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ABSTRACT 

This study examined the transition of faculty to online teaching, as an article style 

dissertation. The approach was to examine the teaching methods used in both the classroom and 

online to determine the differences. The meta-theory of Selection, Optimization, and 

Compensation (SOC), created by Baltes and Baltes (1990), was used as the theoretical 

framework.  

In Chapter 2, the SOC theory was tested for suitability by surveying experienced online 

faculty using the SOC short form (Baltes, Baltes, Freund, & Lang, 1999). Findings indicated that 

faculty overwhelmingly used SOC strategies when transitioning to online teaching. No 

significant differences in SOC use were found by age, gender, or ethnicity, indicating the 

usefulness of SOC strategies for all demographic groups. There was a weak negative correlation 

between the optimization subscale and online teaching experience. Use of the SOC theory as a 

suitable framework for this study was confirmed.  

Chapter 3 involved an extensive review of the literature on best practices for online 

teaching. An instrument was constructed having 111 items considered important. This instrument 

was validated by a group of experts confirming 64 items as essential to online teaching. This 

created the Whitaker Teaching Practices Survey (W-TPS).  

In Chapter 4 the W-TPS was used to survey online and classroom faculty to determine 

the extent of use of essential teaching practices. Results indicated no significant difference by 

age, ethnicity, or online teaching experience. This indicated that many teaching practices 

considered essential online are being used in the face-to-face classroom, regardless of group 
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identity. There was a significant difference by gender with females scoring higher than males on 

the W-TPS. 

There are future research possibilities for SOC and the W-TPS. In this study the “what” 

of teaching practices was examined – not the “how.” Although many teaching practices are used 

in both the online and face-to-face classroom, they may be used differently. Future research 

should examine how these teaching practices are carried out. Additionally, the SOC theory could 

be used to explore the experience of faculty who are forced to teach online as opposed to those 

who transition willingly. Replication of this research in a different context could also inform this 

topic.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 iv 

 

 

 

 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS 

α Cronbach’s alpha coefficient  

df Degrees of freedom  

F Fisher’s F ratio: A ratio of two variances 

M Mean 

MS Mean square 

N Number of observations or sample size 

SD Standard Deviation 

SS Sum of Squares 

2 Partial Eta Squared: used to determine effect size 

p Significance value 

rs Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient  

t T-score  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 v 

 

 

 

 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 

It is impossible to adequately thank everyone who has helped me throughout this long 

journey. This is only a partial attempt. My committee, Dr. Vivian Wright, Dr. Marilyn Staffo, 

Dr. Richard Rice, Dr. Eric Williams, and my chair, Dr. Margaret Rice provided many helpful 

suggestions and stayed the course to the very end. Thank you for your patience and persistence! 

 To my dear friend, Dr. Veronica Outlaw, I express my deep gratitude for traveling the 

journey with me, sharing resources, and providing me with wisdom, encouragement, and 

guidance to reach the goal you attained before me. Special thanks go to Dr. Carrie Petrucci, who 

offered considerable instruction and guidance on statistical methods and how to make sense of 

mountains of data. I will be eternally grateful to Dr. Alison Miller, who provided advice and 

strategies for overcoming the distractions of ADHD to achieve this goal. 

 Many family members provided support along the way to enable this accomplishment. 

My mother, Edith Whitaker, continually encouraged my progress throughout the long process. 

My dear wife, Dr. Maryann Whitaker, was my most avid supporter, providing food, 

encouragement, and reminders that life needs to be balanced, even when the task seems 

overwhelming. She also provided highly valuable assistance by proofreading and editing 

documents at every stage of the process. Having a live-in editor is priceless! 

 Most of all, I would like to express my thanks and praise to The Lord Jesus Christ in 

whom “we live, and move, and have our being” (Acts 17:28). He has enabled me throughout this 

challenging journey and provided each of these amazing people to accomplish His purpose in 

me. My prayer is for each one to be greatly blessed for their faithful work.  



 vi 

 

 

 

 

 

CONTENTS 

 

ABSTRACT .................................................................................................................................... ii 

LIST OF ABBREVIATTIONS AND SYMBOLS ........................................................................ iv 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS .............................................................................................................v  

LIST OF TABLES ...........................................................................................................................x 

LIST OF FIGURES ....................................................................................................................... xi 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION ....................................................................................................1 

 

 Significance of the Study .....................................................................................................1 

 Overview of Research ..........................................................................................................2 

 Framework ...........................................................................................................................3 

CHAPTER 2: SHIFTING WITH THE PARADIGM: MANAGING THE TRANSITION 

THROUGH SELECTION, OPTIMIZATION AND COMPENSATION ......................................5 

 

 Introduction  .........................................................................................................................5 

 Overview of the Theory  ..........................................................................................6 

Overview of Literature .........................................................................................................8 

 Aging........................................................................................................................8 

 Career and Job Performance ....................................................................................9 

 Health and Disability .............................................................................................12 

 Leisure....................................................................................................................13 

 Adolescent Development .......................................................................................14 

 Present Study .........................................................................................................14 



 vii 

 Methods..............................................................................................................................15 

  Participants .............................................................................................................15 

  Instrumentation and Data Collection .....................................................................15 

  Data Analysis  ........................................................................................................16 

 Discussion ..........................................................................................................................23 

 Conclusion .........................................................................................................................24 

 References ..........................................................................................................................26 

 Appendices .........................................................................................................................29 

CHAPTER 3: MEASURE TWICE, TRANSITION ONCE: CHARTING THE CHANGING 

PARADIGM    ...............................................................................................................................36 

 

 Introduction ........................................................................................................................36 

 Background ........................................................................................................................37 

 Purpose of the Study ..........................................................................................................39 

 Review of the Literature ....................................................................................................39 

  Communication ......................................................................................................40 

  Design ....................................................................................................................45 

  Assessment .............................................................................................................47 

  Pedagogy ................................................................................................................52 

  Philosophy..............................................................................................................53 

  Professional Development .....................................................................................55 

  Technology ............................................................................................................58 

  Summary ................................................................................................................59 

 Methods..............................................................................................................................60  

  Instrumentation ......................................................................................................60 



 viii 

  Validation of Instrument ........................................................................................61 

 Discussion and Conclusion ................................................................................................65  

 References ..........................................................................................................................67 

 Appendices .........................................................................................................................70 

CHAPTER 4: TRANSITION TO ONLINE TEACHING: ADAPTING OR ABANDONING 

CLASSROOM PRACTICES.........................................................................................................82 

 

 Introduction  .......................................................................................................................82 

 Overview of Literature .......................................................................................................83 

  Motivation ..............................................................................................................83 

  Communication ......................................................................................................84 

  Design ....................................................................................................................85 

  Assessment .............................................................................................................85 

  Pedagogy ................................................................................................................86 

  Philosophy..............................................................................................................87 

  Professional Development .....................................................................................88 

  Technology ............................................................................................................88 

  Summary ................................................................................................................89 

  Present Study .........................................................................................................89 

 Methods..............................................................................................................................90 

  Participants .............................................................................................................90 

  Instrumentation and Data Collection .....................................................................91 

  Data Analysis .........................................................................................................91 

 Discussion ..........................................................................................................................94 

 References ..........................................................................................................................96 



 ix 

 Appendices .........................................................................................................................98 

CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION ....................................................................................................105 

 Themes and Findings .......................................................................................................105 

  Online Transition as Human Development .........................................................105 

  Measuring Strategies of Teaching .......................................................................107 

  Measuring for Variance .......................................................................................107 

  Motivation or Lack Thereof .................................................................................108 

 Limitations .......................................................................................................................110 

 Recommendations for Future Research  ..........................................................................110 

 References ........................................................................................................................112 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 x 

 

 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

 

 

2.1 Independent Samples t-test SOC Use by High-Low Online Experience ...........................19 

 

2.2 Independent Samples t-test SOC Use by Gender ..............................................................20 

 

2.3 Independent Samples t-test SOC Use by Ethnicity ............................................................21 

 

2.4 Descriptive Statistics of SOC by Age ................................................................................22 

  

2.5 One-Way ANOVA Summary Table, SOC by Age ...........................................................23 

 

3.1 Ratings on a 64-item Sale by 9 Faculty Experts ................................................................62  

 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics of W-TPS by Online Teaching Experience and Gender .................92 

 

4.2 Two-Way ANOVA Summary Table .................................................................................93 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 xi 

 

 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

 

 

2.1 Venn Diagram of Spearman’s rho for OLT and Optimization Correlation .......................18 

 

4.1 Means of W-TPS Score by Online Teaching Experience and Gender ..............................93 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 1 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 Online learning in higher education has grown at a double-digit rate for seven of the ten 

years from fall of 2003 through fall of 2012 During the same period, the overall rate of growth in 

higher education enrollment remained in the low single digits, declining slightly in the fall of 

2011. One third of all college students are taking at least one online course. Additionally, sixty-

six percent of institutional chief academic officers consider online learning to be a critical part of 

their strategic plan (Allen & Seaman, 2014). The online learning phenomenon places 

considerable pressure on most aspects of the academy. The most critical constituency may be the 

faculty who are asked to understand, design, and teach in a modality in which many have never 

participated as professor or student. This paradigm shift in education calls for significant 

adjustments to teaching strategies and pedagogies (Wiesenberg & Stacey, 2008). 

 Research shows that over one third of all faculty have taught online and the most 

experienced of them are teaching online at the same rate as adjuncts, new faculty, and graduate 

students. Most online faculty also develop courses as part of the teaching process. Females are 

more likely than males to develop and teach online and part-time faculty are also heavily 

represented in online teaching process (Seaman, 2009) illustrating the impact of online learning. 

Significance of the Study 

 The phenomenal growth in online learning makes it advisable that we understand the 

transition of faculty from the traditional classroom. This is a paradigm shift for faculty and 

institutions to serve learner needs in a new medium. Certainly there is a technological transition, 
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which has been taking place in the classroom as well. In addition, the successful pedagogy of the 

traditional classroom will undergo a significant transformation, as it is adapted to online use. The 

personal philosophy of teaching will require examination as faculty transition into a venue with 

less control and more variables. The psychological impact of this on experienced faculty should 

not be underestimated, since it is a new experience for many. This shift also causes concern for 

the professional and occupational future of faculty who probably did not envision the virtual 

classroom when they began their career in the academy. 

Overview of Research 

 This dissertation consists of three articles examining aspects of the faculty transition to 

online teaching. Significant research has focused on the move from traditional teaching to the 

online classroom (Chanchaem, 2001; Puzziferro, 2009; Wolf, 2006). However, much of it has 

been small-scale case study or anecdotal, focused on individual experiences of transition and 

general practices with limited quantification of the process. The transition from the traditional 

classroom compels an analysis of changes that may be needed to teach successfully in the new 

environment. Additionally, a survey to measure current classroom strategies in light of online 

best practices would establish a baseline to guide professional development efforts. A framework 

for this process might be gained through the use of an applicable theory or philosophy. These 

elements are the focus of the three articles that comprise this dissertation. 

 The first article examined the decision-making process of online faculty during the 

transition from the traditional classroom. Using the Selection, Optimization, and Compensation 

(SOC) Questionnaire (short form) developed by Paul Baltes and associates (Baltes, Baltes, 

Freund, & Lang 1999), the decision process has been examined concerning the choices, 

adaptations, and adjustments made during the transition to online teaching.  
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 Article two was a review of the literature on best practices in online teaching. From this 

literature review, a survey was developed to gather data on current teaching activities and 

practices that align with these best practices. Essential online teaching practices identified in this 

literature review were assigned to categories that emerged from the literature, which were 

communication, philosophy, pedagogy, design, technology, assessment, and professional 

development. 

 Article three employed the survey developed in article two for the purpose of determining 

current teaching practices in the online and face-to-face classroom and their congruence with 

essential online teaching strategies. This will inform faculty who are considering the transition in 

regard to preparation for online teaching and the decision-making process.  

Framework 

 This dissertation research was undertaken with the view of the transition to online 

teaching as a developmental process. Baltes (1997) lifespan developmental meta-theory of 

selection, optimization, and compensation (SOC) is the theoretical framework for this 

dissertation. SOC theory is useful for the management of developmental transitions and has been 

used to examine various transitions as outlined in Chapter 2. The transition to online teaching 

may be initially observed as a simple change of delivery method. However, the change involved 

for a successful transition may be quite complex. It could encompass a critical analysis of 

teaching philosophy, well-established instructional methods, communication style and substance, 

integration/intrusion of technology, and a teaching/learning environment that may be alien to 

many veteran faculty.  

 The three aspects of Baltes’ (1997) theory apply in various ways to the successful 

transition to online teaching. Selection has two aspects - elective selection and loss-based 
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selection. For the transition, most faculty members would select goals as an elective process by 

choosing to teach online. However, some may select the online teaching goal due to “loss” of 

access to the traditional classroom through declining health, retirement, relocation, or travel 

(Awalt, 2003; Whitaker, 2012).  

 The optimization aspect of Baltes’ (1997) theory pertains to the desire to make the most 

of the selected goal. In this situation, it would involve seeking professional development 

opportunities to maximize knowledge about teaching online, networking with other online 

faculty to share best practices, and learning new technologies. The optimizing professor would 

approach the online classroom with a commitment to student learning and how to support it in 

the new environment.  

 Compensation (Baltes, 1997) is a response to loss of current skills or abilities. This would 

apply to someone who exercised loss-based selection. However, it also applies to those who 

electively select online teaching. If a professor were an entertaining and popular lecturer in the 

classroom, she/he would lose access to much of that skill set in the online classroom. Professors 

who communicate primarily and effectively face to face might compensate for loss of that 

medium though use of electronic communication tools. Thus, the SOC theory provides a useful 

framework to examine this transition from decision through implementation to adjustments in the 

online classroom. A more thorough explanation of the theory is contained in Chapter 2, which 

will examine actual use of SOC strategies to find support for use of the theory as a framework 

for this study. 
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CHAPTER 2 

SHIFTING WITH THE PARADIGM: MANAGING THE TRANSITION THROUGH 

SELECTION, OPTIMIZATION, AND COMPENSATION 

 

Introduction 

 The decision of a faculty member to begin teaching online is one that could impact many 

facets of his or her professional and personal life. Career impact might be an important 

consideration for transitioning faculty. It is possible that changes within a faculty member’s 

institution would have a significant career influence as online programs grow. Senior faculty 

may consider online teaching as an option in the twilight of their career to enable travel, 

relocation, or an ability to deal with personal health issues while continuing to be productive 

(Whitaker, 2012). The transition to online teaching also may impact family as the faculty 

member gains flexibility to work more from home with a varied schedule. It also may create 

additional work distractions during evenings and weekends to connect with online students 

synchronously when they are available. However, the flexibility might be a benefit if a family 

member has health issues or other needs that require assistance. 

 Many facets of teaching practices may be challenged for the transitioning faculty 

member.  Teaching philosophy may be imbedded in identity as a classroom professor. If a 

faculty member is convinced of the value of Socratic teaching, she or he is challenged to 

examine the effectiveness of that method in the online paradigm. Presentation of content may 

need to be changed to enable electronic delivery and access. Pedagogy becomes more student 

focused with a shifting of roles. Understanding of new technologies that enable content delivery, 
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facilitate communication, and enable new pedagogies will be needed. Additional technical skills 

will be required to deal with the software and hardware required to engage online learners 

(Mishra & Koehler, 2006). The transition is filled with potential for change. 

 It is the position of the researcher that the transition to online teaching is a personal and 

professional developmental process that may involve changes in career, family life and 

retirement planning. Thus, it may be appropriately framed with a human developmental theory. 

Paul Baltes’ (1997) theory of selection, optimization, and compensation (SOC) is a metatheory 

of human development that has the flexibility to address all of these aspects of development.  

Overview of the Theory  

Margret and Paul Baltes created the theory of selection optimization and compensation as 

a model for effective management of the changes brought about by aging (Baltes & Baltes, 

1990). The premise of the SOC model is that personal resources (mental, physical, and social) 

are limited and challenged as a person ages. The three general strategies of selection, 

optimization, and compensation may be used to successfully deal with the limitations of personal 

resources. Selection involves the setting of goals from possible choices. There are two types of 

selection, elective and loss-based. Elective selection involves the identification of goals for 

which to allocate resources (relevant to this study, the goal of transitioning to online teaching in 

order to travel). Loss-based selection involves the loss of some capacity that restricts a current 

ability or function, thus forcing a change of goals (for purposes of this study, health issues that 

force retirement from classroom teaching). Optimization is the use of resources to improve or 

support the means to achieve selected goals, such as learning new skills (i e., professional 

development to gain competency in online teaching skills). Compensation encompasses the 

application of alternative methods to maintain capability to function when previous means of 
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goal achievement are no longer available, such as a move to online teaching to enable career 

continuance when physical limitations prevent teaching in the physical classroom (Freund & 

Baltes, 2002). 

Recent research indicates that SOC strategies may be useful for anyone experiencing 

issues of adjustment and transition regardless of age. The overall transition from classroom 

teaching to the online paradigm involves multiple interim transitions (Passmore, 2009). Thus, the 

transition process may be managed by use of SOC strategies. 

