ABSTRACT

LINDSAY, WAYLON KEITH. Investigating the Creation of Online Courses: A Multi-case
Study of Development Team Discussions. (Under the direction of Dr. Julia McKeown).

Cultural perceptions are widely accepted to play vital roles in meaning-making among
learners themselves and between instructors and learners as they interact in educational settings
(An, 2018; Egalite & Kisida, 2018). However, the role cultural perceptions play for members of
course development teams during the creation of online courses, particularly relating to the
inclusion of culturally appropriate practices, is not well documented. This inquiry employed an
instrumental case study approach in two steps. In step one qualitative data were collected from
observed meetings to provide a richer understanding of what course development teams discuss,
specifically relating to the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices during the creation of
online courses. In step two quantitative data were collected from a survey of the same course
development teams to determine connections between confidence ratings to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of these practices
during discussions. Guided by culturally relevant pedagogy proposed by Brown-Jefty and
Cooper (2011) and by culturally sustaining pedagogy, proposed by Paris (2012), qualitative and
quantitative data were collected from four development teams (A, B, C & D) creating online
courses at two large public universities in the Southeast of the United States.

Case #1 - Team A consisted of five members (i.e., three course developers, one data
analyst, and one instructional designer) charged with developing a free, multi-sectioned online
module to help K-12 educators build foundational knowledge of course content. Case #2 - Team
B consisted of four members (i.e., one course developer and three instructional designers)
charged with creating a state-mandated online professional development course for PreK-12

teachers, administrators, and instructional coaches. Case #3 - Team C consisted of four members



(i.e., one course developer, two instructional designers, and one course strategist) engaged in a
rapid redesign of a free, existing multi-unit online professional development course to help
educators and parents support learning of the course content for young children. Case #4 - Team
D consisted of six members (an instructor of record, two course strategists, one course developer,
and two video producers) charged with systematically updating all aspects of a university-level
public policy course in the field of study (i.e., course syllabus, interaction pathways, video
lectures, assignments, presentation materials, and course readings). Data sources consisted of 43
team meetings observed over 65 weeks across the four development teams (N=18) and a post-
observation questionnaire (N=16) in which individuals rated their abilities to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices relevant to online course design. Comparative data analysis was
done through multiple cycles of coding of the qualitative data and with the quantitative data used
to triangulate connections between confidence ratings on the post-observation survey with both
the frequency and the content of study participants’ contributions to team discussions during the
creation of online courses. Findings from the study highlight the substance and content of
discussions categorized by the contributor’s primary role and then correlate connections between
that role and the content and frequency of contributed statements. Additionally, findings reveal
differing frequencies of statements referencing culturally appropriate practices based on the
primary role played by the individual during online course creation. The discussion offers
practical implications for development teams, organizations, and researchers wishing to foster
the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices within online course offerings. Limitations are

explored and additional avenues for further study are suggested.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Research Area and Background of Study
Framing an investigation of what development teams discuss during the creation of

online learning courses requires that one actually delineate what the term online means and what
it does not. Definitions of online learning (also commonly referred to as e-Learning) vary
somewhat based on whether the definition is technology-driven, delivery-system-oriented,
communication-oriented, or educational-paradigm-oriented (Sangra, Vlachopoulos, Cabrera,
2012). For the purposes of this study, the concept of online learning is situated in the educational
paradigm because the development teams being studied created online courses for use by
stakeholders working in various educational contexts, including Pre-Kindergarten, elementary,
middle, secondary, and university settings. Simonson, Smaldino, and Zyacek (2015) note that an
online course is one in which most of the content is actually delivered online. Their designation
requires that at least 80% of the content is delivered online. A blended, or hybrid, course
combines both online and face-to-face delivery components: 30% up to 79% of course content is
delivered online. A web-facilitated course uses web-based technology, but less than 30% of the
content is actually delivered online; however, the authors’ distinctions relating to the percentages
of content offered online are not representative of all opinions on the definition of online
learning. In a more recent meta-analysis of literature spanning a thirty-year period (1988-2018)
reviewers noted that most authors agree technology is the most clearly defined element of online
learning. The reviewers noted that technology has been employed most consistently in the
following ways:

e Learning organized/delivered through web-based or Internet-based technologies

e Use of the internet to enhance interactions



e User of the Internet to enhance the learning environment itself

e Use of information and communication technologies during instruction

e Technology-based learning opportunities

e Audio/video CD-ROM in the pre-2000 era (Singh & Thurman, 2019)
The earlier percentage distinctions offered by Simonson et al. (2015) may be more important in
certain contexts, particularly if funding is appropriated based on the percentage of content that is
delivered online. Funding to support the tools and infrastructure required for online learning
often originates from different sources than monies used to hire instructors, and significant
capital may be required to support the development of certain online courses, particularly in
medical fields. In recent years governments and private organizations have funded telemedicine
(medical training programs delivered online) totaling tens to hundreds of millions of dollars
(Simonson et al., 2015).

