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ABSTRACT 

There is a great need for quality online courses at institutions of higher education. To 

fulfill this need, institutions are desiring to employ qualified instructional designers who can help 

faculty members design pedagogically sound courses that follow best practices and standards of 

online learning. Achieving this requires instructional designers who are knowledgeable and 

skilled at examining content, applying theory, incorporating instructional design principles, and 

implementing technologies to achieve the desired learning outcomes.  

This explanatory sequential mixed-methods research study sought to identify the 

knowledge and skills required of instructional designers employed at higher education 

institutions in the United States and examined their actual lived experiences. A survey was 

administered in phase I of the study to identify the relationship between preparation and the 

instructional designers’ knowledge and skills. The findings from this phase indicated a 

significant relationship between education and the following three ibstpi® standards: applying 

theory, evaluating instructions and instructional materials, and revising instructions and 

instructional materials. In phase II, interviews were conducted to gain a better understanding of 

the participants’ lived experiences. Phase II findings indicated that instructional designers apply 

theory and use ADDIE and other instructional design models to design instructions as they guide 

faculty through the development process or as they design and develop content. It was also 

determined that instructional designers spend a great deal of time managing projects, people, and 

time; participating in professional development; collaborating with others; using various 

software; and engaging in on-the-job training. When the findings from phases I and II were 
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integrated, it was discovered that applying theory; engaging in professional development 

opportunities; and managing projects, people, and time were very significant and important to 

the careers of instructional designers. 
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CHAPTER I: 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction 

 Due to the growth of online learning and the advancements of technology, the dynamics 

of teaching and learning have altered tremendously at higher education institutions. With over 

7.1 million students taking an online course in 2013 (Allen & Seaman, 2014), most institutions 

have discovered a critical need for knowledgeable instructional designers, who are pedagogically 

sound, proficient in online course development and delivery platforms, and possess strong 

technical, training, problem-solving, project management, and decision-making skills (Salentiny, 

2012; Yusop & Correia, 2012). With these skills, an instructional designer can develop quality 

and technology-rich online courses based on research and theory and following best practices 

(Salentiny, 2012; Yusop & Correia, 2012). Instructional designers are also in high demand at 

higher education institutions due to their role in training and educating faculty members on 

instructional strategies. Thus, for some instructional designers, their role is shifting from the 

development of content to change agents (Campbell, Schwier, & Kenny, 2009).  

According to Rooij (2010), there are nearly 500 doctorate, master’s, and certificate 

programs in instructional design in the United States. Most of these programs adhere to the 

competencies identified by the International Board of Standards for Training, Performance, and 

Instructions (Rooij, 2010). Individuals who complete these programs are able to pursue careers 

in business and industry, military, health care, K-12, and higher education. The curriculum for 

many of these programs emphasizes the importance of instructional design models, media 
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production, and procedural tasks (Yusop & Correia, 2012). However, in real world practicality, 

instructional designers at higher education institutions are expected to thoroughly understand the 

aforementioned tasks and have a variety of skills including: communication, project 

management, software, technical, and graphic design (Fyle, Moseley, & Hayes, 2012).  

To understand the tasks and skills instructional designers perform and need, some 

research has been conducted. These studies have shown there is a disconnect between what is 

taught in the classroom and what actually occurs on the job in higher education institutions 

(Larson, 2004; Pan, 2012; Salentiny, 2012; Tracey & Boling, 2014). In Larson’s (2004) study, 

“over 25% of all respondents felt that their program was not adequate for preparing them for the 

cultural aspects of their career environment” (p. 124). This is further supported in Salentiny’s 

(2012) article as she explored the relationship between theory and practice of instructional design 

in higher education. She concluded that real projects (i.e. internships) and the attainment of 

specific skills enhanced the knowledge gained in the classroom (Salentiny, 2012).  

In 2004, 43.4% of instructional designers reported working in higher education (Larson, 

2004). The high number of individuals pursuing careers in this field poses a problem as 

graduates are not receiving the necessary knowledge and skills for a career in higher education. 

If the instructional designer does not gain the proper on-the-job training, the online courses may 

lack quality, sound pedagogy, and student engagement. Therefore, this study explored the role of 

instructional designers in higher education, examined their experiences, and identified the 

knowledge and skills necessary for careers in this sector.  
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Statement of the Problem 

 For a number of years, many faculty at higher education institutions have developed their 

own online courses. This practice has raised concerns since most faculty may lack thorough 

knowledge about technology, the nuances of online course design, or how to develop quality or 

engaging courses (Brigance, 2011; Yang & Cornelious, 2005). As technology and online 

learning continue to rapidly evolve, more institutions recognize that distance education is another 

avenue to fulfilling their mission of teaching. Institutions have also realized that distance 

education delivery can extend their reach to students globally and allow them to be competitive 

with other institutions (Yang & Cornelious, 2005). In order to achieve these goals, there has been 

a push to employ knowledgeable and skilled instructional designers within higher education 

(Surry & Robinson, 2001). The institutions want instructional designers who can promote 

effective use of technologies and assist faculty in developing quality online courses that are 

pedagogically sound (Pan & Thompson, 2009; You & Teclehaimanot, 2010).  

 As institutions seek to grow their distance education programs, they cannot keep up with 

the demands of distance learning by simply creating online replicas of their face-to-face 

instructions. Instead, they must employ instructional designers who are knowledgeable about 

designing high-quality instructions (Reiser, 2001). Understanding the role of instructional 

designers in higher education is vital to the institutions, instructional design/technology 

programs, and more importantly to instructional designers who are seeking careers in higher 

education. Therefore, it is important to examine the experiences of instructional designers in 

higher education.  
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Statement of the Purpose 

 Several studies have concluded instructional designers lack sufficient skills for jobs at 

higher education institutions (Larson, 2004; Pan, 2012; Salentiny, 2012; Tracey & Boling, 2014). 

To better understand how the knowledge gained in the classroom is being implemented on-the-

job, the purpose of this study is to examine the preparation and actual experiences of 

instructional designers at higher education institutions in the United States. These findings can be 

used to inform instructional designers and instructional design/technology programs on the 

practices of instructional designers in higher education.  

Significance of the Problem 

In 2013, 66% of Chief Academic Officers at higher education institutions believed that 

online education was critical to the long-term strategy of the institution (Allen & Seaman, 2014). 

Therefore, many of these institutions will be exploring how online education can be integrated 

into the curriculum. One avenue will be seeking to employ knowledgeable instructional 

designers who will enhance the quality of their distance education programs. However, many 

instructional design/technology programs are facing challenges in adequately preparing 

instructional designers for various workforces (e.g. higher education institutions, corporate, 

health care, etc.) (Larson, 2004). This study examined the role and experiences of instructional 

designers at higher education institutions. It also identified the knowledge and skills they found 

useful from their curriculum and offered suggestions to instructional design/technology programs 

on the knowledge and skills that would benefit instructional designers.  
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Conceptual Framework 

The International Board of Standards for Training, Performance, and Instruction (ibstpi®) 

was the framework used in this research study. The ibstpi® competencies were developed over 

three decades ago and are reviewed often and revised by a board of 15 experienced professionals 

in the field. According to Leigh and Tracey (2010), these standards provide a guide for 

professional practice for “someone who may or may not have had formal academic training in 

the field, but probably did have considerable training and exposure to the literature of the field” 

(p. 34). The standards consist of five domains – with the fifth domain being added in 2012 –, 22 

competencies, and 105 performance statements. Several studies have used the standards as a 

conceptual framework, but very few studies, if any, have been conducted since the 2012 

revisions (Leigh & Tracey, 2010; Chase, 2002; Johnson, 2005).  

Several competencies and performance statements with a level of expertise listed for each 

competency support each of the five domains. The domains are professional foundations, 

planning and analysis, design and development, evaluation and implementation, and 

management (ibstpi®, 2012).  

Research Questions 

The main research question was what theoretical, practical, and actual experiences do 

instructional designers report have prepared them for their roles in higher education institutions? 

The following sub-questions were asked to further explore the central question:  

1. What preparation do working instructional designers perceive to be important; 

2. To what extent did the instructional designers’ education prepare them to 

implement ibstpi® standards; 
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3. What knowledge and skills are important to instructional designers working at 

higher education institutions; 

4. What is the relationship between preparation and important knowledge and skills 

of instructional designers working at higher education institutions; 

5. What are the lived experiences of instructional designers as related to daily 

activities in their professional role; and 

6. In what ways do the lived experiences help to explain the impact of preparation 

for instructional designers working at higher education institutions?  

Methods 

This mixed-methods study employed an explanatory sequential research design, which 

begins with collecting and analyzing the quantitative data followed by conducting interviews to 

collect and analyze the qualitative data with the integration of the findings from both of these 

phases occurring at the end. This research design allowed the researcher to gain a deeper 

understanding of the actual lived experiences of instructional designers that the quantitative data 

perhaps may not fully explain (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).  

The researcher modified an existing survey created by Larson (2004) and modified by 

Thompson-Sellers (2012). The survey for this research study contained four parts: 

demographics/background information, instructional designer preparation, instructional designer 

experiences, and consent to participate in follow-up interviews. The survey was adjusted to 

include questions focusing on higher education and the ibstpi® competencies. Qualitative data 

were collected through interviews. The interviews provided rich details that could not otherwise 

be gained through the surveys.  
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Definitions of Terms 

 Instructional design: the systematic and reflective process of translating principles of 

learning and instruction into plans for instructional materials, activities, information resources, 

and evaluation (Smith & Ragan, 2005, p. 4). 

Instructional designer: an individual who uses research, theory, and technology to design 

and develop quality and rich instructions.  

International Board of Standards for Training, Performance, and Instruction (ibstpi®): 

competencies and standards developed and validated for training, instruction, and instructional 

design professionals and practitioners. The five domains contain 22 competencies, which are 

supported by 105 performance statements.  

Learning Management System (LMS): A software application used to create and deliver 

eLearning course content. Some of the common LMS’s used in higher education are Blackboard, 

Canvas, and Moodle. 

Practical: The actual experiences and tasks performed by instructional designers with 

careers in higher education institutions. 

Subject-matter expert (SME): An individual with a high level of knowledge and expertise 

in a particular discipline or field who is a professor at a higher education institution.  

Theoretical: The concepts and theories taught in the instructional design/technology 

master’s and doctoral programs at higher education institutions.  

Summary 

This study examined the instructional designers’ experiences at higher education 

institutions, identified the knowledge and skills they have found useful from their curriculum, 

and offers suggestions on the knowledge and skills that would benefit instructional designers. 
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Using an explanatory sequential mixed-methods approach, the researcher administered a survey. 

The quantitative data were analyzed and participants for the qualitative component were 

identified and requested to participate in interviews based on their responses from the surveys. 

The questions for the qualitative component were derived from the quantitative data and were 

used to conduct interviews with the instructional designers at higher education institutions. The 

instructional designers’ narratives about their degrees, training, and experiences enriched the 

quantitative findings.  

Chapter II is a review of the literature and discusses what past research studies have 

found regarding instructional designers and their experiences in higher education institutions. It 

also includes research about the ibstpi® standards and how they have been used in previous 

studies.  

The methodology is discussed in Chapter III. This chapter further demonstrates the 

importance of a mixed-methods study for this topic and how this type of research design will add 

to the current literature. This chapter also includes the methodology this study used and how the 

participants were selected to participate.  

Chapter IV presents the results and findings for each research question. In addition, the 

quantitative and qualitative data will be integrated to compare and contrast the findings, followed 

by an interpretation of the results.  

Finally, Chapter V is the summary of the dissertation. Included in this chapter are the 

discussions, conclusions, recommendations and implications for instructional design students, 

instructional design and instructional technology programs, instructional designers, and 

continuing education providers. 
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CHAPTER II: 

 REVIEW OF LITERATURE  

Introduction 

This literature review provides an examination of the research that has been conducted on 

instructional design curriculum and how it is being used to prepare students for careers in higher 

education. Much of the current research focuses on the disconnect between what is taught in the 

classroom and what is applied on the job. However, very little research has concentrated on the 

actual tasks performed and tools used by instructional designers in higher education. This lack of 

research reinforces the need for an examination of current practices employed by instructional 

designers in higher education.  

What is Instructional Design? 

There are many definitions of instructional design that highlight various aspects of course 

design and delivery. Richey, Klein, and Tracey (2011) defined instructional design as “the 

science and art of creating detailed specifications for the development, evaluation, and 

maintenance of situations which facilitate learning and performance” (p. 3). Boettcher and 

Conrad (1999) also viewed instructional design as “the process of designing the environment, 

methods, and resources for effective learning of specified goals and objectives” (p. 40). These 

definitions focus on the traditional model of designing courses. 

Perhaps the most fitting definition for this dissertation research study is “the systematic 

and reflective process of translating principles of learning and instruction into plans for 

instructional materials, activities, information resources, and evaluation” (Smith & Ragan, 2005, 
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p. 4). “It is an iterative process that requires ongoing evaluation and feedback” (Chaudry & 

Rahman, 2010).  

Sound and quality instructional design provides consistency between courses; an 

organized, structured, and effective way of presenting content; clarity of instructions and 

expectations; structure for student learning; and the successful integration of technology. If these 

design standards are integrated in the course design, there is a high probability that the online 

course will be quality and effective and will maximize student learning in an environment that is 

engaging and optimized for learning (Chaudry & Rahman, 2010).  

Instructional Design as a Discipline and in Practice 

As instructional design is examined, it is important to understand the difference between 

instructional design as a discipline (theory) and in practice (practical). As a discipline, 

instructional design produces knowledge that guides students through the methods of instruction, 

instructional models, and ideal situations to use a given model (Reigeluth, 1983). Shariffudin 

(2007) viewed it as instructional strategies that built upon research and theory with a defined 

process for developing and implementing strategies.  

However, in practice is where the knowledge is applied. Instructional designers recall the 

knowledge, examine the learning situation, and decide the best method of instruction that will 

result in optimal learning and a change in the student’s knowledge and skills for that subject 

(Reigeluth, 1983).  

Instructional Design Curriculum and Programs 

Individuals with careers in instructional design come from a variety of degree programs 

from across the world. According to the AECT handbook, there are at least 264 institutions 

offering certificate programs and degrees ranging from master’s to doctorate in Instructional 
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Design, Educational Technology, Instructional Technology, Interactive Technology, Library and 

Information Science, Distance Education, etc. Of the 264 institutions, 240 are within the United 

States, 15 are in other countries (China, France, Korea, Malaysia, Russia, Spain, Switzerland, 

Netherlands, Turkey, and the United Kingdom), six are in Canada, and the remaining three did 

not specify (Orey & Fortner, 2010).  

From the data reported by the institutions, admission in many of the programs seems to 

be a thorough process and very competitive. A number of programs require students to have a 

3.0 or higher GPA, competitive GRE score of at least 900 or 1000 (or MAT scores), writing 

samples, and letters of recommendation (Orey & Fortner, 2011).  

The institutions reporting these data also had the opportunity to include specific features 

about their programs. As expected, many of the programs are either hybrid/blended or online and 

are very rigorous. Some of the programs also emphasized learning theory, research, and practical 

experiences (Orey & Fortner, 2011). 

Moskal (2012) examined ten instructional designers working at higher education 

institutions in the Midwest United States. In this study, all of the instructional designers reported 

having an advanced degree, many of which were in Instructional Design/Technology or a similar 

field. The researcher concluded that there is a need for individuals with degrees in this field to 

perform basic instructional design tasks. Furthermore, courses on project management and 

consulting need to be added to the curriculum (Moskal, 2012). 

Preparation  

Several studies have been conducted to examine the most effective ways to teach and 

prepare instructional design students. Larson and Lockee’s (2009) study emphasizes the 

importance of graduate programs preparing instructional design students for various career 
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environments. Through interviews with faculty, employed graduates, and current students, the 

researchers identified preparation practices of instructional designers from an exemplary 

instructional design and technology program. From the findings, there were six common 

preparation practices employed by faculty including: a pragmatic approach; a systematic, 

systemic, and empirical approach; an approach emphasizing change agency; a self-evaluative 

approach emphasizing continuous improvement; an authentic, relevant, and real-world 

experience approach; and a collaborative approach between faculty and students. These 

preparation approaches align with other graduate programs (Larson & Lockee, 2009).  

Supporting the notion of using authentic and real-world projects in preparing 

instructional design students is a study conducted by Dabbagh and Blijd (2010). They believed in 

order to develop and train students into becoming competent designers, classroom instructions 

should be contextualized by real-world and complex design problems. As a result, a study was 

conducted to understand and identify the learning experiences encountered by students 

completing real-world instructional design projects on a team. The constructivist approach 

learning environment allowed the teams to engage in self-directed learning and each student to 

reflect on the processes and competencies learned. The participants reported they were able to 

apply knowledge, use previous experiences, and link theory to practice for their instructional 

problem. While the participants did experience difficulties in managing expectations, anxiety, 

and confusion, the students believed the overall experience was positive and beneficial to their 

learning (Dabbagh & Blijd, 2010).  

Similar to Dabbagh and Blijd (2010), students in Woolf and Quinn’s (2009) study 

developed instructional design products for a corporate client for their semester project. In 

interviews, the students discussed their feelings and perception of designing a real product that 
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used real clients, how the instructional design process influenced and impacted their work, and 

how they resolved various issues that arose during the process. What the researchers found were 

varying levels of values amongst the students based on the integration of the client and students’ 

goals. The students’ perception of value stemmed from their understanding of what they did, 

how they did it, and who they were accountable to. The values derived from the students were 

co-constituted, satisficing, and salvage. Co-constituted value emerged when the client and 

student perceived the collaborative activity was of value to both parties. Satisficing value 

occurred when the student provided “sufficient or good enough value” to the client, but was 

mainly generating value for him/herself. Lastly, there were the students who perceived 

participation in this project was not in their best interest, but had minor interaction with the client 

that allowed the student to salvage some personal value from the activity. Upon delivering the 

product, the students learned the importance and value of instructions and were able to reflect on 

what they did. It was in co-constituted value that the students were able to connect and 

understand “…there was a reason for creating this project” (p. 32). Students in the satisficing 

value were clearly able to see and distinguish the value of the client in completing and delivering 

the project. The salvage value student did not see the importance or value of the project. This 

student preferred “…a comprehensive range of practice activities…” (p. 33). As each group 

evaluated how they did it, students in the co-constituted group felt they negotiated the 

instructional design process with the client. Students in the satisficing value reported having to 

compromise with the “…clients’ understanding of appropriately implementing the instructional 

design process” (p. 35) while the salvage value students believed this experience was lessened as 

compared with their expectations due to a variety of factors including the “…client’s lack of 

state-of-the-art technology…requiring them to produce a product with older software” (p. 35). 
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Understanding who they were accountable to led the co-constituted students to interact more 

with the client and removed the boundaries and titles of student and client. While this role did 

not occur in the satisficing group, compromises were made. Unfortunately, the students in the 

salvage group minimized the client and viewed this as an activity for the instructor and a grade 

rather than as preparation for a career (Woolf & Quinn, 2009).  

Having students take part in a case-based study was further sustained in Ertmer and 

Russell’s (1995) discussion on using case studies to teach instructional design. They believed the 

use of case studies in the classroom bridged the gap between theory and practice by providing 

students the opportunity to experience real-life design problems and develop and strengthen their 

knowledge and skills. Part of the process included students engaging in meaningful discussions 

about an instructional design problem – possibly a real life scenario – and exploring the problem 

in depth. Participating in a case study learning environment allowed the novice learners to 

practice “thinking like” professionals (Ertmer & Russell, 1995).  

Each of these studies demonstrates the importance of preparing students for instructional 

design careers. However, the majority of them focused on careers outside of higher education.  

While the underlying principles may be the same for most careers, it is imperative that we 

examine and identify the practices and experiences of instructional designers at colleges and 

universities and share our findings with instructional design and technology programs that will 

allow them to modify and enhance their curriculum.  

Instructional Design in Practice 

As instructional designers perfect their craft, Julian (2001) identified three profiles of 

instructional design practices – innovator, traditionalist, and practitioner. The innovative 

instructional designer thinks outside of the box and designs instructions and solutions that are 
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creative and engaging. This is evident in their ability and desire to work with individuals with a 

variety of talents and skills. As indicated in Julian’s (2001) study, these individuals conducted 

thorough analyses and took significant pride in their work (Julian, 2001). Because of their 

creativity, the design and development of content begins with brainstorming and may not follow 

the traditional instructional design model. Instructional designers who are innovators believe 

evaluation is critical to the overall process as it will ensure their product is quality (Julian, 2001). 

Therefore, many participants have reported taking the instructional models and processes and 

adapting them to their projects (Julian, 2001; Fortney & Yamagata-Lynch, 2013). 

In Julian’s (2001) study, the traditionalist cautiously followed each stage of the 

instructional design process. As opposed to the innovator, the traditionalist did not progress to 

the next stage of the process until he/she was confident in completing the current task. As the 

design and development of the content was examined, the traditionalist started by reviewing the 

objectives and assessments. This process follows the traditional instructional design model and is 

believed by traditionalists to enhance the overall project (Julian, 2001). 

Rather than start with analyzing the problem, practitioners listened to the client and 

started with the design stage of the instructional design process. Practitioners relied heavily on 

the client and allowed them to drive the project as they have already identified the problem and 

potential solution. As a result, the instructional design process is less likely to be followed as the 

practitioner is focused on the task at hand. While practitioners believed that evaluation is 

important to the overall process, the individuals in Julian’s (2001) study stated it is not valued 

among the clients; thus, it is not a priority (Julian, 2001).  
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Job Experiences 

Several studies identified common instructional design activities performed by 

instructional designers. Many of the activities followed the ADDIE model, which stands for 

analyzing, designing, developing, implementing, and evaluating. In reviewing several studies, 

instructional designers reported regularly conducting a needs analysis, writing learning 

objectives, developing test questions, selecting and incorporating media, identifying the 

appropriate instructional strategy, and evaluating learning (Allen, 1996; Holcomb, Wedman, & 

Tessmer, 1996; Wedman & Tessmer, 1993; Winer & Vázquez-Abad, 1995). 

Cox and Osguthorpe (2003) researched how instructional designers spend their time as 

practitioners. The participants reported that 23% of their time was spent designing content, while 

project management took up 22% of their time. 14% was spent in meetings and 12% was spent 

conducting research. Other tasks reported by the participants included reviewing, developing, 

teaching, analyzing, implementing, evaluating, and overhead functions.  

Conducting a similar study in 2004, Visscher-Voerman and Gustafson sought to identify 

the gap between the ADDIE model and design practices and identified what caused the gap. In 

the preliminary analysis, the authors learned there were differences in instructional designers’ 

practices and many diverged from the activities and order outlined in the ADDIE model. 

Therefore, the focus of this study shifted to understanding the rationales and reasons followed by 

designers. Many of the participants in this study conducted a thorough analysis after the project 

plan was approved. Other instructional designers stated rather than engaging in a range of 

analysis activities at the beginning of a project, they engaged in a few analysis activities and 

integrated additional analysis during the design process (Visscher-Voerman & Gustafson, 2004).  
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As projects were designed and developed, instructional designers in Visscher-Voerman 

and Gustafson’s (2004) study reported rarely exploring alternative solutions. Instead, they took a 

given solution set and explored the alternatives within that set. As expected, different strategies 

were used in the development process with subject-matter experts (SME) being responsible for 

providing content. This made the design of the content a highly integrated process. Larger, 

generic projects were better suited for developing content once the design phase had been 

completed. Otherwise, instructional designers reported the design and development phases as 

interwoven (Visscher-Voerman & Gustafson, 2004). 

Because Visscher-Voerman and Gustafson’s (2004) study examined how the ADDIE 

model was used in education and training, it was expected the instructional designers would not 

be as involved in the implementation phase. However, instructional designers were aware and 

considered the implementation of the product and design accordingly. In the evaluation phase, 

instructional designers reported conducting a variety of evaluations including summative 

evaluations, front-end analysis, expert appraisal, screening, micro-evaluation, tryout, and process 

evaluation. However, the participants usually conducted a formative evaluation informally while 

they designed their projects. The evaluation findings were used to improve the product and the 

design process (Visscher-Voerman & Gustafson, 2004). 

In Liu, Gibby, Quiros, and Demps’ (2002) study, there were four categories of 

responsibilities for instructional designers. These categories included working on the design and 

collaborating with the clients, subject-matter experts, and fellow team members. Instructional 

designers reported their job included listening to the clients, providing feedback, identifying the 

appropriate technology, understanding the content, or being a project manager. These individuals 
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viewed their role as translating the client’s instructional needs into a plan that will result in a 

product (Liu, Gibby, Quiros, & Demps, 2002).  

Instructional designers in Liu, Gibby, Quiros, and Demps’ (2002) study also reported 

working in a fast-paced, collaborative, casual, and flexible work environment. Having 

knowledge and experience using sophisticated software and tools such as Dreamweaver, 

Photoshop, HTML, etc. was also valuable and an important trait. With these skills, an 

instructional designer is considered to be well-versed resulting the designer being a valuable 

asset to a company (Liu, Gibby, Quiros, & Demps, 2002). 

There are many challenges for instructional designers. One of the challenges reported by 

instructional designers in Liu, Gibby, Quiros, & Demps’ (2002) study was balancing multiple 

roles. It was very seldom that instructional designers only designed content. Many instructional 

designers found themselves managing projects and teams, reviewing their peers’ work, writing 

content, creating graphics and interactive content, and training others. Another challenge was 

adapting to rapidly changing technology (Liu, Gibby, Quiros, & Demps, 2002). As a result, this 

required the instructional designer to be a life-long learner and have a higher level of 

understanding of technology (Liu, Gibby, Quiros, & Demps, 2002).  