SOC has been used to understand transitions as diverse as health and disability 

management (Gignac, Cott & Badley, 2002; Ziegelmann & Lippke, 2007) and career progression 

(Schmitt, Zacher, & Frese, 2012; Yeung & Fung, 2009). As faculty gain online teaching 

experience, the use of SOC strategies may increase to adjust to the challenges of the new 

paradigm. Faculty with more online experience might be expected to use SOC strategies to a 

greater extent than faculty who are just beginning to teach online. 

Another application of the SOC theory found in the literature is in the improvement of 

job performance (Demerouti, Bakker, & Leiter, 2014). Most faculty strive to continually improve 

skills in teaching, research, and service. Excellence in these aspects of the faculty career is the 

foundation of promotion and tenure.  

Along with these possible factors influencing the faculty transition to teaching online are 

potential differences in SOC use based on demographic factors. It is expedient to examine 

possible differences in age, gender, and ethnicity. Age has been shown to be a significant 

variable at times (Baltes & Heydens-Gahir, 2003; Freund & Baltes, 2002; Young, Baltes, & 

Pratt, 2007). Gender and ethnicity may also reveal differences in SOC use in this setting.  
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Overview of Literature 

 Although the SOC meta-theory has been primarily used as a lifespan theory to examine 

adaptation to the changes associated with aging, it has been found to be useful for studying 

human developmental change and challenges in many areas. For the purpose of this study, the 

literature has been reviewed from the perspective of several of these categories. 

Aging 

 Ambrosi-Randić and Plavšić (2011) examined goal achievement in relation to well-being. 

Findings indicated that optimization and compensation strategies were significant indicators of 

well-being. Older participants in the study were more likely to use selection strategies. The 

authors surmised that this was likely due to the need to focus energy on fewer goals by selecting 

the most important or alternate choices as aging limited abilities. As faculty age, they may face 

physical and mental limitations that could impact teaching. Online teaching might be used as 

optimization or compensation strategies to fulfill the need for continued professional relevance 

and income. 

Chou and Chi (2002) examined the moderating impact of selection, optimization, and 

compensation on financial stress. Multiple regression analysis was used to test the relationships 

and moderating effect of SOC. Results indicated a greater use of optimization and compensation 

strategies by participants with the greatest financial strain. With shrinking budgets at most 

institutions, financial stress could impact faculty – and already does impact most adjunct faculty.  

Freund and Baltes’ (2002) study of the SOC model found strong evidence of usefulness 

as a self-report measure. As an age-related measure, SOC strategies became more apparent with 

increasing age except with the declining health of late adulthood when there were fewer 

achievable goals available for selection. Indicators of construct validity and reliability support 



 9 

the usefulness of the SOC self report measure. Freund (2008) conducted a meta-analysis on the 

role of SOC as a resource manager in old age. Throughout these studies, it was shown that SOC 

strategies played an effective role in human development through the aging process.  

Jopp and Smith (2006) investigated the combined impact of SOC and personal resources 

on perceived well-being in aging. It was the authors’ goal to determine if the benefit varied with 

the availability of individual resources. Participants were selected and divided into two groups 

indicative of resource rich and resource poor. Findings indicated that SOC strategies enhanced 

the impact of resources at all levels. However, the most significant impact of SOC on well-being 

comes when resources are low at older age. Over time, SOC strategies seem to have a cumulative 

beneficial effect.  

 Yamamoto (2008) used the SOC model to examine the potential of interactive video 

communication (IVC) to support successful aging at home by synchronously connecting older 

individuals with health professionals. This study found technology to be a compensation 

resource. In a similar way, technology could be viewed as a compensation resource for faculty 

beginning to teach online.  

Career and Job Performance 

 In a study that predates the development of the SOC questionnaire (Baltes, et al., 1999), 

Abraham and Hansson (1995) developed a questionnaire using the SOC constructs in Baltes’ 

theory to study successful aging in careers. Findings from this early SOC study established an 

interesting baseline. Males, workers reporting greater stress, and those with more job freedom 

used selection strategies more frequently. Optimization strategies were used more by females, 

those with lower incomes, and with less control over the work environment. Compensation 

strategies were more often used by females, those experiencing job stress, lower job satisfaction, 
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and with little control over work tasks. This study also indicated strong support for a relationship 

between SOC strategy use and competency with age.  

 In a study of workplace performance, Bajor and Baltes (2003) surveyed employees of a 

financial institution. Findings indicated a significant relationship between SOC and job 

performance for the managerial group. The study found that, among managers, SOC strategies 

accounted for nearly 11% of the variance for performance. This study, even more so than 

Abraham and Hanson (1995), reveals a significant impact of SOC strategy use by those with a 

higher degree of work autonomy. Faculty members who have a high degree of autonomy in their 

work may find SOC beneficial for improving performance as they transition to online teaching.  

 Baltes and Heydens-Gahir (2003) conducted a study in the application of SOC behaviors 

to handle workplace stress to reduce family conflict and vice versa. Results supported the 

hypothesis that the use of SOC strategies in the workplace and home reduced levels of stress and 

conflict in both places. As the stress level increases in higher education with budget cuts and 

more use of temporary faculty, application of SOC strategies could help faculty to manage stress 

and the impact on family. Online teaching might help to balance the workplace and home 

conflict.  

 Demerouti, Bakker, and Leiter (2014) examined the effect of SOC strategies on job 

burnout. Results of the study showed that the compensation component of SOC was effective in 

countering burnout. Selection actually exacerbated burnout, perhaps due to the lack of goal 

options when in a burnout state. Compensation strategies helped to guide toward solutions and 

different ways of accomplishing tasks. Burnout could be an issue if forced to transition online. 

In a workplace study with university staff employees, Schmitt, Zacher, and Frese (2012) 

explored SOC strategy use as a moderator of work demands and enhancement to job satisfaction. 
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They found a significant positive effect of SOC use on job satisfaction and a moderating effect 

on the relationship between workplace problem solving and fatigue. This study is particularly 

germane because it takes place in a higher education setting. Although the participants are 

administrative employees, 12.5% of them hold doctoral degrees.  

In a study of organizational justice and SOC, von Bonsdorff et al. (2014) surveyed 

hospital employees in Finland. Findings of this study supported the use of SOC strategies in the 

workplace as a contributor to success.  

Wiese, Freund, and Baltes (2000) surveyed 206 German adults to determine how use of 

SOC strategies impacted work and relationship goals. Results support the contention that use of 

SOC strategies has a positive relationship with successful life management. The strongest 

indicators were optimization and compensation. The authors concluded that SOC provides a 

beneficial framework for management of work and relationships for young adults.  

In a 3-year, longitudinal study, Wiese, Freund, and Baltes (2002) examined the predictive 

power of SOC in regard to career success and emotional well-being. Results demonstrated a 

predictive aspect of SOC in regard to work and overall well-being.  

 In a study of the use of SOC strategies to reduce work and family conflict, Young, Baltes, 

and Pratt (2007) examined the relationship between the use of SOC strategies and potential 

mitigating factors of youngest child in the home, family support, family friendly work policies, 

supervisor support, and age (in relation to work and home conflict). They found that the younger 

the child in the home, the more likely that SOC strategies would be used in dealing with family 

conflict. There was also a strong negative correlation between the availability of family friendly 

work policies and the use of SOC strategies in home conflict. In regard to workplace stressors, 

SOC strategies were more often used when supervisors were less supportive. This is consistent 
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with other SOC research (Baltes & Heydens-Gahir, 2003; Freund & Baltes, 2002). Surprisingly, 

family support had no impact on SOC strategy implementation, which the authors surmised 

might be due to family support being offset by stressors within those support structures.  

  Zacher and Frese (2011) examined the relationship of age, work complexity, and SOC 

use on the ability to focus on opportunities in the workplace. Results of this study showed a 

positive relationship between SOC strategies and focus on opportunities. It appears that SOC 

strategies and high complexity jobs may perform a similar function in the focus on opportunities 

for older workers.  

Health and Disability 

 In a study that focused on loss-based selection, Gignac, Cott, and Badley (2002) 

examined the use of SOC behaviors in dealing with disability from osteoarthritis. They found 

little use of the selection strategy since there were few goals available to participants. Most of 

them focused on optimization and compensation for the loss that resulted from the disability. The 

researchers found a surprising use of compensation strategies. There was a wide variability in 

plasticity indicating the extent to which participants were able to flexibly compensate for their 

disability. As the faculty population continues to age, effective management of health issues will 

be an important way to continue a productive career.  

 In a study of orthopedic rehabilitation patients, Ziegelmann and Lippke (2007) examined 

the use of SOC strategies as a mediator of physical exercise requirement. Findings indicated that 

all SOC strategies were predictive of orthopedic outcome. Two SOC strategies (elective 

selection and optimization) were predictive of well-being. However, it should be noted that the 

SOC measure used here was abbreviated and modified from the SOC questionnaire (Baltes et al., 

1999). 
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Leisure  

Burnett-Wolle and Godbey (2007) wrote a critical analysis on the use of SOC as a theory 

for researching leisure in older adults. The researchers point out the increasing use of SOC in 

interdisciplinary research as an indication that it may find usefulness in leisure studies as well. 

The researchers explain how SOC theory might be incorporated into leisure studies to better 

understand the activity choices of older adults, the limitations they face, and how they 

compensate for those limitations to maintain some level of continuity in leisure and physical 

activities.  

In a quantitative dissertation, Aybar-Damali (2007) used SOC to examine satisfaction 

with leisure activities in aging. Findings of this study indicated that SOC strategies enhanced 

leisure and life satisfaction. Optimization and compensation strategies, in particular, exhibited a 

significant positive impact. This held true even when controlling for health, education, and 

income level of study participants.  

 In his dissertation in leisure studies, Son (2006) examined the role of SOC in relation to 

motivation, constraint, and physical activity in aging. He found significant interactions between 

these. Results indicated that SOC strategies combined with motivation greatly enhanced 

negotiation strategies. There was support for SOC as a greater boost in people with lower 

motivation. SOC strategy use increased the time spent in activity for participants with a high 

expectation of benefits.  

 The transition to online teaching may allow or even become a leisure activity for faculty 

moving into retirement. Online teaching could provide the flexibility to enjoy other activities. It 

may even allow some retirement activities to be enjoyed before full retirement takes place.  
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Adolescent Development 

In his dissertation, Rarick (2011) used a sample of college students to examine the 

relationship between perceived adulthood, use of SOC strategies and well-being. Findings 

indicated that the participants who perceived themselves as adults used SOC strategies to a 

significantly greater extent than those who perceived themselves as emerging adults. All SOC 

strategies were found to be related to positive well-being. However, negative well-being was 

only predicted by lack of employment of optimization strategies. 

Present Study 

 The focus of the current research was on the application of the theory of Selection, 

Optimization and Compensation (Baltes, 1997) to the transition of faculty from the traditional 

classroom to online teaching. As widely as this theory has been applied, there has been little use 

of it in the study of higher education. The sole study that applied this theory in the higher 

education setting, found by this researcher, was used to examine administrative employees rather 

than faculty (Schmitt, Zacher, & Frese, 2012). Therefore, the analysis in this study was 

undertaken to establish the SOC theory as a valid framework for examining faculty work. The 

purpose of the study was to determine the use of SOC strategies by faculty when they transition 

to teaching online. The objective is to inform faculty and faculty developers about methods to 

manage the transition into online teaching. Accordingly, this researcher proposes these research 

questions and hypotheses:  

Research Question 1: Do faculty transitioning to online teaching use strategies of Selection, 

Optimization, and Compensation to manage the transition?  

Research Question 2: Is the use of SOC strategies positively correlated with experience 

teaching online? 
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Hypothesis 1: There is a statistically significant positive relationship between online 

teaching experience and use of SOC strategies.  

Hypothesis 2: There is a significant difference in use of SOC strategies among teachers 

with low and high online experience. 

Research Question 3: Does the use of SOC strategies when transitioning to online teaching 

vary with age, gender, or ethnicity? 

Hypothesis 3: There is a significant difference in use of SOC strategies based on age, 

gender, or ethnicity. 

Methods 

Participants  

 The participants in this study were faculty from a major research university in the 

Southeast who have taught in the traditional classroom and began teaching online after first 

teaching in a traditional face-to-face classroom. The sample includes all faculty members 

teaching in online programs through the Academic Outreach division for a major university in 

the Southeast during a given semester. The researcher obtained approval from the Institutional 

Review Board to conduct the study (see Appendix B). Email invitations were sent to 250 online 

faculty members to participate in a Web-based survey. There were 84 respondents (33.6%) to the 

survey. There were incomplete data for 9 of the respondents for an effective response rate of 

30% (N = 75).  

Instrumentation and Data Collection 

For this study, the SOC short form (see Appendix A) survey (Baltes, Baltes, Freund, & 

Lang, 1999) was used to collect data on the extent to which online faculty have used selection, 

optimization, and compensation strategies in their transition from the traditional classroom to 
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online teaching. The survey consisted of 12 either/or choices with an additional Likert type scale 

indicating the degree to which the choice describes the respondent. The either/or choices were 

presented as separate questions in the survey. There were three statement type questions for each 

of four aspects of SOC (elective selection, loss-based selection, optimization, and 

compensation). Odd numbered questions suggested an expected SOC behavior; even numbered 

questions, an acceptable non-SOC choice.  

Respondents were asked to select the option that best described their behavior during 

their process of transition to online teaching. Respondents were then asked to indicate the degree 

of agreement with each statement on a 4-point scale (from 0 to 3 with 3 being the highest). 

Participant’s scores on SOC behavior questions ranged from 0 to 3. Non-SOC selections were 

scored as 0, regardless of the answer chosen.  

SOC use was operationalized as a score of 3 or more on each of the four individual SOC 

strategies and a score of 12 or more for the total SOC score. Maximum scores possible were 9 on 

the individual strategies and 36 for the SOC total. Additional demographic and experience 

questions were included. The data from this questionnaire provided the opportunity to examine 

variables of online teaching experience, age, gender, and ethnicity in relation to use of SOC 

strategies, (elective selection; loss-based selection, optimization, and compensation). Cronbach’s 

Alpha coefficient for this administration of the 12-item SOC questionnaire indicated a reliable 

measure (α = .76).  

Data Analysis 

Research question 1 concerned the overall purpose of this study to determine if faculty 

who were transitioning from the face-to-face classroom used Selection, Optimization, and 

Compensation strategies to manage the process. Descriptive statistics indicated that faculty 
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members use SOC strategies when transitioning to online teaching. On the total SOC score, more 

than 98% (N = 74) scored at the operationalized level (3 on individual SOC subscales; 12 on 

total SOC) or higher. On SOC subscales, 84% (N = 63) scored at the operationalized level or 

higher on all 4 subscales. Examination of frequencies indicated that faculty did use SOC 

strategies when transitioning to online teaching. Based on this level of use, the Selection, 

Optimization, and Compensation theory is suitable as a framework to examine the transition of 

faculty to online teaching.  

In order to answer the research questions, the research hypotheses were analyzed as 

below. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were proposed to fully investigate the range of possibilities in 

research question 2.   

Hypothesis 1 was intended for analysis using linear regression. However, it was found 

that online teaching experience was not correlated with all of the SOC individual strategies 

(outcome variables). There was no linear relationship, which is an assumption for using 

regression. Therefore, this hypothesis was tested using a correlational analysis. There were five 

SOC scores – the composite score as well as scores on each category (elective selection, loss-

based selection, optimization, and compensation). Years of online teaching experience were 

examined for correlation with SOC scores. Prior to examining the relationship between online 

teaching experience and SOC scores, data for these variables were inspected for normality. The 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests both indicated that the online teaching variable 

was not normally distributed. Therefore, the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient test was 

used since normality was violated. The results of the Spearman’s rho test show a statistically 

significant negative relationship (rs = -.204, p < .05) between online teaching experience and 

optimization. In other words, the greater the experience teaching online, the less optimization 
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strategies are used. Although these two variables have a statistically significant relationship, it is 

considered weak. Figure 2.1 displays a Venn diagram illustrating the relationship between the 

two variables. There was a non-significant relationship with all other variables. 

 
rs = -.204; rs

2 = .04 

 

Figure 2.1 Venn Diagram of Spearman’s rho for OLT and Optimization Correlation 

To test Hypothesis 2, that there is a significant difference in use of SOC strategies among 

teachers with low and high online experience, respondents were divided into high and low 

experience groups. The low experience group included those with one or two years of online 

teaching experience (N = 30). The high experience group consisted of those with 3 or more years 

of online teaching experience (N = 45). Independent samples t-tests were conducted on the high 

and low experience groups to determine differences in mean use of total SOC and the 4 

individual SOC strategy groups. Levene’s test for equality of variances showed no significant 

difference (p > .05). Therefore, the assumption of equality of variances was met.  