It is also important to recognize that technology innovations into existing courses do not
accurately describe the full scope of what online learning is meant to accomplish, particularly in
public education contexts. Rather than merely using technology to enhance existing courses, the
more recent online courses being developed are meant to run completely online. Learners
interact with the instructor, with one another, and with required content exclusively in the online
space. It can be helpful to characterize the distinction between technology innovations that
sustain existing educational options versus those that redesign established educational offerings
in disruptive ways. Simonson (2010) describes the distinction this way:

A technology or disruptive innovation is a technological innovation, product, or service

that eventually overturns the existing dominant technology or product in the market.

Disruptive innovations can be broadly classified into lower-end and new-market



disruptive innovations. A new-market disruptive innovation is often aimed at

nonconsumption, whereas a lower-end disruptive innovation is aimed at mainstream

customers who were ignored by established companies. Sometimes, a disruptive
technology comes to dominate an existing market by either filling a role in a new market
that the older technology could not fill or by successively moving up-market through

performance improvements until finally displacing the market incumbents. (p. 74)
Face-to-face courses can be considered synonymous with the market incumbents noted in the
previous statement. Online courses are increasingly disrupting the more traditional perception
that students and instructors should be physically together in real time during instruction. These
trends are not new and have forced organizations to reimagine the roles required to support the
movement of courses online. In 1988 Guernsey (writing in the Chronicle of Higher Education)
declared that a new profession of instructional designer had been born, one that combined
instructional technology and teaching skills. The position’s role was to help faculty members
conceptualize how best to teach content online (as cited in Halupa, 2019); however, some
universities had created similar positions before 1988 (Pan & Thompson, 2009) in an attempt to
formalize the support required to adapt face-to-face courses for online use.

Effectively developing courses for online use in higher education has also resulted in
specialized roles emerging to empower those efforts. Puzziferro and Shelton (2008) asserted that
“no one person is capable of discharging all of the expertise levels and roles inherent” in online
course creation, revealing the need for team-based approaches. Collaborative models for the
development of online courses have been widely cited in the literature (Diamond, 2011; Voogt et
al., 2015; Xu & Morris, 2007) with course development teams often consisting of one or more

faculty members, a project coordinator, and an instructional designer, with the faculty member



typically playing the role of content, or subject-matter, expert (Baldwin, 2019; Kang, 2001).
Other approaches include training faculty members to learn new technologies and pedagogical
methods to employ as they work individually to create new courses or adapt existing ones for use
online (Ching, Hsu & Rice, 2015; Baran, Correira & Thompson, 2011). Preparing instructors to
teach online is critically important for student success (Kerrick, Miller & Ziegler, 2015), and
many universities deliver faculty support through professional development courses and training
programs (Kerrick, Miller & Ziegler, 2015; Lane, 2013). The majority of these faculty offerings
tend to focus on technology training rather than on adapting pedagogy for use in online
environments (Baran & Correia, 2014; Lane, 2013). Little research is being conducted to
determine how the composition of full course development teams impacts the overall design of
an online course. As online learning options continue to expand around the world (Berge &
Clark, 2009; Gaebel, 2015; Michel, 2018), educational leaders are confronting a need to build the
capacities of faculty working alone and of course development teams as both author online
courses for use by diverse learner populations.

The origins of online learning as a function of distance between the learner and the
instructor are rooted in distance education, which originated centuries ago in various locations
around the world. An abbreviated history of the origins of distance education is offered for the
reader’s consideration. In 1776 the Jagiellonian University in Krakow, Poland, offered a
correspondence course for artisans and, in 1779, the University of Warsaw provided physics
lectures via distance (Kubiak, 2000; Tanas, 2015). Australians gained access to distance learning
courses since 1891, when the International Correspondence School of Scranton, Pennsylvania,
was founded (Watkinson, 1996) and in consultation with Australian educational leaders, began

offering courses. The University of Queensland established a Department of Correspondence



Studies in 1910 in order to offer higher education access to additional Australians in remote
areas of the country (White, 2009). In order to provide equal opportunities for access to
education for learners in rural areas in Africa, in the first half of the 1900s, universities from
around the world ran various distance education programs. In 1946, the University of South
Africa became the first public institution in Africa to offer a distance learning option (Harry,
1999), is currently the largest open distance learning institution in Africa (UNISA, n.d.) and bills
itself as the longest-standing dedicated distance education university in the world.

