measurement and Accessibility suggesting that faculty need further
opportunities to learn how to apply the concept of alignment within an authentic setting.
Faculty were initially overwhelmed by the amount of work implied by the initial course
review, but overall reported a positive professional growth experience. Based on these
findings a model for additional professional development is proposed and guidelines for

effective collaboration are proposed.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Distance education has received much criticism since its early beginnings in
higher education (Speck, 2001). Therefore, it stands to reason that much of distance
education literature has thus far focused on barriers to adoption of online teaching
(Berge, 1998; Chen, 2009; Dooley & Murphrey, 2000; Jones, Lindner, Murphy, &
Dooley, 2002; Rovai, Pnton, & Baker, 2008; Wolcott & Betts, 2007). Although
legitimate concerns remain regarding barriers to adoption, distance learning has evolved
into a viable means of instruction. In many cases the increase in distance learning
opportunities has been an administrative solution to higher enrollment and budget cuts.
Thus, the conversation in the literature has shifted from can we provide quality
instruction online to how will we provide quality instruction online. With the
acceptance of distance learning as a permanent fixture in mainstream higher education,
researchers have turned their attention to ensuring quality in online learning through a
variety of methods (Zawacki-Richter, 2009).

Faculty and student satisfaction, student retention, and the changing roles of
faculty who teach online have been important topics of interest (Aman, 2009; Aydin,
2005; Bolliger & Wasilik, 2009; Shea, Pickett, & Li, 2005). Nuances of teaching face-
to-face versus teaching online and the professional development necessary for faculty
making this transition have also been dooly noted (Schifter, 2006). However, research is

contradictory as to whether faculty members are in fact provided professional



development opportunities prior to online teaching (Allen & Seaman, 2011; Marek,
2009).

Given that a majority of faculty design and develop the courses they deliver
(Powell, 2010), coupled with the recent push to design online courses according to
standards of quality (Pollacia, Russell, & Russell, 2009), the provision of instructional
support to online faculty as a means of quality assurance should be of great concern.
Yet, there is little to no empirical data on the effectiveness of specific professional
development opportunities for faculty in online learning, a key component to quality
assurance in distance education. Current research focuses on the perceived needs of
online faculty using methodologies incorporating self-report measures and anecdotal
evidence (Kinnie, 2012; Reilly, Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, & Ralston-Berg, 2012;
Weaver, Robbie, & Borland, 2008; Wright, 2011). In addition, there is little research on
how best to collaborate with faculty to support the design and development of courses
that meet quality standards.

Distance education researchers call for further studies to answer the question:
what is the best way to prepare and support faculty who teach online (Graham &
Thomas, 2011; Marek, 2009; Ray, 2009; Schifter, 2006; Wilson, 2012)? The answer to
this question cannot rely solely on faculty perceptions of training needs and instructional
format (Taylor & McQuiggan, 2008). The answer is more than providing overviews of
new roles and competencies necessary for online teaching (Aydin, 2005; Baran, Correia,
& Thompson, 2011; Goodyear, Salmon, Spector, Steeples, & Tickner, 2001). Nor can

the answer be expected to be prescriptive in nature as faculty backgrounds and expertise



vary across institutions (Schifter, 2006). However, many higher education institutions
choose the same program, Quality Matters™, to be an integral component of facilitating
quality assurance in online learning through professional development.

Quality Matters™ (QM) is recognized world wide as an inter-institutional peer-
review process that utilizes a research based set of standards known as the QM Rubric to
assess the quality of the online course design. Currently, QM has over 800 subscribers
in the United States alone. By 2013, 22,000 faculty and staff had completed various
professional development workshops. However, almost no research exists exploring the
effectiveness of these workshops and/or describing the experiences of faculty who
subsequently redesigned online courses to meet QM standards.

The Applying the Quality Matters Rubric (APPQMR) workshop is considered the
“flagship course” of professional development offered by Quality Matters™
(qmprogram.org). This workshop is designed for faculty, instructional designers, and
other distance education professionals. Participants learn about the QM peer review
process and the QM Rubric used to certify the quality of online courses. Some QM
subscribers require online faculty to complete APPQMR prior to teaching online at the
institution.

While much research is available regarding Quality Matters™ as a tool for
quality assurance (Bento & White, 2010; Ralston-Berg & Nath, 2008; Swan &
Matthews, 2012), only one empirical study has tested effects of QM professional
development on faculty who design, develop, and deliver online courses (Wright, 2011).

Given QM is endorsed by such reputable consortiums and cooperatives as Sloan-C and



WCET, more empirical data are needed regarding the effectiveness of QM professional
development to validate investing in such opportunities to facilitate quality assurance in
distance education. In addition, institutions that adopt Quality Matters standards not
only have to consider how to facilitate standards driven design of new online courses,
but how to address issues of quality in existing courses as well. Consequently, more
research is needed regarding how best to provide additional instructional support to
faculty who redesign courses to meet QM standards.

This dissertation is composed of three articles. Article 1 was the product of a
systematic literature review on quality assurance in online learning. Results indicated a
paucity of research on the effects of professional development for online faculty despite
the critical role faculty play in providing quality online courses. Findings supported the
wide adoption of the Quality Matters program with little to no research on the effects of
QM professional development. In addition, few studies exist that provide guidance for
collaborating with faculty to design online courses according standards of quality.
Therefore this study investigated the effectiveness of providing QM professional
development and additional instructional support for faculty as a means for quality
assurance in online learning. Consequently, the present mixed-methods study was
conducted using two phases.

Article 2 reports results from phase 1 that explored cognitive and affective
outcomes of the APPQMR workshop with faculty in one large university who design,
develop, and deliver online courses. Cognitive outcomes included knowledge of best

practice in online course design and were measured using a criterion-based assessment.



