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ABSTRACT
The study examined faculty who taught online at a large southeastern research university
and who were involved in the learning management system transition from eLearning Vista to
Blackboard Learn in 2012-2013. The study sought to determine the efficiency of the three units
involved in the study: the Faculty Resource Center, the College of Continuing Studies, and the
Home Departments. The researcher explored faculty’s perceptions of the (a) level of awareness
of the actual transition and available support services and resources, (b) level of participation in
the support services and resources, and (c) level of helpfulness of the support services and
resources.
The researcher developed a five-point Likert scale questionnaire (Outlaw’s Perception of
LMS Transition Survey), which acquired validation from a panel of experts from other
institutions who experienced a similar situation. Findings indicated that there was no statistical
difference in faculty’s level of awareness of the available support services and resources
compared to their teaching locations, no statistical difference in faculty’s level of participation in
the available support services and resources compared to their grouped academic teaching rank,
and no statistical difference in faculty’s level of participation in the available support services
and resources compared to their employment teaching status. Findings also showed there was a
small negative correlation between the perceived level of stress and perceived level of
technological self-efficacy while transitioning to the new learning management system. Lastly,
the perceived level of participation while transitioning to a new learning management system did
not affect the participants’ levels of stress.
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It is hoped that the findings in this study will improve best practices when introducing
emerging technologies to effectively enhance pedagogy and acclimate faculty to the changes,
thus reducing stress and frustration and increasing preparedness. The findings could drive
recommendations for implementing a new model for transitioning to change. Such efficient
methods could better equip faculty to deal with the stresses of change to emerging technologies.
In addition, the recommendations for the new model could furnish training professionals with
quality services that increase faculty preparedness, while reducing stress.
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CHAPTER I:
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Introduction
Delivering educational instruction has expanded outside of the traditional brick and
mortar environment. Instruction has the potential to reach individuals globally through distance
education or online means. Distance education is not one-dimensional (Allen, Mabry, Mattrey,
Bourhis, Titsworth, & Burrell, 2004). The use of the Internet for educational purposes allows
multiple dimension opportunities. Using multiple methods and various instructional
technologies to teach and learn is constantly evolving and extremely competitive. In order to
continually evolve, constant changes in technology and pedagogies in distance education are
vital. The common denominator in distance education, the Internet, instructional technology,
and pedagogy in online/blended teaching is this constant, emerging, and evolving presence called
change. The delivery of educational content is possible with the use of learning management
systems (LMS), which also progress through constant changes to keep up with the latest trends,
instructional/teaching strategies, and learning strategies for distance education.
A learning management system (LMS) is a systematic application that encompasses
various features by providing structure within an organization for the entire learning process
(Watson & Watson, 2007, p. 28). A LMS is a framework or infrastructure equipped to handle all
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aspects of the learning process. This includes the delivery and management of instructional
content, the assessment and tracking of goals, and the collection of data (Szabo & Flesher, 2002).
A LMS also handles course registration, skills gap analysis, tracking, and reporting of
performance and activities (Gilhooly, 2001). As with all technology, LMS are constantly
evolving, therefore, faculty must make a concerted effort to remain knowledgeable and skilled in
their use to effectively teach online courses. Lewin's (Wirth, 2004) Three Phases of Change
model (unfreezing-change/movement-refreeze), or what Schein (Wirth, 2004) has referred to as
cognitive redefinition, describes the process of rejecting or replacing prior learning with new
learning. Lewin’s Change Theory addresses how change perpetuates behavior and contributes to
anxiety, dissatisfaction, defensiveness, resistance, denial, stress, frustrations, maneuvering, and
bargaining (Wirth, 2004). The researcher examined how faculty characteristics were associated
with participation in support services and resources designed to reduce stress and resistance,
while increasing preparedness.
Statement of the Problem
For organizations (private or public) to remain abreast of the latest trends, issues,
research, and technology, changes must occur. If not, organizations will cease to remain
competitive. Unfortunately, large-scale systemic change within organizations can be difficult to
achieve. Dent and Goldberg (1999) stated that in general, people are resistant to change. This
resistance to change can be a major impediment when it interferes with the implementation of
changes within an organization. Dent and Goldberg (1999) also stated that issues concerning
resistance to change have not been significantly altered by academia in the past 30 years. They
have argued that the best way to challenge the issue is astoundingly simple: to suggest that
individuals not resist change. Actions are encouraged to change the behaviors that occur when
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individuals are faced with change so that the longevity of the business or institution is not
jeopardized.
Individuals tend to resist change due to anxiety about the unknown. Seminal studies in
the field report that unpredictability, surprise, inertia, and fear of failure (Kreitner, 1992)
contribute to resistance. Misunderstanding, lack of trust (Aldag & Stearns, 1991; Griffin, 1993;
Kreitner, 1992; Schermerhorn, 1989), and fear of poor outcome (Dubrin & Ireland, 1993) are
additional factors that contribute to the unknown. Individuals may also experience personality
conflicts, threat of job status/security (Aldag & Stearns, 1991; Dubrin & Ireland, 1993; Griffin,
1993; Kreitner, 1992; Schermerhorn, 1989), uncertainty (Aldag & Stearns, 1991; Griffin, 1993;
Schermerhorn, 1989), and loss of autonomy or control (Coch & French, 1948). The resistance to
change causes unproductive actions and obstacles within organizations, such as organizational
dysfunction, business demise, negative performance appraisals, and harmful behavioral actions
in individuals (Dent & Goldberg, 1999).
Management or administration can help individuals overcome resistance to change
through the use of varying strategies. These strategies include, but are not limited to,
communication of the need for the change, solicitation of employee involvement (Dent &
Goldberg, 1999), maintenance of the status quo (Smith, 1982), and adaptation of a strong
fundamental change theory. Management or administration should also begin with the
knowledge and attitudes of individuals (Beer, Eisenstat, & Spector, 1980), and Kreitner (1992)
have suggested that organizations adapt a situational-appropriate strategy. Other
recommendations include education, facilitation, coercion, participation, negotiation, and
manipulation (Aldag & Stearns, 1991; Dubrin & Ireland, 1993; Griffin, 1993; Kreitner, 1992;
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Schermerhorn, 1989). Dubrin and Ireland (1993) have recommended that organizations discuss
proposed changes, provide financial benefits, and provide political support.
Change resistance stressors have a huge impact on individuals within an organization,
which in turn has the potential of negatively affecting the ability of the organization to
successfully implement systemic changes. Addressing individual resistance to change is
challenging, but vital to the success of organizations as they strive to evolve and remain
competitive. The support services and resources issued by the supporting units in this study were
equal for all faculty members; however, the accessibility of those services varied by teaching
location relative to campus, teaching rank, teaching status, and perceived levels of stress and
technological self-efficacy. The researcher examined the associations between these factors and
faculty’s perceived awareness, participation, and helpfulness of the support services and
resources to add to the current understanding of how organizations can influence coping and
reduce stress during technological transitions.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study was to assess perceptions of stress, technological self-efficacy,
awareness of agency services, participation in agency services, and helpfulness of agency
services as faculty transitioned to a new LMS at a southeastern research university. Over a oneyear period, the Faculty Resource Center (agency responsible for research, implementation,
operations, and training of emerging technology) and the College of Continuing Studies (agency
responsible for facilitating and supporting online/blended courses by providing services in
marketing, course development, training, and technical support) at a southeastern research
university examined and sought to determine whether the colleges, departments, and faculty
sought opportunities available in preparing for the LMS migration. In this study, the researcher
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surveyed variables that aided in the successes and/or failures of the LMS migration. This study
compared the interventions provided by the Faculty Resource Center, College of Continuing
Studies, department units, and mentorships by individual faculty. Lastly, the study sought to
determine the perceived level of helpfulness of the interventions faculty received prior to, during,
and after the LMS transition.
Research Questions
The research questions for this study were as follows:
1.

Does perceived level of awareness of the support services and resources used for
the transition to the new learning management system vary depending on the
location (on-campus/local versus off-campus/remote) where faculty mainly
perform the act of their online teaching duties;
HO: There is no difference in perceived level of awareness based on teaching
location;
H1: On-campus faculty will perceive themselves to be significantly more aware
of support services and resources than off-campus faculty;

2.

Are there differences in faculty's perceived level of participation in the support
services and resources used for the transition to the new learning management
system according to faculty’s academic rank (adjunct/instructor, assistant
professor, associate professor, full professor, associate dean/dean);
HO: There is no difference between perceived level of participation and faculty’s
academic rank;
H1: There is a difference between perceived level of participation and faculty’s
academic rank;
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3.

Are there differences in faculty’s perceived level of participation in the support
services and resources used for the transition to the new learning management
system according to faculty’s employment teaching status (semester-based, 9month, 12-month);
HO: There is no difference between faculty’s employment teaching status and
perceived level of participation;
H1: There is a difference between faculty’s employment teaching status and
perceived level of participation;

4.

Is a faculty member’s perceived level of stress during the transition to the new
learning management system associated with his or her perceived technological
self-efficacy;
HO: There is no correlation between perceived technological self-efficacy and
perceived level of stress;
H1: There is a correlation between perceived technological self-efficacy and
perceived level of stress;

5.

Is a faculty member’s perceived level of participation in the support services and
resources used for the transition to the new learning management system
associated with his or her perceived level of stress;
HO: There is no association between perceived level of stress and perceived level
of participation in the support services and resources; and
H1: There is an association between perceived level of stress and perceived level
of participation.
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Significance of the Study
For institutions to remain competitive and provide global access education, instructional
delivery methods and technologies must continue to evolve (Harrington, Staffo, & Wright,
2006). Contributing to this need to evolve is the rapid development of emerging technologies
and growing economic and student demands for additional options for obtaining education at a
distance (Bickle & Carroll, 2003). The rapid increase in the use of LMS results from
institutions’ attempts to meet these demands by offering online/blended courses and programs.
According to Roach (2006), more than 3,700 various types of institutions were using either the
Blackboard or WebCT learning management systems. The rapid changes in student enrollment
and online course delivery options require extensive research in discovering effective models of
strategic communication and training plans, along with models for coping with stress that results
from the resistance to change. The overall goal is to enhance faculty readiness to teach
online/blended courses (pedagogically and technologically), while transitioning to a new system.
While the focus of this study is academia, other institutions and private sectors may be able to
utilize the planning model for transitioning and adapting to change and equipping employees
with mechanisms and techniques to cope with stress resulting from resistance to change.
Comprehending faculty’s perceptions as they relate to change, stress, and coping could
contribute to the knowledge base by refining effective models for strategic transition
communication, faculty development and training, technical support, and other support resources
(such as mentorship). In addition, investments in preemptive strategies designed to assist faculty
and staff to deal with change are equally important. The literature reveals the effectiveness of
faculty development (Wilkerson & Irby, 1998), training (Keengwe, Kidd, & Kyei-Blankson,
2009), technical support (Lackie, 1999), and mentorship (Savage, Karp, & Logue, 2004).

7

Faculty development, training, technical support, and mentorship were used in this study to
determine how these resources contributed to faculty readiness in being able to effectively teach
online/blended courses during the migration process.
The goal of the study was to discover effective ways to implement strategic plans, faculty
development, training, and technical support for novice users of a new LMS. In addition, it
sought to discover comprehensive best practices for a southeastern research university in
developing a guide for faculty readiness to be used when transitioning to a new system for
online/blended teaching and for coping with issues related to change resistance.
The results of this study of faculty at a southeastern research university, who experienced
the stress associated with a large scale change in their LMS, will be used to develop a model to
help faculty deal with change, stress, and chaos in order to have a better experience while
transitioning to emerging technologies.
Implications from the study are to 1) create a scholarly work that disseminates a strategic
plan for transitioning to a new learning management system; 2) provide techniques and
mechanisms to aid faculty with coping with stress that results from change; and 3) enhance
professional faculty development, training, and mentorship offerings to improve faculty
readiness.
Theoretical Framework
Kurt Lewin’s Change Theory
The theoretical framework for this study is comprised of Lewin’s Change Theory coupled
with Lazarus and Folkman’s Transactional Model of Stress and Coping. This Change Theory
was used to evaluate the process taken to implement a new learning management system
(technology change) at the institution. The Model for Stress and Coping was used to evaluate
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faculty’s perceived level of stress and the coping mechanisms utilized to combat the stressors.
Other theories from the literature were researched and the chosen change theory and model for
stress and coping were used because they relate to tasks that are goal and plan oriented, rather
than tasks that relate to personal factors as with some other change theories. This framework
complemented the study’s focus on the constant and unpredictable changes in technology faced
in academia. Lewin and Lazarus & Folkman also addressed how those changes ultimately
affected faculty’s perceptions and experiences. When attempting to implement new technology
in distance education, it is vital to set goals and plans to successfully implement strategies.
The literature details Lewin's theory in two components. First, the theory includes the
Force Field Analysis (FFA), which is used to implement an effective change strategy. According
to Connelly (2012), Lewin’s FFA is a framework used to evaluate forces that influence change
and to identify factors in order to achieve successful results in change. The FFA describes two
analogies: driving forces and restraining forces and how the opposition of the two forces affects
the equilibrium. For the purposes of this study, the driving forces will be referred to as the
technological changes presented by the institution and the restraining forces will be referred to as
the faculty. The disruption in the balance of the two forces causes a shift in the equilibrium. In
the application of FFA, the implementation of a planned change must first consist of analyzing
the driving and restraining forces (Kritsonis, 2005). This principle helps to understand how
people move through changes that occur and why they resist the change (Connelly, 2012). The
use of the FFA is a seven-step process that is used to make informed decisions about change,
understanding the resistance or acceptance of change, and understanding the experiences and
other emotional factors, as these emotions alert observers to the presence of driving and
restraining forces (Connelly, 2012).
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Second, according to Lewin’s theory, are the Three Phases of Change known as the
“unfreezing-change/movement-refreeze” model. The model requires rejection of prior learning
and replaces hope for providing a balance for the direction of the planned change (Kritsonis,
2005). The study addresses how this method was used to reject and replace the prior knowledge
of the previous learning management system and to train and implant new knowledge relating to
the new learning management system during the transition.
Lazarus and Folkman’s Transactional Model of Stress and Coping
Because stress and other afflicting variables result due to implementing change, Lazarus
and Folkman's Transactional Model of Stress and Coping (TMSC) (Folkman, 1984) is
complementary to include in this framework. TMSC, developed in 1951 by R.S. Lazarus and
colleagues, is a model that analyzes the role of personal stress and coping processes. Folkman
(1984) has argued that if an event is controllable, it does not equate to a reduction in stress or
positive outcomes, nor do uncontrollable events lead to increased stress or negative outcomes.
This study revealed how the communication efforts, faculty development/trainings, and technical
support resources provided by the Faculty Resource Center and College of Continuing Studies
affected the faculty at a southeastern research university. The transition to the new LMS was
uncontrollable (driving force/change), but the support efforts were controllable (restraining
force/resistance). In an effort to understand what transpires during forced changes, the
Transactional Model of Stress and Coping was used as part of the framework to explain how
stress can be managed by assisting individuals in changing their perceptions about driving forces
(change), and by providing them with strategies for coping (ways to handle stress) (Lazarus &
Cohen, 1977). Stress is different for everyone and every situation. It is a disruption in an
individual’s psychological balance. It results from an imbalance between demands (pressure)
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and resources (coping mechanisms) where one perceives his/her inability to cope with internal or
external stressors. Coping refers to cognitive and behavioral efforts to conquer, reduce, or
tolerate stress (Folkman, 1984). Coping techniques such as emotion-focused and problemfocused are required to be successful during a change and are vital in combating stressors. The
literature will detail the stress and coping components of this model and how it fits with the
Change Theory in this study. Change is inevitable, challenging, and according to Kritsonis
(2005), a real phenomenon. Therefore, this study pertains to the constant and unpredictable
changes in technology and how that ultimately affects faculty’s perceptions of stress during
technological transitions. Consequently, due to the stress issues, coping mechanisms are vital in
assisting faculty to obtain maximum skills and knowledge for optimum readiness in online
teaching and learning.
Assumptions of the Study
The following are assumptions made in conducting the research study:
1.

Faculty were employed during the eLearning Vista duration,

2.

Faculty were novice Blackboard Learn 9.1 users,

3.

Faculty participated and experienced the actual transition from eLearning Vista to
Blackboard Learn 9.1,

4.

Faculty used the new LMS for online/blended teaching in some capacity,

5.

Faculty were aware of support services and resources (strategic plans/course
migration communications, faculty development/trainings, technical support, and
mentorships) available to them during the transition,

6.

Faculty possessed the minimal required technical skills to navigate in the LMS,
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7.

Faculty, departments, and colleges knew about the timeline for the new LMS
transition,

8.

Faculty, departments, and colleges had equal opportunities and access to course
migrations, faculty development, training, technical support resources, and
mentorships,

9.

Faculty had equal opportunity to use the support services and resources provided
by the Faculty Resource Center and/or the College of Continuing Studies,

10.

The support services and resources were positive measures that assisted in
opposing resistance to change and served as mechanisms for coping with stress,

11.

Faculty retained memory of their transition experiences, which resulted one year
ago,

12.

Faculty were honest about their personal perceptions and experiences during the
LMS transition, and

13.

Faculty were capable of completing an online questionnaire.
Limitations of the Study

The Faculty Resource Center routinely served the faculty population in the classroom,
online, or blended formats that are not part of an organized degree-seeking distance program,
while the College of Continuing Studies routinely served and facilitated the faculty population in
the online and blended formats that are part of organized degree-seeking distance programs. As
both units provided faculty development, training, and technical support assistance to faculty, the
College of Continuing Studies provided additional resources in marketing and instructional
design of the online/blended degree seeking courses. Due to the unique distance education
configuration at the institution, the number of participating faculty are relatively small compared
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to the total body of faculty teaching at this institution. These limitations may affect the validity
of the study. Because this study focused on the online/blended faculty population at the
institution, the limitations for this study were considered included the following:
1.

The online survey was given only to online/blended teaching faculty employed by
a southeastern research university;

2.

The online survey was only relevant to those online/blended teaching faculty who
were part of the learning management system transition in 2012-2013; and

3.