The results of the independent samples t-test showed no statistically significant difference 

between the high and low experience groups on elective selection (t(df = 73) = 1.124; p > .05), loss-

Online 
Teaching 

Experience
Optimization
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based selection (t(df = 73) = .889; p > .05), optimization (t(df = 73) = 1.715; p > .05), compensation 

(t(df = 73) = .071; p > .05), or total SOC (t(df = 73) = 1.336; p > .05). Results of the independent 

samples t-test for SOC use by high and low online experience are summarized in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1 

Independent Samples t-test SOC Use by High-Low Online Experience 

  

Online 

Teaching 

Experience N      M        SD      t             p* 

Total SOC 

strategies 

low - 1-2 

yrs.  
30 21.37 4.916 1.336 .186 

high - 3-5 

yrs. 
45 19.84 4.777 

  

Elective 

Selection 

low - 1-2 

yrs. 
30 5.07 1.530 1.124 .265 

high - 3-5 

yrs. 
45 4.60 1.900 

  

Loss Based 

Selection 

low - 1-2 

yrs. 
30 5.30 1.803 .899 .372 

high - 3-5 

yrs. 
45 4.91 1.856 

  

Optimization low - 1-2 

yrs. 
30 6.40 1.632 1.715 .091 

high - 3-5 

yrs. 
45 5.76 1.569 

  

Compensation low - 1-2 

yrs. 
30 4.60 1.404 .071 .944 

high - 3-5 

yrs. 
45 4.58 1.288     

* Two-tailed p value 

Testing for Hypothesis 3, which stated that there is a significant difference in use of SOC 

strategies based on age, gender, or ethnicity, involved two different analyses – t-tests for gender 

and ethnicity and one-way ANOVA for age. For gender and ethnicity differences, variability on 

SOC scores was tested using independent samples t-tests. Due to the small sample sizes of 
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minority ethnicity respondents, the ethnicity variable was divided into two groups of white (N = 

61) and all other (N = 13).  

A t-test to determine SOC differences by gender was conducted. Levene’s test for 

equality of variances showed no significant difference (p > .05) for optimization, compensation, 

and total SOC. Therefore, the assumption of equality of variances was met for those variables. 

Levene’s test did not show equality of variances for elective selection (p = .015) and loss-based 

selection (p = .031). The alternate statistics are reported for those two variables.  

The results of the independent samples t-test showed no statistically significant difference 

between genders on elective selection (t(df = 66.308) = -.732; p > .05), loss-based selection (t(df = 

64.412) = -.099; p > .05), optimization (t(df = 73) = -1.583; p > .05), compensation (t(df = 73) = .613; p > 

.05), or total SOC (t(df = 73) = -.619; p > .05). Results are summarized in Table 2.2. 

Table 2.2 

Independent Samples t-test SOC Use by Gender 

 

Gender of 

respondent N M SD            t    p* 

Total SOC Male 25 19.96 3.553 -.619 .538 

Female 50 20.70 5.411 
 

 Elective 

Selection 

Male 25 4.60 1.323 -.732 .467 

Female 50 4.88 1.955 
 

 Loss-Based 

Selection 

Male 25 5.04 1.428 -.099 .921 

Female 50 5.08 2.019 
 

 Optimization Male 25 5.60 1.555 -1.583 .118 

Female 50 6.22 1.620 
 

 Compensation Male 25 4.72 1.370 .613 .542 

Female 50 4.52 1.313     

 

In order to determine SOC differences by ethnicity, another independent samples t-test 

was conducted. Levene’s test for equality of variances showed no significant difference (p > .05) 
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for any of the SOC scores by ethnicity. Therefore, the assumption of equality of variances was 

met.  

The results of the independent samples t-test showed no statistically significant difference 

by ethnicity on elective selection (t(df = 72) = 1.279; p > .05), loss-based selection (t(df = 72) = .755; p 

> .05), optimization (t(df = 72) = -1.415; p > .05), compensation (t(df = 72) = -.486; p > .05), or total 

SOC (t(df = 72) = 1.109; p > .05). Results of the independent samples t-test for SOC use by 

ethnicity are summarized in Table 2.3. 

Table 2.3 

Independent Samples t-test SOC Use by Ethnicity 

  

Ethnicity 

in 2 

groups N M SD     t        p 

Total SOC All other 13 21.92 4.681 1.109 .271 

White 61 20.34 4.654 
 

 Elective 

Selection 

All other 13 5.38 2.063 1.279 .205 

White 61 4.70 1.667 
 

 Loss-Based 

Selection 

All other 13 5.46 2.025 .755 .453 

White 61 5.05 1.736 
 

 Optimization All other 13 6.62 1.325 1.415 .162 

White 61 5.93 1.621 
 

 Compensation All other 13 4.46 1.330 -.486 .628 

White 61 4.66 1.302     

 

In order to test for variation in SOC score by age, the other part of Hypothesis 3, which 

stated that there is a significant difference in use of SOC strategies based on age, gender, or 

ethnicity, participants were divided into three groups of below 45 years (N = 32), 45 to 60 years 

(N = 27), and over 60 years (N= 16). This part of Hypothesis 3 was tested using a one-way 

ANOVA comparing mean SOC subscales and total SOC score of each age group. Prior to 

analysis, data were screened to ensure that necessary assumptions were met. Descriptive 

statistics, histograms, and normal probability plots indicated that the distribution approached 
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normality. Therefore, the assumption of normality has been met. The means and standard 

deviation are presented in Table 2.4. 

Table 2.4 

Descriptive Statistics of SOC by Age 

Age (3 groups) M SD N 

Total SOC Below 45 21.41 5.248 32 

45 to 60 19.63 5.153 27 

Over 60 19.94 3.172 16 

Total 20.45 4.858 75 

Elective 

Selection 

Below 45 4.97 1.713 32 

45 to 60 4.67 1.797 27 

Over 60 4.63 1.893 16 

Total 4.79 1.765 75 

Loss-Based 

Selection 

Below 45 5.59 1.898 32 

45 to 60 4.67 1.776 27 

Over 60 4.69 1.621 16 

Total 5.07 1.833 75 

Optimization Below 45 6.19 1.575 32 

45 to 60 5.89 1.783 27 

Over 60 5.88 1.455 16 

Total 6.01 1.615 75 

Compensation Below 45 4.66 1.473 32 

45 to 60 4.41 1.309 27 

Over 60 4.75 1.065 16 

Total 4.59 1.326 75 

 

 The results of the one-way ANOVA revealed no main effect for age with regard to Total 

SOC (F(2,72) = 1.097, p = .339, ns), Elective Selection (F(2,72) = .294, p = .746, ns), Loss-Based 

Selection (F(2,72) = 2.395, p = .098, ns), Optimization (F(2,72) = .319, p = .728, ns), or 

Compensation (F(2,72) = .405, p = .668, ns).  Results are shown in Table 2.5. Hypothesis 3 was 

not supported.  
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Table 2.5 

One-Way ANOVA Summary Table – SOC by Age 

 

Source of 

Variance SS              df MS     F          p 

Total SOC  Between 

Groups 
51.634 2 25.817 1.097 .339 

Within 

Groups 
1694.953 72 23.541 

  

Total 1746.587 74 
   

Elective 

Selection 

Between 

Groups 
1.868 2 .934 .294 .746 

Within 

Groups 
228.719 72 3.177 

  

Total 230.587 74 
   

Loss Based 

Selection 

Between 

Groups 
15.510 2 7.755 2.395 .098 

Within 

Groups 
233.156 72 3.238 

  

Total 248.667 74 
   

Optimization  Between 

Groups 
1.695 2 .847 .319 .728 

Within 

Groups 
191.292 72 2.657 

  

Total 192.987 74 
   

Compensation Between 

Groups 
1.449 2 .725 .405 .668 

Within 

Groups 
128.737 72 1.788 

  

Total 130.187 74       

 

Discussion 

 The basic premise of this study has been supported with the data. Faculty transitioning to 

online teaching use SOC strategies in the process. This broadens the scope of SOC in the 

literature by using it to examine faculty work life.  

 Hypothesis 1 was not supported but the correlational analysis did indicate a weak 

negative correlation between online teaching experience and optimization. This is an interesting 
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finding for which there may be several reasons. Perhaps, as faculty members improve online 

teaching skills, there is a decreased need to apply resources to accomplish the goal. Also, the 

more experienced faculty in this study were likely among early adopters of technology-enhanced 

teaching methods. They may have been proficient in some online teaching methods (i.e., 

instructional use of the learning management system) before they transitioned into teaching fully 

online. Though the correlation was weak, it is reasonable.  

Hypothesis 2 was not supported since there was no statistically significant difference in 

the high and low experience group with regard to SOC use. Perhaps, SOC continues to be useful 

at any level of experience. In teaching, there should be constant improvement. Online faculty 

may continue to innovate in the electronic medium and would find these strategies useful.  

Hypothesis 3 was not supported in any of the variables examined. The question of 

variability based on ethnicity could not be explored adequately due to the small degree of ethnic 

diversity in the sample size. A larger sample could have answered the hypothesis more 

convincingly. Breaking age into three groups offered a more robust analysis of SOC use by age 

but might have benefited from a larger sample that could be further delineated.  

Conclusion 

There are several opportunities for future research. As mentioned, a larger, more diverse 

sample would allow more robust analysis and add clarity and depth to these answers. 

Additionally, the wording of the SOC questions could be modified, as others have done 

(Ziegelmann & Lippke 2007), to more directly inquire about the online transition experience. 

Replicating this study in other settings, such as community colleges, would expand the results 

and may offer new insights. 
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Approaching the process of transitioning online as a developmental progression provides 

insight for faculty, administrators, and departments supporting distance education. It could 

contribute to a better understanding of the choice, focus, and resource allocation necessary for a 

successful transition. Hopefully, this will be informative to faculty considering the transition and 

may allow many retiring faculty to continue important contributions in a new, flexible format of 

online teaching. Additionally, it may inform faculty development and other support units about 

how to address faculty needs more adequately. The outcome could be an increasingly successful 

foray into the realm of online learning for experienced faculty who can improve and build its 

future. As online education grows, the need for online faculty will be increasing as well.  This, in 

turn, may present senior faculty with opportunities to remain academically active and engaged 

once they make the goal selection (or are forced by exigent circumstances of life) to pursue 

online teaching.   

 This chapter has provided the foundation for using the SOC theory as a framework for 

classroom faculty to transition to online teaching. With the framework in place, the focus turns to 

understanding the teaching practices that may or may not need to change. The extensive review 

of literature on best practices provides a foundation to ascertain essential practices for online 

teaching and develop an instrument to measure them.  
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Appendix A 

 

SOC Short Form Survey 

1. Demographic Information  

Please complete the demographic questions on this page as they represent important variables in 

this survey. 

1. Age Range  

___ Below 30  

___ 30 to 45  

___ 45 to 60  

___ 60 to 70  

___ Over 70  

2. What is the extent of your online teaching experience?  

___ No online teaching experience  

___ One year or less  

___ 2 years  

___ 3 years  

___ 4 years  

___ 5 years or more  

3. What is your gender?  

___ Female  

___ Male  

4. What is your primary ethnicity?  

___ American Indian  

___ Asian  

___ Black  

___ Hispanic  

___ White  

___ Other (please specify)  

 

Selection of Goals  

Please answer each question as to the degree it describes you during the process of learning to 

teach online. 
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5. I always focus on the one most important goal at a given time. 

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

6. I am always working on several goals at once.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

7. When I think about what I want in life, I commit myself to one or two important goals.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

8. Even when I really consider what I want in life, I wait and see what happens instead of 

committing myself to just one or two particular goals.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

9. I consider exactly what is important for me.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

10. I take things as they come and carry on from there.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

11. When I can't carry on as I used to, I direct my attention to my most important goal.  

 ___ Not like me  
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___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

12. When I can’t carry on as I used to, I direct my attention, like usual, to all my goals.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

13. When things don’t work so well, I pursue my most important goal first.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

14. When things don’t go so well, I leave it at that.  

___ Not like me  

___Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

15. When something becomes increasingly difficult for me, I define my goals more exactly.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

16. When something becomes increasingly difficult for me, I try to distract myself.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

Optimization  

Please answer each question as to the degree it describes you in the process of learning to teach 

online. 
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17. I make every effort to achieve a given goal.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

18. I prefer to wait for a while and see if things will work out by themselves.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

19. When I want to get ahead, I take a successful person as a model.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

20. When I want to get ahead, only I myself know the best way to do it.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

21. I think about exactly how I can best realize my plans.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

22. I don’t think long about how to realize my plans, I just try it.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

Compensation Strategies  

Please answer each question as to the degree it describes you in the process of learning to teach 

online. 
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23. When things don’t work the way they used to, I look for other ways to achieve them.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

24. When things don’t work the way they used to, I accept things the way they are.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

25. When I can’t do something as well as I used to, then I ask someone else to do it for me.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

26. When I can’t do something as well as I used to, then I accept the change.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

27. When something doesn’t work as well as usual, I look at how others do it.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

28. When something doesn’t work as well as usual, I don’t spend much time thinking about it.  

___ Not like me  

___ Somewhat like me  

___ Usually like me  

___ Always like me  

29. Please add any comments you deem appropriate. Thank you!  
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CHAPTER 3 

MEASURE TWICE, TRANSITION ONCE: CHARTING THE CHANGING PARADIGM 

 

Introduction 

Current teaching practices in the physical classroom may or may not transition well to the 

online paradigm. In order to understand the transition to online teaching, it is essential to know 

which successful online teaching practices are being used in the traditional, face-to-face 

classroom. Senior faculty may be compelled into involvement in online teaching for several 

reasons. Faculty responsibility for the curriculum makes it essential to provide input and 

guidance to online courses. At many institutions, a faculty member may “own” a particular 

course within a program. If that program were offered online, the faculty “owner” would need to 

be involved in the process. As faculty face limited workload due to phased retirement, health 

issues, or personal responsibilities, teaching online becomes a method of fulfilling teaching 

obligations while having flexibility to deal with these changes (Whitaker, 2012). However, the 

transition may be difficult because of the differences between teaching online versus teaching 

face-to-face. 

It cannot be assumed that faculty who are skilled and successful at teaching in the face-

to-face classroom are fully equipped to teach online (Wolf, 2006). There are similarities, but 

there are differences as well. These similarities need to be understood for professional 

development to focus on the differences. Support resources are often limited due to staffing, 

funding, and access issues. Focusing them on known needs will enable prudent use of them to 

meet those needs.  
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This transition from the face-to-face classroom to teaching online is not simply a matter 

of learning the online functions. It involves development of professional and personal 

competencies to enable the goal or selection of online teaching, the optimization of resources to 

achieve the online teaching goal successfully, and using those resources to compensate for losses 

such as face-to-face communication.  

Background 

Some faculty will face significant challenges in the shift from classroom to online 

teaching. Long used pedagogies of the classroom, such as the Socratic method, have remained 

viable for classroom use. However, they may not translate well to the asynchronous, online 

paradigm where students are challenged a day later and respond a day, or more, afterward. 

Assessment methods in many classrooms take a form that is easy to grade in volume, but some 

courses may not lend themselves to objective, automated assessments available online. However 

these “objective assessments” may be easier routes to dishonesty online making them 

questionable for use without some form of human or electronic proctoring (Ardid, Gomez-

Tejedor, Meseguer-Duenas, Riera, & Vidaurre, 2015; Choi & Park, 2006).  

The invasion of technology into the physical classroom has been prolific with many 

classrooms being equipped with computers and other peripherals. Learning Management 

Systems connect students with learning resources, grades, and assignment submissions. Personal 

response systems create methods of class review often using personal cell phones as response 

devices. Presentation software is the latest iteration of the slide projector and overhead. This can 

be used along with lecture and discussion in a face-to-face setting, but when placed online with a 

recorded voice, may become a cumbersome, boring monologue – with graphics. Online 

teaching/learning may require interactive technology such as synchronous classrooms, video 
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conferencing, and virtual worlds to replicate observable student engagement (Claman, 2015; 

Wdowik, 2014). However, the professor has control over classroom technology and may find it 

useful in helping to engage students (Lavin, Korte, & Davies, 2011).  

The philosophy of teaching also faces challenges in the shift to online. Faculty members 

are drawn into more of a guiding role online and the lecture becomes a sidebar rather than a main 

event. Responsibilities of student and professor are rearranged and transformed as students take 

more responsibility for learning, and faculty craft environments where students challenge each 

other (Bates & Watson, 2008). It can seem like a world upside down from the traditional form of 

classroom teaching. 

Communication takes on new, multiple forms online through email, text, social media, 

interactive or asynchronous video, and electronically posted announcements. Office hours may 

be virtual, but students will “stuff messages under the door” 24/7 through email, text, and social 

media postings. Face-to-face interaction, with its non-verbal cues, is mostly missing. The 

experienced faculty member may face a challenge in replacing those in a less nuanced 

environment (Sugar, Martindale, & Crawley, 2007). 

Handouts, library visits, and other physical learning resources become more challenging 

to provide online. Seminal works handed out for years in paper format (and possibly out of print) 

face extinction from difficulties of scanning a readable digital version or potential for copyright 

violation through electronic duplication. 