In Uganda, distance education has been around since the 1960s, when Ugandans enrolled
in the British correspondence colleges and expanded dramatically in the decades following, even
during the interruptions during years of civil war (Juliana & John, 2005). The Institute of Adult
Education and Distance Learning of Makerere University in Uganda began offering a Ph.D.
course taught via the Internet in 2005 (Pregowska et al., 2021); a specialized e-learning system
was established (called the Mobile Learning Model - MOLODUM) to increase the interaction
between on-site instructors and distance learning students (Kappel, Lehmann & Loeper, 2002)
and was based on applications available on mobile phones. Predating these formal course
offerings in Uganda was the World Bank’s African Virtual University project, an initiative first
begun at Kenyatta University in Kenya in 1997 (Nafukho & Muyia, 2013), which provides wide
access to journals, a digital library and working papers on the Internet.

Access to distance education in Europe can be traced all the way back to 1833, when a
Swedish newspaper touted the opportunity to study “Composition through the medium of the
Post” (Simonson et al., 2015, p. 36). Distance education in those days required students to
complete evidence of their learning (via materials they received by post), which they returned

also by mail to the instructor to be scored. The model remained much the same for a hundred
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years. Isaac Pitman began offering shorthand instruction via correspondence in 1840 in England,
and Charles Toussaint and Gustav Langenscheidt established the Phonographic Correspondence
Society in Germany a mere three years later. Within a few decades, regular distance education
programs were available in the United Kingdon, Germany, and the United States (Curran, 1997).

In Asia distance learning is a more recent phenomenon. In 1999, the Ministry of
Education launched a pilot to study distance learning via the Internet. The partnership brought
together six universities (Tsinghua University, Zhejiang University, Beijing University of Posts
and Telecommunications, Hunan University, Central Radio and TV University (CRTVU) —
currently the Open University of China (OUC), all of which contributed to a diploma degree in
distance education (Pregowska et al., 2021) In Japan, the Open University of Japan began
making lectures available on the Internet in 2008, and since 2012, materials have also been
accessible by mobile phones (Aoki, 2012).

Distance education has a lengthier history in America. It first made its way to the United
States in 1873, when Anna Eliot Ticknor founded the Boston-based Society to Encourage
Studies at Home. The program was enormously successful, attracting more than 10,000 students
in twenty-four years. Mostly female students studied a classical curriculum by corresponding
monthly with teachers, who offered guided readings via the mail and frequent tests that students
submitted for scoring. The foundations of distance education were borne from a desire to make
quality education available to larger segments of the population. It is easy to accept the
ubiquitous nature of online learning options today, but they owe much to the distance education
models of the past (Simonson et al., 2015).

Radio has played a pivotal role in the history of the delivery of distance education around

the world. The first federally licensed radio station in the field of education in the United States



was established in 1906 (Engel, 1936), and the first educational radio program by the British
Broadcasting Corporation was broadcast in 1927 (Internet archives, n.d.). In Australia, radio
lessons were first transmitted on June 8, 1951, and were geared for provincial children to interact
with the teacher and other learners (Royal Flying Doctor, n.d.). Similar efforts began in 1962 in
Brazzaville, Congo with lessons in reading, writing, and counting first offered in French and by
the end of the 20" Century also in English (Biao, 2012), while in China the Ministry of
Education piloted a distance education channel via radio in 1999 to build basic competency in
the target audience (Li, 2019).

Television, audio, and videotape cassettes have been transformative media for the
expansion of distance education. Courses were offered via television in the United States
beginning in the early 1900s, with the first scientific department (at the University of lowa)
providing instruction in 1934 (Koenig & Hill, 1967). In Europe by the early 1960s Poland was
offering educational television programs for primary and secondary schools, and the first
television college, Television University, was established and ushered this medium into higher
education during 1966-1971 (Tanas, 2015). In 1973 the Australian Film Television and Radio
School was created, and since 1976 (known now as the Australian Film Television School) has
been broadcasting content across the whole country (Australian Film Television, n.d.) In Africa a
mixed TV-telephone education system was created at World Bank’s African Virtual University
in 1997 and enabled students in sixteen African countries to take courses and seminars taught by
professors from across the world (Light, 1999). In 1982 and through utilizing lessons delivered
with radio and television, the Open University of Japan was created (Sinsiani et al., 2020) to
provide working people and home makers with a lifelong university-level educational

experience.



Invented by Phillips in 1963, compact cassettes also became a popular way to learn
languages because they enabled course delivery by mail or by pickup from a store (Harting &
Erthal, 2005), and teachers could prepare tapes for direct instruction of vocalization techniques
and to record feedback on written work (Kirschner, 1991; Cryer, 2010). An early mixed-media
approach to distance education in higher education took place with the founding of the United
Kingdom’s Open University (OU) in 1969. The OU sent materials to students by mail and
included audio/video materials and carefully constructed texts to direct learner engagement. The
materials were supplemented by conventional radio broadcasts and television programs. Students
were assigned a tutor who worked with them over the telephone and in group sessions in the
evenings or on weekends. The British OU pioneered distance education on a massive scale
(Normile, 1997). The OU and other open universities raised the profile of distance of education,
basically bringing distance teaching from the fringes of educational offerings to the center stage
of higher education (Curran, 1997, as cited in Matthews, 1999).