The faculty members have varying levels of skills and experiences using the new
learning management system.
Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study, defined are the following terms:
Banner Student Information System is a records management database of student records,
admissions, registration, billing and accounts receivable, financial aid, graduate student data,
course schedules, and transcripts.
Asynchronous communication is distance communication conducted and distributed over
time (Carr-Chellman & Duchastel, 2001). When online, users are using technology to interact,
but at different times (discussion board, blogs, and emails).
Blackboard Learning Management System is a leading commercial learning/course
management system (software application package) for institutions for teaching and learning
with capabilities in instruction, communication, and assessment.
Blended Courses refer to distance education or learning courses that are offered with a
blended mix of instruction (online and in a traditional classroom setting).
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Blended Programs refer to distance education or learning programs that are comprised of
several courses that make up the curriculum where the courses are offered with a blended mix of
instruction (online and in a traditional classroom setting).
Change Theory, developed by social scientist Kurt Lewin, is a theorized model (Three
Phases of Change) known as the “unfreezing-change/movement-refreeze” model that requires
prior learning to be rejected and replaced with the hopes of providing a balance for the direction
of the planned change (Kritsonis, 2005; O'Connor, Bronner, & Delaney, 2002).
College of Continuing Studies is the unit at a southeastern research university that
facilitates and supports online/blended courses that are part of an online/blended degree-seeking
distance program. These services include marketing, course development and design, faculty
development and training, and technical support resources.
Coping is a combination of cognitive and behavioral efforts to conquer, reduce, or
tolerate stress (ways in which individuals handle stress) (Folkman, 1984).
Distance education and distance learning are interchangeable terms to describe Internetbased instructional delivery methods via asynchronous or synchronous formats.
eLearning Vista is one type of a commercial LMS software application package for
institutions for teaching and learning with capabilities in instruction, communication, and
assessment.
Faculty, for the purpose of this study, is a term used to describe all levels of online
teaching experts and/or positions (including adjunct, instructors, assistant/associate, full
professor, dean, clinical, researchers, non-tenured, tenured, semester-based, 9-month, and 12month).
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Faculty Resource Center is the unit at a southeastern research university that is
responsible for the researching, implementing, and operating of emerging technologies, along
with providing training and technical support to faculty who do not teach for degree-seeking
distance programs.
Industrial Revolution is identified as the historical period (beginning about 1760) that
transformed the 18th and 19th centuries, and is characterized by replacement of hand tools with
power-driven machines and tools, which rapidly changed the nature of work for many people as
many industries flourished.
Information Age, also known as Computer Age or Digital Age, is the historical period
beginning about 1975 that is characterized by transmitting and obtaining vast amounts of
information through computer technology.
Internet is a decentralized network, primarily used as an information conduit, of
computers interconnected by a set of communication protocol.
Learning management system (LMS) is a systematic application that encompasses various
features by providing structure within an organization for the entire learning process (Watson &
Watson, 2007, p. 28). LMS is a framework or infrastructure that handles all aspects of the
learning process. It includes the delivery and management of instructional content, the
assessment and tracking of goals, the collection of data (Szabo & Flesher, 2002), the facilitation
of course registration and administration, the examination of skills gap analysis, and the tracking
and reporting of student performance and activities (Gilhooly, 2001).
Migration (of courses) is the process used to move course content from one learning
management system to another.
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Online Courses are "primarily Internet-based" (Carr-Chellman & Duschastel, 2001) and
are organized units of content for subjects that are delivered within a learning management
system in an online format.
Online Programs refer to distance education or learning programs that are comprised of
several courses that make up the curriculum where the courses are exclusively in an online
format.
Pedagogy describes the art, science, and profession of teaching.
Pedagogical is the adjective pertaining to pedagogy.
Platform is a term used to describe the learning management system (Blackboard Learn,
WebCT, eLearning Vista, etc.).
Qualtrics is a software application for data collecting, analyzing, online surveying, and
assessing.
Self-efficacy is a person’s perceived ability to use a product successfully, which affects
their evaluative and behavioral response to the product (Ellen, Bearden, & Sharma, 1991); the
alteration of the individual’s expectations of personal mastery and success (Sherer, Maddux,
Mercandante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs, & Rogers, 1982) as quoted by Bandura (1977, 1982); or
one’s confidence or belief in one's ability to perform specific tasks, which determines behavior
(Albion, 1999).
Southeastern research university is the protected identity that describes the major
research university where the study was conducted.
Stress is the disruption in an individual's psychological balance that affects people in
different ways depending on the situation.
Stressor is any person, situation, or event that produces stress for individuals.
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Synchronous communication is distance communication conducted live and in real-time
(Carr-Chellman & Duchastel, 2001). When online, users are using technology to connect
simultaneously (Skype, Live Classroom, Adobe Connect, and Blackboard Collaborate).
Transactional Model of Stress and Coping (TMSC), developed in 1951 by R.S. Lazarus
and colleagues, is a model that analyzes the role of personal stress and coping processes
(Folkman, 1984).
WebCT is one type of a commercial LMS software application package used by
institutions for teaching and learning with capabilities in instruction, communication, and
assessment.
Summary
Chapter I introduces the study and includes the statement of the problem, statement of
purpose, significance of the study, theoretical framework, research questions, assumptions,
limitations, definition of terms, and summary. This chapter introduces the dynamics of offering
distance education. The uses of robust technologies are vital to the growth of student enrollment
in online courses and in order to remain on the cutting edge, pedagogical and technological
advances must occur rapidly and often. These advances require constant changes, which induce
stress in individuals. Faculty are part of the variable in ensuring that the survival of student
enrollment remains profitable; therefore, the issues relating to change and stress must be
addressed.
Issues relating to change and stress are major interferences with implementations of
change needed in organizations. Academia has not made significant alterations concerning
issues relating to change and/or resistance to change (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). This study
summarized variables that contribute to resistance and revealed some characteristics caused by
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resistance. Various strategies were introduced to help individuals overcome resistance to
change, but a solid model is not readily accessible for academia. This gap has a major impact on
academic organizations and could ultimately decide their growth or fate.
The researcher examined faculty’s overall perceptions of transitioning to a new learning
management system and the changes that occurred during that transition. The researcher sought
to determine if faculty resisted the new technology change and, if so, why they resisted.
Supporting agencies at the institution provided support services and resources to help faculty get
acclimated to the new technology, with the hopes of reducing stress levels that resulted with the
implementation of technological changes.
Understanding faculty’s perceptions as they relate to change, stress, and coping could
contribute to the discovery of different change models or theories that could be used to help
faculty with a smooth technological transition. An ideal model would provide the necessary
coping mechanisms to help faculty cope with stress and improve pedagogical and technological
preparedness.
This study, grounded in change and the effects of change, uses Lewin's Change Theory
and Lazarus and Folkman’s Transactional Model of Stress and Coping as the theoretical
framework. Lewin identified reasons for stress on faculty and results of their resistance to
change, as stress was a major variable resulting from change. In addition, Lazarus addressed
ways to manage opposition to change, decrease stress, and increase coping mechanisms when
faced with the challenges of change.
Chapter II contains an academic review of the literature and exposes a lack of research in
areas of stress on faculty regarding migrations to newer learning management systems and the
ever-evolving instructional approaches to distance education. Included in that foundation are the
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reasons why and how learning management systems are used in distance education. The use of
this technology is constantly changing; therefore, this study details the causes for changes in the
LMS system and how the system changes affect faculty stress levels.
Chapter III discusses the methodology used in the study and includes the introduction,
research questions, purpose of the study, and setting of the study. It also details the participants,
introduces the survey instrument, and reports a priori G*power analysis for data collection and
analysis for each research question.
Chapter IV describes the organization of the data analysis. The data collection describes
the requirements followed for the Institutional Review Board for survey recruitment.
Discrepancies in the plan presented in Chapter III are detailed, along with the descriptive and
demographic characteristics of the population.
Chapter V includes the discussion, interpretation of findings, exploratory analysis of
demographics, implications, limitations, recommendations for future research, and conclusion.
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CHAPTER II:
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
Due to changing workforce, demographics, globalization, and job demands, individuals,
organizations, and institutions must remain abreast of the changes in the latest trends, issues,
research, and technology (O’Connor, Bronner, & Delaney, 2002). Although change is necessary
for the survival of an institution, change is difficult to make and it is often resisted. Dent and
Goldberg (1999) stated that in general, people are resistant to change, which impedes successful
progress. The positive progress directly relates to individuals’ positive attitudes towards change
(Bolliger & Wasilik, 2009). O’Connor et al. have also declared that issues concerning resistance
to change have not been significantly altered by academia in the past 30 years. It is time for
change. Because change is so vital for the longevity of an institution, these entities must adopt
change theories and models that will ascertain and alter the preconceived beliefs and perceptions
that individuals possess because the results of those notions drive how individuals negatively or
positively make decisions. Those beliefs or perceptions are typically based on feelings and
experiences, rather than facts. Individuals tend to resist change due to anxiety about the
unknown and these anxieties contribute to stress levels and resistance, which could have a
negative effect on longevity within organizations (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). Management or
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administration can help individuals overcome stress and resistance to change by implementing
coping mechanisms through the use of varying support strategies (communication, training, and
support) (Dent & Goldberg, 1999; Smith, 1982). Assessing faculty perceptions and
implementing change theories, communication, training, support, and mentorship are key
ingredients to changing behaviors, combating stress, and helping individuals cope to secure the
path of success when transitioning to new technology.
The purpose of this study was to assess faculty’s perceptions of stress, technological selfefficacy, awareness of agency services/support, participation in agency services/support, and
helpfulness of agency services/support as faculty transitioned to a new LMS at a southeastern
research university. The researcher surveyed variables that aided in the successes and/or failures
of the LMS migration. This study compared the interventions provided by the Faculty Resource
Center, College of Continuing Studies, department units, and mentoring partnerships by
individual faculty. Lastly, the study sought to determine the perceived level of helpfulness of the
interventions faculty received prior to, during, and after the LMS transition.
This chapter provides reviews on the background of the evolution of distance education,
the Technology Adoption Life Cycle, and the use of learning management systems in academia.
The literature identifies methods for delivery of online/blended content for teaching and learning
in education. Technology is a main component of distance education that evolves daily;
therefore, this literature review provides reasons for why systems changes occur, the institution’s
process of selecting new technology, and the effects technological changes have on faculty.
These changes lend themselves to the study of Kurt Lewin’s Change Theory and Lazarus and
Folkman’s Transactional Model of Stress and Coping. Stress happens because of change;
however, to get at the core of the stress, the literature will unveil how faculty’s beliefs and
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perceptions contribute to said stress and how it plays a role in faculty decision making and their
behaviors towards changes. To aid in faculty's success during a system change, discovering
ways to cope with stress is vital. This chapter closes with reviews for implementing
technological changes, combating resistance to change, identifying coping mechanisms (support
services and resources), and evaluating the coping mechanisms for future change
implementations to reduce stress and increase productivity and preparedness.
Evolution of Distance Education
The history of distance education, which dates back to the 1800s, descended from
correspondence courses (course content by mail). Over the course of two centuries, the
advancements and adoption of technology expanded how and when educational materials were
delivered. Technology has significantly influenced the evolution of distance education.
Technological advances have changed how instruction is delivered, increased access to
instructional materials, and afforded individuals with educational opportunities that they
otherwise would not have. Distance education has also closed the geographical separations, and
eased the access burdens for working individuals, military service persons, minorities, and those
with disabilities.
Garrison and Cleveland-Innes (2010) dated distance education back to the late 1800s,
beginning with correspondence courses. Morabito (1997) also pointed to this print-based
instruction as the inception of distance education. Berg (2005) added that the basis of the current
computer-based learning, which has expanded internationally, derived from correspondence
instruction. Moore and Kearsley (2011) identified the first generation of distance education as
the Correspondence Model (based on print technology). This model relied upon written course
materials that were delivered to students by postal mail services.
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According to Moore and Kearsley (2011), during a fifty-year span in the 1900s through
the 1950s, the second generation of distance education developed: the Broadcast Radio and
Television Model. This model was based on a combination of advancements in technology,
including print, radio, and television technologies. During this model, course materials were still
mailed (as in correspondence courses), but students were able to conduct classroom discussions
by radio and television broadcasting.
During the 1960s to 1980s, a third generation of distance education evolved and was
described by Moore and Kearsley (2011) as the Open Universities Model or by Western
Cooperative for Educational Telecommunications (2005) as the Public Broadcasting Services
Model. This model was based on telecommunication technology applications (interactive video
technologies) that presented opportunities for synchronous (real-time) communications. This
advancement in the delivery of instruction created the need for structure and dialogue in distance
education (Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2010). Garrison and Cleveland-Innes (2010)
introduced the concepts of structure/design and interaction, which shifted the focus to emerging
pedagogical and instructional technology issues. This shift in thinking led to calls for increased
support for two-way communication and collaboration. A need emerged for more complicated
communication technologies, in order to allow learners to access the content anywhere or any
time.
Approaching the 1980s, Moore and Kearsley (2011) identified the fourth generation as
the Teleconferencing Model, which was based on online delivery of content or courses using
email and computer conferencing. During this period, audio conferencing had evolved to
include audio, video, and text-based conferencing. This access was made possible using
personal computers and multimedia technologies. Considered a form of online education, the
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first adult education course taught online occurred in 1981, followed by the first executive
education online program in 1982 (Harasim, 2000).
Lastly, Moore and Kearsley (2011) identified the fifth generation as the Internet/Web
Model, which spanned from the late 1980s to the present. According to Morabito (1997),
technological advancements made in the past thirty-four years including asynchronous and
synchronous forms of communication using the Internet and online technologies helped satisfy
communication demands by providing instruction through distance delivery systems. The
integration of these various technology tools and applications has transformed who is learning
and how they are taught. This integration changes the dynamics of teaching and learning. Moore
and Kearsley (2011) referred to e-learning or online learning as the use of a combination of
technologies (personal computer, Internet, World Wide Web) that enabled teaching and learning
through the use of personal devices such as tablets, laptops, and smart phones. The Internet was
launched in 1989 and the World Wide Web was invented in 1992 (Casey, 2008; Harasim, 2000).
These inventions allowed access that diminished the need for brick and mortar schools and
increased the different teaching and learning needs, support, and issues online. This evolution of
distance education has resulted in not only the delivery of online courses, but also the ability to
offer full online academic programs. After the 1990s, the use of the Internet and World Wide
Web made it possible for academia to offer online education (Singh & Pan, 2004), which
allowed students flexibility to work at their own pace (Jamil & Shah, 2011). The use of email
communication, Web 2.0 applications, and social media learning skyrocketed between students
and faculty (McGee & Diaz, 2007) and switched faculty roles from instructing to facilitating
(Mitchell & Geva-May, 2009).
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The advancements (from mail to digital media) of the distance education generation
models provided increased and inexpensive access to education to individuals experiencing
geographic barriers, and provided flexibility and ease of use. Although the earlier generation
models provided one-way communication, lacked quality control, lacked engaging
collaborations, limited interactions and feedback, and limited access to campus resources, the
same advancements also raised expectations of how and when the education was delivered and
the quality of education. In the latter generation models, the use of technology allowed the
opportunity for more robust learning where students engage with the content, the course faculty,
and other students. This evolution extended classroom instruction in a distance format to
overcome problems of scarcity and exclusivity (Matthews, 1999). Also, the progression in this
phenomenon of change from the Correspondence Model to the Internet/Web model has
warranted a greater need to streamline the delivery methods for online/blended courses in
academia, and thus the need for learning management systems. But first, how does the need for
and inception of technology in distance education come to fruition?
Technology Adoption Life Cycle
As the Diffusion of Innovation Theory was not part of the framework for this study, it is
worth mentioning its relation to the adoption rate of new technologies in teaching and learning.
It is the rate at which faculty members adopt technological innovations, and how it relates to how
change is actually adopted in organizations. Rogers’ (1995) Innovation Adoption Curve has
described the technology adoption life cycle in five categories: innovators, early adopters, early
majority, late majority, and laggards. In conjunction with Rogers, McKeown’s (2006) Pencil
Metaphor effectively helps to describe each of Rogers’ adoption life cycle categories.
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First, according to O'Connor et al. (2002) and Rogers (1995), the first category, known as
the innovators or technology enthusiasts, represents a small population (2.5%) of individuals
who are risk takers or believers in technology, are willing to experiment with its use, and are not
representative of the marketplace. McKeown’s (2006) Pencil Metaphor refers to these
individuals as leaders (sharp lead of the pencil), and concurs that the small group is the first to
try the new technology and are excited to share what they have learned.
The second category, known as the early adopters, hedgers, or visionaries, represents a
larger population than the innovators, but still represents a small population (13.5%) of
individuals who are typically unique executives who jump-start the technology industry and are
not good predictors of whether the marketplace would develop (O'Connor et al., 2002; Rogers,
1995). The Pencil Metaphor refers to this group as sharp ones (the sharpened wooden section
just above sharpened lead), because they are willing to try and learn from other’s mistakes
(McKeown, 2006).
The third category of the adoption cycle, known as the early majority, waiters,
pragmatists, or technology users, represents 34% of the population who are followers in the
adoption of technology and typically guide the successful growth of the new innovation
(O'Connor et al., 2002; Rogers, 1995). The Pencil Metaphor refers to this group as the wood (the
wooden length of the pencil). Similar to followers, McKeown (2006) has described this group as
those who are willing to use the technology if they are trained and receive help from the early
adopters or sharp ones.
The fourth adoption life cycle category, known as the late majority, skeptics, or
conservatives, are a group that represents 34% of the population and are the customers who are
content with the existing technology, rather than adopting new ones. They monitor competition,
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are frugal consumers, and support earnings (O'Connor et al., 2002; Rogers, 1995). McKeown
(2006) has referred to this group as dead wood (the unsharpened shortened stub), as they are
traditional individuals who are difficult to persuade (or sharpen).
Lastly, the adoption life cycle category known as laggards or slowpokes represents 16%
of the population who see technology as overrated. They are also frugal and prefer non-technical
options (O'Connor et al., 2002; Rogers, 1995). McKeown (2006) referred to this group in the
Pencil Metaphor as the eraser to represent those individuals whose mission is to undo much of
the work done by the innovators/leaders.
Technology is used in all facets of life; therefore, it is fitting to mention how the
technological adoption life cycle, or the rate of change, happens in higher education. In
mentioning change theory in general, for higher education, Fullan’s (2001) change theory relates
to technology integration and the rate of the change. Fullan’s seven factors of the adoption of
change include access to innovation, orientation to the new policy, support/pressure/apathy to
induce the change, administrative support, quality instruction of change, external change agent to
support and initiate change, and faculty advocacy. Included with the seven factors are the three
consistent stages in the theory. First, there is the initiation of the change that introduces the new
policy or technology. Second, there is the implementation of the change. Finally, there is the
institutionalization of the innovation fostering the change. For the purposes of this study, the
innovation would be the availability of the system-wide new learning management system
influencing the change to fruition.
In relation to the change, stress, and coping constructs mentioned later in the framework
for this study, it is important to recognize that faculty who are categorized as innovators or early
adopters of technologies are those who are likely to experience less stress because of their
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willingness and lack of resistance to use the LMS for teaching and learning. Those early
adopters are likely to experience job satisfaction and positive attitudes, as Herzberg’s Motivation
Hygiene Theory suggests (Gautreau, 2011; O’Connor et al., 2002) because satisfaction occurs
when needs are met (McLawhon & Cutright, 2012), but the positivity and job satisfaction could
not actually have an effect on their motivation to work, as the actual motivation to work is an
intrinsic characteristic. The early adopters are likely content when experiencing job satisfaction,
but could not actually be motivated to work. According to this motivation theory, the increase of
motivators should beget improvement in individuals’ motivation, satisfaction, and productivity.
This is achieved by providing individuals with the information and programs they desire to
achieve satisfaction in their work.
The start and growth of distance education required more demands on the use of
emerging technologies. The technology adoption life cycle played a vital part in the growth of
technology and how and when it was used in teaching and learning, especially online. As
distance learning currently exists, the diffusion of innovation theory likely helped with the
fruition of the learning management system.
Evolution of the Learning Management System
The inception of the learning management systems (LMS) coincided with the
development of technologies designed to remotely manage and administer the delivery of
educational content. The LMS allowed characteristics such as independence of access, terms of
time, and place of study (Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2010). Unfortunately, the early versions
of the LMS resulted in a lack of interaction and dialogue with classmates and faculty, which did
not produce a very robust educational experience, partly because pedagogical and technological
methods had not evolved at the same pace with the changes in technology. Eventually, the LMS
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resolved the issue of isolated one-way communication between the student and content (Garrison
& Cleveland-Innes, 2010) and led the way for more robust interactivities and collaborations
between online content, course faculty, and peers.
Currently, multiple forms of communications, interactions, and collaborations are
possible within the structure of the modern LMS. According to Gautreau (2011), this delivery of
educational content consisted of electronic tools such as the discussion board, grade book, email,
announcements, assignments, assessments, file storage, evaluation, and a host of multimedia
elements. The increased use of the LMS resulted in the need for guidelines for teaching and
learning within online/blended environments, as pedagogical practices for traditional classrooms
and independent/correspondence study are different. Various cultural, economic, social, work
force, and educational developments sparked the need to streamline the process of offering
distance education courses in an economical and competitive manner. Former modes of
instructional delivery such as mailing, telecasting, and audiotaping became obsolete by the third
distance education generation model due to their lack of efficiency, cost, and their inability to
provide robust/engaging/interactive learning experiences. Although LMS are not the sole means
of delivering education, it is one of the most common platforms.
A LMS is a systematic application that encompasses various features and provides
structure within an organization for the entire learning process (Watson & Watson, 2007),
whether for academia or training. The Learning System Architecture Lab (LSAL) (2004)
describes it as a web-based system that allows users to authenticate themselves, register for
courses, complete course content, and take assessments. The framework or infrastructure of the
LMS handles all aspects of the learning process, which includes delivery and management of
instructional content, assessment and tracking of goals, collection of data (Szabo & Flesher,
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2002), management of course registration and administration, analysis of skills gaps, and
tracking reports of performance and activities (Gilhooly, 2001). According to Oakes (2002), the
LMS focuses on the learner, the organization of learning activities, and the competency mapping
of an organization. As a whole, the LMS provides the rules and structure, security, registration,
delivery, interaction, assessment, tracking, reporting, record keeping, facilitation reuse,
personalization, integration, and administration (ADL, 2013; Connolly 2001; Greenberg, 2002),
all of which manages the learning process.
In addition, the LMS is used for storage and delivery of online or blended content,
student enrollment, tracking student performance, submitting and storing student submissions,
online testing, mediating communications between students and faculty (Watson & Watson,
2007) and even employee training. The LMS includes a set of tools and a framework that allows
easy creation of online course content and various teaching and management components that
aid in interactions with the students (EDUCAUSE Evolving Technologies Committee, 2003).
The LMS provides the mechanism to create and deliver content (Greenberg, 2002; Connolly,
2001), organizes instructional content, and supports communication between users (Watson &
Watson, 2007). The LMS is used in organizations for training and professional development and
in K-12 through higher education for online delivery of curriculum. This extensive use and
growth for the LMS resulted in a 10.4 percent expansion to more than $1.8 billion in 2012-2013
(Government Elearning! Magazine, 2012). The phenomenon of change in distance education is
the core of constantly updating technological and pedagogical strategies in order to avoid
stagnation in growth (Gesme & Wiseman, 2010) and to remain competitive and profitable, while
providing global access and avoiding demise. These necessary and constant changes result in
transitions to new iterations of learning management systems.
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Types of Learning Management Systems
Whether open source or commercial platform, learning management systems have
evolved over the years and have become very sophisticated software applications. Blackboard
Learn, WebCt, Elluminate, eLearning, Moodle, Canvas, Desire2Learn, Sakai, ANGEL Learning,
Mindflash, eCollege, and Pearson Learning Studio are just a few of the leading competitors on
the market for managing curriculum, training materials, and evaluation in academia and private
sectors.
Cause of LMS Transitions (Changes)
Flower (1962) pointed out in the film Overcoming Resistance to Change that without
change, there is no progress. As online course enrollments and the development of online
degree-seeking distance programs increase, the demand for robust technologies to host and
deliver content also increases. These demands result in the need to provide specific and
specialized offerings for institutions, faculty, and students. Meeting these demands results in the
need for changes. Institutions undergo several iterations of LMS transitions to ensure that the
system can handle increased enrollments and other advanced administrative tasks. The
transitions to new LMS require more advanced and robust methods for delivering instruction,
communication, and collaboration. The reasons identified in the literature point to the need for
more research regarding how faculty are affected by changes in LMS and their involvement in
the decisions regarding many variables in making a final selection of a LMS.
LMS Selection Process
Institutions participate in grueling processes for selecting a new learning management
system. These processes often involve the development of a committee, focus group, or task
force, which is comprised of various representatives from different areas of the institution. For
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example, at the University System of Georgia (USG), the task force consisted of USG faculty,
students, teaching specialists, technology administrators, and members from the Georgia
Department of Education and the Technical College System of Georgia (USG, 2012). The task
force decided that Desire2Learn would best fit their needs as they sought a system that supported
retention and graduation rates, possessed multi-purpose functions, affordability, increased
efficiency, optimal performance, stability, and supported increased enrollments. In comparison,
California State University (Chico, 2012) compared Moodle 1.9 to Blackboard Learn 9.1 and
decided upon Blackboard Learn 9.1 to launch in 2012. For this institution, it was vital that the
system they chose provided full support, emerging features in teaching and learning,
engagement, faculty efficiency, institutional improvements, vendor support, and desirable
features. The deciding factors were increased functionality and ease of use. At Elon University
(2012), they dissolved the contract with Blackboard Learn and switched to Moodle after two
years to address needs in course navigation, ease of use, communication, organizational tools,
course content, and assessment.
Advanced Distributed Learning (ADL) (2013) presented issues, opportunities, and
processes that should be considered when choosing a new LMS. According to ADL (2013),
institutions must consider the appropriate system that addresses the broader scope of learning
that fits their specific needs. In addition, the institution must determine the best functionality,
reusability, interoperability, support of e-learning, cost efficiency, reduction in redundancy and
operational errors, maximizing efficiency through integration, and leveraging existing resources.
Kaplan and Norton (1996) have suggested the use of a scorecard method as part of the
selection process to clarify and update strategies, communicate strategies, align units and goals
with the strategy, link objectives to long-term goals and budgets, identify and align strategic
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initiatives, conduct reviews, and improve strategies. Translating the vision and strategy involves
four perspectives: financial, internal business process, learning and growth, and customers.
Managing the strategy then involves translating the vision, communication and linking, business
planning, and feedback and learning.
Effects Transition (Change) has on Faculty
The mere inception of distance education implies constant changes in opportunities,
access, and roles of instruction. Its inception transformed the act of teaching to respond to and
support learning where students must assume more responsibility for their education (Moore &
Kearsley, 2011). In addition, faculty’s roles have transformed to that of a learner, course
designer/developer, and facilitator (Baghdadi, 2011; Gonzalez, 2010; McShane, 2004; Mitchell
& Geva-May, 2009). As learners, faculty must stay abreast of the evolving pedagogical and
technological changes by way of training, technical assistance (Lieblein, 2000), professional
development, self-teaching, mentoring, workshops, and quality assurance evaluation programs
(Green, Alejandro, & Brown, 2009). As course designers/developers, faculty are responsible for
creating the online courses in their entirety before the semester launches (Baghdadi, 2011). This
includes developing and uploading the content, lectures, and supplemental content (website,
instructional handouts, and PowerPoint presentations) (Gonzalez, 2010). As facilitators, faculty
are no longer providing instructor-led teaching; it has become student-centered, where students
are responsible for their own learning. As facilitators, faculty respond to daily emails and
discussions and provide prompt feedback on assignments and assessments (Baglione &
Nastanski, 2007). The constant changes also have an immediate impact on employee stress
levels, competition in course and program offerings, marketing strategies, quality assurance,
general accountability, teaching and learning processes, technology applications (Moore &
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Kearsley, 2011), adaptation to changing work procedures, globalization, and employee demands
(O’Connor et al., 2002).
According to Dent and Goldberg (1999), change happens in three areas: administrative,
technological, and structural, all of which produce resistance that requires the implementation of
strategies to overcome resistance. Within higher education, online/blended teaching is a major
change from the traditional classroom environment. According to Ge, Lubin & Zhang (2010),
the mere adoption of a new system is the core of the issues faculty face when transitioning,
which contributes to their stress levels and ultimately affects their attitudes, perceptions, and
experiences about new technology. Lieblein (2000) agreed that faculty are often reluctant to
change to new technology out of fear or disagreement with the pedagogical framework. Ellen,
Bearden, and Sharma (1991) and O’Connor et al. (2002) concurred that, for the user, the change
from one system to another is more than simply learning the new system; it is the magnitude of
the approach and procedure in performing the tasks, which relates to technological self-efficacy.
The adoption of new technologies must be discussed and communicated to all stakeholders so
that their level of awareness is maximized regarding the change (Dent & Goldberg, 1999; Dubrin
& Ireland, 1993). Simply put, change must be understood. Administration also has a
responsibility of understanding how to acquire the exact needs of faculty to ensure faculty are
equipped to remain abreast of the knowledge, skills, and abilities in teaching online (Yidana,
2007).
For institutions and faculty alike, change has an enormous effect on performance and
adoption. Teaching and learning in distance education involves social change, technological
developments, and adapting to social needs (Miller, 2010). Also, often ignored, according to Ge
et al. (2010), are the technological and pedagogical support, which are vital to any adoption
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process. These forces, impacted by technology, are the inevitable causes of change. According
to Miller (2010), technology and its evolving changes affect the organization of the institution,
affect how institutions function and interact over time, and affect distance education roles. There
are many unproductive actions, according to Dent and Goldberg (1999), which result from
change, such as stress, frustration, fear, guilt, self-doubt, anxiety, and failure, with fear being the
common denominator (Dubrin & Ireland, 1993). Dent and Goldberg (1999) mentioned a mental
model that states, “In organizational life – people resist change.” The question is, why?
As creatures of habit, humans can find change to be challenging to implement (Miller,
2013) and it is not always embraced (Spector, 2007). According to Spector (2007), change is
resisted because individuals are satisfied with the status quo, view change as negative and as a
threat, believe the costs outweigh the benefits, believe the change process is mishandled, and
view change as unsuccessful. Kreitner’s (1992) position was that resistance arises when jobs are
directly affected and when alterations in the change process occur due to change. Some of the
reasons why individuals resist change include surprise, inertia, misunderstanding, emotional side
effects, lack of trust, fear of failure, personality conflicts, and poor training. More reasons
include the threat of job loss, threat of security, work group break ups, fear of poor outcomes,
faults of change, uncertainty, threat of status quo, isolation, low morale, lessened efficiency,
disruptive work environment, and perception of adding work (Aldag & Stearns, 1991; Belcher,
2014; Belker et al., 2012; Dent & Goldberg, 1999; Dubrin & Ireland, 1993; Flower, 1962;
Griffin, 1993; Kreitner, 1992; Schermerhorn, 1989). This resistance often results in individuals
experiencing disengagement, aggression, anger, emotional flare-ups, and lack of key
performance.
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The researcher evaluated the constructs of technological advances in delivering distance
education, stress, resistance, and the need for coping mechanisms to adapt to technological
changes in higher education and determined that Lewin’s Change Theory and Lazarus and
Folkman’s Transactional Model of Stress and Coping are appropriate to evaluate how change in
technology affects faculty’s perceptions and stress levels. In addition, the theory and model were
selected to assess suitable coping mechanisms that institutions can adopt when providing support
to increase faculty’s online teaching preparedness and success.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for this study is comprised of Lewin’s Change Theory coupled
with Lazarus and Folkman’s Transactional Model of Stress and Coping. This method was used
to evaluate faculty’s stress, barriers, and experiences to determine how they contributed and
related to faculty’s performance and perceptions when challenged with changes in technology,
skills, and knowledge when adapting to a new LMS for teaching online/blended courses.
Understanding what transpires with individuals during change can help administration
implement support to increase the likelihood of success. Prochaska and DiClemente’s Change
Theory; Lippitt, Watson, and Westley’s Seven-Step Theory; and the Theory of Reasoned Action
and Planned Behavior were also evaluated for use in this study, however, the researcher
determined that these three theories were mostly directed at tasks relating to personal change.
Lewin’s Change Theory, coupled with Lazarus and Folkman’s Transactional Model of
Stress and Coping, was more appropriate (Kritsonis, 2005) to use as the theoretical framework
for this study because the theories relate to tasks that are goal and plan oriented for technology
integration (Fullan, 2001). This framework complemented the study’s focus on the constant and
unpredictable changes in technology in academia. Lewin and Lazarus and Folkman also
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addressed how those changes ultimately affected faculty’s perceptions and experiences. When
attempting to implement new technology in distance education, setting goals and establishing
plans are needed to drive the initiative. The researcher’s analogy for using Lewin’s Change
Theory mirrored the situation presented in this study. Lewin’s theory addressed how the driving
forces (changes presented by institution) and restraining forces (faculty’s resistance to change)
conflict, resulting in the imbalance in the equilibrium (harmony for both stakeholders) caused by
the two forces.
Kurt Lewin's Change Theory
Kurt Lewin’s Force Field Analysis. Lewin’s Change Theory also incorporates his
Force Field Analysis (FFA) analogy of determining the identity of negative and positive forces
that push for change and resist change (O’Connor et al., 2002) in order to implement an effective
change strategy. According to Connelly (2012) and O’Connor et al. (2002), Lewin’s FFA is a
framework used to evaluate forces that influence change and to identify factors in order to
achieve successful results in change. First, the concept states that a driving force or the change
(i.e., gravity) pushes down or against something. These driving forces are those that push in a
direction that causes change to occur (i.e., changing technology), facilitate change as they push
the person in the desired and planned direction (i.e., attempted adoption of new technology by
faculty), and cause a shift in the equilibrium towards change (i.e., interrupted comfort zone
which causes stress for faculty).
Second, providing opposing force (or pushing up) against gravity is preventing the object
from falling to the ground (equilibrium). These are the restraining forces. These restraining
forces are those that counter driving forces (i.e., faculty’s resistance to change); hinder change
because they push the person in the opposite direction (i.e., effects the lack of knowledge, skills,
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and abilities have on faculty); and cause a shift in the equilibrium, which opposes change
(faculty’s lack of preparedness and readiness).
Lastly, equilibrium imbalance suggests that driving force (technology change)
strengthens and/or the opposing force weakens. Equilibrium is the state of being where the
driving forces are equal to restraining forces and no change occurs (i.e., resistance from
institution or faculty and current demands do not warrant an immediate change). This state of
being, raised or lowered by changes, occurs between the driving forces and the restraining
forces. The dependency rests with growth of the institutions and their outcomes for teaching and
learning.
As the researcher explored the FFA for academia, the driving forces are identified as
those seeking to promote change (administration promoting positive forces for change), and the
restraining forces are those resisting change (faculty opposing the change). In the application of
FFA, the implementation of a planned change must first consist of analyzing the driving and
restraining forces (Kritsonis, 2005). This principle helps to understand how faculty moved
through the changes that occurred and why they resisted the change (Connelly, 2012).
The use of the FFA is a seven-step process that is used to make informed decisions about
change, understanding the resistance or acceptance of change, and understanding the experiences
and other emotional factors, as these emotions alert observers to the presence of driving and
restraining forces (Connelly, 2012). In addition, Connelly (2012) states that the process includes
defining the change needed, which is the desired goal. In the seven step process, (1) one must
brainstorm the driving forces (those favorable to change, i.e., administration) and (2) brainstorm
the restraining forces (those opposing change, i.e., faculty). One must (3) evaluate the driving
and (4) restraining forces (rate the forces or the impact each has). One must (5) review the
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forces (decide which forces have flexibility or can be influenced) and (6) strategize (create
strategies to strengthen driving forces or weaken restraining forces, or both). Lastly, (7) one
must prioritize action steps (decide upon action steps that will achieve greatest impact). Simply
stated, FFA is used to identify the forces, determine what to do, determine strategies, and
determine when to implement the strategies (O’Connor et al., 2002).
Kurt Lewin’s Three Phases of Change.