Affective outcomes were measured using self-report and included faculty perception of
online course quality and willingness to use the QM Rubric to redesign an online course.
Article 3 describes findings from phase 2 that investigated journeys of five
faculty members who completed the APPQMR workshop and redesigned online courses

to meet QM standards. Courses were peer reviewed and faculty members were
interviewed before and after redesign. During the redesign process, faculty members
collaborated with the researcher, an expert in QM and instructional design, to redesign
courses according to QM standards. Findings are reported in terms of: a) faculty
experiences based on interviews and, b) course improvement according based on rubric
scores and before and after comparisons of meeting Specific Review Standards.

In summary, when a quality assurance tool as widely adopted as Quality Matters
continues to expand in use across institutions, rigorous research is necessary to ensure
that components offered by the program (peer-review, standards of quality, and
professional development) are in fact effective. Outcomes of the present study inform
distance education administrators, instructional designers, and other instructional support
staff in distance education regarding effectiveness of QM professional development and
collaborating with faculty to redesign courses to meet QM standards. A model for
additional professional development is proposed and guidelines for effective

collaboration are also discussed.



CHAPTER II
QUALITY ASSURANCE IN ONLINE LEARNING: A SYSTEMATIC LITERATURE
REVIEW ON INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT FOR ONLINE FACULTY IN HIGHER

EDUCATION

The growing use of distance education gave birth to a long debate on differences
in quality when compared to traditional face-to-face instruction (Mandernach, 2005).
This debate of “no statistical significance” has quieted down as academics in higher
education accept that online learning has evolved into a permanent fixture in mainstream
higher education (Marek, 2009). No longer are researchers focused on if we can provide
quality online education, but how will we provide quality online education. In many
cases providing online options has become a necessity for meeting higher enrollment
demands while addressing budgetary concerns (Orr, Williams, & Pennington, 2009).
However, institutions of higher education delivering more courses online must still meet
accreditation requirements (Lezberg, 2007). Thus, there is a need to ensure these
courses meet nationally recognized standards of quality that take into account the change
in learning environment from physical to virtual.

Researchers take various approaches to investigating quality in online learning at
post secondary institutions. Some researchers have taken a systems approach (Ricci,
2002) or more tertiary approaches such as studies focusing on factors related to student
or faculty concerns (Aman, 2009; McLean, 2005; Ralston-Berg & Nath, 2008). Others

have looked at administrative influence (Dooley & Murphrey, 2000; Bolliger & Wasilik,



2009) and instructional support such as professional development as key to providing
quality in online education (Lee, 2001; Ray, 2009; Reilly, Vandenhouten, Gallagher-
Lepak, & Ralston-Berg, 2012; Taylor & McQuiggan, 2008).

Recently many institutions are using the Quality Matters™ (QM) program either
in part or comprehensively to implement methods of quality control. Quality Matters is
recognized world wide as a highly reputable method for quality assurance in online
learning (Ralston-Berg & Nath, 2008). The program uses a rigorous peer-review
process and rubric based on standards of best practice, research, and instructional design
principles to assess the design of an online course (Legon & Runyon, 2007). However,
very little research exists on Quality Matters professional development and effective
methods for supporting faculty as they design courses to meet QM standards. In fact, a
large portion of online faculty must design and develop the courses they deliver (Powell,
2010). Therefore, regardless of institutional approaches to quality assurance in online
learning, no institutional initiative can succeed without faculty commitment (Koehler,
Mishra, Hershey, & Peruski, 2004). Furthermore, to sustain initiatives, institutions must
provide online faculty with effective professional development (Ellis & Phelps, 2000) as
well as follow-up instructional support (Wright, 2011).

Given the growing recognition that online teaching vastly differs from the
traditional face-to-face classroom (Schifter, 2006; Shapiro, 2007; Fish & Wickersham,
2009), more research is needed to identify what to include in professional development
that positively affects the quality of online course design (Ellis & Phelps, 2000; Kucsera

& Svinicki, 2010; Zawacki-Richter, 2009). In addition, more research is needed to



provide guidelines for instructional support persons who assist faculty in designing
online courses to meet recognized standards of quality (Chao, Saj, & Hamilton, 2010;
Xu & Morris, 2007). Moreover, the wide acceptance of Quality Matters as a quality
assurance tool necessitates a review of research regarding effects of QM professional
development and supporting faculty who seek to design courses that meet QM standards.
Purpose

The purpose of this systematic literature review is twofold. The general purpose
is to examine institutional and faculty roles in ensuring quality online learning in
institutions of higher education. An instrumental purpose is to identify empirical
evidence regarding effects of providing instructional support for faculty who design,
develop, and deliver online courses. For example, how does professional development
affect online faculty’s knowledge of best practice in online course design, critical
thinking skills as to course quality, and willingness to adopt institutional adopted
standards for quality? How can instructional support staff best collaborate with faculty
to facilitate successful application of standards for the purpose of ensuring quality in
online courses? This review contributes to the current body of literature by providing a
synthesis of known outcomes resulting from providing various methods of instructional
support to online faculty. Furthermore, a specific focus on research related to
instructional support specifically embedded within the context of Quality Matters is

provided.



Method

To identify studies for inclusion in this review I began by examining existing
reviews of distance education research (e.g., Appana, 2008; Simonson & Schlosser,
2011; Zawacki-Richter, Backer, & Vogt, 2009). Next I conducted four broad searches
via Google Scholar using a distinct set of keywords: professional development in online
learning, Quality Assurance in Online Learning, instructional support for online faculty
and Quality Matters. These broad searches produced few empirical studies in the
identified areas of interest. However, relevant non-empirical literature was retained to
provide a larger context within which empirical research was embedded. Additional
searches were conducted using three additional databases: Eric (EBSCO), Academic
Search Complete, and ProQuest Dissertations and Theses, using the same keywords.