Instructional designers in Thompson-Sellers and Calandra’s (2012) study identified 

several factors that influenced their daily practices and experiences. The first factor that impacted 

their practices was the environment. For these instructional designers, they considered the 

environmental element to include the target audience they are designing for, the objectives and 

project specifications as identified by stakeholders, the subject-matter experts collaborating with 

the instructional designers to develop content, budget constraints, and the amount of time 

available to develop the project. Each of these environmental elements greatly influenced the 
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instructional designers’ design decisions. The second factor that impacted practices was theory, 

models, and practice. Many of the participants discussed the impact that adult learning theory 

and the ADDIE model had on their practices. Adult learning theory was very important to their 

practices and was integrated daily either intuitively or deliberately. This was due to most of their 

projects being designed for adult learners. Using the ADDIE model, the instructional designers 

were able to quickly identify if training was necessary for proposed problems. Depending on the 

instructional designer’s knowledge and educational background, the ADDIE model had varying 

levels of importance and application in their daily practices. However, most of the participants 

stated ADDIE or other models had valuable applications to their jobs. The third factor that 

influenced the instructional designers’ practices was training and professional development. All 

of the participants engaged in professional development while on the job. Some of them took 

advantage of their organization’s tuition reimbursement program and enrolled in instructional 

technology degree programs while others chose to attend conferences and trade shows to 

enhance their knowledge. In addition, the participants joined professional organizations. These 

training and professional development opportunities enhanced their knowledge of designing 

online courses and improved their knowledge of hardware and software, which was very 

important to their jobs. The final factor that impacted the practices of instructional designers in 

Thompson-Sellers and Calandra’s (2012) study was the community of practice shared amongst 

the instructional designers. Similar to participants in Liu, Gibby, Quiros, and Demps’ (2002) 

study, the participants in Thompson-Sellers and Calandra’s (2012) study stated they are expected 

to learn software and effectively use it on the job. In doing so, they relied on instructional 

manuals and some relied on the knowledge and expertise of their colleagues. The interesting 

thing to note here is the formally trained instructional designer reported she did not learn any 



 

20 

instructional design skills or techniques from her peers while the participant who received on-

the-job training reported she had gained knowledge from her peers. So this community of 

practice appeared to be more beneficial to participants without formal training as an instructional 

designer (Thompson-Sellers & Calandra, 2012). Each of these four factors greatly influenced the 

daily practices and decisions of instructional designers. Therefore, these factors are great 

indicators as to what instructional designers experience on the job.  

Prior Research on the Disconnection between Theory and Practice  

As indicated by Larson (2004), many instructional design and technology programs 

(IDT) do not provide instructions for specific career environments. Rather, many IDT program 

curriculums offer general resources leaving the students to research precise information about 

their career path. In Larson’s (2004) study, 43.4% of the participants worked in higher education 

with only 11.7% of the participants completing a program with emphasis on higher education. 

Larson (2004) examined two types of programs: generalist – designed to accommodate all career 

environments – and specific-environment – designed for a specific career environment, e.g. K-

12, higher education, business and industry, etc. While some of the participants reported their 

generalist program prepared them for their careers, participants whose degree focused on a 

specific environment were better prepared than their counterparts. Some of the areas the 

participants were not prepared for included freedom to challenge or criticize the decisions of 

supervisors, nature of internal workplace, availability of project resources, management styles, 

and workload (Larson, 2004).  

In other studies, it was reported that the instructional design process taught to students 

does not accurately reflect what is practiced on the job (Julian, 2001; Pan, 2012). Some 

instructional designers believed there was a gap in the process. When coursework was being 
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completed, the process was adhered to so closely the learner was not sure how to handle 

situations when the project was driven by the client rather than the process (Julian, 2001). 

Unfortunately, this is more likely to occur at higher education institutions (Pan, 2012). In 

addition to learning more about the instructional design processes, many individuals stated their 

technology and instructional design related skills knowledge increased as a result of working on 

the job (Julian, 2001). While integrating instructional systems design and project management 

into coursework is more suitable, this information, along with technology skills, can also be 

learned on-the-job with a mentor, in brown-bag sessions, in seminars, through experience, 

collaboration, or other professional development opportunities (Julian, 2001; Pan, 2012).  

 More recent research conducted by Moskal (2012) further explored the lack of 

preparation and competencies of instructional designers in higher education. Through her own 

experiences and review of job postings and listserv messages, she identified the disconnect 

between instructional designers employed in higher education. As a result, she conducted a study 

investigating their experiences. In Moskal’s (2012) study, the researcher discovered that in order 

to be successful in higher education institutions, instructional designers need to be flexible, have 

moral purpose, build relationships, possess time and project management skills, and continually 

seek professional development. Based on her findings, she recommended that (1) instructional 

design models should include competencies that focus on leadership, social, context, and change 

agents; and (2) academic programs add project management courses to their curriculum (Moskal, 

2012).  

 Osguthorpe and Osguthorpe (2007) examined the relationship between theoretical and 

practical knowledge and the impact this relationship can have on professional practice. While 

many students know and understand the theoretical aspect, many do not have the practical 
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knowledge and skills to accurately apply theories; therefore, they are not ready to practice the 

profession. Practical knowledge gained from practicing instructional design includes (1) the 

ability to communicate with others on a design team to learn the social norms governing 

instructional designers; (2) understanding how human nature will affect the design of instructions 

as much as formalized learning theories; (3) recognizing the importance of aesthetics in 

designing instructions; and (4) developing in-depth technical expertise. The instructional 

designer’s personal beliefs can also influence practical knowledge. It is at this stage the 

instructional designer is able to investigate and critically analyze theories and how they align 

with their beliefs and practices. As the instructional designer perfects his/her craft, he/she will be 

able to compare and contrast theoretical knowledge with practical knowledge and experiences 

(Osguthorpe & Osguthorpe, 2007).  

Instructional Designer Traits  

 In a study conducted by Pan and Thompson (2009), three themes emerged from 

instructional designers who have worked with faculty at a higher education institution. It was 

found that an effective instructional designer is a motivated individual considered amongst peers 

and colleagues to be an expert in the field and an integral member of the team. With these traits, 

an instructional designer developed better relationships with their faculty members and reported 

increased job satisfaction and performance (Pan & Thompson, 2009).  

 Many of the same skills – flexibility, moral purpose, relationship building, time and 

project management, and ongoing professional development – from Moskal’s (2012) study were 

also identified as important for individuals working in software design, which is a field that is 

similar to instructional design (Exter, 2012). Even though the participants were software 

designers, many of them worked previously as instructional designers and identified similar 
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skills – good communication, project management, team building, continuing education, and 

self-learning – as necessary for an individual working in an area of design (Exter, 2012). Moskal 

and Exter’s (2012) studies demonstrate the need for further research on the actual skills used by 

instructional designers in higher education. Furthermore, this dissertation research study 

responds to Exter’s (2012) recommendation of replicating her study with instructional designers.  

Instructional Designer Roles in Business and Industry  

The roles of instructional designers in business and industry encompass more than 

writing instructions for on-the-job training and solving problems for organizations. The working 

environment and projects developed by instructional designers in the business and industry 

setting differ greatly from the college classroom where instructional design students obtain their 

education (Larson & Lockee, 2004). Instructional designers in business and industry may 

collaborate and work with various individuals including outside clients, subject-matter experts, 

other instructional designers, and project managers. These instructional designers may have a 

tight timeline to complete projects, limited financial resources, and lack of understanding and 

support from clients. Some designers also struggle with applying or following instructional 

design models when designing instructions and fulfilling instructional design duties while 

managing several projects. These contextual and designer constraints can lead to mediocre 

performance (Tracey & Morrison, 2011). 

A new role has evolved in business and industry, which requires instructional designers 

to analyze human performance problems. Included in this task are identifying the problem and its 

causes, developing solutions for the problem(s), and implementing the solution(s). In addition, 

instructional designers are expected to navigate and negotiate between the varying cultures 

within the organization and the clients they are serving. These changes in the role are the result 
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of the global growth of businesses and demonstrate the need for skilled instructional designers in 

business and industry (Tracey & Morrison, 2011; Fortney & Yamagata-Lynch, 2013). 

An instructional designer in business and industry may perform duties as a sole designer, 

member or leader of a design team, or as an external designer/consultant. Due to soaring costs, 

increased training needs, and reduction in workforce and facilities, sole designers can be found in 

small and large companies (Tracey & Morrison, 2011). Instructional designers in this role work 

directly with the SME to develop the instructional materials. These designers also find 

themselves being project managers and media producers, even though they may contract with a 

media person to take photographs, design graphics, or shoot video. In the end, the instructional 

designer is the sole person responsible for completing the development and sometimes the 

delivery of the instructions (Tracey & Morrison, 2011).  

An instructional design team member or leader faces fewer responsibilities compared to 

the sole designer. Larger and cross-cultural projects are most suitable for a team approach since 

there are varying levels of tasks needed to design the instructions. The team members for these 

projects may be dispersed throughout the region and instructional designers may find themselves 

managing and supervising contractor-led teams (Tracey & Morrison, 2011). 

 Due to changing budgets, many instructional designers have found themselves serving as 

consultants. In this capacity, the instructional designer works with the company’s project 

manager and provides the necessary services. There may also be other consultants as part of this 

team. If so, the instructional designer has to effectively communicate and collaborate with them 

to identify the given problem, develop a solution, and design instructions (Tracey & Morrison, 

2011).  
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As corporations expand and grow globally, the demand for training and development will 

evolve. As a result, instructional designers must be proactive and think of ways to successfully 

work with and design instructions for various cultures in a way that is timely, effective, and 

inexpensive. As indicated by Fortney & Yamagata-Lynch’s (2013) study, instructional designers 

in this field must be able to adapt the processes, communicate effectively, build relationships, 

and solve problems. Instructional designers must also “embrace the role of practitioner and 

researcher in an effort to identify, document, and execute best practices” (Tracey & Morrison, 

2011, p. 184). All of these tasks must be done in a changing society and workforce that seeks to 

design instructions “better, faster, cheaper” (Tracey & Morrison, 2011).   

Instructional Designer Roles in Military 

As with most jobs in the military, there are major differences and challenges experienced 

by the individuals employed in this environment. For instructional designers, this is no different. 

Their roles are significant as they are responsible for providing instructions and training needs 

for our service-members. Military personnel rely heavily on instructional designers as they are 

not necessarily familiar with the educational principles, learning theories, technology, or online 

learning experiences as others in education or business and industry. The knowledge the military 

personnel bring to the table is from their individual learning experiences in the classroom and in 

the workplace. As a result, they depend on instructional designers to offer recommendations for 

providing optimal learning in a variety of settings and within a limited budget (Bratton-Jeffery & 

Jeffery, 2011).  

Working in the military environment requires full understanding and awareness of the 

diverse challenges and appreciation of the opportunity to support the mission of the military. 

From the onset, it is important for instructional designers to realize that learning in the military 
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may occur in the classroom, field, or garrison; on a ship; or around the world. Therefore, 

instructions must be easy to use, clear and concise, and adaptable. Flawed designs, ineffective 

and poorly designed instructions, and inefficient use of technology tools can be problematic for 

our military learners (Bratton-Jeffery & Jeffery, 2011).  

Designing instruction for military also requires the instructional designer to work with 

several SMEs who each have strong and specific opinions, are direct and decisive, and may 

delay responses because the main priority is the mission at hand. In addition to considering the 

SME and addressing the military’s needs, instructional designers must also think about the 

service-members who are learning and how to design content that is interesting and relevant. 

Perhaps the biggest challenges are discovering techniques to design content for a variety of 

cultures in a constantly changing environment while selecting the most appropriate technology 

tools that will and can be used by the learners (Bratton-Jeffery & Jeffery, 2011).  

There are also future trends and other issues that instructional designers must be 

cognizant of as they design instructions for the military. International partnerships are a common 

practice in the military. Hence, as instructions and trainings are designed, the instructional 

designer has to consider the potential culture of the learners, the network security used at various 

sites, and the amount of technology applications incorporated in the content (Bratton-Jeffery & 

Jeffery, 2011).  

Even with these challenges, instructional designers in the military are afforded the 

opportunity to work from the analysis to evaluation phase of a project. These are rewarding and 

rich opportunities that lead to growth and a chance to serve the service-members who protect us 

daily (Bratton-Jeffery & Jeffery, 2011). 
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Instructional Designer Roles in K-12 

In K-12, individuals who aid and assist teachers with integrating technology into the 

classroom so that student learning is improved are called technology coordinators, information 

and communication technology (ICT) coordinators, instructional technology specialists, or 

instructional designers. The title and role varies for these individuals depending on their school 

and the resources available (Cypert, 2004; Devolder, Vanderlinde, van Braak, & Tondeur, 2010; 

Lai & Pratt, 2004; Lowther & Ross, 2011; Strudler, Falba, & Hearrington, 2001). As teachers 

design lessons, these instructional technology professionals look for ways to incorporate 

technology tools to support instructions and create an authentic learning environment (Lowther 

& Ross, 2011).  

The need for technology personnel in K-12 increased as a result of the No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. NCLB encourages teachers to integrate technology into their 

curriculum and schools to offer professional development on how to effectively integrate 

technology into the classroom (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). Bauer and Kenton’s (2005) 

study further supports this need. Their study examined the classroom technology integration 

practices of 30 technology savvy K-12 teachers. The researchers observed the teachers to see 

how they used computers to teach and how they overcame technological issues. While the 

teachers were knowledgeable and skilled, true computer technology integration did not occur in 

the classroom as the technology was only occasionally used. Several reasons were provided as to 

why the integration did not happen. The reason that related mostly to instructional design was 

time. Many teachers reported a dramatic increase in the time it took to develop and prepare a 

lesson with computer technology integration. One recommendation the researchers offered was 
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for schools to employ a tech-savvy person – such as a Tech-Coordinator – who can provide 

immediate assistance and coordinate lessons with the teachers (Bauer & Kenton, 2005).  

Participants in Cypert (2004) and Strudler, Falba, and Hearrington’s (2001) studies were 

technology coordinators at K-12 schools. Through interviews, the researchers learned that the 

role of these participants and their job descriptions varied greatly. In addition to collaborating 

with teachers to integrate technology in their courses, the technology coordinators supervised 

and assisted classes, supported and trained teachers, provided technical support, conducted staff 

development workshops, purchased resources, and served on technology team and administration 

planning committees. Many of the technology coordinators spent less time working with teachers 

to incorporate technology into the curriculum, which was their main priority and job duty. Most 

of their time was spent troubleshooting issues and providing technical and software support 

(Cypert, 2004; Strudler, Falba, & Hearrington, 2001). 

Information and communication technology (ICT) coordinators have similar roles to 

those of technology coordinators. ICT coordinators in Lai and Pratt’s (2004) study were not in a 

full-time position. Rather, these individuals were the school’s administrative leaders or 

technology personnel. Therefore, this role was an “add-on responsibility” to their current 

position (Lai & Pratt, 2004). Their role included working with school administrators in 

formulating plans for the school; evaluating, selecting, and purchasing hardware and software; 

providing technical and curriculum support; and leading professional development meetings 

(Devolder, Vanderlinde, van Braak, & Tondeur, 2010; Lai & Pratt, 2004). 

There has been an increased usage of technology in K-12 classrooms, which strongly 

supports the need for technology personnel. Technology coordinators/instructional designers are 
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needed to train K-12 teachers and administrators on how to successfully integrate technology and 

improve student academic achievement (Bauer & Kenton, 2005; Lowther & Ross, 2011).  

Instructional Designer Roles in Higher Education  

The role of instructional designer can vary tremendously at higher education institutions. 

In most cases, the instructional designer partners with a faculty member to ensure a quality 

course is developed. There has been an increased need for instructional designers in higher 

education due to the growth of online degree programs. Instructional designers are needed to 

design and develop instructional materials for online courses, provide technology support for 

face-to-face courses, develop lecture materials, and teach faculty how to use and integrate 

technology into the courses (Cennamo & Kalk, 2005). The title and role for these instructional 

designers will depend on the institution and its needs. 

As demonstrated in You and Teclehaimanot’s (2010) study, faculty members worked 

with instructional designers because of the pedagogical and technological support they provide, 

their expertise on learning management systems, and their ability to develop courses that are 

aesthetically pleasing and function efficiently. These participants also believed instructional 

designers were knowledgeable and best suited to implementing and applying best practices (You 

& Teclehaimanot, 2010).  

 These findings were also supported by Fyle, Moseley, and Hayes’ (2012) study. Their 

study demonstrated that experienced instructional designers brought a wealth of knowledge and 

skills that could be used to sufficiently improve current online courses. These instructional 

designers ensured courses complied with online learning standards and policies and maximized 

learning through the designers’ ability to aid faculty in selecting the most appropriate technology 
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to deliver content that engaged the learner and catered to the various learning styles (Fyle, 

Moseley, & Hayes, 2012).  

Moskal (2012) examined the responsibilities and qualifications of instructional designers 

at higher education institutions. The participants from this study reported their job consisted of 

preparing and training faculty to teach in unknown territory, researching new technologies 

through professional development opportunities, sharing best practices, and managing their time 

and projects to complete tasks effectively and promptly (Moskal, 2012).  

Schwier, Campbell, and Kenny (2006) and Campbell, Schwier, and Kenny (2009) 

conducted a study demonstrating the interactions between the instructional designers and client. 

It highlighted the various roles of instructional designers as they collaborated with faculty 

members at institutions to design courses. From Schwier, Campbell, and Kenny (2006) and 

Campbell, Schwier, and Kenny’s (2009) studies emerged a model of the instructional designers 

as change agents. Instead of solely developing content, instructional designers at colleges and 

universities are shifting to transforming professors to become more knowledgeable in online 

learning and teaching through communities of practice. As a result, a new skill set as trainers was 

necessary that allowed instructional designers to be more effective in their roles at institutions. 

Through interviews with instructional designers at higher education institutions, it was found 

their role of change agents was multivariate: interpersonal, professional, institutional, and 

societal (Schwier, Campbell, & Kenny, 2006; Campbell, Schwier, & Kenny, 2009). 

From an interpersonal standpoint, instructional designers have a strong sense of 

responsibility to their clients and performing a good job on their projects. As a result, they have a 

moral commitment not only to the project, but also to others involved in the project – the clients 

and the learners. They also sought to transform the client’s view of teaching and learning by 
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serving as trainers. This role increased their sense of responsibility to the learners and reflected 

the personal value they took when it came to designing projects (Schwier, Campbell, & Kenny, 

2006; Campbell, Schwier, & Kenny, 2009). 

 The pride taken and felt by instructional designers when they have successfully designed 

and completed a project supports the professional agency role. Instructional designers in this role 

stated they have a responsibility to the profession and the instructional design community of 

practice to act in a professionally competent manner. They also expressed concerns about 

whether the models learned in formal training really described the processes they engage in their 

daily activities or related to their work. Nonetheless, they saw themselves as part of a larger 

community of practice, which resulted in them taking their job very seriously (Schwier, 

Campbell, & Kenny, 2006; Campbell, Schwier, & Kenny, 2009). 

Perhaps just as important is the responsibility felt by instructional designers to align their 

work with the goals of the institution. This is known as institutional agency and encompasses the 

instructional designer working hard to ensure their work meets the institution’s needs and wants. 

One of these needs or wants could be promoting a teacher-scholar model where the instructional 

designer identifies ways to include the scholarship of teaching. Another need could be 

instructional designers developing an online learning environment that can be marketed to a 

wider audience to fulfill the goals of a cost-recovery model. The role of the instructional designer 

now encompasses aiding the faculty in actively being a part of the broader university community 

of practice (Schwier, Campbell, & Kenny, 2006; Campbell, Schwier, & Kenny, 2009). 

Societal agency is the instructional designer having the ability to recognize the impact 

their work has on society. While some may view instructional designers as support personnel 

rather than leaders, their contributions are significant and play a huge role in shaping our society. 
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As one instructional designer stated, it is knowing – at times – you made an impact and a 

difference (Schwier, Campbell, & Kenny, 2006). 

The role of instructional designers in Dicks and Ives’ (2008) study was to provide 

instructional technology support to faculty members on how to use new web tools effectively to 

enhance the learning experiences of students. The results from the interviews centered on the 

actions instructional designers used to search for ways to understand and communicate with the 

subject-matter experts. The researchers categorized their reflections into two goals: building 

relationships through the use of social skills and building sense through the use of cognitive tools 

(Dicks & Ives, 2008).  

Instructional designers in Dicks and Ives’ (2008) study started the relationship building 

process by getting to know the faculty members. These discussions generated trust which set the 

foundation for the collaboration between the instructional designer and the faculty member. 

Recognizing that the professor’s time was valuable and a big issue, one instructional designer 

reported that building a relationship and learning the professor’s thought process has to occur 

early on. Some of the social skills employed by instructional designers when building 

relationships are establishing creditability, validating their expertise, allowing the professor to 

lead the project, compromising, understanding the professor’s needs, making decisions, 

managing commitments, and being a leader. Instructional designers developed these skills as 

they aided professors in creating effective instructions (Dicks & Ives, 2008).  

In order to get a sense of what the faculty member would like to achieve, a relationship 

must be built. To accomplish this, instructional designers used cognitive tools to identify how to 

best convey the instructions online. This pedagogical information complements the knowledge 

the professor brings to the table. Visuals such as sketches and diagrams, role play activities, 
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prioritizing of tasks, and engaging in formative evaluation are some cognitive tools used by 

instructional designers in the development stage (Dicks & Ives, 2008).  

Job Titles and Responsibilities 

Professional instructional designers have varying job titles and responsibilities at higher 

education institutions. Sugar, Hoard, Brown, and Daniels (2011) conducted a study and the 

following job titles were recurring: instructional designer, administrator, eLearning 

specialist/designer, and instructional technologist. Instructional designers accounted for 69.5% of 

the jobs while the remaining three titles accounted for 21%. The remaining 9.5% of job titles 

included course developer, curriculum developer, human performance technologist, 

specialist/consultant/coordinator, and trainer (Sugar, Hoard, Brown, & Daniels, 2011).  

Some of the same titles were found in another study conducted by Surry and Robinson 

(2001). One of the focuses was identifying the types of instructional technology service positions 

at colleges and universities. The researchers analyzed job announcements posted on the 

Chronicle of Higher Education web site for two and four-year higher education institutions. Of 

the 449 position announcements analyzed, 43% of them had a job title of instructional 

technologist. Instructional designer and distance learning coordinator job titles accounted for 

15% each and instructional technology manager/administrator accounted for 13%. The 

remaining 14% of job titles included technical support specialist, world wide web specialist, and 

instructional technology librarian. Each of the position announcements was centered on 

technology integration in the classroom – online or face-to-face (Surry & Robinson, 2001). The 

job titles and responsibilities varied by institution – community colleges, small colleges, state 

universities, and major research institutions. Depending upon the institution, the instructional 
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designer can be expected to perform a range of tasks and in some cases be a leader for their 

campus (Boyle, 2011). 

Software Knowledge 

In addition to their instructional design knowledge and skills, many instructional 

designers are expected to have multimedia software knowledge and expertise. Some of the 

software identified as necessary for instructional designers to be effective at their job included e-

learning course development systems, Articulate, Camtasia/Captivate, Adobe Creative Suite, and 

audio and video editing software (Sugar et al., 2011; Klein & Jun, 2014). It was further noted 

that the abilities to use synchronous and asynchronous web tools and stay abreast of and learn 

new software are also valuable traits for instructional designers (Klein & Jun, 2014).  

Instructional designers are employed at various settings and perform various tasks. Table 

1 provides a summary comparing the similarities and differences between the various settings in 

which instructional designers work.  
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Table 1  

Instructional Designer Comparison 

 

Career 

Environment 

 

Partners Tasks Traits Job Roles 

Business and 

Industry 

Clients 

Subject-Matter 

Experts 

Other instructional 

designers 

Project managers 

Identify problems 

Develop and implement solutions 

Develop instructional materials 

Manage projects and teams 

Collaborate with colleagues and partners 

  

  

Be proactive 

Design instructions in a timely, effective, 

and inexpensive manner 

Adapt to processes 

Communicate effectively 

Build relationships 

Solve problems 

 

Human performance 

analyzer 

Sole designer 

Design team member 

or leader 

Consultant 

Military Military personnel 

Subject-Matter 

Experts 

Provide instructions and training for 

service-members  

Offer recommendations for optimal 

learning 

Design interesting and relevant content  

Select the appropriate technology tools 

 

Work with direct and decisive individuals 

Be aware of various cultures and network 

security 

 

Sole designer 

Researcher 

 

K-12 Teachers 

Administrators 

Integrate technology in the classroom 

Identify appropriate technology tools  

Offer professional development sessions 

Provide training and technical support 

Serve on technology committees  

Work with administrators to determine 

technology needs 

 

Have advanced technical skills 

Knowledge and application of technology 

tools 

 

Tech coordinator 

Higher Education Faculty members Design online courses 

Provide support 

Develop lecture materials 

Train faculty  

Seek professional development 

Collaborate with faculty  

Possess pedagogical and technical 

knowledge  

Be knowledgeable about learning 

management systems 

Understand online learning best practices 

and standards 

Know how to multi-task and manage time 

and projects 

Sole designer 

Design team member 

or leader 

Change agent 

Researcher 

 



 

36 

Conceptual Framework 

The International Board of Standards for Training, Performance, and Instruction 

competencies (ibstpi®) was used as a framework. ibstpi® instructional design competencies are 

research-based, essential to practitioners and academia, and used in identifying job skills 

necessary for future instructional designers. If the competencies are adhered to, the instructional 

design process can be much easier for instructional designers and practitioners (Richey et al., 

2001, p. 32 & 34).  

The 2012 version of the ibstpi® standards contains 22 competencies categorized into five 

domains supported by 105 performance statements. The domains are professional foundations, 

planning and analysis, design and development, evaluation and implementation, and 

management (ibstpi®, 2012). Each of the 22 competencies is categorized into one of three levels 

of expertise: essential, advanced, or managerial. The level of expertise identifies the knowledge 

and experience required of the instructional designer. Twelve of the competencies are essential, 

eight are advanced, and two are managerial. In the professional foundations domain, there are 

five competencies with essential or advanced level expertise. The planning and analysis domain 

has four competencies with 75% of them categorized as essential and the remaining as advanced. 

There are seven competencies categorized as essential or advanced in the design and 

development phase. The evaluation and implementation phase has three competencies, with two 

being categorized as advanced and the remaining as essential. In the last stage – management – 

there are two competencies and both require managerial expertise. The 2012 ibstpi® standards 

with domains, competencies, and level of expertise can be found in Appendix A. 

 This framework was chosen because the competencies are representative of and illustrate 

the practices adhered to by instructional designers. Furthermore, these competencies are rooted 
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in theories and were developed after an extensive research process, which included engagement 

with over 1,000 instructional design practitioners (Koszalka et al., 2013). The competencies are 

also used for writing job descriptions, designing instructional design programs, and ensuring 

instructional designers possess the knowledge and skills necessary to perform the job (MacLean 

& Scott, 2011; Leigh & Tracey, 2010). Lastly, this framework was selected because of the lack 

of literature evaluating the fifth domain and its importance in the overall instructional design 

process. According to Koszalka et al. (2013), the management domain recognizes the expanded 

role of instructional designers (p. x).  