Part of Lewin’s Change Theory is the Three

Phases of Change model of change known as the “unfreezing-change/movement-refreeze” model
to determine how individuals change and how to get them to change their behaviors. The model
requires rejection of prior learning and replaces hope for providing a balance for the direction of
the planned change (Belker et al. 2012; Kritsonis, 2005; O'Connor et al., 2002). The authors
provided a summary of Lewin's concept of the three-part planned change process. Unfreezing is
the process of developing strategies to decrease the impact of driving forces (Belker et al. 2012),
changing the existing situation by guiding behavior away from the existing situation (Kritsonis,
2005), reducing the negative forces towards the change, and providing an incentive to learn
(O'Connor et al., 2002). Unfreezing is necessary to overcome the strains of individual resistance
(support resources that help alleviate anxiety, stress, and frustration for faculty). This phase
assesses and defines the problem, evaluates faculty’s needs to attempt changes in beliefs with the
hope of reducing negativity. In this phase it is vital for the individual to see the need for the
change. In order to do that, individuals must be made aware of the causes, how the change will
affect them, how it will provide new opportunities, and how it is more efficient or beneficial.
This must be done in nonthreatening ways through various forms of communications such as
emails, newsletters, and meetings. For this study, this phase relates to the implementation of
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communications, faculty development/training, technical support, and other support services and
resources, such as mentorship, to adapt to new change.
The next stage is change/movement, which involves the process of changing behavior,
feelings, and/or thoughts to be productive (Belker et al., 2012; Kritsonis, 2005), analyzing
outdated policies, training staff (Belker et al., 2012), making the change happen, or the actual
learning (O'Connor et al., 2002). This phase involves the necessity of providing support so
individuals learn how to change their beliefs and behaviors. As with unfreezing, communication
is vital. Individuals need to be aware of learning plans and training strategies (what, when, and
by whom). In this phase, it is expected that an individual’s performance may slightly decrease
and behavior will not be easily changed until learning is fully acquired. For this study, this phase
pertains to how remedial resources were provided to aid in faculty readiness.
Lastly, refreezing is the process of establishing the change to become the new standard
process while ensuring old ways do not resurface (Kritsonis, 2005), the ability to reach a new
status quo (Belker et al., 2012), or continual education for reinforcement (O'Connor et al. 2002).
Refreezing relies heavily on the reiterations of various support services and resources (faculty
development/training) to develop new learning and/or habits. During this phase, it is important
to conduct evaluations to determine the success of the support and training provided to
individuals. The feedback should reveal any mistakes that need to be recognized and fixed for
future implementations.
Lazarus and Folkman’s Transactional Model of Stress and Coping
The demise of a company or institution is likely to happen if managers and administration
do not address the grave concerns that individuals face when experiencing changes that affect
their job performances. Because stress and other afflicting variables result due to the
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implementation of change, Lazarus and Folkman's Transactional Model of Stress and Coping
(TMSC) (Folkman, 1984) is complementary to couple with Lewin’s Change Theory for this
framework. TMSC, developed in 1951 by R.S. Lazarus and colleagues, is a model that analyzed
the role of personal stress and coping processes. Folkman (1984) argued that if an event is
controllable, it does not equate to a reduction in stress or positive outcomes, nor do
uncontrollable events lead to increased stress or negative outcomes. To understand exactly what
transpires during change, the TMSC explained that stress can be managed by assisting
individuals in changing their perceptions about driving forces (change), and by providing them
with strategies for coping (ways to handle stress) (Lazarus & Cohen, 1977).
Stress. Stress is different for everyone and every situation and it cannot be avoided. It is
a disruption in an individual's psychological balance. Even though stress cannot be avoided,
how one reacts to it is controllable (Belker et al. 2012). Stress results from an imbalance
between demands (pressure) and resources (coping mechanisms) where one perceives his/her
inability to cope with internal or external stressors. How these perceptions influence stress and
coping is unclear (Folkman, 1984).
Folkman (1984) described two major forms of appraising stress events (primary and
secondary), which shape the meaning of every encounter. In primary appraisal, individuals
evaluate the significance of a transaction relating to well-being as irrelevant, benign-positive, or
stressful (harmful, threatening, and challenging). In secondary appraisal, individuals evaluate
coping resources relating to the demands of the situation. These resources include physical
(health, energy, and stamina), social (support system), psychological (beliefs), and material
assets (tangibles such as money).
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Belker et al. (2012) agreed that there are innumerable causes of stress and that stress is
unavoidable and uncontrollable. The authors also reveal that the most common stressors relate
to technology failures, interruptions, reorganizations, time and performance pressures, and poor
time management…all of which could directly relate to the technological transitions mentioned
in this study. The authors further state that it is possible that the mere self-inexperience of said
event could be the direct link to the stress and not the actual situation.
Coping. Coping refers to cognitive and behavioral efforts to conquer, reduce, or tolerate
stress (Folkman, 1984). Folkman (1984, p. 839) presented three important issues to consider in
formulating stress and coping: “(a) how believing one has control in a stressful transaction can
heighten threat, (b) the relationship between control and coping, and (c) pathways through which
control can affect the adaptational outcomes of stressful encounters.” First, Folkman’s (1984)
position on the relationship between control and stress assumes that stress is reduced by having
control over it and that it is induced by not having control over it. The relationship between
control and stress is the treated event that is separate from one's concerns. In actuality, the
connectivity of the event and concern helps explain why control is inducing and how it
contributes to heightened threat. Next, the relationship between control and coping were
approached in two ways: (a) how control directly affects coping, and (b) threat and challenge as
mediators of the relationship. Beliefs about control and appraisals are related to coping efforts.
Controllability and coping efforts are linked to biochemistry response. Control is related to the
type of coping activity. Control appraisals influence coping, and coping regulations are required
to avoid interference with problem-focused coping. Finally, Folkman’s (1984) position on
control and adaptational outcomes begins with determining how control affects the adaptational
outcomes of stressful encounters, by determining what circumstances lead to positive or negative
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outcomes in perceptions, and by determining how threats, challenges, and coping help answer
these determinations. In predicting adaptational outcomes and making the above determinations,
Folkman (1984) suggested the consideration of a) the matches between appraisal of control in
stressful events, b) the extent of actual controllability and whether it is realistically controllable
or uncontrollable, c) the outcomes of the unmatched reality of appraisals, and d) the mismatch
between appraisal and reality (controllable versus uncontrollable).
Faculty Perceptions
Because the success of a change, adapting, and training are affected by faculty
beliefs/perceptions and knowledge, it is important to mention how these constructs are important
in understanding how and why faculty make decisions (Pajares, 1992) and in building the case
for creating change models in higher education to reduce stress and resistance for this study. As
beliefs/perceptions are not fully examined and defined in educational research, Pajares (1992)
believes it is best to use the construct as a conceptual tool. It is vital to conceptualize the precise
meaning of beliefs/perceptions for the study being conducted and to determine how
beliefs/perceptions are affected by knowledge. For the purposes of this study,
beliefs/perceptions are defined as constructs that are driven by faculty’s experience, which
ultimately affects their behavior and judgment. Negative experiences could adversely alter one’s
beliefs/perceptions, causing higher levels of stress and resistance during technological changes.
Positive experiences could result in one’s lower level of stress and resistance because the
expectations and outcomes will be familiar. Also, for this study, knowledge is defined as a
construct that evolves or is acquired with the acceptance of new experiences, facts, skills, and/or
understanding, which also ultimately has an effect on whether beliefs/perceptions are changed.
Obtaining the correct and updated information regarding technology implementation and use
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during professional development or training could increase one’s perceived level of
technological self-efficacy (TSE). After acquiring the new knowledge, the perceived level of
TSE could ultimately sway one’s beliefs/perceptions in a negative or positive direction
depending on the experience witnessed after applying the new knowledge. Therefore,
beliefs/perceptions are driven by past experiences and knowledge is obtained through the
addition of new information or skills.
According to Pajares (1992), beliefs are preeminent decision-making indicators, strongly
influence perceptions, strongly affect behavior, differ from reality, are driven by past
experiences, hinder creating and/or recreating new knowledge, are based on evaluation and
judgment, and highly increase resistance to change. Likewise, Pajares (1992) also described
knowledge as a construct that differs from feelings (as in beliefs), evolves with the integration of
new experiences, is based on objective facts, and is a strong determinant of changes in
beliefs/perceptions. Knowledge is declarative (the facts, the what), or procedural (the how).
Faculty’s perceived levels of stress and perceived levels of technological self-efficacy are
constructs to examine when implementing change in technology in higher education so that
appropriate support is assessed and provided. Faculty’s perceived level of awareness of
technology adoption/integration in higher education is vital so that faculty are prepared to obtain
the necessary training needed to successfully endure Lewin’s unfreezing phase of the planned
change process. It is also worth exploring faculty’s perceived level of participation in said
training to determine whether they feel they received the proper amount of training to
successfully transition through Lewin’s moving phase of the planned change process. Lastly, it
is equally important to explore faculty’s perceived level of helpfulness of said training to
determine whether the training services that were provided were useful and successful in faculty
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preparedness. The evaluation of the services will aid in the proper revisions needed for future
offerings during technological transitions.
Stress
Gold and Roth (2013) have attributed stress as the cause of the worst health problems that
faculty have. The perceived level of stress by individuals is merely influenced by their selfconceived interpretations or notions (as introduced by Pajares, 1992), not by actual facts. Stress
can be categorized as personal or professional. The magnitude of stress related illnesses is the
leading reason for the implementation of employee assistance programs. Faculty’s awareness of
stress is impacted at a higher level because they are naive in coping mechanisms for combatting
stress. Individuals can perceive stress externally or internally. The internal factors are different
for everyone due to personal interpretations of said stress. According to Gold and Roth (2013),
actual events do not induce stress. The individual’s interpretation and/or reaction to the event
may heighten the level of stress, which can be determined by the threatening nature of the
outcome of the event. Identifying the causes of stress is vital in being able to cope with it.
Technological Self-Efficacy (TSE)
An examination of technological self-efficacy is warranted because it relates to
performance satisfaction (Ellen et al., 1991), readiness (Backer, 1995), preparedness for
technological changes or transfers (Albion, 1999), beliefs and individual judgments about selfcompetence, and is the strongest predictor of behavior and motivation (Bandura, 1986). The
effects of self-efficacy are vital to explore due to its relation to stress (Bandura, 1986). Selfefficacy is one’s perceived ability to use a product successfully, which affects their evaluative
and behavioral response to the product (Ellen et al., 1991), or one’s questionable belief about
him/herself as it relates to social cognitive theory (Pajares, 1992). Self-efficacy also alters an
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individual’s expectations of personal mastery and success (Sherer et al., 1982) as quoted by
Bandura (1977, 1982). In addition, self-efficacy affects one’s confidence or belief in one’s
ability to perform specific tasks successfully, which determines behavior (Albion, 1999).
As stated before, in this technological era, individuals, businesses, and institutions are
forced to remain abreast of the latest trends and issues in order to increase efficiency and remain
competitive for success and survival. The core of these goals is self-efficacy. One’s perceived
expectation of mastery, success, confidence, and belief in one’s ability to perform technological
tasks affects one’s stress levels and observable behaviors, which interpreted by Ellen et al.,
(1991) is known as resistance to innovation. O’Conner et al. (1990, p. 82) effectively described
resistance to innovation and how it relates to self-efficacy. The authors believe that individuals
will maintain behavior that meets their needs and goals. Change is avoided because individuals
typically favor comfortable situations to maintain the status quo unless the change is inevitable
or very attractive.
Sheth (1981) stated that the construct of habit motivates resistance; therefore, selfefficacy is a strong predictor (Maddux, Norton, & Rogers, 1986) or powerful determinant of
behavior and attitudes, but not a reflection of actual competence or ability (Bandura, 1977).
Concurring with the habit construct, Seltzer (1983) reiterated that users with low self-efficacy
minimize discomfort and feelings of inadequacy by resisting change and opting to select tasks
they can easily perform and manage. For example, Albion (1999) cited a case study by Honey
and Moeller (1990) where 20 teachers with student-centered pedagogical beliefs were successful
at integrating technology, but experienced anxiety about the actual use of computers, which
prevented them from appropriating the technology. Additional case studies concluded those
teachers’ beliefs and attitudes had a strong influence on how the computers were used
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(MacArthur & Malouf, 1991) and those teachers lacked confidence in teaching successfully with
the use of computers (Albion, 1996; Downes, 1993). With respect to using computers, Hill,
Smith, and Mann (1987) stated that perceived self-efficacy proves to be an important factor in
decisions about using them. Ellen et al. (1991) hypothesized that users who perceive themselves
to have low technological self-efficacy will be more resistant to change than users who perceive
themselves to have high technological self-efficacy. Therefore, the lower the level of perceived
technological self-efficacy, the higher the levels of stress during a technology change or transfer.
Harrison, Rainer, Hochwarter, and Thompson (1997) concurred that an increased performance
with computer related tasks was significantly related to higher levels of computer self-efficacy
and that higher levels of self-efficacy resulted from the frequency of computer use (Albion,
2001). Borchers, Shroyer, and Enochs (1992) agreed that professional development, training,
and support could effectively increase technological self-efficacy.
Technology Adoption in Higher Education
Sugar, Crawley, and Fine’s (2004) study used the Theory of Planned Behavior to
determine the decision-making process faculty use in adopting new technology. The results
revealed that (as Pajares, 1992 already established) the decisions were influenced by faculty's
belief or attitudes that were formed by consequences from previous usage. External factors such
as funding, equipment, lack of time, and training were not significant factors in deciding to adopt
technology. As in Lewin's Change Theory (also reiterated in Sugar et al., 2004), administration
must examine and address faculty's beliefs about technology adoption and provide the necessary
support and resources to aid in faculty preparedness because it will increase their confidence and
skill set, which is likely to change their beliefs. These changes in faculty’s beliefs are crucial for
administration to comprehend before implementing new technology because faculty’s hesitance
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can affect the rate of technological adoption (Fullan, 2001; Rogers, 1995), while faculty willing
to try (trialability) the adoption can increase the diffusion process and positively change faculty
beliefs (Rogers, 2003). Faculty must be assured of the relevance of the potential change in order
to obtain their acceptance (Yidana, 2007). Established earlier, the switch from teaching in the
classroom to teaching online with the use of technology forces faculty's role to change from
instructor-led teaching to facilitator, which ultimately changes faculty's teaching philosophy.
Faculty must be convinced that new technology will benefit the teaching and learning
environment and will integrate well with their teaching philosophy.
Professional Development in Higher Education
Kopcha (2012) revealed a gap between the mass availability of technology and faculty’s
actual use of it for instructional purposes. Access, vision, beliefs, time, technical support,
administrative support, professional development (Kopcha, 2012) and faculty’s perceived
attitudes, motivation, challenges, and effect on pedagogy (Yidana, 2007) were listed as barriers
for integrating technology. These barriers are the onset of faculty’s beliefs, which again,
ultimately affect their decision-making process and behaviors. In the study conducted by
Georgina and Hosford (2009) the Perceptual Control Theory (goal-oriented behavior) was used
to determine how faculty control what they perceive and that all behavior is goal-oriented.
Again, decisions are made from one's belief or perception, so when accounting for the effects of
professional development when adopting technology, Georgina and Hosford (2009) disclosed
that the actual effectiveness of technology is not significant and that faculty's perception of
technology effectiveness is what drives the decision in obtaining training to integrate technology.
Faculty's perceptions of technology literacy and training impacts the decision to integrate
technology into online pedagogy practice. Part of that decision is faculty reflecting on their
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technological self-efficacy level. Those with higher levels of perceived TSE viewed
technologies with greater value. The implementation of technology must accompany the actual
faculty use of it (technology cannot integrate itself), which requires training in order to learn the
new technology and new paradigm. Implementing new technology goes beyond the simple use
of it for teaching. However, in order to sway faculty's belief about the benefits of training to
integrate new technology, administration must be willing to provide training and support, reduce
advising loads, reduce course loads, reduce committee workloads, issue academic recognition,
promote mentoring, incorporate discussion forums and workshops, offer release time and
financial incentives, invite faculty contribution, and sponsor technical and staff support who are
knowledgeable in IT support, pedagogy, and instructional design. Yidana (2007) summarized
the arguments from Lambert (1988), Little (1993), Norris (1993), and Wade (1989) that
professional development programs are ineffective due to sporadic offerings that do not fully
prepare faculty, which result in faculty’s fragile beliefs in technology integration; thereby, beliefs
and behaviors go unchanged. Done correctly, professional development has the potential to
positively sway long-term changes in faculty beliefs about integrating technology into practice,
but faculty must be allowed to voice their needs into the design of training programs. An
effective professional development program should inspire positive changes in faculty’s beliefs
and behaviors and promote mastery in teaching practices with technology (Guskey, 1986;
Yidana, 2007). Professional development should also possess multiple approaches of training so
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faculty can collaborate with their colleagues and obtain the operational foundations and
pedagogical best practices (Scott, 2012).
Awareness of Technology Integration in Higher Education
Yidana (2007) reported from Rogers (2003) that the level of awareness or exposure that
faculty have to technology integrations is not significant, especially if the implementation of the
technology is perceived by faculty as irrelevant. In a study conducted by Georgina and Hosford
(2009), faculty awareness of technology adoptions and trainings is crucial for effective teaching.
In their study, 94.9% of the universities in the study offered faculty training, but 52.1% of the
faculty agreed (17.8% strongly agreed) that it was solely the institution’s responsibility to train
them and 28.8% of the faculty agreed (6.4% strongly agreed) that it was their sole responsibility
to acquire the necessary skills in teaching with technology. This may also support the argument
for individual department-based training over university-based training. This addresses the
conflicting notion that (in the Change Theory) administrators are encouraged to evaluate and
determine the core of faculty’s beliefs in order to provide them with the necessary tools needed
to deal with stress and cope with changes in technology adoptions. On the other hand, faculty
desire the training and will only make the necessary adoptions when their beliefs and behaviors
have been positively altered. Yet, in order for faculty to acquire the necessary skills needed to
productively perform in teaching online, effective training is warranted. In the study conducted
by Sudhaus (2013), 44.1%, n=306 of faculty surveyed did not participate in professional
development activities, as they were unaware of the offerings. Combating this absence of
knowledge starts with institutions and/or departments by ensuring effective communication so
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that faculty are aware to make a conscious decision about their technological and pedagogical
proficiencies.
Participation in Technology Training in Higher Education
In a study conducted by Hattangdi, Jha, and Ghosh (2010), the authors concluded that the
exploration of faculty's perceptions regarding the use of technology in distance education is
understudied and that researchers need to delve more into the reasons for faculty resistance and
what is required to gain faculty's acceptance.
Hattangdi et al. (2010) stated that faculty's negative perceptions about participation in
training are due to diminishing quality of training, increased workloads, time constraints, lack of
technical support, course structure, technology, poor interactions, and self-competency. To
increase faculty participation in professional development and training, motivators such as
personal satisfaction, intellectual challenges, financial incentives, personal and professional
growth, and flexibility are warranted. Hattangdi et al. (2010) summarized findings from Schifter
(2002) that where participation is questioned, faculty’s age, gender, or faculty position had no
significant effect on their levels of participation; however, there was a high significance in
faculty who participated versus those who did not. Those who participated were personally
motivated; whereas those who did not participate were merely motivated by extrinsic needs such
as: promotion, release time, and training provided by the institution.
This study, like many others, reiterates the fact that if professional development and
training opportunities are effective, faculty are satisfied, experience less stress, and are more
likely to participate in training and adopting new technology. Alternatively, if professional
development training opportunities are not effective, faculty are not satisfied, experience higher