 These are only a few of the challenges facing the traditional faculty member who 

transitions to an online medium. Colleges and universities have developed resources to assist, but 

it may be a quantum leap for some of the most experienced, dedicated, and knowledgeable 
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faculty due to comfortable familiarity with the traditional classroom and years of honing the 

teaching craft in that venue.  

Purpose of the Study 

In any attempt to quantify the transition to online teaching, it is helpful to measure the 

existing strategies of traditional classroom teaching. This measurement should not be made apart 

from an understanding of online teaching practices. There are similarities in the two modes, but 

also significant differences. By discovering the essential online teaching practices that are 

already being used by faculty in the traditional classroom, the missing strategies will also be 

revealed. This will help to inform faculty and faculty support departments about the professional 

development need for faculty who are making this transition. The purpose of this study is to 

review the literature on useful practices for online teaching and develop and determine the 

content validity of the Whitaker Teaching Practices Survey (see Appendix A). The instrument 

will be used to survey faculty who teach online and faculty who teach exclusively in the 

traditional classroom.  This will provide a means to compare the two groups and analyze the 

similarities and differences. An extensive review of the literature and research in online teaching 

practices establishes a foundation on which to base the instrument. These practices will be used 

to create the questionnaire that will gather data to illuminate this issue.  

Review of the Literature 

 The literature concerning online teaching practices reveals various categories of skills 

and knowledge that faculty need to succeed in the online classroom (Bailey & Card, 2009; Bush, 

Castelli, Lowry, & Cole, 2010; Ma, Han, Yang, & Cheng, 2015). Most of the research delves 

into multiple categories illuminated by various methods of quantitative, qualitative, theoretical, 

and anecdotal exploration (Tallent-Runnels et al., 2006). Many articles identify multiple online 
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teaching skills making division into classifications somewhat cumbersome. The literature review 

has been broken down into six categories of communication, assessment, design, pedagogy, 

philosophy, professional development, and technology to provide a framework for building the 

survey instrument. 

Communication 

The need for communication in online learning and teaching is critically important since 

it is probably the aspect that changes most from the face-to-face environment. One of the 

elements lost in the transition is the ability to simply speak to students and have them respond 

verbally, physically, and emotionally. Technologies exist that support communication across 

time and distance. However, faculty desire and commitment to use those technologies well will 

ultimately determine the success of online communication (Baran, 2011).  

Arbaugh (2010) investigated the impact of teaching presence and instructor immediacy 

on student learning and satisfaction. Teaching presence involved course organization, facilitation 

of interaction, and content delivery and assessment (as an expert). Instructor immediacy is when 

the instructor is approachable and accessible in a psychosocial manner. This involves 

“communication behaviors that reduce social and psychological distance between people” (p. 

1237). Arbaugh surveyed online students in six semesters of core MBA courses. Data analysis 

revealed that both teaching presence and immediacy behaviors are significant predictors of 

student perceived learning with teaching presence being the higher of the two. The practice of 

teaching presence and immediacy behaviors may be an important aspect of communication for 

online faculty.  

Bangert (2004) used a mixed-methods case study to examine several aspects of 

communication. In regard to faculty/student contact, a “majority of students felt that the 
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instructor communicated effectively (92%), personalized interactions (96%), and was accessible 

(88%)” (p. 223). This was accomplished through use of email to send reminders, instructions, 

and encouragement, while discussion boards were used for interaction, support, and encouraging 

dialog on course concepts. Student to student communication was accomplished using team 

assignments and study groups. In regard to discussion boards, one student reported: “The 

questions to ‘spark’ conversation were not open-ended and it was difficult to do more than 

answer the question” (p. 227). This underscores the point that the presence of useful 

communication tools does not guarantee communication.  

Baran (2011) used a multiple case study to explore the transition to online teaching. 

Baran found a number of communication issues involved in the transition. Participants were 

initially distressed by the loss of non-verbal communication and the benefits of an instantaneous 

feedback loop and addressed these changes by implementing synchronous audio and video, 

creating video instruction, and using collaborative and social media. Others used class wikis or 

encouraged student presentations containing pictures and biographic information to establish 

personal identity. This also assisted students in finding commonalities, which enhanced the 

learning community. One participant expressed the problem as reducing students to an email by 

removing “their personality, their gender, their culture, their attitudes there, their spirit” (p. 114). 

She also stated her goal “to figure out how do I reinvest them in their personhood and their spirit. 

How do I give them a presence and how do I help everybody appreciate and the authenticity and 

presence of that person” [SIC] (p. 115). It seems that a significant challenge of communication in 

online teaching is to maintain the humanness of all involved. 

 In an exploratory study, Bigatel, Ragan, Kennan, May and Redmond (2012) investigated 

teaching behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs to discover competencies perceived as important by 
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experienced online faculty. Of 7 categories identified, 4 significantly involved communication. 

This study underscored the primary importance of communication for online teaching and 

learning.  

 Using a framework of the Community of Inquiry (COI) model, Bush et al. (2010) 

attempted to determine the existence of the COI dimensions of teaching presence, social 

presence, and cognitive presence and the impact of teaching presence on student satisfaction in 

blended and online courses. Findings indicated that all 3 dimensions of COI were present in the 

courses analyzed. The researchers also found that teaching presence was significantly related to 

student course knowledge and student satisfaction. Similarly, Darabi, Sikoski and Harvey (2006) 

found interaction to be highly important in a study of distance education instructor competencies. 

The communication was a primary aspect of many of the competencies, with 12 of them being 

directly dependent on some form of communication. The authors’ statement about their findings 

summarizes: “interaction is a fundamental component of DE that instructors should engage in 

frequently” (p. 115).  

 Gorsky and Blau (2009) examined online communication through an analysis of 

discussion board interactions of two professors teaching the same online course. One was highly 

rated on student end-of-course surveys while the other was rated poorly. The low scoring 

instructor moderated Forum 1in which postings declined throughout the semester and halted 

before the semester ended. Forum 2, facilitated by the high scoring instructor had a high degree 

of participation throughout the entire semester. It appeared to the researchers that the low scoring 

instructor had become “nearly dysfunctional in her forum” (p. 14). The highly rated instructor’s 

average response time was 3.25 hours while the low rated instructor had an average response 

time of 26.3 hours. Some students even posted inquiring why the instructor had not responded to 
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posted questions. The researchers concluded that the level of instructor teaching and social 

presence had a significant impact on student participation and satisfaction. Students want to 

know that the professor is available and reading what they have written. Online facilitation 

differs from face-to-face facilitation – in particular by the inability for students to see that the 

instructor is listening. Online, the discussion facilitator must post in an appropriate way for 

students to know they are engaged with the discussion.  

 Lewis and Abdul-Hamid (2006) explored the implementation process of effective online 

teaching practices using interviews with thirty “exemplary” online instructors. The participants 

were graduate and undergraduate faculty who had received high scores on student evaluation 

surveys. The researchers were seeking to understand how effective practices are implemented in 

online courses. Strategies deemed important by this group were divided into four categories, 

which included fostering interaction, providing feedback, facilitating learning, and maintaining 

enthusiasm and organization. The researchers considered the practice of fostering interaction the 

most important and emphasized it in this study. Faculty used tools and techniques such as private 

and group course conferences (similar to discussion boards), study groups, and group projects to 

foster this interaction. A number of strategies were used for facilitating learning such as re-

emphasizing course goals and objectives for each unit and connecting coursework with student 

experience and current events. The findings indicated that quality in online teaching depends on 

the methods and techniques of the faculty member – not unlike the face-to-face classroom.  

 Ma et al. (2015) examined the role of the instructor as a necessity for student engagement 

in online learning. The researchers hypothesized that instructor course preparation, teaching 

guidance, and assistance supported student participation in course activities and engagement with 

learning tasks. Findings indicated that instructor guidance and assistance, such as clear direction 
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and feedback, significantly influenced students to complete learning tasks. The findings illustrate 

the importance of instructional guidance in student engagement online. This study supports the 

idea that effective online learning is collaborative between faculty and students through 

interaction and good course design.  

 In a qualitative study of online faculty roles, Morris, Xu, and Finnegan (2005) used 

interviews and document analysis to compare the faculty description of their roles with actual 

practice. Findings revealed three classifications for roles that appear to define instructor actions. 

The role of Monitor was exhibited by faculty who appeared early in the semester to jump-start 

the discussion but were mostly observers after the initial posts and had less than seventy-five 

posts. Instructors exhibiting the Facilitator role were more active ranging from 125 to 275 

postings. This role involved posting of questions and follow up, feedback, assignment guidelines, 

and encouragement of student collaboration. The instructors in the Teacher/Participant role 

posted more than 450 times.  They were highly visible, involved continuously in discussion with 

students, and very active “teaching” in the virtual classroom. The researchers found that the 

greatest number of student postings was found in courses where the instructor fulfilled the 

facilitator role, indicating a balanced function for instructors. Findings about the maximization of 

student learning by faculty use of the Facilitator role illustrate the complexity of communication 

in the online classroom. Faculty members need to balance their own participation to encourage 

student pursuit of learning.    

Design  

 The approach to design in online teaching has been more formalized than in the 

classroom, often involving instructional designers in collaboration with faculty to create online 

courses (Stevens, 2013). When instructional designers are not available to faculty, the increased 
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attention to design may be addressed through faculty development or coursework (Blake & 

Doherty, 2007). Professors have reported how teaching online has enabled them to better 

organize and structure their face-to-face classes (Hurt, 2008). So, design is an important aspect 

of consideration in the successful transition to online teaching. 

Blake and Doherty (2007) used a research design approach in the development of a 

course to assist faculty with transitioning their courses online. They built the course around two 

assessment pieces, a needs assessment document that identified the elements existing in a face-

to-face course before transitioning online and a course development identifier document that 

outlined what they would need for an online course to be well designed. The training course was 

designed with ten modules that scaffolded faculty to construct a well-designed online course. 

The researchers hypothesis stated: “Teaching instructional design principles to clinical educators 

prepares clinical educators to teach effectively with technology” (p. 97). The initial faculty 

learner feedback indicated that the training course motivated participants to learn additional 

skills, provided high quality feedback, and enhanced learning through practice of design 

principles. The feedback also indicated that the amount of work required for the course and the 

limited time to complete it were significant difficulties. When faculty do not have instructional 

design support for the transition to online teaching, a design course, such as this, is one way to 

provide the design guidelines to develop a complete course.  

 Chao, Saj, and Hamilton (2010) used a case study method to investigate the use of quality 

standards in collaborative course development between faculty and instructional designers. 

Findings indicated a general satisfaction with the quality standards by faculty and instructional 

designers. However, each focused on different standards, though all found them to be useful as a 

final checklist. Some participants suggested that they should be adapted based on the course 
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discipline and purpose. Quality standards seemed most useful to participants with less experience 

in the course development process. The collaborative process between faculty member and 

instructional designer was perceived as beneficial but time consuming. Participants expressed a 

strong need to define expectations at the beginning of the process. Hindrances to collaboration 

included the potential of the quality standards to be overwhelming if introduced all at once. 

Unclear communication was perceived as damaging to the collaborative working relationship. 

Collaboration was found to be highly important in course development that involved major 

revision, while work on minor revision courses was primarily task focused. The researchers 

concluded with several recommendations: quality guidelines should be used in a way that 

matches the needs of the process with flexibility; additional time should be allowed for the 

collaborative relationship to evolve; quality guidelines may aid development and understanding 

of expectations between faculty and designer and to enable prioritization and focus. Faculty who 

do not have this level of support might use these findings in relationships of peer review and 

mentoring through the design process.  

 Stevens (2013) also used a case study approach to examine the designer/faculty 

relationship in the online course design process. The researcher identified categories of 

communication, quality, relationships, respect, and satisfaction. Communication between faculty 

member and designer was expressed as the most important factor and enabled understanding and 

cooperation. As Chao et al. (2010) found, the greatest impediment to communication was the 

lack of time for the process to develop. Without good communication, conflict was often 

inevitable. The mutual respect for each other’s time, talent, and willingness to accomplish the 

common goal was another highly important aspect of successful development. Designers valued 

quality standards while faculty perceived quality as a commitment to their professional 
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discipline. The overall feeling from participants was that collaborative course development was a 

positive experience.  

Assessment  

 Accurate assessment in the online classroom can be challenging to implement. However, 

there are many technology tools to aid in the creation, administration, organization, and grading 

of online assessments. Finding the right fit for class level, size, and discipline takes considerable 

work and time. Once a useful combination has been found, it can be recreated and updated for 

many types of assessment. 

Ardid et al. (2015) examined the difference in student performance on exams with 

varying grade weight and proctoring requirements in engineering programs. Findings indicate 

that exams that were not proctored had a statistically higher mean score. However, the 

researchers found no significant difference in score between exams that varied in grade weight, 

which would not support the idea of low stakes repeat testing. In the online environment, 

objective exams are useful due to the ability to automate grading and provide quick feedback to 

students. However, these results indicate that there may be a propensity toward academic 

dishonesty when an exam is not proctored. The small variance in this study between proctored 

and non-proctored exams may be due to the nature of the discipline. Engineers have a degree of 

liability for their designs, which suggests the need for a strong knowledge base. This may have 

positively influenced the integrity of all students so that the un-proctored environment would 

have had little temptation. Replicating this study in general education courses may produce a 

different result. 

 Bravo and Young (2011) examined attitudes and perceptions of students who participated 

in collaborative development of Wikipedia entries. Due to the public nature of Wikipedia 
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postings, students collaborated with others who were not part of the class. Results indicate that 

students generally viewed this assignment as a positive experience. Those who did not have their 

content edited or deleted became disappointed and felt they had lost out on a significant learning 

experience. The editing process helped to teach without consulting the instructor. Several 

participants perceived it as a way to teach information literacy so they could identify reliable 

information. Others perceived it as an opportunity to write for a real audience. While many 

authentic assessments require extensive time from the professor, this study suggests that people 

outside the institution may play a useful role.  

In a case study of a first time online faculty member, Choi and Park (2006) reported some 

of the frustration of an initial online teaching experience. The professor was given a pre-

developed course that required synchronous sessions in addition to asynchronous work. The 

greatest frustration for her seemed to come from assessments. Two online exams had no means 

of proctoring and the professor was convinced that students were using the text and other 

resources to cheat. The professor’s comments cut to the heart of the matter: “maybe make the 

assignments a little bit more intensive where they actually have to begin to apply and think at a 

slightly deeper level” (p. 320). So, a best practice for assessments could be summarized as 

having students apply what they have learned and show the depth of that learning. Posting exams 

from the physical classroom online is unlikely to be sufficient as assessments in the online 

classroom. Unfortunately, authentic assessments take time and this professor felt that this, her 

first online class, was already a time-intensive burden.  

Feather and Ricci (2014) examined the use of e-portfolios as an assessment tool in a BSN 

Nursing program. The e-portfolio contained sections relating to various qualifications, skills, 

evaluations, philosophical position papers, and developmental activities. The e-portfolio software 
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was contained within the learning management system, which facilitated the importing of course 

related documents and achievements. Students created various versions to be relevant to 

audiences internal and external to the institution and shared these with prospective employers, 

evaluators, and each other. A rubric was developed that provided a method to offer feedback and 

suggestions for improvement. Students indicated that the e-portfolio was a significant learning 

tool that assisted them in understanding professional strengths and weaknesses. The usefulness 

of the e-portfolio was also mentioned in light of employment needs. Although the e-portfolio is 

convenient and useful, issues of permanency may haunt it in the future. Software and hardware 

changes could make it inaccessible without periodic updates and the cost of data storage will 

need to be borne by the institution or students.  

Jin and Jeong (2013) used quantitative methods to identify the impact of online structured 

debate assignments on the achievement of various levels of Bloom’s taxonomy. Analysis of the 

data patterns showed that postings that began with an argument message produced the highest 

levels of learning in the responses. An explanation message prompted the lowest level in 

responses. The researchers suggest that manipulation of the debate parameters could produce 

variations in the levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy achieved. The results did not guarantee better 

learning for other assessments in the course. However, this assessment showed an improvement 

in student engagement, which may increase interest in learning other course related material. 

Although debate is not applicable for all disciplines, it may be useful where appropriate.  

Using a case study method, McCracken, Cho, Sharif, Wilson, and Miller (2012) 

examined design practices that support effective online assessment in four cases. The first case 

involved an undergraduate program in dental hygiene, which used a combination of self and peer 

assessment using group work and an anonymous rubric was used. Some of the disadvantages of 
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this type of assessment involved the difficulties of accessing data from all sources and the 

students learning to use the grading tools. Time involved in these tasks decreased with repetition 

making it easier with repeat iterations of the courses.  

The second case in this study (McCracken et al., 2012) involved the use of virtual 

patients in a role-play type scenario in the same program. Students worked through these 

“patients” in groups and individually. The professors reviewed aspects of the patients with 

students using virtual classroom applications. This enabled expert consultation and review as 

might happen when working with a dentist, providing an “authentic” learning experience with 

considerable transferability. The important finding was that the questioning promoted deeper 

thinking and analysis of the scenarios by the students. 