In 1975 experimental satellite television began using this medium to support distance
education, and in 2005 a special educational satellite called EduSat was launched (Chaudhary &
Panda, 2005). However, remote learning by radio, television, and recorded audio had a
significant drawback, one that had existed from their inception — one-sidedness. Learners often
were silent receptacles for images and audio broadcasts, an issue that telephone-enabled two-way
communication did improve, particularly when it was proposed in America at the University of
Wisconsin in 1965 (Dumbauld, 2014). The advent of video cassettes in the 1990s further
enhanced the quality of distance education programs because they allowed learners to see
teachers and any visual aids employed during instruction, but the one-sidedness of instruction

largely persisted until the rise of the Internet. Coupled with the ubiquitous presence of personal
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computers, the Internet made it possible to conduct distance education in novel, interactive ways
(Pregowska et al., 2021). An important breakthrough took place in 1990 when hypertext
language was developed, allowing networked computers to communicate with one another, and
the first integrated web browser (called Mosiac) was created in 1993 (Rudestam & Schoenholtz-
Read, 2002).

The more modern versions of online learning in K-12 public education in America have
their genesis in an initiative called Star Schools, which began in 1988 and was funded by the
U.S. Department of Education. The grant-based program was designed to expand
implementation of online courses in K-12 schools and colleges across the United States. Star
Schools was originally coined by the program’s chief sponsor Senator Ted Kennedy, a
congressman from Massachusetts who opposed the use of satellites for military
purposes. However, he did advocate using satellites for educational reasons and proposed the
“Star Schools” program rather than a “star wars” program that would employ satellite technology
to defend the nation from military threats. The Star Schools grant program was defunded in
2005, but the $150 million-dollar investment in online courses laid the groundwork for the
widespread online schooling options in America today in elementary, middle, and secondary
public schools (West, 1989; Simonson et al., 2015).

As noted above, distance learning has a rich and storied history throughout the world, a
past that informs the myriad online learning options available for use today. Technology has
always played an important role in how instructional is delivered to communities and supported
by instructors and institutions. From early options offered via the mail, to later ones
supplemented by both recorded and real-time audio and video, distance education has often been

enhanced by the technology available to support such innovations. Virtual reality, the use of
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technology to create an artificial fully immersive environment (Hughes et al., 2005), has been
employed to support cultural heritage education (Ott & Pozzi, 2008). Augmented reality, which
allows users to take part in interactive experiences in parallel worlds — one real and one
computer-generated — (Slater et al., 2019) has made theoretical content more attractive to
learners, thus increasing their motivation and learning outcomes (Gomez-Galan et al., 2020).
Mixed reality, which allows learners to manipulate three-dimensional holographic projections to
enhance learning (Honig et al., 2015), has been used in the medical sciences to support nursing
students during the COVID-19 pandemic (Ruthberg et al., 2020).

A robust history exists of innovative technologies being developed to meet the needs of
learners who are removed from their instructors, and the field appears well-positioned to
continue adapting to learners’ needs in the future. In order to expand the knowledge base beyond
literature focusing mostly on the technologies used to support the delivery of instruction online,
more empirical investigation is needed about how these technologies intersect with the cultural
and linguistic diversity of learners themselves. Investigating course development teams to
determine how they discuss the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices during online course
creation is an appropriate place to begin.

Statement of the Problem

College graduation rates vary widely based on the race or ethnicity of the learner.
According to the most recent data available from the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES), for students first enrolling in a 4-year bachelor’s degree program in 2013, 40.8% of
American Indian/Alaska Native students had graduated within six years, the lowest 6-year
graduation rate for any federally tracked demographic in the United States. The six-year

graduation rate for Black or African American students was 44.3%, 53.3% for Pacific Islander
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students, 57.8% for Hispanic or Latino students, and 59.3% for students belonging to two or
more races. These rates are striking when compared with those of the two remaining
demographic areas tracked by the U.S. Department of Education: the 6-year graduation rate for
White or Caucasian students during the same period was 66.6%, and the 6-year graduation rate
for Asian students was 76.1%, more than thirty-five percentage points higher than the graduation
rate noted above for American Indian/Alaska Native students (U.S. Department of Education,
2020, Integrated Postsecondary). The six-year college graduation rates are trending upward for
all tracked demographics; however, the positive impact that the inclusion of culturally
appropriate practices might have on these rates has not been well studied and offers a novel
intervention for interrupting these disparities.