51

levels of stress, and are very resistant to adopting changes because they do not believe the
technology would be beneficial.
Helpfulness in Technology Training in Higher Education
It is to be expected that individuals holding different beliefs would have different
expectations about the quality of training or support they receive. For example, in the study
conducted by Sudhaus (2013), faculty’s perceived level of helpfulness of support or training
depended upon the format it was offered in and the level of competency from the individuals
providing the training or support. Faculty highly rated the perceived helpfulness (58.4%, n=308)
of the individual consultations they received because the support person was efficient,
competent, patient, and helpful. The online help guides or tutorials were somewhat helpful
(40.7%, n=307), as faculty were not in favor of the technical and complex aspect they offered
because faculty could not relate to them without examples and templates. Lastly, faculty found
the group trainings or workshops somewhat helpful (49%, n=97) or very helpful (34%, n=97),
but this small percentage are those faculty who actually participated. According to the study,
faculty are more interested in the small group face-to-face technical and pedagogical training
(versus web-based, lectures, or discussions) so they can obtain authentic hands-on experiences.
Faculty desire the trainer to possess a qualified level of experience and educational background
to offer quality support. Again, faculty’s beliefs play a factor in their ratings of helpfulness when
accounting for the level of service they received during training. Preference of training delivery
or support (individual consultations, small groups, or tutorial guides) may be contributing
factors, but the quality of those supports or services will ultimately drive faculty’s beliefs.
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Implementing Change and Combating Resistance
It is important to acquire a sense of the varying levels of faculty perceptions in
technology adoption in order to properly manifest a plan for the adoption and how to properly
create a model for implementing change and combating resistance. According to Belker et al.
(2012), most individuals naturally resist change and managing change involves accepting,
supporting, and understanding the change, comprehending why individuals will be reluctant, and
finding ways to reduce the reluctance. The authors believe the best way to do this is by
including the employees in the change process. Employers need to understand the reason for the
change and explain the benefits, involve employees in the decision-making process, and obtain
resistors’ support. Because individuals have a natural tendency to resist changes, it is important
to discover a non-threatening and effective way to introduce change (Belker et al., 2012) in order
to reduce the likelihood of fear, anxiety, and stress.
Implementing Change
The pace at which technology continues to accelerate also intensifies the need to stay
abreast of those changes in order to compete domestically and globally (Belker et al., 2012). The
swift changes affect speed and decentralization of the decision-making process. Change is
necessary to avoid stagnation in the growth of practice (Gesme & Wiseman, 2010).
Overcoming these dilemmas to implement change can be challenging, but can and must be done.
Many people will opt out of making changes due to status quo and comfort; therefore, a strong
organizational leadership is vital in effectively moving a company or institution toward
productive progress. Gesme and Wiseman (2010) discussed three elements that must be present
to implement change: “an agreed-upon direction (shared vision), a functional and effective
leadership structure, and a culture that promotes and rewards change” (p. 257).
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Therefore, an agreed-upon shared vision for the institution is vital for its growth and
success and it must be shared with its employees. This will help foster a sense of trust and
respect and could soften the blow of implementing the change (Belker et al., 2012). The
necessity for constant changes involves strategic planning and effective communications to
stakeholders. Gesme and Wiseman (2010) addressed communicating at the strategic,
operational, and individual levels by sharing the “who, what, where, why, and how” of the
change. Belker et al. (2012) agreed that the manager or administration should explain the
situation, ask for employee feedback and ideas, request commitment and support, and follow up
again, building the trust.
Gesme and Wiseman (2010) stated, “the key to transformational change or any change is
to have leadership that is able to understand it, support it, explain it, and move the organization
to commit to it” (p. 257). This supports the notion of providing training and technical support to
assist with implementation and ongoing operation of technology for faculty and students.
Lastly, although data can be the benchmark for encouraging readiness for change, it may
not be enough. Fostering and nurturing a team culture to develop trust and respect is an ongoing
task that is vital in accomplishing common goals for the institution. Promoting and rewarding
change involves empowering individuals to work towards the common goal and this involves
setting clear expectations, sharing accountability, and inviting individual initiatives and ideas
(Gesme & Wiseman, 2010).
Combating Resistance
Gesme and Wiseman (2010) have stated that change is necessary and that resistance to
change is normal, but challenging. They further share that change causes negativism,
distractions, disinterest, resistance, inertia, fear, and complacency. Because change is
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challenging to implement, using a change theory framework can increase the likelihood of
success (Mitchell, 2013). Some strategies for overcoming resistance include education,
participation, facilitation, negotiation, manipulation, coercion, discussion, financial benefits,
political support, addressing technical and social dimensions, and individual responsibilities
(Aldag & Stearns, 1991; Dent & Goldberg, 1999; Dubrin & Ireland, 1993; Griffin, 1993;
Kreitner, 1992; Schermerhorn, 1989). However, Coch and French (1948) and Flower (1962)
hone in on the importance of employee participation so that individuals maintain a sense of
status and acknowledgment of their skills. Flower (1962) also added that time frame, individual
consultations, established two-way communication, avoiding imposed change, and making
change nonthreatening are prescriptions for overcoming resistance to change. The authors had
similar recommendations to combat change resistance, but the problem of implementing
effective strategies for change still exists (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). Reports of experiments
conducted by Coch and French (1948) concluded those who participated in various aspects of the
changes experienced less resistance, thereby recommending the solicitation of employee
involvement in the planning of the change. Gesme and Wiseman (2010) also addressed involving
naysayers to find out why they are resistant and to inquire what they would recommend, as this
may provide valid reasons to consider in the final decision-making. The end result is that the
need for administrative support is vital in providing professional development and other
resources to help faculty reduce negativity towards change, embrace and adjust to changes, and
obtain new knowledge, skills, and abilities to reach a new status quo.
Types of Support Services and Resources. As mentioned before, the unfreezing
process of Lewin's Three Phases of Change model is the method of changing the existing
situation by guiding behavior away from the existing situation. The services and resources worth
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mentioning in this study include implementing communications, faculty development/training,
technical support, and mentorship to aid individuals in adapting to new change. These methods
are necessary to overcome the strains of individual resistance to help alleviate anxiety, stress, and
frustration for faculty. Gautreau (2011) has suggested that administrative support and practices
influence an individual's motivation. Therefore, the refreezing method from Lewin's Three
Phases of Change model relies heavily on the reiterations of various support services and
resources (as follows) to develop new learning and/or habits.
First, communication is vital according to Belker et al. (2012). Open communication is
one of the six factors in building a dynamic team. Information about changes should be relayed
to employees. If not, the risk of the wrong information being shared from other sources and/or
the development of assumptions drastically increases. Consistent and constant sharing of
accurate information empowers employees to share with others. In this study, this sharing with
others is referred to as mentorship.
Second, faculty development and training are supporting constructs that address faculty's
needs for acquiring the necessary knowledge and skills required for their online instruction.
Continual changes in technology increase the challenge for faculty to retain basic skills to
maintain job performances. In relation to teaching online, the training should focus on
assessments, design and delivery of instructional and effective online strategies (Gautreau, 2011;
O'Connor et al., 2002), pedagogy, technology, course content, best practices, and evaluation
(Green et al., 2009; McQuiggan, 2012; Wickersham & McElhany, 2010). Although pedagogical
and learning strategies could be similar in the classroom and online, the mode of delivery
warrants additional knowledge and training on LMS capabilities with the design of text,
images/graphics, electronic tools, multimedia options, copyright compliances, and accessibility
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compliances. In addition, the training is necessary to acquire skills in student learning, assessing
student knowledge, communication, synchronous and asynchronous collaborations, and group
structures.
Faculty development and training is only effective when attended. Pajares (1992) has
demonstrated that training programs often result in old beliefs/perceptions being discarded
because they were not effective in changing faculty’s beliefs/perceptions. It is only when
training changes the attitude about changes, that it is effective. According to Gautreau (2011),
administration must support faculty needs and consider motivation factors that would increase
faculty's level of participation in such training. Gautreau's findings (n=42) indicated that of the
seven motivation factors (salary, responsibility, achievement, advancement, company
policy/administration, work itself, and recognition), the first three are most prominent. Marek
(2009) supported the need for offering incentives and additional times for training, course
development, and teaching. Hinson and LaPrairie (2005), Lewis (2002), and Mitchell and GevaMay (2009) also reiterated that faculty need institutional support and mentoring for their
continual professional development in technical, andragogical, and pedagogical related issues.
Faculty development and training should be comprehensive and consistent with the principles of
adult learning (Mabry, 2007), and should be treated as a business and not an occasional event
(O'Connor et al., 2002).
Effective models of faculty development and training are vital in supporting the teaching
and learning process and technology advances will mandate the need for faculty to increase their
technological proficiencies. Creating such programs involves the four stages of the training
cycle: needs assessment, instructional design, implementation, and evaluation (O'Connor et al.,
2002). During the needs assessment stage the current practice is evaluated to determine any
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problems. The design stage defines the creation of the training (i.e., curriculum development or
creation of instructional guides) that will address the problems from the needs assessment stage.
The implementation phase is the actual delivery of the training initiative and the evaluation stage
is a review to measure the success of the training in producing new and effective knowledge and
behaviors.
Gautreau (2011) stated this point in suggesting that a faculty development model should
consist of four vital components. First, the training should be engaging and include active
learning strategies. Second, the trainings should be collaborative and include faculty input.
Next, faculty should provide input on the content, dates, and durations. Lastly, faculty should
have access to advanced training and/or individual consultations. Puzziferro and Shelton (2009)
added that faculty must have access to significant resources to model good practice. These
resources include sufficient technology, current learning resources, adequate training time,
technical support, and interdepartmental partnerships (mentorships).
Third is technical support. As administrators try to assess faculty’s beliefs in order to
strategize an appropriate plan of action to implement change, they must also be aware of the
technical support element to maintain quality and efficiency in teaching and learning.
Institutions must invest in state of the art infrastructure (networks, security, platforms) and
software applications and equipment (Banner, communication technology, learning management
systems). Faculty desire technical and staff support who are knowledgeable in IT support,
pedagogy, and instructional design (Georgina & Hosford, 2009). This is vital so that faculty are
not focusing on technical issues, but course content (Scott, 2012). Providing a strong support
system builds a level of confidence in faculty that dictates quality assurance is of value to the
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institution. To reiterate, bad experiences in technology and/or support can negatively foster
faculty’s beliefs and behaviors and can ultimately impede the change implementation process.
The last component is mentorship, which according to Belker et al. (2012) results from
informed individuals who are empowered as a result of obtaining the correct, consistent, and
constant information through communication. These individuals are motivated and skilled
enough to mentor their peers. They provide pedagogical and technological guidance and support
(Yick et al., 2005), collaboration, and encourage comradery to newcomers (Wach et al., 2011).
Motivated individuals are those who are willing to do what needs to be done and are not forced
to do so, which results in employee success. Mentored faculty are likely to be more confident in
using and integrating technology in their teaching, beget positive attitudes and beliefs towards
technological barriers, and possess clear visions and goals for technology use in the classroom
(Kopcha, 2012). In agreement, Georgina and Hosford (2009) stated that the most effective
training occurs in peer mentoring with the added bonus of sharing ideas and practices, which not
only satisfies the knowledge gained for the actual technology use, but also in learning
pedagogical and instructional strategies. Georgina and Hosford (2009) also revealed that 52% of
faculty desired to be mentored, but only 35% of them actually mentored others. The expansion of
an individual’s skill set and advancement is nourished by mentoring. In a study conducted by
Steele, Fisman, and Davidson (2013), mentoring was highly observed in faculty recruitment and
retention and was the contributing factor to increased commitments, incentives, and promotions.
Whether the mentoring is done by management or peers, the effort is to take genuine interest in
an individual to help facilitate their growth as it aligns with the needs of the institution.
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Evaluation of Support Services and Resources
Evaluation is an integral part of most instructional design models and training cycles
(O’Connor et al., 2002). The purpose of the evaluation is to help determine the effectiveness of
instructional interventions (Eseryel, 2002), identify whether planning learning occurred,
conclude whether faculty were able to apply what they learned, and plan updates to future
offerings (O’Connor et al., 2002). Kirkpatrick’s (O’Connor et al., 2002) Organizational Results
Domain explains that training efforts must be evaluated to help employees grow, reiterate
company goals, assess training effectiveness, link training and organizational objectives,
measure results, and capture improvements.
A commonly used model of program evaluation is the one developed by Kirkpatrick and
Kirkpatrick (2009). Kirkpatrick’s model of evaluation focuses on four levels of evaluating
training programs: reaction, learning, behavior, and results. The first two levels are conducted
during the program and the latter two are conducted after implementation of the program. First,
the reaction level measures customer satisfaction by soliciting feedback about the program in
quantitative or qualitative forms. Second, the learning level assesses whether there was an
increase in participants’ knowledge, skill, and/or change in attitude. This is usually measured by
performance on quantifiable learning objectives assessed in pre-tests, track-able activities, and
post-tests. Next, the behavioral level gauges whether the training affected performance, the
extent of change, and transferability. This level is participant driven, as the user must have
knowledge of what to do and how to do it in the appropriate climate, must have the desire to
change, and must be rewarded for changing. Measurements must be taken before and after the
program, which provides an opportunity for change to occur. Behavioral change can be
measured by observation, performance benchmarks, surveys, interviews, or other evidence (such
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as portfolios). Lastly, the results level analyzes the impact and final results the program had on
the users, in addition to considering the return on investment using a cost versus benefits
evaluation.
The overall goal for evaluating programs is to determine the effectiveness of the program
design, gauge how the program was received by the participants, measure learner knowledge,
judge effectiveness of instructional strategies, and establish improvements for the program. The
evaluation also provides data for decision-makers for justifying the program’s existence,
deciding whether to continue the program, analyzing the impact the program had on the
participants and the organization, and determining the return on investment.
Summary
Distance education has evolved from independent correspondence study to an Internetbased structure, including Web 2.0 applications, mobile phones and tablets, and virtual 3-D
environments. Current practices in distance education with emerging technology and constant
changes have various effects on teaching and learning. Learning management systems have the
capability and power to provide robust online teaching and learning experiences, but at a cost –
change, resistance to change, stress, and coping.
The rate at which technology is adopted is dependent upon the characteristics of adopters:
innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority, and laggards (O’Connor et al., 2002).
The innovators and early adopters have the potential to pave the way for the success of the
adoption of technology. When those adoption opportunities are presented at institutions to be
beneficial for pedagogical purposes, then changes occur. Whether we like it or not, change is
inevitable, challenging (Belker et al., 2012), and according to Kritsonis (2005), a real
phenomenon. Because this study pertains to the constant and unpredictable changes in
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technology and how that ultimately affects faculty’s performances, perceptions, abilities,
readiness, and online pedagogical knowledge, Kurt Lewin’s Change Theory (Burnes, 2004;
Kritsonis, 2005; & O’Connor et al., 2002) and Lazarus and Folkman’s Model of Stress and
Coping (Folkman, 1984) provided a natural fit for the study. The theories are designed for tasks
that are goal and plan oriented, which is needed when implementing new technology in distance
education. The Change Theory in this review was used to provide direction on how change
should occur to be successful. The Force Field Analysis is essential in understanding the driving
forces and restraining forces relating to change. Institutions must prepare to understand what the
driving forces (technology implementations) are and how to deal with faculty’s beliefs and
resistance to change (restraining forces) so that the equal balance is not disturbed. In addition,
part of this theory is the three phases of change: unfreeze-change-refreeze. This notion of easing
faculty into embracing change is delicate. First, faculty need to be assisted in unlearning skills
from current technology (unfreeze) to prepare for the transition (change) phase. In the change
phase, faculty need access and support to the new technology in order to develop the skills and
knowledge needed to change beliefs and behaviors, which is not easy. Lastly, in the refreeze
phase, faculty are provided the opportunity to apply what was learned (learn the new way to
work) (Belker et al., 2012; Burnes, 2004; Folkman, 1984; Kritsonis, 2005; O’Connor et al.,
2002).
During this transitioning phase, faculty are likely to be stressed and need ways to deal
with that stress, hence, the need for the Lazarus and Folkman’s Model of Stress and Coping.
Because stress and other afflicting variables result due to the implementation of change, the
analysis of personal stress and coping processes is warranted. Stress can be managed by
assisting individuals in changing their perceptions about driving forces (change), and by
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providing them with strategies for coping (ways to handle stress) (Lazarus & Cohen, 1977).
Stress is different for everyone in every situation and it cannot be avoided, but how one deals
with stress will drive their beliefs, behaviors, and decisions about the situation. Coping
mechanisms are vital in helping faculty productively transition, while meeting the objectives and
goals of the institution. Coping refers to cognitive and behavioral efforts to conquer, reduce, or
tolerate stress (Folkman, 1984) and beliefs about control of stress are related to coping efforts.
The literature provided a vast number of studies relating to faculty’s beliefs/perceptions
and behaviors relating to stress, technological self-efficacy, technology adoption, awareness of
technology adoption, participation in trainings, and helpfulness of trainings. Ultimately faculty’s
beliefs (whether negative or positive) stem from past exposures and experiences and will
eventually drive their behaviors and decision-making regarding the questioned situation. It is
important for administration to examine faculty’s beliefs so the plan of action is desirable in
changing their beliefs…especially as it relates to technology adoption because faculty
perceptions are a huge factor in if and when adoption occurs in their online teaching. As
administration implements technological changes and strategies for combating resistance, they
must be aware that it is a very delicate process and must be done correctly to successfully
accelerate growth to compete domestically and globally (Belker et al., 2012).
Administration will discover that in order for the institution and the faculty to succeed,
various support services and resources are required to address faculty’s needs in swaying
negative beliefs. Communication, faculty development, technical support, and mentorship are
vital components and must be taken seriously. At the conclusion of a change adoption or
training, an evaluation model is necessary to measure the value and effectiveness and to assess
and rectify any flaws that need resolving before the next change or training program is offered.
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CHAPTER III:
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to assess perceptions of stress, technological self-efficacy,
awareness of agency services, participation in agency services and helpfulness of agency
services as faculty transitioned to a new LMS at a southeastern research university. Over a oneyear period, the Faculty Resource Center (agency responsible for research, implementation,
operations and training of emerging technology) and the College of Continuing Studies (agency
responsible for facilitating and supporting online/blended courses by providing services in
marketing, course development, training and technical support) at a southeastern research
university examined and sought to determine whether the colleges, departments, and faculty
pursued opportunities available in preparing for the LMS migration and whether those
opportunities aided in the reduction of faculty stress level during the LMS transition.
Purpose and Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to examine faculty’s overall perceptions of transitioning
from one learning management system to a new one at a southeastern research university. The
study addressed the changes that occurred when adopting new technology and how those
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changes affected faculty’s stress levels and readiness to teach online and/or blended courses.
The research questions that guided this study were as follows:
1.

Does perceived level of awareness of the support services and resources used for
the transition to the new learning management system vary depending on the
location (on-campus/local versus off-campus/remote) where faculty mainly
perform the act of their online teaching duties;
HO: There is no difference in perceived level of awareness based on teaching
location;
H1: On-campus faculty will perceive themselves to be significantly more aware
of support services and resources than off-campus faculty;

2.

Are there differences in faculty’s perceived level of participation in the support
services and resources used for the transition to the new learning management
system according to faculty’s academic rank (adjunct/instructor, assistant
professor, associate professor, full professor, and associate dean/dean);
HO: There is no difference between perceived level of participation and faculty’s
teaching rank;
H1: There is a difference between perceived level of participation and faculty’s
teaching rank;

3.

Are there differences in faculty’s perceived level of participation in the support
services and resources used for the transition to the new learning management
system according to faculty’s employment teaching status (semester-based, 9month, 12-month);
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HO: There is no difference between faculty’s employment teaching status and
perceived level of participation;
H1: There is a difference between faculty’s employment teaching status and
perceived level of participation;
4.

Is a faculty member’s perceived level of stress during the transition to the new
learning management system associated with his or her perceived technological
self-efficacy;
HO: There is no correlation between perceived technological self-efficacy and
perceived level of stress;
H1: There is a correlation between perceived technological self-efficacy and
perceived level of stress;

5.