After reviewing results, searches were refined using Boolean search operators:
online teaching AND (“faculty” AND “professional development” OR “instructional
support”). Then I reviewed all literature included in Shattuck’s (2012) synthesis of QM
focused research with specific attention given to studies focused on faculty and
institutional outcomes. Finally, the “snowball” method was used on both empirical and
non-empirical literature retained. Given the purposes of this review was focused on
instructional support for online faculty and a specific innovation (e.g., Quality Matters),
additional literature was retained for theoretical references based on technology adoption
and changing teacher practices via professional development.

Based on a lack of rigorous empirical research on the topics of focus, a wide time

frame was included beginning with the year 2000. In addition, some non-empirical



articles were included because of the lack of empirical articles on the topics of interest
and the topic of discussion was closely aligned with the variables of interest in this
review. Articles were excluded based on the following criteria: measurement of
outcomes were not described, outcomes described were in the form of guidelines not
based on qualitative or quantitative methodologies such as “lessons learned,” sample
characteristics included a narrow focus on types of faculty (e.g., community college,
adjunct, etc.), a primary emphasis on students as opposed to faculty, description of
processes for developing programs as opposed to program outcomes. This process
resulted in 33 studies that reported results related to institutional and faculty roles in
online learning, instructional support for online faculty including professional
development, and QM focused research aligned with these topics.

In order to synthesize the literature, a content analysis of each article was
conducted. Findings from each article were summarized included findings,
methodology, sample size, recommendations, and QM or non-QM related. As patterns
were recognized, both predetermined and non-predetermined categories were created.
These categories included but were not limited to: administrative leadership,
instructional support, faculty critical thinking skills, professional growth, professional
development outcomes, collaboration, diffusion of technology, and assessment of
quality. Finally, categories were analyzed for themes related to the purposes of this

review.
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Results

First, a definition of quality assurance in online learning is provided based on the
literature. Second, relevant literature is discussed regarding the institutional and faculty
roles and responsibilities for ensuring quality in online learning based on this definition.
Third, findings related to instructional support in the form of professional development
and collaboration in online course design are discussed. Next a brief introduction to the
Quality Matters program is provided in the context of assessing quality in online courses
followed by a synthesis of QM focused research as it relates to professional development
for online faculty and designing courses to meet QM standards. Finally, based on the
gaps found in the literature recommendations for future research are provided based on a
synthesis of two theoretical models including Rogers (1985) Diffusion of Innovations
and Guskey’s (1986) Teacher Change Process. Conclusions are drawn from the review
highlighting the salient literature regarding quality assurance in online learning,
instructional support for online faculty, and a solution to an identified problem is

proposed based on the theoretical model described.

Quality Assurance In Online Learning

Greenberg (2011) defines quality assurance as “the practice of preventing faults
from occurring within a process or system” (p. 2). Allen and Seaman (2004) defined
quality in terms of the achievement of learning outcomes. Drawing from these two
definitions quality assurance in online learning is the prevention of delivering online
courses that do not maximize learning outcomes. Moreover, a primary focus of quality

assurance in online learning should be the development of courses that meet quality
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standards (Bento & White, 2010). Thus, for the purpose of this review quality
assurance is defined as actions taken by the institution, instructional support staff, and
online faculty to provide quality online courses with specific emphasis on courses
meeting a specified set of quality design standards.

In 2000, the Council of Regional Accrediting Commissions (CRAC) group
drafted values and principles to be reflected in distance education programs offered by
degree-granting institutions. One such value stated was “an essential element in all
evaluative processes will be institutional self-evaluation for the purpose of enhancing
quality” (Lezberg, 2007, p. 410). Thus the CRAC has placed the responsibility of
determining quality for online learning at the doorstep of the institution.

Sherry (2003) described the urgency with which quality assurance in online
learning should be approached. She emphasized the interrelationships between the
institution, faculty, and students in a successful distance education program. And while
many stakeholders play critical roles in the quality and success of online education as a
whole (Rovai, Ponton, & Baker, 2008; Thompson & Irele, 2007) an educational
program can only be as good as the quality of its courses.

Many researchers focus on assessing quality at the online program level because
of the growing number of degrees offered completely online (Phipps & Merisotis, 2000;
Lezberg, 2007; Thompson & Irele, 2007). However, online courses are often provided
within the context of a face-to-face degree program. Taking a program level view of
quality without consideration of stand-alone online courses offered provides an

inaccurate view of the quality of an institution’s online courses as a whole. In fact, for
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faculty to know how to build quality online courses is an important component of
building quality in online learning at an institution (Pollacia, Russell, & Russell, 2009;
Swan & Matthews, 2012). In addition, knowing how to build quality online courses
often improves the quality of face-to-face, blended, as well as fully online courses at an
institution. Faculty typically design the courses they deliver (Powell, 2010). Arguably
the first step to providing quality assurance measures in online learning is providing
faculty with the knowledge and skills necessary to design quality online instruction
(Wright, 2011).

Both the institution and its faculty are key components to quality assurance.
Each plays a variety of roles. The institution must lead and provide instructional support
while faculty must carry out front line initiatives by building quality courses, evaluating
outcomes, and continually learning new technologies (see Figure 1). The following
sections will discuss these roles in more detail and the impact each role has on quality

assurance efforts.
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Quality
Assurance in
Online Learning
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Leadership = Content Expert

Instructional
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Professional
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Figure 1. Institutional and faculty roles in quality assurance.

