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Abstract

This study explored perceptions of Public Relati@?R) among graduate higher
education publics regarding distance learning asrasted with face-to-face learning
contexts. The research questions assessed sttaerty and administrator perceptions
of characteristics of PR: trust, communication,liyarespect and rigor.

Participants included students and professors vakiceliperienced both online
and face-to-face learning, as well as administsafimm two private universities. The
larger of the two schools was in the Midwest regbthe United States, and at the time
of this study, was relatively new to online instian. The smaller school was located in
the Southeast region and offered an establishedeoinistruction program. Survey
responses were collected from 69 students andddty, staff, and administrators. Out
of those surveyed, six students, seven faculty senddministrators were interviewed.
Furthermore, | interviewed three human resourcesiradtrators from educational
establishments who had experience hiring peoplle griiduate education degrees. In
addition, | analyzed student evaluations of coutaeght both online and face-to-face at
the smaller university.

Following completion of qualitative coding of intégw data, examination of
numeric descriptive trends within survey responaad,analysis of course evaluations,
the findings revealed overall positive perceptiniith strengths identified in online
communication, respect, and rigor and weaknesseggshand quality. Recommended
improvements included strengthening academic irtegfforts through the consistent
use of anti-plagiarism software and implementatiba rigorous culture of ethical

enforcement. There is also a need for proactiveigian of professional development for



online teaching to provide the most student-effit@istance learning environment.
Additionally, results of this study indicated a dder restructure of student evaluations
of teaching to ensure assessment of the uniquerdgsaf online coursework.

The significance of these findings is two-fold:gjithe data can potentially help
university administrators effectively connect wittiternal and external publics and
possibly foster collaboration between administratfaculty, and PR staff. Secondly, the
insights reported from the analyzed data may b&iliserationalizing institutional
beliefs and subsequent needs when writing depataineninstitutional strategic

improvement plans.



Table of Contents

ACKNOWIEUAGEIMENTS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e eees i
Y 0111 = Tod PSRRI i
LISt OF TADIES ...t e e e e e e e e e IX
LISt OF FIQUIES .t e e e e e e e e Xi
(@ gF=T o] (=] g @ o = PSSR 1
RALONAIE ... et e e e e e et e et et e e ene e e et aae bbb as 6
Brief History and Overview of Public Relations.............oooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 8
RESEAICh QUESTIONS .. ...t et e e e ettt e e e e e e et e e e e e e eenn e e e eeeenes 11
DefiNItioN Of TOIMIS....ciiiiiiiiiiii et e e et e et ennanseebnn s 12
Limitations and Delimitations of this Research..........cccccvviiiiiii 14
Summarizing and LooKing Ahead ...........ooiceeceeii e 14
Chapter Two: The Literature REVIEW ..........coeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e eeeeeeeeeivieeeeneeeeees 16
The Role of Trust in RelatioNShips ..........uueeeiiiiii e 19
Historical Background of Distance Learning .......cccccoouvveeeiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiinneee e eeeeenn 25
Massive Open Online Courses — MOOCS .......ccecceeeirriimniiiiiaeee e e e e eeeeeeeeeenaeees 29
SUNVEY SAYS .. ittt ettt e e e et ettt e e e e e eeaaa e e e e eeeebnaaaaeeeaeestnnn e eaaenes 34
Great EXPECTALIONS .....uuuueiiiiii e e e oottt s s e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeneeeeeeeessnnnnns 39
Faculty Perceptions of Onling Learning .....ccccccceooeeeeiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiceeee e 41
College Administrator Perceptions of Online Leagnin...............cooovvveiiiivvnnnnnnnnn. 24
Employer Perceptions of Online Learning ... ...eeeeeeeeuuiieimiinaneeeeeeeeeeeeeens 45
Student Evaluations of TEACNING .........uutceemmmmiiiiiieieee e 46
The Value of the Researched Literature as it Relateny Study .............coooeeeieineee. 49



Chapter Three: ProCEAUIES.......coii it ane e s 50

RESEAICH QUESTIONS .. ...t e+ttt e e et e e e e e e et e e e e e e eenn et e e eeeenes 51
RESEAICN SEtINGS ..eeeeiiiiiiiiie e e e 52
University with Large Enrollment ............oceeeiiiiiiiiii e 52
University with Small ENrollment ... 53
SUINVBY S .ttt ettt ettt oo et ettt e e e et e e tb e e e ettt ta e e ettt annn e e eeeenrnaaaaanees 54
Content Validity PrOCESS.....ccooi it 58
INEEIVIEWS ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeeeeeeeeeeeeennennnnnns 60
INEEIVIEW PTOTOCOL. .. .o 61
Interview Coding CharacteristicsS DeSCrbed . oo 65
PIOCEUUIES ...ttt 444+ttt ettt bt s e e e e e e e e e e e eaaaaaeeaeaeeeeeeeessnnnnns 69
AlGNMENT OF TOOIS ... e e e e eeeeaeees 70
Student Evaluations of Teaching ANalySis ...ccccoo oo 71
SUMIMABIY <.ttt e e e eeae et e e e e e eeet e e e e e eesan e e e e eeeebnaaaaseeeeesbnnnaeaaenes 72

Chapter Four: FINdINgS and RESUILS........ e 73
L g0To (3 Tox 1 o] o ISR 73
1Y/ L=] {aTe T (o] (oo |V PP UUUROPPPPUTTPPPPRRRP 74
Survey Responses: FACUILY ...........oooi et eeeeeees 81
INEEIVIBWS ...ttt s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeennnnnns 88
I L0 PP PPTTSPPPTRRPPN 89

TrUSE-INTEOIILY. .ot ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e et eeeeeneeeeeeeeeennnnnns 89
Trust-Relational ..o 94
COMMUINICALION ...t e e e e e et e e et e e e et ba e e e e e e eeeaaaseaaeaeaaaeeees 96



CommunicatioN-RelatioNal. ........c.ooniine e 97

Communication-Feedback. .............oooiiiiceeeeam e 101
Communication-Methods/AcCesSIDIlItY. ........ e eeeereiimiiiieeiee e 102
L@ 11 = 111 PP UUUUPPPPPPPPPRRRN 106
Quality-Teaching/ProCesS/RIQO. ..........oiicceeeeriiiie e 106
QUALILY-RESOUITES. ...ttt e et eaa e e e e e e e e e e e 114
Quality-Professional Development/Accountability . ........uveeeeiiiiinnniieeiiiiiieee, 116
T o]0 ] =1 (o] [PPSR 121
Reputation-Credibility. ............e e 121
Reputation - For-Profit versus NON-Profit ... ... 126
Reputation - NIChe ... e 127
INSTrUCLION@l FOIMAL......cciiii it e e e e e e s e e eeeeeeeeeeennnna 128
Instructional Format - SImilarities ..o 129
Instructional Format-Learning Preference ... .o, 130
Instructional Format - PartiCipation ........ ... eeeeeeeeeeeen 132
Instructional FOrmat-EffOrt..........oooo oo e 135
Instructional Format-Traditional ProS/CONS .......c...oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeee 137
Instructional Format-Onling ProS/CONS ... oaiieeeeeeiiiieeeieeiiiiiie e 139
Instructional Format-Cost DIfferences. ..., 144
Instructional Format-Teaching EValuations.. .. ..ceeevveiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeee 146
Analysis of Student Evaluations Of TEACNHING e evveeveeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e, 150
SUMIMABIY <.ttt e et ereaee et e e e e e ee et e e e e eeessa e e aeeessaa s saaeaaeeenssnnnaaaaeenes 152
Chapter Five: Reflection and Recommendations.............coouvviiiviiiiiiiinieneeeeeeeeeenn. 154

Vi



(@AY VA=) AT 154

Results: Research Questions and DiSCOVENES...........ceeevvveeeiiiiieeeeiieeeeeiieeeeeee, 154
Research QUESHION # L. ..o e a e 154
Research QUESHION # 2 ......vuii e a e 157
Research QUESHION # 3 ... a e 160
Research QUESHION # 4 .......ee e e e 164
Research QUESHION # 5 ..o 165
Research QUESHION # 6 ........uiiiiiii e e e e 166
Research QUESHION # 7 ...cooviii e e e e e 167

Results: Student Evaluations of TEACNING ...coeeaemeiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 168

AdditiIoNal FINAINGS ...eveieiiiiiiiie e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeseeneee 169

RECOMMENUALIONS ... e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeees 171

[ TTS o] g S == 14 g =T o [T 171

Research SUQQESHIONS. ..........uuui e s 173

(@] 3 1od 81 (] o RO TSRS 173

RETEIENCES ... ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeaenree 175
Y o] o 1= T [ NPT 184
Y o] 1= T [ = ST 186
Y o] o 1= T [ PP 188
Y o] o 1= T [ I LT 190
Y o] o 1= T [ PP 192
Y o] o 1= T [ PP 193
Y o] o 1= T [ PP 194

Vil



viii



List of Tables

Table 1.MOOC OpinioNS EXPreSSEA.......cuuuuiuuuuiiiiiiiee ettt 35
Table 2.College Presidents' View of Potential Growth in [0 Learning................... 43
Table 3.College Presidents' Views of Plagiarism over thetP® Years...................... 44
Table 4.Student Survey Items by Category.........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 55
Table 5.Faculty Survey Items by Category .........oooeieeeeiiiiiieeee e 57
Table 6.Confidentiality COAING........uuiiiiiiiiiee e 61
Table 7.Administrator Interview Questions by Category..............uveviiiiiiiniieeeennend 62
Table 8. Employer Interview Questions by Category.........ccoovvvvviiiiiiiiiiiniene e, 63
Table 9.Faculty Interview Questions by Category........ccovvuveerieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeees 63
Table 10.Student Focus Group Questions by Categary..........ccooevvvieeiiiiiiiennnnnnnnn. 65
Table 11.CoadINg THEMES......oouiiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeaanees 66
Table 12 Student Survey Questions by Proportion of Respd@psatity ........................ 76

Table 13.Student Survey Questions by Proportion of Resp&@@@munication......... 77

Table 14 Student Survey Questions by Proportion of Respdriger ........................... 79
Table 15.Student Survey Questions by Proportion of Respansst................c.cccceeennn. 80
Table 16.Student Survey Questions by Proportion of Respdiseussion.................. 80
Table 17 Student Survey Questions by Proportion of Respdsgpect...................... 81
Table 18 Faculty Survey Questions by Proportion of Respo@ssility........................ 83
Table 19 Faculty Survey Questions by Proportion of Respo@seamunication......... 84

Table 20.Faculty Survey Questions by Proportion of ReSpORSgOr ...........cceeeeeeeeeenee. 85
Table 21 Faculty Survey Questions by Proportion of Respomsgst........................ 86

Table 22 Faculty Survey Questions by Proportion of RespobBsgcussion.................. 86



Table 23 Faculty Survey Questions by Proportion of RespoR&spect................... 81.

Table 24 Faculty Survey Questions by Proportion of Response:

DO NOt KNOW CAIEUONY .....uuiieiiieieiii e eeeee ettt e e e e e ennne e 87
Table Al.Student Survey Questions by Proportion of Respanse............ccccceevvueeee 184
Table B1.Faculty Survey Questions by Proportion of Respanse............ccccceevvvunneee 186

Table C1.Student Survey Questions by Proportion of Response
SrONG AQrEEIMENT .....uui i ettt e e e e et e e e e e eeb e e e e e e eennnnnannns 188

Table D1.Faculty Survey Questions by Proportion of Resptmse

SrONG AQIEEIMENL.... ..ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e eerna e aeaeenees 190
Table E1.Student FOCUS Group QUESLIONS............. o eeeeeeenernnnnnaaneeeaeeeeaeeeeens 192
Table F1Faculty Interview QUESTIONS ........coovuiiiieieec e a e 193
Table G1Administrator Interview QUESHIONS ...........cccmmeeieeeriiiiiiieeee et eeeeannan 194
Table H1.Employer Interview QUESLIONS ........ccciiiiieemmme e 195



List of Figures

Figure 1. College Presidents' Views of Plagiarisrarahe Past 10 Years

Xi



Chapter One

In his book,When Doctors Become Patienpsychiatrist Klitzman (2008)
described his experiences and the lessons learned e became ill and needed medical
attention. Sharing his insightful story, he refeett“The experience forced me to cross
the border from provider to patient and taught o imuch | didn’t know” (2007, p.4).

| can relate to Klitzman’s (2008) experience from onvn experience in a
different setting. Until | became a doctoral stud®@y previous classroom experience had
been two-plus decades earlier when | earned a Mastdrts in Journalism. Since then |
have, however, served as an adjunct instructomaraksistant professor. In the decades
that have passed since | completed my master'sdegruch has changed. Take, for
example, how my earlier course papers were wrdtea typewriter and errors were
adjusted with correction fluid. Contrast that pregé& now where writing is done on a
computer that prompts me about a possible erronaitid a simple key stroke, the
correction is made. During my undergraduate expeegs most of my classmates were
close in age. In more recent times it is not unufwa student to learn alongside a
cohort which varies greatly in age (Aud et. alQX2). Being in a classroom with
sometimes three different generations adds a neardig to the learning experience.

Another notable change is how adult students attehdol and how the
instruction is deliveredAs of this writing, instead of meeting in a clagsroface-to-face
a large population of students participates innegy experiences online (Aslanian &
Clinefelter, 2012, p. 4). This format varies in pgdgy and delivery method with some
online courses being taught entirely at a distamokothers employing a hybrid

arrangement where they meet partially online antigly face-to-face (Nagel, 2009;
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Lorenzetti, 2011). Enroliment size is also varithile some colleges allow thousands of
students to enroll in a class, other schools ptefeestrict the size of their distance
learning courses (Marques & McGuire, 2013), whiah mcrease the tuition cost.
Explaining the costs associated with the smal@s<kizes of online learning, an
administrator at a private liberal arts collegerstdin a (traditional) class we might
have 30-35 people but our (online) limit is 20” {\Jersity administrator, personal
communication, August 5, 2013). Another distinginghcharacteristic of distance
learning is that throughout an entire term it isgible that none of the participants will
actually meet in person (Moore & Kearsley, 2012).

As impersonal as that may sound, distance leaisimgreasing in popularity. In
their bookDistance Education: A Systems View of Online Lemyrauthors Moore and
Kearsley (2012) reported that “In the 2008-200%stlyear, over 4 million college
students were taking at least one distance leanungse online” (p. 48). As of this
writing that number continues to increase (Aslada@linefelter, p. 4.).

In 2011 | became one of those students when | taykirst online class, a course
in student affairs.Though | had taught online, until | began my doaitstudies, | had
never been a distance learner. That experienddjtasan (2008) noted, has “taught me
how much | didn’t know” (p.4).

There are many advantages to online learning, footthe instructor and the
student. As a professor, | enjoyed the flexibibfybeing able to work where | chose. For
instance it was not uncommon for me to instrutingjtby a fire while | savored a cup of
coffee. However, the price for that comfort ancitidity was that online teaching was

very demanding since | was expected to deliveruietbnal services and respond to
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guestions during a varied and wide timeframe. dditeon to those constraints, online
teaching requires instructors to be thorough aadrah their written communication and
mindful of what their words communicate since stidelo not have the benefit of visual
and auditory cues. This represents a challengsatreimoticons and abbreviated
expressions are not adequate substitutions fdiltheauses, volume, and non-verbal
cues and messages provided in person.

Likewise, online learning affords benefits for stats. Research showed that
students appreciated being able to learn accotdimglividual schedules and preferred
location, “l don’t have to show up to a classrodrna apecific time. | can study at my
dining room table in my pajamas with no makeupvifant!”(Aslanian & Clinefelter,
2012, p. 16).

As a result of the flexibility afforded by asynchius interaction, some students
discover and need to be more communicative inevritvord, just as some instructors.
Since two-way, real-time interaction that occura imaditional classroom is typically
replaced with asynchronous written discussionsgtlaity of the written exchanges
becomes more important. Not seeing the instrugtmrclassmates’ expressions or
hearing their vocal tones, limits the ability tdleotively and fully engage. It is there
that questions of “public relations” (PR) comeHostering a relationship with someone
not physically seen nor heard can be challengmg. dimilar manner, connecting with a
public using communication that is mediated by tetbgy can be difficult.

After | became a distance learner one of the issbhegan to see more clearly was
how some of the student discussions (or post$iegsare also called) seemed shallow

and pointless. As a professor, | was often dunnded by the lack of application and
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content that was filled with grammatical and typggrical errors, which one colleague
aptly described as “unintelligible dribbléiersonal communication, February, 2012).
Wanting to explore this dynamic further, for a doat course project, | interviewed
students and educators and wrote about their oobmemunication experiences-
specifically discussing their perceptions of coutseussions. That project planted the
seeds for this dissertation as the public relatmpogessional in me saw that there were
issues relevant to my interest in relating to défe publics. My study soon took form.

As | researched communication and quality issueksitance learning with both
students and instructors for the course projetisdovered | was not alone in my
observations and frustrations. The insights andngents by the educators and students
participating in the project were enlightening. Yexpressed public relations concerns
with regard to distance learning. In reporting & & those comments, pseudonyms are
used to maintain confidentiality for the participan

Linda was an administrator at a private collegenetshe also taught online
graduate courses. Linda found discussion learnijmyable when students utilized the
course readings and applied their personal anégsafnal experiences. That noted, she
expressed concern over what she described aslkadiaoctoral-level responses with
discussion questions and participation posts” (Wims2012 p. 5). She adds, “It is very
challenging to create a learning community onlireewstudents are not providing well
though-out, substantive responses” (2012 p. 5).

To address these problems, Linda modified herlsiyitabe more specific about
the discussion requirements and planned to commataiter expectations clearly. “In my

welcome email, | will be adding a statement abbatiimportance of participating at the
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doctoral level, integrating the reading materialvadl as personal and professional
experiences” (Winslow, 2012 p. 5). Linda also imket to incorporate use of a rubric
which she thought would communicate her expectafian idea she borrowed from
Rick, a colleague at the school where she taught.

Rick was also having difficulty evaluating the awidiscussion posts of his
students. Interaction on the discussion boardssigdurses represented a significant part
of the course grade, but he too was often confcowith students’ posts that showed
little thought or effort. “It was frustrating trygnto grade posts that might have
technically answered the questions | asked, but'détemonstrate any real reflection on
the prompts or reading material,” he noted. He ddtieubrics are a best practice in
assessment, so it only made sense to develop ongyfdiscussions” (Winslow, 2012 p.
6).

Rick reported that since he began using the rubinis courses, grading
discussions became more time consuming but marardi straightforward. He has also
noticed improvements in his students’ posts, whictnjs words, “made the effort totally
worth it” (Winslow, 2012 p. 6).

David completed a bachelor’'s degree in Communindsitudies from a small,
parochial, urban college. During his studies hétimoir online courses. He agreed that
online students needed to do their part to fostgradity learning environment and he
added that professors should be purposeful in gegtrcipation.

Instructors who do not use the comments and fe&dieature in online learning

forums are missing the point. Just as | would ekfemxiback written on a hard

copy assignment, | expect some kind of feedbaak foaline assignments. It's
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frustrating when you receive no feedback and caoetio lose points without

knowing why or even how to improve. (Winslow, 204.27)

David recognized that instructors do not have contmor every assignment or
post, but observed, “I think instructors who do paivide any feedback portray
themselves as teachers who aren't concerned withstindents learning the material.
Feedback is the nature of the learning procesg'ienafraid we're losing that in online
learning” (Winslow, 2012 p. 7).

The point about desire for quality was illustrated@usiness Practices in Higher
Educationwhen an author said, “Customers are usually héghgy get more than they
expect; however, students may tend to be lesdisdtisith the instructor and the course
if the coursework is intensive” (Kretovics, 2011,1)9). Some students may take issue
with that statement. Those who wish to get thetraosof their learning may be
disappointed when professors do not provide a tyuetiperience. Learning should be
purposeful. These thoughts, along the doctoralseoproject interview responses,
inspired the selection of topics for research dqaestand provided the purpose for this
study.

Rationale

While much is written about rigor in distance léaghand PR in general, little
research specifically addresses public relatiortistance learning (Deggs et al, 2010;
Dominick, 2009; Lattimore et. al., 2012). | beliethés gap in research literature is, in
part, because of a lack of understanding of whaisRiRd the value it brings to higher

education in general, for both the traditionalisgtand the distance format. Examining
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characteristics of PR and its relationship to higggication in a manner similar to the
process followed in this study can serve to hedpifgl this matter.

Understanding the role that rigor, trust, and comitation play in providing a
mutually beneficial educational experience is eakim the distance learning forum as
those factors are key components of the relatigniséiween students and instructors.
The literature supports this and is clear abouttia@lenges of computer-mediated
communication and the importance of fostering retethips between instructors and
students (Aslanian & Clinefelter, 2012; Ghezzi, 208herblom 2010). For this study, |
will be exploring these issues from the view ofdgtmts, faculty, administrators, and
employers. To keep this study focused rather thvanlypbroad, my research will address
perceptions of those connected to graduate educatio

Distance learning is at a PR crossroads. Whikeggaining in popularity, some
professionals believe research needs to be doesdblish credible ways of providing
distance learning. To remain a viable learning fatsronline learning providers and
consumers will benefit from research showing wtstthtegies and approaches are
effective and which are not. In 2010 a poll of 448domly selected human resource
(HR) professionals, by the Society for Human Resedanagement (SHRM) found that
60 percent preferred job applicants with a degre fa traditional institution over those
who earned an online degree, presuming the cardgidhaid similar professional
experience. That discrepancy noted 19% of the gpélie professionals Strongly Agreed
and 68% Agreed that distance learning was vieweit favorably than it was five years
previous to the poll. The study also showed thatbse traditional schools were adding

online programs, and online institutions were agdihysical locations, the ability to
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distinguish the online degree was becoming mord#eriging (SHRM, 201D | believe

this report contributes to the value of my study| oo assessed employer perceptions of
online learning along with that of student, faculipd administrators.

Brief History and Overview of Public Relations

To appreciate the significance of public relationbigher education, and why |
have made it a focus of doctoral study, it is hdlpd understand the history and role of
public relations in society and education. Whit imitially given the public relations
label, the art of persuading and communicating @igiurpose has been going on for
centuries. The work of rhetoricians, press agemd,promoters could be seen in Plato’s
day. Persuasive skills have played a vital padughout the course of history. During
the American settlement times, colonies used piypkand persuasion to attract settlers.
The opportunity for higher education was a pathoke efforts, as well. In 1641,
Harvard College employed PR tactics when it lauddhe first organized U.S. fund-
raising campaign (Lattimore et. al., 2012, p. 28lore than a hundred years later Kings
College (now Columbia University) announced itsdyraion exercises by issuing a press
release (Lattimore et. al., 2012, p. 27).

PR in higher education has been practiced in nfiamys and with many publics-
not limited to students, employees, alumni, donamsl, the local community. Effective
administrators understand how important possessipositive communication skills is
to the success of their institutions and the fasgeof good relations with internal and
external publics (Rowicki, 1999, pp. 1, 6; Lattirapet al, 2012, pp. 326-327). Today,

while college faculty are not referred to as pubdilations professionals, simply by the
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fact that they have the most interaction with stugiéa primary public), they are, in a
sense, PR agents of their institutions.

As a public relations instructor and consultanavd frequently encountered
people who confuse PR with marketing. While the twve areas of overlap, and are
often practiced in conjunction with each otherythee very different. When | teach
public relations courses | explain the differeniseaveen PR and marketing this way:
“Marketing is about creating or fostering an imaB&, is about building trust and
respect” (Winslow, n.d., p. 2). | further expandtbat by pointing out “In marketing you
are concerned with successfully getting your messadg. In public relations your
primary concern is fostering trust and for thabh&ppen your publics need to both hear
you and at the same time believe that they arggde@ard” (Winslow n.d., p. 2). In short,
marketing requires one-way communication whereasdgRires two-way
communication. Thus, a good informational campawjhfoster name recognition and
engender positive feelings. Successful PR will ggamd that and establish trust and
respect on the part of an organization’s publitfecévely building relationship.

Fostering relationships with publics is at the aoirpublic relations and how
people are perceived. To thrive, relationships irecuust, respect, and quality
communication. In writing about trust and PR frormanagement perspective, Williams
(n.d.) at Wright State University noted “Characgcs of trustworthy managers include
integrity, reliability, fairness, caring, opennessimpetence, and loyaltyp.1). Though
applied to management in this example, those seaite &re important in the classroom

setting (p.1).
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Trust is a key component of relating to one’s pegolind therefore the same
things that build relationships in interperson#htienships apply, to some extent, to PR.
Rawlins (2007) noted the imperative role that tplays in the practice of public
relations. He observed that in order “to satisfy tble of being messengers for
organizations, public relations practitioners meste credibility” (para. 23). That
credibility was essential for another reason: “Tiaritical to public relations’ primary
purpose of establishing and maintaining relatiopskvith key stakeholders on whom the
success of the organization depends” (para. 233.fabet of public relations,
relationship building, was receiving increasedrdtta as the PR profession evolved.

In order to develop trust, public relations endeavequire significant, purposeful
communication. Dominick (2009) noted,

Public Relations is concerned with communicati®dost people are interested in

what a given organization is doing to meet themcawns and interests. It is the

function of the public relations professional t@kxn the organization's actions
to various publics involved with the organizatiés noted previously, public
relations communication is two-way communicatiohe PR professional also
pays close attention to the thoughts and feelifigiseoorganization's publics.

Some experts refer to public relations as a two-eanduit between an

organization and its publics. (p. 319)

Just as the PR professional is a communicationwbfat the intended publics,
faculty meet the needs of students in a similarmaarAs noted earlier, instructors are
not assigned the title of public relations professai, but they do possibly play a vital role

in higher education PR. How the faculty membersmomicate and interact with
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students affects the perceptions students havesofihstitution and the confidence in the
education they receive. Face-to-face learnin@islacive to relationship-building with
students. Online learning, however, is void of {atsonal component and so faculty
must employ different methods as they seek to hiuilst and respect with an unseen
public. That is what | want to explore in thisdg. How do students perceive their
online instructors? How do rigor and quality affpetceptions of distance learning and
how are online degrees viewed outside of academia?
Research Questions

For this study, | surveyed and interviewed studdataulty, and administrators at two
distinct institutions from different regions andtlwdiverse demographics. While both
schools are co-educational, private, liberal ar$situtions, the larger of the two is located
outside of a major, metropolitan area which conitiels to its diverse faculty and student
body. The smaller college is located in the sowthesgion of the country and is deeply
rooted in its Christian format and mission. A urgdaature of that studied institution is
that all of the graduate education courses weegadfboth traditionally and online, with
both sections taught by the same instructor. Addily, | analyzed student evaluations
of teaching from eight courses at the smallertustin. The questions | sought to
answer in this study were:

1. What characteristics are present that indicatasd,tor lack of, between the
learning institution and its faculty and the leainstitution and its students with
regard to both face-to-face and distance learntugsework?

2. What characteristics are present to indicate conicatian, or lack of, between

the learning institution and its faculty and thart@ng institution and its students?
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3. What characteristics are present to indicate thetence of quality or rigor with
regard to both face-to-face and distance learntugsework?

4. What administrative issues exist that can affegtréputation of a learning
institution and its distance learning program webard to both face-to-face and
distance learning coursework?

5. What employment issues exist that can affect thatetion of a learning
institution with regard to distance learning?

6. What similarities and differences are most salpttveen the two formats?

7. Are there differences in perceptions among studemiisstaff at a small private
liberal arts institution and a medium private lddearts institution with regard to
face-to-face and distance learning programs?

Definition of Terms

Blended Learning -A “combination of distance education and classroom
instruction...usually involves a series of on-sitessles or training sessions that
are supplemented by the use of the Web or a legggmemagement system for
access to learning resources, test-taking, assigisma& grades(Moore &
Kearsley, 2012, p. 92). As the researchaiill be using the terms Hybrid
Learning, Hybrid Teaching, and Blended Teachingpsymously with this term.

Communication - “Theactor aninstanceof communicatingtheimpartingor exchange
of information,ideas, offeelings” (Communication, 2009).

Distance Learning- Teaching and planned learning in which teachingnadlly occurs
in a different place from learning, requiring conmuation through technologies

as well as special institutional organization (Moé&r Kearsley, 2012, p. 2).
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Face-to-Face Learning “A face-to-face session is one in which particifza
instructors, and facilitators meet together ingheme place and at the same time.
Face-to-face sessions are synchronous. While noncomeations technologies
are required for a face-to-face session, oftenragenologies, such as LCD
cameras and overhead projectors, are used” (Fafee¢q 2011). On-site
Learning, On-site Teaching, and Face-to-Face Tagg¢hiraditional Learning,
and On-ground Learning are commonly synonymous thithterm.

Perceptions- “Theprocess by which an organisietectsandinterpretsnformation
from the external world by means of the sensgryeptors (Perception, 2009).

Public Relations- A strategic communication process that buildsually beneficial
relationships between organizations and their pal{{iPublic Relations Society
of America [PRSA], 2012c). To simplify this, as ttesearcher | add: PR is about
building trust and respect within its publics using-way communication.

Quiality - From the students’ perspective, quality largelyaggs to the experience they
have in the classroom, whether on campus or ordis@&ducators, we are
responsible for ensuring an excellent learning egpee by providing the
planning, resources, and assessment which culmmatairses that contribute to
the achievement of program outcomes in supportuofesnts’ overall educational
and professional goals. (Franklin University, 2002])

Rigor - The process of instructors being “Inflexibletlireir demands for more critical
thinking” (Jacobs & Colvin, n.d., p. 1).

Trust - “To place confidence in (someone to do somethingye faith (in); rely (upon)”

(Trust, 2009).
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Limitations and Delimitations of this Research

Because of the setting in which this study was ootetl my research is limited to
views and perceptions within small-to-medium préviiberal arts institutions of higher
education. Since my sample was neither large nofimdings may not explain views of
online learning at other institutions (Mertler & &tes, 2011). The small population size
of this study and the fact that it specifically eelsed views of education by faculty,
graduate education students, and employers indibeation sector, limits the
generalizability of my results.

The delimitations of this study include the deaisio exclude the study of hybrid
courses, undergraduate students, and massivee aaliiege courses (MOOCSs), though |
acknowledge that all of those are part of the distdearning community and are worthy
of gleaning related insights (Mertler & Charles12] | believe pursuit of those areas
would broaden the findings and thus lessen theevalihe insights gleaned. Additionally
some of the questions | asked in data gatherinddvoeed differentiation to
accommodate the unique aspects of these additigpes of learning. | recommend that
anyone who wishes to duplicate this study follomikir limitations.