It can be helpful to humanize these statistics before proceeding. Consider that among all
enrollees entering a 4-year bachelor’s program in 2013 from all 50 states and the District of
Columbia (from 4-year degree-granting colleges participating in Title IV financial aid programs
in the United States), 76.1% of Asian students earned their degree within six years. In other
words, nearly one in four Asian students who entered college in 2013 had not graduated by the
end of 2019. Among American Indian/Alaska Native college-goers, nearly six in ten had not
graduated within six years. These trends become more troubling when the data is mined further
based on gender. For the same entering cohort in 2013, only 37.9% of male American
Indian/Alaska Native students and 38% of male Black or African American students had
graduated within six years, reflecting a twenty-two-percentage-point disparity when compared to
the six-year graduation rate for all males during the same span of time. Put another way, for
every one hundred male Black or African American, or American Indian/Alaska Native, student

who first enrolled in college in 2013, approximately sixty-two had not earned their degree by the
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end of 2019 (U.S. Department of Education, 2020, Integrated Postsecondary).

Between 2012 and 2023, enrollments in post-secondary, degree-seeking institutions are
projected to increase 11% for students who are Asian/Pacific Islander, 25% for students who are
Black or African American, 14% for students who are two or more races, and 7% for students
who are White (Hussar & Bailey, 2016). Providing support that attends to the cultural and
linguistic diversity of learners can be one way to improve college graduation rates for diverse
learner groups, particularly as college enrollment continues to diversify. Some colleges are
successfully interrupting these disparities in graduation rates for students of color. For example,
Rutgers University-Newark in New Jersey has improved its graduation rate for Black students
well beyond the national average. Using an approach referred to as “listening tables” set up in
common gathering areas on campus, along with doctors and counselors posted in lobbies of
academic buildings, student lounges, and cafeterias, college leaders have prioritized the needs of
Black students (Sanchez & Kolodner, 2021). At Old Dominion University, a public university in
Norfolk, Virginia, approximately a third of the student body is Black, and they graduate at
almost the same rate as their White counterparts. The University offers clubs such as the Ebony
Impact Gospel Choir, an association for engineering students of color, and a chapter of Brother 2
Brother, “a nationally recognized organization dedicated specifically to assist African American
and Latinx men of color to excel academically, socially, culturally, and professionally” (Student
organization, n.d.). Additionally, a coalition of Black faculty and staff offer mentoring and
advising to Black students, and a similar coalition has been established to support Latino
students on campus. In the words of Don Stansberry, vice president of student enrollment and
engagement at Old Dominion University, “We have an obligation and a responsibility to help

students across the finish line. We know that doesn’t happen automatically” (Sanchez &
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Kolodner, 2021).

Determining whether the courses students take actually attend to their cultural and
linguistic diversity is another way universities could systematically enhance the usability of
courses for various learner populations. This study is an attempt to explore the inclusion of
culturally appropriate practices within online course offerings. Online courses may be designed
by faculty working alone, by design groups with a few members, or by larger design groups with
members playing defined roles during the creation process (van der Aalst & Kumar, 2001).
Understanding how individual members interact and contribute to the creation of products can
offer insights about how culturally appropriate practices are conceptualized and designed for use
within online courses.

In order to address gaps in the literature related to the impact that member roles play, this
inquiry explored teams as they interacted in real time to determine how members’ discourse
reflected culturally appropriate practices during the creation of online courses. In particular, team
discourse was investigated for statements/dispositions that attend to the instructional needs of
various cultural groups, including immigrant communities and students of color and traditionally
marginalized groups based on gender or sexual orientation.

In her seminal work examining the role of pedagogy in the academic success of African-
American students, Ladson-Billings (1995) noted that educators who prioritize culturally
relevant pedagogy hold high academic expectations for their students, demonstrate cultural
competence (the understanding that their own worldview may or may not align with those of
students), and are socio-politically aware (i.e., they are willing to acknowledge and critique
inequity). Paris (2012) offered an updated approach, which he termed culturally sustaining

pedagogy. At its core, culturally sustaining pedagogy requires that pedagogies be more
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intentional than merely responsive in ways that perpetuate and foster “linguistic, literate, and
cultural pluralism as part of the democratic project of schooling” by “supporting multilingualism
and multiculturalism in practice and perspective for students and teachers” (p. 95). The
following examples are offered to help the reader conceptualize these practices during
instruction:

e Removing English-only policies that disallow the use of native languages in
school and deliberately elevating counter-stories of immigrant communities and
communities of color to the same importance as those representing White
students.

e Encouraging multilingual learners to submit assignments in their native languages
in order to validate their linguistic heritages. Additionally, pedagogies that sustain
culture embrace the richness of our pluralistic society by deliberately valuing all
languages, literacies, and cultural ways of being equally within instructional
environments.

This study explored whether Ladson-Billings’ (1995) widely-accepted definition of culturally
relevant pedagogy, in conjunction with Paris and Alim’s more sustaining approaches (2014,
2017), might be useful to conceptualize similar practices within online courses. Collectively,
these approaches are referred to as culturally appropriate practices throughout the remainder of
this report. The goal of the inquiry was to determine whether course development teams discuss
culturally appropriate practices when they create online courses and to identify which member
roles were more and less likely to support their inclusion in the discussion. This report details

the individual contributions of design-team members and offers suggestions to enhance the
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inclusion of culturally appropriate practices within team discussions as they develop online

coursces.