Institutional role. Clearly degree-granting institutions are responsible for the
quality of degrees awarded (Lezberg, 2007). Whether the degree is earned fully or
partially through online courses, the institution must lead efforts to ensure the quality of
the education it provides (Shieh, Gummer, & Niess, 2008). Over time the necessity for
providing faculty responsible for designing and delivering online courses with
appropriate skills, resources, and support to be successful online instructors has
remained at the forefront of the distance education literature (Appana, 2008; Lee, 2001;
Shapiro, 2007; Sherry, 2003). According to Thompson and Irele (2007) having explicit
and appropriate quality assurance procedures in place helps to justify investment of
resources, maximize learning outcomes, facilitate the continuing growth of quality

control, and aid in the decision process regarding current online programs.
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As much as faculty adoption of distance education is key (Dooley & Murphrey,
2000; Rovai, Ponton, & Baker, 2008; Wolcott & Shattuck, 2007), more is needed.
Faculty who have adopted distance learning as a viable method of instruction need to
know how best to ensure that instruction is effective (Baran, Correia, & Thompson,
2011). Quality assurance requires a commitment to a process from both the institution
and the faculty. If faculty members are not willing to adopt institutional initiatives for
ensuring quality in online course design, the goal of ensuring quality in distance
education programs will not be achieved (Koehler, Mishra, Hershey, & Peruski, 2004).
If the institution does not fulfill its commitment to providing leadership and instructional
support, faculty are less likely to collaborate towards quality assurance initiatives.

Leadership. Institutional leadership can facilitate a shared vision for advancing
quality assurance initiatives (Beaudoin, 2007). Clarity in an institution’s mission for
online learning has a positive impact on faculty (Orr, Williams, & Pennington, 2009). In
as much as the institution is ultimately responsible for the quality of its online programs
and courses, the job of ensuring quality typically falls on the shoulders of instructional
support staff and online faculty.

One of the greatest deterrents to teaching online is the perceived lack of
institutional support (Wolcott & Shattuck, 2007). Sherry (2003) noted that, “The
policies and procedures that institutions choose to implement directly impact faculty
responses, as do faculty initiatives within the institution” (p. 435). When faculty believe
the institution is formally strategizing to address critical issues related to online learning

(e.g. training, support, and quality control) through explicit policies and procedures, they
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are more likely to increase their rate of adoption of new distance education technologies
(Dooley & Murphrey, 2000; Wolcott & Shattuck, 2007). Faculty need to see the
institution’s support for online learning through incentives, facilitation of organizational
change, effective professional development, and instructional support (Orr, Williams, &
Pennington, 2009; Shieh, Gummer, & Niess, 2008).

Instructional support. Lee (2001) defines instructional support as efforts to aid
faculty in improving instruction. Faculty are looking for leaders of the institution to
provide support for online instruction (Marek, 2009). This can include professional
development and technical support. Weaver, Robbie, and Borland (2008) point out that
many online faculty are self-taught and may not need to attend mandatory professional
development trainings; however, providing professional development lead by expert
staff can impact the adoption of new distance technologies by veteran online faculty.
Ray (2009) also found that current online instructors have done most training “on the
job.” However, 50% of faculty described converting a course online as very hard and
65% wanted additional pedagogical training. In fact, 85% of faculty agreed that formal
training prior to teaching online should be a requirement. This finding supports Schifter
(2006) who suggested that online faculty typically have not been online learners and
therefore have no preconceived model for effective online teaching.

Designing and developing an online course takes significant time and expertise.
Faculty typically lack the knowledge and skills emphasized in best practices for online
learning and desire more professional development in this area (Lewis, Baker, &

Britigan, 2011; Reilly, Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, & Ralston-Berg, 2012; Taylor
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& McQuiggan, 2008). Unfortunately, in many cases formal training in online course
design and development is not a part of the institutional infrastructure.

In addition to professional development, institutions have a responsibility to
provide technical, design, and production support for online faculty (Lezberg, 2007;
Sherry, 2003). One of the benefits of online learning viewed by faculty, staff, and
administrators is the enhancement of learning through technology (Dooley & Murphrey,
2000). However, the more that interactive and engaging activities are integrated within
an online course, the higher the likelihood that technical issues will arise.
Understandably one of the most reported fears of teaching online is technical difficulty
(Shea, Pickett, & Li, 2005). Faculty are less likely to utilize all of the strengths of the
online platform learned via professional development if they are concerned about a lack
of technical support (Wolcott & Betts, 2007). Technical support needs to continue
beyond any professional development provided (Powell, 2010).

However, technical support should not be equated with instructional support and
thus is not a comprehensive approach to assisting online faculty. Technology integration
with effective pedagogy in the classroom is important and relevant to online learning
(McLean, 2005). Technical support for faculty adopting new technologies is imperative,
specifically online. In addition, within the context of online courses the technology is
the classroom. More instruction in how to design courses that incorporate what is
known about how people learn is needed.

Instructional technology support is a common term used to describe the overlap

of technical and instructional support essential to helping faculty successfully integrate
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technology into instruction (Xu & Morris, 2007). Online faculty need instructional
technology support. Learning management systems (LMS) can seem complex and
overwhelming, especially to new online faculty (Shea, Pickett, & Li, 2005). Tools are
chosen for integration based on ease of use, but also on their ability to meet learning
goals. Faculty members currently seek help from support personnel in making decisions
regarding the LMS and learning about best options for course development (Powell,
2010). Consequently, support staff guide faculty’s pedagogical choices based on the
affordances of the technology within the learning management system. In this way,
support for online faculty goes beyond technical and becomes instructional.