Summarizing and Looking Ahead

“Communication is at the heart of education “(Rdwid 999, p. 1). Public
Relations is important to the manner in which higbgucation institutions communicate
and connect with their publics. Rowicki (1999)ther added “The paths for
communication are as diverse as they are numeyethis is also the source of many
problems that arise within schools” (p. 1). To eetinderstand and appreciate that role of

PR in the online format, this study assessed paorepof the characteristics of PR: trust,
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communication, quality, respect and rigor and asted them with traditional learning.
Participants included students, faculty, admintetig and education employers. Chapter
Two introduces research concerning public relatenms online learning, as shared by
other researchers and authors. A historical vietho$e topics is also included. Chapter
Three discusses the methodology and participantsChapter Four reports the findings
of the research, which in addition to the survay®rviews, and focus groups, includes
an analysis of Student Evaluations of Teaching fomurses taught both online and face-
to-face by the same instructor. All of this resbascsummarized along with

recommendations for improvements and additionaareh in Chapter Five.
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Chapter Two: The Literature Review

Chapter Two summarizes educational research lileratoncerning a number of
areas related to online learning and public retegicuch as: PR history and theory, trust,
PR tools, distance learning history, applicatiayfe trends, and student, faculty,
administrator, and employer perceptions of onleaing. The chapter closes with
research on student evaluations of teaching, aterkto online learning. Research and
writings referenced in this chapter were providgabthors such as Dominick (2012),
Lattimore et. al. (2012), Rawlins (2007), and Sa&1{2006). Kolowich (2013), Leckart
(2012), and Moore and Kearsley (2012) are amonggetino contributed to online
learning knowledge. Ghezzi (2007), Jones (2013}, lamrenzetti (2005, 2007) provided
philosophical insights while Aslanian and Clineéel{2012), Beranek and French (2011),
Wyatt (2005), and Truell (2001) were among those wicorporated research in their
writings. Additionally, though more dated than atheérowicki (1999) provided
communication insights specific to the educatiatirsg

This study examined the public relations (PR) atspefconline learning. Any
investigation into public relations characteristiésan educational program or institution
would be incomplete without a discussion of whaiatly is meant by the terpublic
relations That is particularly important since public rédats has been defined — and
indeed practiced — so differently over the years.

In the very early days of PR, Edward Bernays deffipeblic relations “as a
management function which tabulates public attisudefines the policies, procedures
and interests of an organization followed by exiagua program of action to earn public

understanding and acceptance” (Stein, 2012, parBhy rather clinical definition
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emphasized the “pulse-taking” function of PR, phgca premium on what the public
perceived, and adjusting the organization’s imag®uingly. This is very much in line
with Bernays’ philosophies, which were highly irdhced by conversations about social
science with his psycho-analyst uncle, Sigmund dr(gattimore et. al., 2012, p. 33).

Another early pioneer of PR was journalist vy L&Be son of a minister, Lee
emphasized honesty and transparency in publidoekatLee believed the public should
be kept informed and that words should be demaestraith actions (Lattimore et al.,
2012, p. 36). In 1904, he partnered with fellaswspaper reporter, George Parker, to
establish a public relations agency. The firm wiaschby George F. Baer to represent his
company during mine strikes. While the labor leadeere open with the press, Baer was
previously silent, and that led to media coverdge wvas less sympathetic to the mine
owners than the workers. Lee was able to turrtitleewhen he successfully persuaded
Baer to be transparent with the media and he isau@eclaration of Principles to local
media outlets. In that Lee said: “All our work igree in the open. We aim to supply
news. This is not an advertising agency” (p. 30).

lvy Lee came on the scene at a time when many @a#ons were making
extravagant claims about themselves and their ptsdCircus promoter P. T. Barnum
made this kind of puffery a fine art in the lateD08, and he had many imitators.
Vivian’s (2010) writings referred the era as ongoffed-up advertising claims and
hyperbole. Lee noted, however, that people soontlseamgh the hyperbolic boasts and
lost faith in those who made them. In launchirgyblic relations agency in 1906, Lee
vowed to be accurate in everything he said anddwige whatever verification anyone

requested (Vivian, 2010, p. 296).
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That kind of open communication has remained arteak of good public
relations practice to this day. Dominick (2012)etbt

Public Relations is concerned with communicatidost people are interested in

what a given organization is doing to meet themmcawns and interests. It is the

function of the public relations professional t@kxn the organization's actions
to various publics involved with the organizatiés noted previously, public
relations communication is two-way communicatiohe PR professional also
pays close attention to the thoughts and feelifigiseoorganization's publics.

Some experts refer to public relations as a two-eanduit between an

organization and its publics (p. 319).

The Public Relations Society of America (PRSA)nsoaganization dedicated to
the advancement of the public relations profesapwell as the public relations
professional (PRSA, 2012a). In 1982, PRSA publighedollowing definition of PR:
“Public relations helps an organization and itslmsbadapt mutually to each other”
(PRSA, 2012b).

Thirty years later, PRSA launched a campaign toenade this definition. The
organization went about the process by polling memsbnline and allowing PR
professionals to define and vote on an agreed-dpéinition: “Public relations is a
strategic communication process that builds muguaheficial relationships between
organizations and their publics” (PRSA, 2012c).

This definition focuses more on the relationshipeas of PR than did previous

definitions. When viewed in this light, PR is venyich about building relationship with
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publics, and therefore the same things that beilationships in interpersonal
relationships apply, to some extent, to PR.
The Role of Trust in Relationships

Rawlins (2007) noted the imperative role that tplays in the practice of public
relations. He observed that in order “to satisfy tble of being messengers for
organizations, public relations practitioners meste credibility” (Rawlins, 2007, para.
23). That credibility is essential for another @asTrust is critical to public relations’
primary purpose of establishing and maintainingtrehships with key stakeholders on
whom the success of the organization depends” (@8)aThis facet of public relations —
relationship building — is receiving increased rtiten as the PR profession evolves.
Rawlins summed up his thesis as follows:

Trust is critical to the functioning of our sociediyall levels, interpersonal, small

group, organizational, and societal and is espgaahtral to the practice of

public relations. You can’t have credibility withioitt And, trust appears to be the

most central component to satisfactory relatiorsHhipthe purpose of public

relations is to establish and maintain relationshyth key stakeholders through

communication and other efforts, then public relagiis essentially in the trust-

making business” (Rawlins, 2007, para. 54).

The practice of public relations is essential ® shccess of institutions of higher
education. Without a purposeful effort to buildgr and respect with internal and
external publics, colleges and universities wiill fa make vital connections and reach

their intended audiences. Trust and respect arerianpt for service-oriented institutions;
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that is universally accepted in education (Rowidki99). What those public-relations
efforts are comprised of, however, is not complesgjreed upon.

Seltzer (2006), for instance, maintained that putdlations is often a one-way
relationship when instead it should be integratdd.advocated for measuring the
effectiveness of public relations efforts by focigsfon the quality of the relationship
between an organization and its publics by usingbéished relationship measures within
a co-orientational framework” (p. 2ile went on to say, “Furthermore, the strength ef th
OPR (organization-public relationship) over tima ¢ten be used to help demonstrate
the return on investment in public relations ineortb illustrate the value of public
relations to managers and clients” (Seltzer, 2p08).

While this may seem obvious, early application wiblpc relations often failed to
see the value of an integrated approach; a prattatdacilitates two-way
communication between organizations and stakehaldérthe time of this writing, some
organizations continue to view public relationsaame-way relationship-marketing. Too
often organizations do not understand the diffezdmetween public relations and
marketing. The idea of integrating their practiegth the many facets that make up their
publics is something that is hard for some to cahend and achieve.

A PR crisis at a private college in rural Ohio $ilitates this reality in higher
education. In 2008, Cedarville University was thbject of negative headlines across the
state after a faculty termination dispute wentlvif&e resulting publicity created internal
and external PR problems when students, facultyatums questioned the
administration’s personnel decisions and actiorssngJsocial media, websites, and other

communication vehicles, these key publics sharedems about trust and
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communication. It was those efforts that caughtattention of the media (Gottschlich,
2008; Nails & Hoekema, 2009). In response, the ensity launched a marketing
campaign using direct mail and billboards, a ong-s@nmunication approach that did
little to ease the tensions media (Gottschlich,820Mils & Hoekema, 2009). It is
possible that if the administration had initiallyad an integrated approach when the
terminations were first announced, the negativdigitowould have simmered as two-
way communication would have helped facilitate nalitlialogue and thus eased fears
and speculation. This illustration serves to shieevdynamics of PR and marketing in
higher education and illustrate that there is aigdhe applied integration of public
relations in the higher education setting. Mucladstgathered in the private sector of PR
research, but little can be found in education afale.

Seltzer (2006) supported the belief that “relatiops should be the primary unit
of analysis in public relations” (p. 4) and conaddhat:

Looking at the relationship between the OPR messand public relations
activities will indicate the effectiveness of thessivities in actually changing the
relationship that exists between the organizatmmhthe public. By looking at
individual dimensions, it will be possible to idéptexactly which aspects of the
relationship were affected by public relations ggqSeltzer, 2006, p. 23).
McAllister-Spooner (2008) took a slightly differeamgle in her view of public

relations. She advocated for what she called agiel approach-one that “involves an
understanding of the past and the present, buthals@ focus on a continued and shared
future for all participants” (p. 3). Using the Cedde illustration, an expansion of

McAllister-Spooner’s approach would also have bteef the college. The college’s
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marketing campaign promoted its history and predagtstrengths but it failed to
combine that message with a two-way dialogue ahaliared future. The university’s
one-way approach was ineffective and a “climatteaf” prevailed (Gottschlich, 2008, p.
Al).

Looking at how public relations is employed, McAtkr-Spooner (2008) noted
that within academic and professional contextsetiern gap in effectively utilizing the
Internet for public relations purposes. This ig@lpem that, according to McAllister-
Spooner can also be addressed by the dialogicebagp She noted, “Public relations
practitioners have become an important part oombt attracting students, but also
redefining the college’s relationship to the comityurBy maintaining dialogue, colleges
can redefine existing relationships and proactiveljyd ongoing relationships with the
diverse constituency base” (2008, p. 2). That weas shared by Aslanian and
Clinefelter (2012) who found that internet searclvese the initial vehicle used by
almost half of studied students in determiningmafprograms of interest (p. 22).

McAllister-Spooner’s (2008) emphasis on the Interaeertainly merited. As
Judd (2010) noted, college students spend an matelamount of their time
communicating and networking online— particulanysmcial media sites.

Judd’s study sampled undergraduate biomedical stsldsomputer and Internet
usage. Between 2005 and 2009, he compared emasloaral networking usage that
included a mix of study-related and personal/saébities analyzed in an open
computer laboratory during August and Septembeach year. The analysis revealed

that as social networking use increased, thereawdescrease in email usage. This
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decrease in email was particularly noticeable enube of the university’s email service.
The big drop is seen in 2009 with email use fal@igso (Judd, 2010).

The researchers concluded that this data highligini@ortant issues for
university administrators and faculty. While emads the primary avenue for official
academic communication it was declining among sitgleThis emerging reality may
create barriers in learning and communication aretaming these batrriers, as the
authors noted, “represents both a major challengeaa opportunity” (Judd, 2010, p. 3).

In an effort to overcome this communication barrizgavid Perry, a history
professor at Dominican University has embracedil@stphy of "Go Where the
Students Are" and uses Facebook to facilitate erdiscussions (Perry, 2013). Over the
years Perry noticed students’ enthusiasm towarti@féarning management systems
and email was lacking while at the same time helesl increasing use of Facebook. In
response he created a private Facebook group ¢oraaurse. After embracing this form
of Internet communication, Perry commented “| amirsg students engage in online
discussions that are student-driven and multidoeet. . . The discussion ebbs and flows
over the course of the semester, but it neveryrstdips” (Perry, 2013).

Not everyone, however, shares Perry’s positive \oéwsing social media as a
communication tool in college courses. To illusrdtis, consider the following personal
communication. Though not published literature,dbmment is counter to Perry’s
assertion. “Jared” was a freshman when he tookrgosition class at a community
college where extra-credit assignments and discassvere completed on Facebook. He
disagreed with Perry’s belief that such interactienhanced student participation. “The

discussion on Facebook was worse than what wdass.df on Blackboard it would
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have been viewed as an assignment. On Facebogkahenar, punctuation, and
formality were lacking. People wrote like they wéegting. Not formal. They used
emoticons” (Personal communication, undergraduatiesit, May 13, 2013). Another
issue was that Jared did not have a Facebook acandrso he resented having to create
one simply to fully participate in a class. “I thghi the requirement was dumb. | did it
just for a grade” (Jared, personal communicatioay 3, 2013). In Jared’s experience
using social media to engage students was nottigea building relationships as it did
not improve communication nor foster quality dialeg

Perry concluded his article noting that using datiedia as a teaching resource is
fleeting. “The day is coming when students woatunally check Facebook constantly.
There will, however, be some form of virtual so@phce, which | will try to identify and
adapt for teaching” (Perry, 2013 p 3). In summagziis unconventional method he
noted “Perhaps if | go where my students are, ti#dynove closer to where I'd like

them to be” (Perry, 2013 p 3). Perry may have tange where he goes if Ramspott, a
communications specialist at Frostburg State Usitsers right. She commented
“Facebook is no longer the solo giant that everybwaks to be on. Geographically people
are looking for new places to exist” (Straumshe2fi.3, para 4).

Part of the educational public relations challehgs to do with establishing and
maintaining trust with a population with whom thedes of communication have
changed dramatically. However, research has redélag communication at a distance
does not preclude establishing such trust.

Using surveys taken at the beginning and end ofdgctions of a course in an

MBA program (one face-to-face and one online), Bekaand French (2011) found no
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significant differences of building trust amongds#at team members. The researchers
explained, “A possible explanation for this findiwich has important implications for
online teaching is that in this study the teamsawerguired to work together in solving
the cases and were therefore, in a sense, ‘fotoemimmunicate on a regular basis with
their teammates” (Beranek & French, 2011 para 8).

Related to exploring trust and communication incadion, Henschke (n.d.)
developed a self-report measurement to evaluatbeedeliefs, feelings, and behaviors
as they work with adult learners. Using a Likegeyscale, the Modified Instructional
Perspectives Inventory (MIPI) has 45 statementsrdsgpondents use to self-assess in
such areas as communication, appreciation, rektiprquality, and instructional
methods and application (Henschke).

Since this study looks at public relations chanasties in higher education and
online learning, it is important to understand PR discuss related research as well as
explore research and topics in distance learning.

Historical Background of Distance Learning

To understand issues facing distance learninghiéigful to know the historical
background and continued evolution. In the bdaikfance Education: A Systems View
of Online Learning authors Moore and Kearsley (2012) describe Yioéugon of
distance education in five generations: Firstr€gpondence; Second, Broadcast radio
and television; Third, Open universities; Fourtk]éconferencing; and Fifth,
Internet/Web (Moore & Kearsley, p. 24). Authors &nsbn and Simpson (2012) shared

similar historical insights in a more concise atabgl perspective.
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The correspondence generation that began in the¥80s was commonly
known as ‘independent study’ by universities omtestudy’ by early for-profit schools
(Moore & Kearsley, p. 23). Chautauqua Correspoodé®ollege was the first higher
education institution to provide teaching throulgé mail. (p. 24). “The principal motive
for the early correspondence educators was thenvidi using technology to reach out to
those who were otherwise unprovided for” (p. 25).

During the second generation, ‘schools of the@iovided K-12 educational
programs; “radio as a delivery technology, howedat,not live up to expectations”
(Moore & Kearsley, 2012, p. 29). The arrival oblatelevision in 1952 introduced
‘telecourses’. The Adult Learning Service of ther@wation for Public Broadcasting and
more than 1,000 institutions of postsecondary etitucaigned on each year educating
more than a half-million adult learners (p. 31).dérson & Simpson (2012) pointed out
that this generation “saw an increase in schokamly research work” (p. 3).

Technology continued to bring change to distanaeniag. The Third Generation
welcomed The Open University (Moore & Kearsley, 20d4. 244). The Open University
promoted itself as a “unique, world-leading stylelistance learning [that] enables
[students] to study from home, work or even onrtteve” (“Study Explained”, 2014, p.
1).

Technology continued to bring change to distanaeniag. The Third Generation
welcomed the Open University which remains “thenieg model of distance education
around the world” (Moore & Kearsley, 2012, p. 244yhough popular in Great Britain,
the Open University was not well-received in thateh States in part because of the fact

that states controlled their own higher educatiystesns which in turn hindered the
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ability to unify on a national policy or establiamational system (p. 34). That reality
noted, it was the Open University “that led to aplesion of interest in distance teaching
in the rest of the world” and with the availabiliy satellite technology, the interest
spread to the United States (p. 37). Technolagfiésleconferencing (the Fourth
Generation) drove the passion for American distauecation seen in the 1980s.
Teleconferencing appealed to a wider number of &tus because “it was a closer fit to
the traditional view of education as something theaurs in ‘classes,’ unlike the
correspondence or the open university models, wiiete directed at individuals
learning alone, usually in ‘home study’ (pp. 35)36

“The use of computer networking for distance etiooagot a big boost with the
arrival of the World Wide Web” (Moore & KearsleyQ22, p. 42). This technology
offering the ability to work collaboratively usirigxt, audio, and video on a single
platform in an organized manner, has fostered neas in how to organize online
Internet-based virtual classes and “has led to dwide explosion of interest and
activity in distance education” (p. 44).

This fifth generation introduced Web-based learrspstems proved to be popular
in higher educatiofAnderson & Simpson, 2012). Using management systems (such as
Blackboard) learning online allowed for asynchromand synchronous communication
between instructors and students. Using the Intetimese systems allowed for integrated
learning and provided student-management resoarmesecured testing options. Moore
and Kearsley (2012) noted:

Generally, instructors have found the most valuéds¢ure to be the

asynchronous threaded discussion forum in textdbra discussion forum
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allows students and instructors to interact byipgstading messages, while

each has flexibility regarding when they do it. udky a Web-based course

involves a number of assignments or activities(lstiis post their responses to the

discussion forums and the instructors post commntéete also (p. 81).

These resources and technologies have allowedyesli® address issues with
staffing cuts and enrollment increases and crggerunities for diverse groups to
learn. With this reality, authors Thormann and Ziemman (2012) commented that “For
both K-12 and higher education, the evidence iardlgat online education will become
more prevalent” (p. 179).

That reality may in part be because of the fadtdébh#éhe time of this research
many college students were part of the Millenneigration. While there were differing
views on exactly when this generation (also retetoeas Generation Y) was born,
researcher Richard Sweeney described Millenniat fie said have birthdates between
1979 through 1994) as “demanding consumers whooexpere selectivity,
personalization and customization in their prodacid services” (Sweeney, 2006, p. 1).

Sweeney (2006), who has conducted more than 3% fg@ups of Millennial
college students in 15 states, further characttizis generation as “impatient,
experiential learners, digital natives, multi-taskeand gamers who love the flat,
networked world and expect nomadic connectivit224p. 1). On May 16, 2013
Millennial Branding, a Generation Y research andstdting firm, along with
Internships.com, conducted an online survey of3 fddents from colleges across
America. The findings were summarized in a studeddThe Future of Educatiérand

published on their website. In it, the researchetsd, "Millennials today expect
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customization and convenience, and colleges anad&v find ways to cater to different
situations” (Schwabel, 2013, p. 1).

Dan Schwabel (2013) is the founder of MillenniahBding. In response to this
study he commented:

Millennials understand that the future of educai®anline and since they were

brought up with the internet, they are preparedtiat change. Education should

not be a one size fits all model because everyesra$ differently, regardless of
age, occupation and location. More online courbkesllsl be offered to cater to
those who learn better in a virtual classroom1jp.

In regard to rigor, the study revealed that 78%hefstudents surveyed still
believe classroom learning is easier than onling.vidth that truth, the study noted that
“as the cost of a college education steadily rises)e experts say the data suggest virtual
campuses are likely to grow, largely because ttemd to” (Schwabel, 2013, p. 1).

Schwabel (2013) pointed out that economics is fgrédday’s students to make
choices. “The bottom line is that students neetbapt and they are increasingly turning
to online learning” (p. 1
Massive Open Online Courses — MOOCs

In response to increasing demand, online educabatinued to evolve with the
introduction of Massive Open Online Courses (MOO@jefly explained, MOOCs are
online classes taught to a large group (sometimedreds of thousands at once) with
little instructor involvement as students learnvi@deo presentations and complete

assignments that are machine-graded or assesseddrystudents.
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Familiarity with key MOOC players is important taderstanding. Below are

brief descriptions of prominent names in massivenognline courses:

Coursera — Founded by two Stanford University caimpscience professors, this
for-profit company has contracts with high-profiielleges “that agree to
use the platform to offer free courses and to getraentage of any
revenue” ("What you need to know”, 2013, p. 1).

edX —b - A joint-venture by MIT, Harvard, and Beldkyg this nonprofit group
plans to “freely give away the software platfornsibuilding to offer the
free courses, so that anyone can use it to run MOQ® hat you need to
know”, 2013, p. 1).

Khan Academy - Founded in 2006 by MIT and Harvamtigate Salman Khan,
this nonprofit organization started with instrucii videos created for Mr.
Khan’s cousins. More than 3,000 videos (primaréaged toward
secondary-education students) soon became avadablfeuTube ("What
you need to know”, 2013, p. 1).

Udacity — Though also founded by a Stanford Unitgmputer science
professor, Udacity is unlike other MOOC providerswo ways: First, it
works with individual professors instead of univées. Secondly,
Udacity courses are solely focused on computenseiand related fields
("What you need to know”, 2013, p. 1).

Udemy - Designed to allow anyone to set up a coumstructors charge a small

fee that is shared with the company. A unique attarstic of this for-
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profit operation is that some of the instructors aot affiliated with any
educational institution ("What you need to know013, p. 1).

While the above are major players, it is importamote that as MOOCs
increased in popularity, colleges and individualiéy also entered the global distance
education frontier and have developed their ownsimasopen online courses ("What you
need to know”, 2013, p. 1).

To date participants cannot receive credit for MG®Gt some colleges are
allowing students to buy or receive certificatest ttonfirm course comprehension. As
institutions explore the value of MOOCSs, questiohearning credit and maintaining
standards will be debated and addressed. At tharmaim, this emerging form of online
learning “has raised questions about the fututeadthing, the value of a degree, and the
effect technology will have on how colleges operété/hat you need to know”, 2013,
p. 1).

The American Council on Education entered the téebad in 2013, endorsed
five MOOC:s for credit. Duke University and the Maisity of California at Irvine will
each offer two lower-level undergraduate coursée. University of Pennsylvania will
offer a calculus course in MOOC. In a written sta¢at, ACE President, Molly Corbett
Broad noted the significance of this step: “Therapgl of the first Coursera MOOCs is
‘an important first step in ACE's work to examihe tong-term potential of MOOCSs’ to
deal with issues such as ‘degree completion, istmgdearning productivity, and
deepening college curricula’ “(Kolowich, 2013a, patl). “But the second step, in

which colleges begin accepting MOOC certificatesciedit as if they were Advanced
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Placement scores, is equally important, and tleen® iguarantee that colleges will do so
(Kolowich, 2013a, para. 12).

That second step may be slow in coming. Shorterduke University
administration announced plans to offer creditN@OCs, the undergraduate faculty
derailed the effort when it voted down a proposéiat move was similar to a vote by
professors at Amherst College. “Like the Amhersufty, members of the faculty
council at Duke passed an alternative resolutifimahg that they intended to pursue
online education, just not like this one, right rigiolowich, 2013b, para. 4). Seventy-
five professors were against the partnership ardguablished letter to the student
newspaper said “While paying Duke tuition studemtswatch recorded lectures and
participate in sections via Webcam, enjoying neithe advantages of self-paced
learning nor the responsiveness of a professortedihes to the passions and curiosities
of students” (Kolowich, 2013b, para. 7).

Roth (2013) was the president of Wesleyan Uniwekstio, after volunteering to
teach a MOOC, developed an appreciation for thérgeersial format. “I was no fan of
the massive online classes I'd checked out. It edartear to me that whatever learning
happened online via lectures, quizzes, and peeedrassays was very different from
what I'd experienced in residential colleges” (R@M13, para. 4). Roth wondered if
teaching a MOOC would affect his view of teachimgl &earning. “I certainly wasn't
looking for ways to replace the campus experiebag] was open to expanding the
framework within which to think about it” (Roth, 28, para. 5). Reflecting on the
experience afterward, Roth noted “Students use MO@fferently than they use the

classroom, and we should pay attention to thaeratian think the online world fails to
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replicate a "really real" classroom” (Roth, 2018ra 10). Appreciating the diversity and
global perspectives the MOOC provided, Roth furded he will incorporate lessons
learned into the campus version of the course.sWiil be more than just using recorded
lectures as homework. It will be integrating pertpes on things great thinkers have
said, and things I've said, from an amazing rarigeeople from across the globe” (Roth,
2013, para. 10).

Politicians have also weighed in on MOOCs. In fioreto reduce the number of
students shut-out of courses in the three Caliéopuiblic higher education systems as a
consequence of diminishing financial resourceseSanator Darrell Steinberg
sponsored Senate Bill 520. The bill was designgutdwide “a statewide platform
through which students who have trouble getting gdrtain low-level, high-demand
classes could take approved online courses offeygumtoviders outside the state's higher-
education system” (Gardner & Young, 2013 p.1jthis becomes law, California public
colleges and universities may be required to adepOC credits and that would launch
“the controversial courses into the mainstreanefastan even their proponents had
predicted” (p. 1).

The ramifications of this direction may be causecifancern. Youngberg (2012),
an assistant professor of economics at Bethane@alimaintained that academic
integrity is a factor to consider. “The honor caderked, but only because we couldn't
get college credit. The incentive to cheat was veggk” (para. 3).

Commenting on MOOCs, President of Franklin & Matks@allege Daniel R.
Porterfield also expressed concern. “No MOOC cae goung minds the in-person

experience of working directly with older experscteate, deepen, and connect ideas”
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(Porterfield, 2013, para. 6). In response to thgoamy call for colleges to cut costs and
make higher education more affordable, Porterimelted “I believe we have a collective
responsibility to challenge the notion that MOOGs the future of American higher
education. If we really want to make a differengerhost students, let's make 2013 ‘The
Year of the Seminar™ (Porterfield, 2013, para.Ryrterfield’s defense of seminars
included his belief that by listening actively, lesfting critically, forming positions and
sharing with classmates, “seminars help collegéestts develop a set of higher-order
intellectual capabilities that literally rewire theain” (Porterfield, 2013, para. 4). The
college administrator further argued that to agvege MOOC providers who contend
that these massive virtual learning communitiegelbebnnect students globally than
traditional settings would require one to “dimiristow we use the words “learning,”
“community,” and “connect” (Porterfield, 2013, pal#®).
Survey Says

In an effort to understand faculty views of MOOCkg Chronicle of Higher
Educationattempted to identify every professor who hashaag least one. In early
2013 an online questionnaire was sent to 184 pgofesThe survey considered courses
open to anyone, enrolling hundreds or even thousahdsers with the median number
of students per class at 33,000. Of those survely@@iresponded. Of note is that before
teaching a MOOC nearly one-third of the responddescribed themselves as being
"somewhat” or "very" skeptical about online-onlyucges but after teaching a MOOC
more than 90 percent were enthusiastic about onlasses (Kolowich, 2013c, para. 62).

To briefly summarize the survey, many of the resjgorts “felt that these free

online courses should be integrated into the t@tht system of credit and degrees ...
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and an overwhelming majority believe that the fma&ne courses will make college less
expensive in general” (Kolowich, 2013c, para. 9pr#¥ispecifically the survey found the
following median values: 1) 33,000 students endbitea MOOC; 2) 2,600 students
completed a MOOC with a passing grade; 3) 100 haere spent preparing for a
MOOC; and 4) 8 hours per week spent in participatioring a MOOC session
(Kolowich, 2013c).

Table 1.

MOOC opinions expressed

Question Percent
Yes - Yes -
Yes  Somewhat Marginally No

Do you believe students who

succeed in your MOOC deserve 28 72
formal credit from your home

institution?

Did teaching a MOOC cause yo

to divert time from other duties 55 26 19
such as research, committee

service, or traditional teaching?

Do you believe MOOCs could

eventually reduce the cost of 45 41 15
attaining a college degree in

general?

As for motivating factors in choosing to teach a ®IO, altruism was the most
frequently-cited reason. Additionally, professionapirations contributed to the
reasoning as “a number of the professors in theegwsaid they hoped to use MOOCs to
increase their visibility, both among colleaguethwi their discipline (39 percent) and

with the media and the general public (34 perceitplowich, 2013c, para. 18).



PUBLIC RELATIONS: FACE-TO-FACE VS DISTANCE LEARNG 36

Looking ahead surveyed faculty believe MOOCs walvé a lasting impact on
distance education. Walter Sinnott-Armstrong at ®Ukiiversity had 185,000 students
in a communications course. He commented: “Soménkigductory lecture courses will
be replaced by MOOCs so that students can gegtehlevels more quickly”
(Kolowich, 2013c). John Owens taught IntroductiorParallel Programming at
University of California at Davis to 15,000 studeand said, "I think MOOCs could
potentially replace large-enroliment courses wittelteacher-to-student contact. It
makes little sense for 3,000 teachers to prepal@ifDa | annually when one teacher
given 10 times the time and resources could patiytio a better job" (U.S. Chamber of
Commerce Foundation, 2013, para. 16).

Eager to embrace that potential future, Sebastimarl co-founder of Udacity,
prophesized “In 50 years there will be only 10itnsibns in the whole world delivering
higher education and Udacity has a shot at beiegobthem” (Leckart, 2012, p. 3).

In a commentary explaining why he does not beld@OCs are a threat to
higher education, Youngberg (2012), an assistafepsor of economics at Bethany
College, said employers’ perceptions are an inftuenfactor to consideHe pointed out
that companies typically are

not after radical thinkers who want to turn a compapside down with bizarre

ideas. Those who have a problem with authority@i@e avoided.... Getting an

unconventional degree suggests you're probablybtiee usurpers who are more
trouble than they are worth. MOOC's are the nasgsrof higher education.

(para. 7)

Daniel Porterfield shared a similar concern wité thrective:
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Ask yourselves how the people we educate todaydedl with complex issues in

the workplace of tomorrow. Imagine a team of nalesecurity leaders in 2025

analyzing whether promoting economic developmenild/prevent terrorism.

Imagine government officials, public-health expgeatsthropologists, and

economists searching together for the solutiontiorder-crossing disease. All

taking account of multiple views. All trying to eripret data. All working at the

mind's limits. (Porterfield, 2013, para. 15)

As all of these questions and commentaries aregreddit is clear that at the
time of this writing MOOCs along with the many farof distance learning, are
constantly changing.

If online is the future and bigger is better, wpatt do rigor and quality in
distance learning play? Several studies have bempleted that address that topic.
Using a chi-square analysis on a perception quesioe, 266 randomly sampled
students who completed both online and traditicoarsework at a medium-size
university in the Midwest were surveyed and theinens of distance learning were
assessed. The questionnaire consisted of 13 itertosling closed-ended questions and
statements and had a completion rate of 45% (W3@f7, p. 4).

The findings revealed 77% of the students belighatonline learning
instruction offers a good or excellent academicegigmce and only 10% rated it
marginal or poor (Wyatt, 2007, p. 5). When askezdrtthoughts on rigor-specifically
“how academically demanding” online courses comghavi¢h traditional, 57% said

distance learning was slightly or much more denrajp@Vyatt, 2007, p. 5).
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In an effort to understand student retention anidfsation with online learning,
students at two community colleges in Washingtatesivere surveyed. An encouraging
finding was that in deciding to drop a class, ohthe least important factors given had
to do with students expecting the online courseettess demanding and with less
homework than the traditional format. “This is eleome change from concerns in
distance education nationwide just a few years afpen experts fought to prove that
online courses were characterized with equal figaourses that took place on
campus”(Lorenzetti, 2005, p. 6). In discussingrggths of online learning a
representative from one of the surveyed collegeswented that online studying attracts
self-motivated students and that distance learthenrsefited from imposing structure on
their own lives rather than waiting for it to cofinem an outside source” (Lorenzetti,
2005, p. 3).