The third case examined by McCracken et al. (2012) involved using case studies in a 

Biology foundation course. Three cases were presented across the semester with a 5-phase model 

to guide assessment. The model began with the presentation of a problem or challenge to the 

students. Then, working individually or in groups, they would begin to generate ideas on solving 

the challenge. The next step was to research those ideas in relation to solving the challenge and 

revise their ideas as needed. The fourth step involved the students evaluating their ideas as viable 

solutions to the challenge, then offering and receiving feedback from peers. The final phase of 

the model was to present the solutions in a public forum of class, program, or institutional 

colleagues. Assessment by professor, peers, and self was guided by a rubric. Advantages of the 

case study assessments were the realistic scenarios offered by the cases and the ability to draw 

student interest to learning concepts. Three success factors were evident: quality feedback from 

the instructor, good alignment of learning objectives, activities, and assessment, and a high 

degree of transferability of what was learned.  
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The final case in this study (McCracken et al., 2012) focused on the use of a wiki to 

develop instructional design practices in a graduate program in Instructional Technology. 

Students used the wiki to collaboratively develop design thinking and practices over the course 

of the semester. It was an ongoing project to which new students contribute each semester. The 

result was a comprehensive resource that was continually updated. Students reported a sense of 

ownership of this resource, which grew into a substantial knowledge base. The wiki tool allows 

for tracking of revisions, additions, and time invested by each student. These contributions are 

assessed using a rubric to determine if it is “a meaningful contribution to the Design Wiki, is it 

educationally significant, and does it provide a unique critical perspective” (p. 117). Over time, 

the wiki became unwieldy as students contributed from semester to semester. At the time of this 

article, nearly 500 students had used the wiki for a period of five years. Continual revision of the 

assignment moved the focus more toward revision and away from creation of new entries. The 

challenge of having students change other students’ work served to engage students in critical 

negotiation about the topics. Overall, these cases present useful and effective assessments. 

Although time consuming, they offer opportunities for realistic student learning.  

Muncy (2014) examined the impact of reflective journaling assessments in marketing 

education using blogs. Results supported the contention that properly designed reflective journals 

can enhance student learning. Reflection needs guidance without prescription. Reflective 

journaling may take time to develop. A rubric can be helpful but it should not be highly 

prescriptive. Reflective writing is personal and needs to have a strong element of the writer’s 

thought process, which cannot be completely articulated in a rubric. Reflective journaling offers 

promise as an assessment and support of learning. 
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Pedagogy 

 Perhaps the most pertinent question for faculty transitioning to online teaching is how 

teaching pedagogy will be impacted. Online programs draw many adult students primarily due to 

the flexibility they need to fulfill responsibilities of parents, workers, caregivers, and myriad 

roles of responsible adults. In the realm of online teaching, adult learning principles are 

important. Participants in the study below (Bailey & Card, 2009) mentioned traits of adult 

learners who want and need to know entire course expectations and dates so they can plan 

around multiple responsibilities.  

A phenomenological study by Bailey and Card (2009) investigated the perceptions of 

faculty to determine effective online pedagogical practices. Eight pedagogical competencies 

emerged from the data: fostering relationships, engagement, timeliness, communication, 

organization, technology competency, flexibility and high expectations. The researchers 

emphasized the need for appropriate professional development support to enable faculty to 

develop and improve the competencies of online pedagogy.  

 Bawane and Spector (2009) investigated the importance of online instructor roles using a 

panel of experts to prioritize major roles identified in the literature. Eight roles were identified 

with each having from two to five competencies. The results indicated that the Pedagogical role 

was the most important by far. The competencies for this role are to: “design instructional 

strategies, develop appropriate learning resources, implement instructional strategies, facilitate 

participation among students, and sustain students’ motivation” (p. 391). Understanding the 

similarities and differences between online and face-to-face pedagogy, especially that which is 

unique to a virtual environment, is an important step in helping faculty make a successful 

transition to the online teaching environment.  
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A university in Northwest Spain was the context for a study of the pedagogical learning 

needs of faculty transitioning to online teaching (Muñoz Carril, González Sanmamed, & 

Hernández Sellés, 2013). Participants indicated good proficiency in creating content, selecting 

teaching methods, designing learning tasks, and connecting content with discipline related 

knowledge. Creating assessments did not have a high level of perceived competence. A 

significant positive correlation was found between these competencies and online teaching 

experience. Faculty in this study indicated the highest need for learning in the area of facilitation 

of student participation. The researchers concluded that some online pedagogical practices are 

closely aligned with classroom practices while others may be significantly different, and even 

unique to online instruction. 

Philosophy  

 Faculty teaching and learning philosophies should impact teaching strategies. When 

teaching strategies change by transitioning to the online paradigm, there may be a clash with 

established teaching philosophies. It is tempting, and may be possible, to hold to an embraced 

philosophy while manipulating the new paradigm with technology and activities (Wiesenberg & 

Stacey, 2008). However, there is a risk/reward that strategies employed to manage the new 

paradigm may impact teaching philosophy online and back into the face-to-face classroom 

(Passmore, 2009). Faculty transitioning to online teaching should consider the impact on their 

beliefs about teaching and learning. The challenges may deeply impact a well-established 

philosophy and identity.  

Henderson and Bradey (2008) investigated professional identity in shaping online 

teaching roles and activities using a longitudinal case. The participant was an experienced 

journalist before joining the university faculty where she had been teaching for eight years. The 
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data collected showed that the professor held a strong identity as part of a professional 

community (journalism). Her statements illustrated a belief that she is central to the 

teaching/learning process. The researchers identified this as a belief of profession-based, 

privileged knowledge that could not be taught but only gained through experience. Thus, the 

professor could keep students at the fringe of the subject through a hidden curriculum. She felt 

that her role with students was to “model behavior and teach the theory” (p. 90). However, her 

stated beliefs about her role were in conflict as she stated: “my biggest concern is to be able to 

encapsulate all my professional learning experience and be able to use that in my pedagogical 

strategies” (p.90). The researchers found that the professor used technology to attempt a 

resolution to her dilemma by using a blogging assignment to provide the essential experience of 

journalism. The researchers sensed a continued dilemma as the professor expressed frustration 

with reconciling her educator identity with her professional identity. Her preference was to be 

the professional, so she used the technology to maintain her preferred identity while enabling her 

to teach. The researchers concluded that identity could be useful as a lens to explore beliefs 

through a professional learning community. Identity as a college professor formed over many 

years might be challenged when transitioning to the more flexible, less controlled online learning 

environment.  

 Holly, Legg, Mueller, and Adelman (2008) examined the theoretical transition of moving 

from classroom to online teaching in nursing. The authors recommended transition to a 

constructivist teaching approach that allows learners to take ownership of learning. Faculty need 

to use their presence in the online environment to help students discover their current level of 

understanding and build on it continually with the result of an ever-increasing level of 

competence. Nursing faculty also need to build their own expertise to set an example and 



 55 

maintain a strong resource and support for student inquiry. The authors conclude that the 

constructivist framework in graduate online nursing education can help to control the ambiguity 

in the professions as opposed to learning the “right” answer through memorization. It also 

facilitates the development of a scholarly community of inquiry to strengthen the skills and 

knowledge of the profession enabling learners to grasp the complexity of decision making in the 

profession so they will not be paralyzed by ambiguity.  

 In a mixed methods study, Wiesenberg and Stacey (2008) examined the teaching 

philosophy of faculty teaching face-to-face and online. The purpose was to determine if 

philosophy changed when making a transition to online teaching. The researchers used a case 

study structure with a Canadian university as one case and an Australian university as the other 

case. The researchers found four emergent themes in the qualitative data. First of all, faculty 

beliefs about teaching modality varied by country. Canadian faculty envisioned a paradigm shift 

in teaching and learning with growth and innovation in the online modality. Australian faculty 

expressed a belief in the superiority of the traditional classroom. Second, faculty used similar 

learning objectives regardless of modality. Third, both faculty groups used a more teacher-

centered approach than they wished in online classes and expended more effort supporting 

students. Finally, the qualitative data indicated a theme that philosophy is impacted when the 

transition is made to teaching online. Skills learned in one modality may help to improve the 

other. The results of this study are limited due to the sample size and setting. However, it 

illustrates the need to examine teaching philosophy as faculty approach the online paradigm.  

Professional Development  

Fang (2007) presents a performance-based model to identify alternate methods of faculty 

development for online faculty. He recommends against a failure/success paradigm of training 
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and instead opts for continually improving the adoption of eLearning tools and online teaching 

effectiveness. The author’s model includes five simultaneous, non-linear segments. Formal 

training provides a basic skill set to learn the technologies of distance learning. This does not 

necessarily need to be in-house experts but may involve vendors, publishers, shared experts from 

other institutions, or conferences with technology workshops. Faculty with technology 

experience may also serve as resources.  

Communities of Practice (CoP) are another segment of Fang’s (2007) model. The CoP 

brings together faculty who share common interests around pedagogy, technology, or a discipline 

within the context of online teaching. CoPs facilitate the diffusion of technology and practices 

throughout the community. The author cautions that ineffective practices may also spread this 

way. To combat that problem, communities may be extended across an institution, system, state, 

professional discipline or organization, and even nationally or internationally through listserves 

and other means of electronic communication.  

Performance support is another part of this model (Fang, 2007), which provides a way to 

address faculty development on an as-needed basis. Many applications of technology, pedagogy, 

and practice are not used on a regular basis. This is especially true as learning management 

systems facilitate copying of courses semester after semester. Some aspects of an online course 

may be developed only once every year or two, but recreated each semester through the copy 

process. When a new course is developed, these copycats are not available. Skills that were used 

once or twice may have nearly disappeared over the course of several years requiring relearning. 

The process also may have changed so that even recalled knowledge may be insufficient. 

Sources for performance support may come from tutorials, user manuals, FAQs, as well as live 

support staff and instructional design units. Performance support also allows for ongoing needs 
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assessment of resources and faculty. If the same questions come up from different faculty, it may 

indicate a need for additional support resources. If the same questions come from the same 

faculty, there may be a need for individual evaluation of learning needs. Performance support 

should enable just-in-time, discipline specific professional development.  

The formative evaluation aspect of Fang’s (2007) model provides a method of in-process 

improvement. It may include initial feedback from instructional designers, peers, and other 

faculty to midterm surveys of students. The common denominator is continual improvement 

before the completion of the course. It is important to have standards to guide Formative 

Evaluation. They may be quality standards or in-house developed checklists. However, with no 

guide to the process, it becomes a matter of opinion with value based solely on the credibility of 

the evaluator. Knowledge sharing is the final piece of this model. As faculty build a reservoir of 

knowledge through other aspects of the model, sharing of that knowledge will multiply it 

exponentially. Open source content repositories and professional learning communities allow the 

dissemination of knowledge in the form of learning resources, learning objects, lesson plans, and 

other combinations of knowledge. This sharing may be as simple as a discipline specific blog or 

it could involve an institutional or system wide electronic sharing resource. One of the most well 

known portals for sharing knowledge is the Multimedia Educational Resource for Learning and 

Online Teaching (MERLOT), which is available to anyone. The author concludes that this model 

is not training, but an effort to provide assessment of learning needs, locate and/or create a way 

to meet those needs, and apply them effectively. The model is not considered a complete 

solution. Creativity and innovation should bring about more needs for learning and professional 

growth. The commitment to support faculty learning needs adequately is essential to online 

teaching and learning success.  
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Varvel (2007) constructed a list of online teacher competencies and roles to inform the 

transition of the “second wave” of faculty transitioning to online teaching. In collaboration with 

the faculty at his institution, he arrived at this definition for competency: "appropriate prior 

knowledge, skills, attitudes, and abilities in a given context that adjust and develop with time and 

needs in order to effectively and efficiently accomplish a task and that are measured against a 

minimum standard" (p. 1). Varvel emphasized that competencies are nonlinear. There is a range 

in which competencies will vary, dependent on the need of student, course, and subject. Roles 

were subdivided into several areas and subareas. The main areas were administrative, personal, 

technological, instructional design, assessment, and social processes and presence. 

Technology  

 Dykman and Davis (2008) articulated the elements of quality online education. At the top 

of the essentials list they placed technology. Educational software for online learning begins with 

the learning management system (LMS) as the primary connection between faculty, student, and 

educational content. Online faculty members need to become proficient with the many tools 

contained within their institution’s LMS and grow with the regular updates and additions. Other 

technologies need to work well in conjunction with the LMS to create the most seamless 

experience for learner and faculty. Features of the LMS impact course design and delivery. 

Standardization of design and format is often institutionally driven to ensure a similar look and 

feel across the courses and programs. This saves students considerable angst as they enter a new 

course and find a somewhat familiar layout. However, standardization may inhibit faculty 

creativity. Student and faculty profile tools are usually included in the LMS. While many 

students may resist completing a profile, faculty often create an introductory discussion board to 

accomplish the goal of social connection around common interests to build community. The 
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LMS also provides a way to create and load content in a modular format. Modules usually 

include introduction of overall content through text, assigned readings, and or video. Electronic 

classrooms within the LMS may provide synchronous interactivity or recordings. Discussion 

boards facilitate interaction about the topic of a module. Learning objectives, tasks, and 

assessments complete the module and provide a complete learning unit. The authors conclude 

that the purpose of all the technology and its effective use is to enable student success. However, 

random, confusing structure and technology applications will create frustration in students who 

may either make their own assumptions about what to do or withdraw in frustration. The 

technology is useful, but only proficient use of it will enable students to recognize the online 

professor as someone other that the “man behind the computer.”  

Summary  

 The literature on the transition to online teaching is extensive and diverse. The teaching 

practices could be organized in a number of ways but the researcher has chosen these categories 

for clarity and to provide a possible framework for organization. It is apparent that 

communication changes are significant. Much of what we have understood as communication, 

when face-to-face, is missing in the online paradigm. New methods are needed and available to 

replace lost visual understanding (Perry & Edwards, 2005). Assessment methods are not as 

simple to create, administer, or grade (Choi & Park, 2006). Design becomes a more serious 

aspect of the learning environment. Resources to support it may be unavailable or inconvenient 

(Stevens, 2013). Pedagogical roles and methods may become complex and confused with 

students feeling like they are teaching themselves at times (Arbaugh, 2010). Philosophies of 

teaching are challenged and need to be freshly considered in light of a new paradigm (Holly et 

al., 2007). Professional development is no longer solely focused on discipline; pedagogy and 
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technology take on new importance when teaching online (Fang, 2007). Technology is not the 

key player though it supports the learning environment online. It is not a driver but a servant of 

the learning process that needs to function well but remain as invisible as possible. Faculty may 

need to serve as first line technical support to ensure minimal delay and disruption for students 

(Passmore, 2009). The skill set for online teaching is complex but not totally unlike the skills for 

classroom teaching. 

Methods  

 The researcher conducted an extensive review of the literature on best practices in online 

teaching. From the review, teaching practices were identified and categorized. Categories of 

communication, assessment, design, pedagogy, philosophy, professional development, and 

technology were selected as significant categories in the literature that may be found in both the 

online and face-to-face classroom.  

Instrumentation 

An instrument (see Appendix A) was developed to survey teaching practices within each 

category that are important for online teaching and may be practiced in the face-to-face 

classroom. This survey construction resulted in 16 questions with 111 total items in 7 categories. 

An additional section was added for demographic information. It was constructed with the 

following identified categories:  

1. Assessment: one question with 17 items  

2. Communication: four questions and 29 total items 

3. Design: three questions with 16 total items 

4. Pedagogy/andragogy: two questions with 18 total items  

5. Philosophy: two questions with 10 total items 
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6. Professional Development: two questions with 9 total items 

7. Technology: two questions with 12 total items 

8. Demographic information on age, gender, ethnicity, discipline taught, course level 

taught (graduate, undergraduate, combination), years of face-to-face teaching 

experience, and years of online teaching experience.  

The survey was reviewed by a sample of experienced faculty experts with face-to-face 

and online teaching experience to establish face and content validity and solicit feedback for 

improvement of the instrument. Each question consisted of multiple items, which the faculty 

experts ranked using choices of not relevant, somewhat relevant, quite relevant, highly relevant. 

Face validity is additionally supported due to the questions being based on the review of 

literature.  

Validation of Instrument 

The content validity index (CVI) method was used to establish content validity based on 

ratings from the panel of faculty experts (Polit, Beck, & Owen, 2007). To collect these data, the 

survey was offered through an online form to eighteen faculty experts at various institutions for 

review. These reviewers were selected due to their extensive experience both in the face-to-face 

classroom and online teaching. An invitation email soliciting participation was sent to the faculty 

reviewers. Those willing to participate were asked to evaluate the survey for clarity, accuracy, 

relevance, and content validity. These reviewers were sent a link to an online form created by the 

researcher. Twelve experts responded to the survey; two were dropped due to incomplete 

submissions; one was dropped due to perceived bias from comments leaving nine faculty expert 

respondents.  
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Analysis was performed for item level (I-CVI) and scale (S-CVI/Ave) content validity on 

the 111 survey items, excluding demographics, using the method outlined by Polit and Beck 

(2006). Of the 111 items on the survey, the faculty experts deemed 47 not relevant since they 

scored below 0.78 on the I-CVI. This included one complete question. Revisions were made to 

the wording of several questions for greater clarification based upon recommendations by the 

faculty expert reviewers. Table 3.1 presents the average item-level content validity index (I-CVI) 

reported for the validated items, which is required to be ≥0.78 (7 reviewers of the 9 must agree). 