Is a faculty member’s perceived level of participation in the support services and
resources used for the transition to the new learning management system
associated with his or her perceived level of stress;
HO: There is no association between perceived level of stress and perceived level
of participation in the support services and resources; and
H1: There is an association between perceived level of stress and perceived level
of participation.
Design of Study

The researcher conducted a comparative research study that employed a nonexperimental, descriptive, quantitative approach. Due to the particular setup at the southeastern
research university, the researcher created a new survey to attempt to capture the unique situation
at the institution. The survey was open for three weeks, with one reminder sent during week
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two and another during week three. The survey examined faculty members’ perceived stress
levels, perceived technological self-efficacy, perceived awareness, participation, and helpfulness
of the support services and resources that were provided to help with faculty preparedness in an
effort to minimize stress.
Description of the Setting
This study was conducted at a large southeastern research university that employed more
than 1,300 faculty members and had over 30,000 students. This study addressed the changes that
occurred during the LMS transition during the 2012-2013 academic school year. In addition, it
sought to determine if faculty resisted the change and if the reasons for the resistance were due to
their perceived level of awareness, perceived level of participation, and/or perceived level of
technological self-efficacy of the new LMS. At the southeastern research university, four
support service areas (communication, training, technical support and mentorship) were
identified as common coping mechanisms mentioned in the literature to help faculty manage
stress while transitioning to the new LMS. The aforementioned research questions were
designed to discover how aware the faculty were of the support services and resources that were
provided by various units on campus, and whether their physical teaching locations affected that
awareness of information. The research questions were also used to determine faculty's
awareness level of the support services and resources and to establish the factors that influenced
faculty’s level of participation in those support services and resources. Lastly, the study
determined if faculty’s perceived technological self-efficacy (TSE) contributed to their level of
stress and whether TSE influenced their decision to participate in the support services and
resources.
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Participants
The participants for this study were online/blended teaching faculty who were employed
by the southeastern research university and who were present for the actual transition to the new
learning management system. Approximately 1,312 faculty members were identified as actively
teaching at the university. It was unknown how many faculty members taught online/blended
courses so the survey was administered to all employed faculty. The survey included two
criteria-related questions in the consent statement to identify those eligible to participate in this
study. The first question asked if the participant was an online and/or blended teaching faculty
member. The second question asked if the participant was part of the eLearning to Blackboard
Learn Learning Management System transition in 2012-2013. The participants who marked yes
to both questions were able to proceed with the survey and were automatically taken to the first
survey question. The participants who marked no to either criteria question were not able to
proceed with the survey. If the faculty did not meet the criteria, the survey ended.
Description of Sample Size
A priori power analysis in G*Power 3.1.7 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) was
used to calculate and to determine an effective sample size for each question for this research
study. The largest effect size was calculated for each research question; thereby, yielding an
effective sample size of 198 for the study. This is 7% of the approximate population of active
teaching faculty at the southeastern research university (n=1,312). The survey closed with 168
respondents from the total population recruited (n=1,312). The G*Power analysis for each
research question follows.
For research question 1, an a priori power analysis was done on a Multivariate Analysis
of Variance (MANOVA) to determine group differences between nine dependent variables
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(perceived level of awareness) and two levels of independent variables (faculty teaching
location: on-campus, off-campus) in the level of awareness of support services and resources and
faculty’s teaching location. The effective sample size of 198 was computed with input
parameters: large effect size (0.25), α err prob (0.05), and Power (1-β err prob) (0.95) with nine
groups and two measurements.
For research question 2, a priori power analysis was done on a MANOVA to compare
mean group differences of nine dependent variables (perceptions of level of participation) and
five grouped levels of independent variables (academic teaching rank: adjunct/instructor,
assistant professor, associate professor, full professor, associate dean/dean). The effective
sample size of 81 was computed with input parameters: large effect size (0.25), α err prob (0.05),
and Power (1-β err prob) (0.95) with nine groups and five measurements.
For research question 3, a priori power analysis was done on MANOVA to compare
mean group differences of nine levels of dependent variables (perceptions of level of
participation) and three grouped levels of independent variables (employment teaching status:
semester-based, 9-month, 12-month). The effective sample size of 135 was computed with
input parameters: large effect size (0.25), α err prob (0.05), and Power (1-β err prob) (0.95) with
nine groups and three measurements.
For research question 4, a priori power analysis was done on a one-tailed, bivarate
Pearson r Correlation to determine the relationship of a continuous dependent variable
(perceived level of stress) and a continuous independent variable (perceived technological selfefficacy proficiency). The effective sample size of 115 was computed with input parameters:
large effect size (0.3), α err prob (0.05), and Power (1-β err prob) (0.95).
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For research question 5, a priori power analysis was done on a standard multiple
regression analysis to determine whether the perceived levels of participation across nine
predictor variables would impact the faculty’s perceived level of stress. The effective sample
size of 74 was computed with input parameters: large effect size (0.15), α err prob (0.05), and
Power (1-β err prob) (0.95).
Instrumentation
The researcher sought to gauge faculty members’ perceived level of stress and perceived
level of technological self-efficacy going into the LMS transition. In addition, the researcher
sought to determine what percentage of the population was aware of the support services and
resources (communication, training, and technical support) offered by the Faculty Resource
Center, the College of Continuing Studies, and/or the faculty’s home department. Of the
percentage that were aware of the support services and resources, the researcher sought to
determine the percentage of faculty who actually participated to obtain the necessary information
and training to get acclimated to using the new system. Of the percentage that participated in the
support services and resources, the researcher sought to determine the percentage of faculty who
found it helpful in preparing them to use the new system to teach their online course. Lastly,
demographic questions were created to develop a descriptive profile of the population.
The researcher-developed survey (see Appendix E) was created to match the exact
situation at the southeastern research university to determine if the constructs for helping with
the transition were helpful. The survey resulted in 40 total items consisting of two sections with
a total of two five-point Likert scale items, three sections of twenty-seven five-point scale items
and one section for 11 demographic choice selections. The survey was constructed into the
following six sections:
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1.

perceptions of level of stress with the choices of none, minor, moderate, serious,
and extreme;

2.

perceptions of technological self-efficacy proficiency with choices of not
proficient, slightly proficient, somewhat proficient, moderately proficient, and
extremely proficient;

3.

perceptions of level of awareness of support services and resources with choices
of not available or not aware, slightly aware, somewhat aware, moderately
aware, and extremely aware;

4.

perceptions of level of participation in support services and resources with
choices of not provided or did not participate, participated some, participated
moderately, participated a lot, and participated extensively;

5.

perceptions of level of helpfulness of support services and resources with choices
of not provided or cannot rate helpfulness, not at all helpful, slightly helpful,
moderately helpful, and extremely helpful; and

6.

demographics included gender, race/ethnicity, age, highest level of education,
academic teaching rank, teaching employment status, years of classroom teaching
experience, years of online and/or blended teaching experience, location of
teaching duties, mentee, and mentor.

Design of Instrument
As the foundation of this study referenced change, how change contributed to stress, and
the need for coping mechanisms, the survey determined how those variables affected faculty
perceptions while transitioning to a new learning management system. The researcher sought to
determine whether the available support services and resources such as the communications,
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training and supplemental resources, technical support, and mentorship influenced those
characteristics of faculty at a southeastern research university. In an effort to analyze these
constructs, the researcher created a Likert survey (see Appendix E: Outlaw’s Perceptions of LMS
Transition Survey) and administered it to faculty online through an email request. Qualtrics
aided in the creation and the administration of the online survey to examine faculty members’
perceived stress levels, perceived technological self-efficacy, perceived awareness, participation,
and helpfulness of the support services and resources that were provided to help with faculty
online teaching preparedness in an effort to minimize stress.
Validation of Survey
Two sections included two five-point Likert scale items, three sections of twenty-seven
five-point scale items, and one section for 11 demographic choice selections. The new survey
underwent content validity index (CVI) (see Table 1), based on experts' ratings of agreement in
item relevancy (Polit, Beck, & Owen, 2007). To accomplish this, the survey was electronically
submitted to nine professionals employed at other institutions to serve as expert peer reviewers.
The selection of the reviewers was based upon shared common expertise as the faculty at the
southeastern research university and those having experience in a similar learning management
system transition at their institutions. An email invitation was sent to the peer reviewers
soliciting their willingness to serve. Upon agreement, the process required the peer reviewers to
evaluate the survey for clarity, accuracy, appropriateness, relevancy, and content validity. The
experts were given two weeks to complete the peer review ratings form. The reviewers had two
options to complete the peer reviewing rating form: Microsoft Word and electronically using a
Google Form, both created by the researcher. The Microsoft Word ratings form was returned to
the researcher via email and the responses from the Google Form were automatically
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summarized. A construct analysis for CVI was analyzed using Polit, Beck, and Owen (2007) on
the items provided on the survey (excluding demographics). In addition, editorial revisions
recommended by the peer review panel were taken into consideration for enhancing the
instrument. Of the nine expert reviewers, one rater did not participate by the deadline, and two
raters were removed due to evidence of personal bias, which resulted in the use of six expert
raters. Table 1 presents the average item-level content validity index (I-CVI) reported, which
was ≥0.83. This analysis was judged relevant across the forty-one items (=0.96). The proportion
relevant for each rater was ≥0.83; average relevance across the six experts was =0.96. There
were nine items relating to mentorship, which received rater relevance; however, per the
recommendation of the expert panel, the mentorship questions (indicated in red in Table 1) were
removed from the construct and two questions relating to mentorship were added to the
demographics section. The two questions added to the demographics section were 1) during the
learning management system transition, were you mentored by your peers(s); and (2) during the
learning management system transitions, did you mentor your peer(s)? The expert panel
recommended the removal because mentorship was not a common feature within the three
support units provided in the survey (Faculty Resource Center, College of Continuing Studies,
Home Department). The findings (I-CVI ≥0.83; item relevancy =0.96; rater proportion
relevancy ≥0.83; and average relevance across six experts =0.96) were shared. The survey was
included in the protocol application to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and after receiving
IRB approval (see Appendix A), the instrument was administered to the participants.
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Table 1
Ratings on a 41-Item Scale by Six Experts: Items Rated 3- or 4-Point Relevance Scale
Item
1
2
3a
3b
3c
3d
4a
4b
4c
4d
5a
5b
5c
5d
6a
6b
6c
6d
6e
7a
7b
7c
7d
7e
8a
8b
8c
8d
8e
9a
9b
9c
9d
10a
10b
10c
10d
11a
11b
11c
11d
Proportion
Relevant

Expert1

Expert2

Expert3

Expert4

Expert5

Expert6

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
1

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
1

3
3
4
4
4
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
1

4
4
2
4
4
4
2
4
4
4
2
4
4
4
2
4
4
4
4
2
4
4
4
4
2
4
4
4
4
2
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
0.83

2
4
3
4
4
4
3
4
4
4
3
4
4
4
3
4
4
4
2
3
4
4
4
2
3
4
4
4
2
3
4
4
4
3
4
4
4
3
4
4
4
0.90

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
1
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Experts in
Agreement
5
6
5
6
6
6
5
6
6
6
5
6
6
6
5
6
6
6
5
5
6
6
6
5
5
6
6
6
5
5
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6
Avg I-CVI=

Item CVI
0.83
1
0.83
1
1
1
0.83
1
1
1
0.83
1
1
1
0.83
1
1
1
0.83
0.83
1
1
1
0.83
0.83
1
1
1
0.83
0.83
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0.96

Aside from editorial comments, other recommendations from the expert panel resulted in
minor changes to the construct of the survey. Some reported recommendations provided by the
expert panel were
1.

mentorship
I think mentor programs are an overlooked resource in faculty resource centers
and academic departments.
Not sure how you are defining mentoring. Who is doing the mentoring? Faculty
Resource Center, College of Continuing Studies, or peer-faculty?
It is extremely important to know the skill set of the faculty who use feature
functionalities of emerging technologies. If they have no experience, there is
already a problem.
Do all departments offer mentors? Can that be addressed somehow? Consider a
specific demographic to identify who had a mentor. Just curious…if not a
common feature for Faculty Resource Center, College of Continuing Studies and
home department, why ask on all components?
I like the differentiation between mentee and mentor.

2.

communication
Do the communications constitute support services? Maybe the types of
communication could be clearer.
Is the question asking if faculty participated in emails, dialogue, and word of
mouth?
The format for this item (communication) seems to work better when you are
asking how participants perceived the level of helpfulness of emails, meetings,
etc.

3.

scale change
How will you ensure that all participants’ departments provided support services
outside of the ones provided by the Faculty Resource Center and the College of
Continuing Studies? If a participant’s department did not provide support
services, will the “Not Aware” option be applicable?
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4.

demographics
You may want to consider a place for ‘other’ just in case someone does not
identify as male or female.
Make the demographics sections optional.

The reported expert recommendations listed above resulted in the following changes to the
instrument. With regard to mentorship, the recommendations resulted in removal of nine
mentorship questions in three sections and the addition of two mentorship questions to the
demographics section: 1) during the learning/course management system transition, were you
mentored by your peers(s); and 2) during the learning/course management system transition, did
you mentor your peer(s)?
With regard to communication, the verbiage for communication was written the same for
sections 3 (level of awareness), 4 (level of participation), and 5 (level of helpfulness) and did not
appear to have the same meaning for each section; therefore, it was changed as follows: 1) level
of awareness: “communication (you received the information about the new learning/course
management system that was shared via email, news dialogue, meetings, and/or word of
mouth.)”; 2) level of participation: “communication (you reviewed the information about the
new learning management system that was shared via email, news dialogue, meetings, and/or
word of mouth.)” and 3) level of helpfulness: “communication (the emails, news dialogues,
meetings, and/or word of mouth correspondence you reviewed and/or received regarding the
learning management system transition was helpful.)”
With regard to scale change, since the researcher could not account for various
departments offering the same level of support services, the Likert scale options for sections 3
(level of awareness), 4 (level of participation), and 5 (level of helpfulness), were changed as
follows: 1) level of awareness: 1=not provided or not aware; 2) level of participation: 1=not
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provided or did not participate; and 3) level of helpfulness: 1=not provided or cannot rate
helpfulness.
With regard to demographics, a response selection of “other” and/or “decline to answer”
was added to the demographic questions relating to gender, race/ethnicity, age, level of
education, academic teaching rank, employment status, and location of teaching duties. The
response to each demographic question was required, as the information was needed to support
the research questions for this study.
Credentials of Peer Reviewers. The external expert peer reviewers contributed valuable
feedback in the development and construct validity of the survey. The background and
credentials of each expert peer reviewer who contributed to the validity and reliability of the
survey are as follows:
 Peer Reviewer 1 (PR1) is an Instructional Technology Coordinator. PR1 holds a master
of science in Instructional Technology, has several years of teaching/training experience,
and has experienced learning/course management system changes three times: WebCT to
Blackboard, Blackboard to My Courses, and My Courses to Blackboard.
 Peer Reviewer 2 (PR2) is an Instructor/Coordinator for International Education. PR2
holds a master’s in Instructional Technology, has ten years of teaching/training
experience, and has experienced a learning/course management system change one time:
MyCourses to Blackboard Learn.
 Peer Reviewer 3 (PR3) is a Director of eLearning in Distance Education. PR3 holds a
doctorate in Instructional Leadership, has 8 years of teaching experience, and has
experienced a learning/course management system change one time: Blackboard Learn
to Canvas.
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 Peer Reviewer 4 (PR4) is a Tenure-Track Assistant Professor. PR4 holds a doctorate in
Higher Education, has undergraduate and graduate teaching experience, and has
experienced learning/course management system changes two times: WebCT to
Desire2Learn and Blackboard Learn to Desire2Learn.
 Peer Reviewer 5 (PR5) is an Assistant Director of Distance Learning. PR5 also has
experience with adjunct teaching, instructional design, and technology training. PR5
holds a master of science in Instructional Technology and is completing doctoral studies
in Instructional Systems and Workforce Development, and has experienced
learning/course management system changes two times: WebCT to eLearning Vista and
eLearning Vista to Blackboard Learn.
 Peer Reviewer 6 (PR6) is an Adjunct Assistant Professor. PR6 holds a doctorate in
Communication and Information Studies, has 8 years of teaching/training experience (6
years online), and has experienced learning management system changes four times:
eCollege to WebCT, WebCT to eLearning, eLearning to Blackboard Learn, and
Blackboard Learn to Canvas.
Table 2 shows the relationship between the research constructs, survey questions and
research questions.
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Table 2
Map of Research Construct Variables to Survey Questions (SQ) and Research Questions (RQ)
Category
SQ
Faculty
SQ20: Please select the location where you MAINLY performed the activities related to your online/blended teaching duties during the 2012Teaching
2013 academic year.
location
SQ3: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Not Available or Not Aware to 5 being Extremely Aware, rate your perceived level of awareness of the
Level of
following three support services and resources provided by the Faculty Resource Center.
Awareness
(a) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support

RQ
RQ1

SQ4: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Not Available or Not Aware to 5 being Extremely Aware, rate your perceived level of awareness of the
following three support services and resources provided by the College of Continuing Studies
(a) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support
SQ5: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Not Available or Not Aware to 5 being Extremely Aware, rate your perceived level of awareness of the
following three support services and resources provided by your Home Department.
(a) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support
Academic
Teaching Rank
Level of
Participation

SQ16: Please indicate your current academic teaching rank.

RQ2

SQ6: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Did Not Participate to 5 being Participated Extensively, rate your perceived level of participation in the
following three support services and resources provided by the Faculty Resource Center.
(a) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support
SQ7: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Did Not Participate to 5 being Participated Extensively, rate your perceived level of participation in the
following three support services and resources provided by the College of Continuing Studies.
(a) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support
SQ8: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Did Not Participate to 5 being Participated Extensively, rate your perceived level of participation in the
following three support services and resources provided by your Home Department.
(a) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support

Employment
Teaching Status
Level of
Participation

SQ17: Please indicate your teaching employment status during the 2012-2013 academic year.
SQ9: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Cannot Rate Helpfulness (select if you did not participate in the support service(s) and resource(s)) to 5
being Extremely Helpful, rate your perceived level of helpfulness in the following three support services and resources for the Faculty Resource
Center.
(a) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support
SQ10: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Cannot Rate Helpfulness (select if you did not participate in the support service(s) and resource(s)) to
5 being Extremely Helpful, rate your perceived level of helpfulness in the following three support services and resources for the College of
Continuing Studies.
(a) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support
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RQ3

SQ11: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Cannot Rate Helpfulness (select if you did not participate in the support service(s) and resource(s)) to
5 being Extremely Helpful, rate your perceived level of helpfulness in the following three support services and resources for your Home
Department.
(a) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support
Technological
Self-Efficacy

SQ2: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Not Proficient to 5 being Extremely Proficient, rate your perceived level of technological self-efficacy
(your proficiency in using technology) level in using technology prior to your transition from the eLearning Learning Management System to
the Blackboard Learn Learning Management System.

RQ4

Level of Stress
SQ1: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being None to 5 being Extreme, rate your perceived level of stress pertaining to your initial transition from the
eLearning Learning Management System to the Blackboard Learn Learning Management System.
Level of
Participation

SQ6: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Did Not Participate to 5 being Participated Extensively, rate your perceived level of participation in the
following three support services and resources provided by the Faculty Resource Center.
(b) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support

Level of Stress
SQ7: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Did Not Participate to 5 being Participated Extensively, rate your perceived level of participation in the
following three support services and resources provided by the College of Continuing Studies.
(b) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support
SQ8: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Did Not Participate to 5 being Participated Extensively, rate your perceived level of participation in the
following three support services and resources provided by your Home Department.
(b) Communication, (b) Trainings, (c) Technical Support
SQ1: On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being None to 5 being Extreme, rate your perceived level of stress pertaining to your initial transition from the
eLearning Learning Management System to the Blackboard Learn Learning Management System.
Demographics

SQ12: Please indicate your gender.
SQ13: Please indicate your race/ethnicity.
SQ14: Please enter your age in the blank below.
SQ15: Please indicate your highest level of education completed.
SQ16: Please indicate your current academic teaching rank.
SQ17: Please indicate your teaching employment status during the 2012-2013 academic year.
SQ18: Please enter the number of years you have of classroom teaching experience.
SQ19: Please enter the number of years you have of online and/or blended teaching experience.
SQ20: Please select the location where you MAINLY performed the activities related to your online/blended teaching duties
during the 2012-2013 academic year.
SQ21: During the learning management system transition in 2012-2013, did you RECEIVE MENTORING by colleague(s) or
peer(s) to help with the transition?
SQ22: During the learning management system transition in 2012-2013, did you PROVIDE MENTORING to your
colleague(s) or peer(s) to help with the transition?

80

RQ5

Data Collection
The researcher obtained the Institutional Review Board’s approval on Protocol ID 4479
(see Appendix A) on January 7, 2014, to conduct the study. The researcher obtained the faculty's
email addresses by exploring each college and department website for the faculty email listings.
The email addresses were copied into a Microsoft Word 2007 document, which was saved on a
secure and password-protected flash drive that was stored in the researcher’s home. The email
list did not include names or other identifiers; therefore, the owners of emails were not easily
identified. Emails were mostly first initial and last name, but some also included numbers and
many were not identified by the department. The researcher had no way to determine if the
faculty listings were current, nor who were online and/or blended teaching faculty. Bias was
removed by electing to send all members of the faculty the recruitment email.
A recruitment email was sent to all members of the faculty, asking for their participation
in this study. The completion time for the survey was 10-15 minutes. The recruitment email
included the purpose of the study and a link to the Qualtrics generated survey. Upon obtaining
access to the survey, the survey opened with the consent statement. The participants were asked
to read the consent statement and check their agreement. The survey also included two criteriaseeking questions. The first question asked if the participant was an online and/or blended
teaching faculty. The second question asked if the participant was part of the eLearning to
Blackboard Learn Learning Management System transition in 2012-2013. The participants who
marked no to either criteria question were not able to proceed with the survey. The participants
who marked yes to both questions were able to proceed with the survey and were automatically
taken to the first survey question.
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The online anonymous survey opened on January 15, 2014, and closed three weeks later
on February 5, 2014. Reminders were sent weekly for two weeks. The completion of the survey
followed one year after the initial LMS transition. Upon the close of the survey, the results were
stored in Qualtrics. The data retrieved in Qualtrics were exported to Microsoft Excel to generate
the codebook data set and variables for quantitative analytics. Statistical Package Social Science
(SPSS) Version 21 was used for quantitative statistical analysis using the data set up files from
Microsoft Excel 2007. No faculty names or other identifying information were provided to the
researcher or associated with any of the data. Collected data were stored on a secure and
password protected flash drive, and stored in a locked security box, located at the researcher’s
home. The participants completed the survey in February of 2014, which followed one year after
the initial LMS transition.
Sample
The sample (n=168) consisted of teaching professionals to include adjuncts/instructors,
assistant professors, associate professors, full professors, and associate deans/deans. The survey
opened with two criteria-related questions. When asked “were you an online/blended teaching
faculty during the eLearning to Blackboard Learn Learning Management System transition
during the 2012-2013 academic year (n=161),” 68% stated they were and 32% stated they were
not. When asked “were you part of the eLearning to Blackboard Learning Management System
transition in 2012-2013 (n=109),” 90% stated yes and 10% stated no. In order to proceed with
the survey, both answers to the two criteria-related questions required yes responses. Faculty
members were also asked to select their perceived level of stress and their perceived level of
technological self-efficacy proficiency level. Respectively, 45% of faculty members indicated
they were moderately stressed and 44% indicated they were moderately proficient.
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Data Analysis
The quantitative data in this study were analyzed using SPSS, Version 21. Levels of
significance were tested at .05. The Outlaw’s Perception of LMS Transition Survey (see
Appendix E) was used to compose the Data Management Plan for each research question below.
For research question 1, the researcher conducted a One Way ANOVA to determine the
group differences between nine dependent samples (faculty’s perceived level of awareness) and
two independent grouped levels (teaching location: on-campus or off-campus). The researcher
hypothesizes that there is no difference in perceived level of awareness based on the faculty’s
teaching location. Alternatively, the researcher hypothesizes that on-campus faculty will
perceive themselves to be significantly more aware of support services and resources than offcampus faculty.
Table 3
Research Question 1 Data Management Plan
Research
Question

Variables Type

Variable
Source

Potential Responses

Level of
Measurement

RQ1

Faculty teaching
location (IV)

Q20

On-campus = 1
Off-campus = 2

Dichotomous

RQ1

Level of awareness
(DV)

Q3, 4, 5

Not Available or Not
Aware = 1
Slightly Aware = 2
Somewhat Aware = 3
Moderately Aware = 4
Extremely Aware = 5

Continuous
ordinal

For research question 2, the researcher conducted a One-Way Multivariate Analysis of
Variance (MANOVA) to compare the mean differences between nine dependent variables
(faculty’s perceived level of participation in support services and resources) and five levels of
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independent variables (faculty’s academic teaching rank: adjunct/instructor, assistant professor,
associate professor, full professor, and associate dean/dean). The researcher hypothesizes that
there is no difference between perceived level of participation and faculty’s teaching rank.
Alternatively, the researcher hypothesizes that there is a difference between perceived level of
participation and faculty’s teaching rank.
Table 4
Research Question 2 Data Management Plan
Research
Question

Variables
Type

Variable
Source

Potential Responses

Level of
Measurement

RQ2

Academic
teaching rank
(IV)

Q16

Adjunct = 1
Instructor = 2
Assistant Clinical Professor = 3
Associate Clinical Professor = 4
Full Clinical Professor = 5
Assistant Professor = 6
Associate Professor = 7
Full Professor = 8
Associate Dean = 9
Dean = 10
Other = 11

Ordinal

RQ2

Level of
participation
(DV)

Q6,7,8

Not Provided or Did Participate
=1
Participated Some = 2
Participated Moderately = 3
Participated a Lot = 4
Participated Extremely = 5