 In 2010, Leigh and Tracey used the ibstpi® competencies to identify gaps between the 

standards and instructional design practices. Through their study, they identified eight gaps and 

were able to determine to what extent the ibstpi® competencies are being implemented in 

practice. The following gaps were discovered in their review: the lack of conducting needs 

assessments and formative and summative evaluations; when needs assessments are conducted, 

they are varied and limited; development and alternative solutions vary amongst instructional 

designer specifications: strategy selection, outcome identification, test item development, and 

tactics for each of these differ amongst instructional designers; learner assessment is 

inconsistent; and perceived accountability varies amongst instructional designers (Leigh & 

Tracey, 2010). The identification of these gaps indicates that instructional designers do not 

frequently use a majority of the essential competencies.  

The researchers attributed these findings to the varying job titles and roles held by 

instructional design practitioners. Other variations were attributed to dated studies of the ibstpi® 

standards, differing organizational procedures and policies for using ibstpi® standards, and the 

need for designers to reflect, analyze, and refine their practices. As a result, the authors 



 

38 

recommended that future research be conducted to examine the relationship between 

professional focus and evaluation (Leigh & Tracey, 2010).  

In 2002, Chase used the ibstpi® standards to examine gender differences in instructional 

designers in the corporate setting. At the time of the study, the ibstpi® standards had four 

domains and 23 competencies. The researchers found similarities between males and females in 

seven of the 23 competencies: effective communication, identifying target population, 

identifying environment characteristics, reflecting, using a variety of techniques, selecting 

instructional materials, and promoting collaboration (Chase, 2002).  

The ibstpi® standards were used in Johnson’s (2005) study to analyze the curricula of 

master’s degree programs. Of the 132 programs listed as having a master’s degree in the AECT 

Handbook, 22 programs responded to the initial survey. Half of the 22 programs provided a 

syllabus, course descriptions, and other demographical information. After each of the 11 

programs was analyzed, it was found that many of the sub-competencies in the Professional 

Foundations competency were included in various program assignments. There was a variation 

of activities included in the curricula for the Planning and Analysis and Design and Development 

sub-competencies. Examining all four competencies, the researchers found that nine essential 

sub-competencies were not addressed in the assignments or curricula (Johnson, 2005).  

Creating powerful and engaging learning environments that meet the needs of today’s 

learners; identifying the appropriate technologies that foster meaningful learning to integrate in 

courses; and how to do both of these effectively are challenges for all instructional designers – 

experienced and novice. Before beginning the course development process, the role of the 

instructional designer and the essential competencies for the design and development phase must 

be clear. Even more important is understanding the instructional designers’ knowledge and skills 



 

39 

and identifying if their skill set is adequate for the current demands of society and the learner 

(Sims & Koszalka, 2008).  

To overcome these and other challenges, Sims and Koszalka (2008) recommended that 

instructional designers expand their skills to meet these demands. Using the four validated 

domains with competencies recognized by ibstpi® in 2008, Sims and Koszalka identified several 

of these competencies which they considered essential for instructional designers as they design 

instructional materials and learning environments. Some of the essential competencies for 

instructional designers identified were the ability to (1) communicate effectively in visual, oral, 

and written form; (2) update and improve…knowledge, skills, and attitudes pertaining to 

instructional design and related fields; and (3) identify and resolve ethical and legal implications 

of design in the workplace. Each of these along with the remaining eight competencies ensured 

instructional designers were equipped to overcome the challenges of today (Sims & Koszalka, 

2008).  

In Moskal’s (2012) study, she found that some of the skills listed as advanced by ibstpi® 

competencies were entry-level skills. For instance, ibstpi® classifies time and project 

management skills as advanced. However, in Moskal’s (2012) study, these skills were deemed to 

be important entry-level skills for instructional designers at higher education institutions 

(Moskal, 2012). This result further supports the need for additional research on the required 

knowledge and skills of instructional designers pursuing careers with higher education 

institutions.  
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Other Competencies 

There are also competencies developed by professional organizations such as Association 

for Educational Communications and Technology (AECT) and researchers. These competencies 

are discussed in detail and compared to ibstpi® in Table 2. The 2012 revisions of the AECT 

standards focus on content knowledge, content pedagogy, learning environments, professional 

knowledge and skills, and research. According to the AECT website, the focus of the 2012 

competencies is professional education programs.  

Table 2  

ibstpi® and Other Competencies 

 

Competencies ibstpi® AECT 
Practice Variation 

Communicative 

Research and theory X X  

Learners and environment X X X 

Instructional content X X X 

Emerging technologies X X  

Designing content X X X 

Developing instructional materials X X  

Evaluating instructional materials X X  

Evaluating learning X X  

Managing projects  X   

Managing relationships X   

 

Intertwined throughout the AECT competencies are ibstpi® standards. Content 

knowledge is the ability to create and use educational technologies in a learning environment 

(AECT, 2012). Examining the ibstpi® standards, this competency shares similarities with 

competencies in the planning and analysis and design and development domains (ibstpi®, 2012). 

Content pedagogy is the implementation of education technology based on the content (AECT, 
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2012). This competency aligns with the emerging technologies competency in the planning and 

analysis domain of ibstpi®. The learning environments competency ensures that the learning 

environment is conducive to effective learning (AECT, 2012). While many of the ibstpi® 

competencies consider the learning environment, there is one explicitly stated competency in the 

planning and analysis domain that examines the learning environment and its characteristics 

(ibstpi®, 2012). Professional knowledge and skills includes working with one’s peers to design, 

develop, and implement learning in a technology-rich environment (AECT, 2012). This standard 

encompasses the design and development and evaluation and implementation domains (ibstpi®, 

2012). Lastly, the research standard implies that one evaluates and applies research findings to 

enhance learning and improve performance (AECT, 2012). This standard aligns with the 

research and theory competency in the ibstpi® professional foundations standard (ibstpi®, 2012).  

While most of AECT’s standards cover instructional design, no standard specifically 

addresses management of projects and relationships. Even though the AECT competencies were 

established from the ibstpi® standards, their focus is to provide education technology academic 

programs with the standards that are expected to be performed in the profession by graduating 

students (Spector et al., 2006). Because the focus is on the academic program and not the actual 

practices of instructional designers, these standards do not completely align with the goals of this 

research study.  

 The practice variation communicative framework was proposed by Leigh and Tracey 

(2010). The purpose of this three-level framework was to explain the variation of tasks in 

instructional design practice. From the literature reviewed by the authors, they found that level of 

expertise varied amongst instructional designers and they often lacked time, resources, and the 

opportunity to make decisions or offer input. The practice variation communicative framework 
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suggested three levels of variations: general, interdesigner, and intradesigner. These three levels 

address conducting a needs assessment, assessing learners, and designer application of practices 

(Leigh & Tracey, 2010). While this framework does take into consideration the content design 

and instructional designers, it does not provide an outline for instructional design practice.  

Summary 

Much of the literature fails to precisely identify the knowledge and skills required of 

instructional designers at higher education institutions. Furthermore, there is no clear indication 

that the ibstpi® competencies accurately reflect the necessary knowledge, skills, and practices of 

instructional designers in higher education. Using the ibstpi® competencies as a framework, this 

study identified the knowledge and skills required by instructional designers aiming to be 

employed with higher education institutions.  
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CHAPTER III: 

METHODS 

Introduction 

This chapter discusses the methodology for this research study. The purpose of this study 

was to examine instructional designers’ actual experiences at higher education institutions in the 

United States. This study employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods research design. 

With this research design, the researcher collected and analyzed the quantitative data first and 

then used these data to develop specific qualitative questions that enhanced and further explained 

the quantitative data. This approach was chosen because of the value the qualitative data added 

to the initial quantitative findings and the ability to form groups from the quantitative findings 

for the qualitative strand (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).  

Participants 

The participants were instructional designers employed at higher education institutions 

throughout the United States. Using ‘A Priori’ power analysis in G*Power 3.1, the ideal sample 

size for this dissertation study was determined to be 64 participants for the collection of 

quantitative data. The researcher initial design included seeking participation from instructional 

designers who were members of AECT and ITFORUM, both of which are IT groups that have 

instructional designers. The researcher submitted a research initiative request to the AECT 

Executive Committee. After approval, AECT sent an email informing AECT members of the 

study and requested their participation. The request to ITFORUM did not occur as that group 

was not available during the data collection phase. Overall, there were 92 respondents. However, 
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26 of those respondents indicated they did not work as an instructional designer at an higher 

education institution; therefore, they were not allowed the opportunity to complete the survey. 

That left a total of 66 individuals as completing the survey. From the 66 individuals who 

completed the survey, there were 10 partial completers who for unknown reasons skipped certain 

sections of the survey. These individuals are listed in the results as declined to answer.  

Of the 66 participants who completed the survey, 33 indicated they would participate in 

the interviews. The researcher used the maximum variation sampling strategy to identify five to 

eight participants from that pool of 33 to participate in the interviews. This strategy allowed the 

researcher to “capture and describe the central themes or principal outcomes that cut across a 

great deal of participant or program variation” (Patton, 1990, p.172). This number of participants 

allowed the researcher to thoroughly examine the experiences of instructional designers. After 

each of the participants completed the quantitative survey, the data were analyzed to identify 

which participant responses best aligned to the following survey questions: how the participant’s 

degree prepared them for the job, how important various tasks were to their career, how 

important was the use of various software applications to their career, and the identification of 

the top three things they wished they learned from their degree. The data from these survey 

questions were used to identify and select participants to participate in the interview. The 

researcher emailed eight participants for interviews. Of those, six responded and five participated 

in the interview. A summary of the five participants – using pseudonyms – who participated in 

the interviews is provided in Table 3. Most of these participants were able to further explain their 

experiences and the role their education played in performing their job as instructional designers 

(Creswell, 2013; Patton, 1990).  
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Table 3 

Brief Portraits of Participants 

 

Participants Institution Title Education Years of 

Experience 

Emma Southern 

Research 

University 

Instructional 

Designer 

Master’s in Instructional 

Design and Technology 

1 – 5 years 

Laura Midwestern 

Private University 

Course 

Developer 

Certificate in Information 

Design 

1 – 5 years 

Heather Western Research 

University 

Instructional 

Designer 

Doctorate in Instructional 

Design and Master’s in 

Educational Technology 

6 – 10 years 

Ava Southern 

Technical 

University 

Instructional 

Designer 

Doctorate in Instructional 

Technology 

6 – 10 years 

Sarah Northeastern 

Community 

College 

Instructional 

Designer 

Master’s in Instructional 

Design 

1 -5 years 

Instrumentation 

Because this was an explanatory sequential study, the data collection consisted of two 

parts. Quantitative data were collected first and analyzed. After analyzing these data, the 

researcher developed qualitative questions that further explained the quantitative data. This 

research design was chosen because of the researcher’s ability to use qualitative data to explain 

the quantitative results (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). 

Survey 

The survey contained structured and unstructured questions to collect quantitative data 

and was administered using Qualtrics. The researcher modified an existing survey used in 

previous studies created by Larson (2004) and modified by Thompson-Sellers (2012). Research 



 

46 

from previous studies and the literature review was used to modify these instruments. Table 4 

shows the source of the survey questions and if the researcher added additional questions.  

Table 4 

Source of Survey Questions 

 
Question 

 

Source/Origin Item/Purpose 

1 Researcher Obtained consent (informed consent). 

2 Researcher Filtered out participants who have not worked at higher 

education institutions. 

 

3 Thompson-Sellers (2012) Identified the participants’ gender.  

 

4 Thompson-Sellers (2012) Identified the participants’ age. 

 

5 Thompson-Sellers (2012) Identified the participants’ ethnicity. 

 

6 Larson (2004) 

Thompson-Sellers (2012) 

Identified the participants’ years of instructional 

designer experience. 

 

7 Larson (2004) 

Thompson-Sellers (2012) 

Identified the participants’ job title and location of 

employment. 

 

9 – 12 Larson (2004) 

Thompson-Sellers (2012) 

Modified 

 

Classified the participants according to their 

education/training/preparation.  

13 Larson (2004) Classified the participants’ degree/certifications/special 

trainings and name and location of the 

institution/organization. 

 

14 Larson (2004) 

Thompson-Sellers (2012) 

Modified 

 

Identified the participants’ level of preparation.  

15 Researcher Obtained additional knowledge or skills the participants 

would like to have acquired. 

 

16 Larson (2004) 

Thompson-Sellers (2012) 

Modified 

 

Identified the importance and use of ibstpi® standards. 

17 Researcher Identified technology tools used. 

 

20 Thompson-Sellers (2012) Recruited participants for phase 2 of the study.  
Note. The question #’s above are equivalent to the question #’s on the corresponding survey.  
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The survey used for this dissertation study contained four parts: instructional designer 

preparation, demographics/background information, instructional designer experiences, and 

consent to participate in follow-up interviews (see Appendix B). Table 5 identifies the survey 

sections.  

Table 5 

Survey Sections 

 

Section Number of 

Questions 

Type of Questions Source 

Demographics

/Background  

7 Multiple Choice Thompson-Sellers (2012) 

Sugar, Hoard, Brown, and Daniels 

(2011) 

 

Instructional 

designer 

preparation 

6 Multiple Choice and 

Likert Scale 

Larson (2004) 

Thompson-Sellers (2012) 

ibstpi® (2012) 

 

Instructional 

designer 

experiences 

3 Likert Scale and 

Open Ended 

Leigh and Tracey (2010) 

Moskal (2012)  

You and Teclehaimanot (2010)  

Fyle, Moseley, and Hayes (2012)  

Sugar, Hoard, Brown, and Daniels 

(2011) 

Klein and Jun (2014) 

 

Interview 

follow-up 

1 Open Ended Thompson-Sellers (2012) 

 

Through the demographics and background information, the researcher’s aim was to gain 

a better understanding about the participants and their instructional design career. To gather these 

data, there were seven questions in this section. These questions were derived from the literature. 

While most of the questions focused on demographics, the background questions were modified 

from Thompson-Sellers’ (2012) instrument and the job titles listed were from the findings in 

Sugar, Hoard, Brown, and Daniels’ (2011) study. 
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In the instructional designer preparation section, the participants shared their education 

background and identified how their degree/certification program prepared them for their 

careers. The five questions in this section were developed from several studies and resources 

(Larson, 2004; Thompson-Sellers, 2012; ibstpi®, 2012). In the AECT handbook, there was a 

listing of higher education institutions around the world offering programs and degrees in 

Instructional Design. These programs compiled by Orey and Fortner’s (2011) study and the 

listing of degrees identified by Surry and Robinson (2001) and Moskal (2012) were used to 

catalog the type of programs for this dissertation research study.  

The remaining question for the instructional designer preparation section was based on 

the ADDIE instructional model. ADDIE is one of the foundational instructional models used by 

instructional designers and stands for analyzing, designing, developing, implementing, and 

evaluating. This model is essential for guiding instructional designers through the development 

and problem-solving process (Peterson, 2003). These questions are also ibstpi® competencies 

and are the foundation of the ibstpi® framework. In order for instructional designers to be 

effective at their craft, it is important for them to be educated and knowledgeable of the 

competencies and skills. A degree or certificate in instructional design, instructional or 

educational technology, or a related field will serve them well.  

Using the ibstpi® competencies, roles, and software knowledge identified by previous 

studies, the researcher developed three questions for the instructional designer experiences 

section that allowed the participants to rate the importance of each to their instructional design 

career. These questions were based on the findings from (1) Leigh and Tracey (2010) and 

Moskal’s (2012) studies which used the ibstpi® competencies as their framework; (2) You and 

Teclehaimanot (2010) and Fyle, Moseley, and Hayes’ (2012) studies which identified various 
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roles of instructional designers at higher education institutions; and (3) the software needed by 

instructional designers to be effective from Sugar et al. (2011) and Klein and Jun’s (2014) 

studies. While these studies identified gaps between theory and practice, they did not incorporate 

the ibstpi® fifth domain – project management – and did not fully assess the role and software 

skills needed by instructional designers working at higher education institutions. This section 

was significant as it will be the driving force for the subsequent interviews.  

Interviews 

Interviews were conducted with some of the participants after the survey had been 

administered and the data analyzed. There was only one question in this section requesting 

participation in the interviews. The questions for the interviews were derived from the results of 

the survey. However, the researcher had outlined sixteen basic questions, listed in Appendix C, 

which allowed the participants to elaborate on their survey responses and explain in detail their 

daily instructional design experiences.  

Data Collection 

Following the guidelines of Creswell and Plano Clark (2011), quantitative data were 

collected first and then analyzed followed by collecting qualitative data. The researcher used the 

quantitative results to develop the follow-up qualitative questions. Then, the qualitative data 

were collected from a sample of the participants from the quantitative strand. In determining 

what quantitative data to follow-up for the qualitative questions, the researcher examined the 

quantitative findings to see where additional explanations were necessary and where things were 

unclear. While these two methods were conducted separately, they were not independent of each 

other and were vital to the overall study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).  
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For the data collection process to be effective, it was important for the researcher to 

appropriately select the participants who participated in both samples. The researcher sent 

requests for participation to AECT members. This organization was selected because a number 

of instructional technology professionals working at higher education institutions are members. 

The researcher used the same individuals in both samples as the participants who provided the 

initial data were the best contributors for the qualitative strand. Since all of the participants 

volunteered to participate in the interviews, the researcher did not have to request their 

participation. Therefore, the researcher was able to select the participants based on their 

quantitative results, which strengthened the results and better explained the phenomenon.  

Using the survey, the researcher collected basic demographic information and gathered 

data on the degree or certification obtained, the institution and year it was obtained, the 

institution the participant is currently working for, job title, number of years working in the field, 

tasks he/she completes on the job (e.g. project management, course development, course design, 

pedagogy, developing and incorporating interactivity into course, support, etc.), and the amount 

of time spent designing courses. In addition, the survey included open-ended questions centered 

around the ibstpi® standards that garnered additional information about experiences encountered 

on-the-job and tasks performed by the instructional designer. The information from these 

questions, mainly the open-ended questions, was used to conduct interviews with certain 

participants.  

An informed consent form explaining the study and the survey was located at the 

beginning of the survey. The survey was available for one month and took on average 10 

minutes, outside of three outliers who took extensively longer (+1 hour) to complete. The 

researcher compiled and reviewed the results of the survey after it closed and identified 
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participants for the interviews. The researcher interviewed five participants who were selected by 

reviewing the data of participants who agreed to participate in the interview and identifying 

participants who could further explain their experiences. Interviews lasted between 45 minutes to 

an hour and were conducted after the survey had closed. The interviews were conducted via 

Blackboard Collaborate and Gotomeeting and were recorded so that the researcher could 

transcribe the data.   

Data Analysis 

The participants for this study were instructional designers employed at higher education 

institutions in the United States. There were a total of 92 individuals who attempted the survey. 

At the beginning of the survey, there was a preliminary question – have you worked as an 

instructional designer in an higher education institution? Individuals who answered no to this 

question were not allowed to complete the survey. Therefore, out of the 92 individuals who 

attempted the survey, 26 of them did not meet this minimum qualification. As a result, there 

were a total of 66 individuals who completed the survey.  

The researcher began the analysis of the quantitative data by checking for accuracy, 

errors, and completion and then assigning numeric values for each of the responses. Then the 

data were inspected for trends and commonalities. After conducting a descriptive analysis of the 

data, the researcher reviewed the research questions to see what was being asked and applied the 

appropriate statistical test. For the descriptive data, Microsoft Excel was used to analyze the data. 

SPSS 23 was used to conduct the Spearman’s rho correlation. The findings were written in the 

Chapter IV results section for each of the questions. Charts, graphs, and tables were used to 

support the findings.  
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The collection of data employed by the researcher mainly followed the interviewing 

process identified by Creswell (2013). His steps for interviewing are as follows: 1) decide on the 

research questions that will be answered, 2) identify the interviewees who can best answer the 

research questions, 3) determine the type of interview that is practical, 4) use adequate recording 

procedures, 5) design and use an interview protocol (interview guide), 6) refine the interview 

questions, 7) determine the interview location, 8) obtain consent before beginning the interview, 

and 9) use good interview procedures while conducting the interview (Creswell, 2013). 

Following this process, the researcher was able to complete most of the steps, excluding steps 2, 

6, 8, and 9. During the development of the survey instrument and interview questions, the 

researcher identified sixteen basic questions, listed in Appendix C, which allowed the 

participants to elaborate on their survey responses and explain in detail their daily instructional 

design experiences. After analyzing the survey data, the researcher reviewed, refined, and 

modified these interview questions to ensure they aligned with what the survey data had found 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). As a result some questions were either eliminated or re-worded 

for clarity and to allow the participants to better explain the phenomenon. The data from the 

survey and the ibstpi® standards formed the basis for each of the interview questions.  

The recording procedures used by the researcher followed the process established by 

Creswell (2013). His interview protocol consists of using headers to record essential information, 

including space between each of the questions, memorizing the questions, and writing the 

closing comments for the interview. The researcher slightly modified this process to fit the study 

since memorizing the questions was not necessary for the virtual interview (Creswell, 2013). The 

researcher conducted interviews with five participants who are/were instructional designers 

employed at higher education institutions in the United States. The interviews were recorded and 



 

53 

conducted via Blackboard Collaborate and Gotomeeting. After the interviews were completed, 

they were transcribed into Microsoft Word. During the transcription process, the researcher 

noted key phrases, themes, or categories that were constantly mentioned by the participants. The 

researcher imported the interviews into NVivo 11 and developed nodes. This follows Creswell’s 

(2013) recommendation of developing a short list of tentative codes or labels that match text 

segments. The codes or labels derived from the ibstpi® standards as well as the words of the 

participants, which is called the in vivo codes (Creswell, 2013).  

The next part of the process was the coding of the data. According to Creswell (2013), 

forming codes or categories represents the heart of qualitative analysis. The process of coding 

involves aggregating the text or visual data into small categories of information, seeking 

evidence for the code from different databases being used in a study, and then assigning a label 

to the code (Wolcott, 1994). The researcher coded the data into the various nodes, creating new 

nodes if necessary. After coding, the researcher reviewed each of the nodes. In some cases, 

changes were made and new sub-nodes were created to allow for better categorization of the 

data. The findings were written in Chapter IV with tables and charts to support the results.  

Further aligning with the guidelines of Creswell and Plano Clark (2011), the integration 

of data is the last phase of analysis, which is used to address the mixed-methods question about 

whether and how the qualitative data help to explain the quantitative results. The researcher 

integrated the results and presented the findings to answer the final research question regarding 

how the lived experiences were impacted by the preparation the instructional designers received. 

A summary of the data analysis and methodology used to answer each of the research questions 

is presented in Table 6. Table 7 shows a diagram of the mixed-method research design the 

researcher is using for this study.  
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Table 6 

Research Questions Data Analysis 

 

Research Questions Measure(s) 

 

Independent 

Variables 

Dependent 

Variables 

Analysis Method/ 

Statistical Test 

1. What preparation do working instructional 

designers perceive to be important? 

Survey 

Questions: 9-13 

  Descriptive stats 

(median, mode, 

percentage of 

saying certain 

information, 

frequency) 

2. To what extent did the instructional designers’ 

education prepare them to implement ibstpi® 

standards? 

Survey 

Questions: 14-

15 

  Descriptive stats 

3. What knowledge and skills are important to 

instructional designers working at higher 

education institutions? 

Survey 

Questions: 16-

17 

  Descriptive stats 

4. What is the relationship between preparation and 

important knowledge and skills of instructional 

designers working at higher education 

institutions?  

Survey 

Questions: 9-17 

Preparation Experiences of 

instructional 

designers 

Spearman’s rho 

correlation 

5. What are the lived experiences of instructional 

designers as related to daily activities in their 

professional roles? 

Interview 

Questions 

   

6. In what ways do the lived experiences help to 

explain the impact of preparation for instructional 

designers working at higher education 

institutions? 

Integration    
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Table 7 

Visual Model of the Explanatory Sequential Mixed-Methods Research Design 

Phase Research Question 

 

Procedure Product 

Quantitative Data 

Collection 

1. What preparation do working instructional 

designers perceive to be important? 

2. To what extent did the instructional designers’ 

education prepare them to implement ibstpi® 

standards? 

3. What knowledge and skills are important to 

instructional designers working at higher 

education institutions? 

 

 Survey instructional designers who 

are working in higher education (n = 

66) 

 Review quantitative data collected. 

 Quantitative data on 

participants. 

 Qualitative data on 

experiences. 

 Descriptive statistics  

Quantitative Data 

Analysis 

4. What is the relationship between preparation and 

important knowledge and skills of instructional 

designers working at higher education 

institutions? 

 Conduct a Spearman’s rho correlation 

to analyze the survey data to identify 

if there was a relationship between 

preparation and skills 

 SPSS 23 

 

 Descriptive statistics 

Interview Selection: 

Protocol Development 

 

  Purposefully select participants based 

on their responses and participation 

 Modify interview questions 

 Interviews 

 

 

Qualitative Data 

Collection 

5. What are the lived experiences of instructional 

designers as related to daily activities in their 

professional roles? 

 Interview participants one-on-one (n = 

5) using the results of the quantitative 

data.  

 

 Transcripts for each 

interview 

 

Qualitative Data 

Analysis 

  Review transcripts and code data 

 Develop thematic analysis  

 NVivo 11  

 

 Develop codes and code 

transcripts 

 Identify themes 

Integration of the 

Quantitative and 

Qualitative Results 

6. In what ways do the lived experiences help to 

explain the impact of preparation for 

instructional designers working at higher 

education institutions?  

 Interpret and explain quantitative and 

qualitative data 

 Cross validation of findings  

 Discussions 

 Conclusions 

 Implications 

 Recommendations 

 Limitations 
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The first research question for this study was what preparation do working instructional 

designers perceive to be important? This research question examined the educational preparation 

received by instructional designers working in higher education institutions. The data gathered 

from part one of the survey was used to analyze the participants’ education preparation. These 

preparation experiences included their educational background and the institution. 

The second research question was to what extent did the instructional designers’ 

education prepare them to implement ibstpi® standards? Another section of part one of the 

survey gathered data about how the participants’ education prepared them to implement ibstpi® 

standards on the job. Using a four-point Likert scale, the participants indicated how they 

perceived their degree/certificate program addressed some of the ibstpi® standards. 

The third research question was what knowledge and skills are important to instructional 

designers working at higher education institutions? Another section of the survey gathered data 

on the actual experiences of instructional designers. Understanding these actual experiences will 

help to inform degree/certificate programs, other instructional designers, and employers of the 

current practices. Using the standards from ibstpi®, the participants identified how important 

each of the competencies is to performing their job. In addition, they categorized the importance 

of various roles and software as identified by previous research studies.  