The scale was deemed relevant across the sixty-four remaining items (S-CVI/Ave=0.96). The 

proportion relevant for each rater ranged from 0.67 to 0.97; average relevance across the nine 

experts was =0.90. The survey was included in the protocol application to the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) for Chapter 4 (article 3) of this dissertation.  

Table 3.1  

Ratings on a 64-item scale by 9 faculty experts: Rated 3 or 4 on relevance scale  

Item FE1 FE2 FE3 FE4 FE5 FE6 FE7 FE8 FE9 

Faculty 

Experts in 

Agreement 

Item 

CVI 

1c 4 1 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 8 0.89 

1e 2 1 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 7 0.78 

1g 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 3 8 0.89 

1h 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 9 1.00 

1q 3 2 4 4 4 4 1 4 4 7 0.78 

2a 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 8 0.89 

2b 4 4 3 3 4 4 2 4 4 8 0.89 

2d 4 2 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 8 0.89 

2f 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 9 1.00 

2g 3 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 8 0.89 

2h 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 9 1.00 

2i 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 9 1.00 

2j 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 9 1.00 

3a 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 9 1.00 

3b 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 9 1.00 

3c 4 2 4 4 4 4 2 3 3 7 0.78 

3d 3 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 9 1.00 
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3e 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 9 1.00 

3f 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 9 1.00 

3g 4 4 2 4 3 4 2 4 4 7 0.78 

4a 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 9 1.00 

4b 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 9 1.00 

4g 3 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 3 7 0.78 

5a 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 9 1.00 

5b 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 7 0.78 

5d 3 2 4 4 4 4 1 3 3 7 0.78 

6a 4 2 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 8 0.89 

6b 3 2 4 4 4 3 1 3 3 7 0.78 

6d 3 2 3 4 4 2 4 3 3 7 0.78 

7a 4 3 3 4 4 1 4 4 3 8 0.89 

7b 4 3 3 4 4 1 4 3 4 8 0.89 

7c 4 3 3 4 4 1 4 3 3 8 0.89 

7d 4 3 3 4 4 1 4 3 3 8 0.89 

7f 3 3 3 4 4 1 3 3 4 8 0.89 

8a 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 4 2 7 0.78 

9a 3 3 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 7 0.78 

9b 3 2 2 3 4 4 4 3 4 7 0.78 

9e 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 8 0.89 

9g 3 2 4 4 4 3 4 2 4 7 0.78 

10a 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 9 1.00 

10b 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 9 1.00 

10c 3 2 3 4 4 4 2 3 4 7 0.78 

10d 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 9 1.00 

10e 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 9 1.00 

10f 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 9 1.00 

10g 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 9 1.00 

10h 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 9 1.00 

10i 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 9 1.00 

10j 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 9 1.00 

11a 4 3 3 4 2 4 4 3 3 8 0.89 

11b 3 3 4 4 3 3 2 3 4 8 0.89 

11c 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 9 1.00 

13a 3 4 3 2 4 2 3 3 4 7 0.78 

13b 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 9 1.00 

13d 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 9 1.00 

13f 1 3 4 4 4 3 2 3 3 7 0.78 

14a 1 2 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 7 0.78 

14b 4 2 4 4 4 4 2 4 3 7 0.78 

14c 4 2 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 7 0.78 

15a 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 9 1.00 
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15f 4 2 4 1 4 3 4 4 3 7 0.78 

16c 4 3 3 4 4 4 2 3 4 8 0.89 

16e 3 3 4 4 3 4 2 3 1 7 0.78 

16f 4 4 4 2 2 4 3 3 4 7 0.78 

Proportion 

Relevant 0.94 0.67 0.94 0.92 0.97 0.86 0.81 0.98 0.97 

S-

CVI/Ave= 

(Average 

of I-CVIs) 0.90 

 

Credentials of Faculty Expert Reviewers. Faculty expert reviewers made valuable 

contributions and suggestions for the revision and validation of the instrument. To support the 

qualifications for their task, the following credentials and background for each are reported:  

 Faculty Expert 1 (FE1) is a vice president of academic affairs and holds a DBA in 

Business Management. FE1 has more than 15 years of classroom teaching experience and 

more than 5 years of online teaching experience 

 Faculty Expert 2 (FE2) is an associate dean with a PhD in Business Administration. FE2 

has more than 15 years of classroom teaching experience and more than 5 years of online 

teaching experience. 

 Faculty Expert 3 (FE3) is a dean of Education with a PhD in Education. FE3 has more 

than 25 years of classroom teaching experience and more than 5 years of online teaching 

experience. 

 Faculty Expert 4 (FE4) is a full-time professor of Business with a PhD in Economics. 

FE4 has more than 25 years of classroom teaching experience and more than 5 years of 

online teaching experience 

 Faculty Expert 5 (FE5) is a full-time professor of Accounting with a PhD in Accounting. 

FE5 has more than 15 years of classroom teaching experience and more than 5 years of 

online teaching experience. 
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 Faculty Expert 6 (FE6) is dean of Education with a PhD in English. FE6 has more than 

25 years of classroom teaching experience and more than 5 years of online teaching 

experience.  

 Faculty Expert 7 (FE7) is an assistant professor of English with a PhD in Rhetorical 

Theory. FE7 has more than 10 years of classroom teaching experience and more than 5 

years of online teaching experience. 

 Faculty Expert 8 (FE8) is a retired associate professor of Information Systems with a MS 

in Computer Science. FE8 has more than 25 years of classroom teaching experience and 

more than 5 years of online teaching experience. 

 Faculty Expert 9 (FE9) is an associate professor and chair of Business Administration 

with a PhD in Management. FE9 has more than 15 years of classroom teaching 

experience and more than 5 years of online teaching experience. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

This research study is a step forward in understanding the transition to online teaching. 

As far as the researcher can determine, it is the first attempt to survey classroom teaching 

practices and compare them to best practices of online teaching. The quantification of these 

activities should help to define the changes involved for the transition of experienced classroom 

faculty to the online paradigm.  

The process of content validation eliminated 47 items from the original, research-based 

instrument to create the validated instrument (see Appendix B). There could be several factors 

that contributed to this reduction. It may be that a full complement of best practices in online 

teaching is not widely practiced. It may also be a factor that good online teaching may be 

accomplished employing only a few practices by a professor who communicates well and makes 
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good connections with students. Another factor might be that teaching practices vary with the 

discipline taught and with students being taught. What is apparent is that one size does not fit all 

faculty, students, or situations. A future possibility for this instrument is validation with groups 

of experts in each discipline. At that point, it would be helpful to revisit the original list of items 

and questions to start fresh for each discipline group.  

However, this instrument has 64 valid items that will initialize the discovery of essential 

online teaching practices that might already be used in the classroom. This instrument should 

help to clarify the needs for successful transition and create new questions for additional 

research. Eventually, faculty may be as well or better equipped to teach online as they are 

currently in the face-to-face classroom. However, that could be a generation away. In the interim, 

many college and university faculty have the desire, wisdom, experience, and discipline based 

knowledge to make a significant contribution to learning in the online paradigm. We need to 

ensure they are prepared for the transition. The focus of this study now turns to measuring 

current teaching practices being used in the face-to-face and online classrooms using the W-TPS. 
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Appendix A 

 

W-TPS Validation Instrument 

  

Assessment: This information is about assessments you use or have used in teaching. 

 

1. Which of these activities do you use to assess student learning?  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Objective tests, exams, quizzes (i.e. T/F, multiple 

choice, matching, etc.)      

b Reflective Journal  
    

c Research papers  
    

d Portfolio/ePortfolio  
    

e Team/Group Work  
    

f Debate  
    

g Discussion  
    

h Presentation  
    

i Poster Sessions  
    

j Peer Assessment  
    

k Self-Assessment  
    

l Case Study  
    

m Joint or individual wiki  
    

n Wikipedia entry  
    

o Role-play  
    

p Student-Proposed Project  
    

q Rubrics  
    

Comments/Suggestions:  

Communication: These questions gather data on the way you communicate with students during 

the teaching/learning process. 

2. Which of the following characteristics define your interaction with students?  

  
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Address them by name  
    

b Reply to students based on their 

statements      

c Use humor  
    

d Share class "ownership" (i.e. "our 

class")      
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e Comment on student personal 

interests      

f Provide reinforcement of good work 

and/or comments      

g Provide extensive feedback on 

assignments      

h Respond quickly  
    

i Seek student feedback  
    

j Dialog with students  
    

Comments:  

3. In which of the following ways do you encourage the student learning process?  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Clearly communicate course goals 

and objectives      

b Provide complete guidelines for 

learning activities      

c Provide diverse resources for 

student learning      

d Personally provide subject matter 

expertise      

e Guide direction of discussions  
    

f Provide topical information  
    

g Actively facilitate discussions  
    

Comments:  

4. In which of the following ways do you connect with students?  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Email  
    

b Discussion board  
    

c Synchronous audio/video  
    

d Asynchronous audio/video  
    

e Phone  
    

f Physical office hours  
    

g Virtual office hours  
    

h Social media (Facebook, LinkedIn, 

Twitter, Instagram, etc.)      

Comments:  
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5. In which of the following ways do you encourage student interaction?  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Student introductions  
    

b Groups & teams  
    

c Class online forum, wiki, or 

blog, etc.      

d Student facilitated FAQ  
    

Comments:  

Design: This section is to understand how you use design principles and techniques in your 

course. 

6. What formative needs assessments are used in the development/revision of your course?  

 

 

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Student personal/individual 

needs     

b Learning needs 
    

c Pre-test 
    

d Mid-course feedback 
    

Comments:  

7. What type of standards need to be considered in the development of your course(s)?  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Accreditation  
    

b Departmental  
    

c Institutional  
    

d Professional  
    

e Self-developed  
    

f Technological  
    

Comments:  

8. I collaborate with _______ in the design/development of my courses.  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Other Faculty  
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Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

b Instructional Designer  
    

c College technical support  
    

d Faculty Teaching/Learning/Resource 

Center      

e Distance/Distributed Learning 

department      

f Library  
    

Comments:  

Pedagogy/Andragogy: This section is for understanding your teaching practices. 

9. How do you present new content to your students?  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Text book  
    

b Documents  
    

c Student Research  
    

d Lecture  
    

e Interactive discussion  
    

f Publisher Electronic Resources  
    

g Supplemental Resources (library, 

professional, Web-based, etc.)      

Comments:  

10. Which of the following do you consider important for student learning?  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Clear expectations  
    

b High standards  
    

c Flexibility with requirements (when 

justified)      

d Fostering a relationship with students  
    

e Engaging students with course 

information      

f Timely feedback  
    

g Course organization (linear, 

consistent, scaffolded, etc.)      

h Supportive technologies  
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Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

i Facilitation of learning  
    

j Enhancing student motivation  
    

k Teaching Assistants (for large 

classes)      

Other (please specify):  

Philosophy: These questions are intended to understand aspects of your educational philosophy. 

11. My professional identity is based on  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a what I do  
    

b what I know  
    

c my experience  
    

d my education  
    

Comments:  

12. I ascribe, at least partially, to the following learning theories:  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Behaviorist  
    

b Classical  
    

c Cognitivist  
    

d Constructivist  
    

e Humanist  
    

Comments:  

Professional Development: This page explores your professional development activities. 

13. How do you improve your skills/knowledge as an educator?  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Formal Training Sessions  
    

b Communities of Practice (group or 

organization focused around area of interest)      

c Performance Support (As needed 

information)      



 75 

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

d Formative Evaluation (feedback from 

students, peers, program head/dean, 

instructional designers, etc.)  
    

e Knowledge Sharing (open educational 

resources, repositories like MERLOT, etc.)      

Comments:  

14. I have a professional development plan to improve _______.  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Content knowledge  
    

b Pedagogical knowledge  
    

c Technological knowledge  
    

d Student development knowledge  
    

Comments:  

Technology: On this page, the questions are for understanding the technologies you use for 

teaching. 

15. Which of the technologies below do you use when teaching?  

 
   

Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Learning Management System 

(Blackboard, Canvas, D2L, Moodle, 

Sakai, etc.)  
    

b Web 2.0 technologies (YouTube, 

SlideShare, Flicker, Pandora, etc.)      

c Communication technologies (i.e. Skype, 

Facetime, Google Hangout, etc.)      

d Blogs  
    

e Wikis  
    

f Academic Honesty software (secure 

browser, Turnitin, Proctoring software, 

etc.)  
    

Comments:  

16. From whom do you learn about technology for teaching?  
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Not 

Relevant  

Somewhat 

Relevant  

Quite 

Relevant  

Highly 

Relevant  

a Teaching/Learning Center  
    

b College Technical Support/Help Desk  
    

c Online tutorials  
    

d Professional Organizations/Conferences  
    

e Other Faculty  
    

f Self-taught  
    

Comments:  

Demographic Information: The following demographic information will be useful in the analysis 

of the data and will not identify you. Your completion of this section is appreciated! 

17. Age Range:  

___ Below 30  

___ 30 to 45  

___ 45 to 60  

___ 60 to 70  

___ Over 70  

18. What is the extent of your online teaching experience?  

___ No online teaching experience  

___ One year or less  

___ 2 years  

___ 3 years  

___ 4 years  

___ 5 years or more  

19. What is the extent of your face-to-face classroom teaching experience?  

___ No face-to-face teaching experience  

___ Less than one year  

___ One to five years  

___ Five to fifteen years  

___ Fifteen to 25 years  

___ More than 25 years  

20. What is your gender?  

___ Female  

___ Male  
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21. What is your primary ethnicity?  

___ American Indian  

___Asian  

___ Black  

___ Hispanic  

___ White  

___ Other (please specify)  

 

22. Overall comments, clarifications, etc.  
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Appendix B 

 

Whitaker Teaching Practices Survey (as validated) 

 

Assessment: This information is about assessments you use or have used in teaching. 

 

1. Which of these do you use to assess student learning? 

___ Research papers 

___ Team/Group Work 

___ Discussion 

___ Presentation 

___ Rubrics 

___ Other: 

 

Communication: These questions gather data on the way you communicate with students during 

the teaching/learning process. 

 

1. Which of the following characteristics define your interaction with students? 

___ Address them by name 

___ Reply to students based on their statements 

___ Share class "ownership" (i.e. "our class") 

___ Provide reinforcement of good work and/or comments 

___ Provide extensive feedback on assignments 

___ Respond quickly 

___ Seek student feedback 

___ Dialog with students 

Comments: 

 

2. In which of the following ways do you encourage students to interact with one another? 

___ Student introductions 

___ Groups & teams 

___ Student facilitated FAQ 

Comments: 

 

3. In which of the following ways do you encourage the student learning process? 

___ Clearly communicate course goals and objectives 

___ Provide complete guidelines for learning activities 

___ Provide diverse resources for student learning 

___ Personally provide subject matter expertise 

___ Guide direction of discussions 

___ Provide topical information 

___ Actively facilitate discussions 

Comments: 

 

4. In which of the following ways do you connect with students? 

___ Email 
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___ Discussion board 

___ Office hours (physical or virtual) 

Comments: 

 

Design: This section is to understand how you use design principles and techniques in your 

course. 

 

1. What formative assessments are used in the development, revision, and/or mid-term 

adjustments of your course? 

___ Student personal/individual needs 

___ Student learning needs 

___ Mid-course feedback from students 

Other: 

 

2. Do you collaborate with other faculty in the design/development of your courses? 

___ Yes 

___ No 

Other: 

 

3. What type of standards needs to be considered in the development of your course(s)? 

___ Accreditation 

___ Departmental 

___ Institutional 

___ Professional 

___ Technological 

Comments: 

 

Pedagogy/Andragogy: This section is for understanding your teaching practices. 

 

1. Which of the following do you consider important for student learning? 

___ Clear expectations 

___ High standards 

___ Flexibility with requirements (when justified) 

___ Fostering a relationship with students 

___ Engaging students with course information 

___ Timely feedback 

___ Course organization (linear, consistent, scaffolded, etc.) 

___ Supportive technologies 

___ Facilitation of learning (helping students learn) 

___ Enhancing student motivation 

Comments: 

 

2. How do you present new content to your students? 

___ Text book [including Open Educational Resources (OERs)] 

___ Documents 

___ Interactive discussion 
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___ Supplemental Resources (library, professional, Web sites, etc.) 

Comments: 

 

Philosophy: These questions are intended to understand aspects of your educational philosophy. 

 

1. My professional identity is based on: 

___ what I do (teach, guide, model, etc.) 

___ what I know (knowledge and wisdom gained over time) 

___ my experience (what I have done relative to my discipline) 

Other: 

 

Professional Development: This page explores your professional development activities. 