Continuous

For research question 3, the researcher conducted a One Way MANOVA to compare the
mean differences between nine dependent variables (faculty’s perceived level of participation in
support services and resources), and three levels of independent variables (faculty’s employment
teaching status: semester-based, 9-month, and 12-month). The researcher hypothesizes that there
is no difference between faculty’s employment teaching status and perceived level of
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participation. Alternatively, the researcher hypothesizes that there is a difference between
faculty’s employment teaching status and perceived level of participation.
Table 5
Research Question 3 Data Management Plan
Research
Question

Variables Type

Variable
Source

Potential Responses

Level of
Measurement

RQ3

Employment
teaching status
(IV)

Q17

Semester-based = 1
9-month = 2
12-month = 3
Other = 4

Ordinal

RQ3

Level of
participation
(DV)

Q6,7,8

Not Provided or Did Participate = 1
Participated Some = 2
Participated Moderately = 3
Participated a Lot = 4
Participated Extremely = 5

Continuous

For research question 4, the researcher conducted a Pearson r Correlation to determine
the relations between a continuous dependent variable (faculty’s perceived level of stress), and a
continuous independent variable (faculty’s perceived level of technological self-efficacy
proficiency). The researcher hypothesizes there is no association between perceived
technological self-efficacy and perceived level of stress. Alternatively, the researcher
hypothesizes there is an association between perceived technological self-efficacy and perceived
level of stress.
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Table 6
Research Question 4 Data Management Plan
Research
Question

Variables Type

Variable
Source

Potential Responses

Level of
Measurement

RQ4

Technological
self-efficacy
(IV)

Q2

Not Proficient = 1
Slightly Proficient = 2
Somewhat Proficient = 3
Moderately Proficient = 4
Extremely Proficient = 5

Continuous

RQ4

Level of stress
(DV)

Q1

None = 1
Minor = 2
Moderate = 3
Serious = 4
Extreme = 5

Continuous

For research question 5, the researcher conducted a standard regression analysis to
determine whether the nine dependent predictor variables (perceived level of participation in the
support services and resources) would impact the faculty’s perceived level of stress (dependent
variable). The researcher hypothesizes that there is no association between perceived level of
stress and perceived level of participation in the support services and resources. Alternatively,
the researcher hypothesizes that there is an association between perceived level of stress and
perceived level of participation. Question 5 was tested for means rather than rank; therefore the
analogous test used was Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient analysis.
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Table 7
Research Question 5 Data Management Plan
Research
Question

Variables Type

Variable
Source

Potential Responses

Level of
Measurement

RQ5

Level of
participation (IV)

Q6,7,8

Not Provided or Did Participate
=1
Participated Some = 2
Participated Moderately = 3
Participated a Lot = 4
Participated Extremely = 5

Continuous

RQ5

Level of stress
(DV)

Q1

None = 1
Minor = 2
Moderate = 3
Serious = 4
Extreme = 5

Continuous

Summary
To capture the essence of the situation at a southeastern research university, the
researcher developed a survey that was peer-reviewed, edited, and analyzed for item-content
validity. The survey was approved by the Institutional Review Board, and then administered
online through Qualtrics to 1,312 faculty at a southeastern research university. Two criteriarelated questions were used to only include those faculty members who were online and/or
blended teaching faculty during the learning management system transition in 2012-2013. The
survey remained open for three weeks, with weekly reminders sent during week two and week
three. The survey was anonymous and the data were kept confidential. The data retrieved from
the survey were used to: (a) determine group differences associated with faculty teaching
locations and their level of awareness, (b) determine significance of mean group difference
associated with faculty academic teaching rank and their level of participation in support services
and resources, (c) determine significance of mean group difference associated with faculty
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employment teaching status and their level of participation in support services and resources, (d)
determine the relationship or prediction of faculty technological self-efficacy and their level of
stress, and (e) determine the relationship or prediction of faculty level of participation in support
services and resources and their level of stress.
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CHAPTER IV:
RESULTS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to assess faculty’s perceptions of stress, technological selfefficacy, awareness of agency services, participation in agency services, and helpfulness of
agency services as faculty transitioned to a new LMS at a southeastern research university. In
detail, this assessment sought the differences in faculty’s perceived level of awareness of the
support services and resources that were offered by the supporting academic units to aid in
faculty online teaching preparedness, depending on their teaching location. The assessment also
sought the differences in faculty’s perceived level of participation in the support services and
resources that were offered by the supporting academic units to aid in faculty online teaching
preparedness, depending on their academic teaching rank. In addition, the assessment pursued
the differences in faculty’s perceived level of participation in the support services and resources
that were offered by the supporting academic units to aid in faculty online teaching preparedness
according to their employment status. The assessment also pursued the association between
faculty’s perceived technological self-efficacy according to their perceived level of stress.
Lastly, the assessment pursued the association in faculty’s perceived level of participation in the
support services and resources that were offered by the supporting academic units to aid in
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faculty online teaching preparedness according to their perceived level of stress. The research
design consisted of an online survey created by the researcher. The survey was administered
using Qualtrics® and the data were analyzed using SPSS® software, version 21.
Data Collection
Demographics data included gender, race, age, education, teaching rank, employment
status, years of classroom teaching experience, years of online/blended teaching experience,
teaching location, mentee involvement, and mentor involvement. The sample consisted of 31%
male (n=28) and 66% female (n=59), with 3% declining to answer (n=3), and missing values
(n=78). Of the respondents (n=168), 80% were White/Caucasian (n=72), 9% were
Black/African-American (n=8), 3% were Asian (n=3), 2% were Hispanic/Latino (n=2), 6%
declined to answer (n=5), and missing values (n=78). The sample (n=168) ranged in age from
29 to 68. The sample as a whole was middle aged (M=50.91, SD=10.72).
The sample (n=168) further indicated 14% obtained a MS/MA (n=13), 1.1% obtained an
EdS (n=1), 12% obtained an EdD (n=11), 70% obtained a PhD (n=63), 2% obtained other
education (n=2), and missing values (n=78). The sample also indicated that 29% were
Adjunct/Instructors (n=25), 16% were Assistant Professors (n=14), 30% were Associate
Professors (n=26), 21% were Full Professors (n=18), 5% were Associate Deans/Deans (n=4),
and missing values (n=81). From this sample, 7% were employed on semester-based terms
(n=6), 75% were employed on 9-month terms (n=65), 18% were employed on 12-month terms
(n=16), and missing values (n=81). The sample indicated that 78% of faculty performed their
teaching duties on-campus (n=71), 20% of faculty performed their teaching duties off-campus
(n=18), 2% declined to answer (n=2), and missing values (n=77). This sample resulted in faculty
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with classroom teaching experience ranging from 2 to 46 years (M=18.94, SD=10.81) and
faculty with online/blended teaching experience ranging from 0 to 34 years (M=8.34, SD=5.09).
Participants were asked if they received mentoring from their peers during the 2012-2013
learning management system transition and if they had provided mentoring services to their
peers. In response, 47% of faculty (n=42) stated they received mentoring from peers during the
2012-2013 learning management system transition and 53% of faculty (n=48) stated they did not
receive mentoring from peers. Alternatively, 53% of faculty (n=48) stated they offered
mentoring services to their colleagues during the 2012-2013 learning management transition and
47% of faculty (n=42) stated they did not offer mentoring services to their colleagues. The
sample resulted in (n=78) missing data.
For descriptive purposes, the researcher’s overall observations were that the majority of
the sample were teaching online and/or blended courses (n=110) and were part of the learning
management system from eLearning to Blackboard Learn during the 2012-2013 academic year
(n=98). Faculty indicated they were moderately stressed (n=44), but moderately technologically
proficient (n=43). The majority of the respondents were White/Caucasian (n=72), middle aged
(M=50.91, SD=10.72) females with doctorate degrees (n=63). The sample was mostly associate
professors (n=26). The employment term for most faculty was 9-months (n=65) and they were
performing their online/blended teaching duties on-campus (n=71). The average person had
18.94 years of classroom experience and 8.34 years of online/blended teaching experience. The
majority of the sample had not received mentoring (n=48) from their peers during the transition,
but had provided mentoring (n=48) services to their peers. Table 8 below presents the
descriptive statistics for all the demographic survey items. Table 9 depicts the frequency for
each demographic survey item.
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Table 8
Descriptive Statistics

Gender

Race

Age

Education

Teaching
Rank

Grouped
Teaching
Rank

Employment
Status

Grouped
Employment
Status

Years
Online/Blended
Teaching
Experience
88

Location
of
Teaching
Duties
91

Mentee

Mentor

87

Years
Classroom
Teaching
Experience
88

Valid

90

90

76

90

89

87

91

90

90

Missing

78

78

92

78

79

81

77

81

80

80

77

78

78

Mean

1.76

1.67

50.91

4.44

5.69

2.56

2.21

2.11

18.94

8.34

1.24

1.53

1.47

Median

2.00

1.00

53.00

5.00

7.00

3.00

2.00

2.00

16.50

7.50

1.00

2.00

1.00

2

1

43

5

7

3

2

2

10

5

1

2

1

Std.
Deviation

.624

1.748

10.721

1.092

2.674

1.236

.659

.492

10.811

5.087

.479

.502

.502

Variance

.389

3.056

114.938

1.194

7.150

1.528

.434

.242

116.882

25.882

.230

.252

.252

Skewness

1.075

2.928

-.281

-1.547

-.329

.097

1.421

.267

.521

2.013

1.827

-.136

.136

Std. Error of
Skewness

.254

.254

.276

.254

.255

.258

.253

.258

.257

.257

.253

.254

.254

Kurtosis

3.684

7.699

-1.033

1.003

-.968

-1.135

3.893

.944

-.708

7.158

2.589

-2.027

-2.027

Std. Error of
Kurtosis

.503

.503

.545

.503

.506

.511

.500

.511

.508

.508

.500

.503

.503

Minimum

1

1

29

2

1

1

1

1

2

0

1

1

1

Maximum

4

8

68

6

12

5

5

3

46

34

3

2

2

N

Mode
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Table 9
Participant Demographics
Variables
Gender

Male
Female
Declined to Answer

N
28
59
3

Percent of Sample
31.1
65.6
3.3

Race/Ethnicity

White/Caucasian
Black/African American
Asian
Hispanic/Latino
Declined to Answer

72
8
3
2
5

80
8.9
3.3
2.2
5.6

Age

20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69

1
14
18
23
20

1.3
18.2
23.5
30
26.2

Education Level

MS/MA
EdS
EdD
PhD
Other

13
1
11
63
2

14.4
1.1
12.2
70
2.2

Grouped Teaching Ranking

Adjunct/Instructor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
Associate Dean/Dean

25
14
26
18
4

28.7
16.1
29.9
20.7
4.6

Employment Status

Semester-based
9-month
12-month

6
65
16

6.9
74.7
18.4

Years of Classroom Teaching Experience

0-9
10-19
20-29
30-39
40-49

18
36
14
17
3

20.5
40.9
15.8
19.2
3.3

Years of Online Teaching Experience

0-9
10-19
20-29
30-39

58
27
2
1

65.8
30.6
2.2
1.1

Location of Teaching Duties

On-campus (local)
Off-campus (distant/remote)
Declined to Answer

71
18
2

78
19.8
2.2

Mentee

Yes
No

42
48

46.7
53.3

Mentor

Yes
No

48
42

53.3
46.7
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Finally, the respondents indicated they were extremely aware of the support services and
resources provided by the Faculty Resource Center, College of Continuing Studies, and by their
home department. The majority moderately participated in the support services and resources
provided by the Faculty Resource Center; however, a majority did not participate in the support
services and resources provided by the College of Continuing Studies or their home department.
The majority of the respondents found the support services and resources provided by the
Faculty Resource Center to be extremely helpful; however, could not rate the level of helpfulness
of the College of Continuing Studies or their home department due to non-participation.
Results
At the conclusion of the study, as measured by the Outlaw’s Perception of LMS
Transition Survey, Cronbach Alpha was analyzed to test for internal reliability on the perceived
level of awareness, perceived level of participation, and perceived level of helpfulness scale
items (see Table 10). Nunnally (1978) recommended a minimum level of .7 to meet good
internal consistency. Table 10 indicates good internal consistency for reliability in each scale
item: level of awareness α=.85, level of participation α=.87, and level of helpfulness α=.80.
Table 10
Perceived Level of Awareness, Participation, and Helpfulness Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Alpha
Awareness

.849

Cronbach's Alpha
Based on
Standardized Items
.839

Participation

.866

.866

9

Helpfulness

.804

.797

9
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N of Items
9

Research Question 1
The first research question was: “Does perceived level of awareness of the support
services and resources used for the transition to the new learning management system vary
depending on the location (on-campus/local versus off-campus/remote) where faculty mainly
performed the act of their online teaching duties?” Using a five-point Likert scale, participants
were asked to select a value that best indicated their perceived level of awareness of the three
(communication, trainings, and technical support) support services and resources provided by the
(a) Faculty Resource Center, (b) College of Continuing Studies, and (c) his/her Home
Department. In addition, participants were asked to select the location where they mainly
performed their online/blended teaching duties. The selections were on-campus, off-campus, or
decline to answer.
A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conducted at an alpha level of .05
on the nine dependent variables of perceived level of awareness (awareness of communication at
FRC, awareness of trainings at FRC, awareness of technical support at FRC, awareness of
communication at CCS, awareness of trainings at CCS, awareness of technical support at CCS,
awareness of communication at the Home Department, awareness of trainings at the Home
Department, and awareness of technical support at the Home Department). The perceived level
of awareness was combined to form a single scale that measured a=.85. The two independent
grouped levels of teaching location were on-campus and off-campus. Using the null hypothesis,
HO: There is no difference in perceived level of awareness based on teaching location, the nine
variables resulted as follows in Table 11.
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Table 11
Question 1: Descriptive Statistics and MANOVA

df
Perceived Level
of Awareness
Communication
FRC
Perceived Level
of Awareness
Trainings FRC
Perceived Level
of Awareness
TechSupport FRC
Perceived Level
of Awareness
Communication
CCS
Perceived Level
of Awareness
Trainings CCS
Perceived Level
of Awareness
TechSupport CCS
Perceived Level
of Awareness
Communication
DEPT
Perceived Level
of Awareness
Trainings DEPT
Perceived Level
of Awareness
TechSupport
DEPT

F

Sig.

Location Of Teaching Duties

2

.747 .477 On-campus (local)
Off-campus (distant/remote)
Decline to Answer
Total

4.56
4.35
5.00
4.53

Std.
Deviation
.732
1.222
.000
.837

2

.526 .593 On-campus (local)
Off-campus (distant/remote)
Decline to Answer
Total

4.31
4.06
4.50
4.27

.855
1.345
.707
.958

71
17
2
90

2

.109 .897 On-campus (local)
Off-campus (distant/remote)
Decline to Answer
Total

4.17
4.18
4.50
4.18

.894
1.334
.707
.978

71
17
2
90

2

.231 .794 On-campus (local)
Off-campus (distant/remote)
Decline to Answer
Total

3.66
3.47
3.00
3.61

1.630
1.663
2.828
1.640

71
17
2
90

2

.549 .579 On-campus (local)
Off-campus (distant/remote)
Decline to Answer
Total

3.49
3.06
3.00
3.40

1.585
1.713
2.828
1.620

71
17
2
90

2

.138 .872 On-campus (local)
Off-campus (distant/remote)
Decline to Answer
Total

3.46
3.59
3.00
3.48

1.538
1.583
2.828
1.552

71
17
2
90

2

.624 .538 On-campus (local)
Off-campus (distant/remote)
Decline to Answer
Total

3.48
3.00
3.00
3.38

1.602
1.803
2.828
1.653

71
17
2
90

2

.829 .440 On-campus (local)
Off-campus (distant/remote)
Decline to Answer
Total

3.20
2.65
2.50
3.08

1.679
1.801
2.121
1.704

71
17
2
90

2

.634 .533 On-campus (local)
Off-campus (distant/remote)
Decline to Answer
Total

3.23
2.71
3.00
3.12

1.658
1.863
2.828
1.708

71
17
2
90
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Mean

N
71
17
2
90

Based on the sample data (p>.05), the researcher failed to reject Ho. There was no statistical
difference in faculty’s level of awareness of the available support services and resources
compared to their teaching locations.
Research Question 2
The second research question was “Are there differences in faculty’s perceived level of
participation in the support services and resources used for the transition to the new learning
management system according to faculty’s academic rank (adjunct/instructor, assistant professor,
associate professor, full professor, and associate dean/dean)?” Using a five-point Likert scale,
participants were asked to select a value that best indicated their perceived level of participation
in the three (communication, trainings, and technical support) support services and resources
provided by the (a) Faculty Resource Center, (b) College of Continuing Studies, and (c) his/her
Home Department. In addition, participants were asked to select their teaching rank. The
selections were adjunct, instructor, assistant clinical professor, associate clinical professor, full
clinical professor, assistant professor, associate professor, full professor, associate dean, dean,
other, and decline to answer. The academic teaching ranks were grouped into five levels to be
consistent with the overall institution structure and included: Adjunct/Instructor (n=23),
Assistant Professor (n=14), Associate Professor (n=26), Full Professor (n=18), and Associate
Dean/Dean (n=4).
A MANOVA was conducted at an alpha level of .05 on the nine dependent variables of
perceived level of participation (participation in communication at FRC, participation in
trainings at FRC, participation in technical support at FRC, participation in communication at
CCS, participation in trainings at CCS, participation in technical support at CCS, participation in
communication at the Home Department, participation in trainings at the Home Department, and
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participation in technical support at the Home Department). The perceived level of participation
was combined to form a single scale that measured a=.87. The five independent grouped levels
of faculty academic teaching rank were adjunct/instructor, assistant professor, associate
professor, full professor, and associate dean/dean. Using the null hypothesis, HO: There is no
difference between faculty’s perceived level of participation according to faculty’s academic
teaching rank, the nine variables resulted as follows in Table 12.
Table 12
Question 2: Descriptive Statistics and MANOVA
df
F

Sig

Grouped Teaching
Rank
Adjunct/Instructor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
Associate Dean/Dean
Total

Mean
3.35
3.29
3.38
3.33
3.75
3.36

Std.
Deviation
1.335
1.490
1.235
1.283
1.893
1.317

N
23
14
26
18
4
85

Perceived Level of Participation
Communication FRC

4

.099

.983

Perceived Level of Participation
Trainings FRC

4

.754

.558

Adjunct/Instructor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
Associate Dean/Dean
Total

3.09
2.57
2.92
3.06
3.75
2.98

1.505
1.505
1.197
.998
1.258
1.300

23
14
26
18
4
85

Perceived Level of Participation
TechSupport FRC

4

1.100

.362

Adjunct/Instructor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
Associate Dean/Dean
Total

2.78
2.64
3.12
2.78
4.00
2.92

1.347
1.393
1.336
1.114
1.414
1.311

23
14
26
18
4
85

Perceived Level of Participation
Communication CCS

4

1.014

.405

Adjunct/Instructor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
Associate Dean/Dean
Total

2.35
2.43
2.81
2.06
3.25
2.48

1.301
1.604
1.550
1.349
2.062
1.477

23
14
26
18
4
85

Perceived Level of Participation
Training CCS

4

1.868

.191

Adjunct/Instructor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
Associate Dean/Dean
Total

1.87
2.29
2.46
1.72
3.25
2.15

1.014
1.541
1.630
1.320
2.062
1.443

23
14
26
18
4
85
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Table 12 continued…
df

F

Sig

Grouped Teaching
Rank
Adjunct/Instructor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
Associate Dean/Dean
Total

Mean
2.13
2.21
2.58
2.17
3.25
2.34

Std.
Deviation
1.254
1.528
1.474
1.581
2.062
1.468

Perceived Level of Participation
TechSupport CCS

4

.750

.561

Perceived Level of Participation
Communication Home Dept

4

.318

.865

Perceived Level of Participation
Training Home Dept

4

.593

Perceived Level of Participation
TechSupport Home Dept

4

.990

N
23
14
26
18
4
85

Adjunct/Instructor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
Associate Dean/Dean
Total

2.48
2.93
2.92
2.61
2.75
2.73

1.592
1.639
1.623
1.501
1.708
1.569

23
14
26
18
4
85

.669

Adjunct/Instructor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
Associate Dean/Dean
Total

2.04
2.57
2.58
2.11
2.75
2.34

1.430
1.651
1.604
1.605
1.708
1.555

23
14
26
18
4
85

.418

Adjunct/Instructor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
Associate Dean/Dean
Total

1.87
2.57
2.42
2.50
3.25
2.35

1.325
1.651
1.554
1.724
2.062
1.571

23
14
26
18
4
85

Based on the sample data (p>.05), the researcher failed to reject Ho. There was no statistical
difference in faculty’s level of participation in the available support services and resources
compared to their grouped academic teaching rank. The test of homogeneity of variances was
greater than .05 for each level; therefore, the homogeneity of variance was not violated.
Research Question 3
The third research question was “Are there differences in faculty’s perceived level of
participation in the support services and resources used for the transition to the new learning
management system according to faculty’s employment teaching status (semester-based, 9month, and 12-month)?” Using a five-point Likert scale, participants were asked to select a
value that best indicated their perceived level of participation in the three (communication,
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trainings, and technical support) support services and resources provided by the (a) Faculty
Resource Center, (b) College of Continuing Studies, and (c) his/her Home Department. In
addition, participants were asked to select their employment teaching status. The selections
were: semester-based (n=6), 9-month (n=63), and 12-month (n=15).
A MANOVA was conducted at an alpha level of .05 on the nine dependent variables of
perceived level of participation (participation in communication at FRC, participation in
trainings at FRC, participation in technical support at FRC, participation in communication at
CCS, participation in trainings at CCS, participation in technical support at CCS, participation in
communication at the Home Department, participation in trainings at the Home Department, and
participation in technical support at the Home Department). The perceived level of participation
was combined to form a single scale that measured a=.87. The three independent grouped levels
of faculty employment academic rank were semester-based, 9-month, and 12-month. Using the
null hypothesis, HO: There is no difference between faculty’s perceived level of participation
according to faculty’s employment status, the nine variables resulted as follows in Table 13.
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Table 13
Question 3: Descriptive Statistics and MANOVA
df