The fourth research question was what is the relationship between preparation and 

important knowledge and skills of instructional designers working at higher education 

institutions? A Spearman’s rho correlation analysis was used to assess the relationship between 

preparation and experiences. In particular, it was used to assess whether there was a statistically 

significant linear relationship between preparation and experiences of instructional designers. 
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This research question was important as it will help to identify if there is a disconnection 

between theory and practice.  

The fifth question was what are the lived experiences of instructional designers as related 

to daily activities in their professional roles? Following the surveys, interviews were conducted 

with some of the participants. The interviews provided insight on tasks performed by 

instructional designers and how they spent the majority of their time. The models and theories 

used in instructional design are well documented and reported as important to the field. Through 

the interviews, the researcher proved how important the models and theories actually were to the 

completion of daily instructional design activities.  

The sixth question was in what ways do the lived experiences help to explain the impact 

of preparation for instructional designers working at higher education institutions? This research 

question follows the guidelines of Creswell & Plano Clark (2011) and is where the integration of 

the quantitative and qualitative results will take place. The researcher will discuss the 

implications of these findings, will draw conclusions, and will identify areas of future research.  

Summary  

 This chapter discussed the instrumentation that was used to gather data and how the 

researcher collected and analyzed data for this dissertation research study. The narratives 

provided by the participants enhanced the quantitative data. The opportunity to use this mixed-

methods approach strengthened the study and added to the current body of research. 
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CHAPTER IV: 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to examine instructional designers’ actual 

experiences at higher education institutions in the United States. In phase I of the study, the 

researcher administered a survey that collected data regarding the participants’ demographics, 

preparation, and experiences. The data from the survey were analyzed to identify if there were 

specific knowledge and skills related to the ibstpi® standards the instructional designers 

possessed. Further analysis of the data showed if a relationship existed between the participants’ 

education and the ibstpi® standards. While analyzing the survey data, the researcher was able to 

identify participants for the interview. From the survey responses, the researcher believed these 

participants could better explain their experiences and the impact their preparation had on those 

experiences.  

In phase II of the study, the researcher conducted interviews with five participants who 

completed the survey. After the interviews were completed, they were transcribed in Microsoft 

Word. The data were analyzed and coded using NVivo 11 to further explain the lived 

experiences of instructional designers working at higher education institutions in the United 

States.  

Following the explanatory sequential mixed-method research design, the integration of 

the data is the final phase. The full analysis of the data collection and analysis process conducted 

by the researcher is detailed in Chapter III. 



 

59 

The findings for each of the phases for this mixed-methods study are reported in this 

chapter. The overarching research question is what theoretical, practical, and actual experiences 

do instructional designers report have prepared them for their roles in higher education 

institutions? The following sub-research question guided this study:  

1. What preparation do working instructional designers perceive to be important; 

2. To what extent did the instructional designers’ education prepare them to 

implement ibstpi® standards; 

3. What knowledge and skills are important to instructional designers working at 

higher education institutions; 

4. What is the relationship between preparation and important knowledge and skills 

of instructional designers working at higher education institutions; 

5. What are the lived experiences of instructional designers as related to daily 

activities in their professional role; and 

6. In what ways do the lived experiences help to explain the impact of preparation 

for instructional designers working at higher education institutions?  

Samples Demographics  

Overall, there were 92 respondents who completed the survey. Twenty-six of those 

respondents indicated they work as an instructional designer in sectors other than higher 

education institutions; therefore, they were not allowed the opportunity to complete the survey. 

That left a total of 66 individuals as completing the survey. From the 66 individuals who 

completed the survey, there were 10 partial completers, depending on the question, who for 

unknown reasons skipped two of the five questions in Section II: Instructional Designer 

Preparation and the only two questions in Section III: Instructional Designer Experiences. These 
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individuals are listed in the results as declined to answer. Therefore, there were a total of 56 

individuals who completed the entire survey.  

Demographical data showed that the sample consisted of 38% (n=25) male, 56% (n=37) 

female, 0% (n=0) transgender, and 6% (n=4) missing values. Of the 66 participants, there were 

68% (n=45) White (Non-Hispanic), 12% (n=8) Black (African-American), 6% (n=4) Asian, 6% 

(n=4) missing values, 5% (n=3) Other, 3% (n=2) Hispanic or Latino, and 0% (n=0) for both 

American Indian or Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. The races and/or 

ethnicities making up Other included Semitic and Multi. The number of years the participants 

reported as working/have worked as an instructional designer in higher education was collected 

next. 5% (n=3) of the participants had less than one year of experience, 45% (n=30) had one to 

five years of experience, 30% (n=20) had six to ten years of experience, 2% (n=1) had eleven to 

fifteen years of experience, 6% (n=4) had fifteen to nineteen years of experience, 6% (n=4) had 

twenty plus years of experience, and 6% (n=4) did not report their years of experience. The 

individuals who declined to answer these questions were the same for each of these questions. 

These demographical data are presented in Table 8. 
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Table 8 

Demographics 

 

Variable Number Descriptive Stats 

Gender    

Female 37 56% 

Male 25 38% 

Declined to Answer 4 6% 

Transgender 

 

0 0% 

Race/Ethnicity   

White (Non-Hispanic) 45 68% 

Black (African-American) 8 12% 

Asian 4 6% 

Declined to Answer 4 6% 

Other 3 5% 

Hispanic 2 3% 

American Indian or Alaska Native 0 0% 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

 

0 0% 

Years of Experience   

Less than one year  3 5%  

One to five years 30 45% 

Six to ten years 20 30% 

Eleven to fifteen 1 2% 

Fifteen to nineteen 4 6% 

Twenty + 4 6% 

Declined to answer 4 6% 

 

To gain a better understanding about the sample and their background, the participants 

also answered a question about their job title. Because the participants could accept new jobs and 

responsibilities in their career, they were allowed to select all of the job titles that related to their 

instructional design work at a higher education institution. Therefore, the n will be greater than 

66 for these data. The following are the various job titles indicated by the participants: 65% 

(n=43) of the participants had job titles as instructional designers. There were a variety of other 

job titles, which accounted for 29% (n=19). In addition, 17% (n=11) of the participants had a 

title of instructional technologist, 15% (n=10) had a title of senior instructional designer, 12% 
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(n=8) were curriculum designer/developers, 9% (n=6) were trainers, and 5% (n=3) held titles of 

director of e-learning, e-learning coordinator, and e-learning specialist/designer. Another 3% 

(n=2) indicated they had a job title of distance learning coordinator and the director of faculty 

development accounted for 2% (n=1). The job titles for other were instructional design faculty 

member, department chair of instructional design and assessment, course manager, instructional 

design assistant, adjunct professor, instructional developer (instructor), instructional developer 

(assistant professor), instructional design specialist, graduate assistant (with instructional design 

focus), graduate instructor of instructional design, academic program manager, instructor, 

assistant professor, instructor, director, instructional design and online learning, dean of learning 

resources, consultant, professor, and director of instructional design. Table 9 contains a list of the 

job titles and their corresponding data.  

Table 9 

Job Titles  

 

Variablea Number Descriptive Stats 

Instructional Designer  43 65% 

Other 19 29% 

Instructional Technologist 11 17% 

Senior Instructional Designer 10 15% 

Curriculum Designer/Developer 8 12% 

Trainer 6 9% 

Director of e-Learning 3 5% 

e-Learning Coordinator 3 5% 

e-Learning Specialist/Designer 3 5% 

Distance Learning Coordinator 2 3% 

Director of Faculty Development 1 2% 

aN = 66 
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Results 

Phase I: Quantitative  

As stated in Chapter III, survey data were collected first. The researcher created a survey 

using Qualtrics and exported the data into Microsoft Excel. After collecting the data, the 

researcher began the initial analysis by running a Spearman’s rho correlation. The data were 

analyzed and the results are presented in this section. Because this study is using an explanatory 

sequential mixed-methods research design, the quantitative data helped the researcher to identify 

the relationship between education and associated knowledge and skills used by the participants 

on their job. These quantitative data helped the researcher to identify individuals who can better 

explain their experiences as an instructional designer, which is the qualitative component. There 

are more in-depth details in Chapter III about the survey and data collection and analysis process.  

Research question one. What preparation do working instructional designers perceive 

to be important? This research question sought to identify the educational preparation 

instructional designers perceived helped to prepare them for their instructional design career at a 

higher education institution.  

With the first survey question, the participants were asked to report if they had obtained 

or were currently enrolled in a degree, certificate, or certification program. 67% (n=44) had 

obtained a degree, certificate, or certification while 14% (n=9) had not. Twelve percent (n=8) 

were currently enrolled in a degree, certificate, or certification program and 8% (n=5) did not 

report their educational background. Table 10 presents these findings.  
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Table 10 

Educational Background 

 

Variablea Number Descriptive Stats 

Obtained a degree, certificate, or certification 44 67% 

Not completed a degree, certificate, or certification 9 14% 

Currently enrolled 8 12% 

Declined to answer 5 8% 

aN = 66 

The researcher sought to gain a better understanding about the type of degrees, 

certificates, or certifications – that were in instructional design or a related field – the participants 

who were completing this study had obtained. They were allowed to select all that applied. For 

instance, some of the participants had obtained a master’s and doctorate in instructional design or 

a related field. 56% (n=37) of the participants had a master’s, 44% (n=29) had a doctorate, 9% 

(n=6) had a certificate, 8% (n=5) had a bachelor’s, 3% (n=2) had an associate’s, and 2% (n=1) 

had a specialist degree, had obtained a certification, and were currently completing a doctorate 

(in All But Dissertation – ABD – phase). If the participants had not obtained a degree, certificate, 

or certification in instructional design or a related field, they were allowed to choose the option 

that stated not applicable. 8% (n=5) chose that option indicating the question was not applicable 

to them since they did not obtain a degree, certificate, or certification in instructional design or a 

related field. These findings are presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

Type of Degrees, Certificates, and Certifications: Obtained Only  

 

Variablea Number Descriptive Stats 

Master’s 37 56% 

Doctorate 29 44% 

Certificate 6 9% 

Bachelor’s 5 8% 

Not applicable 5 8% 

Associate’s 2 3% 

Certification 1 2% 

Specialist 1 2% 

Doctorate - ABD 1 2% 

aN = 44 

To further understand the participants’ educational background, the researcher asked 

about the participants’ majors. 23% (n=10) of the participants indicated they had received 

degrees in instructional technology, another 23% (n=10) had received a degree in educational 

technology, 20% (n=9) had received a degree in instructional design as well as indicated other as 

their degree. Nine percent (n=4) indicated they had received a degree in instructional systems, 

and 2% (n=1) had obtained a certification in information design while another 2% (n=1) did not 

answer the question. The other degrees were identified as information and learning technologies, 

instructional design and technology, learning technology, geology (no degree in related field 

upon hire), educational psychology (before there were id programs), interactive technology, 

education, and adult education. None of the participants indicated a degree in curriculum 

design/development, library science/media center, technical writing, or human performance 

technology/improvement. Table 12 presents these findings.  
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Table 12 

Degree Majors  

 

Variablea Number Descriptive Stats 

Instructional Technology 10 23% 

Educational Technology 10 23% 

Instructional Design  9 20% 

Other  9 20% 

Instructional Systems  4 9% 

Information Design 1 2% 

Declined to Answer 1 2% 

Curriculum Design/Development 0 0% 

Library Science/Media Center 0 0% 

Technical Writing 0 0% 

Human Performance Technology/Improvement 0 0% 

aN = 44 

If the participants did not obtain a degree (n=9), they were asked to identify how they 

obtained the knowledge and skills needed to design instruction and develop courses. A list of 

options was provided along with an other option. They were asked to check all that applied. 78% 

(n=7) indicated they received “on the job” training, 67% (n=6) indicated they obtained training 

from a current or previous employer, 44% (n=4) indicated other, 22% (n=2) indicated they read 

“how to” books and took courses from a non-academic institution, and 0% (n=0) indicated they 

took courses from an academic institution and completed a portion of a degree, certificate, or 

certification program. The other options stated by participants were they learned instructional 

design while serving as senior scientist for instructional systems research, paid attention to the e-

learning situation, already had transferable skills, and had greater than five years of independent 

research. These findings are presented in Table 13. 
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Table 13 

Non-degree Knowledge and Skills  

 

Variablea Number Descriptive Stats 

“On the job” training 7 78% 

Training from current or previous employer 6 67% 

Other  4 44% 

Read “how to” books  2 22% 

Took courses from a non-academic institution 2 22% 

Took courses from an academic institution 0 0% 

Completed a portion of a degree/certificate/certification 

program 

0 0% 

aN = 9 

The 12% (n=8) of participants who were currently enrolled or participating in a program 

identified the following programs: 38% (n=3) for both instructional design and educational 

technology, 13% (n=1) instructional technology, and 1 participant did not answer the question. 

These findings are presented in Table 14.  

Table 14 

Currently Enrolled  

       

Variablea Number Descriptive Stats 

Instructional Design 3 38% 

Educational Technology 3 38% 

Instructional Technology 1 13% 

Declined to Answer 1 13% 

aN = 8 

Most of the participants – 67% – had obtained a degree, certificate, or certification. 

Another 14% had not obtained any of the aforementioned options and 12% were currently 

enrolled in a degree, certificate, or certification program. The degrees, certificates, or 
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certifications obtained were either in instructional technology, educational technology, or 

instructional design. 

Research question two. To what extent did the instructional designers’ education 

prepare them to implement ibstpi® standards? The ibstpi® standards were used to further 

understand the level of preparation the degrees, certificates, certifications, or special trainings 

had on the participants’ preparation. Using a four-point Likert scale, the participants were asked 

to select a value that best indicated their level of preparation according to the ibstpi® standards.  

The first standard examined was to what extent did the participants’ education prepare 

them to communicate effectively. Thirty-nine percent (n=26) indicated their degree, certificates, 

certifications, or special training fully prepared and enabled them to communicate effectively 

visually, orally, and in writing. Forty-one percent (n=27) indicated there was some preparation, 

5% (n=3) indicated there was little preparation, 2% (n=1) indicated no preparation, and 14% 

(n=9) did not answer the question.  

The second standard examined was the participants’ perception of how well their 

education prepared them to apply theory. The data indicated the following: 44% (n=29) indicated 

they were fully prepared, 36% (n=24) indicated some preparation, 6% (n=4) indicated little 

preparation, 0% (n=0) indicated no preparation, and 14% (n=9) did not answer the question.  

Participating in professional development was also examined. Thirty-nine percent (n=26) 

of the participants indicated they felt their instructional design related degrees, certificates, 

certifications, or special trainings fully prepared them for participating in professional 

development opportunities. Another 29% (n=19) indicated their education somewhat prepared 

them, while 14% (n=9) indicated their education gave them little preparation for participating in 

professional development opportunities. Three percent (n=2) of the participants indicated their 
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educational program did not prepare them for professional development opportunities, and 15% 

(n=10) did not answer the question.  

The next standard addressed the extent the participants’ education prepared them to 

conduct planning and analysis. This standard addresses the ability to conduct a needs assessment, 

identify the audience you are designing for, select the appropriate instructional techniques, 

analyze technologies, etc. The data showed 44% (n=29) indicated they were fully prepared by 

their education to plan and analyze projects, instructions, etc. Another 35% (n=23) indicated 

their degree somewhat prepared them, 6% (n=4) indicated little preparation, 0% (n=0) indicated 

no preparation, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

The next standard examined was the extent the participants’ education prepared them to 

design content and instructional materials. Forty-seven percent (n=31) indicated they were fully 

prepared, 33% (n=22) indicated there was some preparation, 5% (n=3) indicated there was little 

preparation, 0% (n=0) indicated no preparation, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

Developing content and instructional materials was the next standard examined. Thirty-

nine percent (n=26) indicated they felt their degree fully prepared them for the ability to develop 

content and instructional materials while 38% (n=25) indicated they were somewhat prepared for 

this task. Another 5% (n=3) indicated there was little preparation while 2% (n=1) indicated they 

received no preparation from their educational program for developing content and instructional 

materials. 17% (n=11) did not answer the question.  

Another ibstpi® standard evaluated was the extent the participants’ education prepared 

them to evaluate instructions and instructional materials as a result of their educational program. 

Forty-eight percent (n=32) indicated they were fully prepared to perform this task while another 

24% (n=16) indicated they were somewhat prepared by their educational program to evaluate 
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instructions and instructional materials. Nine percent (n=6) of the participants indicated they 

received little preparation and 0% (n=0) indicated no preparation. Another 18% (n=12) did not 

answer the question.  

The next standard examined how well the participants felt their educational program 

prepared them for revising instructions and instructional materials. Thirty-eight percent (n=25) of 

the participants indicated their educational program fully prepared them for revising instructions 

and instructional materials. Another 35% (n=23) of the participants believed their educational 

program somewhat prepared them for this task while 8% (n=5) indicated little preparation. Three 

percent (n=2) of the participants indicated they received no preparation for this task and 17% 

(n=11) did not answer the question.  

Implementing instructional solutions was the next standard examined. Forty-one percent 

(n=27) indicated they were fully prepared to implement various instructional solutions on the job 

while another 30% (n=20) indicated they were somewhat prepared for this task. Twelve percent 

(n=8) indicated there was little preparation and 0% (n=0) indicated no preparation. Seventeen 

percent (n=11) of the participants did not answer the question.  

The last standard examined was the extent the participants’ education prepared them to 

manage projects, relationships, etc. 30% (n=20) of the participants indicated they were fully 

prepared while another 29% (n=19) indicated some preparation. Fifteen percent (n=10) of the 

participants indicated little preparation while another 6% (n=4) indicated no preparation, and 

20% (n=13) did not answer the question.  

In examining the data as a whole, 48% of the participants felt their education fully 

prepared them to evaluate instructions and instructional materials. Forty-seven percent felt they 

were prepared to design content and instructional materials. Forty-four percent of the participants 
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felt their education fully prepared them to apply theory and planning and analysis. Forty-one 

percent of the participants indicated their education fully prepared them to implement 

instructional solutions. Thirty-nine percent of the participants stated their education fully 

prepared them to communicate effectively, participate in professional development 

opportunities, and develop content and instructional materials. Thirty-eight percent of the 

participants felt fully prepared by their education to revise instructions and instructional 

materials. The participants indicated their education least prepared them for managing, which 

had only 30% of the participants indicating they felt fully prepared. These findings are presented 

in Table 15. 
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Table 15 

ibstpi® Competencies Acquired 

 
ibstpi® Standard Frequency Fully 

Prepared 

Frequency Some 

Preparation 

Frequency Little 

Preparation 

Frequency No 

Preparation 

Frequency Declined 

to Answer 

Evaluating instructions 

and instructional 

materials 

32 48% 16 24% 6 9% 0 0% 12 18% 

Designing content and 

instructional materials  

31 47% 22 33% 3 5% 0 0% 10 15% 

Applying theory 29 44% 24 36% 4 6% 0 0% 9 14% 

Planning and analysis 29 44% 23 35% 4 6% 0 0% 10 15% 

Implementing 

instructional solutions 

27 41% 20 30% 8 12% 0 0% 11 17% 

Communicating 

effectively 

26 39% 27 41% 3 5% 1 2% 9 14% 

Participating in 

professional 

development 

opportunities 

26 39% 19 29% 9 14% 2 3% 10 15% 

Developing content 

and instructional 

materials 

26 39% 25 38% 3 5% 1 2% 11 17% 

Revising instructions 

and instructional 

materials 

25 38% 23 35% 5 8% 2 3% 11 17% 

Managing 20 30% 19 29% 10 15% 4 6% 13 20% 
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The last question asked regarding preparation was the identification of the top three 

knowledge or skills the participants wished they had acquired from their degree, certificate, 

certification, or special training program that would have better prepared them for their career. 

There were a total of 52 participants who submitted responses for this question. Each of the 

participants was able to enter at least three items. Overwhelmingly, project management (n=22) 

was indicated as the top knowledge/skill the participant wished they would have been taught 

more of followed by having more knowledge and experience with authoring tools (n=10), 

working with faculty (n=7), assessing instructions (n=6), and a better understanding of designing 

instructions (n=5). These findings are presented in Table 16. 

Table 16 

Top Three Knowledge and Skills Wish List  

       

Variable n 

Project Management 22 

Authoring Tools 10 

Working with Faculty 7 

Assessing Instructions 6 

Designing Instructions 5 

aN = 52 

Research question three. What knowledge and skills are important to instructional 

designers working at higher education institutions? Using the same ibstpi® standards evaluated 

and discussed in research question one, the researcher sought to identify the level of importance 

the standards have for instructional designers’ careers.  

Communicating effectively visually, orally, and in writing was the first standard 

examined. 77% (n=51) identified the task as very important, 8% (n=5) identified the task as 
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important, 0% (n=0) identified the task as somewhat important, of little importance, and 

unimportant, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

The second standard examined was applying theory. Thirty percent (n=20) of the 

participants identified the task as very important, 36% (n=24) as important, 12% (n=8) as 

somewhat important, 6% (n=4) of little importance, 0% (n=0) as unimportant, and 15% (n=10) 

did not answer the question.  

The next standard examined was participating in professional development opportunities. 

30% (n=20) indicated it as very important, 32% (n=21) reported it as important, 15% (n=10) 

stated it was somewhat important, 5% (n=3) stated it was of little importance, 3% (n=2) 

indicated it was unimportant, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

Planning and analysis was the next standard examined and it was overwhelmingly 

reported by 48% (n=32) of the participants as very important. Another 18% (n=12) indicated it 

was important, 14% (n=9) indicated it was somewhat important, 3% (n=2) indicated it was of 

little importance, 2% (n=1) indicated it was unimportant, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the 

question.  

The next standard examined was designing content and instructional materials. Sixty-one 

percent (n=40) of participants reported this standard as being very important, with another 18% 

(n=12) indicating it as important, and 6% (n=4) reporting it as somewhat important. Zero percent 

(n=0) reported it as of little importance or unimportant. There were 15% (n=10) who did not 

answer the question.  

Developing content and instructional materials was reported by 58% (n=38) as very 

important to their job with 21% (n=14) reporting it as important, and 6% (n=4) stating it was 
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somewhat important. Again, 0% (n=0) reported it as of little importance or unimportant and there 

were 15% (n=10) who did not answer the question.  

The next standard examined was evaluating instructions and instructional materials. The 

following was the data reported: 56% (n=37) indicated it as very important, 17% (n=11) 

indicated it was important, 9% (n=6) indicated it was somewhat important, 3% (n=2) indicated it 

was of little importance, 0% (n=0) indicated it was unimportant, and 15% (n=10) did not answer 

the question.  

Revising instructions was the next standard examined. The data indicated 47% (n=31) as 

very important, 24% (n=16) as important, 11% (n=7) as somewhat important, 3% (n=2) of little 

importance, 0% (n=0) indicated it was unimportant, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

The data for implementing instructional solutions were very similar to revising 

instructions and instructional materials. 47% (n=31) indicated it was very important, 23% (n=15) 

indicated it was important, 12% (n=8) reported it as somewhat important, 2% (n=1) stated it was 

of little importance, 0% (n=0) indicated it was unimportant, and 17% (n=11) did not answer the 

question.  

The last standard examined was the ability to manage projects, relationships, etc. 55% 

(n=36) indicated it was very important, 27% (n=18) indicated it was important, 3% (n=2) 

indicated it was somewhat important, 0% (n=0) indicated it was of little importance or 

unimportant, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

In summary, the participants, 77% of them, overwhelmingly felt communicating 

effectively was very important to their jobs. Sixty-one percent of the participants believed 

designing content and instructional materials was very important with another 58% believing 

developing content and instructional materials was very important. Just as important, 56% of the 
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participants felt evaluating instructions and instructional materials was very important. The 

ability to manage was believed by 55% of the participants to be very important. Another 48% 

believed it was very important for them to plan and analyze. Forty-seven percent believed it was 

very important to revise instructions and instructional materials and implement instructional 

solutions. Only 30% of the participants reported applying theory and participating in professional 

development opportunities were very important. These findings are presented in Table 17. 
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Table 17 

ibstpi® Competencies Important to the Job 

 

ibstpi® Standard Freq. Very 

Important 
Freq Important Freq Somewhat 

Important 

Freq Of Little 

Importance 
Freq Unimportant Freq Declined 

to Answer 

Communicating 

effectively 

51 77% 5 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 10 15% 

Designing content and 

instructional materials  

40 61% 12 18% 4 6% 0 0% 0 0% 10 15% 

Developing content 

and instructional 

materials 

38 58% 14 21% 4 6% 0 0% 0 0% 10 15% 

Evaluating instructions 

and instructional 

materials 

37 56% 11 17% 6 9% 2 3% 0 0% 10 15% 

Managing 36 55% 18 27% 2 3% 0% 0% 0 0% 10 15% 

Planning and analysis 32 48% 12 18% 9 14% 2 3% 1 2% 10 15% 

Revising instructions 

and instructional 

materials 

31 47% 16 24% 7 11% 2 3% 0 0% 10 15% 

Implementing 

instructional solutions 

31 47% 15 23% 8 12% 1 2% 0 0% 11 17% 

Applying theory 20 30% 24 36% 8 12% 4 6% 0 0% 10 15% 

Participating in 

professional 

development 

opportunities 

20 30% 21 32% 10 15% 3 5% 2 3% 10 15% 
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To further understand the knowledge and skills needed, the researcher asked the 

participants to identify which technology tools were important to their career. The researcher 

believes the participants’ knowledge of and skills with using various technology tools is a sub 

category of additional skills needed by the participants. This question was asked using a six-

point Likert scale with one indicating no experience and six indicating very important. There 

were 58% (n=38) of participants indicating having knowledge of and/or experience with using a 

Learning Management System was very important. Another 17% (n=11) identified it as 

important, while 8% (n=5) indicated it was somewhat important, 0% (n=0) indicated it was of 

little importance, 2% (n=1) indicated it was unimportant, and 2% (n=1) had no experience. 15% 

(n=10) did not answer the question.  

 When examining the importance of having knowledge of and/or experience with using 

html/html5, 17% (n=11) indicated it was very important. Eighteen percent (n=12) identified it as 

important, 27% (n=18) identified it as somewhat important, 9% (n=6) indicated it was of little 

importance, 6% (n=4) indicated it was unimportant, 8% (n=5) had no experience with it, and 

15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

 Articulate Storyline and Studio were the next technology tools examined. Eight percent 

(n=5) indicated it was very important, 12% (n=8) identified it as important, 15% (n=10) stated it 

was somewhat important, 21% (n=14) indicated it was of little importance, 6% (n=4) indicated it 

was unimportant, 21% (n=14) had no experience with the software, and 17% (n=11) did not 

answer the question. 