The Impact of the COVID-19 Pandemic on Higher Education

The impact of COVID-19 on higher education has been profound (Vijayan, 2021). On
March 11, 2020, the World Health Organization declared a COVID-19 pandemic (WHO, WHO
Director, 2020), and shortly thereafter, universities around the world closed their campuses to in-
person instruction to adhere to social distancing guidelines, an important approach for
interrupting the spread of the disease in the absence of medications (WHO, Tracking, 2020). The
rapid shift from in-person to online learning presented significant challenges to institutions of
higher education (Limniou, et al., 2021). Specifically, courses originally planned for in person
instruction had to be rapidly built out online. Instructors and students, some with little or no prior
experiences in online courses, had to adapt quickly to online instruction, whether they were
ready or not to do so (Tsang et al., 2021). By April of 2020, 185 countries around the world had
closed their campuses and moved to online instruction, a change affecting 89.4% of enrolled
learners (Marinoni et al., 2020). Many colleges opted to use existing courses/platforms to support
the growing demand for online courses; however, one survey noted that a significant number of
faculty scrambled to teach classes online while also lowering their expectations and instituting a
pass/fail grading system (Cengage, n.d.; Kelly & Columbus, 2020). Another survey revealed that
this scramble to put courses online, possibly due to poor planning during creation, resulted in
lower quality online courses when compared to those previously offered on campus (Kelly &
Columbus, 2020).

In addition to faculty/administrators at the institutional level, COVID-19 had a profound

impact on college students as well. Sometimes learners were bored with online instruction and
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remained unengaged, leading to increasing levels of frustration and confusion (Dhawan, 2020).
One survey of more than 1,200 students from forty-five universities found that 75% believed
they were not getting “a high-quality e-learning experience from their university/college since
classrooms were closed” (OneClass, 2020). A significant challenge for course developers is
creating content that covers the curriculum but also meaningfully engages learners (Kebritchi et
al., 2017). Researchers from the Urban Institute noted that remote learners need what they call
“engagement supports,” routine, meaningful interactions with professors and classmates that help
reduce feelings of isolation and enhance feelings of connectedness (Briggs et al., 2020).
Furthermore, creating course elements to foster inclusive and interactive learning have been
shown to enhance community and learners’ sense of belonging (Hesen et al., 2022). Although
online instruction can socially isolate learners and instructors alike (Baldwin, 2019; Dooley et
al., 2019; Jaggars & Xu, 2016; Reedy, 2019), preparing contingency plans to deal with
challenges like pandemics and natural disasters can mitigate any negative impacts on the

emotional and spiritual well-being of course users (Gowan et al., 2014).

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine how individual members of a development
team discuss the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices during online course creation.
Through better understanding which team roles elevate culturally appropriate practices and under
what conditions the practices are discussed, the study seeks to illuminate best practices for
enhancing the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices during online course creation, thus
empowering teams to better support culturally and linguistically diverse learners as a matter of

habit.
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More than twenty years as a public high school English teacher, the last five teaching in
both blended and virtual environments, have shaped how this research was conducted and how
findings were analyzed. Experiences with students as they interacted with instruction helped to
illuminate for the researcher how culture and education intersect to motivate and engage learners,
particularly in online environments. Those experiences provided rich opportunities for the
researcher to anecdotally explore how culture, identity, and online course components interact in
traditional and online learning environments. This study extends those experiences into courses

being created for use with adults in post-secondary learning contexts.

Research Questions
This study was guided by the following overarching research question and sub-
questions:
e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the
Southeast discuss during meetings to create online courses?

o RQIla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?

o RQIb: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional
educator professional development course, mandated educator training course)
influence what teams discuss during meetings?

e RQ2: How do development team members rate their abilities to accomplish culturally
appropriate practices in online courses?

o RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective

of these practices during team discussions?
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Theoretical Framework: Culturally Appropriate Practices

In addition to being influenced by experiences developing during the creation and

deployment of a blended high-school English class this work is guided most directly by the

concept of culturally relevant pedagogy proposed by Brown-Jeffy and Cooper (2011) and by

culturally sustaining pedagogy proposed by Paris (2012). With more complete explanations

following, major features of culturally relevant pedagogy include identity and achievement,

equity and excellence, developmental appropriateness, teaching the whole child, and student-

teacher relationships.

Identity and achievement. Both teachers’ and students’ cultures impact learning: ethnicity
and race, gender, class, language, religion, exceptionality, among other diversities help to
define the individual (Tatum, 1997). Embracing diversity goes beyond acknowledgement
to affirming difference as an asset. Doing so empowers home-community cultures to be
learning tools and students to feel validated as their cultures are publicly valued by the
educational establishment (Delpit, 1995).