Location Of
Teaching Duties
2 .475 .623 Semester-Based
9-Month
12-Month
Total

Mean
3.00
3.33
3.60
3.36

Std.
Deviation
1.673
1.308
1.298
1.323

6
63
15
84

Perceived Level Of Participation
Trainings FRC

2 .954 .390 Semester-Based
9-Month
12-Month
Total

2.67
2.95
3.40
3.01

1.633
1.211
1.502
1.294

6
63
15
84

Perceived Level Of Participation
TechSupport FRC

2 .134 .874 Semester-Based
9-Month
12-Month
Total

2.83
2.87
3.07
2.90

1.835
1.301
1.335
1.332

6
63
15
84

Perceived Level Of Participation
Communication CCS

2 .542 .584 Semester-Based
9-Month
12-Month
Total

2.67
2.38
2.80
2.48

1.862
1.442
1.474
1.468

6
63
15
84

Perceived Level Of Participation
Trainings CCS

2 1.027 .363 Semester-Based
9-Month
12-Month
Total

2.17
2.06
2.67
2.18

1.602
1.424
1.589
1.466

6
63
15
84

Perceived Level Of Participation
TechSupport CCS

2 .461 .632 Semester-Based
9-Month
12-Month
Total

2.50
2.27
2.67
2.36

1.975
1.439
1.496
1.478

6
63
15
84

Perceived Level Of Participation
Communication DEPT

2 .598 .552 Semester-Based
9-Month
12-Month
Total

3.17
2.78
2.40
2.74

1.602
1.601
1.352
1.553

6
63
15
84

Perceived Level Of Participation
Trainings DEPT

2 .542 .584 Semester-Based
9-Month
12-Month
Total

2.17
2.44
2.00
2.35

.983
1.614
1.414
1.541

6
63
15
84

Perceived Level Of Participation
TechSupport DEPT

2 .572 .567 Semester-Based
9-Month
12-Month
Total

2.17
2.46
2.00
2.36

1.602
1.625
1.254
1.557

6
63
15
84

Perceived Level Of Participation
Communication FRC

F

Sig.
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N

Based on the sample data (p>.05), the researcher failed to reject Ho. There was no statistical
difference in faculty’s level of participation in the available support services and resources
compared to their grouped employment teaching status. The test of homogeneity of variances
was greater than .05 for each level; therefore, the homogeneity of variance was not violated.
Research Question 4
The fourth research question was “Is a faculty member’s perceived level of stress during
the transition to the new learning management system associated with his or her perceived
technological self-efficacy?” Using a five-point Likert scale, participants were asked to select a
value that best indicated their perceived level of stress. In addition, faculty members were asked
to select a value that best indicated their perceived technological self-efficacy proficiency level.
A one-tailed, bivarate Pearson r Correlation analysis was conducted at an alpha level of
.05 to answer the research question on the dependent variable (perceived level of stress) and the
independent variable (perceived level of technological self-efficacy proficiency) based on the
null hypothesis, Ho: There is no correlation between perceived technological self-efficacy and
perceived level of stress.
As measured by the Outlaw's Perception of LMS Transition Survey, the relationship
between perceived level of stress and perceived technological self-efficacy was investigated
using Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient. There was a small, negative correlation
between the two variables, r(97) = -.130, p = .205, n.s. The Pearson correlation between the
perceived level of stress and perceived technological self-efficacy is -.130, which was negative,
was interpreted as a small effect size, and was not statistically different from 0 (r = -.130, n=97,
p=.205). Thus, the null hypothesis that the correlation is 0 could not be rejected at the .05 level
of significance. Table 14 reveals a small, negative correlation between the perceived level of
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stress and perceived level of technological self-efficacy while transitioning to the new learning
management system.
Table 14
Question 4: Pearson r Correlations

Perceived Level Of Stress

Perceived TSE

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Perceived Level
Of Stress
1
97
-.130
.205
97

Perceived TSE
-.130
.205
97
1
97

Research Question 5
The final research question was “Is a faculty member’s perceived level of participation in
the support services and resources used for the transition to the new learning management system
associated with his or her perceived level of stress?” Using a five-point Likert scale, participants
were asked to select a value that best indicated their perceived level of participation in the three
(communication, trainings, and technical support) support services and resources provided by the
(a) Faculty Resource Center, (b) College of Continuing Studies, and (c) his/her Home
Department. In addition, using a five-point Likert scale, participants were asked to select a value
that best indicated their perceived level of stress.
A standard regression analysis was conducted at an alpha level of .05 to answer the
research question of whether perceived levels of participation across the nine predictor variables
(participation in communication at FRC, participation in trainings at FRC, participation in
technical support at FRC, participation in communication at CCS, participation in trainings at
CCS, participation in technical support at CCS, participation in communication at the Home
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Department, participation in trainings at the Home Department, and participation in technical
support at the Home Department) would impact the faculty’s perceived level of stress. The
perceived level of participation was combined to form a single scale that measured a=.87.
Accordingly, the null hypothesis stated, Ho: None of the nine participation domains in support
services and resources responses would significantly predict a participant’s perceived level of
stress. Regression results revealed that participation in support services and resources did not
impact participants’ perceived level of stress as the nine indices together only accounted for
.034% of the variance therein [r2 = .034; F(8, 91) = .320, n.s.]. Overall, Table 15 discloses that
the null hypothesis could not be rejected at the .05 level of significance, denoting that perceived
level of participation while transitioning to the new learning management system did not affect
participants’ level of stress.
Table 15
Question 5: Multiple Regression Change Statistics
Model

R

1

1.85a

R
Adjusted
Square
R
Square
0.34

-.073

Std.
R
F
Error of Square Change
the
Change
Estimate
.875

.034

.320

Df1

Df2

Sig. F
Change

9

81

.966

Summary
The researcher sought to determine the differences in faculty’s perceived level of
awareness depending on their teaching location. The researcher expected that the off-campus
faculty would be less aware of the support services and resources that were provided to assist
with the learning management system transition. The study indicated there was no difference in
faculty’s level of awareness while performing online teaching duties on-campus (78%) or offcampus (20%).
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In addition, the researcher sought to determine the differences in faculty’s perceived level
of participation depending on their academic teaching rank: adjunct/instructor (38.7%), assistant
professor (16.1%), associate professor (29.9%), full professor (20.7%), and associate dean/dean
(4.6%). The researcher expected that the higher the academic teaching rank, the less likely the
faculty would participate in the services provided to assist with the learning management system
transition. Although the percentages of higher-ranked faculty were lower, the study indicated
there was no difference in faculty’s level of participation according to their academic teaching
rank.
The researcher assessed the differences in faculty’s perceived level of participation
according to their employment status: semester-based (6.9%), 9-month (74.7%), and 12-month
(18.4%). Even though the majority of the faculty were 9-month employees, all levels
participated in the support services and resources and there was no difference in their level of
participation according to their employment status.
The researcher also assessed the association between faculty’s perceived technological
self-efficacy according to their perceived level of stress. Forty-four percent of faculty indicated
they perceived they were moderately proficient in their technological self-efficacy; yet, 45% of
faculty indicated they were moderately stressed. The researcher expected to find that the higher
the perceived level of technological self-efficacy, the lower the perceived levels of stress.
However, the study indicated that there was no significance between faculty’s perceived level of
stress and faculty’s perceived level of technological self-efficacy.
Lastly, the researcher sought to determine the association in faculty’s perceived level of
participation according to their perceived level of stress. Again, 45% of faculty indicated they
were moderately stressed. Ultimately, faculty utilized the support services and resources
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provided by the Faculty Resource Center (24 participated a lot in communications, 26
participated moderately in trainings, and 26 participated moderately in technical support).
Alternatively, the majority of faculty did not participate in support services and resources
provided by the College of Continuing Studies (35 did not participate in communications, 47 did
not participate in trainings, and 39 did not participate in technical support). Likewise, the
majority of faculty did not participate in support services and resources provided by their Home
Department (33 did not participate in communications, 43 did not participate in trainings, and 43
did not participate in technical support).
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CHAPTER V:
DISCUSSION
During the time of the LMS transition at the southeastern research university, the
researcher was employed as a senior instructional designer. During the time of the 2012-2013
LMS transition, the researcher had served in that role for approximately six years and had been
involved with three LMS transitions. In 2007-2008, the southeastern research university
transitioned from WebCt to eLearning Vista, and then in 2012-2013 they transitioned from
eLearning Vista to Blackboard. During those six years, the researcher assisted faculty with the
development of online courses (technologically and pedagogically), provided individual and
small group trainings, and served as the liaison for different colleges and the College of
Continuing Studies unit. In this role during that timeframe, the researcher directly witnessed the
levels of stress and anxiety of faculty when new technologies were adopted, and each time
questioned why. Why were faculty so stressed about the technology integration when there were
training services and other support resources available to assist them? Were faculty aware that
the support services and resources existed? If they knew, did they participate? If they
participated, were the services and support helpful? If they were aware of the services and
support and did not participate, why not?
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As the researcher was part of the group that provided the services and support needed to
seamlessly transition into the new adoption, it seemed simple that all faculty had to do was get
the training, gain the knowledge, and apply the learning. Unbeknownst to the researcher during
that six year span, faculty had other perceptions that morphed their experiences, which altered
their beliefs about technology adoption. Those beliefs affected their decisions and behaviors, as
shown in the literature (Albion, 1999; Backer, 1995; Bandura, 1982; Bandura, 1986; Ellen,
Bearden, & Sharma, 1991; Gold & Roth, 2013; Maddux, Norton, & Rogers, 1986; Pajares, 1992;
Seltzer, 1983; & Sheth, 1981). The literature also suggests that some faculty believe it is the
institution’s sole responsibility to assist faculty with their needs; whereas, other faculty believe in
taking personal responsibility for their own learning and professional growth (Georgina &
Hosford, 2009). Knowing this information in advance is vital to the integration process for
successful rollout.
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to assess faculty’s perceptions of stress,
technological self-efficacy, awareness of agency services/support, participation in agency
services/support, and helpfulness of agency services/support as faculty transitioned to a new
LMS at a southeastern research university. The researcher surveyed the variables that aided in
the successes and/or failures of the LMS migration. This study compared the interventions
provided by the Faculty Resource Center, College of Continuing Studies, department units, and
mentoring partnerships by individual faculty. Lastly, the study sought to determine the
perceived level of helpfulness of the interventions faculty received prior to, during, and after the
LMS transition.
The researcher did not find an ideal change model that has been constructed or
universally adopted by institutions to fit their general needs as it related to technology adoption.
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There are various theories and models to help devise a plan, which leaves institutions open to
interpretations that may fit their needs ... whether they are implemented correctly or not.
Therefore, findings from this study may serve as an initial framework for providing institutions
with a guide or model they can adopt to help faculty and staff adjust to change. Likewise, the
development of such a guide or model will help faculty and staff overcome the barriers relating
to change and stress. Holistically, the goal is to inform institutions that it is vital to know what
faculty needs are so an appropriate plan of action is taken to successfully ease faculty into
technology integrations in order to help the institution’s successful growth.
In the framework for this study, Lewin’s Change Theory was used to evaluate the driving
and restraining forces that exist in technology integration in academia (Fullan, 2001; Kritsonis,
2005) with the hopes of maintaining equilibrium in the two forces. Because this balance is very
delicate and crucial to the implementation, it was fitting to include Lazarus and Folkman’s
Transactional Model of Stress and Coping because the unpredictable changes that result in
technology in academia are major causes of stress. The changes are also a leading factor in
morphing faculty’s beliefs about technology adoption. Frequency, impact, and planning of
change are three characteristics of change, all of which affect an individual's perception of a
situation (Rafferty & Griffin, 2006). The framework for this study provided value in ascertaining
whether the existing model at the southeastern research university needed revising or if a new
plan needed to be created for future technology adoptions.
Interpretation of the Findings
Faculty perceptions regarding stress, technological self-efficacy, technology adoption,
and awareness of, participation in, and helpfulness of support services and resources are
constructs that initiated the development of the research questions. The results provided insight
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on how best to implement change, combat resistance, offer support services and resources
(communication, faculty development, technical support, and mentorship), and evaluate the
support services and resources.
Research Question 1
Does perceived level of awareness of the support services and resources used for the
transition to the new learning management system vary depending on the location (oncampus/local versus off-campus/remote) where faculty mainly performed the act of their online
teaching duties?
Overall, respondents in the study indicated they were extremely aware of the support
services and resources provided by the Faculty Resource Center, College of Continuing Studies,
and their Home Department. The greater percentage (78%) of faculty were on-campus and
indicated they were more aware of the support services and resources than faculty who were offcampus (19.8%). For the faculty who were aware of the support services and resources that the
units offered, the Faculty Resource Center rated the highest in faculty's extreme level of
awareness in communications (M=4.47), training (M=4.24), and technical support (M=4.17).
The College of Continuing Studies rated second highest in faculty's extreme level of awareness
in communications (M=3.60), training (M=3.41), and technical support (M=3.48). The Home
Department rated the least in faculty's extreme level of awareness in communications (M=3.38),
not available/aware of training (M=3.09), and not available/aware of technical support (M=3.14).
It stands to reason that since the Faculty Resource Center (the unit responsible for
technology implementations and trainings) initiated the majority of the communications about
the LMS adoption, faculty gravitated to that unit for their transition needs. Although the College
of Continuing Studies was the main unit that serviced the distance learning population, the
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communications delivered were not as prevalent as those of the Faculty Resource Center.
Overall, the communication efforts in each unit revealed that faculty were extremely aware of
the LMS transition, extremely aware of the training and technical support efforts through the
Faculty Resource Center and the College of Continuing Studies, but were either not aware of the
services in their Home Department or the services did not exist. Because faculty were mostly
extremely aware of the transition and available support services, this alone does not speak to the
reason for faculty's perceived level of stress during the transition. Why was most of the training
done at the Faculty Resource Center when the College of Continuing Studies serviced online
faculty in course design and pedagogy? Were faculty not aware that the College of Continuing
Studies could provide those services during the transition? Did faculty flock to Faculty Resource
Center because that unit was promoting the integration? Was it assumed that the Faculty
Resource Center would be responsible for all the training relating to the adoption?
Belker et al. (2012) stated that communication from the institution to faculty and staff is
vital. Employees must be aware of changes that will occur because it ultimately affects their
performance and readiness, especially as it relates to integrating new technology. In distance
education, employees have the flexible opportunity of working off-site, so it is even more vital
that those individuals are fully aware of all technological changes. Belker et al. (2012) stated
that sharing information properly assures that individuals become more self-directed. The lack
of or poorly communicated changes will ultimately result in misguided information and
assumptions, which did not appear to be the case in this study.
Research Question 2
Are there differences in faculty’s perceived level of participation in the support services
and resources used for the transition to the new learning management system according to
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faculty’s academic rank (adjunct/instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, full
professor, and associate dean/dean)?
Overall, respondents in the study indicated that they participated a lot (M=3.31) in
communication services provided by the Faculty Resource Center, and moderately in training
(M=2.94) and technical support (M=2.86) services. However, even though faculty were
extremely aware of the support services and resources provided by the three units, they did not
participate in communication (M=2.50), training (M=2.19), and technical support (M=2.37)
provided by the College of Continuing Studies or the communication (M=2.75), training
(M=2.35), and technical support (M=2.41) provided by the Home Department. Of the faculty
who participated, the majority participated a lot solely through the Faculty Resource Center and
not at all through the College of Continuing Studies or their Home Departments. The researcher
questions whether the Faculty Resource Center was over tasked with faculty requesting their
assistance with training and technical support during the LMS transition. Even though the
College of Continuing Studies and some Home Departments provided the same training and
technical support assistance, why were they not utilized? Could the cause of faculty stress have
resulted from over tasking one department with the responsibility, resulting in ineffective
assistance? How effective was the communication that faculty say they were aware of from the
latter two units? Did the latter two units mostly communicate the LMS transition and not the
training and technical support assistance? Because faculty did not take full advantage of all the
available resources, even through the Faculty Resource Center, the lack of participation could be
a factor in faculty's perceived level of stress during the transition.
Of the total percentage of faculty, 29.9% were associate professors and they represented a
majority of the population that participated moderately to a lot in the Faculty Resource Center

112

services and support opportunities. While this study did not seek results regarding whether
academic rank actually had bearings on faculty's decisions to participate in services, a study
conducted by Sudhaus (2013) indicated that the majority of tenured faculty chose not to
participate in trainings and that they preferred individual consultations, unlike the tenure-eligible
and adjunct/instructors who were greater advocates for participating in trainings. However, all
levels expected to receive technical and pedagogical support.
Research Question 3
Are there differences in faculty’s perceived level of participation in the support services
and resources used for the transition to the new learning management system according to
faculty’s employment teaching status (semester-based, 9-month, and 12-month)?
Of the total percentage of faculty, 74.7% were 9-month faculty and they represented a
majority of the population that participated moderately to a lot in the Faculty Resource Center
services and support opportunities. While this study did not seek results regarding whether
employment status actually had bearings on faculty's decisions to participate in services, a study
conducted by Sudhaus (2013) indicated that the majority of full-time faculty (compared to a
lower percentage of adjuncts/instructors) participated merely due to interest. After participating
in the trainings, the faculty's experience in the trainings influenced them to continue the
professional development.
Research Question 4
Is a faculty member’s perceived level of stress during the transition to the new learning
management system associated with his or her perceived technological self-efficacy (TSE)?
In this study, faculty’s perceived moderately proficient levels of TSE (44%) did not result
in a reduction of their moderate perceived level of stress (45%). According to the literature, the
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higher the perceived level of TSE, the lower perceptions of level of stress should be (Albion,
2001; Borchers et al., 1992; Ellen, et al., 1991; & Harrison et al., 1997), but the perceived level
of TSE in this study did not result in significance in the perceived stress levels. Belker et al.
(2012) stated that it is possible that the mere self-inexperience of said event (the new LMS
adoption) could be the direct link to the stress and not the actual situation (the transition),
meaning that one’s actual beliefs/perceptions may not match the actual stress levels. The
average faculty in this study had taught for an average of 18.94 years in the classroom and 8.34
years in the online/blended environment; therefore, the transition to new technologies may not
have been the actual cause of the stress. If the southeastern research university is used as an
indicator of the number of times the average faculty faced a LMS change (3 times in 6 years), the
average classroom faculty changed 6.31 times and the average online/blended faculty changed
2.78 times. However, the mere unknown and inexperience with the new technology and one’s
reaction to it could be the cause of higher stress levels. Belker et al. (2012) further stated that
one’s negative demeanor and reaction could worsen the situation and diminish productivity.
Now the researcher questions the type of experiences faculty encountered during their average
technological adoption cycles.
Pajares (1992) wrote that one’s belief differs from one’s knowledge. Beliefs are strong
predictors of decision-making and contribute to higher levels of stress if faculty previously had
bad experiences using technology while teaching online. They experience higher stress levels,
and are more resistant to change. The bad experiences could result in faculty delaying or
denying the creation or recreation of new knowledge (declarative/what and procedural/how)
during change. In contrast, if faculty previously had good experiences, they are more likely to
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adapt to change because they are aware of the expectations and outcomes and their stress levels
are typically lower.
Research Question 5
Is a faculty member’s perceived level of participation in the support services and
resources used for the transition to the new learning management system associated with his or
her perceived level of stress?
Of the faculty who participated a lot (M=3.31) in the Faculty Resource Center services
and support opportunities, faculty revealed they were minor (32%) to moderately (45%) stressed.
Because the majority of faculty participated moderately to a lot in only the Faculty Resource
Center’s services, could this be the cause of their moderate stress levels? The participants
indicated that their perceived level of helpfulness in the support services and resources was
extremely helpful in communications (M=3.88), training (M=3.57), and technical support
(M=3.68). Even though faculty were extremely aware of the services provided by the College of
Continuing Studies, they unanimously rated the unit as not helpful/provided no services. As a
result, the researcher questions whether the faculty assumed that the College of Continuing
Studies was only promoting the LMS integration (as they indicated they were extremely aware)
and not the services offered to help in faculty preparedness because they did not participate nor
find the services helpful.
The literature reiterates the fact that if professional development and training
opportunities are effective, faculty are satisfied, experience less stress, are more motivated, and
are more likely to participate in training and adopting new technology. Alternatively, if
professional development training opportunities are not effective, faculty are not satisfied,
experience higher levels of stress, are not as motivated, and are very resistant to adopting
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changes because they do not believe the technology would be beneficial (Borchers et al., 1992;
Georgina & Hosford, 2009; Lambert, 1988; Little, 1993; Norris, 1993; O’Conner et al., 1990;
Wade, 1989; & Yidana, 2007).
As in Lewin’s unfreeze planning change process, Pajares (1992) suggested that
beliefs/perceptions are difficult to alter and because they are strong constructs that influence
decision-making and judgments, ultimately have an influential effect on processing new
knowledge. Therefore, the success and/or demise of a professional development training
program will result in the success or failure of faculty adapting to change. Pajares further stated
that training programs should incorporate the focus of faculty beliefs and perceptions at the
forefront, as those constructs are the basis for properly assessing stress and coping mechanisms
to create new knowledge through productive models for training.
Exploratory Analyses of Demographics
For exploratory analyses, the researcher’s overall observations were that the majority of
the sample was teaching online and/or blended courses (n=110) and was part of the learning
management system transition from eLearning Vista to Blackboard Learn during the 2012-2013
academic year (n=98). Faculty indicated they were moderately stressed (n=44), even though
they were moderately technologically proficient (n=43). Because the literature suggests that
stress levels should decrease as TSE levels increase (Albion, 2001; Borchers et al., 1992; Ellen et
al., 1991; & Harrison et al., 1997), the findings in this study are not significant and that could be
because of the low response rate.
The majority of the respondents were White/Caucasian (n=72), middle aged (M=50.91,
SD=10.72) females with doctorate degrees (n=63) and employed as associate professors.
According to Gautreau (2011), faculty’s decisions to adopt new technologies were not influenced
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by age and gender factors, but were probably influenced by tenure status and level of experience
with the new technology. Gautreau asserts that tenure status and frequency of use in personal
activities are determinants in whether faculty decide to use technology resources. The
employment term for most faculty was 9-months (n=65) and most faculty were performing their
online/blended teaching duties on-campus (n=71). The average person had 18.94 years of
classroom experience and 8.34 years of online/blended teaching experience.
The majority of the sample had not received mentoring (n=48) from their peers during the
transition, but had provided mentoring (n=48) services to their peers. Belker et al. (2012)
believe that those who are engrossed with correct, consistent, and constant information are
empowered to mentor their peers. Hinson and LaPrairie (2005), Lewis (2002), and Mitchell and
Geva-May (2009) reiterate that faculty need mentoring for their continual professional
development. Even though mentorship was identified by faculty at this institution (personal
conversation, August, 2013), as a valuable resource to assist with acclimation to the new LMS, it
was not abundantly found in the literature, which raises value for its research exploration in
academia as it relates to emerging technologies.
Mentorship was not listed in the literature as a construct for a support resource for this
study, but was implemented in the demographics section of the survey to measure its value at the
southeastern research university and to raise awareness for its value in future studies. Belker et
al. (2012) believe that those who are engrossed with the correct, consistent, and constant
information are empowered to mentor their peers. Georgina and Hosford (2009) stated that
faculty desire to be mentored and the most effective training and learning occurs in mentoring.
Additionally, according to Steele et al. (2013), mentoring is highly regarded in faculty
recruitment and retention.