In The Online Doctorate: Flexible, But Credibld@rmer education reporter
Ghezzi (2007) raised the question of rigor in omlgnaduate degree programs. This
article presented both sides of the debate wittoBepsor of educational leadership who
studies superintendent trends arguing that ontudiess at online colleges “cannot
prepare educators for executive-level positiors sthool district” (Ghezzi, p. 1). "They
are definitely second class or third class...Is samaing to learn data disaggregation
online?" (Ghezzi, p. 1). On the other side of tebate, administrators at online
institutions argue that their programs are comgarabd possibly even more rigorous
than those offered at traditional schools. “Thegtead their electronic classes emphasize

practical skills and applicable research over etioicaheory and say their instructors are



PUBLIC RELATIONS: FACE-TO-FACE VS DISTANCE LEARNG 39

practitioners who understand the public educa@oni$cape better than tenured
professors who may be decades removed from workisghool settings” (Ghezzi, p. 2).
Discussion forums are a collaborative communicatiiah in online courses.
And, as noted in Chapter One, discussion forumseaneffective and frustrating when
not properly led. Recognizing issues in online asstons, Ashford University professor,
Jones wrote how he believed originality in onlingcdssions was vital in ensuring rigor
and quality. “In demanding originality, we must gey that we are not seeking baseless
opinions. Quality responses reveal that the studasiearned the material and can carry
on an intelligent discussion regarding the topddres, 2013b, para 5). Jones elaborated:
Online students have the advantage of reflectioe talong with having the
textbook and Internet search engine open when nekipg to discussion
guestions. With a few simple clicks, virtually agyestion can be answered by
searching the Internet. ... Classroom learning tgk&se when students are
required to think; that's a few steps beyond chgkcopy and paste. As
instructors, we should encourage our students tesmurceful and to learn the
skills of locating and incorporating scholarly tégure into their work. But we
also must instill the learning value of synthesigzgources in such a manner that
produces evidence of gained knowledge. (Jones 2 QEBa 4)
Great Expectations
Using electronic focus groups to interview aduéidyate students enrolled in an
online degree program at a research universitgemitid-south, Deggs, Grover, and
Kacireck (2010) asked participants to describer tivgpectations and positive and

negative experiences in regards to online learnifige researchers found that students
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expect faculty to communicate effectively, be asi#s, and provide appropriate
feedback. In summarizing their findings, the teamatuded that student satisfaction
goes beyond the classroom and includes experievittestudent services, academic
support, and technical support systems. With theskties in mind, the researchers
suggested that colleges should continually examuiaduate experiences on many levels
to determine if student expectations have been met.

Ashford University professor, Jones, echoed thiesknigs in an article published
in Faculty Focus“Although online learning holds many advantages,gbtential
drawbacks revolve around the lack of personal &atéwn between the instructor and
student, as well as the student-to-student cortaeping students engaged in the course
is a vital function of an effective instructor,”"Q23a, para. 1). To help facilitate that
advice, Jones provided six steps: “1) Get to knowrystudents. . . . 2) Know the

classroom mechanics of an online course. . . €3dessible and respond to student

inquiries in a timely manner. . . . 4) Go beyone timiversity requirement of posting a
brief, weekly announcement. . . . 5) Provide suiista feedback and positive critique.
... 6) Inject some fun into the classroom . . .” @&-16).

Jones concluded his insights with a reminder tovefaculty “Teaching in the
online environment requires us to go beyond podiferture or an assignment. Build
within your students a sense of anticipation. Gittelents a reason to be engaged by
making sure you are fully engaged in their succé2813a, para.10).

In a similar manner, suggestions for distance kea@rwere found in B.S. News
& World Reportarticle in which a student shared lessons shadeaafter completing her

first online course. In this reflective writing, ita@e (2013) advised her peers to be
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purposefully organized when she obserVedline learning requires discipline and time
management skills, but it took participating inaniine class and actually missing a
deadline to fully believe it was true” (2013 padaShe also advised classmates to “Seek
out a course with various approaches to learnipgfg 7) She additionally explained
that her learning style did not fit the teachingesof the online course and that was
another matter to consider when selecting a legrormat.” If | do this again, I'll look
for a class format that better fits my learnindestyikely one that includes podcasts,
video lectures and some kind of narrated visuaemtation” (para 8). And finally,
Haynie advised fellow students to seek opportuniibeconnect with classmaté©ne of
the hardest parts of online learning in my expeewas the lack of face-to-face
interaction with my instructor and classmates. €hgrsomething about engaging with
classmates and instructors that keeps me motizetedhelps me feel invested in a
course” (para 9).
Faculty Perceptions of Online Learning

In an effort to better understand educator viefndisiance learning, Inside
Higher Ed collaborated with Gallup to survey codleand university faculty and
educational technology administrators across thieedistates. The study was conducted
via e-mail Tuesday, June 18 through Tuesday, JUAD®93. In the end, 2,251 Web
surveys were collected from university faculty @4@ from academic technology
administrators. Based on the sample size, the mafgrror for faculty survey results is
+2.1 percentage points. The margin of error aiteble to sampling error is £6.2 for

technology administrators (Jaschik & Lederman, 32013
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When guestioned about the quality of online coyrsely seven percent of the
surveyed faculty “strongly agree that online cosrsan achieve student learning
outcomes that are at least equivalent to those-pérson courses at any institution”
(Jaschik & Lederman, 2013, p. 8). That number asee almost four-fold for the
technology administrators in which 27 percent waoge likely to Strongly Agree that
online student learning outcomes are comparalieose of traditional classes (Jaschik
& Lederman, 2013).

The study also revealed that an overwhelming nigjofifaculty members (85
percent) “believe the quality of online coursebiser than that of in-person courses with
respect to the interaction with students duringldJaschik & Lederman, 2013, p. 6).
When asked about the “comparative effectivenesiglivering content to meet expected
learning objectives,” the surveyed faculty werergyalivided (Jaschik & Lederman,
2013, p. 6).

Looking deeper into these views, when asked atheutdontributing factors to
quality in distance learning, “about 6 in 10 sagttwwhether an online program is offered
by an institution that also offers in-person instion is a “very important” indicator of
quality” (Jaschik & Lederman, 2013, p. 6). It isemorthy that 604 of those surveyed
have taught an online course while 1,417 have Jastchik & Lederman, 2013).

College Administrator Perceptions of Online Learnirgy

In spring of 2011 Pew Research Center conductedrapsurveys assessing
peoples’ views of online learning in America. Onasa telephone survey of 2,142
adults. The other, done online and in associatibin tve Chronicle of Higher Education,

surveyed presidents of 1,055 two-year and four-peaate, public, and for-profit
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colleges and universities. One of the findings stwba clear difference in the views of
the two groups with regard to the value of onliearhing. While half (51%) of the
college presidents surveyed say online courses affequal value compared with
courses taken in a classroom, only 29% of the pw@greed (Taylor et. al., 2011, p. 3).

How the question is presented affects the respolglesn asked if they believe
that college should prepare students for careeorypties, 59% of the presidents said
online classes provide the same educational vaue-person classes. When asked if
they believe that the role of higher educatiorisrhance intellectual and personal
growth, only 43% maintain that distance learninggsal to traditional (Taylor et. al.,
2011, p. 7).

The prevalence of distance learning was also redead 77% of the surveyed
administrators reported that in 2011 their schoffisred online courses. The presidents
predict that online learning will continue to grevith 15% saying “most of their current
undergraduate students have taken a class ontide&h®6 predict that 10 years from

now most of their students will take classes oril{fi@ylor et. al., 2011, p. 1).

Table 2.

College Presidents' view of potential growth in i@elLearning.
Statement Percent

Percent of Student Body previously enrolled in

. 51% or More
online

10 years from now most students will take classes

online 50% Agree
Note: Adapted from PEW Research Center (Taylor et. Q112

The fact that college presidents are major adojtengw digital technologies

may influence these findings and explain why theygositively disposed to
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advancements in learning. The PRC study reveabtd&7% use a smartphone on a
daily basis, 32% use a tablet computer such aBashdaily and 15% say they use an e-
reader” (Taylor et. al., 2011, p. 7).

Since my survey addressed trusts and asked alwigigs doing their own work
the presidents’ response to questions about plagianterested me (Table 3).

Table 3.

College Presidents' views of plagiarism over thet{d#® years.

Status change in plagiaristic activity Percent oesied
Increased 55

Stayed the same 40
Decreased 2

Note:Nonresponse not shown. Adapted from PEW ResearoteCe
(Taylor et. al., 2011).

Status change in amount of
plagiaristic activity

60

50

40

30
20 M Percent responded

10

0 , , __\
Increased Stayed the Decreased
same

Note: Adapted from PEW Research Center (Taylor et. a1,
Figure 1.College Presidents' views of plagiarism over the&t 48 years.

As indicated in Figure 1, the authors noted thahef55% who believe

plagiarism is increasing, 89% believe that compuéerd the internet have significantly
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contributed to that trend while only 7% “say thessv technologies have played a minor
role” (Taylor et. al., 2011, p. 6).
Employer Perceptions of Online Learning

Securing gainful employment is often a key reasewpte invest in higher
education and so the view of online learning frameenployer perspective is important.
The Society for Human Resource Management (SHRMglsito gain insights into
employer views of distance learning and in 201@eyrd 449 randomly selected human
resource (HR) professionals. SHRM found that, presg the candidates have similar
professional experience, 60 percent of HR profesdsopreferred employment applicants
with a degree from a traditional institution ovieo$e who earned an online degree.
However, 19% of those polled Strongly Agree and 68gsee” that distance learning is
viewed more favorably than it was five years adgue $tudy also showed that because
traditional schools are adding online programs@mithe institutions are adding physical
locations, distinguishing online degrees is becgmiore challenging.

While acceptance of online degrees may be incrgasithe workforce,
skepticism remains. Career information company,lMaa., surveyed 101 employers in
2007 and learned that a small majority (51%) da&y favored applicants who earned a
traditional degree over those with online degré&=rijevale, 2007, p.1). Researchers
noted that the most skeptical managers are thewanesnay possibly know the least
about it and as more traditional schools increlasi bnline offerings, applicants may
find that hiring managers may not be able to digtish between online and traditional

learning (Carnevale, p.1).
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Student Evaluations of Teaching

Perceptions play into how differing publics reladeeach other. In understanding
how students perceive faculty, a component ofghidy looked at a sampling of faculty
evaluations, more formally known as the Studentataon of Teaching (SET). This
tool is a helpful resource in assessing how proissare relating to students. In
explaining the value of this tool, University of Ma at Machias Policy & Procedures
Manual (2005) noted:

The first purpose is to assist the individual fagahember in improving his or her

teaching . . . This kind of evaluation has littfeeet unless it is conscientiously

examined by the particular faculty member to whom addressed. Whether or
not anyone other than the faculty sees these forenavaluations may be of little
lasting consequence. What is important is that teethoughtfully considered by
that faculty member. Indeed, the critical examoraf these formative
evaluations by a number of other faculty and adstiaiors may cause the faculty
member to view the evaluations defensively rathantconstructively, thus
defeating the central purpose: bringing about weaeg change in his or her
teaching style. (“Student Evaluations”, 2005, p&ja.

Student evaluations have been the subject of retarjes. Seeking to understand
faculty perceptions of the effect of SETs upontdraure, promotion, and merit decisions
at a Texas institution of higher education, Ird@arlson, Kirk and Monk (2011) found
student ratings of faculty were affected by thdiclifty of the course and the class size.
In looking at uses of evaluations, the researctoensd that administrators “use student

evaluations of faculty as the major data sourcestmnmative faculty evaluations,” and
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“Popular courses generate more favorable studéngsaof faculty” (Irons et al, 2011,
p.92).

In response to their findings, the researchersmetended that administration be
more responsible for providing supervision andstasce to faculty. For faculty, the
researchers recommend that they be responsibtedding and reacting to students’
input. They added that a professor-designed suadayinistered mid-way through the
semester may be helpful in gleaning student inpdadilitate learning. For students, the
researchers propose that they be held responsiblbdir faculty evaluations by
“devising a system where students names are attdtliekept confidential (faculty does
not have access) so that administrators can costizaénts for follow-up interviews and
information that becomes useful for improving teaghand learning” (Irons et al, 2011,
p. 96).

Wright (2006) recommended changing to a confidgsistem of evaluation.
Summarizing his findings, Wright notetdinder a system of anonymous evaluations,
students need take no responsibiidytheir opinions. With no possibility fdollow-up,
students need not think throutiteir decision. ... An evaluation could based solely on
latent anger resulting fromrecent grade received on an exanit@n a single negative
in-class experienceith an instructor over the course ofemtire semester (p. 419). The
researcher believed that a confidential systemimitirove credibility in that it will allow
supervisors to follow up on particularly high om@valuations and provide a tool to
investigate the relationship between grades arakstievaluations (Wright, 2006, p.

420).
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Exploring whether evaluations are perceived déifelly based on gender,
researchers explored the thoughts and feelingsabalty have about SETS.

The team surveyed faculty at a veterinary and bthoaé sciences college and found that
overall, female faculty were more negatively imgalchy student evaluations than their
male colleagues. “Female faculty are more likeljetel emotions related to unhappiness
and anger after reading SETs than male faculty'gé€oet. al.,, 2010, p. 629). In
response to the negative impact of SETs on fenaal@ty, the researchers found that
“they report being less likely to change the maldhey teach based on SETs” (p. 628).

Looking at how students view online courses, Tr(#801) found that there is no
significant difference in how students evaluatdérimet-assisted instruction. Using a
researcher developed 21-item scale, he sampledrgtidnrolled in an online
communications course at a major Midwestern unityerdpon reviewing his data,

Truell recommended “evaluation of instruction refatto face-to-face and Internet-
assisted delivery of the same course should beunbed!’ (p. 48)

With faculty evaluations moving toward an onlprecess (as opposed to pencil
and paper) researchers found that students temel toore insightful when evaluating
faculty. Through use of surveys, studying studanis college of pharmacy on the
school’s use of online evaluation forms, Andergoain and Bird (2005) noted
“Moreover, comments provided in the online evaluagi were on average more frequent
and lengthy than those handwritten on the papengd(p. 1).

Writing for the Journal of the Academy of Busin&skication, Ling, Phillips, and
Weihrich (2012), researchers from Seattle Univgrsibught to understand if one method

resulted in higher evaluations over another. Usliaig from 138 different undergraduate
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and graduate classes, the researchers found thétlyfacored an average rating of 4.26
with paper evaluations and 4.34 with the onlinesiar. In summarizing their findings,
they noted:
Most prior research has concluded there is noreiffee in ratings between in-
class paper evaluations and online evaluations.edevwy prior research had either
large sample sizes comparing the two modes of atiahs, but not directly
comparing an individual instructor’s ratings on gapith online evaluations, or
had very small sample sizes comparing instructatgigs using the two different
modes of evaluation. Our findings confirm that altgh there is a lower response
rate with out-of class online evaluations, teachmtggs are not significantly
different from in-class“(p. 158).
The Value of the Researched Literature as it Relateto my Study
This research has provided valuable insights #gatfication to the information |
have sought to discover in this study. More andenttre PR profession has been seeking
to identify issues related to trust and relatiopsds integral to public relations. And as
the demand for continued education increases ahtddogy plays a vital part in
meeting that demand, the connection between prdditions and distance learning will
become stronger. Employer perceptions of distag@ming are also important and merit
attention that my study will address. Additionalg institutions continue to recruit and
compete for students, perceptions of studentsiig@apy public) are increasingly valued

in the evaluation of faculty.
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Chapter Three: Procedures

In Chapter Two | discussed the relationship betwaésiic relations and issues in
higher education distance learning. Exploring #search and seeing what others
discovered allowed me to better understand the foedtlis study and the value it can
provide.

In further understanding the need and value of stutty, this dissertation
describes a qualitative study using surveys, im@rs, and focus groups as data
gathering techniques. From these methods, my ot this research will reveal if
perceptions of Public Relations (PR) amongst vartugher education publics within the
distance learning community and the face-to-faaenieg community align. It involved
an exploration of five characteristics of publitat®ns: trust, communication, quality,
respect and rigor. The purpose was to possiblyigeawnsight into which areas, if any,
needed to be addressed within the higher educdisbance learning community; such as
improvement of communication and trust.

For students, communication, quality, respect,ragat were the most studied
traits within this research, while with facultyxmored trust, communication, and rigor.
Discussion was a category that threaded throughf #tle others and affected outcomes
that all students and faculty would find importémtheir goals, and so it is studied
indirectly. With administrators, | examined isssesrounding trust and quality, as well
as matters that affect reputation. The intervienth employers focused primarily on
guality- and reputation-related matters.

Understanding these topics in the distance leariningnm is essential as

components of the relationship between studentsratidictors and the relationship
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between institutions and prospective employers.quantity and quality of
communication in the classroom may influence sttglgrerceptions of teaching and
confidence in their education (Rowicki, 1999, pHdw graduate education students
viewed their online learning experiences and holinerdegrees are viewed outside of
academia are topics explored in this study. Gradedtication courses were offered both
online and face-to-face, and thus the ability totast the two formats was possible.
Participants for this study were experienced anaffidrated with graduate education
programs.

Research Questions

With the above understanding in mind, | designedftiiowing research questions:

1. What characteristics are present that indicatasd,tor lack of, between the
learning institution and its faculty and the leainstitution and its students with
regard to both face-to-face and distance learntugsework?

2. What characteristics of communication are presetwéen the learning
institution and its faculty and the learning ingibn and its students?

3. What characteristics are present to indicate thetence of quality or rigor with
regard to both face-to-face and distance learntugsework?

4. What administrative issues exist that can affegtréputation of a learning
institution and its distance learning program webard to both face-to-face and
distance learning coursework?

5. What employment issues exist that can affect thatetion of a learning
institution with regard to distance learning?

6. What similarities and differences are most salzitveen the two formats?
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7. Are there differences in perceptions between algmahte liberal arts institution
and a medium private liberal arts institution widigard to face to face and
distance learning programs?

Research Settings

In selecting my study subjects and deciding havelild get a clear picture of
public relations in online learning, | deliberatelyose two very distinct institutions of
higher learning from different regions and withetise demographics. To protect the
anonymity of the participants and their instituspnontinuing from this point the
universities will be identified as University Nunti@ne and University Number Two.

University with Large Enrollment. University Number One, the setting with
the larger enrollment, was selected for these reasly Geographic proximity and
familiarity; 2) Diversity of faculty and student &y, and 3) Researcher-perceived need
for exploring components of online learning. At tirae of this research, University
Number One was early in its programming of onlinarsework.

Located outside of a major metropolitan area, Briity Number One was
originally established as a women'’s finishing sdreval affiliated with the Presbyterian
Church. Almost two centuries after its establishtngre University had evolved into a
private, independent liberal arts university. Iri20the university offered more than 120
undergraduate and graduate degree programs arltedr8@49 graduate students
(University Number One Factbook, 2012). In thé #a4l2013, University Number One
had 264 full-time faculty, 8 part-time, and 7&@junct instructors (Administrative
Assistant, personal communication, October 1, 20B®)cording to the Graduate Course

Catalogue (2013-2014), the Graduate School of EoucéGSE) at University Number
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One offered 27 degrees ranging from master, educapecialist, and doctorate. While
most of the course offerings were taught in thefimcface format, 32 classes were
available online in Fall 2013. For this researchivdrsity Number One study subjects
were affiliated with the GSE program.

University with Small Enroliment. University Number Two, the setting with the
smaller enrollment, was \selected because of ttmeabin which all of the graduate
education courses were offered. Both sections wfsswork offered made available both
traditional and online formats, and both sectioesentaught by the same instructor.
Studying a school with that trait was strategitht® research design since the data from
the surveys and interviews, along with informatiy@aned from the Student Evaluations
of Teaching, provided unique insights. Universitymber Two was a co-educational
liberal arts institution, which was originally foded as a high school and chartered under
a church-affiliated denomination. In 1957, highaalhcourses were discontinued, and
the school was accredited as a two year liberalaitege. In 1991, the institution began
offering baccalaureate degrees and became a uityelrs Fall of 2013, University
Number Two offered 31 major programs of study té®8ndergraduate students and
five graduate degree programs to 181 students (pemsonal communication,
September 25, 2013).

Participants for this study were affiliated witletbniversity’s Graduate Teacher
Education Program. The Graduate School of Educatoployed two full-time faculty
and three adjunct instructors. In 2012-2013 thexeeVvd9 students enrolled in the
program (Dean; personal communication, May 5, 20I3)e students were enrolled in

either a Master of Education (MEd) program with-4AXfocus to prepare licensed
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teachers or a 42-hour Master of Arts in Teaching{lYlprogram designed for students
who seek certification to teach. University Numbaro was a much smaller institution
than University Number One, and studying the twiteges provided a contrast that
added valuable insights into this effort.
Surveys

In setting out to understand how public relatiapracticed in online learning,
the survey prompts and interview questions spedifi@ddressed topics related to the
research questions. As noted earlier, these caésgoere derived from their definitions
as understood in the field of public relations #meir relevance to education. Trust is
crucial to strong relationships, personal or preif@sal, and therefore it is a characteristic
| sought to examine. Building relations requireslgy, purposeful dialogue, and
interaction between students and instructors, laisdcain be synchronous or
asynchronous. With that truth, communication ikaracteristic | sought to examine.
Quiality and rigor were chosen because they affecperceptions of an educational
program outside of the classroom. Table 4 providestudent survey prompts with an
indication of the characteristics the prompt wdsnded to examine. Some prompts were
related to more than one of the pre-chosen chaistote of Quality, Trust, Discussion,
Communication, Respect, and Rigor, as they pettadtistance and online learning

situations.
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Table 4.

Student survey items by category.

No. Student QT D C Rs Rr

4 In online coursework, assignment instructions and

course expectations are communicated clearly. x
5 The online instructor is actively engaged in the
teaching of coursework. %
6 The online instructor gives his/her best effort.  x
7 The online instructor carefully evaluates submitt
work. X
8 The online instructor posts relevant discussion y
content.
9 In online coursework, questions and concerns a X x

NOT typically addressed respectfully.

10 In online coursework, discussion forums allow
sufficient communication between the instructor X X
and classmates

11 The online instructor is professional in his/her

conduct. X
12 The online instructor differentiates instructemm
feedback.
13 The online instructor communicates in a regular
and timely manner. x
14 In online coursework, discussion forums provide
insufficient communication between the instructor X X
and students.
15 The online instructor communicates at an < x

appropriate professional level.
16 The online instructor is engaging. X X
17 Typically, there are sufficient options and metho

to reach the online instructor. x
18 The online instructor seeks to get to know the

students. X x
19 In online coursework, assignment instructions al

course expectations are NOT typically X X

communicated clearly.
20 In online coursework, the course is NOT as
challenging as other courses.

21 In online coursework, students are appropriately X
challenged.

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
Other questions were informational in nature. Continued
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Student survey items by category; continued.

22 In online coursework, students must work hard
in order to achieve success. x

23 In online coursework, assignments require
original thinking.

24 In online coursework, course materials are at
appropriate level of rigor.

25 In online coursework, course materials are
NOT at graduate level of rigor.

26 In online coursework, assignments require the
student to read and apply the course materials.

27 In online coursework, interactions are relevant1
subject matter and course objectives.

28 In online coursework, students are challenged to
produce work that is of high quality.

29 In online coursework, student engagement refle
quality and originality.

30 In online coursework, the course is well deS|gned
and applicable to the course discipline.

31 In online coursework, appropriate technology i Is
used effectively.

32 The online instructor responds to questions and
concerns in a respectful manner.

X X

X X

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
Other questions were informational in nature.

By soliciting students’ input, | hoped to find agneent or disagreement among
student perceptions on how faculty related to sitgland if trust is being fostered.
Communication and quality are assessed in mulgipenpts. For instance, prompt 32
asked students to rate the statement “The onlsteuictor responds to questions and
concerns in a respectful manner” while prompt ®2sssd quality with the statement
“The online instructor is actively engaged in thadhing of coursework.” Again, with
agreement or disagreement, my hope was to learrchownunication and quality are

viewed by students. Respect and rigor can be faupdompts 15 and 22.
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Table 5 provides the faculty survey prompts withratication of the
characteristics each prompt was intended to exarSiome prompts were related to more
than one of the pre-chosen characteristics of @udlrust, Discussion, Communication,
Respect, and Rigor, as they pertain to distanceoalde learning situations. Faculty
survey prompts were deliberately aligned to studentey prompts to provide a
discussion of the comparison of student views ¢s¢hof faculty.

Table 5.

Faculty survey items by category.

No. Faculty/Staff/Adjunct QT D C Rs Rr

4 In online coursework, most students are, «
themselves, doing the work that they are posting.

5 Inonline coursework, overall students are giving X
their best in the course.

6 In online coursework, students are regularly
reading the course materials.

7 In online coursework, students are routinely
unprepared when posting their discussion X X
responses.

8 In online coursework, students are abiding by an
honor code when doing their work. X

9 Inonline coursework, students incorporate
constructive criticism and feedback provided by
the instructor in evaluated coursework into futur
assignments.

10 In online coursework, overall students seem
comfortable communicating with the instructor.

11 In online coursework, overall students regularly
communicate with classmates.

12 In online coursework, students frequently do not
communicate at the proper academic level.

13 In online coursework, there is open and honest
communication in the course.

14 In online coursework, students have ample
opportunity and means to communicate with the X
instructor.

X

X
X

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicatj Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
Other questions were informational in nature. Continued
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Faculty survey items by category.

15 In online coursework, students have to work har x

to achieve in the course. %
16 In online coursework, course assignments require

original thinking. X x
17 In online coursework, course assignments requi

students to read and apply the course materials %
18 In online coursework, course interactions are

relevant to subject matter and course objectives. X
19 In online coursework, course assignments are X

applicable to course discipline.

20 In online coursework, student work is not
consistently of high quality.

21 In online coursework, use of technology is
effective and appropriate.

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicaij Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
Other questions were informational in nature.

Asking instructors to respond to the prompt “Ininaelcoursework, there is open
and honest communication in the course” (promptilliBtrates how trust is assessed. By
soliciting their input, 1 hoped to find agreementdisagreement on how faculty believed
they were fostering trust. Communication and quagsessment is illustrated in multiple
prompts. My hope as a researcher was to gain itssaghfaculty perceptions of
communication and quality. Respect and rigor cafoland in prompts 13 and 15. When
| asked instructors in prompt 13 to respond tostiaeement “In online coursework, there
is open and honest communication in the cours@pkl to learn about respect as well as
trust. In prompt 15 | asked faculty if students baevork hard and with that inquiry |
sought to understand the faculty view of rigor miiwe learning.

Content Validity Process
Before | began to study perspectives of selectgyaants, | composed survey

prompts and interview protocols. Using the researrclesigned tools, | pre-screened my
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guestions by asking individuals with relevant exgece and/or similarities to the
intended participants to respond to the surveyiaigiview questions. This pilot team
was comprised of seven carefully-selected testers.

One was a corporate human resources professiamhffaduate student) in his
mid-sixties. He tested the questions and promiiswiere to be posed to employer and
students. Another was a college graduate with seg@gg communications who has taken
both online and traditional courses. He was 28atitme of this study and was employed
as a marketing specialist with a national medidetutasked him to test the student
guestions and also relied on him to address quesséibout writing clarity. | also sought
insights from a 24-year-old corporate supervisoo\whs a degree in communications.
She tested the student and employer questionsismdd@dressed questions about the
writing clarity. A 53-year-old college advanceméeirector and former private business
owner evaluated the employer and administratortgureswhile a 61-year-old college
communications professor with an education degrsted the faculty questions. Since
my study involved students in a graduate educairogram, | asked a 48-year-old
former K-12 teacher and current education gradsiatgent/adjunct instructor to review
the student and faculty questions. And to addiesgtiblic relations aspect of this
research, | recruited the expertise of a chief etvee officer of a PR/advertising agency.
This 50-year-old executive tested the employer tijpres and reviewed all of the
surveyl/interview protocol through a public relasdens.

Along with the insights of the above | also considiegeneralized feedback from

the communications director of one of the partitigauniversities. As a result personal



PUBLIC RELATIONS: FACE-TO-FACE VS DISTANCE LEARNG 60

and demographic questions were added, and sureeyps were rearranged to keep
assessed characteristics in close proximity.
Interviews

Following the collection of survey data and itslgeis, | began the interview
process. The first round of interviews was condiieteUniversity Number Two during
the last week of May 2013. This school was a ldistance away, and so | traveled and
spent five days during which | personally met amernviewed three students, four
faculty, and four administrators. An administraabthe college pre-arranged meetings
with students, faculty, and administrators to alfowproper stratification between the
categories of student, faculty, and administraifdne interviews were recorded using a
digital voice recorder and were immediately copieed password-secured personal
computer.

Employer and University Number One interviews wesaducted in person when
participants were available between June and Séier2013. Participants were chosen
from the volunteer pool in a stratified manner nsu@e that each public, student, faculty,
and administration, was represented. The student@dministrators whose schedules
allowed them to participate and all faculty whowttkeered were interviewed. Following
recommendations from staff at University Number Carel other educators who had
knowledge of human resource managers in the educiid, |1 contacted employers to
request interviews.

In total, 23 participants, either individually canp of a focus group, were
interviewed from both universities and the pookofployers. | personally transcribed

each interview within 72 hours after it was conédcand then saved the content on a
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password-secured computer as well as a supplenexéahal hard-drive. Identifying
information was removed from the transcribed in@mg and, for coding purposes,
interviewees were assigned a pseudonym as shoWatile 6.

Table 6.

Confidentiality Coding

Administrators Faculty Students Employers

Ul-Al Ul-F1 U1l-S1 E-1
U1l-A2 Ul-F2 U1-S2 E-2
U2-Al Ul-F3 U1-S3 E-3

U2-A2 U2-F1 U2-S1
U2-A3 U2-F2 U2-S2
U2-A4 U2-F3 U2-S3
U2-F4
Note: Researcher-created coding

Interview Protocol

With employers and administrators | was interegtedews of quality and rigor
in online learning, thus their interview questionsre targeted at gaining those insights.
For example, employers were asked if there is amgdéimable difference between
employees with online degrees than those withticadil degrees, and if an applicant
with an online degree is viewed differently thare avith a traditional degree. The hope
was to see if one form of education was favorethénworkforce at the time of the study.
Administrators were given an opportunity to shatbey viewed prospective
employees and students with online degrees diffigréman traditional, and if they
believed distance learning is more conducive ttagemajors than others. To assess how

quality is maintained, | purposefully asked adntmaiors questions about maintaining
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academic integrity, professional development effaxhd resources for distance learners.

Table 7 shows each question and its related stiiasacteristic(s).

Table 7.

Administrator interview questions by category.

No. Student QT D C Rs Rr
1 When you see an applicant with an online degree,
what is your INITIAL impression? x X
2 Do you think all programs could be online or is
online learning only appropriate for certain fields X X
of study? Please illustrate your response.
3 What training do you provide distance learning
faculty to ensure students are receiving a quality x
education?
4 What evaluation methods do you employ to ass:
distance learning faculty?ow do they differ (if at x
all) from face-to-face assessments?
5 Are online courses charged differently than
campus-based courses? If yes, what is the X
rationale?
6 Are there resources available to distance learne
that allow them to be a part of the campus X
community? Do you think that is important?
7 What safeguards do you have in place to ensure
that your online students are doing their own work? x
8 What do you think is lacking in online learning
programs?¥Vhat are you doing to address those”
9 What is your personal experience with online X

learning/teaching?

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor

Employers were asked to share if they viewed mosge employees with online

degrees differently than traditional, and if thesw was affected by the applicant’s

school. Additionally, I inquired if they viewed t#rences in employees who studied

online in contrast with those who earned traditialegrees. Finally, employers were

asked to discuss their perceptions of the streraytdsveakness of the two learning
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formats. Table 8 shows each question employers aged and its related study
characteristic(s).

Table 8.

Employer interview questions by category.