Faculty role. Lewis, Baker, and Britagin (2011) emphasized that, “online
education places new demands on faculty” (p. 49). When faculty transition from face-
to-face to online teaching, they now have to understand content and technology (Ray,
2009). Goodyear, Salmon, Spector, Steeples, and Tickner (2001) delineate this new role
into categories: course developer, online facilitator, collaborator, and technology expert.
Baran, Correia, and Thompson (2012) discuss the importance of defining the new roles
faculty assume when teaching online.

Outside of design, development, and delivery of an online course, faculty have
additional responsibilities. In order to be successful in a holistic sense, online faculty
must be able to evaluate course outcomes to inform future revisions of instruction and
stay abreast of new technologies. Therefore, faculty play a critical role in quality

assurance in online education (Rovai, Ponton, & Baker, 2008). The following sections
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will discuss these roles in more detail and their impact with respect to quality assurance
in online learning.

Content expert. As is the case in the traditional face-to-face classroom, online
faculty must be experts within the field they teach (Baran, Correia, & Thompson, 2012).
Aydin (2005) pointed out that the role of content expert facilitates the selection of
appropriate instructional materials and reflection on appropriate instructional strategies
that align with available technologies. Moreover, faculty must also have a deep
understanding of the relationships between content, pedagogy, and technology to deliver
quality online instruction (Koehler, Mishra, Hershey, & Peruski, 2004).

Course master. Effective online faculty must be masters of the courses they
teach. As previously mentioned, faculty are typically responsible for the three
components of an online course: design, development, and delivery (Powell, 2010).
The role of content expert is essential to designing a quality online course. Bawane and
Spector (2009) rank content and pedagogy as the most important skills for applying
information and communication technologies to teaching and learning. However,
faculty must acquire knowledge and skills beyond that of content expert to be effective
online instructors (Crawford-Ferre & Wiest, 2012)

Traditional best practices reported in the literature typically center on course
delivery. Some of these best practices include: frequent contact with students,
providing prompt feedback, summarizing content of discussions, monitoring progress,
and helping students trouble shoot technical problems (Chickering & Gamson, 2010;

Goodyear, Salmon, Spector, Steeples, & Tickner, 2001; Taylor & McQuiggan, 2008).
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Mastery of these activities increases faculty confidence (Wright, 2011), satisfaction, and
sense of course ownership (Ellis & Phelps, 2000; Orr, Williams, & Pennington, 2009).
Although these practices are essential to student success, it is the course design that
drives how the course unfolds during the process of delivery.

Recently, best practices also encourage a systematic approach to course design to
maximize learning outcomes (Pollacia, Russell, & Russell, 2009). In the face-to-face
classroom, poor design can easily be remedied via “on the fly” adjustments and quick
self-checks. However, faculty do not have these same affordances online. Designing
and developing an online course takes significant front-end time (Savenye, Olina, &
Niemczyk, 2001), and making adjustments during live delivery can be problematic
(Frydenberg, 2002). Therefore, faculty should know best practices for designing courses
in addition to delivery to facilitate a quality online learning experience (Reilly,
Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, & Ralston-Berg, 2012).

Faculty recognize their lack of skill set when first transitioning to online teaching
and, as mentioned earlier, typically receive no formal training (Marek, 2009). Many of
these skills are learned through trial and error. In fact, some online faculty consider
themselves self-taught masters of online learning (Ray, 2009). Understandably,
opportunities for professional development in online learning is preferred prior to
transitioning online and some suggest it should be required (Orr, Williams, &
Pennington, 2009)

Faculty need opportunities to learn best practices in online learning, specifically

course design (Koehler, Mishra, Hershey & Peruski, 2004) to initiate quality assurance
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processes at the most tertiary level. Quality course design is essential to student success.
In summary, providing faculty with knowledge of best practice in online course design
provides a ground-up approach to quality assurance (Lewis, Baker, & Britigan, 2011)
and provides the first key component for faculty to become masters of the courses they
teach.

Critical thinker. Faculty must be critical thinkers to effective online instructors.
We know faculty recognize the need for quality control in distance education (Dooley &
Murphrey, 2000). However, little research answers the question, how do faculty
perceive quality in online learning (Reif, 2009)? If courses are going to be subject to
periodic reviews, as recommended by The Institute for Higher Education Policy, then
faculty need to understand what is meant by quality in online learning. Thus not only do
faculty require expertise in design, development and delivery of online courses
according to standards of best practice (Goodyear, Salmon, Spector, Steeples, &
Tickner, 2001), but faculty must also be able to critically reflect on the quality of these
components (Baran, Correia, & Thompson, 2011; Reif, 2009; Shieh, Gummer, & Niess,
2008).

Online faculty tend to equate best practices in online learning with course
delivery (Powell, 2010) and are not well versed in what constitutes quality online course
design (Reif, 2009). The assumption oftentimes made by faculty is that poor student
performance is a result of malfunctioning tools and student behavior instead of what is
really at the heart of the matter, design. Typically only instructional design experts

understand that a quality online course will employ systematic design as a precursor to
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development (Monroe, 2011). Employing systematic processes for course design creates
alignment among learning objectives, activities, and assessment, thereby facilitating
student mastery.

As described earlier, quality assurance centers on faculty and their many roles in
online learning. Faculty need to be able to assess the quality of courses to determine
necessary changes for future delivery. Ensuring that online faculty have learned this
skill begins by asking the question: by what criteria do faculty currently assess quality of
the online courses they teach?

Reif (2009) found that some faculty evaluate course quality according to student
feedback at the end of course delivery, assuming quality is reflected in instructor
evaluations. However, this assumes that quality is solely dependent on the instructor’s
adequate participation and facilitation of course activities. Other faculty members feel
that course quality depends on innate student characteristics represented by quality of
discussion postings and assignment submissions, and drop out rates etc.