117

The effectiveness of leadership at an institution is vital in implementing change. This
empowerment involves the leadership of individuals willing to mentor their peers. This
knowledge was gained by personal conversations (August 2013) with various faculty during the
onset of the transition. Many of the more technology-savvy faculty offered to help their peers
get acclimated to the new technology. In order to properly mentor, individuals must be properly
trained and have access to the appropriate resources.
Implications for Future Practice
The results to this study’s quantitative-driven questions could form the foundation of a
model to provide some best practices for transitioning to a new LMS and dealing with opposition
of change to the new LMS. The findings could drive recommendations for implementing a new
model for transitioning to change. Such efficient methods could better equip faculty to deal with
the stresses of change to emerging technologies. In addition, the recommendations for the new
model could furnish training professionals with quality services that increase faculty
preparedness, while reducing stress.
First, utilize theories and models to create and deploy technological change strategies.
This involves the creation of scholarly work that disseminates a strategic plan for transitioning to
a new learning management system that could be a general process for other institutions. Having
such a plan provides the foundation for why transitions must happen, when transitions happen,
and what technology to transition to. Administration should also explore the cause for constant
updates in adopting technology to better plan for appropriate timelines in transitioning and they
must holistically plan for and address enrollment issues. Administration should also create
policies on limiting the frequency in technology changes. It would also save institutions time in
planning on the logistics for each transition.
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Second, increase the level of awareness of support services and resources through
communications, professional development/trainings, technical support, and mentoring, by
improving the quality of communication, promoting faculty development programs, improving
technological proficiencies, and supporting mentoring programs. Robust communications
regarding technology adoption is vital. Communications regarding the implementation and
adoption of new technology and the policies regarding new technology adoptions are essential.
Faculty and students must be aware of the clear mission and goals for implementing new
technology. In addition, appropriate trainings for faculty and students are needed prior to
launching the technology so that individuals are strategically acclimated to the new system.
Administration should also stimulate and encourage mentorship among colleagues. Mentoring
could help ease the burden on stressed resources and it could also be a resource to help
disseminate knowledge at a faster pace. Enhancements in these areas will greatly improve
faculty and student readiness.
Third, alter faculty's perceptions of transitioning to new technology through effective
faculty development/training, technical support and mentorship. Faculty's beliefs can hinder the
implementation of new technology for an institution. Administration needs to evaluate faculty's
needs and concerns in order to implement plans and strategies that will best serve faculty.
Faculty should be involved in technology adoption decisions. Faculty should be informed on the
pros and cons of the new platforms. Administration should also determine appropriate
technology adoption timelines to ensure that faculty and students are abreast of the technical
operations. When faculty are not properly trained, they are not equipped to assist students in
technological issues. In turn, student’s feedback on evaluation systems are typically skewed due
to lack of skills and knowledge with the new system. Students should also be included in the
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technology adoption decisions so that appropriate support and resources are available for their
readiness. Training plans need to be offered frequently and must be of quality to be effective for
faculty. Positive experiences equate to positive beliefs, which ultimately influence faculty's
behaviors, decisions, and motivation.
Lastly, execute formative and summative evaluations of support services and resources.
Training plans need to be evaluated in order to continue to offer optimum quality to be effective
for faculty. Hence, it is vital that administrators adhere to faculty’s supports and needs in
equipping them with the necessary knowledge, skills, and abilities to increase their preparedness
in teaching online and reduce their stress and anxieties. Administration needs to promote the
value in reviewing feedback from all layers of evaluations to execute enhancements to future
iterations of professional development and training.
With the rising cost of tuition and demands on institutions and faculty to provide the best
possible education to distant students, effective learning can only be made possible through the
use of robust technology and applications. That requires change. Just as institutions need to
remain abreast of the technological trends and issues to remain competitive, they also need to
care just as much about what issues faculty face in technological changes. Addressing those
specific needs ensures that faculty obtain the necessary training they need for their successful
personal and professional growth. If faculty's beliefs about technology adoption are warped,
their decisions and behaviors will also be warped. Investing in technology for education means
investing in the people who provide education to students.
Limitations of Study
During the spring term of 2014 when the survey recruitment was initiated, the
approximate total of the employed faculty population at the southeastern research university was
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1,312. The total response rate was approximately 12.8%; thereby, the findings may not be
reflective of the entire faculty population. One hundred and fifty three participants completed
the entire survey, yielding a completion rate of 11.66%. Approximately fifteen incomplete
responses were from participants who started the survey and for reasons unknown, did not
complete all of the questions. According to Alreck and Settle (2004), recruitment by
interviewing is typically more interactive, expensive, and time consuming than direct mail and
online surveys. Direct mail is rather inexpensive, has the ability to reach a larger sample, and is
less interactive; however, this method could result in lower response rates (approximately 510%) than interviewing. Online surveys share some characteristics of direct mail, except this
method provides more intense interactions with participants, is more stimulating, and is
creatively customizable. Unlike direct mail, online surveys typically average a 15-29% response
rate (Comley, 2000). The researcher chose to conduct an online survey because the population
was isolated to the southeastern research university. Due to the lack of budget, the online survey
did not incur any expenses and administering was quick and easy. In addition, some of the
participants were faculty who performed their working duties off-campus and the online
directory only recorded on-campus department addresses.
It is likely that the low response rates were due to faculty's busy schedules during the
start of the spring term, inability or unwillingness to participate, inexperience (only online and/or
blended teaching faculty who were part of the learning management system transition during
2012-2013 could participate), and inability to distinguish between online and/or blended
teaching. Results were skewed because of the low completion rate. The low completion rate and
number of incomplete responses may not be generalizable to the faculty population at the
research institution. Research question 1 (perceived level of awareness) and research questions
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2, 3, and 5 (perceived level of participation) had nine dependent variables to assess. All the
questions resulted in no significant differences. Because the sample size was so low, even if
differences did exist, it was difficult to determine significant differences in this study.
Recommendations for Future Research
Implications for future research would require qualitative research to get to the core of
the reason for increased stress levels of faculty when transitioning to new technology and why
they do not partake in services and resources to aid in their preparedness to teach online.
Additional studies are needed to
1. determine if gender and age, faculty teaching rank, and employment terms impact the
participation levels in support services and resources;
2. determine the actual cause of stress for faculty when transitioning to a new learning
management system; and
3. determine whether the actual stress was related to teaching an online/blended course,
while simultaneously transitioning.
Conclusion
For the purposes of the current study, this model evaluated the stressors for faculty and
the existing coping models to establish the study's credibility. It provided value in ascertaining
whether the existing model needed revising or a new plan needed to be created. The stress and
coping model is vital toward helping faculty deal with stressors while transitioning to a new
LMS. Frequency, impact, and planning are three characteristics of change, all of which affect an
individual's perception of a situation (Rafferty & Griffin, 2006). Many coping mechanisms
addressed ways in which individuals handle stress and this study seeks to determine which
mechanisms are most effective in combating stressors relating to change.
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In academia, it is important to note that, particularly in higher education, alterations in
change models have been non-existent within the past 30 years (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). Why?
According to Zusman (2005), the public, government, market pressures, and policy makers take
refuge in making funding decisions in academia. State funding has decreased, while student
enrollments and tuition steadily increase. However, the massive increases have saturated the
support and education that faculty need; thereby, the student and faculty education suffers and
the quality of education diminishes.
A southeastern research university’s resources were strained due to increased student
enrollments; therefore, an upgrade to a new LMS and encountering change was inevitable. The
supporting units at this institution provided various strategies (communication, faculty
development/training, and technical support) to help faculty cope with the stress of change and
attempt to enhance faculty preparedness for online teaching. Because communication, faculty
development/training, and technical support were the three areas supported in the literature and
were services provided by the supporting units at the institution, this study focused on faculty’s
perceived level of awareness, perceived of level of participation, and perceived of level of
helpfulness in those three areas. In addition, the study gauged faculty’s technological selfefficacy to determine their perceived level of stress during the transition. Mentorship was not
listed in the literature as a construct for a support resource for this study, but the question was
implemented in the demographics section of the survey in order to measure its value at the
southeastern research university. The construct was also used to raise awareness for its value in
future studies.
The goal is to ensure that driving and restraining forces are equal at various iterations of
change. In order for an institution to keep up with the demands of escalating enrollment, the
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technologies used must be equipped to handle the increase and the integration of other
technologies. Folkman (1984) argues that if an event is controllable, it does not equate to a
reduction in stress or positive outcomes, nor do uncontrollable events lead to increased stress or
negative outcomes. This study revealed how the communication efforts, faculty
development/trainings, and technical support resources provided by the Faculty Resource Center
and the College of Continuing Studies affected the faculty at a southeastern research university.
The transition to the new LMS was uncontrollable (driving force/change), but the support efforts
were controllable (restraining force/resistance). Even though the event was uncontrollable and
necessary, it did not have a significant difference on faculty's perceptions or stress.
Using the theoretical framework for this study, the researcher gained perspective on
faculty’s perceptions regarding the LMS transitions, which provided insight on techniques and
mechanisms to use to aid faculty with coping with stress that results from change. The Change
Theory's Force Field Analysis & Three Phases of Change Process have the potential to build
faculty’s positive beliefs about teaching online directly, as those beliefs link to their positive
satisfaction in performing the task. In addition, in using Lazarus & Folkman’s Model of Stress
& Coping, the researcher identified three resources in the literature that were classified as
components for coping with stress when facing challenges of changes in emerging technologies:
communication, faculty development/training, and technical support. It is astounding that
faculty in this study resisted the necessary opportunities for professional development required to
be effective in teaching online. According to Bolliger and Wasilik (2009), faculty are satisfied
with teaching online and desire to continue to teach online, but are resistant to keep up with
technological advances. To do an effective job in providing students with the best possible
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online education, institutions and faculty must be dedicated to keep up with the latest in
technological and pedagogical advances.
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Appendix B
Recruitment Email
Original Recruitment Email – January 15, 2014
Dissertation Recruitment Email: Faculty’s Perceptions of
Learning Management System Transition
Veronica Outlaw <voutlaw@crimson.ua.edu>

Jan 15, 2014

Greetings Faculty!
Veronica Outlaw, PhD(c), Principal Investigator (PI) from the University of Alabama, is
conducting a study called Descriptive Study Exploring Faculty’s Perceptions of Transitioning to
a New Learning Management System. This study is part of Ms. Outlaw’s dissertation work and
she is being supervised by Dr. Margaret Rice, Assistant Professor of Educational Leadership,
Policy and Technology Studies at The University of Alabama. This study seeks to learn your
overall perceptions of transitioning to a new Learning Management System (LMS) for your
online/blended teaching purposes. This study investigates the issues with changes that occurred
during the LMS transition during 2012-2013 academic school year. The study will investigate
your perceived level of awareness of the actual LMS change implementation. In addition, it will
investigate your perceived level of participation in the support services provided to help with
your ease of transition and your perceived level of helpfulness of those services. Lastly, the
study seeks to investigate your perceived level of technological self-efficacy and your perceived
level of stress during the LMS transition.
To complete the survey, please click on this link:
http://bamaesprmc.az1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3VQ5VKPfyW9rSjX. The consent
statement will be provided at the beginning of the Qualtrics survey, along with two criteria
related questions to determine your eligibility to participate. The deadline to complete the survey
is Wednesday, February 5, 2014 by 12:00 am Central Standard Time. There will be two
follow-up reminders that will be sent weekly until the close of the survey.
Thanks in advance,
Veronica Outlaw, PhD(c) voutlaw@crimson.ua.edu
The College of Education
The University of Alabama
Degree: PhD Instructional Leadership with emphasis in Instructional Technology (2014)

140

Appendix C
Recruitment Email (Reminder #1 Of 2)
Reminder #1 Recruitment Email – January 23, 2014
Dissertation Recruitment Email - Reminder 1 of 2: Faculty's Perceptions of Jan 23, 2014
Learning Management System Transition
Veronica Outlaw <voutlaw@crimson.ua.edu>
Greetings Faculty!
You should have received an original email on January 15, 2014 to participate my dissertation
survey to help me collect data on my dissertation research: Faculty’s Perceptions of Learning
Management System Transition. If you are an online or blended teaching faculty at the
University of Alabama who was part of the 2012-2013 learning management system transition
from eLearning to Blackboard Learn, I really need your cooperation in completing the survey.
If you have not already completed the Faculty’s Perceptions of Learning Management System
Transition survey, your input is needed to determine effective strategies on implementing future
technologies, which will ultimately help faculty make seamless transitions and productive
changes pedagogically and technologically when teaching online and/or blended courses.
To complete the survey, please click on this link
http://bamaesprmc.az1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3VQ5VKPfyW9rSjX. The consent
statement will be provided at the beginning of the Qualtrics survey. The deadline to complete
the survey is February 5, 2014. There will be one final reminder a week from today.
Disregard this email if you have already completed the survey. Since your responses are
anonymous, I have no way to drop you from the list.
Thanks in advance,
Veronica Outlaw, PhD(c)
The College of Education
The University of Alabama
Degree: PhD Instructional Leadership with emphasis in Instructional Technology
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Appendix D
Recruitment Email (Reminder #2 Of 2)
Final Reminder Recruitment Email – January 29, 2014
Dissertation Recruitment Email - Reminder 2 of 2: Faculty's Perceptions of Learning
Management System Transition
Jan 29, 2014
Veronica Outlaw <voutlaw@crimson.ua.edu>
Greetings Faculty!
You should have received an original email on January 15, 2014 to participate in my dissertation
survey to help me collect data on my dissertation research: Faculty’s Perceptions of Learning
Management System Transition. If you are an online or blended teaching faculty at the
University of Alabama who was part of the 2012-2013 learning management system transition
from eLearning to Blackboard Learn, I really need your cooperation in completing the survey.
If you have not already completed the Faculty’s Perceptions of Learning Management System
Transition survey, your input is needed to determine effective strategies on implementing future
technologies, which will ultimately help faculty make seamless transitions and productive
changes pedagogically and technologically when teaching online and/or blended courses.
To complete the survey, please click on this link
http://bamaesprmc.az1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_3VQ5VKPfyW9rSjX. The consent
statement will be provided at the beginning of the Qualtrics survey. The deadline to complete
the survey is February 5, 2014. This is the final reminder.
Disregard this email if you have already completed the survey. Since your responses are
anonymous, I have no way to drop you from the list.
Thanks in advance,
Veronica Outlaw, PhD(c)
voutlaw@crimson.ua.edu
The College of Education
The University of Alabama
Degree: PhD Instructional Leadership with emphasis in Instructional Technology
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Appendix E
Outlaw’s Perceptions of LMS Transition Survey
Consent Statement:
Research Invitation:
Faculty’s Perceptions of Learning Management System Transition
Veronica Outlaw, PhD(c), Principal Investigator (PI) from the University of Alabama, is
conducting a study called Descriptive Study Exploring Faculty’s Perceptions of Transitioning to
a New Learning Management System. This study is part of Ms. Outlaw’s dissertation work and
she is being supervised by Dr. Margaret Rice, Assistant Professor of Educational Leadership,
Policy and Technology Studies at The University of Alabama. This study seeks to learn your
overall perceptions of transitioning to a new Learning Management System (LMS) for your
online/blended teaching purposes. This study investigates the issues with changes that occurred
during the LMS transition during 2012-2013 academic school year. The study will investigate
your perceived level of awareness of the actual LMS change implementation. In addition, it will
investigate your perceived level of participation in the support services provided to help with
your ease of transition and your perceived level of helpfulness of those services. Lastly, the
study seeks to investigate your perceived level of technological self-efficacy and your perceived
level of stress during the LMS transition.
We are inviting you to be in this study to help determine effective strategies on implementing
future technologies, which will ultimately help faculty make seamless transitions and productive
changes pedagogically and technologically when teaching online and/or blended courses.
Taking part in this study involves completing an online survey, created in Qualtrics that will
take about 10-15 minutes to complete. This survey contains questions about perceived levels of
awareness, technological self-efficacy, stress, participation, helpfulness, and demographics. If
you do not wish to participate in the study, simply disregard this email and any follow-up email
messages.
We will protect your confidentiality by omitting personal identifiers in recruiting and collecting
data. Qualtrics Software, which is password protected, is only accessible by the PI. Only
Veronica Outlaw (self) will have access to review the data during data analysis phase of this
study. Dissertation committee members will have access to summarized data. Only
summarized date will be presented at meetings or in publications. No one, including the PI, will
be able to recognize you in any reports or publications that result from this study. All data will
be reported in aggregate in publications.
There are no known risks or discomforts associated with your participation in this study. There
will be no direct benefits to you. The chief risk is that some of the demographic questions may
make you uncomfortable. You may skip any questions you do not want to answer, or you may
select “Decline to Answer.” Academia may benefit from this survey by gaining a better
understanding of the stressors that result from change implementations in emerging technologies
and how those stressors affect faculty’s perceptions, performances, and preparedness in online
teaching. This is an anonymous survey. You will not be asked to supply your name or any
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other personal information. Subject identities will be kept confidential within the Qualtrics
Survey Software. The data collected for this survey will not be furnished to any personal
agency.
The only cost to you for participating in this study is the time spent completing the survey. You
will not be compensated for participating in the study.
If you have questions about this study, please contact Veronica Outlaw (investigator) by email at
voutlaw@crimson.ua.edu or Dr. Margaret Rice (Advisor & Committee Chair) at 205-348-1165
or by email at mrice@bamaed.ua.edu. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about your
rights as a research participant, contact Ms. Tanta Myles, the Research Compliance Officer at
the University of Alabama, at (205) 348-8461 or toll-free at 1-877-820-3066. You may also ask
questions, make suggestions, or file complaints and concerns through the UA IRB Outreach
website at http://osp.ua.edu /site/PRCO_Welcome.html or send an email to
participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu. After you participate, you are encouraged to complete the
survey for research participants, which is available online at the outreach website.
Thank you for your consideration.
Select whether you agree or disagree with the consent statement.
I agree

I disagree

Were you an online or blended teaching faculty during the eLearning to Blackboard Learn
Learning Management System transition during the 2012-2013 academic year?
Yes No

Were you part of the eLearning to Blackboard Learning Management system transition in 20122013?
Yes

No

Section 1: Perception of Level of Stress
On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being None to 5 being Extreme, rate your PERCEIVED LEVEL
OF STRESS pertaining to your initial transition from the eLearning Learning Management
System to the Blackboard Learn Learning Management System during the 2012-2013 academic
year.
None
Minor
Moderate
Serious
Extreme

Section 2: Perception of Technological Self-Efficacy Proficiency
On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Not Proficient to 5 being Extremely Proficient, rate your
PERCEIVED TECHNOLOGICAL SELF-EFFICACY PROFICIENCY LEVEL (your
proficiency in using technology) in using technology prior to your transition from the eLearning
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Learning Management System to the Blackboard Learn Learning Management Systems during
the 2012-2013 academic year.
Not Proficient
Proficient

Slightly Proficient

Somewhat Proficient

Moderately Proficient

Extremely

Section 3: Perceptions of Level of Awareness of Support Services and Resources
On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Not Available or Not Aware to 5 being Extremely Aware, rate
your PERCEIVED LEVEL OF AWARENESS of the following THREE support services and
resources provided by the FACULTY RESOURCE CENTER during the 2012-2013 academic
year.
Not
Available
or Not
Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
Aware
Aware
Aware
Aware
Aware
Communication (You received
correspondence of the new learning
management system via email, news
dialog, meetings, and/or word of
mouth.)
a)

Trainings (individual/group
workshops/trainings, supplemental
training resources [audio/video
/handouts])
b)

c)

Technical Support

On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Not Available or Not Aware to 5 being Extremely Aware, rate
your PERCEIVED LEVEL OF AWARENESS of the following THREE support services and
resources provided by the COLLEGE OF CONTINUING STUDIES during the 2012-2013
academic year.
Not
Available
or Not
Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
Aware
Aware
Aware
Aware
Aware
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Communication (You received
correspondence of the new learning
management system via email, news
dialog, meetings, and/or word of
mouth.)
a)

Trainings (individual/group
workshops/trainings, supplemental
training resources [audio/video
/handouts])
b)

c)

Technical Support

On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Not Available or Not Aware to 5 being Extremely Aware,
rate your PERCEIVED LEVEL OF AWARENESS of the following THREE support
services and resources provided by your HOME DEPARTMENT during the 2012-2013
academic year.
Not
Available
or Not
Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
Aware
Aware
Aware
Aware
Aware
Communication (You received
correspondence of the new learning
management system via email, news
dialog, meetings, and/or word of
mouth.)
a)

Trainings (individual/group
workshops/trainings, supplemental
training resources [audio/video
/handouts])
b)

c)

Technical Support

Section 4: Perceived Level of Participation in Support Services and Resources
On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Did Not Participate to 5 being Participated Extensively, rate
your PERCEIVED LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION in the following THREE support services
and resources provided by the FACULTY RESOURCE CENTER unit during the 2012-2013
academic year.
Not
Provided or
Did Not
Participated Participated Participated Participated
Participate Some
Moderately a Lot
Extensively
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Communication (You received
correspondence of the new learning
management system via email, news
dialog, meetings, and/or word of
mouth.)
a)

Trainings (individual/group
workshops/trainings, supplemental
training resources [audio/video
/handouts])
b)

c)

Technical Support

On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Did Not Participate to 5 being Participated Extensively, rate
your PERCEIVED LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION in the following THREE support services
and resources provided by the COLLEGE OF CONTINUING STUDIES during the 20122013 academic year.
Not
Provided or
Did Not
Participated Participated Participated Participated
Participate Some
Moderately a Lot
Extensively

Communication (You received
correspondence of the new learning
management system via email, news
dialog, meetings, and/or word of
mouth.)
a)

Trainings (individual/group
workshops/trainings, supplemental
training resources [audio/video
/handouts])
b)

c)

Technical Support

On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Did Not Participate to 5 being Participated Extensively, rate
your PERCEIVED LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION in the following THREE support services
and resources provided by your HOME DEPARTMENT during the 2012-2013 academic year.
Not
Provided or
Did Not
Participated Participated Participated Participated
Participate Some
Moderately a Lot
Extensively
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Communication (You received
correspondence of the new learning
management system via email, news
dialog, meetings, and/or word of
mouth.)
a)

Trainings (individual/group
workshops/trainings, supplemental
training resources [audio/video
/handouts])
b)

c)

Technical Support

Section 5: Perceptions of Level of Helpfulness of Support Services and Resources
On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Cannot Rate Helpfulness to 5 being Extremely Helpful, rate
your PERCEIVED LEVEL OF HELPFULNESS in the following THREE support services
and resources for the FACULTY RESOURCE CENTER during the 2012-2013 academic year.
If you did NOT participate in the support service(s) and resource(s), select Cannot Rate
Helpfulness.
Not
Provided or
Cannot Rate
Helpfulness

Not at All Slightly
Helpful
Helpful

Moderately
Helpful

Extremely
Helpful

Communication (You received
correspondence of the new learning
management system via email, news
dialog, meetings, and/or word of
mouth.)
a)

Trainings (individual/group
workshops/trainings, supplemental
training resources [audio/video
/handouts])
b)

c)

Technical Support

On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Cannot Rate Helpfulness to 5 being Extremely Helpful, rate
your PERCEIVED LEVEL OF HELPFULNESS in the following THREE support services
and resources for the COLLEGE OF CONTINUING STUDIES during the 2012-2013
academic year. If you did NOT participate in the support service(s) and resource(s), select
Cannot Rate Helpfulness.
Not
Provided or
Cannot Rate
Helpfulness
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Not at All Slightly
Helpful
Helpful

Moderately
Helpful

Extremely
Helpful

Communication (You received
correspondence of the new learning
management system via email, news
dialog, meetings, and/or word of
mouth.)
a)

Trainings (individual/group
workshops/trainings, supplemental
training resources [audio/video
/handouts])
b)

c)

Technical Support

On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Cannot Rate Helpfulness to 5 being Extremely Helpful, rate
your PERCEIVED LEVEL OF HELPFULNESS in the following THREE support services
and resources for your HOME DEPARTMENT during the 2012-2013 academic year. If you
did NOT participate in the support service(s) and resource(s), select Cannot Rate Helpfulness.
Not
Provided or
Cannot Rate
Helpfulness

Not at All Slightly
Helpful
Helpful

Moderately
Helpful

Extremely
Helpful

Communication (You received
correspondence of the new learning
management system via email, news
dialog, meetings, and/or word of
mouth.)
a)

Trainings (individual/group
workshops/trainings, supplemental
training resources [audio/video
/handouts])
b)

c)

Technical Support

Section 6: Demographics
You are almost finished. Please take a moment to tell me a little about yourself. Please
respond to the following demographic statements by selecting or providing the appropriate
answer for each. Click the arrow below to continue.
Please indicate your gender.
Male

Female

Other

Please indicate your race/ethnicity.
White/Caucasian

Hispanic/Latino
149

Decline to Answer

Black/African- American

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander

Native American

Other

Asian

Decline to Answer

Please enter your age in the blank below. If you prefer not to answer, please leave the box
blank. _________
Please indicate your highest level of education completed.
BS/BA
PhD
MS/MA

Other

EdS

Decline to Answer

EdD
Please indicate your current academic teaching rank.
Adjunct
Associate Professor
Instructor

Full Professor

Assistant Clinical Professor

Associate Dean

Associate Clinical Professor

Dean

Full Clinical Professor

Other

Assistant Professor

Decline to Answer

Please indicate your teaching employment status during the 2012-2013 academic year.
Semester-based 9-month
12-month
Other
Decline to Answer

Please enter the number of years you have of classroom teaching experience. _________
Please enter the number of years you have of online and/or blended teaching experience. ______
Please select the location where you MAINLY performed the activities related to your
online/blended teaching duties during the 2012-2013 academic year.
On-campus (local)
Off-campus (distant/remote)
Decline to Answer

During the learning management system transition in 2012-2013, did you RECEIVE
MENTORING by colleague(s) or peer(s) to help with the transition?
Yes
No
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During the learning management system transition in 2012-2013, did you PROVIDE
MENTORING to your colleague(s) or peers(s) to help with the transition?
Yes No
End of Survey
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this questionnaire for my research study. Your
feedback is valuable and will contribute to the gaps in the literature regarding issues relating to
implementing change in emerging technologies in higher education. Click the next button to
finalize and submit the survey.
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