 The importance of Adobe Dreamweaver was examined next. The results indicated that 

12% (n=8) stated it was very important, 15% (n=10) indicated it was important, 20% (n=13) 
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identified it somewhat important, 15% (n=10) stated it was of little importance, 11% (n=7) said it 

was unimportant, 12% (n=8) had no experience, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

 The importance of Adobe Photoshop was examined next. Eight percent (n=5) indicated it 

was very important to their career, 14% (n=9) identified it as important, 21% (n=14) stated it was 

somewhat important, 17% (n=11) identified it was of little importance as well as it was 

unimportant, 9% (n=6) had no experience, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

 The other Adobe product examined was Adobe Illustrator. Three percent (n=2) indicated 

the software was very important, 6% (n=4) indicated it was important, 17% (n=11) indicated it 

was somewhat important as well as it was of little importance, 27% (n=18) indicated it was 

unimportant, and 15% (n=10) stated they did not have any experience with the same amount 

declining to answer the question.  

 The participants were also asked to identify the importance of using audio editing 

software such as Audacity to their job. Twelve percent (n=8) of the participants indicated it was 

very important, 21% (n=14) identified the software as important as well as somewhat important, 

14% (n=9) stated it was of little importance, 9% (n=6) identified the software as unimportant, 

8% (n=5) had no experience with the software, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

 The next technology tool examined was Camtasia/Captivate. Twenty-one percent (n=14) 

identified knowledge of and/or experience with this technology was very important and 17% 

(n=11) indicated this technology was important, somewhat important, and of little importance. 

Another 8% (n=5) indicated it was unimportant, 6% (n=4) reported no experience with the 

software, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

 Microsoft Office Suite was examined next and the data were very similar to the Learning 

Management Systems data. Fifty-eight percent (n=38) of the participants indicated having 
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knowledge of and/or experience with Microsoft Office Suite was very important to their career. 

Another 15% (n=10) identified it as important, 8% (n=5) indicated it was somewhat important, 

3% (n=2) indicated it was of little importance, 0% (n=0) identified it as unimportant, 2% (n=1) 

indicated no experience, and 15% (n=10) did not answer the question.  

 Having knowledge of and/or experience with synchronous web tools appeared to be 

important to the participants’ careers based on the results. Thirty-three percent (n=22) of the 

participants identified it as very important with another 18% (n=12) indicating it was important, 

24% (n=16) stating it was somewhat important, 8% (n=5) stating it was of little importance, 0% 

(n=0) indicating it was unimportant, 2% (n=1) indicating no experience, and 15% (n=10) not 

answering the question.  

 The researcher also asked the participants to identify any other technology tools they use 

on the job they believed were important. Some other tools identified included Premiere Pro, 

Unity, WordPress, surveys, video production and editing, web 2.0 applications, Adobe Presenter, 

Softchalk, Kaltura, Respondus, flow chart tools, wikis, file sharing, FTP, Adobe Connect, 

Content Management Systems such as SharePoint, Drupal, Joomla, etc., Blackboard Collaborate, 

and Zoom Videoconferencing. While no specific tools were listed, there were also comments 

referencing the use of asynchronous tools that facilitated engagement on mobile devices. One 

participant further stated the importance of not just knowing and using the tools, but also 

troubleshooting the tools and any potential browser related issues associated with the tools.  

In summary, the Learning Management Systems (58%) and Microsoft Office Suite (58%) 

were indicated to be the most important technology tools used. Thirty-three percent identified 

synchronous web tools as very important. Articulate (8%), Adobe Photoshop (8%), and Adobe 

Illustrator (3%) were the tools that were least important (see 8). 
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Table 18 

Technology Tools Important to the Job 

 
ibstpi® Standard Freq. Very 

Important 

Freq. Important Freq. Somewhat 

Important 

Freq. Of Little 

Importance 

Freq. Unimportant Freq. No 

Experience 

Freq Declined to 

Answer 

Learning 

Management 

Systems (e.g. 

Blackboard, 

Canvas, D2L, 

Moodle, etc.) 

38 58% 11 17% 5 8% 0 0% 1 2% 1 2% 10 15% 

Microsoft Office 

Suite 

38 58% 10 15% 5 8% 2 3% 0 0% 1 2% 10 15% 

Synchronous web 

tools (instant 

message, 

GoToMeeting, 

Skype, etc.) 

22 33% 12 18% 16 24% 5 8% 0 0% 1 2% 10 15% 

Camtasia/Captivate 14 21% 11 17% 11 17% 11 17% 5 8% 4 6% 10 15% 

HTML/HTML5 11 17% 12 18% 18 27% 6 9% 4 6% 5 8% 10 15% 

Adobe 

Dreamweaver 

8 12% 10 15% 13 20% 10 15% 7 11% 8 12% 10 15% 

Audio editing 

software  

8 12% 14 21% 14 21% 9 14% 6 9% 5 8% 10 15% 

Articulate 

(Storyline or 

Studio) 

5 8% 8 12% 10 15% 14 21% 4 6% 14 21% 11 17% 

Adobe Photoshop  5 8% 9 14% 14 21% 11 17% 11 17% 6 9% 10 15% 

Adobe Illustrator 2 3% 4 6% 11 17% 11 17% 18 27% 10 15% 10 15% 
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Research question four. What is the relationship between preparation and important 

knowledge and skills of instructional designers working at higher education institutions? This 

research question sought to examine if there was a relationship between the instructional 

designers’ preparation – education – and the knowledge and skills – as identified by ibstpi® 

standards – they know and exhibited. Education was defined as the degrees the participants had 

indicated they had received. In SPSS 23, the degrees were coded as follows: 1 = certificate, 2 = 

certification, 3 = associate’s, 4 = bachelor’s, 5 = master’s, 6 = specialist, and 7 = doctorate.  

From the ibstpi® standards, there were ten areas examined. The ten areas covered the five 

domains – professional foundations, planning and analysis, design and development, evaluation 

and implementation, and management. The ten areas examined were communicating effectively 

visually, orally, and in writing; applying theory; participating in professional development 

opportunities; planning and analysis; designing content and instructional materials; 

implementing instructional solutions; managing; developing content and instructional materials; 

evaluating instructions and instructional materials; and revising instructions and instructional 

materials. A Spearman’s rank order correlation was conducted to determine this relationship as 

measured by the participants’ education and the ibstpi® standards. For this analysis, the 

education and knowledge and skills were input into SPSS as ordinal variables.  

The first relationship examined was between education and the participants’ perception 

of how well their education prepared them to communicate effectively visually, orally, and in 

writing. There was no statistically significant relationship between these items, rs(50) = .149, p = 

.293.  

The second relationship examined was between education and the participants’ 

perception of how well their education prepared them to apply theory. An examination of the 



 

83 

Spearman’s rho correlation coefficient revealed there was a moderate positive correlation 

between education and applying theory. There was a statistically significant relationship between 

the two, rs(50) = .355, p = .010. Therefore, there is strong evidence to believe a relationship 

exists between education and applying theory. As level of education increases so does the 

instructional designers’ perception of their preparedness from their degree program to apply 

theory when designing and developing course content.  

The next relationship examined was between education and the participants’ perception 

of how well their education prepared them for participating in professional development 

opportunities. There was no statistically significant relationship between these items, rs(49) = 

.134, p = .350.  

The relationship between education and the participants’ perception of how well their 

education prepared them for planning and analysis was examined next. There was no statistically 

significant relationship between them, rs(49) = .148, p = .299.  

The next relationship examined was between education and the participants’ perception 

of how well their education prepared them for designing content and instructional materials. 

There was no statistically significant relationship between these items, rs(49) = .201, p = .158.  

The relationship between education and the participants’ perception of how well their 

education prepared them for implementing instructional solutions was examined next. There was 

no statistically significant relationship between them, rs(48) = .021, p = .882. 

 The relationship between education and the participants’ perception of how well their 

education prepared them to manage was examined. There was no statistically significant 

relationship between these items, rs(46) = .030, p = .839.  
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The next relationship examined was between education and the participants’ perception 

of how well their education prepared them for developing content and instructional materials. 

There was no statistically significant relationship between these items, rs(48) = .170, p = .237. 

 The relationship between education and the participants’ perception of how well their 

education prepared them for evaluating instructions and instructional materials was examined 

next. An examination of the Spearman’s rho correlation coefficient revealed there was a weak 

positive correlation between education and evaluating instructions and instructional materials. 

There was a statistically significant relationship between the two, rs(47) = .296, p = .039. There 

is strong evidence to believe a relationship exists between education and evaluating instructions 

and instructional materials. As level of education increases so does the instructional designers’ 

perception of their preparedness from their degree program to evaluate instructions and 

instructional materials.  

The last relationship examined was between education and revising instructions and 

instructional materials. An examination of the Spearman’s rho correlation coefficient revealed 

there was a weak positive correlation between education and revising instructions and 

instructional materials. There was a statistically significant relationship between the two, rs(48) = 

.287, p = .043. There is strong evidence to believe a relationship exists between education and 

revising instructions and instructional materials. As level of education increases so does the 

instructional designers’ perception of their preparedness from their degree program to revise 

instructions and instructional materials. 

In summary, the data indicated there was a statistically significant relationship between 

education and three of the ibstpi® standards. The relationship between education and applying 

theory was a moderate positive correlation. The relationship between education and evaluating 
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instructions and instructional materials was a weak positive correlation. The relationship between 

education and revising instructions and instructional materials was a weak positive correlation. 

There is strong evidence to believe individuals who had obtained a degree in instructional design 

or instructional technology had a deeper understanding and knowledge of applying theory, 

evaluating instructions and instructional materials, and revising instructions and instructional 

materials and were better prepared for their careers. Therefore, as level of education increases so 

does the instructional designers’ perception of their preparedness from their degree program to 

apply theory, evaluate instructions and instructional materials, and revise instructions and 

instructional materials when designing and developing course content. Table 19 displays the 

correlation between education and all the ibstpi® standards’ variables.  
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Table 19 

 

Spearman’s Rho Correlation Results 

 
Variables 1-5  Education Communicating Applying 

Theory 

Participating in 

Professional 

Development  

Planning and 

Analysis 

Designing 

Content and 

Instructional 

Materials 

 

Education Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

1.000 

 

52 

.149 

.293 

52 

.355 

.010* 

52 

.134 

.350 

51 

.148 

.299 

51 

.201 

.158 

51 

 

Communicating  Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

.149 

.293 

52 

1.000 

 

57 

.666 

.000 

57 

.421 

.001 

56 

.409 

.002 

56 

.491 

.000 

56 

 

Applying Theory Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

.355 

.010* 

52 

.666 

.000 

57 

1.000 

 

57 

.416 

.001 

56 

.438 

.001 

56 

.441 

.001 

56 

 

Participating in 

Professional 

Development  

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

.134 

.350 

51 

.421 

.001 

56 

.416 

.001 

56 

1.000 

 

56 

.368 

.005 

56 

.269 

.045 

56 

 

Planning and 

Analysis 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

.148 

.299 

51 

.409 

.002 

56 

.438 

.001 

56 

.368 

.005 

56 

1.000 

 

56 

.482 

.000 

56 

 

Designing 

Content and 

Instructional 

Materials  

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

.201 

.158 

51 

.491 

.000 

56 

.441 

.001 

56 

.269 

.045 

56 

.482 

.000 

56 

1.000 

 

56 

 *Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)



 

87 

Table 19 continued… 

Variables 6-10  Education Implementing 

Instructional 

Solutions 

Managing Developing 

Content and 

Instructional 

Materials 

Evaluating 

Instructions 

and 

Instructional 

Materials 

Revising 

Instructions 

and 

Instructional 

Materials 

Education Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

 

1.000 

 

52 

.021 

.882 

50 

.030 

.839 

48 

.170 

.237 

50 

.296 

.039* 

49 

.287 

.043* 

50 

Implementing 

Instructional 

Solutions 

 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

.021 

.882 

50 

1.000 

 

55 

.671 

.000 

53 

.668 

.000 

55 

.679 

.000 

54 

.777 

.000 

55 

Managing Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

 

.030 

.839 

48 

.671 

.000 

53 

1.000 

 

53 

.557 

.000 

53 

.577 

.000 

53 

.629 

.000 

53 

Developing 

Content and 

Instructional 

Materials 

 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

.170 

.237 

50 

.668 

.000 

55 

.557 

.000 

53 

1.000 

 

55 

.646 

.000 

54 

.652 

.000 

55 

Evaluating 

Instructions and 

Instructional 

Materials  

 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

.296 

.039* 

49 

.679 

.000 

54 

.577 

.000 

53 

.646 

.000 

54 

1.000 

 

54 

.652 

.000 

54 

Revising 

Instructions and 

Instructional 

Materials 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

.287 

.043* 

50 

.777 

.000 

55 

.629 

.000 

53 

.652 

.000 

55 

.652 

.000 

54 

1.000 

 

55 

*Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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Phase II: Qualitative  

In this phase of the explanatory sequential mixed-methods research design, the researcher 

conducted interviews with the participants. The qualitative data added value to the initial 

quantitative findings (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Therefore, the purpose of this phase was 

for the participants to further explain how they believe their education prepared them for their 

career at a higher education institution and discuss their actual experiences in this role.  

In order to collect the data for this phase, the researcher conducted interviews with five 

instructional designers who were/are currently employed as instructional designers at higher 

education institutions in the United States. Table 20 gives a brief portrait of the participants.  

Table 20 

Brief Portraits of Participants 

 

Participants Institution Title Education Years of 

Experience 

Emma Southern Research 

University 

Instructional 

Designer 

Master’s in 

Instructional Design 

and Technology 

1 – 5 years 

Laura Midwestern Private 

University 

Course 

Developer 

Certificate in 

Information Design 

1 – 5 years 

Heather Western Research 

University 

Instructional 

Designer 

Doctorate in 

Instructional Design 

and Master’s in 

Educational 

Technology 

6 – 10 years 

Ava Southern Technical 

University 

Instructional 

Designer 

Doctorate in 

Instructional 

Technology 

6 – 10 years 

Sarah Northeastern 

Community College 

Instructional 

Designer 

Master’s in 

Instructional Design 

1 -5 years 
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Research question five. What are the lived experiences of instructional designers as 

related to daily activities in their professional role? This research question sought to identify the 

daily experiences of instructional designers working at higher education institutions in the United 

States. In this section, the researcher first identifies the themes that emerged from the interviews. 

Secondly, data to support the themes are provided with an in-depth discussion about the 

participants’ experiences and how they align with the ibstpi® standards that are used as the 

framework for this study.  

 Education. Most of the individuals who participated in the interviews had a master’s or 

doctorate degree in instructional design or a related field with one of the participants – Heather – 

having both a master’s and doctorate in related fields. Only one of the participants had a 

certification. Emma, Heather, and Sarah had obtained a master’s degree and reported their 

programs were either project based or focused on programming or the instructional design 

process. In contrast, Heather and Ava had obtained a doctorate degree and reported their 

programs were more theoretically based and focused on instructional design principles and 

practices. Laura had obtained a certificate and stated that her program was more technical based 

and focused on user experience. 

 Through further conversations about the participants’ education, it was discovered that 

the participants had varying thoughts about how their education prepared them for their careers. 

Emma reported her master’s degree “prepared me as well as any degree can prepare you for a 

job. In that, there was a lot of theory involved especially at first.” The incorporation of theory in 

another master’s degree program was echoed by Sarah who stated “my degree included, not only 

did it include learning theory and instructional design and talking about adult learning and 

motivation, it also talked about business planning and project management and breakdown 
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structures, and understanding how that aspect of it worked, which really fit into what I was 

doing.” In the end, Sarah stated, “I don’t think there’s a single course that I took that I didn’t 

think applied somewhere within my training afterwards.” Heather stated that she learned a lot 

about programming, which helped her to learn software programs such as Captivate quickly. 

With this knowledge, she was able to identify software, which would benefit the instructions she 

was designing.  

Rather than receiving hands-on instructional design experience, Heather – the participant 

who had received a master’s and doctorate in the field – stated, 

And from my PhD, my program really didn’t teach you instructional design. But it was 

most theoretical background and that helped instructional design principles those kinds of 

things. But we didn’t get hands on experiences working as an instructional designer. I 

think because that program is more helpful finding a job teaching to prepare faculty but 

not to prepare instructional design. 

 

Therefore, she learned more about theory, which enhanced her existing knowledge of 

instructional design principles and attributed the lack of instructional design experience received 

from the doctorate program due to the program preparing you more for a job as faculty rather 

than working as an instructional designer.  

Ava stated that her degree “exposed me to a whole world of pedagogy and andragogy, 

from the students, from the young adult perspective to the full adult perspective.” This provided 

more insight into different theories and practices that should be considered when developing 

instructions for learners of different ages and who have different intelligence, cultures, etc.  

Laura worked as a course developer and realized she needed more technical skills, which 

led her to the certificate program, which she completed at a public university. She stated, “The 

certificate program that I took had a lot more technical skills formatted for if I wanted to actually 

make application and the actual design and usability. So I always like to say that my program 
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based more on user experience versus true information design.” While the technical skills she 

learned in the certificate program were different from what she used on the job, she was able to 

gain a better understanding of the skills needed for a traditional instructional design job.  

ADDIE. During the interviews, there were discussions about various models used on the 

job. In this section, we will discuss the ADDIE model, which was known and/or used by all of 

the interview participants. ADDIE stands for analyzing, designing, developing, implementing, 

and evaluating. As the researcher analyzed the data, she discovered that the participants who had 

obtained a degree – Emma, Heather, Ava, and Sarah – had a more in-depth knowledge and a 

somewhat different use of the ADDIE model compared to Laura, the participant who had 

obtained a certificate and was a course developer. This is evident by the statements made by the 

participants and the researcher’s examination of those statements below.  

The participants who were instructional designers – Emma, Heather, Ava, and Sarah – 

had a somewhat different use of the ADDIE model as they designed and developed courses. 

Emma and Heather noted that very little analysis about the learners was conducted mainly 

because the learners – college students – were known. Emma stated, 

When I’m helping my faculty design the course, the only analysis to some extent is ok 

you’re teaching a 100 level course so I’m going to pretty well assume you got 

freshmen…there’s no problem to analyze like in a workplace. 

 

Therefore, the goal is to help the faculty design quality courses while considering the 

content and classification of the learners.  

Heather stated she used the ADDIE model as she developed learning objects. Again, the 

analysis component was skipped “because we pretty much know our learner characteristics here. 

And for online learners, we know most of them are adult learners. So I didn’t really do learner 

analysis every time.” The design began with creating a storyboard followed by the development 
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of the learning object. The initial implementation was conducted when the learning object was 

being reviewed by the instructor and students. While implementation did not take place when the 

learning object was being delivered, the learning object was evaluated by the instructional 

designer and some of her colleagues. 

Ava explained how she used the ADDIE model with the faculty she worked with. The 

faculty members at her institution do not have any understanding of instructional design and she 

considered them to be blank canvases. Rather than pressure the faculty with instructional design 

models and processes, Ava stated she incorporated the ADDIE model in her instructions as she 

guided the faculty members through the development of their course content. Therefore, while 

the faculty members were not necessarily aware they were using the ADDIE model, they were 

indeed following an instructional design model to develop their course content. As a result, the 

participant concluded the ADDIE model was more appropriate and easier to implement with her 

faculty. During that conversation, the researcher concluded Ava conducted her own analysis of 

the faculty she was working with and adapted her processes to meet their needs. This was an 

excellent example of how the analysis phase of the ADDIE model was used beyond designing 

course content.  

Sarah used the ADDIE model in the development of film production content for her 

institution. In determining what content to include, she applied the ADDIE model by first 

analyzing the situation and the learning outcomes. Then, she designed it – storyboard, and so 

forth. As she worked with faculty, she had a similar response as Ava. ADDIE is not required at 

her institution, but when she worked with faculty members, she implemented it in her process.  

Laura stated the certificate program provided “basic knowledge of the model [ADDIE] so 

that when I talk to other people and they referenced it, I had a general idea of what they were 
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talking about, but none of the courses actually went in depth.” Even with that distinction, Laura 

noted her job as a course developer still required use of the model, just in a different form. As a 

course developer, an analysis of the course was still performed and then the content was 

developed. The design of the content followed a standardized template that is used across the 

board between all courses. The implementation component was the passing of the course content 

development and design to the instructional designer who designed the content in the learning 

management system (LMS). Evaluation of the content was completed by the instructional 

designer.  

 The use of ADDIE by instructional designers varied amongst the participants and the 

faculty members they worked with. The researcher believed the use of the ADDIE model can be 

best summarized by these statements from some of the participants. Ava stated, “I am basically 

using the basic ADDIE model, with trying to get them [faculty] to understand basic concepts of 

what they [faculty] should be considering when designing their courses.” Heather stated, “I 

picked up this model because it is a quick one. It’s really easy to follow and to remember.” 

Theory, principles, other instructional design models. There were also other theories, 

principles, and instructional design models mentioned and/or used by the instructional designers 

in the development of course content. Heather and her colleagues at the Western Research 

University used Gagné Nine Events of Instructions to structure the navigational menu in online 

courses. For example, “the first page was the overview and then from the learning objectives and 

then follow the content, the lectures, and the assessments.” This approach was the backbone of 

the course and was the template used for the development of all online courses at that institution. 

Heather further stated she was also knowledgeable of Dick and Carey’s model, Keller’s ARCS 

Model of Motivational Design, rapid prototyping, and Merrill’s First Principles of Instruction. 
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While she stated these models were not used often, she was aware of them and able to apply 

them to various projects as needed.  

Sarah stated she applied Keller’s ARCS model in almost everything she completed as she 

found it to be useful for adult learning and motivating people. In her practices, she used the 

model to design and tailor instructions that are relevant and interesting to the adult learner in 

hopes of delivering content that will increase the learner’s confidence and give them satisfaction.  

In the end, “it’s about making sure you tailor what you’re doing to build up some confidence, 

and give them satisfaction.”  

Bruner’s Constructivist Theory was another theory used in the development of content by 

Sarah. Sarah stated,  

…Bruner is a little bit more about constructivists and experiential learning. I love how he 

talks about that if you've read Shakespeare, or even Hamlet, then you can't go to certain 

castles and not hear Hamlet in your head. Once something is there, then you have to tap 

back into that. 

 

From an instructional standpoint, Sarah identified what content the learner already possessed and 

used that information as a foundation for developing and integrating new concepts. As Sarah 

developed content for an early childhood course, she stated, 

…I tell myself that I don't need to teach them [the students] from the beginning, they 

already know something, it's about tapping into what they know and making sure that 

they understand that what they're doing applies to this theory, and putting the two things 

together. 
 

To ensure the courses were quality, Ava and Heather mentioned the use of various 

evaluation standards in their course development process. The Quality Matters rubric and 

Blackboard exemplary course standards were used to evaluate the quality of the online courses at 

the institutions where Ava and Heather were employed. At the Southern Technical University 

where the faculty developed their own courses, Ava stated the rubric is offered as a guideline for 

developing content. Ava stated,  



 

95 

What I had done was developed a rubric to look at the design of their [the faculty] 

courses, to help improve the quality of courses. When I started this job, there wasn't any 

type of rubric or quality measurement being used. They had a quality measurement, but 

there was no evidence that it was used…the faculty had that [the rubric] to use as a 

guideline… 

 

At the Western Research University where the instructional designer developed the courses, 

Heather stated the rubric and standards are adhered to by her team and are incorporated into the 

master template. The courses are structured with Gagné Nine Events of Instructions and “then 

we also incorporate the Quality Matters framework…and Blackboard exemplary course 

standards. So we combined them [Quality Matters framework and Blackboard exemplary course 

standards] and we have our own evaluation criteria.”  

 ibstpi® knowledge. Of the participants interviewed, Sarah was the only one who was 

knowledgeable of and used the ibstpi® standards to develop course content. She used and 

referred to them often to stay abreast of the practices as she does not use them every day. She 

stated,  

I’m pretty familiar with those ones because I strongly support the idea that we should 

become a professional practice…I actually have them on my desktop. I have them saved, 

not just the instructional design ones, but actually even the education one, you know the 

instructor, and also the online student. 

 

While the other participants – Emma, Laura, Heather, and Ava – had not heard of the 

ibstpi® standards, they were aware of many of the competencies as they had learned them from 

their educational program and were implementing them on the job. Therefore, all of the 

participants were using the competencies, but only one was aware that they were based on 

ibstpi®. Two of the competencies that were discussed in depth were professional development 

and management.  

Professional development competency is a part of the professional foundations domain. 

Emma, Heather, and Sarah belong to a professional organization such as AECT and took 
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advantage of the resources such as reading the TechTrends journal and whitepapers that are 

offered as part of that membership. The use of social media such as Facebook, Linkedin, and 

Twitter to follow and read posts and tweets from other instructional designers was also 

mentioned as another resource used by Emma, Heather, and Ava to stay knowledgeable about 

instructional design. Heather and Ava mentioned they attended and/or presented at international 

and local conferences and participated in training workshops held at their institution. In 

particular, Heather stated, “I still attend the professional conference every year. I try to go to one 

nationally or internationally and one locally.” Ava stated she communicated and collaborated 

with colleagues and with individuals from her doctorate program. Sarah served as a peer 

reviewer of a journal article and stated she “usually do[es] one review a year. I like that because 

it really keeps you in with what people are writing about.” The reading of blogs and articles from 

journals and The Chronicle of Higher Education was another way Emma, Heather, Ava, and 

Sarah reported as staying current on instructional design. In contrast to all the aforementioned 

professional development opportunities, Laura stated, “we really didn’t have too many 

professional development opportunities available. So it was more so we discussed things like that 

in our department meetings if there was something we needed to know.”  

Management is perhaps the most important ibstpi® competency – as indicated by the in-

depth discussions of the participants shown in this section. It was important for the instructional 

designers to have the ability to manage people, projects, and/or time.  

When it came to managing people, Laura and Emma discussed the individuals they 

collaborated with in the creation of course content. For instance, Laura was the point of contact 

for the faculty member. She stated,  
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once you start working with your SME, you are basically the go to person for everything 

that SME needs. So, I was the person that they talked to to discuss media. Then, I would 

have to go to the media producers to figure out how we would implement the SME's 

ideas. If they wanted something that was kind of off the template, our standard template 

in the course design, then that's when I would have to go and discuss with the 

instructional designers. In terms of obtaining journal articles or things of that nature, we 

had people where we got permissions from. So I was the first point for all questions from 

the SME. All the way through course launch. 

 

It is evident from this statement that Laura worked with the faculty, media team, 

instructional designer, copyright/permissions department, project manager, etc. Each of these 

individuals would have to respond and provide the necessary content (e.g. lecture recording, 

approved journal article, etc.) to Laura so she could complete the development of content. 