No. Student QT D C Rs Rr
1 If you see an applicant with an online degree is
he/she viewed differently than someone with a

traditional degree”Does it matter where they X X
matriculated? Is it different for some positionarth
others?
2 Do you believe there is a generalizable differenc
between employees with online degrees and thc X

with traditional degreesi? so, please elaborate.
3 Are there unique strengths of online learning

programs?Do you think there are unique X
weaknesses?

4  Are there unique strengths of campus-based
programs? Do you think there are unique X
weaknesses?

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicatj Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor

Quality, trust, communication, and rigor were theus of the questions directed
at faculty. Table 9 shows the questions instructgrse asked with the study design
characteristic theme(s) noted.

Table 9.

Faculty interview questions by category.

No. Student QT D C Rs Rr
1 How do you foster an environment where students
feel free to communicate openlig?that complicated X X

by computer-mediated communication?
2 How do you go about fostering trust in your cla8s:
Does not having in-person dialogue hamper that X

effort?
Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicatj Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
Other questions were informational in nature. Continued
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Faculty interview questions by category.

3 How do you ensure that your course requires an
appropriate degree of rigoDo you differentiate X X
between online and face-to-face?

4 How do you ensure that students are reading anc
applying the course material€?oes it differ from X X
your face to face? If so, how?

5 What do you do when student work is not of high
quality? x

6 Speaking of online courses...what tools do you u:
to be available to students and foster
communicationDoes it differ from your face to
face?

7 What methods do you employ to foster students
coming to discussions prepared@es it differ from  x X
synchronous/asynchronous discussion?

8 How do you design assignments to foster course
application? X

9 What resources do you use to ensure that students
are doing the work that they are posting/submiting

10 What technology is used to facilitate learnim®es
it differ between the two formats?

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communioatj Rs: respect; Rr:
Rigor

| intended to interview students in a focus groeiiisg. Since most of my
guestions are comparative and exploratory, | betiethe focus group setting, which
would encourage students to interact as they reigubto each other, would best serve
my purpose. That desired interaction did indeedipctthe two focus group sessions.
Additionally, two students were unable to attenel ficus groups and were interviewed
individually. Table 10 illustrates the questione 8tudents were asked with the study

design characteristic theme(s) noted.
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Table 10.

Student focus group questions by category.
No. Student QT D C Rs Rr

1 Do you learn better in traditional or online cow®e
Explain why you think that is. X

2 Do you work harder in online or traditional courge
How so? x

3 Do you participate more in one format than the
other?

4 Is participation different between the two?
Elaborate.

5 Are the course interactions more focused in one
format than anotherSecondary prompt: Do students
tend to go off on “rabbit trails” in more format &m
another? Elaborate.

6 Is there a difference in the kind of feedback you
receive in the two types of coursd3@es it differ X X X
significantly between professors?

7 s there a difference in accessibility betweeanttho
formats?

Which format fosters better communication between
students and professors?

8 Do you feel that your instructor is giving his/Hmest
effort in the course facilitationRre there difference: x x X X X
in that regard between the two formats?

9 How do you evaluate the quality of online courses
compared to evaluating the quality of face-to-face x x x x X X

courses?
Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor

Interview Coding Characteristics Described

After all of the interviews were transcribed, | beghe coding and analysis
process. For this, | assigned coding themes titieaded the research questions, and
then, from the information found in the interviewsssigned sub-codes within those
codes. Initially, | had 18 primary codes but fouhdt to be excessive. After consulting
with my committee, | re-assigned the codes to avgh and answer the research

guestions, as well as highlight key topics genér&tem the interviews. This



PUBLIC RELATIONS: FACE-TO-FACE VS DISTANCE LEARNG 66

consolidation allowed a clearer analysis. TrangctiQuotes were then assigned an
appropriate sub-code and discussed in Chapterdfdhis dissertation. Table 11 lists the
five primary coding themes and the respective aades:

Table 11

Coding Themes

Trust  Communication Quality Reputation Instructional Format
Teaching L _
Integrity Relational Process Credibility  Similarities earning
) Preference
Rigor
For-Profit
Relational Feedback Resources versus  Participation Effort
Non-Profit

Professional N '
Development Niche Traditional Online
Pros/Cons  Pros/Cons

Methods

Accessibility  Accountability

Cost Teaching
Differences Evaluations

Note: Researcher-created coding

The characteristic of Trust is raised in Researabsflon One. For this | used the
definition “To place confidence in [someone to donething]; have faith [in]; rely
[upon]” (Trust, 2009). Within the characteristicTifust | had two sub-categories: Trust-
Integrity and Trust-Relational. For coding purpmdedefined Trust-Integrity as those
things that have to do with methods used to mairdgeholarly honesty. For the Trust-
Relational coding, | looked for comments that faisn how faculty establish a rapport
with students and seek to gain a sense of trustamfidence in them.

Communication is addressed in Research QuestiorbRuirwo. The definition |
used was, “The act or an instance of communicathrgimparting or exchange of
information, ideas, or feelings” (Communication02). For this coding theme, the

responses were divided into three sub-categoriesinrdunication-Relational,
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Communication-Feedback, and Communication-Methocts#8sibility. | used
Communication-Relational to explore the methodgabue placed on the process of
communication. Communication-Feedback categoripadingents that addressed the
input instructors provide students in regard togaseents and assessment.
Communication-Methods/Accessibility looks at thH#etient ways and tools faculty use
to connect with their students.

Research Question Number Three addresses theofogi@lity which for coding
purposes | defined as:

From the students’ perspective, quality largelyatgs to the experience they

have in the classroom, whether on campus or omis@ducators, we are

responsible for ensuring an excellent learning egpee by providing the
planning, resources, and assessment which culmmatairses that contribute to
the achievement of program outcomes in supportuafents’ overall educational

and professional goals. (Franklin University, 2002])

To assess thoughts on this area, responses wédedlinto three sub-categories:
Quality-Teaching/Process/Rigor, Quality-Resour€aslity-Professional
Development/Accountability. Quality-Teaching/Pres&Rigor is a collective code |
defined to encompasses characteristics that highdjgality from an educational
perspective. These include application, feedbauf,differentiation. Quality-Resources
explores the learning methods and technology uségbching and the services available
to students to enhance their learning experienaality-Professional
Development/Accountability seeks insights into ¢ffferts the studied schools invest in

training and faculty support, along with methodemnsure quality in the classroom.
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The reputation of online learning is addressedasdarch Questions three and
four. This topic was coded in three sub-categofReputation-Credibility, Reputation-
For-Profit versus Non-Profit, and Reputation-NichReputation-Credibility is looked at
two ways: First, as applied to the format of aiéay experience, questioning if one or
the other is inferior. Second, Reputation-Credipilncludes comments that address the
educational and professional experiences of thdgeteach online or have
administrative oversight of distance learning paogs. Reputation-For-Profit versus
Non-profit distinguishes perceptions of higher eation institutions that are corporate or
commercially based in contrast to those that atgrajit-based. Reputation-Niche
identifies comments that illustrate unique chanasties about an institution.

Understanding the unique characteristics of theleaming formats is central to
this study and thus the final coding identifiefristructional Format. Within this code, |
have identified and self-defined eight sub-grogimilarities, Learning Preference,
Participation, Effort, Traditional Pros/Cons, O®liRros/Cons, Cost Differences, and
Teaching Evaluations.

Instructional Format-Similarities looks at the damities between the two
learning platforms. Instructional Format-Learniigference addresses students’
thoughts on whether they learn better online oiteras well as administrator and
employer thoughts on format suitability in regamchtademic courses and degree
programs. Instructional Format-Participation exgsostudents’ level of engagement in
the two learning formats. In Format-Effort | codedws that address which learning
format is more challenging and requires studentgdik harder to succeed along with

their perceptions of faculty efforts. InstructibR@rmat-Traditional Pros/Cons includes
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comments that address the advantages and disageamblearning onsite; and likewise
Instructional Format-Online Pros/Cons does the saitielearning online. Instructional
Format-Cost Differences includes comments thatigealinsights and explanations
behind the reasons for charging students moreato lenline than onsite are discussed.
And finally, for the code of Instructional Formagdching Evaluations, | collected
comments that dealt with the Student Evaluatiomezching process.

Procedures

Once Research Questions were designed to addeepanbose and rationale of
the study, | selected survey, interview questiansl, focus group topics. Since | was
inquiring about beliefs, opinions, and experientefose to use qualitative
methodology. By using this research method, | vids # garner personal views,
concerns, and perspectives and then narrate theaddttell a story. In brief, a qualitative
study allowed me to “obtain a more complete pictofahe research (Fraenkel et al,
2012, p. 425)

To check content validity and alignment of all prsmiand questions with
research design, the tools were given to a piletgto provide a procedural run through,
feedback, and critique of the tools and proces3atisfied with what was learned and
following appropriate adjustments to researcherghesl tools, the surveys were
formatted for Survey Monkey and distributed fistiniversity Number One. Emails
were sent. One hundred four Faculty, Administragteomd Staff from University Number
One responded to the online survey. The samplaedwated into 42.3% Faculty, 32.7%
Staff, 13.5% Adjunct Instructors, 9.6% Administaatj and 1.9% University Executives.

The experience of the respondents was representgd. 1% who had taught face-to-face
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courses and 4.8% who had previously taught an @wclass. Sixty-six graduate students
from University Number One responded to the onéinevey. The sample was divided
into 59.1% Master students, 4.5% Specialist, 288%torate, 6.1% Graduate Certificate
students, and 1.5% without a declared category.ekperience of the student
respondents was represented by 31.8% who had eshinlb mixture of online and
hybrid coursework, 24.2% who had enrolled in a om&tof online, hybrid and face-to-
face coursework, 9.1% who enrolled in a mixturéyérid and face-to-face, and 1.5%
who enrolled in a mixture of online and hybrid ceework.

During that same timeframe, an administrator atversity Number Two distributed
paper copies of the surveys, which were then delteand returned to me. All of the
surveyed students and instructors at University bemTwo volunteered to be
interviewed. In total, three students and foutringors were surveyed and interviewed.
The survey data revealed that all of the surveyedests at University Number Two had
enrolled in a mixture of online and face-to-facerses. Similarly, all faculty taught
courses in the two formats.

At the end of the survey, participants were ask#éukely would be willing to be
interviewed. The names of those who volunteereecwellected and they were later
contacted. After survey data was gathered | andlylze responses. The analysis
involved tallying the survey responses, convertitgm into percentages and then
entering the percent of agreement and disagreeimeaach prompt into a table.
Alignment of Tools

Tables 4 and 5 represent survey prompts. Tahlleso8gh 10 represent interview

guestions, and Table 10 represents focus groupstism. Each question and prompt is
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marked with the appropriate characteristic pre{teiteed as an integral part of public
relations. To illustrate alignment, student surpeympt 22 aligns with the faculty
survey prompt 15 and connects with faculty intewguestion number three and student
focus group question number two. | deliberatelgraid the survey prompts, interview
guestions, and focus group questions accordingpia,tto provide triangulation of data
results. The alignment of these items allowed miertmulate answers to research
guestions number three and four.
Student Evaluations of Teaching Analysis

Another source of data available from only oneheftiwvo universities, which
provided insights into student perceptions of thearning experiences was the Student
Evaluations of Teaching (SETSs). The conversatidmedlin pursuing this study indicated
that there were some issues with how schools desigruse SETS, as well as how
students viewed that task. So in response, | aedl$tudent Evaluations of Teaching
SETs to see if there were differences in how sttedevaluate online and face-to-face
instruction. To accomplish this, | acquired SET®ireight courses at University Number
Two that were taught in both online and traditicioaimats. Descriptive analysis of this
data provided deeper insights into trends regardowg students perceived teaching and
related coursework. The findings from the conteratsis are reported in Chapter Four.
| was unable to find literature to specifically aglss issues concerning differentiation of
SETs for different instructional formats nor waable to find research assessing student
understanding of the purpose of SETSs, and so ipteh&ive | made recommendations
as to how SETs for online teaching can be imprareatil suggest related additional

research.
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Summary

In consideration of the generalizability of theuks of this research | deliberately
sought perspectives from multiple categories ofstituents; students, faculty,
administration, and employers. To gain a broad Jigaried the data gathering
techniques though use of a Likert-scale perceioney, face-to-face interviews, and
student focus group discussions, as well as thaepslvaluations of courses by students.
| limited my research to online coursework and ehtoseliminate discussion of hybrid
and MOOC formats, leaving those topics as futuseaech focus. | carefully aligned all
data gathering tools to deliberately seek perspesin all categories relating to public

relations with respect to a product, course cordefivery, and the consumers.
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Chapter Four: Findings and Results

Introduction

In this chapter | will present the results of thisalitative study comparing the
characteristics of Public Relations (PR) with rebtar face-to-face versus distance
learning in a small and medium private liberal &igher education setting. As noted
previously, the characteristics | am comparingea®ociated with the seven research
guestions that explore the relationships betweathesits, faculty, administrators, and
employers when considering issues of trust, comoation, quality, respect/reputation,
and rigor regarding academics.

Below are the seven research questions along hatimethodology used to address

them noted in parentheses:

1. What characteristics are present that indicatasd,tor lack of, between the
learning institution and its faculty and the leainstitution and its students with
regard to both face-to-face and distance learningsework? (Survey, interview,
and focus group)

2. What characteristics of communication are presetwéen the learning
institution and its faculty and the learning ingibn and its students? (Survey,
interview, focus group, and content analysis)

3. What characteristics are present to indicate thetence of quality or rigor with
regard to both face-to-face and distance learniugsework? (Survey, interview,

focus group, and content analysis)
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4. What administrative issues exist that can affeetrédputation of (respect for) a
learning institution and its distance learning perg with regard to both face-to-
face and distance learning coursework? (Interviedvfacus group)

5. What employment issues exist that can affect thatetion of a learning
institution with regard to distance learning? (fatew)

6. What similarities and differences are most salmitveen the two formats?
(Survey, interview, focus group, and content anajys

7. Are there differences in perceptions between algmahte liberal arts institution
and a medium private liberal arts institution widigard to face to face and
distance learning programs? (Survey, interview, fands group).

Methodology

There are four publics in this study: Studentgulg, Administrators, and
Employers. Students and faculty at two universitvese both surveyed and interviewed.
Administrators and employers were interviewed. Addally, a simple content analysis
of data gathered from select student evaluatioisawthing was conducted.

For the survey reporting, | have organized theassps by membership in one of
the publics mentioned above, and in doing so | éxadrelevant aspects of public
relations were found. Following the survey repgytan analysis of the interview data
provided through two universities is presented qualitatively coded format, and then
content analysis is explained.

Survey Responses: Students
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For this part of the study, 207 students complatedrvey. Out of those survey
respondents, six students (three from each sttiedol) voluntarily participated in
focus groups or interviews.

For the survey portion, students were asked tooresfo 29 statements
addressing characteristics of public relations weftpard to their online and onsite
learning experience. The response options werdl@d<now, Strongly Disagree,
Moderately Disagree, Moderately Agree, and StroggeA. Their responses to the
guestions were tabulated with the assigned charstoteand are shown in Table Al.
While discussion board conversation is not a charatic of PR, as shared in Chapter
One, in this setting discussion does pertain tornamication and quality and therefore it
too is categorized and assessed as part of thig. stu

In Table 12, the student responses show a sagregment on all prompts
regarding Quality. To illustrate, both prompt &89 resulted in Strong Agreement.
Prompt 7 states “The online instructor carefullplerates submitted work.” To that
prompt, 39 students Strongly Agreed, 27 Moderadgjseed, while 15 did not know, and
nine each noted that they Moderately Disagreedron§ly Disagreed. In statement 12,
students were prompted to respond to the statefiibatonline instructor differentiates
instruction and feedback.” The majority of the &nt$, 32, Moderately Agreed, while 28
of them Strongly Agreed. Only nine students Strgigjsagreed and six Moderately

Disagreed while 25 responded that they did not know



PUBLIC RELATIONS: FACE-TO-FACE VS DISTANCE LEARNG 76

Table 12.

Student survey questions by proportion of respoQselity.

No. Student DNK SD MD MA SA

S The online instructor is actively engaged in the
teaching of coursework. Lo e S

6 The online instructor gives his/her best effort. 20 6 11 24 39

7 The online instructor carefully evaluates

submitted work. 5 9 9 27 39

8  The online instructor posts relevant discussion

content. 19 6 6 26 43

11 The online instructor is professional in his/her

conduct. 19 2 2 20 59

12 The online instructor differentiates instruction

and feedback. 25 9 6 32 28

16 The online instructor is engaging. 17 8 14 37 25
19 |nonline coursework, assignment instructions
and course expectations are NOT typically 17 44 24 12 3

communicated clearly.

20 |n online coursework, the course is NOT as

challenging as other courses. 18 55 15 9 3

21 In online coursework, students are appropriately
challenged.

22 |n online coursework, students must work harc
order to achieve success.

23 In online coursework, assignments require

original thinking. 5 8 3 36 38

24 |n online coursework, course materials are at

appropriate level of rigor. 14 8 8 36 35

25 |n online coursework, course materials are NOT
at graduate level of rigor.

26 In online coursework, assignments require the
student to read and apply the course materials

[EEN

5 2 6 23 54

27 In online coursework, interactions are relevant to

subject matter and course objectives. 17 3 6 26 49

28  In online coursework, students are challenged
produce work that is of high quality. L 2 : dooas

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
Other questions were informational in nature. Continued



PUBLIC RELATIONS: FACE-TO-FACE VS DISTANCE LEARNG 77

Student survey questions by proportion of respoQselity.

29 In online coursework, student engagement
reflects quality and originality. 17 3 15 35 29

30 In online coursework, the course is well desigr

and applicable to the course discipline. e > 11 32 39

31 In online coursework, appropriate technology is
used effectively. 14 3 5 33 46

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD obferate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.

Similarly, under Communication, students agreetltthere are ample ways to
communicate with online instructors and that insttots communicate in a timely manner
(Table 13). These views are supported by respdoga®mpt 17 and 13. When asked to
respond to the statement “Typically there are sigffit options and methods to reach the
online instructor”, 52 students Strongly Agreed &idVioderately Agreed. Only two
Moderately Disagreed and zero Strongly DisagredulgeviL6 stated that they did not
know. To prompt 13, which asked if the studentdeadd “the online instructor
communicates in a regular and timely manner,” 48r§jly Agreed and 27 Moderately
Agreed.

Table 13.

Student survey questions by proportion of respo@seamunication.

No. Student DNK SD MD MA SA
4  In online coursework, assignment instructions
and course expectations are communicated 15 6 6 36 36
clearly.

S The online instructor is actively engaged in tf

teaching of coursework. L 8 L 30 32

9 In online coursework, questions and concerns
are NOT typically addressed respectfully. 20 63 ° 6 6

10 In online coursework, discussion forums allo\
sufficient communication between the 17 11 14 29 29
instructor and classmates
Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
Other questions were informational in nature. Continued
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Student survey questions by proportion of respo@seamunication.

13 The online instructor communicates in a regular
and timely manner. 15 9 6 27 42

14 In online coursework, discussion forums
provide insufficient communication between 18 32 14 27 9
the instructor and students.

15  The online instructor communicates at an
appropriate professional level.

16 The online instructor is engaging. 17 8 14 37 25

17 Typically, there are sufficient options and
methods to reach the online instructor.

18 The online instructor seeks to get to know the
students.

19 In online coursework, assignment instructions
and course expectations are NOT typically 17 44 24 12 3
communicated clearly.

27 In online coursework, interactions are relevar
to subject matter and course objectives.

15 2 8 19 57

16 0 2 31 52

20 15 14 27 24

17 3 6 26 49

32 The online instructor responds to questions and
concerns in a respectful manner. 15 6 9 20 50

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD obferate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.

Table 14 indicates that, in regard to Rigor, agsingdents overwhelming agreed
that online coursework is as challenging as otberses. This discussion includes
responses that illustrate perspectives on the tafdRigor. In prompt 21 a collective 76
agreed that “In online coursework, students are@ppately challenged” while only 10
collectively disagreed and 15 did not know. The pgempt or reverse-coded item was
assessed in prompt 20 where students responded pyampt “In online coursework, the
course is NOT as challenging as other coursegévarse, a collective 70 disagreed and
12 agreed, while 18 did not know. Prompt 28 addm@ssline assignments by asking
students to evaluate the statement “In online @wosk, students are challenged to

produce work that is of high quality” and agaimdsnts responded affirmatively with 45
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in strong agreement and 31 who Moderately Agreeitevaimly two Strongly Disagreed

and nine Moderately Disagreed.

Table 14.

Student survey questions by proportion of reSpoR&gor.

No. Student DNK SD MD MA SA

20 In online coursework, the course is NOT as
challenging as other courses. 18 5 15 9 3

21 In online coursework, students are appropriate
challenged.

22 |n online coursework, students must work hard in
order to achieve success.

23 In online coursework, assignments require
original thinking.

24 |n online coursework, course materials are at
appropriate level of rigor.

15 5 5 31 45
14 3 8 27 49
15 8 3 36 38

14 8 8 36 35

25 |n online coursework, course materials are NO

at graduate level of rigor. 18 52 20 8 S

26 |n online coursework, assignments require the

student to read and apply the course materials. 15 2 6 23 54

28 |n online coursework, students are challenged

produce work that is of high quality. 14 2 9 51 45

29 |n online coursework, student engagement

reflects quality and originality. 17 3 5 3% 2

30 In online coursework, the course is well desigr
and applicable to the course discipline. 1a e ez e

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD oNkrate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.

Tables 15 through 17 indicate proportion resultdlie remaining categories
measured by the student survey. Table 15 listgtiestions that addressed the topic of

Trust. The dominant responses were Moderately AgneeStrongly Agree
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Table 15.

Student survey questions by proportion of responssst.

No. Student DNK SD MD MA SA

18  The online instructor seeks to get to know the
students. 20 15 14 27 24

30 In online coursework, the course is well desigr
and applicable to the course discipline.

32 The online instructor responds to questions and
concerns in a respectful manner. 15 6 9 20 50

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD obferate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.

14 5 11 32 39

Table 16 lists the questions that addressed the ¢dfiscussion. Including the
translation of a reverse-coded question, the dambiresponse from students in all three
prompts was Strongly Agree

Table 16.

Student survey questions by proportion of respogussion.

No. Student DNK SD MD MA SA
8 The online instructor posts relevant discussion
content. 19 6 6 26 43
10 In online coursework, discussion forums allow
sufficient communication between the instructc 17 11 14 29 29
and classmates
14  In online coursework, discussion forums provide
insufficient communication between the 18 32 14 27 9
instructor and students.
Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD oNkrate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.

Table 17 shows the questions that addressed piedbRespect. Including the
translation of a reverse-coded question, the damiresponse from students for all three

prompts was Strongly Agree.
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Table 17.

Student survey questions by proportion of respoRespect.
No. Student DNK SD MD MA SA

9 In online coursework, guestions and concerns are20 63 5 6 6
NOT typically addressed respectfully.

11 The online instructor is professional in his/her
conduct.

15 The online instructor communicates at an
appropriate professional level.

19 2 2 20 59

15 2 8 19 57

32 The online instructor responds to questions an 15 6 9 20 50
concerns in a respectful manner.
Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD oNkrate Disagreement; MA - Moderate
Agreement; SA - Strong Agreement.

Survey Responses: Faculty

For this portion, 104 participants instructors sged to 18 statements
addressing characteristics of PR in relation tdr tieeching experiences. One hundred
four Faculty, Administration, and Staff from Unigély Number One responded to the
online survey. The sample was divided into 42.3%ukg, 32.7% Staff, 13.5% Adjunct
Instructors, 9.6% Administration, and 1.9% Univer&xecutives. The experience of the
respondents was represented by 57.7% who had tkagghto-face courses and 4.8%
who had previously taught an online class. Sixtyggaduate students from University
Number One responded to the online survey. The leawges divided into 59.1% Master
students, 4.5% Specialist, 28.8% Doctorate, 6.1%d@ate Certificate students, and
1.5% without a declared category. The experiencbebtudent respondents was
represented by 31.8% who had enrolled in a mixd@ianline and hybrid coursework,
24.2% who had enrolled in a mixture of online, hgtand face-to-face coursework,
9.1% who enrolled in a mixture of hybrid and faoefdce, and 1.5% who enrolled in a

mixture of online and hybrid coursework.
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The response options were: Do Not Know, Stronglseree, Moderately
Disagree, Moderately Agree, and Strong Agree. Tiesiponses to the questions were
tabulated with the assigned characteristic andglaogvn in Table B1. As noted in the
student survey reporting, discussion pertains tormanication and quality and therefore

it too is categorized and assessed as part o$tilniky.

As illustrated in Table 18, the responses to thali@y prompts show faculty
mostly in agreement. However, while the studezaméd toward Strongly Agree, the
faculty responses show a higher frequency of meeegreement to the prompts. For
example, prompt 9 stated “In online courseworkgstis incorporate constructive
criticism and feedback provided by the instructoevaluated coursework into future
assignments” and only 12 instructors Strongly Adresile 41 Moderately Agreed. The
second highest response was Do Not Know, at 371ewhiy two Strongly Disagreed
and eight Moderately Disagreed. A similar patisrshown in 15 where faculty
responded to the prompt “In online coursework, stiigl have to work hard to achieve in
the course.” The highest number was 36, who ModBr#tgreed. The second favored
response was Do Not Know at 29 and 25 Strongly édjseith that statement. Only one

instructor Strongly Disagreed and 10 ModeratelyaDised.
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Table 18.

Faculty survey questions by proportion of respoii@eality.
No. Faculty/Staff/Adjunct DNK SD MD MA SA

4 In online coursework, most students are,
themselves, doing the work that they are posting. 6 1 4 42 17

S) In online coursework, overall students are givit
their best in the course. 32 2 14 44 o

6 In online coursework, students are regularly

reading the course materials. 33 5 20 35 !
7 Inonline coursework, students are routinely

unprepared when posting their discussion 46 9 25 20 1

responses.

8  In online coursework, students are abiding by an
honor code when doing their work.

9 In online coursework, students incorporate
con§truct|ve cr|t|C|sm and feedback pro_wded b 37 ) 8 41 12
the instructor in evaluated coursework into futt
assignments.

12 |n online coursework, students frequently do not
communicate at the proper academic level.

40 3 12 33 13

39 5 17 31 9

15  |n online coursework, students have to work h:

to achieve in the course. 29 1 10 36 25

16  In online coursework, course assignments requir@34 3 10

original thinking. 35 18

17 i i
In online coursework, course assignments red g 0 5 36 30
students to read and apply the course material

18 |n online coursework, course interactions are

relevant to subject matter and course objectives. 35 0 4 32 29

19 In online coursework, course assignments are
applicable to course discipline. 33 0 0 37 30

20 |n online coursework, student work is not

consistently of high quality. 38 13 28 18 3

21 In online coursework, use of technology is
effective and appropriate. 28 2 5 38 28

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD obferate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.

Similarly, under Communication, the majority of tlaeulty agree with the
students that communication between them is saffiqiTable 19). In response to prompt
14, “In online coursework, students have ample appity and means to communicate

with the instructor,” 36 instructors Strongly Agceand 27 Moderately Agreed. Zero
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Strongly Disagreed and five Moderately Disagreeith@e here is that 32 did not know.

In prompt 10, faculty were asked if they beliewadgints are comfortable communicating
with them, to which 28 instructors replied thatytti§trongly Agreed” while 31 said they

Moderately Agreed. Collectively, the number of thegho disagreed is a low total of six;
however the Do Not Know response was again higat

Table 19.

Faculty survey questions by proportion of respoi@&@@nmunication.
No. Faculty/Staff/Adjunct DNK SD MD MA SA

10  In online coursework, overall students seem
comfortable communicating with the instructor.

34 2 4 31 28

11 In online coursework, overall students regulark

communicate with classmates. 40 8 21 26 6

12 In online coursework, students frequently do not

communicate at the proper academic level. 39 5 17 31 9

13 In online coursework, there is open and hones

communication in the course. 38 1 15 40 7

14 In online coursework, students have ample
opportunity and means to communicate with the 32 0 5 27 36
instructor.

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD oNkrate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.

Table 20 indicates that in regard to Rigor, agi@aulty overwhelming agreed
that online coursework is challenging, though tbely Moderately Agreed that students
give their best, work hard. To illustrate the fipstint about rigor, in prompt 15 a
collective 61 instructors either strongly or Modeta Agreed that “In online coursework,
students have to work hard to achieve in the cSuvkéde only 11 collectively disagreed
and 29 did not know. To illustrate the second pabmut student effort, note that each
guestion associated with student effort in onlioarses the highest faculty response was
Moderately agree, followed by Do Not Know (whichyma may not be a polite way for

faculty taking the survey to avoid answering thegjion).
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Table 20.

Faculty survey questions by proportion of respoi&gor.
No. Faculty/Staff/Adjunct DNK SD MD MA SA

5 In online coursework, overall students are giving
their best in the course. 32 2 14 44 9

6 In online coursework, students are regularly
reading the course materials. 38 5 20 35 7

15 |n online coursework, students have to work hard

to achieve in the course. 29 1 10 36 25

16 In online coursework, course assignments req

original thinking. 34 3 10 35 18
17 In online coursework, course assignments requir

students to read and apply the course materials.%9 0 5 36 30

18 . . .
In online coursgwork, course |nteract|on§ are 35 0 4 32 29
relevant to subject matter and course objective

19  |n online coursework, course assignments are
applicable to course discipline. 33 0 0 37 30

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD obferate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.

With the Trust prompts, | was seeking to gain retatl insights along with
insights into issues surrounding academic intedfigble 21). Prompt 9 explored the
relational aspect of trust with the statement ‘ihiree coursework, students incorporate
constructive criticism and feedback provided byitistructor in evaluated coursework
into future assignments” to which 41 instructorsddmtely Agreed and 12 Strongly
Agreed. Only two Strongly Disagreed, while eightdéoately Disagree. Again, there
were a high number of Do Not Know responses afTBi& may be because the prompt
asked about “future assignments” and faculty inmetgal that as being outside their
knowledge.

Prompt 4 addressed academic integrity and ask&diatsrs to respond to the

statement “In online coursework, most studentstammselves, doing the work that they
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are posting.” Again, there was high agreement Wtltollectively agreeing with the
statement and only five collectively disagreeinje Do Not Know response is 36.
Table 21.

Faculty survey questions by proportion of resporigast.
No. Faculty/Staff/Adjunct DNK SD MD MA SA

4 In online coursework, most students are,
themselves, doing the work that they are posting. 6 1 4 42 17

8  In online coursework, students are abiding by
honor code when doing their work. 40 : 2 em e
9 In online coursework, students incorporate
constructive criticism and feedback provided by v ) 8 41 12
the instructor in evaluated coursework into future
assignments.
10 i
In online coursework,_ ov«_erall s_tudent_s seem 34 2 4 31 28
comfortable communicating with the instructor.

13 In online coursework, there is open and honest
communication in the course. 38 1 15 40 !

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD obferate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.

Tables 22 and 23 indicate proportion results ferrdmaining categories
measured by the faculty survey. Table 22 listddloalty question that addressed the
topic of Discussion. Whereas students Strongly Agren these prompts, the dominant
response from faculty was Do Not Know. The quesisoa reverse-coded prompt which
explains how the second highest response wasectio# disagree.

Table 22.

Faculty survey questions by proportion of respori3iecussion.

No. Faculty/Staff/Adjunct DNK SD MD MA SA
7  Inonline coursework, students are routinely
unprepared when posting their discussion 46 9 25 20 1
responses.