Equity and excellence. Instructors should hold positive dispositions toward cultures
different from their own and incorporate multicultural curricular content, provide equal
access to all learners, and hold high expectations for all groups, regardless of their pre-
existing skill sets and dispositions (Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995).

Developmental Appropriateness. In developing developmental appropriateness,
instructors should embrace what is culturally appropriate or relevant for culturally diverse
students (Brown-Jeffy & Cooper, 2011). The knowledge students bring with them must
be acknowledged, explored, and used in tangible ways to support high expectations

(Ladson-Billings, 2013).
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e Teaching the Whole Child. Instructors should recognize that cultural influences affect
how students perceive, receive, respond to, categorize, and prioritize meaning (Brown-
Jeffy & Cooper, 2011). This tenet requires that teachers “recognize, understand, and
intentionally acknowledge cultural group behaviors, but also observe and interact with
students as individuals” (p. 77).

o Student-teacher relationships. Instructors utilizing culturally relevant pedagogy should
interact with their students in culturally supportive ways, acknowledging and valuing
their students’ counterstories. They understand that realities of lived experiences can
reveal historic or continuing racism within curricula and educational institutions (Brown-
Jeffy & Cooper, 2011) and are not cowed by the uncomfortable feelings they may
experience while engaging students in interactions about their counterstories.

One of the most prominent authors in the field, Geneva Gay (2002) defines culturally
relevant pedagogy as “using the cultural characteristics, experiences, and perspectives of
ethnically diverse students as conduits for teaching them more effectively” (p. 106). These
pedagogies can be thought of as “teaching practices that attend to the specific cultural
characteristics that make students different from one another and from the teacher” (Rychly &
Graves, 2012, p. 44). If one acknowledges that students bring unique values, traditions,
languages, and relationship norms, then culturally relevant pedagogy requires teachers to
explicitly leverage students’ cultural characteristics to enhance learning opportunities (Gay,
2002). This framework was particularly apt for this study because it allowed an investigation of
the complex interplay between course developers’ understanding of the cultural characteristics,
experiences, and perspectives of course users with the tangible evidence of how course

developers discuss culturally affirming design practices to meet the needs of culturally diverse
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users.
Finally, this inquiry is informed by a dialogical view of teaching and learning. Dialogical
approaches involve “openness to different forms of communication and infinite possibilities of
interpretation, and the awareness of the interdependence between self and others in terms of
knowing and feeling” (Linell & Markova, 2014, p. 223). Linell (1998, 2009) notes that
dialogicality is broadly defined as action and interaction through language or other symbolic
means in a particular context (as cited in Freire & Branco, 2019). This dialogical-sociocultural
approach asserts that “learning and any form of cognitive change take(s) place within the context
of a socially and culturally shared activity” (Sdljo, 1991, p. 180). The shared activities being
studied are the team meetings in which instructional designers, developers, and subject-matter
experts actively discuss the creation of online courses to meet the needs of their
stakeholders. The discourse within course development teams and their resulting perceptions of
culturally appropriate practices comprise the making-meaning activity for both the development

team itself and for the researcher examining the evidence of their thinking.

Scope of the Study

This inquiry relied on an instrumental case study approach (Stake, 2006), beginning early
December of 2020 and concluding late May of 2021, to provide insight into how course
development teams create online courses. Multiple cases were identified of development teams
creating online courses in their typical work contexts at two large universities (South University
and East University, both pseudonyms) in the Southeast of the United States. Purposeful
sampling (Patton, 2015) was used to identify cases of interest, three at South University and one
at East University. The data consisted of recorded Zoom meetings over a period of six months

from Case #1 — Team A (11 meetings), Case #2 — Team B (15 meetings), and Case #3 — Team C
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(4 meetings). The researcher engaged with teams only long enough to collect the data and to
provide member-checking opportunities. The data for Case #4 - Team D was collected over a
period of four months and consisted of four real-time observations (without any recordings) and
nine additional real-time observations (with audio recordings that were later transcribed). At the
conclusion of the qualitative data collection efforts, all study participants were invited to
complete a survey of their self-perceptions to accomplish twenty-five culturally appropriate
practices within their design-related roles, quantitative data that was used to help triangulate both
the qualitative and quantitative information to describe the content and substance of members’
contributions during their team meetings.

The culturally relevant and sustaining practices theoretical framework helped to focus the
inquiry on the research questions of interest. The scope of the collected data was quite large (856
transcribed pages of 34.5 hours of participant interactions), and analyzing such a volume of data
required an appropriate frame to help identify participant statements that attended to the cultural

and linguistic diversity of course users.