Therefore, Laura worked with a variety of people to develop the course content which resulted in 

her having to manage the various people involved in the process. 

Emma was afforded the opportunity to have staff that supported the instructional design 

team. At the Southern Research University she worked at, she stated 

I have support under me…I’ve got four instructional support staff and four student 

workers that I can divvy some of that [course content] out to. So while I’m ultimately 

responsible for them, I’ve got help and I’ve got support. 

 

These individuals supported Emma and her colleagues in the building of course content within 

the LMS. While Emma was responsible for the projects, the support staff and students provided a 

tremendous amount of assistance. As with Laura, Emma had to manage the support staff to 

ensure the course content was developed properly and within a timely manner.  

Each of the participants stated they were also responsible for managing courses and 

projects. The number of courses and projects the participants reported managing ranged by 

participants, the availability of support staff, and the instructional design model employed by 

their institution. For Heather, whose instructional design model consisted of her designing all the 

course content and developing it in the LMS, she stated, “each one of us got four to five to six 
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courses. We did everything…We don’t really have project management software. So usually we 

use a whiteboard to try and keep everything on task.” For Emma, whose model included training 

and guiding faculty to design and develop their own content, she stated, “I probably work on or 

touch, and that can be anywhere from a full course build to copying it over and changing a 

couple of dates, probably about 40 faculty or 40 course sites. And probably five or six or seven 

different projects during an entire semester.” Laura, the course developer, reported she was 

responsible for developing the content for five to eight courses for a given semester. She stated, 

“…project management is I think actually more important than writing the course. Like I said, 

you can’t miss your deadline.” Regardless of the number of courses and projects each of the 

individuals were responsible for, each of them reported it was extremely important for them to 

manage their courses and projects.   

Just as important as course and project management was time management. All of the 

five interview participants reported time management as a must. Emma, who had obtained a 

master’s degree, stated the following regarding time management, “it is the utmost 

importance…and it’s a lot of communication with those folks that I have helping me.” Sarah 

stated “prioritizing is always a big thing.” Laura, the course developer, stated, “Oh that was a 

must. You could never…you were told never to miss a deadline.” 

In order to manage their time and deliver courses by the deadline, the participants used 

various techniques. All of the interview participants reported doing one or more of the following: 

creating schedules, setting deadlines, using Outlook calendars to manage projects and deadlines, 

maintaining open communication, discussing work and personal schedules (i.e. doctor 

appointments, vacations, etc.) with the faculty, and using a whiteboard to track the development.  
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 Collaboration. As indicated in the management discussion, collaboration was key to the 

overall effectiveness of managing time for all five of the interview participants. This was evident 

in Laura’s statement: “At the beginning of the course, you created a schedule for yourself along 

with your supervisor and it was also discussed with the subject-matter expert in case they had a 

vacation or something like that.” It was also important to the instructional designers in 

completing their daily tasks as Emma stated, “there’s a lot of collaboration that goes on within 

our team which is nice.” The level of collaboration varied depending on the size of the institution 

or the instructional design team. In addition to working with faculty in some capacity to put their 

courses online, each of the participants reported collaborating with their colleagues. Colleagues 

could include project managers, program coordinator, other instructional designers within their 

department or the university system, course developers, media personnel, instructional support 

staff, students, copyright/permissions department, training and continuing education 

departments, the library, programmers, or the information technology team. Each of these 

individuals aided the participants in developing course content or designing the course within the 

LMS. Collaborating with the training department meant for some instructional designers actually 

teaching face-to-face or online workshops to faculty on how to teach online or use the LMS or 

other software. Therefore, training was another skill in addition to course design that was 

necessary. Laura’s role required her to collaborate with many of the individuals mentioned 

above. She summed it up as “it’s a true collaboration.”  

Software. All of the interview participants reported they used a variety of software to 

design or develop the course content. The use of various pieces of software aided the participants 

in designing and developing engaging and quality online courses. Discussion of software 

follows. 
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Perhaps the most important piece of software was the LMS, which included Blackboard, 

Canvas, and eLearning (Jenzabar product). Heather and Ava even had transitioned from other 

LMS to one of the aforementioned ones and they had to learn the new LMS and then train 

faculty on how to use it. In addition to learning the LMS, they also reported having to learn the 

different tools within the LMS such as the web conferencing tools (e.g. Blackboard Collaborate, 

Canvas Conferences, etc.), blogs, wiki, pages, etc. The disadvantage each of the participants, 

except Laura, stated was not obtaining knowledge or experience with the LMS from their 

educational program. Emma stated, “…when I was going through my master’s program, we 

didn’t cover LMS. And I design in Blackboard, I support faculty in Blackboard. I had to get all 

of that on the job. So, my master’s program could not prepare me for that.” Therefore, on-the-job 

training was required and Emma stated on-the-job training played “a huge part” when learning 

how to use the LMS.  

Having knowledge of HTML/HTML5 was identified as very important for one 

participant and for some others it was somewhat important. Heather stated HTML/HTML5 was 

very important and she used Dreamweaver to create the course content and then uploaded it to 

the LMS. Therefore, some basic knowledge of HTML coding was necessary to edit coding 

within Dreamweaver. She stated, “with Blackboard, it’s very important. Because before we used 

Dreamweaver and then used the WebDav to upload content to Blackboard.” There were times 

when content was created directly within the LMS and basic knowledge of HTML coding was 

necessary. Therefore, Heather stated, “in order to override some of the things [in the LMS], you 

still need HTML knowledge…” Emma indicated she used Dreamweaver to build tables or other 

content and import that content into the LMS. She believed they had more control and freedom 

to edit the content with Dreamweaver than the LMS allowed, which meant she really did not 
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write much code from scratch. Laura had actual coding knowledge that she felt benefited her on 

the job even though she was not necessarily using that knowledge to complete her tasks.  

Emma and Sarah reported using Articulate Storyline and stated it was used to build 

interactive content for learners. The use of Storyline enhanced the course and allowed the 

instructional designers to easily create engaging experiences for the learner. Sarah even wished 

she had the opportunity to create more and larger interactive activities using Storyline. However, 

she was limited by the amount of time she had to create these activities in addition to performing 

other more important tasks. Sarah stated,  

I just created small ones [interactive grammar activities] because for one like I said I 

don’t want to tackle my way into something really large because I know I can do them, 

but they can see that I can do such a good job on it, they’re going to start making me do 

more and more of them, and I’m not quite ready. 

 

Even with the activities she created, faculty members have really liked them, but she 

knew she had limited resources and would not be able to adequately create additional learning 

objects while fulfilling her other duties. Heather and Ava stated they did not have Articulate 

Storyline, but they knew about it and had a desire to use it to create videos or other interactive 

content.  

Creating a course that is aesthetically pleasing to the learner was important to Emma. To 

achieve this goal, Emma stated, “I used Adobe Photoshop to enhance or change graphics, to 

make the course site more interesting, to put a course banner in the course site.” While Emma 

did not perform a lot of photo editing, having basic knowledge and skills of Adobe Photoshop 

was important for creating those banners. Heather stated using Adobe Photoshop was not 

necessary even though she had the skills because she “did learn Adobe Photoshop in graduate 

school. But we don’t use Adobe Photoshop as much because we have professional graphic 

designers.”  
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  Emma and Sarah reported using audio editing software such as Audacity, Audition, and 

GarageBand to record and edit audio/music for course content. Sarah stated, “I used Audition to 

record [audio] to bring into Storyline because I wanted a better sound quality for it.” Heather 

reported she had not used the software on her job even though she had knowledge and skills with 

using various audio editing software.  

For Heather, who did not have an Articulate Storyline license, she mainly used Camtasia 

or Adobe Captivate to create instructional or informational videos and to assist faculty with 

creating lectures for the online course. For instance, Heather stated,  

And Captivate I still use it because faculty they want to have some quiz questions on top 

of the presentations/lectures. So we use Captivate and Camtasia to create those. And also 

we have some programs that use a lot of drag and drop activities; so we also use 

Captivate to create those drag and drop activities. 

 

Heather and Sarah reported using Echo 360, Premiere Pro, or Green Screen technology to 

create instructional content or to edit existing instructional videos. In some cases, the faculty 

used video editing software to create lectures. Therefore, Heather and Sarah reported they had to 

train faculty on how to use the software. In other instances, Heather reported using eLearning 

Brothers or other online resources to locate and use templates to build content. She stated, “We 

do have eLearning Brothers. They have some templates for Captivate, Camtasia, or Flash. So if 

we want to do something quick we can go in and find a template and start from there.”  

Every interview participant stated Microsoft Office was important and used daily. It was 

used to send email correspondence to faculty and colleagues; to create documents, tutorials, and 

to teach faculty how to create accessible documents; to create spreadsheets to monitor the 

progression of projects; and to create presentations for use in the online course or to give 

trainings on accessibility or other faculty development workshops. Sarah was certified in 
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Microsoft Word and used the software “to create work breakdown structures and charts…” It 

was evident that Microsoft Office Suite was extremely important to their jobs.   

The use of synchronous web tools such as instant messaging software, virtual meeting 

software, or video conferencing software varied amongst the participants. Emma indicated she 

did not use these tools a lot on her job due to most of the faculty being in close proximity. Laura 

stated, “we used instant messaging, Gotomeeting…to do some collaboration.” Heather stated, 

“we are using BigBlueButton within Canvas.” And when they were using Blackboard, “some 

faculty used that [Blackboard Collaborate] for their office hours for students to ask questions and 

for students to do presentations.” Therefore, training had to occur as well. The size of the 

institution also affected the use and implementation of synchronous web tools. The researcher 

gathered from the interviews the use of the tools was not as prominent at smaller institutions 

such as the Northeastern Community College. This was supported by Sarah’s statement: 

We actually purchased a GoToWebinar subscription this summer for faculty to use. I 

gave it to them in orientation. I gave them a lecture on how they could use it, that we had 

just the one account because we're a small school, and I said they could come to me and I 

would make sure I had a generic set up for it that it would just say Northeastern 

Community College as the homepage instead of a teacher's name and stuff like that. 

Nobody used it, so we kept it for six months, and I just let the subscription slide away. 

 

Heather stated she used Adobe Flash to create 19 interactive learning objects for one 

course. This software was chosen because the faculty wanted to ensure the students were 

completing the activities and then the faculty wanted to see if learning occurred so the data were 

downloaded and used for publishing. Therefore, Heather stated, she had “a programmer come in 

and help me write the database so the students can download the data and run the data. And the 

faculty, also, she can download all students’ data because she wants to publish something.” None 

of the other participants – Emma, Laura, Ava, or Sarah – reported using Adobe Flash to create 

content.  
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Organizational structure. There were four different course design models used by the 

participants in this study. The model chosen and used depended on the where the participant 

worked. The models for participants in this study consisted of 1) some instructional designers 

guiding faculty through the online course development process, 2) one instructional designer 

obtained the content from faculty and then completed the entire course development process, 3) 

one instructional designer used a blended approach of the abovementioned processes, and 4) the 

course developer developed the content and passed it on to the instructional design team.  

The role of the participants varied depending on the course design model employed by 

the institution, the size of the institution, etc. One thing that was consistent across all the 

participants was meetings. Each reported attending several meetings often with faculty, 

administrators, support staff, etc. in addition to their other responsibilities. Each of these course 

design models along with the role of the participants is discussed in depth below.  

Ava and Sarah described their process as guiding faculty through the process of 

developing their content and then uploading it to the LMS. These individuals met with the 

faculty, provided suggestions on how to improve the content or identified alternatives on the best 

method to deliver content. According to Sarah, “…the faculty members have a choice whether or 

not they want to tap into me as resource…” Therefore, many of the faculty who sought 

assistance from the instructional designer did so at their own leisure and were not forced to use 

the instructional design resources. Because of this freedom, Ava created a master course that 

contained modules and a navigational menu. This helped to maintain consistency between the 

courses even with the faculty developing the courses. To further aid the faculty, Ava created 

instructional videos for the faculty on how to use the LMS to create or add content and course 

files.  
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Ava and Sarah’s role consisted of them coaching faculty through the process, providing 

support and training on how to use the LMS, offering tips on how to replicate something 

performed in the face-to-face classroom in the online environment, etc. Ava stated, “my role is to 

help the faculty…this past year has been focused on training and getting the faculty to develop 

their courses and having those prepared so that it would be an easy transition once the semester 

starts.” Ava and Sarah were also the only individuals on their campuses who performed in this 

role. Therefore, instructional videos and other resources were created to assist faculty. These 

individuals also were responsible for providing support and training to the students whether it 

was answering questions or changing LMS passwords. Sarah was also the LMS administrator. It 

was very important for the instructional designers serving in this capacity to properly train 

faculty to build their skill set so they can independently develop content and generate ideas for 

themselves.  

Another model was the designing of content and then developing the course within the 

LMS. Heather used this model with faculty she worked with at the Western Research University. 

The faculty’s only responsibility was requesting support from the instructional design team, 

providing the content and any additional resources, and answering any questions to help Heather, 

the instructional designer. Heather explained their course development process, rules, and the 

services they offered; discussed how to write effective learning objectives using Bloom’s 

Taxonomy; showcased a course and learning objects; and discussed the Quality Matters rubric 

and how it will be used to evaluate the course. From there, Heather provided a Word document 

template for the professor to use to develop the content. After the content was placed in the Word 

document, the professor submitted it to the instructional designer via Dropbox for him/her to edit 

and upload in the LMS. This was the beginning of the course development process that was 
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followed throughout the designing of the content and the developing of the course. Heather 

summed up her process by saying, “We do everything. We do everything for them [faculty].” 

Because this model consisted of Heather doing everything for the faculty, her role 

required her to have a number of meetings with the faculty, review and design the content and 

then upload it in the LMS, etc. Therefore, Heather’s role was, perhaps, just as challenging as the 

other participants in this study. If requested, Heather helped the professor generate a proposal 

request for the development of their online course. After the course was proposed and assigned 

to an instructional designer, Heather – the instructional designer – met with the faculty to discuss 

the course, their goals, and timeline for completing the development. Time was also spent 

training the faculty on how to write measurable learning objectives, record lectures that were 

meaningful for the students, etc. When it comes to aiding in writing measurable learning 

objectives, Heather stated she “provided them [faculty] with the action verbs and then told them 

not to use understand or know.” In addition, Heather was responsible for evaluating courses she 

developed along with those of her colleagues following an internal assessment process. She 

stated, “we have our own evaluation criteria…we use that to evaluate our courses. Like each 

term when we finish the courses, we use internal review. So each of us takes another 

instructional designer’s courses…so we review…ideally you have two reviewers.” Just as Ava 

and Sarah were responsible for guiding and coaching faculty, Heather also provided support to 

the faculty and students while the course was being taught since there was no technical support 

team for online learning at the Western Research University.  

Emma used a blended approach of the previous two models discussed. Emma stated, “I 

support faculty in the development and implementation of their online courses. Faculty come to 

you and they want you to help them upload a syllabus or their test or whatever.” Emma’s model 
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could consist of designing a course layout for the professor in the LMS, adding the content to the 

course, or allowing the faculty member to upload their content and finish the design of the 

course. She stated, “I have faculty that want me to do everything…And then I have faculty that 

all I do is copy their course from one semester to the next and they go in and they change dates 

and they change their documents and do whatever they want to do.”  

No different than the other instructional designer participants, Emma’s role required her 

to provide support to faculty in various capacities. In addition to other instructional design 

responsibilities, a typical day for Emma consisted of “answering faculty questions, and helping 

build course sites or improved course sites. You kind of throw in there special projects or maybe 

I’m working on a presentation for faculty, workshop…” While Emma reported there were not a 

lot of phone calls, there were emails and lot of answering questions and providing support. And 

the closer it got to the first day of class, a lot of time was spent building course sites and 

reminding faculty “it will be OK.”  

Emma also stated, she “do[es] accessibility. We are very focused on accessibility here in 

our office.” This was the only participant who spoke about how their role encompassed 

accessibility. As a result, there was a whole different set of responsibilities associated with this 

role. The role entailed Emma checking the course content – lectures, videos, documents, 

PowerPoint presentations, etc. – for accessibility. She reported,  

We look at their lectures or videos that they use and see if they have appropriate closed 

captioning…We're very proactive in our accessibility functions for at least some of our 

classes that we have access to. We, in some of these online classes, we look at Word 

documents, PPTs, we look at PDFs, and we will say ok this Word document is not 

accessible for these reasons and we will go and coach the faculty on how to make their 

Word documents and their PPTs accessible adding appropriate alt text and headers, and 

slide notes and slides headings, and layouts and all of that. We don't do that for the 

faculty. We feel it is important that they [the faculty] know how to do it. So, we do 

not...that's not something that we do for them. We go coach them and we have them do it. 

But, we're very proactive. 
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There was also collaboration between Emma and the on-campus accessibility department, 

which worked mostly with face-to-face courses. In the end, Emma stated they were “…trying to 

be really proactive instead of reactive because that works better for everybody.”  

Laura, who was a course developer, followed the model of developing the content. This 

model was the most different of any of the models identified and used by any of the interview 

participants. Laura was responsible for writing the course content and then passing it off to the 

instructional designers who built the course. Therefore, the process consisted of Laura meeting 

with the faculty member to identify the course goals and gain a better understanding of the 

course. After this meeting, Laura wrote the content, exercises, etc. She then presented the content 

to the professor who offered feedback and other suggestions. After revisions were made, Laura 

passed the content to the instructional designers who would design it in the LMS. Laura stated, 

“…you did not build the online course. You developed it, you wrote it, but didn’t do any of the 

technological things in the background.” 

Laura’s role as a course developer slightly differed from the role of the instructional 

designer participants – Emma, Heather, Ava, and Sarah. As discussed earlier, Laura developed 

the content and passed it to the instructional design team for the designing of the content within 

the LMS. While the professors may have provided notes or an outline, it was Laura’s 

responsibility to “meet with the subject matter expert…discuss the learning topic, the learning 

outcomes, the objectives you want to achieve, any types of special assignment…After that is 

done, you go through and do the research to figure out the best way to properly implement those 

outcomes.” This included developing the assessment activities – discussion prompts, 

assignments, exams, etc.  
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On-the-job training. While it would have been nice for all the participants to have gained 

everything they needed to know from their education, the truth is some things had to be learned 

on the job. One of the software tools most used by instructional designers is the LMS. Emma, 

Heather, and Sarah reported having to learn the LMS and the associated software tools once they 

arrived at their respective institutions. Emma stated, “I design in Blackboard, I support faculty in 

Blackboard. I had to get all of that on the job.”  

Laura, the course developer, spent some time shadowing instructional designers on her 

job. During the shadowing process, she “learned that [Blackboard] when I did that instructional 

design training.” She also stated she learned how to use Adobe Dreamweaver on the job. Using 

the knowledge gained from the on-the-job training/shadowing process, Laura stated,  

after I returned from the shadowing program, I was able to answer those questions [from 

faculty about the LMS] on my own. Because many times before I went through that 

shadowing program I was trying to describe what the SME wanted to the best of my 

ability. After the fact, I could go and say, they want this, this, and this. Are we able to do 

it? 

 

Thus, from the shadowing process, Laura gained new knowledge and skills that benefited her in 

her role as a course developer.  

Another form of on-the-job training was the use of Lynda.com by Heather. She reported 

her institution’s subscription to Lynda.com has helped her learn how to use various software.  

Ava stated there was no on-the-job training. She stated, “Everything that I have done is based off 

of my PhD program. I’m using what I’ve read through research, and from reading other 

dissertations…” This comment was very enlightening as it correlates with the very purpose of 

this dissertation study.  
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Develop more using theory or based on experience. Emma, Heather, and Sarah stated 

they use a combination of theory and experience in their daily practices depending on the tasks. 

One example given was regarding the amount of instructions to provide for content. Emma 

stated, “experience tells me that we really because it’s a 100 level or 200 level course we need to 

put explicit instructions in the course. Yes, that’s theory based, but because of experience, I 

know we need to go way step-by-step.” Sarah stated, 

For many years, I worked off of experience, and then I realized once I took my degree, 

that some of the things I was doing which were good for me from a teaching perspective, 

were not necessarily good to the learner. I try and remember that experience is good…but 

could probably be improved upon…I think a combination of the two is what makes you 

really good. 

 

Heather discussed how her development process evolved from experience to more theory 

based. She stated,  

I think with the experience increase, the theory part will become more transparent…when 

I design, theory is printed in my mind, I know how to reduce cognitive load. Those kinds 

of things I already know because of my theory…Well I think at first when I really was a 

novice in designing things, I needed to pull out my textbook and see what theory I should 

follow…what kind of theory would be best for using this program I would develop. But 

with the experience increased, usually my experience tells me I’m going to do this or do 

that. 

 

For Laura, the development of course content was based more on experience. In her 

course developer role, it was very important for her to follow the rules and templates. She stated, 

“My process was based more on the rules for the company.” The lack of freedom to deviate from 

templates and based on current knowledge and previous positions were all reasons Laura stated 

for using experience to develop course content.   

The connection between theory and practice. Emma, Heather, Ava, and Sarah felt their 

education gave them a foundation, theoretical background, and/or evidence-based reason for why 

they are doing what they do which they can share with the faculty members. Some of the 



 

111 

statements from the participants are below. Emma stated, “I have a basis for a foundation and an 

evidence-based reason in a field of study for telling faculty what I’m telling them.” Heather 

stated, “When I talk to faculty at least I have some theoretical background and I can talk with 

them and I can tell them this is from my educational background.” Ava stated, “Everything that I 

have done is based off of my PhD program. I’m using what I’ve read through research and from 

reading other dissertations and actually applying it to my environment.”  

In summary, interviews indicated there was a connection between theory and practice. 

The themes that emerged from this phase of the study are identified with a summary of the 

findings in Table 21. 
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Table 21 

Summary of Themes and Findings from Interviews  

       

Themes Findings 

Education  Master’s: 

 Two participants  

 Programs were either project based or focused on programming or the instructional design process 

Doctorate: 

 Two participants  

 Programs were theoretical based and focused on instructional design principles and practices  

Certificate: 

 One participant  

 Program was technical based and focused on user experience  

 

ADDIE   Participants with an advanced degree had a more in-depth knowledge and use the ADDIE model differently 

than the participant with a certificate.  

Theory, 

principles, other 

instructional 

design models  

 Gagné Nine Events of Instructions 

 Dick and Carey’s model  

 Keller’s ARCS Model of Motivational Design 

 Rapid prototyping 

 Merrill’s First Principles of Instruction 

 Bruner’s Constructivist Theory 

 Quality Matters rubric 

 

ibstpi® knowledge   Only one participant had knowledge of standards when asked using the phrase “ibstpi® standards.” 

 When the participants were informed of the standards, they knew of them and had many of them. 

 Most of the participants belong to a professional organization and used other resources to stay abreast and 

current on instructional design standards and technologies. 

 Management is vital to the overall success of the instructional designers completing their job. 
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Table 21 continued… 

Collaboration   Collaboration was key to the overall effectiveness of managing time for some of the participants. 

 

Software  Software deemed very important: 

 LMS 

 Microsoft Office Suite 

Software deemed somewhat important: 

 Articulate Storyline 

 Camtasia/Adobe Captivate 

 Synchronous web tools 

Software deemed not as important: 

 HTML/HTML5 and Adobe Dreamweaver 

 Adobe Photoshop 

 Audio editing software 

 Adobe Flash 

 

Organizational 

structure  
 Guiding faculty 

 Design the content and develop the course 

 Blended approach (of the previous two) 

 Develop the content 

 

On-the-job 

training  
 Learning the LMS was the most important 

 Lynda.com subscription 

 

Develop more 

using theory or 

based on 

experience 

 

 Most development is based on a combination of theory and experience with theory being the foundation.  

The connection 

between theory 

and practice  

 Education provided a foundation, gave theoretical background, and/or evidence-based reason for why they do 

what they do.  
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Phase III: Integration of Results 

The integration of results was the final phase for the data analysis for this dissertation 

study. In this phase, the researcher interpreted how the qualitative results explained and added 

insight into the quantitative results and what overall was learned in response to the study’s 

purpose. This process involved taking a step back from the detailed results and examining them 

and their implications considering the research problems, research questions, what previous 

literature had stated, and perhaps personal experiences (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).   

Research question six. In what ways do the lived experiences help to explain the impact 

of preparation for instructional designers working at higher education institutions? From the 

quantitative research, there was a significant relationship between education and the participants’ 

perception of how well their education prepared them to apply theory, evaluate instructions and 

instructional materials, and revise instructions and instructional materials. The qualitative 

research revealed several themes regarding the participants’ lived experiences. The themes were 

education; ADDIE; theory, principles, other instructional design models; ibstpi® knowledge; 

collaboration; software; organizational structure; on-the-job training; theory versus experience; 

and connection between theory and practice. Through the interviews, the participants reported 

extensive use of the ADDIE model and knowledge of other instructional design models, 

principles, and theories for the development and design of course content; identified professional 

development and management (ibstpi® competencies) as very important to their jobs; and 

recognized collaboration was key to the role they played with guiding faculty and designing and 

developing course content.  
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ADDIE and other instructional design models, principles, and theories. One of the 

ibstpi® competencies is the ability to apply theory, which was discussed in depth by the interview 

participants. From the quantitative research, the data indicated a significant relationship between 

education and the participants’ perception of how well their education prepared them to apply 

theory. This supports the 66% of the survey participants who identified applying theory as 

important or very important for their job at a higher education institution. The qualitative data 

further explained how the participants’ educational programs prepared them for using and 

applying theories. Laura stated, “We received in one of my courses that I took it was a basic 

knowledge of the [ADDIE] model so that when I talk to other people and they referenced it, I 

had a general idea of what they were talking about. But, none of the courses actually went in 

depth.” Ava explained how her doctorate program prepared her to apply theory. She stated 

“…being in the PhD program actually gave me a little bit more insight into different theories and 

practices that should be taken into consideration with dealing with different intelligence types, 

dealing with different cultures, age groups, and so forth.” These statements showed that the 

participants are receiving some preparation from their educational programs about theories.  

The participants in this study used a variety of instructional design models, principles, 

and theories in the development of course content. The main model used or referenced by most 

of the interview participants of this study was the ADDIE model. This model proved to be vital 

to the overall process of designing online instructions. While all of the components of the 

ADDIE model were not necessarily used in the development and design of instructions, the 

interview participants discussed their process for applying the model in the development of 

course content. This finding is supported by Thompson-Sellers and Calandra’s (2012) study, 

which found that theories, models, and practices, particularly ADDIE, impacted the practices of 
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instructional designers. While each participant stated theory was important to her job, Laura – 

the course developer – had more limitations to apply theory since she was required to follow a 

course template and the rules established by the company. She stated, “I think the original 

[course] template did follow some of the original theories, but they were also customized for the 

various schools and programs that we were working for.” However, she still did a lot of analysis 

throughout the process. As such, it appears applying and incorporating theory was more 

important for the instructional designer participants.  