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD oNkrate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.
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Table 23 lists the faculty questions that addii$ise topic of Trust. The

dominant response was Moderately Agree, and thengdamost popular response was Do

Not Know.

Table 23.

Faculty survey questions by proportion of respom&espect.

No. Faculty/Staff/Adjunct DNK SD MD MA SA
9 In online coursework, students incorporate
constructive criticism and feedback provided by
the instructor in evaluated coursework into future37 2 8 41 12
assignments.
13 . .
In online coursework, there is open and hones 38 1 15 40 7

communication in the course.

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD obferate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.

Initially the frequency of the Do Not Know respongas troubling for me, but |

soon realized that it illustrates a need and thukscussed in more detail in Chapter Five.

Table 24 illustrates the prompts that generatetd paycentages of Do Not Know

responses.

Table 24.

Faculty survey questions by proportion of respom¥@Not Know category.

No. Faculty/Staff/Adjunct SD MD MA SA
7 In online coursework, students are routinely
unprepared when posting their discussion 9 25 20 1
responses.
11 In online coursework, overall students regularl 8 21 26 6
communicate with classmates.
8 In online coursework, students are abiding by an
honor code when doing their work. 3 12 33 13
12 i
In online coursework, students frequently do n 5 17 31 9

communicate at the proper academic level.

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicatj Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
Other questions were informational in nature. Continued
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Faculty survey questions by proportion of respoms@Not Know category.

20 In online coursework, student work is not
consistently of high quality. 13 28 18 3

18  In online coursework, course interactions are 4 32 29
relevant to subject matter and course objective

10  |n online coursework, overall students seem

comfortable communicating with the instructor. 2 4 31 28

16 |n online coursework, course assignments req
original thinking. : = 35 1
15 |n online coursework, students have to work hard

to achieve in the course. 1 10 36 25

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD obferate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.

Interviews

While the survey data provided a glimpse into sta@ad faculty views of online
learning, the interviews allowed me to dig deepév their beliefs and responses. Six
surveyed students ranging in age from 25 to 47 weeeviewed; two in two separate
focus groups and two individually.

For faculty, the interview part of this study alledvme to probe further into their
beliefs and experiences and possibly gain insigitdtssome of the Do Not Know survey
responses. Seven surveyed instructors were inteedi¢or this research. A few themes
from the faculty interviews include: a) Overallstructors believed that not all learning
should be online, but since most of their coursesevapplication-based, either format
worked well; b) Some differentiation was practitecaccommodate course objectives
and needs between the formats; c) Social mediauges as a discussion tool by some
faculty while others strongly opposed using it; a)dJse of plagiarism-detection
technology, while available to all faculty, was amsistently used.

The student interview questions can be viewed ipefyalix E and the faculty

interviews can be viewed in Appendix F. Along wstindents and faculty, | interviewed
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six administrators from the two studied schoolsditidnally, | interviewed three
employers, more specifically education human ressiadministrators, who have
experience in hiring people who have earned a gitadeducation degree. The questions
asked in those interviews are found in Appendixn@ H.

In total, 23 people were interviewed for this stu@iheir transcribed interviews
were coded according to the characteristics foartie research questions and then each
primary theme was broken down into related seconttieemes. Table 11 shows the five
primary categories with their respective secondaing options.

To ensure anonymity, the respondents were givendasg/ms that only reveal if
the response is from a Student (S), Faculty (Fjniddstrator (A), or Employer (E). The
other identifying characteristic is whether thepsdent is from University Number One
(U1) or University Number Two (U2). Table 6 indieatthe assigned pseudonyms.
Trust

Research Question Number One addresses the topicsvand thus trust is a
coding category. The responses were divided mtosub-categories: Trust-Integrity and
Trust-Relational. Trust-Integrity has to do witletinods used to maintain scholarly
honesty on the part of the student, such as gupetjainst plagiarism while Trust-
Relational focuses on how faculty establish asagavith their students.

Trust-Integrity. Trust-Integrity was a theme found in responsesaouylty and
administrators. In this category there was a daiiggtinction between the comments
gleaned from the two universities. University Nienkne is a larger school and invests
significant resources into maintaining academiegnty and that is shown in their

responses.
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Response # TI-1'This [maintaining online academic integrity] in®of those
things that we’ve spent years trying to work throug. . Every time | go to the Higher
Learning Commission conference that is the maimgthiook for. And | go to every
single session that has anything to do with onloging that we’ll find an answer. | also
talk to all of the people in the exhibit room tg $&/hat are you doing? How can you
help me?™(U1-Al).

For both online and onsite courses, University HanmOne encourages its faculty
to use Turnitin, a plagiarism-detection programe Tise of this program is clearly
consistent with the school’s commitment to mairitegrintegrity as illustrated by
Response # TI-2, which was echoed by other Unityelktimber One respondents.

Response # TI-Zl use Turnitin for every little thing . . . traibnal or online
classroom” (U1-F3).

In addition to Turnitin, University Number One erap$ Tegrity software to
ensure honesty when students are taking examsegmot

Response # TI-3'What happens is | ask the students to log ongyrifyeand it
starts recording and what it does is it recordsyghieng that's on their screen and the
preparation for it is they have to hold up a pietlD next to their face and take a picture
of it so that | can see that that person is in flaat person” (U1-A2).

While software like Tegrity is available at Unigéy Number One, not all of the
instructors are familiar with or have used it.

Response # TI-4'For my online I've not used any type of proctoygsem]...I

think that is something that | would like to looko more” (U1-F3).
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Maintaining honesty in writing and test-taking weis the only academic
integrity issues University Number One was concedgout. Similar comments
concerning these two issues were expressed byfémilty and administrators at
University Number One.

Response # TI-5How do we know the person who did the homeworlg?ttie
same way we don’t know the person who does the hamkefor on-ground. We’ve done
everything we possibly can” (U1-Al).

Response # TI-6'Another issue that we run into is students shamfigrmation
with other students. What we tell faculty to dadsreate a test pool . . . and let the
computer randomize and randomly select questiodgharefore no two students will
take the same quiz” (U1-A2).

University Number Two’s responses to questionsnadigg Trust-Integrity were
somewhat different from those at University NumOee, more characterized by an
emphasis on trust than a concern with integrity.

Response # TI-7We’'re kind of unique in the fact that we're a Gltran
university so most of my students, if not all oéit, have a view that their work is their
work and that they shouldn’t take others’ work” (B2).

While instructor Response # TI-7 suggested thattheas no need to be
concerned about honesty, one administrator ackmmeld that integrity may need to be
more emphasized.

Response # TI-8We trust a lot. . . . | mean that’'s something l@arning that |
might need to look at little more. There is softevan Blackboard. | don't typically use it

myself but others do. . . . perhaps we should parermoney into different kinds of
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software because we have had a few cases [of plgiahat I've caught myself” (U2-
Al).

And while University Number Two does have SafeAssayplagiarism-detection
software, the use and opinions of the program aargng the faculty resulting in some
using it and others not.

Response # TI-91 don't typically use [SafeAssign]. Other facultyembers do. .
.. We just trust. But there is software, we'rarteng that there's better software that
might we might look into” (U2-F1).

A second administrator argued though software optare available to anyone
who chooses to use them, there is no need to dgsthiifferently.

Response # TI-10'The only thing that we can do is trust studentfibeorable.
... We have some very keen professors who recogimzeame work being submitted
by students and they have been kicked out online.We do have SafeAssign. And they
do some kind of check for plagiarism for electropapers but it's up to the professor to
use it. It is not up to the university to make these it. But the resource is out there”
(U2-A2).

Another administrator noted a lack of confidentglagiarism-detection software
adding that is not a concern since it aligns whth belief that students at University
Number Two are completely trustworthy.

Response # TI-171'I find [plagiarism software programs] aren’t vemglpful
anyway. Maybe it's naive but we've encountered fesyinstances of that kind of

inappropriate behavior” (U2-A4).
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Use of technology and software provide a few exaspf methods faculty
employ to address academic integrity. Other metlaoel$nore personal. For instance,
Responses # TI-12 and # TI-13 indicate an indtrnat approach.

Response # TI-121 establish that initial criteria and | lay theogmdwork for
ethical conduct and integrity of their work” (U2)3

Response # TI-13In our syllabi we have a statement that anythimaf is not
your idea, something that has been used beforaddit, is plagiaristic . . . But after you
teach a course several times . .. you know fratudent’s writing what their discussion
is like. You know whether or not it sounds likeriiie(U2-F4).

The approach recorded in Response # TI-14 is conuative and relies on
adherence to a code of ethics.

Response # TI-14'The first thing | do is | describe it. | make iap of the
syllabus. | describe the academic integrity tha&xigected” (U2-F3).

With these methods, one instructor noted that ctiWlely students are aware of
application of academic integrity, and that helphwaccountability.

Response # TI-15Students get the word out amongst themselves \itegn
know that you monitor them and | think that kedpen a little more accountable” (U2-
F1).

As noted in Response # TI-16, building a trustielgtionship with students is
fundamental to fostering academic integrity.

Response # TI-161 don’t know that [they are doing the work theybsuit]. But |

do have a relationship. | establish a relations¥itp them right up front and it’s the
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relationship that teaches and it also builds thstir. .. They develop a trust in me
because | make a decision to trust them” (U1-F2).

Trust-Relational. In addressing the topic of trust as a reseaycizeronly was |
seeking to explore how institutions maintain acaidantegrity (which contributes to
rigor), but I also sought to gain insights into hfasulty establish a rapport with students
and gain a sense of trust and confidence in theamyMesponses illustrated that rapport
is something instructors believe is important.

Response # TR-11 also always do what | say | will do. I try alntds a fault,
even when it’s kind of obnoxious that | come baokl do something that probably didn’t
need to be done but | do it anyway so that theysesnthat | am as good as my word”
(U1-F2).

Faculty indicated a range of things they do toldistia an online rapport and
foster trust:

Response # TR-2They feel safe because in a lot of the postssil please be
honest yet respectable, keep information confidgrdaind then I'll also model this
behavior but | will also reveal information thatdve experienced professionally and/or
personally” (Ul-F1).

Response # TR-3I think with trust because of some of the sensitiopics we
talk about we try to be very clear that we wanbéocopen and trust that we can have these
conversations and we’re not going to be accusiygra®, judging anyone, that this is part
of our society and we want to talk about it” (U1}F3

Response # TR-40ne thing | say frequently is there is nothing yeill

experience in this course that we cannot work egether. That gives them reassurance
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that | am there” (U2-F4).

Some of these methods include modeling.

Response # TR-5I'll share information about [my university] an@ |
experience this at this location. So for me totpat out there to the student shows well
the professor can talk about her current placergfleyment and it's safe and okay, then
| can as well. I'll also share [personal experienbee had with my life] with the
students” (U1-F1).

And, some expressed that being timely in their comication is key to building
trust:

Response # TR-61 respond to them as soon as possible. | find tthatt really
builds a good relationship and they learn to tmstthrough that way. They know that if
they have a question | am going to be there fanth@2-F4).

While a good rapport is important, some facultyedathat online contexts may
demand more of them to foster relationships witiients.

Response # TR-71 want them to know that there is a human faceyaan on
the other side of that connection . . . | hopeulgtomy rapport, my personality, that they
know I'm a person they can trust” (U2-F3).

One instructor who teaches same classes in battatsrmoted that establishing
relationships in face-to-face classes previoushtridoutes to building trust in online
courses.

Response # TR-8I think it's very important that if you are goirtg have

someone teach online class that they also haversttuitace to face so they're familiar
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with many of the students . . . it's much easieda@gelop that trust because they know
who you are already” (U2-F2).

Not all faculty are convinced, however, that onlggenmunicating can simulate
face-to-face interactions.

Response # TR-9There is no way that you can replicate the retadfop and the
interaction that you have between a student andfegsor. And | can stand at a podium
and sit beside them at a table, look them in tleeagd | know when they are stressed
over an assignment and | know when they just dgettt. . . . With an online you almost
have to give them the benefit of the doubt . théy don’t express it in written form,
there’s no way to effectively discern that from thdine communication that exists”
(U2-F3).

All of these shared examples illustrate an attentiothe relationships fostered in
the classroom along with one-on-one interaction&®en instructors and students.
Communication

Communication is addressed in Research QuestiorbRumwo, and thus itis a
coding category. The responses were divided hr@etsub-categories: Communication-
Relational, Communication-Feedback, and Commurminatlethods/Accessibility.
Communication-Relational explores the method ouegllaced on the process of
communication. Communication-Feedback is studiedbse of its importance to the
learning experience which was noted in this quot€hapter One, “I think instructors
who do not provide any feedback portray themsehgeteachers who aren't concerned
with their students learning the material. Feedhadke nature of the learning process

and I'm afraid we're losing that in online learriifi@/inslow, 2012 p. 7). Finally,
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Communication-Methods/Accessibility looks at thH#etient ways and tools faculty use
to connect with their students.

Communication-Relational. Faculty responses that were coded under
Communication-Relational included elucidations alieahniques used to foster
communication and thoughts on how computer-mediateengthens or hinders
communication. For this professor, fostering camioation begins before the class
officially collectively meets.

Response # CR-1The first online class | ask students to compéeteluntary,
kind of welcome where they say who they are, whay like, what their interests are.
Before class begins | send them an email that wedsathem to the class” (U1-F1).

Being timely, transparent, and purposeful in tikeimmunication is another way
faculty foster communication.

Response # CR-2I respond to them as soon as possible. | find tthait really
builds a good relationship and they learn to tmstthrough that way. They know that if
they have a question | am going to be there fanth@2-F4).

Response # CR-3Sending periodic emails to check on their progiass asking
what you can do to help them, that all builds assesf somebody’s there for me that will
help me” (U2-F2).

Response # CR-4[Fostering communication is accomplished] . . . by
communicating with them freely and often throughitnat course, make sure that
everything you say or communicate is not just cedorased” (U2-F4).

Even though a course is online, this professoeles that for connectivity, there

needs to be some component of initial face-to-fame with students.
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Response # CR-5l almost always require an initial face-to-face@gp meeting
to meet as a cohort. . . . I've never been comiitetavith a student depending on an
avatar whether it's on blackboard or any of theeothlatforms. I think it’s critical that we
establish a rapport-human connection. . . . And threce we have that initial
[connection] then we go about our business condgdkie online portion of it” (U2-F3).

Looking at communication in online learning, sevamnatructors suggest it is
complicated by technology, while in the same cosaion they admit it is enhanced.
The invisibility of computer-mediated communicateeems to embolden some people.

Response # CR-6I think in some ways [open communication] is [cdioated
by computer-mediated communication] because pdamer if you're in an on-ground
class you're verbally saying something but once pousomething in writing people are
a little bit concerned. . . . Opposite end somepfeteel bolder when they’re online
because we don’t know what you look like or who yeally are so they act sometimes
to reveal more information” (U1-F1).

Response # CR-7I1 notice that a lot of students open up more anlin. | always
explain that they need to share, they need tothie opinions, that everyone has a
different opinion” (U2-F1).

Response # CR-8l am amazed what people will say online when tdeg’t
have to say it to someone’s face. Sometimes | thedple are a little more open even
though we do identify who each other are onlirailll find that people are very open
online. . . . I've had to prompt and facilitate mao get to open communication in the
traditional classroom whereas I've felt that | havéad to facilitate as much, it just

kinda starts to happen in online” (U1-F3).
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Having to write one’s thoughts with regard to asigised prompt, and not simply
spouting what comes to mind, seems to add a puigdaiagamic to communication in
regard to online learning.

Guiding group discussions is a different dynamiesia than online, with
strengths and challenges for each format.

Response # CR-9[Communicating openly] is complicated by [computer
mediated communication] . . . with [what we discasd do] they are interacting talking
and communicating. . . sometimes you get moregs&ful posts than what people just
learned in class. So | like both. In class youtlgetone student who takes over the whole
topic every time too, who is always raising theant and steers in one direction so
there's good and bad for that onsite” (U2-F1).

Response # CR-10L do think that not being face to face with somealoes
foster better communication” (U1-F3).

Students at University Number One had strong affdrotig views about
communication effectiveness and style in both @éind onsite classes. One argued that
onsite instructors can interrupt or redirect a stud

Response # CR41“The online course starts off focused and thereérs off and
then I've noticed it's hard for the instructor aofessor to bring that person back to the
point since it’s all being typed. Opposed to theefto face where if a student gets off
point it's easier for the professor to bring thatdent back to the main point. . .. So |
think the face to face will foster better commutima as far as keeping the students more

focused” (U1-S3).
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Other students argued that the instructor, notdihreat, can make or break a
course.

Response # CR-12l think [focused course interaction] depends oa th
professor’'s moderation abilities. If a professat jiets the conversation go wherever it
wants it does. | think it has a lot to do with fhersonality or style of the facilitator” (U1-
S1).

Response # CR-13l think [focused course interaction] is ultimatehe
professor and the professor establishes the sBeniéit’s in person or even if it's online
because it’s online it wouldn’t have to be borimge professor can do something to
make it more interesting. . . . | think the profassets the tone for whatever you get”
(U1-S2).

A student, recorded in Response # CR-14, notedbtilate discussion offers
certain freedoms.

Response # CR-14The other piece of that is that if somebody istoffic
online | will ignore them. If somebody is off topie the class, a lot of people feel
compelled to like ‘Oh well that’s interesting.” Nodby wants to just sit there and like
crickets chirp (laughter) and yea run with it. @elit can be ‘No one’s responding to this
person!” (U1-S1).

Lastly. the potential difficulties of computer-matéd communication was noted
in Response # CR-15.

Response # CR-15We all know that sometimes things get miscommuteida
through typing, sometimes you think it but yourgems aren'’t typing it. . . . The face-to-

face definitely fosters better communication” (U3}S
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Communication-Feedback Feedback is a form of communication that was
raised in different contexts throughout the intews and focus groups. Faculty
communicated the role feedback plays in their tegcand students noted differences in
the feedback between the two formats — online aisite

First, representative quotes from the faculty:

Response # CF-11 give them constant feedback . . . | have rubrscsthey’re
getting their rubrics back as well as additionahozents and I'll also communicate with
them via email if there are any issues or concddasause what I've found, especially
with [American Psychological Association] APA, st a lot of our students are not up
to par with APA so a lot feedback as well as wsltteeir writing skills and they’re not
used to also having to integrate so much informmagiod having to read so much
information and so this is all kind of new so I'matting them prepared hopefully for
dissertation one day” (U1-F1).

Response # CF-21 give them feedback in the way they want it. More than
not, they like handwritten. . . . They want to mizeie to face. And I'll say "You manage
me. | am not going to manage you. You use me fatwhbu need. | will do whatever
you need in order to make it work for you” (U1-F2)

Response # CF-3They’re getting constant feedback about what thegd to do
to bring their discussion posts up to par” (U1-F1).

Students were mixed in their assessment of whighdblends itself to better
feedback. Response # CF-4 is in favor of onsite:

Response # CF-41n the online course, the feedback, it seemshi&eas much is

there. The face to face [feedback] is clear. Yauaampletely understand. If you have a
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guestion, you can ask the question and get immeetbatiback. Where online it may be a
day or so before you get your questions answerddramn by then you've forgotten
where you were going. So the face to face is mereficial with getting what you need
back” (U1-S3).

Response # CF-51 do prefer the face-to-face with getting feedbalc#to think
the face to face is quicker than the online cou(sd-S3).

Those in favor of online shared the following re@so

Response # CF-6[Online] requires more feedback . . . because tieye the
comments box. But I've had professors who neved its&o it depends on the format.
... | feel [feedback] is more online. | think commaaition is more important in an online
class because you're not face to face so therefeoneverbal” (U1-S1).

Response # CF-T1 would agree there’s more feedback online becadigke
comment boxes. Most students would expect to reaskthing and make sure that
you’re clear and giving enough feedback” (U1-S2).

The student comments discussed in this sectiazaaie from University Number
One. None of the students at University Number Twemtioned feedback issues.

Communication-Methods/Accessibility. Under Communication, the sub-topic
Methods/Accessibility yielded the most coded comiselost of these repeated as
instructors shared their preferred ways to comnaiaidBesides similar methods, it
appeared that attempts to be accommodating wasigireg theme.

Response # CMA-ICertainly cell phone and email but individual ceréncing.
| readily avail myself to the students. I'll teligm if we need to meet, or if it's an urgent

matter, we meet here face to face” (U2-F3).
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Response # CMA-2I always give out my cellphone number. [I encowdgce
to face] and drop in if you want to. . . . [| usbatever tools] everybody has. | check
email several times a day. . . . However they waficommunicate] and I'm available all
of the time. . . . | go where the learner is. You start where they are. You go where they
are” (U1-F2).

Response # CMA-3I do give students my cell phone number. | knoletaof
professors don’t. | do because for me it's easaretimes to have quick texts instead of
email” (U2-F1).

Response # CMA-41 use email, texting, also phone calls. If theydene for
any reason | always tell them communication is &eg | give them all the ways that
they can communicate with me. . . . | make mysedilable with any kind of
communication they use as students, | make myaiilir with and use that as well. So
we can communicate on Facebook for example. | er@atass page which is closed so
they can contact me a variety of ways. . . . lersail, texting, phone calls,
Facebook/social media and also within the commtioicanetwork within Blackboard. . .
. Everyone can get hold of me some way” (U2-F2).

Response # CMA-5I give my office phone to them. They have my email
account. They have the discussion board througbkBtzard. Communicate through
Turnitin.com. And then | have given my cell phong a couple of times when there was
some issue and | was away from my office, and ltw@ie able to communicate on a
weekend” (U1-F3).

In regard to accommodating, one professor suggdiséeanline students may

have a greater need for reliable communication sézamn onsite students.
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Response # CMA-6For the online class of course we have the Blaektho
that’s what the class is taught on. Email is alse. ¢ also give the students my personal
email because that one comes directly to my phonktkey’re in a panic or need a
response a lot quicker they have access to isol give them my home phone. On-ground
classes | do not give out my home phone or my patsemail address. . . . Difference is
if you're online you feel as though you need tod¢hat access to your instructor
whereas if it's on-ground they know they’re goingsee you once, twice, or three times a
week as a given” (U1-F1).

Professors indicated that they were being veryraoeodating in their efforts to
be accessible but students Responses # CMA-7 art&Mdicate that such efforts
may not be as visible:

Response # CMA-TOnline forces the student and the professor tibbased on
email, | mean like they have to check their emHiley have to respond in a certain time.
But in class a student may be like “Yeah | had e@stjon on that’ and then later sends the
email and then the professor is like ‘Well I'll skeien in class’ and they don't really
respond as quickly to email but they still see yoalass and they'll discuss it. But |
think with online there’s definitely more of a fa&on response on the emails” (U2-S3).

Response # CMA-8I did my whole masters online and | never went entitan
24 hours without a response from a single professorl’ve had a few professors here
that you can email and a week later you still danw if they got it. .... | feel like
online they’re more required to have a presenceghd'm sure some of them don't. |

think they’re more accessible online” (U1-S1).
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The use of Facebook to communicate with studentsegad strong opinions with
high contrast from faculty. In brief, they eitheseusocial media as a way to connect with
students, or they oppose the use in the educatsetthg. Responses # CMA-9 through
CMA-11 opposed to using Facebook, stating:

Response # CMA-9I have not started a Facebook [group]” (U1-F3).

Response # CMA-101 don’t do chats. | don’t do Facebook. | do emglU2-F1).

Response # CMA-1INo. No. [l do not use Facebook]. | think you hagevalk
a fine-line... | maintain a clear distinction betweelnat | expect from [students]
professionally and what they do personally. Anadm’'td muddy those waters, or try not
to”(U2-F3).

Responses # CMA-12 through CMA-15, in favor of gsiacebook to enhance
educational experiences reported:

Response # CMA-121 do a lot of weekly announcements on blackboémnd,
available through email. | don’t use Facebook askamd of communication” (U2-F1).

Response # CMA-13I use Facebook groups...Facebook is a great way for
students to connect” (U2-A2).

Response # CMA-141 make myself available with any kind of commurtica
they use as students. | make myself familiar witti ase that as well. | create a
[Facebook] class page which is closed so they oatact me a variety of ways” (U2-F2).

Response # CMA-150f course we do utilize Facebook and a lot of stuidents

do chat back and forth on Facebook to connect” A22-
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Quality

Research Question Number Three addressed thedb@igality. To assess
thoughts on this area, responses were dividedhnéa sub-categories: Quality-
Teaching/Process/Rigor, Quality-Resources, Quaifessional
Development/Accountability.

Quality-Teaching/Process/Rigor is a collective ctid# encompasses a variety of
characteristics that highlight quality from an ealiienal perspective. These include
application, feedback, and differentiation. Qualgsources explores the learning
methods and technology used in teaching and tiv&cesravailable to students to
enhance their learning experience. Quality-ProfesdiDevelopment/Accountability
seeks insights into the efforts that the studidusts invest in training and faculty
support along with methods to ensure quality indlassroom.

Quiality-Teaching/Process/RigorAs faculty shared their insights in regard to
ensuring quality in the classroom, comments abseugubest practices and other
teaching techniques were shared. While each pafessred one or more techniques,
rubrics, exemplars, group work, student-led leagnand differentiation were often noted
as preferred approaches.

Ensuring quality in teaching prompted a lot ofidgaie from one professor who,
as noted in the comments in Responses # QTPR-Ughi@QTPR-3, believes choice and
differentiation are key:

Response # QTPR-1Because they have choice and they will pick thitigsy
want to learn that are relevant to them just basethe assumptions of the adult learner,

they are going to go at it with rigor just becatlsey’re interested in it and they’re not
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forced to learn something or be presenting withesame they don’t want to or on a topic
they’re not interested in so it's allowing thembi® self-directed and fostering their self-
directedness in the way | set up my classes angrtdeesses | use. And | tailor my
approach to each individual, | differentiate” (U2)F

Response # QTPR-2L think sometimes curiosity has been beaten owdoflts
who walk into a class such as mine and they haveeadly had to use their creativity,
their brains, as much as perhaps as might havedalass such as mine where they have
to figure out what they're going to learn and wivét be the evidence and how are you
going to validate that it really was the right thito do in order to meet that brain
objective and be willing to turn on a dime if tlsttategy doesn’t work...so | take a
unique tailored approach, differentiated approgtH-F2).

Response # QTPR-3l go where the learner is. That’s about faciligtiearning
is that you start where the learner is. Whethserabout how they communicate or what
they know or what they want to know. You start whtfrey are. You go where they are”
(U1-F2).

Ensuring that students read assigned resourcesated as key to ensuring
quality by instructor Responses # QTPR-4 and QTPR-5

Response # QTPR-4] try to ensure they read the course materialsuph
some of the standard quizzes and exams we hacesdiens that we post online that go
along with the topic that we’re reading, do differenline searches where they have to
find material online and report back on their dssian” (U1-F3).

Response # QTPR-5Their discussions must include information froneith

reading. They can no longer make posts that arbas#d off of the readings so that way
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they're integrating their personal, professionat] aading assignments into the course
so now they have to be prepared to respond” (U1-F1)

Another instructor used peer communication:

Response # QTPR-6L make sure | have a place where they can asktiqpussof
one another over the material so there’s a dialegaéinued throughout the semester”
(U2-F2).

Using questions to grasp the content was parhefimstructor’s efforts to ensure
quality in teachindResponse # QTPR-7)

Response # QTPR-7L may ask multiple questions. So for example ifngeén a
discussion and they give a particular statementhvieally doesn't fit, | go and ask a
different question to get another answer and lbathtto the correct conceptual view that
I’'m looking to check up on. So they know that tlreygoing to be bombarded with lots of
small questions to get where | need to be” (U2-F2).

Posting instructions was a technique mentionethisyprofessor:

Response # QTPR-8l actually give the instructions ‘Do not approagbur
discussion question until you have read the texesearched it or looked at the videos |
have included in that chapter.” So | say this arderthis, this, this and then respond. . . .
Otherwise | get winging” (U2-F4).

Response # QTPR-8Another thing | said is that if you see a discossguestion
that has been adequately responded to, don’t pil€boose one that hasn’t and that
encourages students who are self-starters to cluesthey want and respond and not
have to be delegated to one they maybe did not tealespond to” (U2-F4).

And this Response # QTPR-10 tried to cover alheflearning styles, so that
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everyone was able to grasp the course content.

Response # QTPR-10. always make sure that | have many different nmitiéa
in the classroom to meet different learning stylegiously. | want to make sure I'm
doing the visual, the auditory, the kinesthetiattfm focusing on multiple intelligences.
Making sure students find the best connect. Soyedgiective is taught in a different
type of assignment, visual, kinesthetic, all kindisliscussion, so there’s no one falling
through the cracks” (U2-F2).

Recognizing that graduate research requires mastésnerican Psychological
Association (APA) writing style, Response # QTPRiidicates a professor who holds
students accountable for ensuring their work folPA guidelines.

Response # QTPR-11. ensure that their sources of research are cthyreited
according to APA but | first show them teach théms is an APA citation and this is
what | expect because one day you are going tam laeihor and you will want your work
cited likewise” (U2-F3).

Application is another area that faculty expresaeaay they seek to ensure
quality.

Response # QTPR-12My objective is for them to use the informatioppdy the
information, therefore | start with ‘What do theged to know and then how are we
going to get there?” (U2-F4).

Response # QTPR-13A lot of the projects that | design are authemxamples
so they have to give a real-world scenario; thexeha apply the knowledge” (U2-F2).

Response # QTPR-14. give a lot of assignments where they have ttestiaings

they learned, things they don’t understand. | Uguve charts that they have to fill out.
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It doesn’t necessarily show that they read evengthiut it has to show that they got the
concepts and they understand how to apply them*RUR

And while most faculty say their methodologies @b differ between formats,
online or onsite, a few, such as Responses QTPiRreabgh QTPR-17, noted there are
distinctions.

Response # QTPR-15The students must complete discussion questiocis ea
week. In their response they must integrate mateam the reading in their response to
receive full credit. Yes it does differ from faceface because in traditional classes, | can
call on students and see if they have read therraboe not. Unfortunately this cannot
occur in an online class because once students tkaeninimum participation posts
they usually do not post or respond to additiomeatg’ (U1-F1).

Response # QTPR-18.try not to make what | teach online just busyriud try
to create a sufficiently challenging series of gsients-whether it's a summative or
formative assessment- that causes them to thinkaridrm at a different level so it’'s
not something they can simply extract from a websitresearch source. . . . | try to find
a way to cause them to take that to a differerglls@ it's an authentic measure of what
they're doing. And | know it’s rigorous enough tlizg not simply replication of
something they’re just extracting from a search2-&B).

Response # QTPR-1"™Most assignments | keep the same rubric so wigh th
rubric there you have the same expectations fogmsents. I'll vary assignments a little
[between the formats]. Obviously onsite | don't Hekm to do as many discussion

postings as an online class so | do differentidigla bit” (U2-F1).
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In regard to Rigor, each format offers unique araidles and advantages. Students
were split on which format was more rigorous.

Response # QTPR-18.think [I work harder] online because | can't sebat
other people are doing so | feel | am more in cditipe with myself. In a regular
classroom if you see that other people aren’tygalkting forth a lot of effort you kinda
lay back too. You don’t have to try so hard to berybest. Whereas when you're online
a lot of times you don’t know how everyone elsdaging” (U1-S1).

Response # QTPR-19. would say [I work] equally hard. For me I'm alys
going to try my best so | can’t see [the formatking a difference. | would want to do
my best” (U1-S2).