In a single case study approach, Shieh, Gummer, and Niess (2008) described one
faculty member’s interpretation of quality as a comparison of time spent online with
time spent in the traditional course. Again, this puts all indicators of quality into the
category of “how did the course go?” or course delivery. If in fact student and
instructor participation are the key to course quality, then evaluating the quality of a
course solely on delivery makes sense. However, the potential of great delivery lies in

the quality of great design.
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Quality is centered on faculty understanding best practice in online course
design. Even a well-designed course can be ineffectively delivered. However, a poorly
designed course cannot be effectively delivered by even the greatest of online
instructors. Thus, first faculty must acquire knowledge of best practices in both online
course design and delivery (Dykman & Davis, 2008). As faculty acquire and apply
skills to design quality courses they are likely to feel more ownership of the courses they
design (Reif, 2009).

Professional growth expert. Online faculty must be committed to professional
growth (Fish & Wickersham, 2009). Clarke and Hollingsworth (2002) defined
professional growth as “an inevitable and continuing process of learning” (p. 947).
Researchers agree change is a process as opposed to a single event (Clarke &
Hollingsworth, 2002). Professional growth is a product of that change.

Technology is rapidly changing. Online faculty must continually adapt to new
technologies with the understanding that “quality is a continuous learning process and
requires frequent adapting of best practices” (Lewis, Baker, & Britigan, p. 60).
Therefore, faculty must be flexible, willing to pursue learning opportunities, and
committed to having an attitude open to change.

Approaching quality assurance from the standpoint of professional growth begins
with change led by the institution as it works towards a common vision for online
learning (Beaudoin, 2007). However, it must be a “ground up” approach starting with
professional development in best practices online course design (Lewis, Baker, &

Britigan, 2011) providing faculty skills necessary for initiating a quality online learning
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environment. Moreover, providing follow-up support desired by faculty (Lee, 2001)
integrates the leadership and instructional support component of the institution’s role in
quality assurance thereby furthering faculty commitment to institutionally led initiatives
(Wolcott & Betts, 2007).

Systematically designing courses using standards of best practice is a new
approach to course development for faculty who typically are unfamiliar with principles
of instructional design (Thompson & Irele, 2007). Faculty members tend to focus on
content when designing online courses and tools for content delivery (Xu & Morris,
2007). Asking faculty to change the way they design online courses to a systematic
process including standards for best practices is ultimately asking them to change their
attitudes toward building courses in general (Wright, 2011). Faculty willingness to
make such a change is a primary example of the type of professional growth necessary to
implement quality assurance measures (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002; Koehler, Mishra,

Hershey, & Peruski, 2004).

Professional Development For Online Faculty

Reilly, Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, and Ralston-Berg (2012) defined
professional development as planned activities designed to improve the knowledge,
attitudes, and skills essential to the performance of the instructor role” (p. 100).
Developing an online course is time consuming and difficult (Ray, 2009) requiring a
different set of skills and expertise beyond just selecting appropriate content (Wolcott &

Shattuck, 2007). Professional development can help faculty in developing content
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according to quality standards (Powell, 2010) and being able to design engaging online
activities (Lewis, Baker, & Britigan, 2011).

The need for specific training in online course design was not immediately
obvious. Shapiro (2007) said, “While distance education is not new to higher education,
the design of pedagogically appropriate online courses in course management systems
by faculty trained in online best practices and basic instructional design principles is a
relatively new phenomenon” (p. 3). After all, faculty are not typically trained to teach
face-to-face. However, despite the importance of training online faculty becoming more
evident (Bower, 2001), faculty continue to report a lack of knowledge and skills required
to design, develop, and deliver quality online courses (Lewis, Baker, & Britigan, 2011;
Marek, 2009; Powell, 2010; Ray, 2009).

Although administrators recognize the more specified support required to
transition online (Shapiro, 2007), faculty typically receive no training in online course
design and are forced to learn skills and best practices on the job that can cause
unnecessary struggles in course delivery (Powell, 2010; Ray, 2009). Understandably,
faculty would prefer professional development opportunities prior to the transition
(Reilly, Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, & Ralston-Berg, 2012). Providing these
opportunities has demonstrated an increase in online self-efficacy (Wright, 2011),
critical thinking skills relative to the instructional design process (Taylor & McQuiggan,
2008), and professional growth (Reilly, Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, & Ralston-

Berg, 2012).

25



Research on professional development in online learning. There is limited
research on the effects of specific professional development programs. Current research
is primarily descriptive with quantitative measures emphasizing self-report as opposed to
objective measures of learning gains. The following sections synthesize empirical
findings regarding professional development in online learning. First, the extent to
which faculty receive opportunities for professional development in online learning is
discussed. Next, five studies for which professional development was implemented and
effects measured are analyzed. Cognitive and affective outcomes and possible
implications for quality assurance are explained. Finally, various formats for
professional development offered are discussed.

Preparing faculty to teach online. Current research findings have not provided a
clear picture as to whether faculty receive training prior to teaching online. Allen and
Seaman (2011) reported that a majority of institutions that offer online courses provide
faculty some form of training. However, Lewis, Baker, and Britigan (2011) found that
in a sample of 10 faculty, 80% percent read material to teach themselves best practices
and 10% consulted with elearning experts available at the institution. No formal training
was provided. Marek (2009) also reported 63% of 267 faculty indicated no support was
available. To the contrary, Ray (2009) reported 62% of 111 faculty did receive
preparation for online teaching through the institution.

Furthermore, some institutions provide professional development but
participation is problematic (Covington, Petherbridge, & Warren, 2005). Time is one of

the most often cited barriers to professional development participation (Koehler, Mishra,
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Hershey, & Peruski, 2004; Shea, Picket, & Li, 2005; Taylor & McQuiggan, 2008). Out
of 100 faculty, Weaver, Robbie, and Borland (2008) found that 82% reported time as the
most critical factor in attending professional development opportunities. Fish and
Wickersham (2009) recommend providing incentives for faculty in the form of course
release time in order to attend professional development and design and develop quality
online courses.