Professional development and management. The ibstpi® standards were used as the 

framework for this study. All the participants were using the standards, as they were 

knowledgeable of them from their education or experiences. However, only one participant was 

aware that the standards were based on ibstpi®. Two of the standards that were constantly 

highlighted by the interview participants were professional development and management. In the 

survey, 62% of the participants indicated professional development was important or very 

important to their jobs. Many of the interview participants stated they had opportunities to attend 

conferences, workshops and trainings and read journals and articles, etc. to stay abreast of what’s 

occurring in the field and amongst other instructional designers. In addition, a majority of the 

interview participants were members of professional organizations such as AECT and used this 

platform as another method to increase their knowledge of instructional design. Social media was 

also found to be used prominently by the interview participants. Therefore, the lived experiences 

not only encompassed designing and developing course content, but also a good amount of time 

spent learning new knowledge and skills to improve the quality of courses.  

Another ibstpi® standard that was highly discussed in various forms was management. 

Eighty-two percent of the survey participants overwhelmingly agreed that managing was 
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important or very important to their jobs. However, some of the participants did not perceive 

they had preparation for management from their education. This resulted in them having to self-

teach to learn how to properly manage people. During the interviews, the participants discussed 

in depth how they were expected to manage their projects, time, and people. In addition to 

designing and developing courses, the interview participants were also responsible for training 

faculty, recommending or implementing software that can enhance the student’s learning 

experience, working with faculty to develop engaging lectures, aiding faculty in making their 

content accessible, and helping faculty write measureable learning objectives. Each of these was 

an additional task many of the instructional designers in this study engaged in. Thus, it was very 

important for them to manage their projects and prioritize based on need and delivery date. 

Effective project management meant the interview participants had to successfully manage their 

time. Time management included the use of calendars, creating schedules, setting deadlines, 

tracking development, and maintaining open communication with all of the stakeholders 

involved in the course design process. Perhaps the most challenging part of management as 

identified by the interview participants was managing people. In addition to managing faculty 

and ensuring they submitted content by the deadline, managing the other individuals – support 

staff, student workers, copyright/permissions department, project manager, etc. – involved in the 

process was extremely important. While the relationship between education and management 

was found to be not significant in the quantitative portion of the study, the interviews indicated it 

was very important to the participants and critical to them achieving success.  

Collaboration and the role of the instructional designer. Collaboration was reported by 

the interview participants to be critical to successfully managing projects, time, and people. It 

also impacted the overall role of the instructional designer as they work with faculty and their 
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colleagues to develop online courses. Collaboration for the instructional designer interview 

participants consisted of working with the faculty to obtain content and applying theories, 

models, and best practices to develop, design, and upload the content into the LMS. This process 

meant the instructional designer interview participants were planning and analyzing, designing 

content, developing content, evaluating instructions, revising instructions, and implementing 

instructional solutions. The following percentages are from the survey data and indicate how 

important – combining very important and important – the participants reported the various 

variables: planning and analysis: 66%, designing content and instructional materials: 79%, 

developing content and instructional materials: 79%, evaluating instructions and instructional 

materials: 73%, revising instructions: 71%, and implementing instructional solutions: 70%. After 

the quantitative data were analyzed, a relationship was found to exist only between education 

and evaluating instructions and revising instructions. While the other variables were determined 

to not be significant, their importance to the instructional designers and their process was evident 

from the survey and interviews.  

Summary 

This chapter presented the data collection of analysis following the explanatory 

sequential mixed-methods research design. A survey was administered to collect data regarding 

the instructional designers’ education and knowledge and skills. After these data were analyzed, 

a significant relationship was found between education and applying theory, evaluating 

instructions and instructional materials, and revising instructions and instructional materials. 

Interviews were conducted after the quantitative data were analyzed. Themes were developed 

and it was determined that instructional designers mainly apply the ADDIE model when 

designing and developing course content. It was also found that professional development and 
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the management of time, projects, and people were vital to achieving success and developing 

courses that were modern, robust, and engaging. This is further fortified by the collaboration that 

occurred between the instructional designer and the faculty, staff, and his/her colleagues. This 

collaboration segues into the various roles of the instructional designer, which could include 

guiding faculty to design their own courses, training faculty, researching, testing, and using 

various software applications, or the instructional designer designing and developing the entire 

course for the faculty. The integration of the results was the last phase and it showed the impact 

education had on the lived experiences of the instructional designers. The experiences as 

described by the instructional designers show that instructional designers at higher education 

institutions in the United States spend a great deal of their time applying the ADDIE model to 

content development and design. While there was not a significant relationship between 

education and a majority of the variables, it was clear that each of those variables is important to 

the instructional designers performing their jobs. 
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CHAPTER V: 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

According to Reiser (2001), there were rapid advances in computers, digital technology, 

the Internet, etc. in the recent past that had a significant role in the advancement of online 

learning and the field of instructional design. The effect of that advancement has proven that 

instructional designers are needed and play a vital role in developing online course content in a 

variety of settings, including higher education institutions (Reiser, 2001). The quality of 

instructions is tremendously improved when instructional designers are paired with faculty 

members to create and design online course content. Therefore, this dissertation study 

investigated the level of preparation received by instructional designers and how that preparation 

impacted their practices at higher education institutions in the United States.  

Purpose and Design 

The purpose of this explanatory sequential mixed-methods study was to examine 

instructional designers’ actual experiences at higher education institutions in the United States. A 

survey was administered to collect data on the instructional designers’ preparation, knowledge, 

and skills. A total of 66 participants attempted the survey with 56 completing it. After the survey, 

interviews were conducted with five of the participants to gain a deeper insight and a better 

understanding of the lived experiences of instructional designers working at higher education 

institutions in the United States.  
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Participants 

Of the five participants interviewed, four of them were instructional designers and one 

was a course developer. An instructional designer provides faculty with knowledge about online 

learning best practices and standards and works with faculty to develop course content and to 

design the course within the LMS. The faculty is responsible for writing and providing the 

course content to the instructional designer, who will either develop the course in the LMS or 

guide the faculty through the LMS course development process. The course developer meets 

with the faculty member, researches the topic, and writes the course content. The faculty is 

responsible for reviewing the content and making sure it is accurate. After which, the course 

developer passes the content to the instructional designer who will build the course within the 

LMS. 

Discussion 

The overarching research question that guided this study was what theoretical, practical, 

and actual experiences do instructional designers report have prepared them for their roles in 

higher education institutions? To gain a better understanding of the specifics of this question, 

there were five sub-questions that investigated the preparation, knowledge and skills, and lived 

experiences of instructional designers in higher education institutions in the United States.  

Research Question One 

What preparation do working instructional designers perceive to be important? The 

survey results related to education preparation showed that a majority of the participants had 

obtained, or were currently enrolled in a degree, certificate, or certification program. 

Furthermore, the majority of these participants had received a graduate degree in instructional 

technology, educational technology, or instructional design. These findings are consistent with 
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the findings from Moskal’s (2012) study. These findings suggest that advanced degrees in 

instructional design, instructional technology, or a related field are valuable to instructional 

designers at higher education institutions.  

Research Question Two 

To what extent did the instructional designers’ education prepare them to implement 

ibstpi® standards? The level of preparation was examined further by analyzing the ibstpi® 

competencies the participants stated they acquired from their degree programs. Using the ibstpi® 

standards as the basis for gathering this information, almost half of the participants stated their 

degree program fully prepared them for evaluating instructions and instructional materials, 

designing content and instructional materials, applying theory, and planning and analyzing. Over 

a third of the participants stated their program fully prepared them to implement instructional 

solutions, communicate effectively, participate in professional development opportunities, 

develop content and instructional materials, and revise instructions and instructional materials. 

Lastly, less than a third of the participants stated their program fully prepared them for 

managing. When the participants were asked about the top knowledge or skills they wished they 

had gained from their program, a majority of the participants indicated they wished they learned 

more about project management. The participants also indicated they wished they had more 

knowledge and experience with authoring tools, working with faculty, assessing instructions, and 

a better understanding of designing instructions. Overall, instructional design and instructional 

technology programs are doing well in equipping their graduates with ibstpi® competencies, 

though more work needs to be done related to the managing skill. This finding suggests that 

positive strides in preparation have been made since Johnson (2005) found that many of the 

instructional design and instructional technology programs focused more on the ability to 
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communicate effectively and to apply theory, knowledge, and skills than on the other ibstpi® 

competencies.  

This study shows that educational programs are addressing and including more of the 

ibstpi® standards in their curricula, resulting in instructional designers who feel better prepared to 

perform many of the essential tasks of the instructional design career. However, the findings 

from the management competency suggest that educational programs are not teaching students 

how to effectively manage the various components of tasks performed by instructional designers. 

This is further supported by many of the participants stating they wished they had learned about 

project management from their curriculum.  

Research Question Three 

What knowledge and skills are important to instructional designers working at higher 

education institutions? 

ibstpi® standards. For this question, participants rated the level of importance the ibstpi® 

standards had for their career from unimportant to important to very important. A little more than 

three-quarters of the participants identified it was very important for them to communicate 

effectively. Over half of the participants stated it was very important for them to design content 

and instructional materials, develop content and instructional materials, evaluate instructions and 

instructional materials, and manage. Over 45% of the participants stated it was very important 

for them to plan and analyze, revise instructions and instructional materials, and implement 

instructions and instructional materials. Therefore, this means that a majority of the ibstpi® 

standards were very important to the participants and their job. Only 30% of the participants 

reported applying theory and participating in professional development opportunities was very 

important. While only a third indicated applying theory and participating in professional 
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development as very important, another third of the participants selected the next choice and 

indicated it was important and of some value to their career.  

Some of these findings are supported by the findings from the participants in Thompson-

Sellers and Calandra’s (2012) study. A majority of the instructional designers in their study 

found using and applying various theories was significant to their jobs. In addition, all of the 

participants in that same study reported pursuing training and professional development while on 

the job. The participants in Moskal’s (2012) study reported participating and engaging in 

professional development opportunities as important because doing so allowed them to stay 

current on technologies and best practices and to follow the trends of instructional design and 

technologies. 

Technology tools. The technology tools important to the instructional designers’ jobs 

were also examined. Over half of the participants indicated using LMS and Microsoft Office 

Suite as very important to their job. A third of the participants indicated using synchronous web 

tools as very important. A little less than a quarter of the participants indicated using 

Camtasia/Captivate as very important. Articulate, Adobe Photoshop, and Adobe Illustrator were 

reported to be very important to the instructional designers, but only accounted for 17% or less 

of the participants.  

These findings suggest that instructional designers should have advanced skills with basic 

productivity software such as using the LMS and Microsoft Office rather than the more advanced 

eLearning authoring software applications such as Articulate, Adobe Photoshop, and Adobe 

Illustrator. It would also benefit instructional designers to have some basic fundamental 

knowledge of synchronous web tools. These findings are supported by the findings of Sugar et 

al. (2011) and Klein and Jun (2014). In addition to other software applications discussed 
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previously, these authors found using the LMS, Camtasia/Captivate, and synchronous web tools 

were necessary for the instructional designers to be effective at their job.  

Research Question Four 

What is the relationship between preparation and important knowledge and skills of 

instructional designers working at higher education institutions? This research question was 

investigated by conducting a Spearman’s rho correlation and sought to identify if a relationship 

existed between the preparation received by instructional designers and the knowledge and skills 

required in their career. The ibstpi® standards were used as the variables for the knowledge and 

skills component. Of the standards examined, a significant relationship was found between 

education and the following three ibstpi® standards: applying theory, evaluating instructions and 

instructional materials, and revising instructions and instructional materials. The relationship 

between education and applying theory was a moderate positive correlation. The relationship 

between education and evaluating instructions and instructional materials was a weak positive 

correlation . The relationship between education and revising instructions and instructional 

materials was a weak positive correlation. These data indicate there is strong evidence to believe 

a relationship exists between education and the three ibstpi® standards: applying theory, 

evaluating instructions and instructional materials, and revising instructions and instructional 

materials. Therefore, as level of education increases so does the instructional designers’ 

perception of their preparedness from their degree program to apply theory, evaluate instructions 

and instructional materials, and revise instructions and instructional materials when designing 

and developing course content. 

This finding indicates that the participants believed their education programs in 

instructional design, instructional technology, etc. prepared them for their careers. Therefore, the 
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instructional designers believe they used the knowledge and skills they learned in their program 

on their job when building course content.  

The significance of the relationship between education and applying theory is supported 

by the findings of Ritzhaupt and Martin’s (2014) study, which found that theories and methods of 

instruction were vital to the role of educational technologist. Merrill (2007) further supported the 

notion of teaching students theory and research as he believes when theory is successfully 

integrated with instructions the desired learning outcomes are achieved. However, this finding 

contradicts the findings from Osguthorpe and Osguthorpe’s (2007) study, which found that many 

students had knowledge of theory, but did not know how to accurately apply the theories. This 

inconsistency leads the researcher to believe that students are learning theory in the classroom 

and are successfully connecting and implementing that knowledge on the job.  

Research Question Five 

What are the lived experiences of instructional designers as related to daily activities in 

their professional role? This research question was investigated using qualitative methods, 

namely interviews, and was designed to learn about the actual lived experiences of instructional 

designers at higher education institutions in the United States. There were eleven themes that 

emerged from the five interviews.  

Education. Two of the participants for this study had obtained a master’s degree with 

their degree program focusing on projects and programming or the instructional design process. 

Another two of the participants had obtained a doctorate degree and their programs were 

theoretically-based and focused on instructional design principles and practices. The last 

participant had obtained a certificate and reported her program as being technical and focusing 

on user experience. Each participant’s education gave him/her a foundation for understanding the 
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basics of instructional design. The participants who had an advanced degree (master’s or 

doctorate) also gained additional knowledge about theory and instructional design principles. 

These data suggest instructional designers who have advanced degrees were better prepared for 

their careers. 

Models and theories. Each of the participants heavily relied on and used the ADDIE – 

analyzing, designing, developing, implementing, and evaluating – model of instructional design 

to develop instructions and learning objects. This finding is consistent with the findings of 

Thompson-Sellers and Calandra’s (2012) study in which they found that adult learning theory 

and the ADDIE model had a significant impact on the practices of their participants. In this 

dissertation study, the participants discussed how they did not necessarily follow the entire 

process of ADDIE when developing instructions. In most cases, the learners were known and 

very little analysis had to occur. This finding was similar to Visscher-Voerman and Gustafson’s 

(2004) finding that instructional designers did not conduct much analysis at the beginning of 

their design process.  

While ADDIE was mainly used to develop instructions, the participants also reported 

using – partially or fully – other theories, principles, and models. Some of the others models that 

were mentioned included Gagné Nine Events of Instructions, Dick and Carey’s model, Keller’s 

ARCS Model of Motivational Design, rapid prototyping, Merrill’s First Principles of Instruction, 

Bruner’s Constructivist Theory, and the Quality Matters rubric. The participants selected the 

model based on the goals and learning outcomes of the course or the instructional designer’s 

approach to maximizing learning for the participants.  

It is interesting that the basic ADDIE model appeared to be the basis for the work of all 

the interviewees, but it wasn’t their only model. This analysis of the various models employed by 
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the instructional designers demonstrates the need and importance of teaching various 

instructional design models and allowing the participants to practice them during their 

educational journey. By having a repository of instructional design models, the participants were 

able to select the best model for the specific learning situation.  

ibstpi® competencies. Only one of the interview participants had knowledge of the 

ibstpi® standards when asked using the phrase “ibstpi® standards.” When the participants were 

informed of the standards, they knew of them and had many of them.  

Two particular competencies – professional development and management – from the 

ibstpi® standards were discussed thoroughly by the participants. Four of the interview 

participants were able to take part in professional development opportunities. Through their 

participation, they were staying current on topics and trends in the field. This finding aligns with 

the findings in Thompson-Sellers and Calandra’s (2012) study, which found participating in 

professional development opportunities and joining professional organizations enhanced the 

participants’ knowledge of designing online courses.  

The participants discussed the management competency as an underlying component for 

many of the tasks they performed. They reported spending a vast amount of time managing 

projects, people, and time. Because the participants were collaborating with numerous 

individuals to develop course content, the time spent on the management of people increased. 

The management responsibility included managing support staff, media personnel, project 

managers, and others to ensure projects were delivered correctly and on time. The participants 

also reported having to manage several projects at once. They were not only responsible for 

developing multiple courses at once, but they were also responsible for training faculty and/or 

students and managing other projects. The management of people and projects required that time 
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had to be managed as well. To ensure courses were ready for the first day of classes, schedules 

were created, deadlines were set, and open communication was required. These findings align 

with the results from other studies. Cox and Osguthorpe (2003) reported that instructional 

designers spent 22% of their time managing projects. In addition, Koszalka et al. (2013) found 

that management was an important task for instructional designers and a new role for 

instructional designers that should be investigated. While this dissertation study did not collect 

how much time it took, the results from this study suggest that managing took a significant 

amount of time. As suggested by Moskal (2012), courses on management should be added to the 

curriculum to adequately prepare students for what they will experience on the job. Even though 

four of the interview participants did not know about the ibstpi® standards when asked using the 

phrase “ibstpi® standards,” it was refreshing to know that the participants had knowledge of the 

standards when they were informed of them. This shows that educational programs are teaching 

many of the fundamentals of instructional design. However, educational programs should inform 

their students that the content they are learning are based on the ibstpi® standards and they will 

be of valuable use in their careers.  

Collaboration. Another experience reported by the interview participants was the 

amount of collaboration with others. Collaborating with others was important and necessary to 

the job for the participants interviewed in this dissertation study. The participants spent time 

collaborating with their team members, the faculty members, media personnel, training 

department, student workers, and others to have content designed or developed. The participants 

worked with the faculty members to develop the content and collaborated with individuals from 

the training department to provide workshops on online learning. The media personnel worked 

with the participants and the faculty members to record content to be used in the online course. 
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Student workers were instrumental in inputting and developing the course content in the LMS. 

This finding is consistent with Liu, Gibby, Quiros, and Demps’ (2002) study, which found that 

participants collaborated with clients, subject-matter experts, and their colleagues.  

Software. The use of various software applications was determined to be integral to the 

participants’ jobs. Having knowledge of and using the LMS was the most important software 

skill. The participants were required to know how to use the LMS to design course content, and 

they were also expected to be able to train faculty on using the LMS to teach. If faculty were 

required to design and develop their own courses, the instructional designer was required to 

teach the faculty how to use the LMS to upload their content as well as some of the tools such as 

web conferencing, blogs, and wikis. Microsoft Office Suite was also reported to be an important 

and primary tool for communication with faculty and colleagues as well as for the development 

of the course content. If the faculty member developed the content and submitted it to the 

instructional designer, Microsoft Word, Excel, or PowerPoint were the primary tools used 

between the participant and the faculty member. A variety of other tools were mentioned and 

used by the participants including Adobe Dreamweaver, Articulate Storyline, Camtasia, and 

Captivate. Articulate Storyline, Camtasia, and Captivate were the tools most used to create 

engaging learning objects. One participant also used Flash. The participants learned how to use 

these tools on the job.  

Participants in other studies – Thompson-Sellers and Calandra (2012) and Liu, Gibby, 

Quiros, and Demps (2002) – reported the importance of knowing and using software effectively 

on their job. If there was no knowledge of the software, the participants reported using various 

sources to learn the software and apply it.  
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Organizational structure. Participants described four models of performing the role of 

instructional designer. Recall from the beginning of this chapter that four of the participants that 

participated in the interviews were instructional designers and one was a course developer. The 

instructional designers either 1) guided faculty through the design and development of course 

content, 2) designed and developed the content themselves once the faculty member had 

submitted the content, or 3) performed a blended approach of the two aforementioned models. 

These individuals met with the faculty and provided suggestions on how to design and develop 

the course. The course developer met with the faculty and wrote the course content. This model 

is consistent with the change agent theory proposed by Schwier, Campbell, and Kenny (2006) 

and Campbell, Schwier, and Kenny (2009) where instructional designers educated and 

transformed faculty to become knowledgeable about online course development.  

The second model included the participant meeting with the faculty, the faculty supplying 

the instructional designer with the content, and the instructional designer designing and 

developing the course in the LMS. This model is similar to the process participants in You and 

Teclehaimanot’s (2010) study reported. Faculty members in that study worked with instructional 

designers because they provided pedagogical and technological support, had extensive 

knowledge and experience of LMS, and developed courses that were aesthetically pleasing. In 

Fyle, Moseley, and Hayes’ (2012) study, the instructional designer participants brought a wealth 

of knowledge and skills that benefited faculty members and their online course. Equally, the one 

participant in this dissertation study who designed and developed course content provided the 

faculty members at her institution with the same support and skills as the participants in You and 

Teclehaimanot’s (2010) study. Her expertise allowed her to design courses that were 

pedagogically sound as the participants in Fyle, Moseley, and Hayes’ (2012) study. 
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The third model was a blended version of the prior two models. In this model, the faculty 

had a choice to meet with the instructional designer and then design the course themselves or 

they could ask the instructional designer to perform the tasks. The participants had to navigate 

between different processes and use various techniques for each faculty depending on the faculty 

member’s goals and the faculty member’s role in designing the course. As such, this model 

contains components of the change agent model used by Schwier, Campbell, and Kenny (2006) 

and Campbell, Schwier and Kenny (2009) where instructional designers educated and 

transformed faculty to become knowledgeable about online course development.  

Developing course content was the fourth model used by the participant who was a 

course developer. The role for this individual encompassed her meeting with the faculty, 

researching the topic, writing the course content, and then passing it on the instructional designer 

for development in the LMS. This approach was very different as no other participant was 

responsible for researching and writing the content.  

The organizational structure followed by the instructional designers helped to define the 

role of the instructional designers. Participants who guided faculty through the course 

development process met with faculty members and gave them suggestions. The faculty member 

had the option to apply the suggestions to their courses. Participants who designed and 

developed the content for the faculty met with faculty members, provided suggestions, and 

implemented the suggestions for the faculty member as the faculty’s only role was supplying the 

content, not developing the course within the LMS. Participants who used a blended approach 

could provide suggestions and allow the faculty member to implement the suggestion or 

implement the suggestion for the faculty member. For the one participant who wrote the course 

content, her only job was to research the topic and write the content. Therefore, the 
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organizational structure of designing and developing the course content varied and defined the 

role of the participants as they worked with faculty members. This finding reinforces the findings 

of Moskal’s (2012) study, which found that success for instructional designers at higher 

education institutions requires them to be flexible amongst other things.  

On-the-job training. On-the-job training proved to be vital to the participants and their 

jobs. Most of the on-the-job training focused on learning how to use the LMS and its associated 

tools such as Adobe Dreamweaver, Articulate Storyline, Camtasia, and Captivate. Many of the 

participants reported they did not learn how to use a LMS or any of the tools during their degree 

program and had to spend time learning on the job. A subscription to Lynda.com, an online 

learning company that helps individuals learn software, was one way the participants received 

on-the-job training. They used this subscription to take short courses to learn how to use the 

LMS as well as software. Participants from Julian’s (2001) study reported an increase in 

knowledge and skills about technology and instructional design as they worked on the job. 

Having mentors, brown-bag sessions, seminars, etc. are on-the-job training opportunities that can 

help improve the knowledge and skills of instructional designers (Julian, 2001; Pan, 2012).  

Theory or experience and the connection. Most participants believed they developed 

and designed courses and instructions using a combination of theory and experience with theory 

being the foundation of their practices. As the participants gained more experience and had the 

opportunity to practice what they learned from their education programs, their understanding and 

basic knowledge and experience of online course development improved. Their education 

provided a foundation and gave them the theoretical background and evidence-based reasoning 

for their instructional design decisions, which enabled them to provide a better rationale to 

faculty for choosing one approach over the others. Over time, as instructional designers become 
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more seasoned, their use of theory becomes intertwined in their processes to the point of being 

second nature. This in turn improved rapport with faculty and translated into better quality 

courses. 

The findings from this dissertation study counter the findings from Osguthorpe and 

Osguthorpe’s (2007) study, which found that many students know and understand theory but do 

not know how to apply it. This dissertation study shows that, perhaps, educational programs are 

improving the quality of their instructions and are effectively teaching students how to translate 

the knowledge learned in the classroom to the job.  

Research Question Six 

In what ways do the lived experiences help to explain the impact of preparation for 

instructional designers working at higher education institutions? This research question was 

where the integration of the results from the quantitative and qualitative data occurred. In this 

question, the researcher examined how the qualitative data further explained the quantitative 

findings.  

Two of the participants had obtained a master’s degree in instructional design with their 

degree program focusing on projects and programming or the instructional design process. 

Another two of the participants had obtained a doctorate degree in instructional design and 

instructional technology and their programs were theoretically-based and focused on 

instructional design principles and practices. The last participant had obtained a certificate in 

information design and reported her program as being technical and focusing on user experience. 

Each participant’s education gave him/her a foundation for understanding the basics of 

instructional design.  
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The relationship between education and applying theory was examined and the results 

indicated there was a significant relationship with a moderate positive correlation. Therefore, 

instructional designers with an education will know how to apply theory when designing and 

developing course content. The significance of the relationship between education and applying 

theory was supported by the interviews. Each of the participants spoke about how they use 

theory to develop course content. ADDIE was the primary model used during this process with 

the participants indicating their familiarity, knowledge, and application of other instructional 

design models – such as Gagné, Dick and Carey, etc. – as needed. The use and implementation 

of ADDIE was critical to the course development process and overall success of the participants’ 

jobs. As stated in Chapter IV, ADDIE was found to have positively impacted the practices of 

instructional designers in Thompson-Sellers and Calandra’s (2012) study. As such, it is 

important for institutions to continue to teach instructional design models such as ADDIE, but 

also examine new models – such as the Successive Approximation Model (SAM). This will 

provide instructional designers with additional models and resources that can enhance the quality 

of the courses they design as well as help them to create a course development process that is 

more efficient and fosters more collaboration and creativity.  

Another finding that emerged from the integration of the data was that two of the ibstpi® 

standards – professional development and management – played an integral role in the practices 

of the participants. While the relationship between education and participating in professional 

development opportunities was a weak positive correlation and not significant, the participants’ 

responses indicated otherwise. A majority of the participants noted participating in professional 

development opportunities as important. This was supported through the interviews where many 

of the participants stated they participated in some form of professional development to stay 
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informed of the latest practices in the field. From these professional development opportunities, 

the participants were able to improve their design, provide faculty with the best and cutting-edge 

software for creating engaging components, and identify trends that are affecting online learning. 