Faculty communicated that ensuring rigor is impatrtagardless of the format. That
noted, these comments in Responses # QTPR-20 th@UER-22 illustrate that there
are distinctions which require different strateg@gnsure rigor:

Response # QTPR-20ror [online courses] the rigor becomes hard wiit t
posts because if you're in class | can increasssqarticipation by calling on a person
and they feel obligated to respond. But if | poguastion online and they've already
made their posts for the week, they’re no longdigated to respond so that's a
significant challenge” (U1-F1).

Response # QTPR-21Through list serves [on professional organizat]diils
ask what people are doing for this type of levelrse . . . and make sure that I'm not
offering too few requirements or too many requiratagthat the rigor is where it should
be for the course as well as for the type of stigleme have here” (U1-F1).

Response # QTPR-22Alignment is key. So regardless if you're facefaoe or
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if you're online, you still have your objectivesol still align all of your activities and
assessments together. . . . We do a lot of writingt of in-depth discussion and
application of knowledge. Those key things fit tihgge to equal rigor” (U2-F2).

Employers weighed in on Rigor, recalling experienase a graduate student:

Response # QTPR-23The online classes | took were very, very rigoransl
whether you do a campus class or an online classigor] can vary” (E-3).

Response # QTPR-24 indicates an employer with epes teaching online and
traditional courses, and with that background effiea unique view of rigor in online
learning.

Response # QTPR-24. do think that in online learning | expect you'neld to a
higher level of accountability with regard to deads, quality of work because there’s no
personal interaction that really becomes a paitttofsway a professor one way or the
other. You earn what you earn” (E-1).

When asked how instructors address student wotksacking quality, faculty
consistently suggested that communication is iadeigrcorrecting problems and helping
students understand how to improve their work. @ensn Responses # QTPR-25 and
QTPR- 26, communication takes several forms. Renig one form mentioned:

Response # QTPR-24First thing | do is tell them this is not the gialexpected
from a graduate level. And | ask them to perhapseepart or even all of, let's say for
example it is a research paper, I'll provide feadhygome edits, suggestions, and ask
them to go back and resubmit what they have gikiesd suggestions” (U2-F3).

Response # QTPR-25.return [the assignment] and they re-do it. Feample if

they've not read or not drawn conclusions thatcargsistent with the learning outcomes |
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give them other prompt questions to think aboutreSarite this with the lens of this
concept” (U2-F2).

Rubrics and exemplars were also cited as examples.

Response # QTPR-26(A rubric] is given to the students before the sster
begins and they know how they’re going to be gramtetheir posts. [I model posts] and
in their feedback I'll say ‘Your discussion poster& thorough or you only had one
citation when you need at least three, um grammagicors, things of that nature’.
They're getting constant feedback about what thesdrto do to bring their discussion
posts up to par” (U1-F1).

Response # QTPR-27. will provide an example of the type of work bes if
you depend on them to go on their own you're gomget pieces of work that run the
full continuum. So again that’s part of the moredaintensive aspect of online is the
little bit of that spoon-feeding thing but at trente time, examples, you're really
pointing them in the direction to go with an exaaigU2-F3).

Response # QTPR-28. have rubrics for so they're getting their rulwiback as
well as additional comments and I'll also commuteoaith them via email if there are
any issues or concerns. Because what I've fournpogally with APA, is that a lot of our
students are not up to par with APA so a lot feelllzs well as well as their writing
skills and they’re not used to also having to inéég so much information and having to
read so much information and so this is all kinah@fv so I'm getting them prepared
hopefully for dissertation” (U1-F1).

Responses # QTPR 29 and QTPR 30 are illustratim@wffaculty help students

improve their work by being relational and accomatody.
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Response # QTPR-29. approach the student through email and sometiffies
meet with them face to face. It depends what tbhelpm is. Is it a matter that you don’t
understand how to create a lesson plan becauseeynatver had a teacher ed course. |
meet with them one on one and we walk through, $iai@wv you find the standards,
here’s how you use the standards and then | gem thguide. Sometimes it's online
through emails and sometimes it’s face to face™R42.

Response # QTPR-30. give them feedback in the way they want it. ... fdo
than not, they like handwritten. ... They want to bfaee to face. And I'll say ‘You
manage me. | am not going to manage you. You us®nwehat you need. | will do
whatever you need in order to make it work for yqW1-F2).

Quality-Resources.The responses that were coded “Quality-Resourcgddee
two different meanings of the term resources. Tis¢ &ddresses the learning methods
and technology used in teaching which can conteitbathe quality of learning
experiences for the students. The second use ofdleresources focuses on the
physical, those experiences and services thatitadi students have while on campus.
The question posed solicited responses from adtratuoss to assess if distance learners
have similar or same resources as their onsitsrates.

As indicated in the sampling of comments below,d®eses # QR-1 through QR-
6, faculty responses to the first meaning of tidecdid not differ observably with most
professors noting their use of course managemezgeptation technology, and teaching
tools.

Response # QR-1l use the web resources, search engines, Youtabbpth. . .

. | think sometimes the online may get a little mmbecause | am not there with them”
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(U2-F4).

Response # QR-2Blackboard is the technology that is used. | alse videos
from YouTube or different websites. I'll use Tuinifor the anti-plagiarism. Even for
my on-ground classes | use all three of thosefalietime” (U1-F1).

Response # QR-3l use all kinds of presentation technology. | @iga. ... |
don’t really use YouTube, | use TeacherTube whicfoi education. And then of course
there’s a lot of materials that come from the pedilon like online videos and education
labs. In online use something called Camtasia wheapture my lectures and videos.
Also Prezi and | can put video on there. Most eftilne | just give them assignments to
see something and | give them the links” (U2-F2).

Response # QR-4l use Blackboard for both. We do a lot of onlinsalission
threads. We use a lot of YouTube videos or ABC/R@¥€os ... | use Powerpoint and
links to web pages for both. The technology [betwieemats] is the same” (U1-F3).

Response # QR-5l like the use of case studies.... There are cettamgs |
don’t like. I will identify sources they are not tge, are not reliable. . . . | imbed videos. |
use audio files for speeches. It doesn’t diffet\men formats]. | use video conferencing.
... Tweets” (U2-F3).

Response # QR-6l use YouTube and Blackboard and [websites]... difihat
the simpler the better. | look for the common demator of what everyone can do. ...
We teach through what we say and what we do” (UL-F2

Similarly, the administrator responses to the sdaaraning of this code did not

differ significantly as this question demonstratieat online and onsite students have
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access to the same or similar resources. Use bfisumt restricted by the universities,
but rather is situational and limited by the studen

Response # QR-7We want all of our students to feel engaged. Thaye access
to basically everything that a regular on-groundisnt has. They have access to their
portals. They have access to the business offitandial aid, and their advisor. They
also have access to all of the library facilitieéime and being the technology age that we
are, most of what students do in terms of researohline anyway. . . . students online
have the rights and privileges, free passes to gaatieof those things that a regular on-
ground student has” (U1-Al).

Response # QR-8They have all of the financial services, tutorseyvices . . .
through Blackboard” (U1-A2).

Response # QR-9They can access the main campus. . . . They cathes
fitness center, get football tickets, library ol tihain campus they have access to.
They're treated as undergrads in that way. It igartant. A lot of them don’t use it but
it's there. Oh the writing center that’s anothee®d(lJ2-Al).

Quiality-Professional Development/Accountability This final Quality sub-code
term looks at procedures and efforts the univessitivest in ensuring that instructors
have the resources and training they need to keetaf¢ in the classroom. While the two
studied schools have different approaches, one aymihread is that both have a staff
person who is responsible for training and asgdtaculty on Blackboard and related
distance-learning technology.

Response # QPDA-IWe do have a distance learning director and jitaig of his

job description to train new faculty in how to WBlackboard, how to utilize it, how to
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create different environments in there. He hasrsite experience teaching online. . . .
So he does a very good job. We have a really geosbp doing that” (U2-A2).

Response # QPDA-20ne of our faculty members here is designateduas o
director of online learning and he provides eitbiee-on-one training or group training
depending on what our needs happen to be” (U2-A4).

Response # QPDA-3We have a Blackboard trainer . . . she’s availablevork
with any faculty member at any time whether indiatly or small groups. We are
offering Blackboard courses, workshops for adjuacis full-time people” (U1-Al)

Response # QPDA-4We just hired a trainer and one of the difficudtidhat we
run into is that a lot of faculty members feel ttiay can teach online without any
problems, you just get the students to sign upleinithem go on their own. Well, it
doesn’t work that way” (U1-A2).

In addressing the issue of professional developmedthe relation to distance
learning, University Number Two emphasized thalaced a premium on hiring faculty
who were skilled at teaching online.

Response # QPDA-5A lot of faculty come to us already having tauginiine in
some other setting and so we maybe don't have tid® as much orientation as might
otherwise be expected” (U2-A4).

Response # QPDA-6The people we have have already taught a lot bhen
courses. | know that from talking and interactimith them. Most of them have already
used Blackboard” (U2-Al).

While hiring experienced instructors is part ofering quality in online learning,

University Number Two also offers some trainingtsofaculty.
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Response # QPDA-7We have, as needed, instructional sessions withltia
whether they're refresher sessions or brand newdaottions” (U2-A4).

Response # QPDA-8[We don't provide] a lot of training but ... we dabe a
guy who everyone goes to for tech issues and wermaie he's available quickly to help
them get things set up to do best practice kindslaice” (U2-Al).

In contrast, University Number One administratasridbt comment on recruiting
faculty with previous online teaching experienod, tather they emphasized the value
placed on internal professional development andwadability.

Response # QPDA-9 speaks to professional develdpmen

Response # QPDA-9We've only been into online programming for a fgears
and each year we add more . . . all faculty memivsare new to online teaching will
have to pass a Blackboard test. . . . We also &awentor for people who are brand new.
... the mentor has to sign off saying the meigeeady to go before the person is given
a second class” (U1-Al).

Response # QPDA-10f the faculty member has not taught online befordas
taught less than two semesters online then ... theg to go through a Blackboard
certification course. . . . We will not let thenath online unless they have been certified
through Blackboard. Once they've got the Blackbazdification then we assign a
mentor to them. The mentor has to be somebodyein department and they go through
and walk them through the establishment of thesmiiself, the shell online. So yeah
we’re really concerned about quality of the cowskne” (U1-A2).

Response # QPDA-11The issue that we’re working through is to makeesihat

all of the faculty members are qualified, that tlaeg certified on Blackboard and we
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have a trainer who now will do either a one-on-wiith them or do group sessions” (U1-
A2).

Response # QPDA-12We're doing not only beginner training but we'rs@
doing advanced training and tips and tricks aggghgo on. So that's our answer to the
fact that faculty members think it's a piece of eaé put a course out there. | think [they
underestimate] they think that you just dump theéemals on there and it's the same as
their regular class. But it takes a little more”1(42).

Accountability is addressed with Responses # QPBARfough QPDA-17.

Response # QPDA-13When we create an online course it first of ak lha go
through the deans for approval to be created amkme course so that everyone is aware
of it. And then what happens is we pay an instnuctao create that course and before it
is approved and offered the first time [an admraist] has to approve its structure to
make sure it follows the best practices by the Hidtearning Commission and either the
department chair or the dean will approve the aurge that we at least know going in
that the material meets the standards that we floa\ad courses. We want to make sure
that we maintain quality and that we are checkinghe quality of a course, before it's
offered, during its offering, and after it's offeffe(U1-Al).

Response # QPDA-14The dean of distance learning maintains high shaaslin
that he wants us to work with the Higher Learnirggrnission’s [HLC] Best Practices.
We do ask that each course be reviewed while theseds going on to see if faculty
members are sending out the initial letter, hagtuglents participate in discussion,
turning in assignments regularly” (U1-Al).

Response # QPDA-15All the distance learning courses are supposdieto
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visited each semester. It is [a dean’s] resporitsilhd at least once a semester go into
every course to see if the instructor is keepingvitp best practices” (U1-Al).

Response # QPDA-16To develop a course the course has to be revidyede
to make sure it meets HLC standards. What I'm logKor is threaded discussions. I'm
looking for group work. I'm looking for student apdofessor interaction, student-to-
student interaction, that kind of thing” (U1-A2).

Response # QPDA-17During the semester | will download what the fagul
member has been doing online and review it to nsake that they're spending at least a
minimum of every other day in the class; that thegither doing emails or participating
in discussions or group work online. So we reviewery, very closely” (U1-A2).

One student indicated a lack of knowledge of thekbeound of the typical
instructor:

Response # QPDA-181 wonder how many professors who teach an online
course have really had certification or somethBgcause | think sometimes that makes
a difference too” (U1-S2).

In further discussing accountability, an administrat University Number Two
noted that onsite faculty are reviewed more cloigdy online and recognizes that may
be a weakness.

Response # QPDA-19'0ur face-to-face professors are evaluated peradlgic
directly by the respective dean. In other wordsdéan will sit in on the classes and then
gauge whatever follow-up may be needed. We dorthat for online classes and we

probably need to develop something specific to batve’re not” (U2-A4).
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While no additional students nor instructors comteeron faculty development,
the administrators at both schools recognizedrttportance it plays in ensuring quality
at their institutions. And, that matter is partloé reputation an institution has outside of
the campus.

Reputation

The reputation of online learning is addressedeasdarch Questions three and
four. This topic is coded in three sub-categorieputation-Credibility, Reputatiofor-
Profit versus Non-Profit, and Reputation-Niche.pR@ation-Credibility is looked at two
ways: First, as applied to the format of a learrérgerience, questioning if one or the
other is inferior. Second, questioning the educati@xperiences of those who teach
online-both as instructors and students. ReputdtmmnProfit versus Non-profit
distinguishes perceptions of higher educationtimstins that are corporate or
commercially based in contrast to those that ateruadit-based. Reputation-Niche is
coded to identify comments that communicate a wamgsgs about an institution.

Reputation-Credibility. In regard to credibility of a distance educatidrere is a
consensus by employers and administrators thdotheat of the learning experience is
irrelevant in skill and content mastery. Employevere unified in this belief.

Response # RC-1[The online degree] has been seen from an admeétiise
view as a way in the education world to move thdweseon the salary schedule or ...
change paths within the educational setting. Sanltdbelieve from a post graduate
standpoint that there is any difference or theeenggative connotation viewed for an
online degree” (E-2).

Response # RC-2I think that within a virtual program or within ghysical
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program, people get out of their education whay the into it and what they want to get
out of it. You can usually tell that in an interwigrocess. | think you can tell what
somebody walked away with by the experiences takkyabout throughout their learning
process and what they learned that would appligeanext experience. And | don’t think
that has to do with online or not online” (E-3).

Response # RC-3In the graduate study most all of the [online] sitleat | have
seen have been rigorous courses in which therbdwsa great deal of discussion as well
as the regular sort of qualitative/quantitative kvassociated with it. So | don’t believe
there to be a great difference at the graduatd’|we?).

Response # RC-4'l think from a post graduate standpoint | don'tibee that
there is a great deal more or less that you woeddrgm an online program-provided it's
a quality online program” (E-2).

Administrators agree with employers and one, ab, faelieved all learning could
be done remotely with nothing sacrificed.

Response # RC-5'l do believe that all programs could be onlinewill take
creativity on the part of instructors. ... | thinlketle are ways to Skype and Facetime and
we know that you can do group work online” (U1-Al).

Response # RC-61 know in the case of a lot faculty and a lot @gple who
were very traditional there’s a sense that onlohécation on its face [is] inferior. We
don't agree with that” (U2-A4).

One of the employers noted that vocation and pafsituations influence the

choices people make when considering their edutaigtitution and learning format.
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Response # RC-TTypically people who are going to go into a fieltht has a
very personal basis for it are people who wantatdogclass and sit and have interactions
personally with people. | think people separa@tbhelves based on their own
gualities...their own skills set, their own ability kearn, and we tend to go into things in
which we feel most successful so that’s the avgraople are going to choose” (E-1).

Response # RC-8People who chose [online education] are typicpkypple who
are going to be in a profession that will be techhin nature versus personal in nature”
(E-1).

Others were not as quick to overlook the online ponent of the degree and had
guestions about the reputation and/or quality efdarned education.

Response # RC-9The initial impression is | wonder why they deadidi® go
online instead of traditional and my initial respens don’t hold it against them but |
want explore why they chose that option” (U2-A3).

Response # RC-10L definitely believe there is a difference betwedbp
universities where one would matriculate from. Wathmany diploma granting
institutions now offering online classes, | thirtkdre] is still some stigma attached to
where you matriculated from as opposed to whethapbif it was online or in a
classroom” (E-2).

Response # RC-11l think that for an undergraduate setting . .attthere would
be question marks there because of the generahati@n in the socialization aspect of

being a teacher that would raise some red flagsZ)(E
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While respondents were comfortable with employeesrty online degrees, they
did, however, note a few stipulations in their adagation of employee candidates. The
institution, and its reputation was an expressexicieration.

Response # RC-12l guess it would depend on the school they caromfrif |
am aware of the school and it has a strong onkegges program, | would give it a lot of
credibility. In most cases a degree is a degreedisgree so whether they have an online
degree or whether they have a traditional brickkraortar degree to me it really doesn’t
matter” (U1-A2).

Response # RC-13'For better or for worse, if someone [local] gatdegree
from one of those [identified diploma mill] instttans there would be some question, as
opposed to if you were taking online classes thindugputable local not-for-profit]
schools. So there is definitely a stigma tied t@kelthe degree is from” (E-2).

The studied discipline was another matter of qoasti

Response # RC-14lt’s different for some positions than others. I&wving an
online degree does not concern me if it is foripakdr types of positions. ... If it is for
teaching, | would not consider an applicant forrstfgrade teacher, for that type of
position. Being able to view and see how peopleradt, how people communicate, what
sort of empathy and genuine regard they have foplees part of what the teaching
process is....If | were trying to hire a network adrsirator | would be happy to have an
online degree”(E-1).

Response # RC-15For jobs that are technical in nature, knowledgsdd in
nature, | would be happy to hire someone with dmerdegree. For those jobs that are

service and interactive such as teaching, | wootde” (E-1).
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Another area of credibility that is identified aocoded in this research is the
experience of those commenting on distance learnimgsking related questions, |
wanted to understand the teaching and learningriexppes of those who teach online
and/or supervise distance learning programs. Mdstind, have either taught or studied
online, and in some cases they have been bothrgtadd instructor.

Response # RC-16l did take classes online -not very many. . hatl a few
courses and a few independent studies . . . aeddwght a few courses at a few different
universities. So I've learned the good and badedsht platforms, best practices” (U2-
F1).

Response # RC-17l've never taken an online class and I’'m not teagHull-
time but | probably teach online now about as o#ter do in the classroom” (U2-A4).

Response # RC-18've done it all. I've taken classes. | have bdmth. As a
student | believe in some of my online courses lbaned way more than my onsite
classes” (U2-A2).

Response # RC-19l had started teaching online and | continued bh&ag online
for a couple of education courses” (U1-Al).

While online learning is not for administrator A3, confidence and respect
remain. The honesty and candidness in respon$gstquestion was refreshing.

Response # RC-20My only online courses have been fun things likea. boat
safety course or something about hunting or gaié hever taken an online course for
credit but I like it. It's convenient. I'm a feehuggy kind of guy and | still have trouble

with it and so as an administrator | respect itlthave never taught one” (U2-A3).
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Reputation - For-Profit versus Non-Profit. During the interviews,
administrators and employers were purposeful irifgiag their answers to be specific
about whether they were referencing online leartiag was provided at a for-profit
institution or an education from a non-profit schéith that being noted, | decided that
under the reputation code it was worth having atbgory that contrasts the two types
of colleges. As seen in these comments, concahdeliefs about for-profit colleges
are strong. As alluded to earlier, these views echelief that the learning format has
less bearing on the reputation of a degree thaadhal institution where the degree is
earned.

Response # RPVNP-I'Most schools don’t indicate it's an online degezethe
only schools we would earmark as an online woulddreething like [named for-profit
schools] and that’s because they are known .r.thBbmassive number of degrees they
put out that are low quality. I'm not really suféhat is because of their online
experience or if it is because they are for-praritl they don’t care whether they educate
anybody. It's a combination probably. Now whereé shose, | would not even interview
them. From those universities [my impression ig} ik a diploma mill” (U2-A2).

Response # RPVNP-2f [the degree] was [earned at] a for-profit schbd be a
little more interested in what was involved. If thehool had a good reputation, | don’t
think it would be a red flag. . . . | would morathlikely ask them to describe their
coursework. And their dissertation, | might be mioterested in the level researched”
(U2-Al).

Response # RPVNP-3. question [the online degree]. I'll be very hohds

believe in online teaching. | believe in onlinerldag. I've taught online. 1 know that it
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can be successful but I will say that my initiapirassion is question. And then | look to
see where the degree is from, that makes all ffereince in the world for me. If it's
from a traditional school . . . that has a basi®aching on-ground and has moved into
online | feel more comfortable than with a straightine, for-profit, program” (U1-Al).

Response # RPVNP-4The one that we check when we look at people cgnmin
here is to make sure they didn’t go through a degrdl. If they went through a degree
mill, we don’t lend much credibility to that degrd&1-A2).

Response # RPVNP-5For better or for worse, if someone [local] gedesree
from one of those [identified diploma mill] instttans there would be some question, as
opposed to if you were taking online classes thindugputable local not-for-profit]
schools. So there is definitely a stigma tied t@kelthe degree is from” (E-2).

Reputation - Niche Maintaining its niche and distinctly Christiatmemsphere
was central to the reputation of University Numibewo. Administrators there were
passionate about their culture and the impact tiedigved it had on their reputation and
the education the school provided.

Response # RN-1.We are unique in how we approach education andvwewo
it here. Not many schools anymore are committegutdity education and the biblically
sound Christ-centered environment and really hgvasaion for Jesus Christ and a
passion for lost souls. And so we go over thatghhoroughly with every professor
[regardless of whether they are] teaching [in]dl@ssroom or whether they're doing an
online-we expect [the] same results” (U2-A3).

Response # RN-Z2Everything we do here, first and foremost, isritegrate faith

in learning. And we want every student to haveanck to accept Jesus Christ and get
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stronger in their walk so we try to impress everreran distant learning opportunities
that we have said, look we can’t lose that missWie.gotta be true to our mission;
number one as an institution and number two, adangdagencies are going to be
checking. . .. So we have to remind our folks thathave to be who we say we are and .
.. continue to remind our professors who are tiegcbnline that we don't want to lose
that specialness” (U2-A3).

Instructional Format

Understanding the unique characteristics of theleaming platforms is central
to this study and thus the final coding identifeefnstructional Format. Within this code,
| have identified eight sub-groups: Similaritiegdtning Preference, Participation,
Effort, Traditional Pros/Cons, Online Pros/Consstifferences, and Teaching
Evaluations.

Instructional Format-Similarities looks at the damities between the two formats
as shared by students, faculty, administrators eamgloyers. Format-Learning
Preference analyzes thoughts on which format isl@cime to learning. Responses coded
under Format-Participation noted comments aboulestis’ level of engagement in the
two learning formats. In Instructional Format-Effstudents discussed their views on
which format is more challenging and requires tliemwork harder to succeed along with
their perceptions of faculty efforts. InstructibR@rmat-Traditional Pros/Cons is where
opinions on the advantages and disadvantagesrairgeonsite are shared and likewise
Instructional Format-Online Pros/Cons does the saitielearning online. Instructional
Format-Cost Differences is where administratorsulised their understanding and

explanations behind the reasons for charging stedeare to learn online than onsite.
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And finally, Instructional Format-Teaching Evaluats is where students and
administrators reveal their thoughts on the Stu@@aluation of Teaching forms.

Instructional Format - Similarities. Online and onsite learning are different, and
yet similar, in many ways. This code highlights soofi the similarities shared by the two
platforms and the ways in which things are, or &thbe, alike. Rigor, teaching, and
technology are areas that instructors of the tvwatfgrims feel are generally similar.

Response # IFS-11 think teaching is one of those things that doesratter
which modality you use. If you have goals, haveryahjectives, your learning outcomes,
your assessments all aligned with the goals, tier will be there” (U2-F2).

Response # IFS-21 take whatever I'm going to have the onsite ceurs
requirement be | just adjust it so that it fits tmee requirements for the online format”
(U2-F4).

Response # IFS-30ur online courses and our traditional courseseadt in the
graduate school, are set up exactly the same wiynrs of learning outcomes. The
assignments may be tweaked a little one way ootiher” (U2-A4).

Response # IFS-4Alignment is key. So regardless if you're facefage or if
you’re online, you still have your objectives. Ysiill align all of your activities and
assessments together. And so rigor is . . . weldbd writing, do a lot of in-depth
discussion, and application of knowledge. Thosetk@gs fit together equals rigor”
(U2-F2).

While course structure and tools differ betweenlélaening formats, some
respondents made a point of commenting that théopha should not affect how the

professor teaches or relates to the students.
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Response # IFS-5There is nothing that guarantees that a facede tdassroom
per se is better than online classroom. If thegqe®dr is not engaged in and is not current
the same issues are there regardless of the $dttifhef~2).

Response # IFS-61f a professor is really good about giving feedkabey're
going to be consistent whether it's online or iasd’ (U2-S2).

Instructional Format-Learning Preference. Comments about format, learning
preference came from administrators, employers stidents. Students’ comments dealt
more with learning issues between the formats wéi@loyers and administrators talked
about conduciveness to certain fields of study.

When asked their thoughts on which format is moredacive to their ability to
learn, students provided detailed responses. ddmons given in the following five
comments illustrate this insightfully. Those prefeg online offered these explanations:

Response # IFLP-1.1 prefer online because | can go at my own paced when
| want enrichment | can be in control of that apaged to in a classroom if there other
people that aren’t getting it like when | took atstclass . . . | feel like | wasted about
75% of my time in the in-person class because lihadidn't need to be there. . . . Had
| been online | could have ask the professors my questions and gone a little deeper
whereas | felt the need to be quiet because there people that didn’t understand step
one and | was on step six. So | prefer online” &Il)-

Response # IFLP-2.1 learn better with online courses because | amde
forced and I'm like given ‘this is what needs todmne’ and I'm being forced to discuss
my thoughts. So | learn the subject better fromnanlHowever, | would prefer the face

to face because . . . I'm forced to talk with ybfeel [the diversity] and | can hear a
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conversation . . . But when I'm online . . . | dohéar any chatter. | don’t hear anything.
All | see is words responding to questions” (U1-S3)

Response # IFLP-3:1 think | do better in online. As far as learnistyff. It may
have something to do with me doing it myself kiridiong. | don’t think it has anything
necessarily to do with the instructor” (U2-S2).

Those preferring traditional classrooms were otben the other respondents and
their reasons are rooted in their need for accduiittaand the face-to-face relationships
offered in a physical classroom:

Response # IFLP-4:1 do better with traditional. | need that accoubilidy of
going to class, being spoon-fed. Relating to timeiopeople in the class, | do that better
face to face” (U2-S1).

Response # IFLP-5.1 would say | [learn] better in traditional becauthere’s
more interaction. When | think of online | think cdmputer first and then maybe
professor second. Even if people are respondimmgp’t deally think of faces. I just think
of cursors. Not really people” (U1-S2).

As administrators and employers talked about peefe, their comments focused
on which format is best for learning on a genexaél. While most seemed to concur
that online learning is suitable for certain fiettfsstudy, a hybrid program was suggested
by some as the preferred ideal learning environment

Response # IFLP-6:1 do believe that the probably the best model fig/lrid
model as | reviewed it which allows both the classn as well as online . . . I like the
hybrid approach . . . I'm okay with someone goitigoaline. But | think they get a better

education if they did have some face-to-face” (U2-A
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Response # IFLP-7:For something like nursing | suspect a balancevben
both (traditional and online) like a hybrid would bppropriate” (E-1).

Response # IFLP-8:We've got to figure out how can we make [onlinefspnal
... that’'s why I do like hybrid — that's why | ddk& some face-to-face when at all
possible” (U2-A3).

Responses # IFLP-9 and IFLP-10 indicate belief tbatse structure is key to
creating an ideal learning environment:

Response # IFLP-9:1 think it would depend on the makeup of the sfieci
program. Online by itself is okay either way, whaieas long as there is a practicum
component, especially for teachers in the classr@om time to go observe. And I think
essential to any learning process is being abikaiogue and interact. And there are a lot
of ways to do that but I think it is essential tovlh a way for learners and workers in
whatever field to be able to interact with eacheothithin a program” (E-3).

Response # IFLP-10'm assuming that even the online education cagirse
would have a component tied to classroom instractmthat you can’t complete an
education degree without going onsite and doingnany hours of supervision and
observation and practicum teaching” (E-2).

Instructional Format - Participation. Students had a lot to say in response to a
guestion soliciting their thoughts on which forntay believe fosters the most
participation. Along with their personal experieacthey offered insights into classroom

decorum and teaching styles. Overall, the consenagssplit.
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Those who say that they are more inclined to gpete in a traditional class than
online attribute that insight to the perceived dhs¢ being face-to-face with classmates
offers.

Response # IFP-1"I like in class better just because | do likeadissing things
in person. . . . because you can have more diveegeith side topics. In an online class
it's very focused . . . But in class we can goamffa tangent a little bit” (U2-S3).

Response # IFP-2'Definitely [l participate more] in class ... in onk it's kinda
hard to get the same type of discussion goingl mean like I've had a couple of online
classes where it's just posting thoughts” (U2-S3).

Response # IFP-3In some ways (participating) is harder online hesmyou’re
not seeing the person, you're not seeing how theyeacting to what you're saying so
you really have to be more careful about what yaulsecause you don't really know the
other students. And you don’t want to ... start atall discussion and make people
mad. So | think in some ways you have to hold badine whereas traditional class you
talk to the kids, you make relationships hopefaiyg so you feel more comfortable to be
more open”(U2-S1).

Response # IFP-4:1 would say that the format in online is not rgationducive
to quality [participation] ... It's not really wortthe read. | think that a lot of that is
because ... a lot of professors go with forum threadkthat's a really bad way to have a
conversation. Whereas if they had a (synchrondua) that might come out differently.
And then the requirement to participate a certaioant (online) kinda funks it up. Stales

it (U1-S1).
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Those who say they participate more online attaliheir feelings to personal
style as well as course expectations.

Response # IFP-51 participate more in online...When I'm in a classm, I'm
more introverted, more to myself, | don’t reallyesj up. | let others do the talking.
Sometimes | may add an afterthought or somethikegthat. . . . With online you can be
more open with your thoughts and your instructagivéng you something to do and you
have to participate. . . . you almost have to pgdite to show your presence. . ..
Sometimes | just don’t want to talk or participfitea classroom]” (U1-S3).

Response # IFP-5' think there’s more accountability with onlinesdussions
than there are in classroom discussions becaes like you can just kinda sit in there
in a classroom discussion, whereas with onlineudisions you have to participate” (U2-
S2).

Response # IFP-7Usually online . . . you have to post two timesthis date
and respond this many times whereas in the classsatting you know if there’s 12
people in there and you don't talk the whole clgesod, no one notices. So you do
participate probably more online because it's alregqnent” (U2-S1).

Response # IFP-8'In the traditional classroom the teacher will toyget
everyone to participate but it's not going to reflen your grade. Whereas online they
will give you a grade for [having the] posts yourezeupposed to have” (U2-S1).

Students also commented that both formats offergyaatory qualities.

Response # IFP-9'With online [course interactions are] definitelyone focused
on the content. And | mean that's a good and alad. In class we get the content

covered but we go above and beyond sometimes. Butwline it is focused on the
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content. . . . No frivolous talk. Sometimes in sl#& not relevant but sometimes
surprisingly it might seem like a rabbit trail kben we bring it back and it kinda
cements the purpose” (U2-S3).