Although barriers exist to faculty receiving necessary professional development,
the literature suggests both cognitive and affective outcomes result when professional
development is provided. Cognitive outcomes include an improved knowledge base for
selecting materials (Powell, 2010), a deeper understanding of elearning, and
development of critical thinking skills related to design and delivery methods (Reilly,
Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, & Ralston-Berg, 2012). Affective outcomes include
increased confidence in online teaching (Powell, 2010; Wright, 2011), gaining
appreciation for the student perspective in online learning (Koehler, Mishra, Hershey, &
Peruski, 2004) and a willingness to design courses according to standards of best
practice (Reilly, Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, & Ralston-Berg, 2012).

The following section describes studies for which professional development was
implemented and effects investigated. Although each study illustrates a distinct method
for providing online faculty professional development, outcomes reflect benefits to
faculty that favorably impact quality assurance in the context of online learning as it has

been defined and described thus far.
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Cognitive and affective outcomes. Faculty new to online learning can feel
inadequate based on limited technology expertise (Berge & Muilenburg, 2000;
Covington, Petherbridge, & Warren, 2005). Faculty are also generally concerned that
converting a course to online format will inevitably reduce the quality of learning
(Bower, 2001). As mentioned earlier, putting a course online takes a distinctly different
set of skills (Wolcott & Shattuck, 2007). Therefore, increasing online self-efficacy
could be considered an important goal of professional development for online faculty
and an important contributor to quality assurance.

Wright (2011) investigated faculty perceptions regarding their ability to design,
develop, and deliver an online course. He found a statistically significant difference for
online self-efficacy after faculty completed a Quality Matters™ workshop. The six-
hour workshop teaches standards of best practice for online course design as outlined in
the Quality Matters™ Rubric. If faculty feel confident in using standards to design an
online course, then an “important first step to creating change” (Wright, 2011, p. 4) has
occurred. Embracing the use of a rubric to design an online course requires a major
change in practice for faculty but ensures course quality at a primary level.

Powell (2010) reported that faculty who completed a total of 11 modules
including seven 2-hour face-to-face sessions also felt more confident. In addition,
faculty described the professional development as useful for design and delivery (31%),
and effective for selecting appropriate software (30%). However, only 27% of faculty
felt prepared to teach online suggesting that increasing confidence is not enough, and

perhaps effectiveness of professional development should be measured in multiple ways.
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Reilly, Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, and Ralston-Berg (2012) integrated
Khan’s Flexible Framework for Elearning and Communities of Practice (COP) to
investigate various faculty attributes relative to elearning and technology. This multi-
institutional approach to COP included video conferencing, campus leadership, annual
face-to-face conferences, and online courses over a period of five years. Using self-
report surveys, faculty described: a) an increase in overall knowledge and understanding
of elearning, b) an increase in ability to evaluate design and delivery methods for online
learning, and c) intent to redesign current courses based on knowledge gained.

Koehler, Mishra, Hershey, and Peruski (2004) took a unique approach to
professional development by enrolling tenured faculty and graduate students into a
semester long class focused on designing and developing an online course. The
approach referred to as learning by design was intended to give faculty an opportunity to
reflect on their courses prior to teaching them. Each faculty member was paired with a
small group of graduate students to design an online course scheduled for delivery the
following year. Class sessions included discussing issues relevant to all groups and
project work. Faculty experienced first-hand the interrelationships between content,
pedagogy, and technology and how the technology impacts content design and by
extension online pedagogical practices. This study exemplified the professional growth
necessary to build a quality online course because faculty previously viewed their role as
content expert only. Participating in both design and development provided a new

understanding of technology in ways that allowed increased quality control of the end
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product. In addition, faculty were surprised to find that what seemed like effective
design choices were in fact overlooked by students.

Covington, Petherbridge and Warren (2005) used what they refer to as a
triangular support approach for faculty making the transition to online teaching. The
study was not solely focused on professional development. However, findings had
important implications for potential outcomes of professional development for online
faculty. The three support units in the triangular approach included: administrative,
peer, and professional development supports. One of the barriers to adopting online
learning or new technologies for online learning is a perceived lack of administrative
support and a clearly defined mission for distance education. Administrative support in
this study addressed these concerns through formalized procedures for copyright
ownership, stipends, and a defined mission of the distance learning project. Peer support
included sharing experiences, conducting hands-on workshops, providing one-on-one
mentoring, and technical support. Professional development was offered initially on a
volunteer basis during the semester to prepare for the required one week of intense
training provided during the summer. Voluntary workshops included instruction on
LMS tools, effective instruction, and media production. Only 60% of the faculty
attended the voluntary professional development. All faculty participated in the required
one-week technology institute. Evaluations for this professional development
opportunity were highly positive. Findings include increased technology comfort level,
an improvement in skills, and most importantly a positive shift in attitudes toward online

teaching. The results of the summer institute inspired a similar training the following
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spring providing evidence of professional growth for the faculty participating in the
study.

As illustrated in this last study, one of the most compelling reasons for providing
professional development is that effective training incites the desire for further training
(Lewis, Baker, & Britigan, 2011; Powell, 2010; Ray, 2009; Taylor & McQuiggan,
2008). In addition, after participating in professional development, faculty report an
increase in satisfaction in online teaching, and students in classes taught by trained
faculty also report increased satisfaction (Shea, Pickett, & Pelz, 2004). The studies
described provide further evidence that professional development can increase faculty
confidence and expertise that can improve the overall quality of the online learning
experience.