 

1. How do you improve your skills/knowledge as an educator? 

___ Formal Training Sessions 

___ Communities of Practice (group or organization focused around area of interest) 

___ Formative Evaluation (feedback from students, peers, program head/dean, instructional 

designers, etc.) 

___ Knowledge Sharing (open educational resources, repositories like MERLOT, etc.) 

Comments: 

 

2. I have a professional development plan to improve _______. 

___ Content knowledge 

___ Pedagogical knowledge 

___ Technological knowledge 

Other: 

 

Technology: On this page, the questions are for understanding the technologies you use for 

teaching. 

 

1. Which of the technologies below do you use when teaching? 

___ Learning Management System (Blackboard) 

___ Academic Honesty software (secure browser, Turnitin, Proctoring software, etc.) 

Other: 

 

2. From whom do you learn about technology for teaching? 

___ Faculty Resource Center (UA) 

___ eTech (UA-A&S) 

___ Online tutorials 

___ Other Faculty 

___ Self-taught 

Other: 

 

Demographic Information: The following demographic information will be useful in the analysis 

of the data and will not identify you. Your completion of this section is appreciated! 
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1. What discipline do you teach? ______________________  

 

2. Do you primarily teach? 

___ Undergraduate 

___ Graduate 

___ Equal combination (approximately) 

___ Other (please specify) 

 

3. What is the extent of your online teaching experience? 

___ No online teaching experience 

___ One year or less 

___ 2 years 

___ 3 years 

___ 4 years 

___ 5 years or more 

 

4. I have __ years (round to whole numbers only) of face-to-face classroom teaching experience? 

 

5. What is your gender? 

___ Female 

___ Male 

 

6. Age Range: 

___ 26 to 35 

___ 36 to 45 

___ 46 to 55 

___ 56 to 65 

___ Over 65 

 

7. What do you consider your primary ethnicity? 

___ American Indian 

___ Asian 

___ Hispanic 

___ Black 

___ White 

___ Other (please specify) 

 

8. Overall comments, clarifications, etc. 
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CHAPTER 4 

TRANSITION TO ONLINE TEACHING: ADAPTING OR ABANDONING CLASSROOM 

PRACTICES 

 

Introduction 

 Knowledge of current face-to-face classroom practices is essential in determining the 

needs of faculty transitioning to the online paradigm since it helps to identify learning needs. 

There are a number of first person narratives and anecdotal studies in the literature on 

transitioning to online teaching (Dykman & Davis, 2008; Hee & Park, 2006; Sugar, Martindale, 

& Crawley, 2007). However, there is a lack of quantitative research concerning teaching 

strategies in the traditional classroom and few attempts to address the impact of such strategies 

on the learning process of faculty making this transition successfully (Bates & Watson, 2008). 

Successful online teaching also has been shown to be student-focused (Ke & Kwak, 

2013). Additionally, it has been found that female faculty members tend to use more student-

centered teaching practices than male faculty (Lammers, & Murphy, 2002; Solomon, 2011; Zhou 

& Xu, 2007). Thus, gender differences may provide important insight for understanding the 

transition to online teaching.  

The present study seeks to address a portion of that gap in the literature by surveying and 

comparing classroom-only faculty about teaching practices they use in the traditional classroom 

and online faculty concerning online teaching practices. The Whitaker Teaching Practices 

Survey (W-TPS), developed and validated in a previous article (Whitaker, 2015), was used to 

collect relevant data concerning practices, experience level, and demographic information (See 
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Appendix A). The W-TPS was constructed through a survey of literature on best practices for 

online teaching. Teaching practices identified in the literature were listed and categorized, then 

evaluated for content validity as essential to online teaching by a panel of faculty experts with 

extensive experience in both online and face-to-face teaching.  

Overview of Literature 

The literature on the transition from classroom to online teaching is a diverse story of 

early adopters, frustrations, and trial and error. Much has been learned through those stories to 

inform transitioning faculty about the skills and roles needed to teach successfully online. Some 

studies focus on one or a small number of competencies, while others attempt to address the full 

range of best practices. In order to maintain a degree of consistency, this literature review is 

framed in a similar manner to the construction of the survey in Chapter 3.  

Motivation  

 One of the most intriguing questions in the transition to online teaching is the motivation 

that faculty have for doing so. For some, it is a free choice, something they desire for any 

number of personal or professional reasons. For others, it may be forced upon them through 

career shift, financial need, or even administrative fiat. The transition could come with 

incentives, threats, or some combination. Awalt (2003) found that monetary, support, and 

recognition encouraged faculty to make the shift to online teaching. However, over time, these 

enticements eroded and even evaporated. Uça-Günes and Gümüs (2010) found that faculty who 

were forced to transition online along with their entire program were likely to be ill equipped to 

handle the transition. Although they were able to adjust and make the transition, it was with little 

institutional support for themselves and the students. Forcing faculty into the transition to online 

teaching rarely encourages cooperation.  
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 Communication  

 Perhaps the greatest transition when moving from classroom to online teaching is the 

mode of communication. The immediacy of being face-to-face is suddenly removed and requires 

a replacement method. Baran, Correia, and Thompson (2013) examined the transition of 6 

exemplary faculty who revealed that timely feedback was foundational to online student success. 

These professors made a conscious effort to establish a presence in their online courses through 

quick response and personalization of their own and the students’ identities. Bates and Watson 

(2008) discovered that a focus on interaction was important to overcome the loss of face-to-face 

communication. Participants in the study focused on interactive discussions but also connected 

with students by actively guiding their learning. In a study in medical continuing education, 

Lockyer, Sargeant, Curran, and Fleet (2006) found that interaction could be difficult. 

Participation by learners did not happen easily or without persistent attention from faculty, 

indicating that it takes a persistent concerted effort to engage students.  

Carter, Sturm, and Geraldo (2014) examined communication in the public forum of 

blogging. Students adapted easily to personal writing in an electronic forum but struggled with 

scholarly writing. They found that familiarity with the medium could be a handicap to 

developing writing but still offered a method of communication even broader than the classroom. 

They found that it was essential for faculty to stay engaged or students would disengage as well. 

They concluded with a futuristic prediction: “The more we learn about digital engagement, the 

more likely it is that the digital labyrinths of teaching and learning are exciting places demanding 

and worthy of active engagement” (p.9). Sugar, Martindale, and Crawley (2007) focused on two 

questions: “what types of interactions and activities are prevalent in a face-to-face course?” and 

“once identified, can these interactions and activities be effectively transformed, recreated or 
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enhanced via the affordances of an online environment?” (p. 367). To answer these, they paired 

existing classroom practices with technologies that would enable them in an online context. 

Results were mixed but the authors suggested that future technologies might facilitate the 

transition of difficult areas of interaction to enable a full transition of the richly interactive 

classroom environment.  

Design  

 Course design may be a small or large part of faculty responsibility in the transition to 

online teaching. However, as Baran et al. (2013) discovered, it is essential that faculty bring their 

professional expertise to bear on the design process. It is the professional content knowledge that 

makes sense of a course. Rubrics, such as Quality Matters and the Rubric for Online Instruction 

are widely regarded and used but only address the structure of an online course – not the 

delivery. Content expertise brings flesh and muscle to the structural bones. Bawane and Spector 

(2009) also found the importance of professional content expertise in the planning and design of 

online courses. Delany-Klinger, Vanevenhoven, Wagner, and Chenoweth (2014) examined the 

various options of online course design from “canned” courses to the “made from scratch” 

faculty developed course. They found that the only advantage in the canned course was time 

saving. They concluded that the online course should be developed in a way that gives full 

ownership and control to the professor who will be teaching it. Choi and Park (2006) found that 

the pre-developed course harnessed the instructor in a way that handicapped their expertise. 

Assessment  

 Online administration of objective tests was found to be problematic in a study by Bates 

and Watson (2008), making alternative assessments such as group projects, journals, papers, and 

scavenger hunts preferred alternatives. Other strategies for assessment involved low-stakes 



 86 

quizzes, scaffolding, and synchronous sessions where the professor could ask questions and 

immediately determine student understanding. The subject of a study by Choi and Park (2006) 

also discovered the inadequacy of online objective tests. The professor’s comments cut to the 

heart of the matter: “maybe make the assignments a little bit more intensive where they actually 

have to begin to apply and think at a slightly deeper level” (p. 320). 

Pedagogy  

As in the face-to-face classroom, pedagogy is at the heart of teaching. In a survey of 

online faculty competencies, Bawane and Spector (2009) found the pedagogical role to be the 

priority of participants. Participants in Awalt’s (2003) study described themselves as facilitators 

of student learning in the online environment. Although they did not take up online teaching to 

change their teaching methods, they found that this process impacted their teaching in all modes. 

They used clear, consistent policies, detailed instructions, and orientation of students to course 

structure and technologies to ensure engagement of students in their courses. Bates and Watson 

(2008) discovered that the transition to online teaching involved a change of focus from direct 

instruction to guided discovery defined as “observing the phenomena, asking questions, allowing 

time for inquiry, or conducting activities and experiments followed by feedback” (p. 40). In a 

study of nursing faculty, Johnson (2008) also found that the changing student role required new 

methods of instruction. Additionally, some pedagogical methods considered essential did not 

translate well to the online environment but the researchers did not itemize them.  

Carter et al. (2014) found that learning management systems can restrict pedagogy, by 

forcing teaching into a preconceived format or enticing faculty to use all the tools, allowing 

technology to be the driver. Passmore (2009) found pedagogy to be restricted by the required use 
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of course templates, standards, and rubrics. Time required to teach online was also a hindrance to 

development of good online pedagogy.  

Philosophy  

Teaching philosophy may be significantly challenged in the transition to online teaching. 

Faculty may fail to see this challenge and expect to maintain their established philosophy yet 

find it difficult to apply in the online paradigm (Baran et al., 2013). The transition to online 

teaching may impact the identity of the faculty member and require strategies to establish and 

maintain an appropriate online identity (Carter et al., 2014). Johnson (2008) found that reflection 

and revision of teaching philosophy was helpful in the establishment of the new role and identity. 

Bawane and Spector (2009) found that teaching roles became unclear online, which challenged 

the faculty members philosophical identity. 

In a cross-cultural study, Wiesenberg and Stacey (2008) found that the transition to 

online teaching created a change in teaching philosophy that also impacted the classroom. 

Barrett, Bower, and Donovan (2007) found that faculty became more teacher-centered when 

teaching online. This unusual finding may indicate a concern about academic honesty and an 

indication of teaching practices being adopted from the classroom rather than adapted to online 

teaching. Bates and Watson (2008) found the opposite that moving online forced faculty to be 

more student-centered.  

Bennett and Lockyer (2004) examined the transition of a program from face-to-face to 

online that was established on constructivist philosophy. It still required many adjustments as 

they found that when teaching online, constructivist based teaching becomes considerably more 

complex. Hurt (2008) used a constructivist lens to examine the transition and found it to still be a 

challenge requiring flexibility and adjustment by faculty and students.  
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Professional Development  

 Professional development is an important aspect of the transition to online teaching. One 

of the most important is the informal support from peer faculty (Marek, 2009). Participants most 

frequently mentioned the need for “time, course release, financial support, instructional design 

support, and training” (p. 284). Complete absence of support for new online courses was 

reported by 63% of respondents. Marek concluded that a need exists for a more organized 

approach to overcome the haphazard support offered at most institutions. Passmore (2009) also 

found a belief in the importance of peer collaboration in the transition to online teaching. Uça-

Günes and Gümüs (2010) found a need and desire from faculty for continual professional 

development after they had been forced to transition online without any significant support. 

Wickersham and McElhany (2010) examined issues of the transition to online with faculty and 

administrators and found that both supported broad based professional development for faculty 

and students.  

Technology  

Carter et al. (2014) found creative use of interactive Web technologies such as blogs and 

social media. The authors perceived that the challenge of transitioning to the digital teaching 

world is that the context of learning has changed, creating and exposing a lack of skill and 

confidence, which may drive faculty to simply deliver content with technology. However, this is 

not a method that will enable and enhance student learning. Sugar et al. (2007) found some 

useful technological tools for transitioning the materials and methods of a 30-year professor. 

While applying the technology enabled some methods to transition, other methods lacked 

suitable technology enablers. The authors expressed hope that future technologies will provide a 

way for the transition of rich face-to-face environments.  
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Summary 

 The literature reveals numerous approaches for transitioning to online teaching. 

Sometimes, the transitions are determined administratively and imposed on faculty. Other 

approaches are more controlled by the faculty member who might elect to move a course online. 

Most approaches involve significant collaboration between faculty, administration, instructional 

designers (in some situations) and support departments. The depth of change through the 

transition may vary by discipline and academic level taught. However, each situation involves 

changes in how faculty approach teaching. Some degree of change is inevitable and requires 

faculty to undertake self-examination of teaching practices, philosophy, and attitudes toward 

their students – known as learners in this new paradigm. 

Present Study 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the differences in teaching practices between 

experienced online faculty and faculty without online teaching experience. Accordingly, this 

researcher proposed these research questions and hypotheses:  

Research Question 1: Are there significant differences in level of online teaching practices 

across those with online teaching experience and those with only classroom experience? 

Hypothesis 1: There will be a statistically significant difference in the online teaching 

practices score as measured by the W-TPS between faculty with online teaching 

experience and faculty without online teaching experience. 

Research Question 2: Are there significant differences in level of online teaching practices 

across male and female teachers? 

Hypothesis 2: Female faculty will score significantly higher than male faculty on the W-

TPS. 
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In consideration of the first two hypotheses, an interaction effect was examined. If female 

faculty scored higher on the W-TPS due to a more student-focused approach to teaching, it is 

important to understand how that is impacted with online teaching experience. The potential 

interaction could be important. 

Research Question 3: Is there a significant interaction between online teaching 

practices/classroom only and gender and level of online teaching practices? 

Hypothesis 3: There will be a statistically significant online and non-online faculty-by-

gender interaction effect on the W-TPS score. 

Methods  

Participants 

 The researcher obtained approval from the Institutional Review Board to conduct the 

study (see Appendix B). An email invitation to participate in this study was sent to all faculty 

members in the College of Arts and Sciences at a major research university in the Southeast 

(N=680). This sample was chosen because many participants have considerable teaching 

experience in the traditional classroom but no online teaching experience. Others have moderate 

to significant online teaching experience. The disciplines in which they teach include American 

Studies, Anthropology, Art, Biological Sciences, Chemistry, Communicative Disorders, 

Criminal Justice, English, Gender and Race, Geography, Geology, History, Interdisciplinary 

Studies, Mathematics, Modern Languages and Classics, Music, Philosophy, Physics, Astronomy, 

Political Science, Psychology, Religion, and Theatre and Dance. Respondents represented all of 

these disciplines with the exceptions of American Studies and Astronomy. The academic breadth 

and experiential diversity of this group provides a rich resource for study. There were 98 

respondents (14.4%) to the survey encompassing all except two of the disciplines represented in 
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the college. Two respondents were eliminated as outliers, which may have indicated bias. One 

respondent did not indicate gender, which eliminated them from inclusion in light of the 

hypotheses and analysis. Effective response rate was 14% (N=95).  

Instrumentation and Data Collection 

An online survey tool (See Appendix A) was used to collect quantitative data based on 

the survey developed through the review of literature in Chapter 3 of this dissertation (Whitaker, 

2015). The composition of the survey was determined using practices for online teaching found 

in the literature. The survey was tested for content and face validity using the Content Validity 

Index (CVI) method for the full survey (S-CVI/Ave=0.90) and the individual items (I-

CVI≥0.78), which are within the acceptable range for validation.  

The survey instrument consisted of 15 questions with a total of 64 individual response 

items. Each item selected indicated use of a teaching practice validated as important for teaching 

online. Each item was awarded one point for a possible maximum score of 64 and minimum 

score of 0. There was also a 7 question demographic section that included questions about online 

and face-to-face teaching experience.  

Data Analysis 

Prior to analysis using a two-way ANOVA, data were screened to ensure that necessary 

assumptions were met. Descriptive statistics, histograms, and normal probability plots indicated 

that the distribution approached normality. Additionally, the results of Levene’s test indicated 

that the assumption of homogeneity of variance had been met (p > .05). The means and standard 

deviations are presented in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1 

Descriptive Statistics of W-TPS by Online Teaching Experience and Gender  

Gender Online Teaching 

Experience 

               M SD N 

Male Yes 44.27 9.083 22 

No 41.97 7.963 30 

Total 43.12 8.447 52 

     
Female Yes 49.79 7.604 24 

No 48 8.686 19 

Total 48.9 8.05 43 

     
Total Yes 47.15 8.708 46 

No 44.31 8.685 49 

Total 45.68 8.767 95 

 

In order to answer the research questions and test the research hypotheses, the data were 

analyzed using a two-way ANOVA to examine the effects of online experience (Y/N), gender 

(M/F), and online experience by gender on the Whitaker Teaching Practices Survey score. The 

two-way analysis of variance showed that the main effect for gender was significant (F(1,91) = 

11.21, p = .001, η2 = .110). However, there was no significant main effect for online teaching 

experience (F(1,91) = 1.41, p = .238, η2 = .015) and no significant interaction effect between online 

teaching experience and gender (F(1,91) = 0.22, p = .882, η2 = .000). Table 4.2 provides a 

summary of the analysis.  
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Table 4.2 

Two-Way ANOVA Summary Table 

Source of 

Variance        SS          df    MS      F         p 

Gender 771.032 1 771.032 11.210 .001 

Online Teaching 

Y/N 
97.012 1 97.012 1.410 .238 

Gender * Online 

Teaching Y/N 
1.529 1 1.529 .022 .882 

Error 6259.289 91 68.783 
  

Total 205494.000 95       

 

The significant main effect for gender is shown in Figure 4.1. Female faculty had a 

significantly higher score on the W-TPS than male faculty. Gender accounted for 11% of the 

variance in the W-TPS score.  