Response # IFP-10]Participation is different] with in-class [beca]st’'s very
easy to build on a base question and the clasg@est with it.. . . . But with online it’s
definitely more mediated [by] the professor” (U2}S3

Response # IFP-111 think that participation is better in person hité more
[quantity] online because you're required to. hthivith online classes there’s less social
compulsion to participate . . . whereas in a clamsrthe professors usually don’t require
you to participate so if you don’t want to, you &drave to. Your participation is
voluntary so you get more out of it. . . . Whergafraditional] class you wouldn’t have
five people saying the same thing at five differémtes in one room” (U1-S1).

Instructional Format-Effort. Similar to participation, students were asked to
share insights in regard to which format they invesre effort - online or onsite. While
some noted that effort was influenced by the psigsnot the format, those who did
select a format consistently said online is mor@lehging.

Response # IFE-1[How hard | work] really depends on the class, just the
format of the class. . . Some of my other onliresses or some of my traditional classes
there hasn’t been as much work or dialogue saltyrdoes depend on the class” (U2-
S3).

Response # IFE-2:1 work harder in online. And it goes back to thaédglines

given to you. You know exactly what you need tosdoyou study harder so you can have
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good participation with your online peers. With taee to face it's so much more relaxed
that | just don’t think | work as hard if that makany sense” (U1-S3).

Response # IFE-3:l do what | have to do regardless of what thesliasut as
far as the format | think that the way an onlingsslis set up | think | put more work into
it"(U2-S2).

In discussing which format the students thoughir thetructors put forth the
most effort, again they indicated that devotiomsre personality based. With that, they
some offered strong opinions.

Response # IFE-4:With the face to face | believe they're giving thkest effort
because they're being forced, they're face to faitle you so they have to. But with the
online course it's almost like the students arepehdent so there’s a level of
independence with the students. For the onlinelllfiee the instructor is more of a
facilitator and kinda sits back and lets the stislshare thoughts in writing and things
like that. So | think there is a difference thdrhink traditional there’s more best-effort
than the online” (U1-S3).

Response # IFE-5."Here | feel that all of my classes, both tradigaband online,
have been good classes. The teachers put efforitiftJ2-S1).

Response # IFE-6:] think [the effort] depends on the professor. @mgain if
they're a really good professor they're going teegiheir best whether it’'s online or in
class” (U2-S2).

Response # IFE-7:l think age can play a part there too because soeople

have taught traditionally for so long it’s hardhink, to make the transition to the online
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classes. ... Whereas | think the younger teader so used to technology that they
don’t have any trouble with the online and beingrmand doing a good job” (U2-S1)

Administrators were not directly asked questionsutltfaculty or student effort
but, comments gleaned in other areas of theirvigess contribute to this code and are
shared here. Administrators at both schools nittatthey strove to let students and
faculty know what was involved in online learning.

Response # IFE-8:1 do think in some cases students think ‘I'm goitogake
online because it's going to be easier.” Same thiitly faculty members, ‘I'm going to
teach online because it's going to be easier.” Td@yt recognize that rather than three
times a week for 50 minutes it’s 24/7. And as anfer online instructor | know that | put
in at least two if not more times the energy imaoaline class because it was every day,
all day long. So education is a big part of itking sure that students understand when
they take an online class they’ll be working astess hard” (U1-Al).

Response # IFE-9] think especially for the immature students themelack of
understanding as to how much self-discipline isineqgl to be successful with online
courses and so we try hard to communicate thatitstodents” (U2-A4).

Instructional Format-Traditional Pros/Cons. During the course of the
interviews and focus groups, not much was sharedtahe pros and cons of traditional
learning. And the limited comments offered were enalbout the advantages than the
disadvantages, with employers being the most vocal.

Response # IFTPC-1There’s a significant benefit to [synchronous leag] as
well as to some extent the online classes you asa kome of that but it is less fluid.

You have less opportunity on campus to sit and as@ayour thoughts and come up with
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research and you get more of a true reflectioreopjes’ inner-beliefs as they try to
make arguments toward something because theysiaaid contemplate prior to typing
and editing their remarks. So that is a skill t¢6-2).

Response # IFE-2:.The strengths to the campus learning are that conication
skill and the ability to navigate the interpersorehtionships of the class, doing
collaborative work, and the networking componei-2).

Response # IFE-3:For me having the professor in front of me, theationship
as a learner, as a teacher, being able to interdctolleagues in my field and then walk
away and then in practice meeting those peopleshadng
ideas back and forth was a priceless part of mypcsneducational experience, very
much a strength”(E-3).

Response # IFE-4:The relationship building, the networking, the
communication skills, all of that, | think are dsfe strengths to campus-based learning”
(E-2).

As for the cons, again, it was an employer who mast vocal. He drew on
earlier experiences as a graduate student.

Response # IFE-5:0ne of the weaknesses of the campus based systéimaae
seen it, a number of the classes in which | tookampus, the instructors, it was
education that | could’ve gotten from a librarydtand they said “You’re gonna.. . .
jigsaw the textbook and you’'re gonna present ewargk” and | really got no benefit
from the instructor being there at all” (E-2).

Response # IFE-6.] think that's a negative component of campuséay in

that the instructors sometimes view that as a wdave student-centered learning, that
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[in reality] is more student doing the learning anldck of instruction” (E-2).

Looking at traditional learning more holisticallgnployer Response # IFE-7, who
had experience teaching courses in human resosaed)oth pros and cons of
classroom instruction.

Response # IFE-7:l think in graduate programs we have a tenden©abse
people are in class to overvalue the attendaneeydHicipation, and the interaction that
people have in class and undervalue whether ttewpés meeting the benchmark
standards with quality of work. ... When | see thati'ye engaged, you’re attentive, your
eyes are lighting up, that somehow that influervzieat we think about students. And it
may be an indicator that this is the perfect [vérioethis person to learn” (E-1).

Instructional Format-Online Pros/Cons. Discussions on the advantages and
disadvantages of online learning also generatechrdiadogue. Regarding the pros, the
insights were varied and the insights focused &ereint characteristics including
discipline, rigor, opportunities, and reflection.

Employers remarked:

Response # IFOPC-1The people who make it through rigorous online
programs are self-motivated, self-starting folksovdon’t need constant supervision. So
that would definitely be a unique benefit to thpsegrams” (E-2).

Response # IFOPC -2The strength of an online program would be
accessibility” (E-3).

Response # IFOPC -3I don’t think it's as much really about the prograas it is
the student. | think for some people [online isifpet. They can get everything out of it

they need” (E-1).
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Administrators mentioned:

Response # IFOPC -4You have to read. You have to synthesize, use and
assimilate the information in a different way. Yloave to do it because you are not
sitting in a classroom. . . . | think writing isettNumber One way we can teach people to
assimilate information anyway. Online pushes maniémnvg. You can’t do it without
writing” (U2-A2).

Instructors noted:

Response # IFOPC -5For my kinds of topics [in the classes | teackijink
[online] does help people feel more trusted ang’thanot going to be judged” (U1-F3).

Response # IFOPC-61 always give me students a lot of rights [in owi
courses]. You get to be sole instructor of your @mfine course and you were TA for
the others so that you can get in their coursed.tAat allows students to bring media in
from outside and not have to go through me. Scetber psychological element to that
they know that | have given them all of the rigbtsn instructor in this course other than
that you can’t see grades or how much time peqadin any particular area” (U1-F2).

Students’ comments included insights similar teséhe

Response # IFOPC-TI think you stay more focused in online discussion
because you can just edit what you say. In classmiscussions you can’t take back
what you say” (U2-S2).

Response # IFOPC-8You do get to think about it before you post djteand
re-type. There are rabbit trails online and you saa students go off topic but | think
most of the time the teacher will try to bring thaick in or the other students won't

respond to it” (U2-S1).
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In discussing the advantages and disadvantageastahde learning, the cons
comments exceeded the pros. This result may, inlpabecause administrators and
employers were specifically asked to share insightereakness and strengths of online
learning. Many of the responses were themed arouarpersonal concerns.

Response # IFOPC-9. . . the downside to [online learning] is the sdization
and relationship building that are naturally asatad with a program in which you have
to interact interpersonally with other people. Andhe business of education where
you’re interacting with 25 to 30 young adults thatild be a question . . . of ‘Can you
communicate your message in person or have youtbmaed to communicate . . .
through a computer screen or through electronicnrcomcation?”(E-2).

Response # IFOPC-10. . . Face-to-face you get the personalities. getithe
relationship. Just through email and chats [withn@nlearning], it's not there. You can
think it is but it's not the same. So that wouldiniéely be lacking” (U2-F1).

Response # IFOPC-111 think the weakness of an online program wouldfbe
did not include a way for learners to engage wabheother because | truly believe that
interactive part of learning is foundational” (E-3)

Response # IFOPC-12No question to me [what is lacking in online leiaug is
the personal touch...we've got to figure out howwarmake it personal . . . that's why |
do like hybrid — that’s why | do like some facefte when at all possible” (U2-A3).

Having experience teaching online courses emplBgsponse # IFOPC-13 noted
that not every student is equipped to learn remntel

Response # IFOPC-13[Some people] just don’t have the skills set andldies

to help them be successful in [an online] learr@ngironment” (E-1).
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Sharing similar concerns, administrator Respon$€O® C-14 questioned if all
learning can take place online:

Response # IFOPC-141 actually believe it would be very, very diffiduio do
online learning in some areas such as nursing waraeed some clinical experience. .
.. So there are certain classes in certain anedi$ tion’t see that you could do” (U2-A2).

Response # IFOPC-151 don’t think you could do (a speaking-requiredicse)
online. | just don’t see how you could but it doesmean the degree can’t be online it
just means that if a student chooses that clasgréhgoing to have to be presentin a
classroom, at least in a hybrid sense if nothisg glU2-A2).

Another issue raised in this discourse was theeb#lat within higher education
there is a lack of clarity about what is involvedoinline learning on the part of students
and faculty alike.

Speaking about students:

Response # IFOPC-16.1'do think in some cases students think ‘I'm gadiag
take online because it's going to be easier.” Sammg with faculty members, ‘I'm going
to teach online because it's going to be easidreyldon’t recognize that rather than
three times a week for 50 minutes it's 24/7. Anédsrmer online instructor | know that
| put in at least two if not more times the eneirgp an online class because it was every
day, all day long” (U1-Al).

Response # IFOPC-17:1 think especially for the immature students the
lack of understanding as to how much self-discelsrequired to be successful with

online courses and so we try hard to communicatktthour students” (U2-A4).
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Response # IFOPC-18.The difficulty we have is that we have a fairlygar
dropout rate in online because the student figtive®nline class is easy ... and they
don’t realize the amount of work they have to dewkhey get in the course” (U1-A2).

Speaking about faculty:

Response # IFOPC-19I think a lot of professors make the mistake gfrig to
turn an online class into what their face to faesswas. They try to do online whatever
they were doing face to face and they fail to ustierd the potential that you have of
creating something different and sometimes eveteiband that is because that ability to
rehearse before they jump into the discussion anteimes you find people who won't
talk in a regular class they suddenly find theiicean an online class because they can
sit back and listen to what other people say sp dom’t be the fool for saying something
that, and in a face to
face class they may wait so long that we're onffeidint topic and then they never have
jumped in” (U1-F2).

Response # IFOPC-20I think most professors don’t know how to teactthe
classroom period. So they don’t know how to teaalme. ... You almost need to start
with giving them some training in pedagogy andné@ay theories to begin with that help
them to understand what it means to create learilingy don’t know.”(U2-A2).

Occasionally the limitations with online learning daechnology or personality
based and out of the instructor’s control.

Response # IFOPC-21'Sometimes online ... | have to ask [the studentSeek

the technology because | can’t, for whatever reggonthat stuff up myself’ (U2-F1).



PUBLIC RELATIONS: FACE-TO-FACE VS DISTANCE LEARNG 144

Response # IFOPC-22For [online courses] the rigor becomes hard whid t
posts because if you're in class | can increasssqarticipation by calling on a person
and they feel obligated to respond. But if | poguastion online and they've already
made their posts for the week, they’re no longdigated to respond so that's a
significant challenge” (U1-F1).

Response # IFOPC-23You have to spoon-feed a little more for onlings |
more labor-intensive. You have to filter and disgriate” (U2-F3).

Another con of online learning is the expense dased with delivering
computer-medicated education. With that considemathe last Format code addresses
financial issues.

Instructional Format-Cost Differences.When | first considered this dissertation
topic and talked with fellow students about onlie&ning experiences, questions of why
online classes cost more than traditional courfies @ame up. Realizing that costs can
affect the reputation of a college, | presentedntiomey question to administrators.

As shown in these responses, some administratbfsiaersity Number Two Do
Not Know why there is a cost difference betweentite formats; others, however,
insightfully addressed the matter.

Response # IFCD-1'l really don’t understand why there is a differenn cost.
To me either/or, you're getting the same educatiith both. But [online classes] are
charged more. The rationale is that it's convenigstfor the student. Not that we'’re
trying to do them a favor but it is easier for thEaraccess information anytime, they
don’t have to come on campus and not pay gas miogiegss is how they rationalize it.

So since it's more convenient for them, it's chargeore” (U2-Al).
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Response # IFCD-2'\We charge a higher rate because essentially titest
pays for the convenience of not having to comddsst (U2-A4).

Response # IFCD-3iIn my view it's convenience more than anythingeeld’s
also we're traditional residential. And so we d@e &s another approach to share Jesus
Christ and give students an option to get a higleication and its taking a little bit more
of our time and effort to do it” (U2-A3).

Response # IFCD-4'For us the cost is massively great online. Blagkblo...
costs tens of thousands of dollars a year. Scanrdspect it's more. It's also more
because we pay professors to develop courses actil ¢ceurses. So if you develop a
course and then you teach it, you're going to pggad bit more than you are if you
teach it in that classroom. And I'm not sure why different but that is the difference.
So it is absolutely more, and people ask me thaif #he time . . . but it actually is way
more costly for us to provide online education” {A2).

Administrators at University Number One were abl@itovide clear insights into
the tuition difference between the learning platfer As noted in these responses below,
part of the higher expense is because of classaside¢he costs involved, along with
having a support staff and resources to make distlarning successful.

Response # IFCD-5There’s a 10% surcharge for all online courses.The
reason is many-fold. One is that our online ingtitecare paid more. [Online] adjuncts
are paid more than adjuncts who teach an on-groaacse. Our full-time faculty receive
one and a half deployments. So rather than teachieg courses they will be teaching
two courses, meaning that third course will propdialve to be adjuncted out. So you're

looking at cost there” (U1-Al).
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Response # IFCD-6There is a lot of money involved in having [a dgsated
distance learning office] having the Blackboardrtea . . . The technology itself keeping
up to pace is very expensive and so it helps ntakécharge] difference”(U1-Al).

Response # IFCD-7We limit [online classes] to 22 . . . a traditidrtdass has
35. | can’t put 35 students in an online class beea . . they get lost. We set the limit at
22. The reason for 22 is we allow a 10% attritiorbg the time the course is well
underway we’re down to 20 students which is whaowiginally set it at. . . . And [with
the fewer students we have] lost revenue” (U1-A2).

While students question and may not like the add#i charge, one administrator
noted that enrollment has not been affected byliffierence.

Response # IFCD-8To date that hasn’t hurt our enroliment. And auition is
lower than that of most of our competition so eebarging a higher rate for online
classes doesn't hurt us-at least not going up sigainch of our competition”(U2-A4).

Another matter that students raised when | begaking on this study involved
the methods in which students formally assessuatdrs. With that in mind, Student
Evaluations of Teaching (SETs) was discussed duhagnterviews and focus groups
and is coded in this section.

Instructional Format-Teaching Evaluations. Student Evaluations of Teaching
(SETs) are one method that administrators usestanghsights into perceptions of
instruction and how instructors are performingha tlassroom, be it virtual or
traditional. Considering the value that those inggould add to this study, students and
administrators were asked about SETs. A good iHtisih of student thoughts was

captured in this exchange during a focus group:
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Response #FTE-1. “The number of boxes [on the evaluation form] igpsd”
(U1-S1).

Response #FTE-2. “I think the evaluations are awful. Finding the rioens and
what'’s this and what's that. . . . No descriptansyfou to consider. But | don’t think |
evaluate in a different manner [based on courseddr | don’t think | do” (U1-S2).

Response #FTE-3. “I think my personal opinion of teacher is diffetdrased on
[format] but the evaluation I try to pay attentianthat. . . . I think | have a lower
tolerance for ambiguity online. I think I'm much nedikely to be frustrated with a
professor who gives vague instructions in an ontmérse. But . . . | do think | form a
more polar opinion of a professor in person thda bnline. But | think that's because
they have opportunity to socialize a little bit mar not” (U1-S1).

Response # IFTE-41 think there should be two separate evaluatidrihe
formats” (U1-S2).

This recorded discourse highlights two problem$\8ETs: First, according to
the students, the form used at University Numbez 3mot effective. Second, the two
learning formats lend themselves to biases thatmoaype identified in the evaluation
process. Recognizing the problems with the evalndtirm, University Number One has
set up a review panel to explore improvements.

Response #FTE-5. “. . . we assigned a task force to spend the neat re-
evaluating those course evaluations. . . . We dogrize that the evaluations should be
different for online and on-ground” (U1-Al).

Response # IFTE-6'0One of the difficulties that we’re running into was as we

look at the questions for the traditional is areavaluating the course or are we
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evaluating the professor because there’s a mixieiipns there. So we’re going to
straighten that out. We want to have a psycholayiatuate it to make sure that the
guestion that we’re asking is the question thatrevasking. We're looking at the
assessment very, very closely. We aren’t therdyetwve will be soon” (U1-A2).

Administrators at University Number Two shared tiatir Student Evaluation of
Teaching has been revised but also commentedt tbaild use further review.

Response # IFTE-7:It is an electronic survey for online and in clad# done
through Blackboard. And they are exactly the sarhere’s no difference. The survey
they did use was massive and cumbersome so treymdtned it and brought it down
where it's not so many questions. | think they @atallg need to gear some of the
guestions toward strictly online classes” (U2-A2).

Response # IFTE-8.The questions we designed when | first came, wanged
the evaluation form and we just pick questions taatid go either way. So it's no
different [between online or face to face]. Thegjions are the same” (U2-Al).

Response # IFTE-9'If we don’t [have separate forms for the differéotmats] |
think it needs to be brought out and we need ta detter job of evaluating right. ...
That's certainly something we need to do. If weravedifferentiating, we need to” (U2-
A3).

Response # IFTE-10'In the past they've used the traditional coursaleation
and it didn’t apply to the online student” (U1-A2).

Students communicated that there is a need fagrdiftiating the SETs. Their
comments also suggest that the course format mtkegetheir perceptions of the

instructor and those biases sometimes come obtipvaluations.
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Response # IFTE-11'"When | did the evaluation of the teacher my bidseshe
online kinda was wrapped into the evaluation whigsn't fair to the instructor. | do
have some online biases, and | have some faces¢okiases. But | felt my online biases
were tainting my view of the instructor. Whereasd-to-face | could gauge the
instructor just like that and | could give feedbackthat instructor, how he interacted,
how well he/she answered questions. But the otiieee are so many biases that it just
got in the way of how | evaluated” (U1-S3).

Response # IFTE-12:"When you're online it's almost like you need two
different evaluations. When I'm face to face I'nefty much evaluating how that
professor interacted with me as the student andttier students. But online it's almost
like you just don’t get that personal contact whgra can properly evaluate that
instructor. I'm evaluating the online course maodtsan | am the teacher. But when I'm
face to face | am evaluating that teacher deadd0t*S3).

Response # IFTE-13:1 think it's professor-dependent . . . if they'deing what
they should be doing, they should be good whettseonline or traditional classroom.
But | think that online classes from a professstandpoint | probably give ... a little
more room for them to be given slack as far asgredjpn and stuff” (U2-S2).

Some students admit that personality plays into thaluations but others are
less influenced that way and purposefully try taleate the course on content.

Response # IFTE-141've really enjoyed the conversation and discoussth
the professors online or in class. So | normalyagis grade them high on student
evaluations. . . . | realize they're two differéypes of formats so what the online course

can provide they do it well and what the in claas provide they do that well” (U2-S3).
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Response # IFTE-15' [evaluate] by content. ‘Did | get something vahle out
of the class? Is this something that I'm going écalpplying?’ It's not especially [format]
because even traditionally format is different bestw teachers. They have different ways
they do things, and online too teachers will dogisia little differently. So as long as |
am getting something out of the class then | fleelteacher’s done their job. [In
traditional] | think their personality will come bao that will affect the evaluation. In
online you’re not going to see the personality @s go in a traditional classroom but you
try not to let that affect your evaluation” (U2-S1)

Discussions about student evaluations of teachimiggl the interviews and focus
groups provided insights into student perceptiditb®two learning formats and in
taking that further, as part of this study, | azaly actual SETSs.

Analysis of Student Evaluations of Teaching

In addition to the survey and interview/focus graigpa, | analyzed the responses
provided on Student Evaluations of Teaching (SEDsh eight graduate-level education
courses offered at University Number Two. For casti these SETs were collected from
four courses that were offered in both an onling @msite format, thereby totaling eight.
Each course pairing was taught by the same praféssimg different semesters, which
combined for the eight assessed classes. Facuttgsyevere redacted and the evaluations
were made pseudonymous and given codes: U2-F1 2URPHEF3, and U2-F4. The
instructors’ genders were known: two men and twonen.

In analyzing the SETS, collectively | did not sag/ clear preference of one
format over the other. In the open-ended sectilents noted the strengths of the

online format with the following comments:
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Comment # SET-1‘The chat sessions were very interesting and we \able to
say some things online that we may not have sakel tiaface.”

Comment # SET-2‘Online interaction was effective and helpful”

Along with that, students noted that certain ontinarses would be better suited for an
onsite format:

Comment # SET-3'The course should not be an online class becdgse are a
lot of class discussions that relate to real-lifeations... Therefore, | prefer this class to
be on-ground.” (This is a contrast to comment #dvalas these two comments were
from the same course.)

Comment # SET-4'l would have enjoyed the class being onsite and
participating in discussions with my classmateparson.”

Students also used the open-ended section toanffestructive criticism for both
formats:

Comment # SET-5‘Carefully limit participation by students that éa.L of the
talking in class discussions.” (Comment from anitensourse.)

Comment # SET-6°Encourage input from students that never offeoiinfation
during class discussions.” (Comment from an oreitese.)

Comment # SET-7l would have liked to hear [professor’s] feedbaxkthe
discussion board. We had great collaborative caatems as class members, but |
would have loved to hear [his/her] input and expert

Comment # SET-8'If we could have met onsite maybe once or twicgew,

clarify, etc. | would have appreciated that.”
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Comment # SET-9!l would recommend full semester for this course amore
physical interactions ... between the professor amdeesits to discuss on some valuable
concepts in the course which would help studentstein more.”

One noticeable distinction found in these evaluetivas how female faculty
received more favorable assessments when theyttthegjhcourses onsite than when
they taught the same course online, while the sevesas true of the male professors. For
instance, in response to the prorphe professor was organized and well-prepared for
class$, 80% of the onsite students who took the class avifgmale professor responded
Strongly Agree, while only 56% of the students vithok the same course with the same
female instructor online responded Strongly Agr8anilarly, where that same prompt
was applied to a course taught by a male profe&86€6 of the online students Strongly
Agreed, while only 87% of the onsite students Sjtpgreed that same professor “was
organized and well-prepared for class”. This pattdrdifferences by gender between the
formats was clear throughout the SETs of all egghirses, albeit this was a small
sample.

Summary

The contrast of the two schools along with triangulation of data provided
insights to answers for the study research questions. The interviews provided the
strongest insights. Student interview responses revealed that they believed
communication in online courses was sufficient and that participation was
different, but comparable, within the two learning formats. Additionally,
students shared a perception of little difference between the quality and rigor in

the two learning formats. Another observation was the perception that age
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appeared to contribute to learning format preference, with younger students
preferring online and older preferring onsite. While age was not a differing
factor among instructors, faculty interviews revealed the following: 1)
Instructional differentiation was practiced to accommodate course objectives and
needs between the formats; and 2) Use of plagiarism-detection technology was
inconsistent. Additionally, instructors believed that not all learning should be
online, however since most of their courses were application-based, either format
worked well. Administrators were equally supportive of distance learning, with
the belief that distance learning programs were comparable to traditional
courses. Additionally, administrators at both schools recognized the importance
professional development played in ensuring quality at their institutions.
Ensuring academic integrity was an area in which administrators at the two
schools differed. Key findings of the employer interviews included a belief that
the format of the learning experience was irrelevant with regard to skill and
content mastery, and that all learning could be done remotely with nothing
sacrificed. Conclusions with explanation, to the studied research questions, along
what was expected or not expected in the findings will be discussed in Chapter

Five.
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Chapter Five: Reflection and Recommendations
Overview

This study explored perceptions of public relatiohglistance learning contrasted
to traditional learning in two graduate educatiemwes. Specific topics, as related to
distance learning, included trust, communicatiargldy, respect, and rigor. Using
surveys, interviews, and focus groups, along wismaplified content analysis, this study
has revealed that there are minimal differencggenmaeptions of varied learning formats,
with regard to distance learning. At the same tilnevealed strengths and weaknesses
in professional development and academic integridgedures between the two studied
institutions.

Results: Research Questions and Discoveries

For this study | sought answers to seven researestipns. In this section |
address those questions and share the respeciiieds.

Research Question # 1What characteristics are present that indicate, tous
lack of trust, between the learning institution asdaculty and the learning institution
and its students with regard to both face-to-fawdistance learning coursework?

This question was most thoroughly answered innterview portion of the study
where | found there were a variety of trust chamastics exhibited in the studied learning
institutions, faculty, and students with regardtdh face-to-face and distance learning
coursework. As noted in Chapter Four, the topitrugt was examined in the sub-
categories of integrity sense and relational patspeas those were the related themes

that emerged.
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Comments surrounding Trust-Integrity revealed thattwo studied institutions
have very different approaches to maintaining acacétegrity. The colleges also value
integrity differently.

Administrators at University Number One placedghhpriority on ensuring that
students were honorable in their work. That belia$ repeatedly communicated during
the interviews. The use of anti-plagiarism detetgoftware was strongly encouraged by
the administration and supported by most of thalfgc Staying on top of the latest
integrity-related technology was important to tlenenistration and they communicated
that belief by sharing how they invest extensiveetiand resources into matters related to
Trust-Integrity. “Every time | go to the Higher Lieéng Commission conference that is
the main thing | look for. And | go to every singession that has anything to do with
online, hoping that we’ll find an answer. | alstkte all of the people in the exhibit
room to say ‘What are you doing? How can you hed?ti{U1-Al; Response # TI-1).

Administrators at University Number Two did not conmicate such emphasis,
but rather expressed a strong belief in the inty@nd character of its students; and that,
in its view, appeared to be sufficient in ensur@m@demic integrity. Anti -plagiarism
detection software was available to University Nembwo faculty, but both instructors
and administrators commented that it was not vegful. “I find [plagiarism software
programs] aren’t very helpful anyway. Maybe it'$vesbut we've encountered very few
instances of that kind of inappropriate behavidi2{A4; Response # TI-11). Instructors
revealed that they did not consistently make useadéAssign, and administrators shared
that they did not require faculty to use the sofvaVith faith operating as the basis of

maintaining academic integrity, students at Uniivgidumber Two would have to share
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this faith and be able to embody it in the samemearto allow an effective mechanism
to ensure academic integrity. Recognizing potérgsaes, one administrator suggested
that exploration of other software may be necesddrgre is software on Blackboard. |
don’t typically use it myself but others do. .Perhaps we should put more money into
different kinds of software because we have hashaclases [of plagiarism] that I've
caught myself” (U2-Al; Response # TI-8).

University Number One was purposeful in maintainimggrity; something |
strongly support. In contrast, University Numbevdlappeared to be more simplistic in
its views of, and approach to, academic integfityat naivety is a concern. That naivety
was a concern.

Within the sub-category of Trust-Relational, theemiews illustrated that
administrators at both colleges had an abundantresifand confidence in their faculty.
For University Number One much of that confidentsssned from the investment it
made in professional development and the emphasiglion professional accountability
as demonstrated with the investment in training and provision of a staff devoted
to online assistance. University Number Two strived to closely identitgelf with its
religious mission, and so administrators there eanjed that trust was faith-based
combined with a belief that they hired experienapdlified instructors.

Surveys, interviews, and focus groups providedyimsi into the question of
Trust-Relational between faculty and students. iftexrview comments indicated that
faculty at both schools valued trust and were psefud in their efforts to foster a trusting
relationship with their students. Faculty shateat hot seeing the students in online

learning added a challenge to building trust, ub&ing transparent and communicating
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in a timely and responsive manner, those challenges easily addressed. During the
interviews and focus groups, students did not affeights that were coded in this
category; however survey prompts 18, 30, and 3BI€T4) addressed trust, and a clear
majority of those prompts for all three questioreyewated moderately agree or strongly
agree by the students.

Research Question # 2What characteristics of communication are presetwéen
the learning institution and its faculty and tharteng institution and its students?

Insights into this question can be found in thezeys but were most evident in
the interview responses. In coding communicateated comments, responses were
divided into three sub-categories: Communicatiotatenal, Communication-Feedback,
and Communication-Methods/Accessibility.

Using the code Communication-Relational, | colldatesights into the method or
value placed on the process of communication.ibwiew the findings revealed that
professors were purposeful in their communicatiah ¥heir online students. Examples
of that finding were illustrated in these two conmize

“The first online class | ask students to compketeluntary, kind of welcome
where they say who they are, what they like, whairtinterests are. Before class begins
| send them an email that welcomes them to thest(&kl-F1; Response # CR-1).

“I respond to them as soon as possible. | firad that really builds a good
relationship and they learn to trust me through wWey. They know that if they have a
guestion | am going to be there for them” (U2-Fésponse # CR-2).

The frequency with which the topic of feedback waised established a need for

a Communication-Feedback coding category. Withesits] | learned that from a
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guantitative stance there appeared to be more &e&dhith online courses. From a
preference view, students expressed equal sat@fasith the feedback in online and
onsite courses. The survey responses in promt3, 4nd 32 that aligned with the
interview protocol on feedback were equally affingni In these prompts, shown in Table
4, an overwhelming majority of the student respaosiéndicated a strong satisfaction in
online feedback. While students noted differencdsedback between the two formats,
faculty communicated the role feedback played airtteaching. Overall their insights
revealed that instructors were mindful of the niedeedback and believed that they
took a proactive approach to feedback regardleisedearning format.

“I give them constant feedback . . . | have rubsioghey’re getting their rubrics back as
well as additional comments and I'll also commuteoaith them via email if there are
any issues or concerns”(U1-F1; Response # CF-1).

And while instructors consistently maintained ttirety were purposeful and clear
in their feedback, and that the process was urtefiday learning format, students had
counter comments. Some, as explained by thesergsdelieved feedback in online
classes was inferior to traditional courses:

“In the online course, the feedback, it seemsti&keas much is there. The face to
face [feedback] is clear. You can completely unided. If you have a question, you can
ask the question and get immediate feedback. Wirdiee it may be a day or so before
you get your questions answered and then by thelvgdorgotten where you were
going. So the face to face is more beneficial \ggtting what you need back” (U1-S3;

Response # CF-4).
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“I do prefer the face-to-face with getting feedkacado think the face to face is
quicker than the online course” (U1-S3; Respon€&-15).

Providing an alternative view, these students nttatithe technology in online
learning assisted instructors with feedback:

“I would agree there’s more feedback online beeaxfghe comment boxes. Most
students would expect to read something and maieetisat you're clear and giving
enough feedback” (U1-S2; Response # CF-7).