The question of “how”? Providing professional development for online faculty
takes significant time and resources (Taylor & McQuiggan, 2008). Many institutions
develop their own programs (Covington, Petherbridge, & Warren, 2005; Koehler,
Mishra, Hershey, & Peruski, 2004; Powell, 2010); while others use pre-established
resources such as Quality Matters™ (Wright, 2011). Institutions providing intensive
programs spanning long time frames find them to be time consuming, a drain on
resources, and poorly attended (Reilly, Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, & Ralston-
Berg, 2012).

The question continually asked throughout the literature is how best to prepare
faculty to teach online (Bower, 2001; Covington, Petherbridge, & Warren, 2005; Powell,

2010; Taylor & McQuiggan, 2008). One answer is quite simple: if faculty need to
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design, develop, and deliver quality online courses, then professional development
should focus on activities that are conducive to such outcomes. However, based on how
professional development outcomes are measured in current research, the focus tends to
be less about what to teach online faculty (best practices in online course design,
increasing social presence, engaging students) and more about formats and time frames
that generate desired objectives (face-to-face, web-based, long term, short term, etc.)

A variety of formats were used within the studies described. Face-to-face was a
commonly used format and desired by faculty when localized to the college (Taylor &
McQuiggan, 2008). Some programs supplemented instruction with online components
that provided flexibility and anytime anywhere opportunities for growth (Powell, 2010).
Still others incorporated multiple components across institutions within a learning
community integrating hands-on activities with new technologies increasing the
probability for future use in practice (Reilly, Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, &
Ralston-Berg, 2012). Clearly, more rigorous research is needed to investigate the effects
of different professional development models for best practice in online learning.

Reilly, Vandenhouten, Gallagher-Lepak, and Ralston-Berg (2012) suggested
faculty development effectiveness can be demonstrated in increased online enrollment,
student and faculty satisfaction, and faculty desire to continue participation in online
teaching. However, if we are going to suggest that learning effectiveness should be the
“first criteria by which online education must be measured” (Swan, 2003), we should
apply this same concept to the courses we offer our faculty for professional

development. In other words, we need to measure the effectiveness of professional
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development based on established criteria providing a more objective view of specific
outcomes online faculty achieve as a result of participation (Wilson, 2012).

Professional development for online faculty is essential in order to maintain
quality control while efficiently reaching a broader audience through distance education.
Ray (2009) noted that we are still in need of the “exact prescription for quality
instruction in the online environment” (p. 266). Although more research is needed to
determine best practices in professional development for online learning, expecting one
model to meet the needs of all institutions is misguided. Likely, many variations of
models are appropriate for varying needs across institutions. However, the effects of
course designs produced using different models on faculty knowledge, skills, and
attitudes should be rigorously tested. More research is also needed regarding
instructional support needed based on outcomes of professional development.

Instructional support via collaboration with designers. Online course design is
not merely the transference of classroom instruction to online modality (Ali, 2003).
With the advent of the Internet becoming a primary method for distance learning,
instructional designers have found themselves working primarily in the realm of online
learning (Monroe, 2011). Therefore, it is no surprise that collaborating with
instructional designers has become a popular means for designing and developing online
courses.

When designing online courses, instructional designers employ systematic
processes. Using standards of quality to guide course design is also recommended by

best practices (Estabrook & Arashiro, 2003). The expertise of the instructional designer
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in systematic design in addition to a set of quality guidelines to work with can provide a
valuable approach to designing and developing a quality online course. However,
collaboration with others has been found to be both beneficial and a hindrance to the
development process.

Xu and Morris (2007) implemented a collaborative team approach grouping
faculty subject matter experts with an instructional designer to develop an online course.
The purpose of this study was to investigate benefits and drawbacks of collaborative
course development. The instructional designer played a key role in the success of the
project by creating timelines, setting up meetings, providing expertise in the area of
online instructional strategies that are student focused, and maintaining a necessary
momentum for all team players. Faculty focused on the selection of content,
appropriate resources, developing assessments and determining course sequence. As
described by Campbell, Schwier, and Kenny (2009), the instructional designers acted as
instructional advisors and student advocates teaching about objectives and aligning
assessments with objectives. At the end of the project faculty reported concerns
regarding standards based design that seemingly imposed a standardized look and feel to
courses hindering creativity in the course development process. Faculty also reported a
significant increase in workload given that all parties had to agree before moving on to
the next step. Time is consistently reported as drawback to collaborative course
development taking sometimes up to two semesters to complete (Luck, 2001). Faculty
members tend to desire autonomy in decision-making and find it more simple and

efficient when developing online courses in isolation. However, working without the
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expertise of the instructional designer may over simplify the course development process
thereby decreasing the quality of the end product. Overall, faculty reported the
experience as a positive professional development opportunity.

Chao, Saj, and Hamilton (2010) investigated four case studies where faculty were
paired with an instructional designer to either build a new course or improve an existing
course using an established set of quality standards. Each pair of faculty member and
instructional designer approached the process according to the needs of the course
according to guidelines based on the standards provided. Some partnerships were more
collaborative than others. For example, two courses needed only minimal
improvements. Work was task-oriented and less relationship building was required. For
the new course and course that required major revisions for improvement, the
relationship between the faculty member and the instructional designer was pivotal to a
successful outcome. Regardless of collaboration level, all faculty members reported that
working with the instructional designer provided a feeling of shared responsibility for
the quality of the course. Faculty members also reported that the guidelines were helpful
and provided an objective point of view regarding quality but also stressed the
importance of flexibility of standards such that they can be adapted to the unique nature
of the course. In addition, findings indicated that standards need explanation and are
ineffective when applied in isolation. Explanation of standards and whether the course
meets the standard or needs improvement flowed from the rich dialogue that o