 
Figure 4.1 Means of W-TPS Score by Online Teaching Experience and Gender  
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Discussion 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the differences in teaching practices between 

experienced online faculty and faculty with only classroom teaching experience. Based on the 

data collected, there is no significant difference. Hypothesis 1 is not supported. However, this 

study was based on the “what” of teaching practices but not the “how.” For example, class 

discussions are used in face-to-face and online teaching. Similarities in the two venues would 

include crafting good discussion questions, reframing the questions as discussion progressed, and 

keeping discussion on track through timely intervention. However, in making the transition to 

online teaching, faculty would need to adjust to the asynchronous nature of most online 

discussions, which would greatly broaden the timeline of discussion facilitation. Additionally, 

the method of communication is different and would require learning to engage reluctant 

students through electronic methods rather that simply calling on them in a physical setting. 

These types of “how” might be more challenging to measure but are ripe for future research.  

The finding of significant gender differences on the W-TPS score was interesting but not 

unexpected since it supports Hypothesis 2. As mentioned previously, female faculty use a more 

student-centered approach in teaching. Additionally, online teaching is more student-centered. 

The data in this study have confirmed this and suggest that female faculty may have an easier 

transition to online teaching. The lack of an interaction effect indicates that Hypothesis 3 is not 

supported.  

 The “how” of the transition to online teaching should be a point of future research. 

Additionally, methods of online teaching may vary by discipline. Although demographic data 

about teaching discipline were collected for this study, there were insufficient data to allow 

meaningful analysis. The size and makeup of this sample also excluded any meaningful analysis 
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by ethnicity. There may be undiscovered patterns that could be found with a larger, more diverse 

sample. However, this is a nascent quantifiable attempt to examine the transition to online 

teaching. This transition may continue for a generation or longer until all active faculty have 

experience in the online paradigm as student, T/A, and professor. The next generation may have 

an entirely different paradigm to examine.  
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Appendix A 

 

Whitaker Survey of Teaching Practices (W-TPS) 

Assessment 

This information is about assessments you use or have used in teaching. 

 

1. Which of these do you use to assess student learning? 

___ Research papers 

___ Team/Group Work 

___ Discussion 

___ Presentation 

___ Rubrics 

___ Other: 

 

Communication 

These questions gather data on the way you communicate with students during the 

teaching/learning process. 

 

1. Which of the following characteristics define your interaction with students? 

___ Address them by name 

___ Reply to students based on their statements 

___ Share class "ownership" (i.e. "our class") 

___ Provide reinforcement of good work and/or comments 

___ Provide extensive feedback on assignments 

___ Respond quickly 

___ Seek student feedback 

___ Dialog with students 

Comments: 

 

2. In which of the following ways do you encourage students to interact with one another? 

___ Student introductions 

___ Groups & teams 

___ Student facilitated FAQ 

Comments: 

 

3. In which of the following ways do you encourage the student learning process? 

___ Clearly communicate course goals and objectives 

___ Provide complete guidelines for learning activities 

___ Provide diverse resources for student learning 

___ Personally provide subject matter expertise 

___ Guide direction of discussions 

___ Provide topical information 

___ Actively facilitate discussions 

Comments: 
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4. In which of the following ways do you connect with students? 

___ Email 

___ Discussion board 

___ Office hours (physical or virtual) 

Comments: 

 

Design 

This section is to understand how you use design principles and techniques in your course. 

 

1. What formative assessments are used in the development, revision, and/or mid-term 

adjustments of your course? 

___ Student personal/individual needs 

___ Student learning needs 

___ Mid-course feedback from students 

Other: 

 

2. Do you collaborate with other faculty in the design/development of your courses? 

___ Yes 

___ No 

Other: 

 

3. What type of standards needs to be considered in the development of your course(s)? 

___ Accreditation 

___ Departmental 

___ Institutional 

___ Professional 

___ Technological 

Comments: 

 

Pedagogy/Andragogy 

This section is for understanding your teaching practices. 

 

1. Which of the following do you consider important for student learning? 

___ Clear expectations 

___ High standards 

___ Flexibility with requirements (when justified) 

___ Fostering a relationship with students 

___ Engaging students with course information 

___ Timely feedback 

___ Course organization (linear, consistent, scaffolded, etc.) 

___ Supportive technologies 

___ Facilitation of learning (helping students learn) 

___ Enhancing student motivation 

Comments: 
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2. How do you present new content to your students? 

___ Text book [including Open Educational Resources (OERs)] 

___ Documents 

___ Interactive discussion 

___ Supplemental Resources (library, professional, Web sites, etc.) 

Comments: 

 

Philosophy 

These questions are intended to understand aspects of your educational philosophy. 

 

1. My professional identity is based on: 

___ What I do (teach, guide, model, etc.) 

___ What I know (knowledge and wisdom gained over time) 

___ My experience (what I have done relative to my discipline) 

Other: 

 

Professional Development 

This page explores your professional development activities. 

 

1. How do you improve your skills/knowledge as an educator? 

___ Formal Training Sessions 

___ Communities of Practice (group or organization focused around area of interest) 

___ Formative Evaluation (feedback from students, peers, program head/dean, instructional 

designers, etc.) 

___ Knowledge Sharing (open educational resources, repositories like MERLOT, etc.) 

Comments: 

 

2. I have a professional development plan to improve _______. 

___ Content knowledge 

___ Pedagogical knowledge 

___ Technological knowledge 

Other: 

 

Technology 

On this page, the questions are for understanding the technologies you use for teaching. 

 

1. Which of the technologies below do you use when teaching? 

___ Learning Management System (Blackboard) 

___ Academic Honesty software (secure browser, Turnitin, Proctoring software, etc.) 

Other: 

 

2. From whom do you learn about technology for teaching? 

___ Faculty Resource Center (UA) 

___ eTech (UA-A&S) 

___ Online tutorials 

___ Other Faculty 
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___ Self-taught 

Other: 

 

Demographic Information 

The following demographic information will be useful in the analysis of the data and will not 

identify you. Your completion of this section is appreciated! 

 

1. What discipline do you teach? ______________________ 

 

2. Do you primarily teach? 

___ Undergraduate 

___ Graduate 

___ Equal combination (approximately) 

___ Other (please specify) 

 

3. What is the extent of your online teaching experience? 

___ No online teaching experience 

___ One year or less 

___ 2 years 

___ 3 years 

___ 4 years 

___ 5 years or more 

 

4. I have __ years (round to whole numbers only) of face-to-face classroom teaching experience? 

 

5. What is your gender? 

___ Female 

___ Male 

 

6. Age Range: 

___ 26 to 35 

___ 36 to 45 

___ 46 to 55 

___ 56 to 65 

___ Over 65 

 

7. What do you consider your primary ethnicity? 

___ American Indian 

___ Asian 

___ Hispanic 

___ Black 

___ White 

___ Other (please specify) 

 

8. Overall comments, clarifications, etc. 
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Appendix B 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

This dissertation focused on the transition of experienced classroom faculty to teaching 

online. It involved an examination of the process from a life-span developmental perspective. It 

also determined the strategies that are essential to teaching online and examined the extent to 

which those essential strategies exist in the repertoire of face-to-face classroom faculty. There is 

currently little research that takes this approach though there is much on the lived experience of 

faculty who have made, or attempted, the transition. This study is an effort to begin to fill the 

void by determining the gap and identifying a process for filling it. It is hoped that these findings 

will support efforts to make the transition to online teaching more enjoyable and beneficial for 

faculty and the institutions in which they teach. To summarize them, this chapter presents a 

synopsis of the themes and findings of the three articles that comprise this dissertation, discusses 

the significance, and concludes with recommendations for future research.  

Themes and Findings 

Online Transition as Human Development 

 The imprint of online learning on the academy creates situations that suggest, and even 

demand, that experienced classroom faculty shift, at least partially, with the paradigm. Long time 

tenured faculty may be involved in online teaching for a number of reasons. There could be 

pressure to teach online due to increasing online enrollments while classroom enrollments 

remain flat or decline. Traditionally, full-time faculty and senior faculty have been able to bump 

junior and adjunct faculty if their campus classes fail to “make.” If those junior faculty and 
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adjuncts are teaching online classes, unprepared senior faculty could be left with empty 

classrooms. Another issue that would draw full-time faculty into the online classroom is the 

cornerstone of higher education that faculty are responsible for the curriculum. If a tenured 

faculty member has “ownership" of a course or key part of a program, they would probably be 

expected to teach if it is offered online. In addition, the preserving tenure track positions makes it 

imperative that tenured and tenure track faculty members are fully engaged in the online 

offerings of institutions, if online learning continues to outpace the traditional campus. 

This shift in paradigm may impact more than just teaching schedules. Professional 

aspects of a faculty career often hinge on tenure decisions. If online teaching is calculated into 

promotion and tenure decisions, the faculty member’s career will be impacted by their 

involvement in online teaching. The flexibility of teaching online could also impact workload 

(no classroom seat limits), working hours (prime time for online courses is during the evening 

and on weekends), and ability to phase into retirement. Online teaching may have a positive or 

negative impact on faculty life. The transition of well-honed classroom teaching into the virtual 

realm creates the potential for challenge and change to a formerly stable professional and 

personal life. Due to these issues, the SOC life-span development meta-theory (Baltes & Baltes, 

1990) provides a framework to identify opportunities and apply helpful strategies.  

Chapter 2 examined the SOC theory in relation to the online transition. It was found that 

faculty who had transitioned from the classroom to online teaching had overwhelmingly used 

SOC strategies in the process. It was most interesting to see that hypothesized differences based 

on gender, ethnicity, and age were not supported since there was no significant difference. The 

only significant finding was a small negative correlation between online teaching experience and 

use of optimization strategies, which is the application of existing resources to achieve chosen 
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goals. In this case, it may be that, as faculty achieved greater skill and knowledge about teaching 

online, they found less need to utilize the resources to learn how to teach in the new paradigm. 

So, it would appear that, not only do faculty use SOC strategies when transitioning to online 

teaching, but their effectiveness may create a diminishing need for them over time.  

Measuring Strategies of Teaching  

 Chapter 3 described the development of an instrument, the Whitaker Teaching Practices 

Survey (W-TPS) to measure the presence of essential online teaching practices in the online and 

face-to-face classroom. It began with identification of 111 online teaching strategies from an 

extensive review of the literature in online teaching and learning. The validation process 

narrowed the list to 64 strategies that were considered essential by a panel of experts. Was this an 

accurate representation or were some strategies eliminated that would have made this a better 

instrument? Limitations may have been caused by the narrow breadth of disciplines represented 

in the panel of experts. A larger panel or more robust validity tests might have brought about a 

longer, or shorter list. However, that was beyond the scope of this study.  

Measuring for Variance  

 The core of this study was in Chapter 4 using the Whitaker Teaching Practices Survey 

(W-TPS) to collect data from online and classroom faculty. It was certainly hoped that a 

significant difference would be found that could help to identify a gap, which could be addressed 

through professional development and support resources. However, no significant difference was 

found between those that teach online and those who do not. Based on this, a reasonable 

assumption would be that many of the same teaching strategies are used both in the face-to-face 

classroom and online. It is important for faculty considering the transition to understand that the 

transition is not as great as they may assume. Good teaching has many common strategies, 
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regardless of the paradigm in which it is practiced. These common practices may need to be 

adapted for the online environment, but teaching practices retain essential elements through the 

transition process. This assumption is supported in the literature as well (Bigatel et al., 2012; 

Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006). Another confirmation of these findings is that faculty members 

do not need to be proficient in every online teaching competency in order to begin to teach 

online effectively (Bawane & Spector, 2009).  

The only analysis in which a significant difference was found on the W-TPS was between 

male and female faculty in that female faculty achieved a higher W-TPS score. This had been 

hypothesized based on research that female faculty use more student-centered teaching practices 

(Lammers, & Murphy, 2002; Solomon, 2011; Zhou & Xu, 2007). Other research supports the 

idea that online teaching and learning is also more student-centered (Ke & Kwak, 2013). So this 

result confirmed the existing research.  

Motivation or Lack Thereof  

There are many reasons that faculty would choose to transition to online teaching, some 

of which have been mentioned previously. Sometimes, faculty are forced into the transition, 

which could result in disastrous consequences – mostly for students. Some faculty would work 

through the issues of being forced and work to help students in spite of the circumstances. 

However, there is still a bias against online learning, as was evidenced in some of the comments 

received on the survey or by email. One respondent made the effort to go through the entire 

survey and write “none” in the other or comments box for every question. A comment from 

another respondent seemed to be telling:  

Online classes are a complete waste of time for students and faculty. They function only 

to put a very small amount of cash in the pockets of adjunct instructors and allow 
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"students" to mindlessly fulfill a required credit without any benefit besides income for 

the university. Students learn nothing.  

It should be noted that this respondent indicated online teaching experience of more than 5 years. 

Another respondent commented, “Scientific learning is not going to come about by telling 

students to learn it on their own.” So, according to this respondent, online learning requires 

students to teach themselves. In response to a question on assessment methods, one respondent 

stated that they “use crystal balls.” Then, there was this direct insult: “Why are you not in jail?” 

 These responses indicate that there appears to be some fairly virulent resistance to online 

teaching and learning, which suggests that no faculty member should be forced to teach online 

and no student should be subjected to a professor who does not wish to teach in the online 

paradigm. Perhaps the greatest online teaching strategy is simply desire. Administrators should 

carefully consider the consequences of requiring faculty participation in online teaching when 

faculty are not positively disposed. Alternatives should be considered first, such as hiring adjunct 

faculty or shifting course loads so that faculty who desire to teach online could do so and free the 

classroom positions for online-resistant faculty. Resistant faculty might be persuaded, through 

presentation of relevant research, to examine their concerns. Evidence based persuasion would 

secure a better result than coercion through administrative fiat. A common assumption is that 

people resist change. However, we change many things – clothes, cars, houses, etc. – because we 

choose to do so. I would suggest that people resist being changed. If so, persuading faculty to 

transition (change) to online teaching as a desirable course of action might produce a better 

result.   
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Limitations 

 Several aspects of this dissertation limited the impact and potential findings. The size of 

the sample, though adequate for the statistical analysis performed, disallowed some types of 

analysis. A larger sample would have enriched the studies and perhaps provided more 

informative results. In particular, the ethnic diversity could have been much greater. The 

ethnicity data were insufficient to allow any meaningful analysis. Although there were 

respondents in a broad range of ethnicities, the data were “a mile wide and an inch deep.” 

Additionally, the degree of bias indicated in the quotes above may cause the response data to be 

suspect in some ways. In several cases, it was clear that the data were not honestly provided and 

those responses were eliminated.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 There are additional opportunities to use the SOC theory in the study of faculty. In 

particular, elective and loss-based selection could be explored for those who chose to transition 

to online teaching versus those who have been forced into it. It would be useful to explore the 

motivations for teaching online, examining the “why” of teaching online in addition to the “how” 

it is done in the classroom versus online. However, the data would be challenging to gather in 

sufficient quantity to enable rigorous analysis, though it is an appealing future opportunity. SOC 

strategies would also be particularly interesting to examine for faculty who transition into online 

teaching due to relocation, health issues and retirement.  

 Some comments received from faculty on the W-TPS indicated that they employed 

different teaching strategies for undergraduate students as opposed to graduate students. 

Additional research could explore these differences to expand understanding. It may be that 

transitioning to teaching online is less complex for one level than the other. In addition, some 
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faculty may identify specifically as undergraduate or graduate professors. The issue of identity is 

worthy of further study in regard to the transition to online teaching. A professor who holds a 

strong identity as a classroom teacher could experience more difficulties with this transition.  

Future research also beckons for revision and possible expansion, of the W-TPS. It might 

benefit from a larger, more diverse pool of experts that would allow a more robust and expanded 

validity test. The W-TPS study could also be replicated in a different environment, such as a 

community college, to broaden the research and confirm findings in another setting.  

Higher education has faced and surmounted challenges in the past. This particular 

challenge, the paradigm shift to online, is not without difficulties, but with understanding, 

adjustment, and solutions, it will be changed from a significant challenge into an 

accomplishment and foster progress in the work of teaching and learning. This dissertation is one 

step in the examination of the faculty transition from the face-to-face classroom to online. 
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