These findings aligned with the suggestions pravidean article about
overcoming the challenges of physical separatioevémgaging students in meaningful
learning. The author stated, “The potential drawlbdof online learning] revolve around
the lack of personal interaction between the irtstnuand student, as well as the student-
to-student contact. Keeping students engaged indbese is a vital function of an
effective instructor” (Jones, 2013a, para. 1)idting six suggestions, Jones (2013a)
noted that feedback and timely communication wéwd 10 keeping students engaged.

Under the code Communication-Methods/Accessibifagulty shared thoughts
on the how they connected with their students. $his-code topic had the most coded
comments from the faculty participants. Most ofséhelucidations repeated each other as
instructors shared their preferred ways to comnaiaidBesides similar methods, being
available and accessible was a recurring theme. grefessor from University One
noted, “I go where the learner is. . . . You sténere they are. You go where they are”
(U1-F2; Response # CMA-2). Many professors indiddkey gave out their cell phone

number in order to be completely accessible tonenditudents.
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As part of my literature research in Chapter Tweaférenced an article about the
use of social media, specifically Facebook (Pe26,3). Seeing the pros and cons of
that medium as an educational resource, | purpbgefised that matter during the
faculty and administrator interviews. The passioneisponses was clear, but what
interested me most was how polarized the views veerdlustrated in these two
comments:

“No. No. [l do not use Facebook]. I think you haeewvalk a fine-line... |
maintain a clear distinction between what | exfiexn [students] professionally and
what they do personally. And | don’'t muddy thosdexs, or try not to” (U2-F3;
Response # CMA-11).

“l use Facebook groups...Facebook is a great wagttatents to connect” (U2-
A2; Response # CMA-13).

While Facebook use was fairly evenly divided, findings leaned more in
opposition than with those who supported or acjusdled social media to communicate
with their students. Also interesting was thdiydaculty at University Number Two
used Facebook to connect with students, while moadbtUniversity Number One shared
that they communicated with students via Facebook.

Research Question # 3/Vhat characteristics are present to indicate thistence
of quality or rigor with regard to both face-to-éaand distance learning coursework?

This question was addressed in various forms bipail studied publics: students,
faculty, administrators, and employers. Using sysvand interviews, students and
faculty provided insights into this topic. Survyeywmpts 22, 23, 24, 26, and 30 addressed

related topics (Appendix A). In response to thosempts, students consistently
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responded by stating they moderately agreed ongly@greed. In the focus groups,
students validated the survey findings with commeirhilar to these:

“I would say [I work] equally hard. For me I'm alys going to try my best so |
can't see [the format] making a difference. | woulant to do my best” (U1-S2;
Response # QTPR-19).

“I learn better with online courses because | amd@#rced and I'm like given
‘this is what needs to be done’ and I'm being fdrte discuss my thoughts. So | learn
the subject better from online. However, | wouldfpr the face to face because . . . I'm
forced to talk with you. | feel [the diversity] an@an hear a conversation . . . But when
I’'m online . . . | don’t hear any chatter. | dohéar anything. All | see is words
responding to questions” (U1-S3; Response # IFLP-2)

“[How hard | work] really depends on the classt just the format of the class. .
. Some of my other online classes or some of nditiceal classes there hasn’t been as
much work or dialogue so it really does dependhenclass” (U2-S3; Response # IFE-1).

As indicated in these statements, this discoaégned with what other
researchers have found:

The findings revealed 77% of the students belighatonline learning
instruction offered a good or excellent academigegidence and only 10% rated it
marginal or poor. . . . Wyatt (2005) reported thaien asked their thoughts on rigor-
specifically “how academically demanding” onlineucees compared with traditional,

57% said distance learning was slightly or muchex@@manding (p. 5).
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Faculty communicated their views about qualitfrvdgomments regarding the
processes they employed to ensure students dayqwalik. Application of knowledge
was one example, as evidenced by the following cenim

“My obijective is for them to use the informati@pply the information, therefore
| start with ‘What do they need to know and thewlase we going to get there?” (U2-
F4; Response # QTPR-12).

Another professor at the same institution notAdpt of the projects that |
design are authentic examples so they have toagieal-world scenario; they have to
apply the knowledge” (U2-F2; Response # QTPR-13).

Requiring students to incorporate course mateinatstheir discussions and
holding them accountable for the reading was amattethod that demonstrated an effort
to ensure rigor. Not a surprise, but enlightenimgs a comment from one professor who,
like many of the instructors, advocated differeiitia as a way to ensure rigor and
quality in teaching.

“I think sometimes curiosity has been beaten daidolts who walk into a class
such as mine and they have not really had to wsedteativity, their brains, as much as
perhaps as might have to in a class such as’niie F2; Response # QTPR-2). .

As | sought administrator insights into this reseaguestion, | discovered that
University Number One was very committed to engugoality and rigor. This finding
was illustrated in the comments about the emphhsisput on accountability and
professional development.

“The dean of distance learning maintains highdaads in that he wants us to

work with the Higher Learning Commission’s [HLC] &dPractices. We do ask that each
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course be reviewed while the course is going aewif faculty members are sending out
the initial letter, having students participataliscussion, turning in assignments
regularly” (U1-Al; Response # QPDA-14).

“The issue that we’re working through is to makee that all of the faculty
members are qualified, that they are certified tactBoard and we have a trainer who
now will do either a one-on-one with them or doup®essions” (U1-A2; Response #
QPDA-11).

After reflecting on these interviews at Univerditymber One, | inquired about
specifics into some of the resources available,iadater, separate conversation a
faculty member who was not interviewed for thisdgtshared additional insights that
highlighted where technology in online learning vasading:

Blackboard Collaborate is a fairly new technololggttwe now have available. So

far, there are not a lot of professors using it,tbase who are absolutely love it.

It basically allows for real-time, face-to-faceardction between the instructor

and the whole class, the instructor and a singl@esit or small group, or student

to student — all through Blackboard. Instructons aae the virtual white board to
run PowerPoints or write notes, responses, or anytise they want. It
effectively bridges the distance in online learnialjpwing for all sorts of new
models in blended and online instruction. It pragsiso be a real game-changer
once faculty are trained in what it can do (EdwgatProfessor, Personal

Communication, December 8, 2013).

The employer interviews revealed that from theicteng and learning

experiences, they believed quality and rigor wetdent in online learning.
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“I do think that in online learning | expect yoe’'held to a higher level of
accountability with regard to deadlines, qualitywairk because there’s no personal
interaction that really becomes a part of it to p@&arofessor one way or the other. You
earn what you earn” (E-1; Response # QTPR-24).

Based on the many comments regarding quality aywat from all four of the
studied publics, | did find numerous charactersstitat indicated the existence of quality
or rigor at both institutions. This finding does sarprise me; however, the illustrations
provided were unique and encouraging.

Research Question # AVhat administrative issues exist that can affeet th
reputation of a learning institution and its distatearning program with regard to both
face-to-face and distance learning coursework?

This question was addressed by administrators anpdogers in the interview
portion of this study. Though not specific to theniversities, administrators discussed
perceptions and respectability issues in the Réipuat&or-Profit versus Non-Profit
coding topic. Here administrators communicated teptitation issues with online
learning programs were more problematic withinftreprofit sector of higher education.

“Most schools don't indicate it's an online degssethe only schools we would
earmark as an online would be something like [nafoegrofit schools] and that’s
because they are known . . . for the massive nuwitdgrees they put out that are low
quality. I'm not really sure if that is becausetioéir online experience or if it is because
they are for-profit and they don’t care whethewthducate anybody” (U2-A2; Response

#RPVNP-1).
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That perspective was similar to views expressedrbgloyers. While recognizing
both strengths and weaknesses of the two learomggits, none of the employers
indicated a reputation problem with colleges tH#dred courses in the two formats. As
noted by this employer, any existing reputatiomésshad more to do with for-profit
institutions: “For better or for worse, if somedfacal] gets a degree from one of those
[identified diploma mill] institutions there woulge some question, as opposed to if you
were taking online classes through [reputable lao&ifor-profit] schools. So there is
definitely a stigma tied to where the degree isfr¢E-2; Response # RPVNP-5).

From this study | concluded that, as long as counsle was pursued at a not-for-
profit institution, there were no distinguishabtiranistrative reputation issues
surrounding a learning institution and its distale@@ning program with regard to both
face-to-face and distance learning coursework.

Research Question # B/Vhat employment issues exist that can affect the
reputation of a learning institution with regarddistance learning?

Employers and administrators had plenty to say athisitopic. All of the
interview participants communicated that obtairamgeducation online was an effective
way to learn and pursue a college degree. Thelatipns, however, had more to do with
the reputation of the institution than the fornmawihich the learning occurred. Degrees
earned at for-profit online institutions were contlly mentioned in negative terms with
some participants saying they would not even cansad applicant from those types of
schools. One employer commented that he would queshy an applicant would
choose a for-profit online program over an onlidaaation from a respected local

institution.
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Other comments indicated that some believed thaplpavho have success with
online learning tended to be self-directed. “Thege who make it through rigorous
online programs are self-motivated, self-startiolgs who don’t need constant
supervision. So that would definitely be a unigeeddit to those programs” (E-2;
Response # IFOPC-1).

This belief aligned with Lorenzetti’s (2005) findjs where a representative from
a surveyed college commented on how online studgitrgcted self-motivated students
and further noted that distance learners “benefr@t imposing structure on their own
lives rather than waiting for it to come from artgde source” (p. 3).

The insights from the three employers seemeddgest that while many schools
promoted the affordability and accessibility ofithq@ograms to prospective students,
institutions should not overlook their reputati@ssviewed by prospective employers. In
a recent interview about the worth of a collegecadion, Former Secretary of Education
William Bennett said “About 88% of people go tolegk ... because [they] want to get a
better job” (Lyster, 2013, time mark 2:28). Withaldike that, colleges need to be
sensitive to the desires of employers. With thas#wity, schools should emphasize and
ensure the quality and rigor of their online pragssand communicate evidence of those
efforts.

Research Question # 8/Nhat similarities and differences are most salient
between the two formats?

Between the surveys and interviews | did not fibdervable differences between
the two formats. Both faculty and students alikeead that rigor and quality were

emphasized in both online and onsite learningoAthe participants revealed strengths
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and weaknesses of both learning platforms. Anylsutifferences were more related to
personal preference and teaching approaches.df) thre PR characteristics | sought to
understand appeared to be more instructor-depetttmmformat-related. For example,
when asked “Do you feel that your instructor isiggvhis/her best effort in the course
facilitation?” (Appendix E), this student echoeti@is in suggesting that the format did
not make or break the class. “I think it's profasdependent . . . if they’re doing what
they should be doing, they should be good whetteomline or traditional classroom”
(U2-S2; Response # IFTE-13).

What was most revealing regarding the formats waad in the analyzed Student
Evaluations of Teaching collected from Universitymber Two. | write about this
discovery in detail in the Results-Student Evaluatiof Teaching discussion later in this
chapter.

Research Question # 7Are there differences in perceptions between alsmal
private liberal arts institution and a medium ptévhberal arts institution with regard to
face to face and distance learning programs?

The survey responses and the interview commenésaled that there were no
differences in perceptions between the two verfedght institutions. Upon reviewing
the data, | could not tell which perception-relategpponses were from a participant at
University Number One or University Number Two. iFfinding was surprising as | had
a preconceived notion that the size of a schoolldvafiect perceptions by students and
faculty. Surprisingly, the fact that University Nber Two was more faith-based and was
significantly smaller than University Number Onedeano noticeable difference in

responses. Regardless of any differences, thedhmoss historically share Christian-
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based values. | also thought that size of a samagiit be a factor with employers. But as
noted earlier, perception of universities cateemglusively to online learning with no
larger mission was the concern raised by employers.

Results: Student Evaluations of Teaching

Overall the Student Evaluations of Teaching (SEh®wed that there were no
distinctions in perceptions between online and-{aeface teaching. However, an
interesting observation was that male instructasavevaluated more positively when
they taught online versus when they taught the saruese in person. For female faculty,
the opposite was true. Students favored their fadace teaching over their online
efforts. The students’ open-ended comments oratheit limited, analyzed SETs did not
explain this distinction, and so | do not havetertinsights regarding this finding;
however | believe this matter merits additionaksesh.

Another observation is that, at the time of thigiwg, both institutions used the
same evaluation form and questions regardlesseatdhbrse delivery format. SETs from
University Number Two, however, had an additioredt®n with questions exclusively
for students evaluating an online class, whiddressed topics unique to the online
forum.. Interestingly, as shown by the following intewidata, not all of the
administrators were aware of this distinction.

“It is an electronic survey for online and in class. And they are exactly the
same. There’s no difference. ... | think they prdpaieed to gear some of the questions

toward strictly online classes” (U2-A2; Respond&¥HE-7).
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“The questions we designed when | first came, wangkd the evaluation form
and we just pick questions that could go either.\@yit's no different [between online
or face to face]. The questions are the same” (W2RPesponse # IFTE-8).

Administrators at University Number One communidateat they recognized the
need to tailor their student evaluations. Consetlyethey shared that in September
2013, a committee was launched to explore the matte a view toward designing a
new evaluation form to be used in online coursaswhll ask questions more relevant to
that format.

The literature | found on SETs did not addressiieg format distinctions nor
gender in regard to course format. The researabrteghin Chapter Two is about the SET
format, confidentiality, and faculty reactions tB Bfeedback in regard to gender. With
these findings revealing a gap in the literaturddte, in the future | am interested in
studying two areas regarding SETs: 1) Student wtaleding of the purpose of SETs and
the role their comments play in course quality tamire and 2) The role gender plays in
the effectiveness of one teaching format over aroth
Additional Findings

As | answered the research questions, where aéicl highlighted interesting
findings and noted the unexpected. However a sagmif finding not elaborated on in the
research question discussions was the extent oN@idnow” (DNK) responses in the
faculty surveys. This was troubling to me, and et¢fgitly, without opportunity to further
explore this paradigm at this point in my researaannot explain how this occurred.
However, realizing that the majority of DNK respeasame from University Number

One, a possible contributing factor could be whadigipated in the survey portion of this
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study. Only instructors and students were surveyeédhiversity Number Two, while
students, faculty, staff, and administrators fromvérsity Number One responded. Some
of the questions were exclusive to the classroom that fact may have contributed to
some of the DNK responses.

The survey item with the greatest number of DNKooeses was prompt 7; “In
online coursework, students are routinely unprepardgen posting their discussion
responses” (Table D-1), as 46 people answered D&Now. Upon closer examination,
| have to question if my item was not framed ashauld be, or if there was something
else going on that the respondents were not aatiogl. The latter dynamic highlights a
weakness of surveying and illustrates the valuatefviewing and focus groups for a
more qualitative examination of a topic. As | reflen this question, | did not see a
problem with the design or verbiage of it. And with further dialogue over the DNK
responses with instructors who selected that optioannot offer suggestions for
techniques professors could use to address thispgirm future interaction.

Another topic not raised in the research questimtsaddressed in the interview
protocol with administrators involved a discussadiout access to services students have
and the difference between those who study onligketlaose who attend courses on
campus. Administrators at both schools statedtbieae was no discrimination in services
for students who attended onsite and those whodsdteremotely, but noted the
infrequency of the use of many of the serviceshmgé¢ who attended online. These
insights point to the reality that the advantagddarning online was that students could

be anywhere and attend school, while a disadvartige online education at a
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traditional institution was that students may ba dtstance that prohibits them from
using the promoted services available.
Recommendations

While these findings showed that perceptions cftinespect, quality, rigor, and
communication were comparable in both formats,nenéind traditional, it is clear that
there is a need to invest in continued professidaaklopment. Such attention would
help ensure that faculty understand the uniquesredshallenges of the two platforms,
and that they are not fooled into thinking thatgach a course online one simply
transfers what is done traditionally to a compunerdiated platform. Online learning is a
different venue and offers many creative teachipiipas. These studied institutions had
different approaches to faculty development, ansl ity opinion that University Number
One was setting the bar. The interviews with UrsitgrNumber One administrators,
along with examination of the academic supportuesss it provided, validated this
belief. University Number Two communicated a napahd indifference toward
academic integrity as well as a lack of value mithportance of professional
development. The emphasis there was more so aghirstructors with online
experience and less so on developing and assfsitngly to improve their andragogy.
Lessons Learned

In addition to making personal discoveries, | learmany things about research
in general, and more specifically, my research.arba first lesson came when | began
the interviews and focus groups. After fumbling wiy through the first few interviews
| soon realized that, in the test process, | shbalte done a mock interview with test

subjects and not simply had them review and commeiihe verbiage and structure of
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the questionnaire. That process would have helpetetter organize the interview
before conducting it with actual participants.

Also, upon discovering the extent of Do Not Knowpenses in the faculty
surveys, a more efficient approach may have beéarctiitate a focus group to see if any
of them answered DNK and then explore that furthalso should have designed
separate surveys for staff and administrators qonog classroom interactions, rather
than administering the same survey received byltiamembers. Some staff and
administrators teach courses, but not all. Theegfdifferentiating the surveys between
participant type may help reduce the number of Di$ponses.

Additionally, because I did not discover HenschKe'sl.) measurement of trust
tool, Modified Instructional Perspectives Inventd&iPI), until my study was designed,
| did not use it. If | were to repeat my studyyduld consider utilizing that tool as a
data-gathering measure.

These short-comings noted, on a more positive méd¢arned the value of being
purposeful in selecting a committee. And | am dgtaday | did just that. Through the
struggles and learning experiences, | have beesdideto have been assisted by the most
caring and helpful people | have ever had the lege of knowing. As a journalist | have
always understood that a newscast is a team e@og.of my fears in pursuing scholarly
research was that | mistakenly believed it to besalated pursuit, something | am not
comfortable with. Through this process | have ledrthat the most rewarding

discoveries are those that are done collaboratively
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Research Suggestions

As | consider what I learned from this study andkensuggestions for future
research, let me first say that an interestingadisty was made in this process. As |
sought to explore research in this area | founcetisean abundance of advice-type
writing and commentary on many of the topics | aesbed but not much empirical
research. Studies focusing on relationship-buildmigigher education are needed as they
would assist to provide clearer understanding efsiiccesses and improvement needs of
higher education in both formats, online and oa-sit

Commenting more specifically, | recommend the desigd implementation of
the following studies: 1) Apply a similar designibteclude exploring these same
characteristics to the educational setting of nvasgpen online courses as well as
expansion of the current study to large public arsities; 2) A study that explores using
distance learning as a delivery vehicle of corppmabfessional development; and 3) A
study contrasting students who are digital nativies those who are digital immigrants,
which explores how they define learning and exgdrew they conclude that their
preferred learning format is ideal for learningadly, as discussed earlier, there is value
in studying the role gender plays in the effectessnof one teaching format over another,
as well as studying student understanding of tlipgae of student evaluations of
teaching and the role their comments play in cogtsdity and tenure.
Conclusion

The findings from this study help me further redagrthe need to provide
ongoing professional development and technicaktssie for faculty along with the

importance of keeping a pulse on student desirdeapectations. Additionally, looking
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externally, | must not neglect employer percepti@ssall of these practices will be part
of my role as a college administrator.

When internal PR is healthy, with good communicatnd solid trust, criticism
from the outside will not alter the view of thoseide. Internal problems filter externally
and eventually adversely influence perceptionho$¢ outside. That is because your
internal publics are also your external publios.(iemployees are also neighbors) and
people tend to believe those sources that arestlas¢he situation. The message of this
illustration is two-fold: First it is important tiovest in all of your publics. And second,
you should never dismiss the desires, opinionageds of your internal publics for when

you do you create a larger problem.
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Appendix A

Table Al.

Student survey questions by proportion of response.

No. Student DNK SD MD MA SA
4 In online coursework, assignment instructions
and course expectations are communicated 15 6 6 36 36
clearly.
5 The online instructor is actively engaged in
the teaching of coursework. LY 8 o e
6 The online instructor gives his/her best effort. 20 6 11 24 139
7 The online instructor carefully evaluates
submitted work. 12 © )y ik
8 The online instructor posts relevant discussion
content. 19 6 6 26 43
g In online coursework, questions and concer 0 63 5 6 6
are NOT typically addressed respectfully.
10 In online coursework, discussion forums
allow sufficient communication between the 17 11 14 29 29
instructor and classmates
11 The online instructor is professional in his/h
conduct. 19 2 2 20 59
12 The online instructor differentiates instruction
and feedback. 25 9 6 32 28
13 The online instructor communicates in a
regular and timely manner. = : & ar o
14 In online coursework, discussion forums
provide insufficient communication between 18 32 14 27 9
the instructor and students.
15 The online instructor communicates at an
appropriate professional level. = 2 8L
16 The online instructor is engaging. 17 8 14 37 25
17 Typically, there are sufficient options and
methods to reach the online instructor. 1E L Zoa e
18 The online instructor seeks to get to know the
students. 20 15 14 27 24
19 In online coursework, assignment instructio
and course expectations are NOT typically 17 44 24 12 3

communicated clearly.

Continued
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Student survey questions by category; continued.

20 . :
e e e NOTEE 35 55 15 9 3
e 55 s 3 s
22 i
AT T S
23 Lrlig?r:gﬁhcigtirsge.work, assignments require 15 3 3 36 38
24 In online coursework, course materials are at

appropriate level of rigor. 14 8 8 36 35

25 In online coursework, course materials are

NOT at graduate level of rigor. L .

26 In online coursework, assignments require the

student to read and apply the course materials. 15 2 6 23 54

27 In online coursework, interactions are relevi

to subject matter and course objectives. 17 . g e

28 In online coursework, students are challenged

to produce work that is of high quality. 14 2 9 31 45

29 In online coursework, student engagement
reflects quality and originality. e 17 2= 2
30 In online coursework, the course is well
designed and applicable to the course 14 5 11 32 39
discipline.
31 In online coursework, appropriate technolog

is used effectively. 14 3 5 33 46

32 The online instructor responds to questions

and concerns in a respectful manner. 15 6 9 20 50

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD oNkrate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.
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Appendix B

Table B1.

Faculty survey questions by proportion of response.

No. Faculty/Staff/Adjunct DNK SD MD MA SA

4 In online coursework, most students are,

themselves, doing the work that they are posting. 36 1 4 42 17

5 In online coursework, overall students are giving

their best in the course. 32 2 14 44 3

6  In online coursework, students are regularly
reading the course materials.

7  Inonline coursework, students are routinely
unprepared when posting their discussion 46 9 25 20 1
responses.

8 In online coursework, students are abiding by an
honor code when doing their work.

9 In online coursework, students incorporate
constructive criticism and feedback provided by
the instructor in evaluated coursework into future
assignments.

10  In online coursework, overall students seem
comfortable communicating with the instructor.

33 5 20 35 7

40 3 12 33 13

37 2 8 41 12

34 2 4 31 28

11 In online coursework, overall students regularly

communicate with classmates. 40 8 21 26 6

12 In online coursework, students frequently do not

communicate at the proper academic level. 39 > 17 31 9

13 In online coursework, there is open and honest
communication in the course.

14 In online coursework, students have ample
opportunity and means to communicate with the 32 0 5 27 36
instructor.

15 In online coursework, students have to work har
to achieve in the course.

38 1 15 40 7

29 1 10 36 25

16  In online coursework, course assignments require

original thinking. 34 3 10 35 18

17 In online coursework, course assignments requi

students to read and apply the course materials 22 0 5 36 30

18 In online coursework, course interactions are

relevant to subject matter and course objectives. 35 0 4 32 2

Continued
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Faculty survey questions by proportion of resporseitinued.

19  In online coursework, course assignments are

applicable to course discipline. = L voom st
20 |n online coursework, student work is not

consistently of high quality. 38 13 28 18 3
21 i i

In online coursework, use of technology is )8 ) 5 38 78

effective and appropriate.

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD oNkrate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.



PUBLIC RELATIONS: FACE-TO-FACE VS DISTANCE LEARNG 188

Appendix C

Table C1.

Student survey questions by proportion of resptm&trong Agreement.

No. Student DNK SD MD MA SA

11 The online instructor is professional in his/her

conduct. 19 2 2 20 59

15 The online instructor communicates at an

appropriate professional level. 15 2 8 19 57

26 In online coursework, assignments require the

student to read and apply the course materials. 15 2 6 23 54

17 Typically, there are sufficient options and

methods to reach the online instructor. 16 0 2 31 52

32 The online instructor responds to questions and

concerns in a respectful manner. 15 6 ? 2050

27 In online coursework, interactions are relevant

subject matter and course objectives. LY : e 25 L

22 |n online coursework, students must work hard in

order to achieve success. 14 3 8 27 49

31 In online coursework, appropriate technology i

used effectively. 14 3 5 33 46

21 In online coursework, students are appropriately

challenged. 15 5 5 31 45

28 In online coursework, students are challenged

produce work that is of high quality. L

8  The online instructor posts relevant discussion

content. 19 6 6 26 43

13 The online instructor communicates in a regule
and timely manner.
6 The online instructor gives his/her best effort. 20 6 11 24 39

7 The online instructor carefully evaluates
submitted work.

15 9 6 27 42

15 9 9 27 39

30
In online coursework, the course is well designed

and applicable to the course discipline. 14 > 1132 39

continued
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Student survey questions by proportion of resptm&trong Agreement: continued.

23 : - : —
In'on_llne coursework, assignments require original 15 8 3 36 38

thinking.

In online coursework, assignment instructions amase 15 6 6 36 36

expectations are communicated clearly.

24 In online coursework, course materials are at gpjate

level of rigor. 14 8 8 36 35

5 The online instructor is actively engaged in trecténg of

coursework. 17 8 14 30 32

29 In online coursework, student engagement refleadity
and originality. 17 3 15 35 29

10

In online coursework, discussion forums allow sziéfint 17 11 14 29 29
communication between the instructor and classmates

12 o . . . .
The online instructor differentiates instructiordan 5 9 6 3 28

feedback.
16 The online instructor is engaging. 17 8 14 37 25
18

The online instructor seeks to get to know the estil 20 15 14 27 24

Note:DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD oNkrate Disagreement;
MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Strong Agmeent.
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Appendix D

Table D1.

Faculty survey questions by proportion of respdosstrong Agreement.

No. Faculty/Staff/Adjunct DNK SD MD MA SA

14 In online coursework, students have ample
opportunity and means to communicate with the 32 0 5 27 36
instructor.

5 In online coursework, overall students are givir

their best in the course. 32 2 14 44 9

4 In online coursework, most students are,
themselves, doing the work that they are posting.

9 In online coursework, students incorporate
constructive criticism and feedback provided b
the instructor in evaluated coursework into futu
assignments.

13 In online coursework, there is open and honest
communication in the course.

36 1 4 42 17

37 2 8 41 12

38 1 15 40 7

21 In online coursework, use of technology is

effective and appropriate. 28 2 > 38 28

19 In online coursework, course assignments are

applicable to course discipline. 33 0 0 37 30

17 In online coursework, course assignments reqt
students to read and apply the course material

7 Inonline coursework, students are routinely
unprepared when posting their discussion 46 9 25 20 1
responses.

11 In online coursework, overall students regularly
communicate with classmates.

29 0 5 36 30

40 8 21 26 6

8 In online coursework, students are abiding by an

honor code when doing their work. 40 3 12 33 13

12 In online coursework, students frequently do ne

communicate at the proper academic level. 39 > 17319

20 In online coursework, student work is not

consistently of high quality. 38 13 28 18 3

18 In online coursework, course interactions are

relevant to subject matter and course objective B0 s

10 In online coursework, overall students seem

comfortable communicating with the instructor. 34 2 4 31 28

Continued
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Faculty survey questions by proportion of respdsstrong Agreement: continued.

16

15

In online coursework, course assignments requiggnai

o 34 3 10
thinking.
In online coursework, students are regularly regquie 33 5 20
course materials.
In online coursework, students have to work hard to 29 1 10

achieve in the course.

35 18

35 7

36 25

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor

Other questions were informational in nature.
DNK - Do Not Know; SD - Strong Disagreement; MD oblerate
Disagreement; MA - Moderate Agreement; SA - Stréggeement.



PUBLIC RELATIONS: FACE-TO-FACE VS DISTANCE LEARNG 192

Appendix E

Table E1.

Student focus group questions by category.

No.

Student

D

Rs

Rr

1

v A W N

Do you learn better in traditional or online cow®Explain
why you think that is.

Do you work harder in online or traditional couraemw so?
Do you participate more in one format than the iithe
Is participation different between the twialaborate.

Are the course interactions more focused in on@&dithan
anothersSecondary prompt: Do students tend to go off on
“rabbit trails” in more format than another? Elabate.

Is there a difference in the kind of feedback yeceive in the
two types of courseddoes it differ significantly between
professors?

Is there a difference in accessibility betweenttie formats?
Which format fosters better communication betwéetesnts
and professors?

Do you feel that your instructor is giving his/HmEst effort in
the course facilitationRre there differences in that regard
between the two formats?

How do you evaluate the quality of online coursempgared to
evaluating the quality of face-to-face courses?

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
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Appendix F

Table F1.

Faculty interview questions by category.

No. Student Q D C Rs Rr
1 How do you foster an environment where studentsffee to
communicate openlyi® that complicated by computer- X
mediated communication?
2 How do you go about fostering trust in your cla8ses
Does not having in-person dialogue hamper thatr&ffo
3 How do you ensure that your course requires anogpiate
degree of rigor®o you differentiate between online and face- x X
to-face?
4 How do you ensure that students are reading anigingghe
course materialsPoes it differ from your face to face? If so, X
how?
5 What do you do when student work is not of highligy@ X X
6 Speaking of online courses...what tools do you useeto
available to students and foster communicatido®s it differ  x X
from your face to face?
7 What methods do you employ to foster students cgran
discussions prepare@es it differ from X X
synchronous/asynchronous discussion?
8 How do you design assignments to foster coursecgioin? X X
9  What resources do you use to ensure that studentimg the X
work that they are posting/submitting?
10 what technology is used to facilitate learnimyses it differ x

between the two formats?

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
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Appendix G

Table G1.

Administrator interview questions by category.

No. Student QT D C Rs Rr
1 1. When you see an applicant with an online degvbef is
. . X X
your INITIAL impression?
2 2. Do you think all programs could be online ooidine
learning only appropriate for certain fields ofdt@ Please  x X
illustrate your response.
3 3. What training do you provide distance learrfamgulty to X
ensure students are receiving a quality education?
4 4. What evaluation methods do you employ to assiesance
learning facultyHow do they differ (if at all) from face-to- x X
face assessments?
5 5. Are online courses charged differently than passbased X
courses? If yes, what is the rationale?
6 6. Are there resources available to distance ézarthat allow
them to be a part of the campus communiB& you think X
that is important?
7 7. What safeguards do you have in place to enbate/our X
online students are doing their own work?
8 8. What do you think is lacking in online learnipgpograms? X
What are you doing to address those?
9 9. What is your personal experience with online X

learning/teaching?

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
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Appendix H

Table H1.

Employer interview questions by category.

No. Student Q T D C Rs Rr

oo you see an applicant with an online degrdeeishe
viewed differently than someone with a traditiodegree?
Does it matter where they matriculated? Is it diéf for some X
positions than others?

2 2.Do you believe there is a generalizable diffeecbetween
employees with online degrees and those with {camit X
degrees™ so, please elaborate.

3 3. Are there unique strengths of online learninegpams?Do
you think there are unique weaknesses?

4 4. Are there unique strengths of campus-based amgf? Do
you think there are unique weaknesses?

X

X

Note: Q: quality; T: trust; D: discussion; C: communicati Rs: respect; Rr: Rigor
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