While there is an incongruity between the results of the Spearman’s rho correlation and the 

interviews, it is evident that professional development has had a positive impact on instructional 

designer practices of the five instructional designers interviewed.  

The evidence from the quantitative data indicated there was a very weak positive 

correlation and no significant relationship between education and managing. However, the open-

ended question from the survey as well as the interviews suggested otherwise. Management was 

the fifth ibstpi® domain added in 2012. Since there is very little research evaluating this domain, 

the findings for this question will add tremendous value to the body of literature. The findings of 

this study indicated that instructional designers are expected to manage projects, people, and 

time. The participants in this study discussed in detail the amount of managing that is required of 

them in addition to their tasks of course development. As with the findings from Cox and 

Osguthorpe’s (2003) and Liu, Gibby, Quiros, and Demps’ (2002) studies, this dissertation study 

shows that instructional designers are expected to perform management duties. Therefore, just as 

Moskal (2012) recommended, instructional design curriculum should be modified to include 

courses and real-life scenarios on management.  

In order to have success with managing, there must be a significant amount of 

collaboration between the participants, faculty member, instructional designer colleagues, and 

other personnel. The ability to collaborate was another factor that helped to define the role of 

instructional designers. The researcher recognized that collaboration was intertwined into many 

of the tasks and practices of instructional designers. This included designing, developing, and 
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evaluating course content; researching and learning new software; training faculty on using 

software; and working to make sure content is accessible. It is important for the instructional 

design curriculum to offer thorough explanations and opportunities for students to collaborate 

and work together on projects and in different roles to fully understand the importance of 

collaboration for instructional designers.  

Conclusions 

 The findings of this study yielded five major conclusions. The first conclusion is 

individuals with a higher level of education in instructional design, instructional technology or a 

related field are more likely to perceive they are prepared to perform the work of instructional 

designers for careers in higher education institutions. This is indicated by the positive 

correlations and significance of the relationships between education and the participants’ 

perception of how well their education prepared them to apply theory, design content and 

instructional materials, and evaluate instructions and instructional material. The participants 

perceived their education provided them with a thorough understanding of the basics of 

instructional design and helped to prepare them to apply theory, design content and instructional 

materials, and evaluate instructions and instructional materials.  

The second conclusion is that theory is perceived to be important to the work of 

instructional designers. Both the quantitative and qualitative findings from this study confirmed 

that instructional design theories and models must still be taught in the classroom as instructional 

designers heavily use them to design and develop content and instructional materials.  

The third conclusion is that there is a strong need for management courses in the 

curriculum. The quantitative and qualitative findings from this study showed managing to be an 

important part of the instructional designers’ job. However, many of the participants perceived 
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their education did not prepare them for managing. The instructional design students need to 

learn how to manage projects, people, and time. If instructional designers cannot successfully 

manage these components, the potential to be successful is lessened as instructional designers are 

expected to juggle many tasks at once.  

The fourth conclusion is that informing instructional design students that the skills taught 

in their degree program and used on the job is based on ibstpi® standards will further substantiate 

the practices of instructional designers as they work with faculty . Recognizing and informing 

students their classroom instructions and activities are based on ibstpi® will increase their 

foundational knowledge and will give them more research-based best practices that will make 

the instructional design process easier.  

The fifth conclusion is the organizational structure defines the course design process and 

the role of the instructional designer. There were four course design models – guiding faculty, 

designing the content and developing the course, blended approach of the two aforementioned 

models, and developing the content – followed by the participants in this study. Depending on 

the model employed, the role of the instructional designer changed. By understanding the 

organizational structure at the institution, the instructional designer will gain a better idea of 

his/her role in the course development process and the level of involvement in managing and 

working with individuals.  

Implications and Recommendations for Practice 

The findings from this study are important for a number of stakeholders including 

instructional design students, administrators and planners of instructional design education 

programs, instructional design practitioners in higher education and those who want to work in 

higher education, and continuing education and online learning providers.  
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Instructional Design Students 

In order to design courses that will engage college students and prepare them for their 

career, online courses must be quality, cutting-edge, and robust. Designing such courses means 

having and applying the knowledge gained from your education and experiences, but also the 

idea of always learning and continuously striving to advance your skills. As this study has 

indicated, this implies learning and using instructional design theories and models, applying 

online learning best practices, and staying abreast of the latest technologies that will enable you 

to achieve the goal of delivering quality courses. Therefore, it is important for instructional 

design students to recognize the importance of ADDIE, theories, instructional design models, 

professional development, management, and collaboration. The ability to design and develop 

content in an engaging manner while managing projects, people, and time and collaborating with 

others are specific qualities that will give you an edge in the workforce.  

It would also benefit students to take advantage of group work and other collaborative 

projects during your course work. Group work and collaborative activities will prepare you for 

the opportunities when you will be collaborating with your colleagues, peers, and faculty in the 

workforce.  

It is also vital to the careers of students to participate in as many professional 

development opportunities as possible during their education to become more knowledgeable of 

instructional design and instructional technology and network with experts and their peers in the 

field. Networking with other instructional design professionals will build your knowledge and 

skills as you go through your career.  

Instructional design students should also seek to learn the LMS at their institution and 

any technologies that will benefit them in their career. Staying abreast of the current technologies 
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and how they can be used to enhance online learning will aid the instructional designer as they 

work with faculty to identify the correct technology tool to use in their online course.  

Instructional Design and Instructional Technology Programs 

Secondly, these findings provide guidance for instructional design and instructional 

technology programs looking to enhance their curriculum and better prepare their students. With 

knowledge of the practices and experiences of instructional designers at higher education 

institutions, instructional design and instructional technology programs should continue to teach 

ADDIE and other instructional design models and theories. However, courses that focus 

specifically on careers at higher education institutions as well as managing should be added to 

the curriculum. Some topics that can be included are managing projects, people, time, difficult 

faculty and colleagues, and multiple professors designing a course. 

 To enhance the students’ teamwork and collaboration skills, group projects such as 

conducting needs assessments and formative and summative evaluations and designing and 

developing courses should be included in the courses the students take. This will also allow 

students to learn new and different software and build a portfolio of their work.  

These programs can also simulate the practices and experiences of instructional designers 

by creating opportunities for their students to participate in real-world scenarios (i.e. internships). 

This could include having students work with faculty to develop an online course, design and 

develop engaging content, evaluate courses, attend meetings, etc. Such opportunities as such will 

allow the students to connect their learned knowledge to practical applications. While this could 

be very time consuming, this can be an effective way for the students to learn and experience the 

tasks of instructional designers and once again be another artifact for their portfolio.  
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Completing internships will also allow the students to gain experience with using new 

and different software and technologies. Educational programs should encourage and require 

their students to learn and implement new software, including their LMS, when they are creating 

and producing artifacts. While the student may obtain employment at an institution using a 

different LMS or software, having that foundational knowledge and experience will provide 

them with basic knowledge of LMS and other software applications. 

After students have completed their internships, instructional design programs may also 

consider conducting an exit interviews with their students and/or having their students complete 

a portfolio. The interview will help the students recall what they have learned and help shape 

their perception of what they have learned and transfer that knowledge to real-life application. 

The portfolio can be a capstone experience that will also shape the students’ perception of their 

skills and will give the students an additional resource to share with potential employers 

showcasing their knowledge, skills, and abilities.  

Educational programs should also provide their students with professional organizations, 

conferences, support groups, etc. that will benefit them beyond their education. The faculty 

should encourage students to participate in these professional development opportunities and if 

possible, incorporate activities into their coursework that requires their participation.  

Higher Education Instructional Designers 

These findings can also help existing instructional designers who are employed or 

looking to obtain employment at higher education institutions. Instructional designers should 

consider obtaining a master’s or doctorate degree and recognize that these degrees provide 

students with a solid foundation for careers at higher education institutions. The participants in 
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this study overwhelmingly had these degrees and the research shows that the higher the level of 

education, the more the participants perceived they were prepared for their career.  

Instructional design practitioners should recognize that even though their degree 

programs provide a wealth of knowledge and information, on-the-job training would be 

extremely important to their career. It is important for instructional designers to participate and 

take advantage of these training or professional development opportunities during their 

educational career and their professional career.  

Instructional designers pursuing higher education careers should be prepared to work 

with and train multiple faculty members while working on multiple projects. This will require 

management of projects, people, and time, but also collaborating with several different 

individuals. Depending on the institution’s process, be prepared to 1) guide faculty through the 

design and development of their courses, 2) obtain content from faculty and design and develop 

the course within the LMS, or 3) utilize a blended approach of the two.   

Using ADDIE or other instructional design models and staying abreast of different 

software technologies are also vitally important to this career. Therefore, instructional designers 

working at higher education institutions should continue to learn about instructional design 

models and software applications that can benefit faculty and students in online courses.  

Continuing Education Providers 

Lastly, administrations and continuing education department can use these findings as 

they look to expand their instructional design and technology teams and services to faculty at 

their institutions. These findings provide a great overview of the necessary knowledge and skills 

needed by instructional designers servicing faculty members at higher education institutions.  
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The findings will also help administrators and continuing education departments create 

an instructional design model, identify organizational structure, and develop strategies that will 

benefit their faculty as they seek to improve their online courses. The findings showed that four 

course design models – guiding faculty, designing the content and developing the course, a 

blended approach of the two aforementioned models, and developing the content – were 

followed by the participants. The models used determined the role of and duties followed by the 

instructional designers. The defining of models and organizational structures will aid the 

instructional designers as they seek to define and understand their roles as they work with faculty 

members.   

Continuing education providers should also provide professional development 

opportunities for their staff whether it is through on-the-job training, a Lynda.com subscription, a 

professional organization subscription, or attending and presenting at conferences. These 

professional opportunities will increase the instructional designers’ knowledge and allow them to 

network with other instructional designers who may have knowledge that will benefit them.  

It would also benefit administrators and continuing education providers to provide ibstpi® 

standards to their employees to ensure they are applying research-based practices in the 

development of online courses. Using these standards can also build rapport between the faculty 

member and the instructional designer and will give the faculty member confidence that they are 

working with someone who is knowledge of online learning and its best practices. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 In this study, the use of the ADDIE model was discussed thoroughly. While each of the 

participants discussed the value the model had to them, many of them also highlighted how the 

analysis phase was skipped during the design of the course content as the learners were already 



 

144 

known. The participants also spoke about their knowledge of other instructional design models. 

Therefore, future research should investigate what factors determine which instructional design 

model instructional designers use to develop course content.  

 This study only investigated the practices of instructional designers working at higher 

education institutions in the United States. The practices and experiences of instructional 

designers at higher education institutions outside of the United States should be investigated to 

gain a better understanding of their lived experiences.  

 In this study, four course design models – guiding faculty, designing the content and 

developing the course, a blended approach of the two aforementioned models, and developing 

the content – were discovered. The researcher recommends that the types of models employed at 

institutions be investigated. By examining these models, the specific roles of instructional 

designers can be better defined.  

There are various standards and competencies used by instructional designers in their 

daily practices. The ibstpi® standards were used as the framework for this study. The researcher 

believes future studies on the use and effectiveness of ibstpi® as well as other instructional 

design standards and competencies will add to the body of literature and will inform educational 

programs and instructional design practitioners on additional standards that can be implemented 

in their practices.  

 Lastly, future research should be conducted on the management duties and 

responsibilities required and performed by instructional designers at higher education 

institutions. This could involve conducting a similar study to this dissertation research whereby 

more instructional designers from other instructional design or instructional technology 

professional organizations are surveyed and interviewed. In addition, rather than just 
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interviewing participants one time for one hour, a research study interviewing the participants 

bimonthly may provide a deeper insight about the lived experiences of instructional designers at 

higher education institutions.  

Limitations 

 There are a few limitations to this study that should be taken into consideration. The first 

limitation was this study was only evaluating individuals who have spent 50% or more of their 

time designing instructions. The researcher believes there may be instructional designers who are 

in administrative positions that spend 25% – 50% of their time designing some online course 

content. If so, those individuals were excluded from this research study.  

 Another limitation of this study was the limited number of participants. The participants 

were limited to individuals who were members of AECT. While the researcher encouraged the 

participants to share the survey with their colleagues, the researcher believed more participants 

could be reached if ITFORUM was available since membership into the listserv is free. 

Therefore, the researcher believes there was a limited view of the role and experiences of 

instructional designers in higher education. 

 Lastly, a limitation is this study was limited to instructional designers employed at higher 

education institutions in the United States. Therefore, the findings cannot be generalized and 

perhaps the processes and experiences of individuals outside of the United States may not be 

included.  

Summary 

 This study sought to gain a better understanding of the lived experiences and the 

knowledge and skills needed by instructional designers employed at higher education institutions 

in the United States. There is limited research available on the practices of instructional 
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designers. Thus, the findings from this study will help to inform educators as they design the 

instructional design curriculum as well as practitioners on the practices. An explanatory 

sequential mixed-methods study was conducted to explore the phenomenon. This research design 

consisted of three phases: the administering of a survey to collect quantitative data, the 

conducting of interviews with five participants who completed the survey, and the integration of 

the data by using the qualitative results to explain the quantitative findings.  

 The findings from phase I indicated there was a statistically significant correlation 

between education and the following three ibstpi® standards: applying theory, evaluating 

instructions and instructional materials, and revising instructions and instructional materials. In 

phase II, there were eleven themes identified. The participants spoke in depth about how the 

ADDIE model is the main instructional design model used to design instructions, the process 

followed for guiding faculty or for the instructional designer to design and develop the course, 

how professional development impacted them, and how important it is to manage projects, 

people, and time. This resulted in extensive collaboration with instructional design colleagues, 

media personnel, project managers, faculty, etc. and further helped define the roles of 

instructional designers. When the results were integrated in phase III, it was discovered that 

applying theory and models such as ADDIE was important and played an integral role in the 

participants’ job success. While there was no significant correlation between education and 

participating in professional development opportunities and management, these components 

were just as vital to the participants’ jobs.  

 These findings are important and will help to guide curriculum programs, higher 

education institutions, and instructional design practitioners as they educate and train students 

and seek to employ knowledgeable and skilled instructional designers to design, develop, and 
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produce quality online courses. Most importantly, these findings provide a clear guide of the 

knowledge and skills needed and employed by instructional designers at higher education 

institutions. 
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APPENDIX A 

2012 iBSTPI® INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN COMPETENCIES 

Professional Foundations Level of 

Expertise 

1. Communicate effectively in visual, oral and written form. Essential 

2. Apply research and theory to the discipline of instructional design. Advanced 

3. Update and improve knowledge, skills, and attitudes pertaining to the 

instructional design process and related fields. 

Essential 

4. Apply data collection and analysis skills in instructional design projects. Advanced 

5. Identify and respond to ethical, legal, and political implications of design 

in the workplace. 

Essential 

Planning and Analysis  

6. Conduct a needs assessment in order to recommend appropriate design 

solutions and strategies. 

Advanced 

7. Identify and describe target population and environmental characteristics.  Essential 

8. Select and use analysis techniques for determining instructional content. Essential 

9. Analyze the characteristics of existing and emerging technologies and 

their potential use. 

Essential 

Design and Development  

10. Use an instructional design and development process appropriate for a 

given project. 

Essential 

11. Organize instructional programs and/or products to be designed, 

developed, and evaluated. 

Essential 

12. Design instructional interventions. Essential 

13. Plan non-instructional interventions. Advanced 

14. Select or modify existing instructional materials. Essential 

15. Develop instructional materials. Essential 

16. Design learning assessment. Advanced 

Evaluation and Implementation  

17. Evaluate instructional and non-instructional interventions. Advanced 

18. Revise instructional and non-instructional solutions based on data. Essential 

19. Implement, disseminate, and diffuse instructional and non-instructional 

interventions. 

Advanced 

Management Level of 

Expertise 

20. Apply business skills to managing the instructional design function. Managerial 

21. Manage partnerships and collaborative relationships.  Managerial 

22. Plan and manage instructional design projects. Advanced  

(Essential for all Instructional Designers; Advanced Instructional Designers [E+A]; Managers of Instructional 

Design function [M+A+E])
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APPENDIX B 

SURVEY OF INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGNERS’ KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERIENCES 

Note: The numbering for this survey corresponds to the numbering of the questions within 

Qualtrics and Table 4.  

This survey defines instructional designer as a person who spends 50% or more of their 

time on the job analyzing, designing, developing, implementing, and evaluating instruction. 

1. Title: Instructional Design in Higher Education: Identifying the Connection between 

Theory and Practice 

You are invited to participate in a research study because you are an instructional 

designer or have served in a similar position where you are/were translating principles of 

learning and instruction into plans for instructional materials, activities, information 

resources, and evaluation. The purpose of this study is to examine your experiences as an 

instructional designer at a higher education institution in the United States. The term 

instructional designer includes job positions such as: curriculum designer/developer, 

instructional technologist, trainer, eLearning coordinator, eLearning specialist/designer, 

distance learning coordinator, director of e-learning, director of faculty development, and 

other job related positions.  

This online survey contains 14 questions and will take approximately 10 minutes. The 

survey contains questions examining your preparation (i.e. degree) and practice 

(experiences) for instructional design careers at higher education institutions. Your 

decision to participate or decline participation is completely voluntary and you have the 

right to terminate your participation at any time without penalty. Your participation will 

be completely confidential and the data will be kept in a secure database tool with only 

the researchers having access to it. As a result, there is no risk since the data will not be 

associated with a specific individual.  

If you have any questions about this study, feel free to email the researcher at 

tmbrown5@crimson.ua.edu or her advisor at abenson@bamaed.ua.edu. If you have 

questions about your rights as a person in a research study, call Ms. Tanta Myles, the 

Research Compliance Officer of the University, at 205-348-8461 or toll-free at 1-877-

820-3066. 

2. Have you worked as an instructional designer or spent 50% or more of your time 

analyzing, designing, developing, implementing, and evaluating instruction for courses 

taught at higher education institutions? 

a. Yes 

b. No 
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Section I: Demographics 

3. What is your gender? 

a. Male 

b. Female 

c. Transgender 

4. Which of the following categories best describes your age? 

a. 19-30 

b. 31-40 

c. 41-50 

d. 51-60 

e. 61-70 

f. 71+ 

5. What is your race or ethnic identity/background? 

a. White (Non-Hispanic) 

b. Black (African-American) 

c. American Indian or Alaska Native 

d. Hispanic or Latino 

e. Asian 

f. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

g. Other: ______ 

6. How many years have you worked as an instructional designer?  

a. Less than 1 year 

b. 1-5 years 

c. 6-10 years 

d. 11-15 years 

e. 15-19 years 

f. 20+ years 

7. What is/was your job title when you worked as an instructional designer in higher 

education? Indicate the institution's name and location (city and state) in the text field. 

(Check all that apply)  
a. Instructional Designer 

b. Senior Instructional Designer 

c. Curriculum Designer/Developer 

d. Instructional Technologist 

e. Trainer 

f. e-Learning Coordinator 

g. e-Learning Specialist/Designer 

h. Distance Learning Coordinator 

i. Director of e-Learning 

j. Director of Faculty Development 

k. Other: ___ 
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Section II: Instructional Designer Preparation  

This survey defines instructional designer as a person who spends 50% or more of their 

time on the job analyzing, designing, developing, implementing, and evaluating instruction. 

The following questions address your school and on-the-job preparation for performing the 

instructional design tasks. 

 

9. Did you obtain a degree/certificate/certification or complete a special training program in 

instructional design, instructional technology, educational technology, or a related field 

(for example: training and development, distance education, human performance 

technology, etc.)? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. Currently enrolled or participating in a program  

If yes, select the title that best describes your degree/certificate/certification below: 

 Instructional Design 

 Instructional Technology 

 Educational Technology 

 Curriculum Design/Development 

 Instructional Systems 

 Library Science/Media Center 

 Technical Writing 

 Human Performance Technology/Improvement 

 Certification (please describe) ______ 

 Other: (please describe) ______ 

If no, how did you obtain the knowledge and skills you need to design instruction? 

(Check all that apply) 

 Read “how to” books 

 Obtained training from current or previous employer 

 Took courses from an academic institution 

 Took courses from a non-academic institution  

 Received “on the job” training 

 Completed a portion of a degree/certificate/certification program 

 Other: (please describe) ____ 

If currently enrolled or participating in a program, select the title that best 

describes your degree/certificate/certification below: 

 Instructional Design 

 Instructional Technology 

 Educational Technology 

 Curriculum Design/Development 

 Instructional Systems 
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 Library Science/Media Center 

 Technical Writing 

 Human Performance Technology/Improvement 

 Certification (please describe) ______ 

 Certificate (please describe) ________ 

 Other: (please describe) ___________ 

13. Select the degrees/certificates/certifications/special trainings you obtained in instructional 

design or a related field and indicate the year and name and location (city and state) of 

the institution. If you have multiple degrees in the field, please check all that apply. 

a. Associate’s 

b. Bachelor’s 

c. Master’s 

d. Specialists 

e. Doctorate of Education 

f. Doctorate of Philosophy 

g. Certification (please describe) _____ 

h. Certificate (please describe) ______ 

i. Other (please describe) __________ 

j. Not applicable; did not obtain a degree/certificate/certification in instructional 

design or a related field. 

14. To what extent did your earned instructional design degree/certificate/certification program 

prepare you for the following job-related tasks?  

 No 

Preparation 

Little 

Preparation 

Some 

Preparation 

Fully  

Prepared 

Communicating effectively 

visually, orally, and written 

    

Applying theory     

Participating in professional 

development opportunities 

    

Planning and analysis (e.g. 

conducting a needs assessment, 

identifying audience, selecting 

instructional techniques, analyzing 

technologies, etc.) 

    

Designing content and instructional 

materials 

    

Developing content and 

instructional materials 

    

Evaluating instructions and 

instructional materials 

    

Revising instructions and 

instructional materials 
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Implementing instructional 

solutions 

    

Managing (e.g. instructional design 

projects, relationships, etc.) 

    

 

15. What are the top three things you wish you would have learned from your 

degree/certificate/certification program that would have better prepared you for a career at 

higher education institutions?  

a.  

b.  

c.  

Section III: Instructional Designer Experiences 

This survey defines instructional designer as a person who spends 50% or more of their 

time on the job analyzing, designing, developing, implementing, and evaluating instruction. 

The following questions address your school and on-the-job preparation for performing the 

instructional design tasks. 

16. How important are [were] the following job-related tasks to your career as an instructional 

designer in higher education? 

 Unimportant Of Little 

Importance  

Somewhat 

Important 

Important Very  

Important 

Communicating 

effectively visually, 

orally, and written 

     

Applying theory      

Participating in 

professional 

development 

opportunities 

     

Planning and analysis 

(e.g. conducting a 

needs assessment, 

identifying audience, 

selecting instructional 

techniques, analyzing 

technologies, etc.) 

     

Designing content and 

instructional materials 
     

Developing content 

and instructional 

materials 

     

Evaluating instructions      
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and instructional 

materials 

Revising instructions 

and instructional 

materials 

     

Implementing 

instructional solutions 
     

Managing (e.g. 

instructional design 

projects, relationships, 

etc.) 

     

17. How important is [was] having knowledge of and/or experience with using the following 

technology tools to your career as an instructional designer in higher education? 

 No 

Experience 

Unimportant Of Little 

Importance  

Somewhat 

Important 

Important Very  

Important 

Learning 

Management 

Systems (e.g. 

Blackboard, 

Canvas, Desire 2 

Learn, etc.) 

      

HTML/HTML5       

Articulate 

(Storyline or 

Studio) 

      

Adobe 

Dreamweaver 
      

Adobe Photoshop       

Adobe Illustrator       

Audio editing 

software (e.g. 

Audacity) 

      

Camtasia/Captivate       

Microsoft Office 

Suite 
      

Synchronous web 

tools (instant 

messaging, 

GoToMeeting, 

Skype, etc.) 

      

Other: ______       
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20. The researcher will be conducting follow-up interviews based on the survey results with 

some of the participants. If you are interested in participating in a 30 - 45 minute online 

interview, please enter your contact information. 

Name: _______________ 

Email address: _________
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APPENDIX C 

QUALITATIVE QUESTIONS FOR INTERVIEWS 

1. How well do you believe your education prepared you for a career in higher education? 

2. What is the connection between what you learned in your degree/certificate program and 

your daily practices?  

a. In what ways do your practices follow (or not follow) the instructional design 

process? 

3. To what extent do you incorporate ADDIE or other instructional design models in your 

practices? 

4. What theories, principles, and instructional design models do you use when designing 

and developing courses? 

a. Do you develop more using theory or based on experience?  

b. How useful are theories, principles, and instructional design models in your daily 

practice? 

5. What other instructional design principles and best practices are you familiar with? 

a. How useful are these instructional design principles and best practices in your 

daily practice? 

6. What role did on-the-job training play in your career? 

7. How familiar are you with ibstpi® Instructional Design Competencies and Standards?  

a. How often you do apply the standards in your daily practice? 

8. Explain your role as an instructional designer. 

a. What is your role with faculty members? 

b. What type of support do you provide to faculty members? 

9. What does a typical day consist of for you as an instructional designer? 

10. How often do you collaborate with your peers on projects/assignments? 
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11. Explain how important it is to manage your time in this role. 

12. Explain how significant project management is in your role. 

13. How did you learn to use the following software on your job? (This list will vary based 

on the participant’s response in the survey.) 

a. Learning Management Systems 

b. Articulate (Storyline or Studio) 

c. Adobe Dreamweaver 

d. Adobe Photoshop 

e. Adobe Illustrator 

f. Adobe Flash 

g. Audacity 

h. Camtasia 

i. Captivate 

j. Microsoft Office 

k. Synchronous web tools (instant messaging, webinar, etc.) 

l. Other 

14. Explain how do you use the following software on your job. (This list will vary based on 

the participant’s response in the survey.) 

a. Learning Management Systems 

b. Articulate (Storyline or Studio) 

c. Adobe Dreamweaver 

d. Adobe Photoshop 

e. Adobe Illustrator 

f. Adobe Flash 

g. Audacity 

h. Camtasia 

i. Captivate 

j. Microsoft Office 

k. Synchronous web tools (instant messaging, webinar, etc.) 

l. Other 

15. How many projects/courses are you responsible for at a given time? 

16. How do you stay abreast of new technologies, best practices, principles, etc. as it relates 

to your job? (Professional development) 

17. Is there anything else you would like to share about your experience as an instructional 

designer? 
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