Significance of the Study

[lluminating drivers and barriers for development teams who wish to integrate culturally
appropriate practices into online courses has the potential to enhance instructional design across
disciplines. Discovering how member statements evidence practices valuing students’ ethnic
identities, celebrate their heritages, and that assign positive value to their identities can inform
the work of institutions wishing to enhance these practices within online course offerings. Future
studies should focus on best practices for maximizing the inclusion of culturally appropriate

practices in online courses for an increasingly diverse online student population.
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Summary of Chapter

It is critically important that stakeholders hoping to enhance college graduation rates
explore whether the online courses learners enroll in are designed to meet the needs of an ever-
expanding population of diverse learners. Effectively doing so requires an in-depth
understanding of whether course developers attend to the needs of diverse learners, and if so,
which team roles are most likely to discuss the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices
during course creation. This inquiry explored how a number of roles within development teams
interacted during online course creation, specifically identifying participant statements
referencing the inclusion of culturally appropriate design practices. Findings describe how the
contributions of various members of course development teams might be leveraged to improve
the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices in online course design. The next chapter

reviews the relevant literature relating to the inquiry.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction to the Chapter

The purpose of this chapter is to present a brief overview of the instructional design
process, specifically relating to online course creation, and then to provide a review of relevant
research supporting the inquiry. Presented first is that brief history, followed by an overview of
literature regarding the nature of groupwork and collaboration, including distributed cognition,
collaborative course design, typical team roles in online course development, along with a brief
overview of the role logic models play in systemic change initiatives. Next, to provide context
for later discussion of these concepts in the studied population, the role of self-efficacy in online
education and the role mindsets play in education are presented. Coming next is a review of
previous efforts to accomplish culturally responsive design in online education. Finally, a case is
made for how the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices in online education might interrupt
disparities for diverse students in terms of graduation rates from post-secondary colleges and
universities. The chapter concludes with a summary of the overall findings from the literature.
A Brief History of Instructional Design

It can be helpful to step back and provide a brief history of instructional design, also
known as instructional system design. Instructional design is “the creation of learning
experiences and materials in a manner that results in the acquisition and [source’s emphasis]
application of knowledge and skills” (What is instructional design?, 2022). As a field
instructional design had its inception during World War II when educators and psychologists
alike were recruited to develop military training to assist in the effort to defeat the Axis powers.
This collaboration among educators and psychologists helped originate tenets of instructional

design and resulted in the creation of behavioral objectives, this is, learning outcomes that focus
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on observable human behavior. The collaboration also effected methods for testing which people
were most appropriate for specialized military jobs (Halupa, 2019). In the post-war years, the
educators and psychologists involved continued to research these practices, specifically
concentrating on analyzing, designing, and evaluating the effectiveness of instructional
programs. By the mid-1950s, B.F. Skinner contributed to the movement through developing
programmed instruction (i.e., mechanized presentation of chunked content delivered by a
teaching machine), which was an effort to standardize instruction in order to solve educational
problems (Reiser, 2001). Research done during the 1950s discovered that a number of the
materials and methods developed to support math and science instruction were ineffective, and,
subsequently, these concepts were linked together in the late 1960s to create the field of
“instructional design,” a term coined by Robert Gagne to encapsulate his work and that of others
during that time (Curry et al., 2020; Reiser, 2001).

During the 1970s the number of instructional design models grew, particularly in the U.S.
military (largely a result of earlier successes during World War II, which were applied military-
wide in the years following) and in business and industry, which employed instructional design
principles to maximize employee training outcomes (Halupa, 2019). However, instructional
design was rarely used in the creation of instruction for higher education: instructional designers
were rarely employed by college campuses until the 1990’s when online learning began to grow
in popularity (Chao et al., 2010). The traditional industry-based instructional design models
(such as ADDIE) were not well suited to academia, and near the turn of the 21 century,
Guernsey proclaimed a new profession had been born to address the need in higher education, an
occupation he called instructional designer (Guernsey, 1998). The role combined the skills of

teaching and instructional technology and originated from colleges moving more courses online;
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however, Pan & Thompson (2009) note that some colleges had already created positions of this
type before Guernsey’s proclamation in The Chronicle of Higher Education. As colleges began
moving courses online, it became clear that the expertise required for accomplishing these tasks
so did not lie within one individual. As a result, institutions began relying on collaborative teams
whose members held the instructional design, multimedia expertise, and technology skills
required to move instruction from face-to-face contexts into online ones (Peters, 1988; Oblinger

& Hawkins, 2006).

Groupwork and Collaboration in Organizations

Group work has evolved into a cornerstone of organizational life (Akkerman et al., 2007)
and is increasingly being relied on in educational settings, particularly in the form of multi-
disciplinary teams, which are created to deal with complex problems (Derry et al., 1998; Hall et
al., 2002; Reeves et al., 2005). Working teams in organizations and learning groups in
educational contexts are confronted with similar issues: “They are faced with challenges of
establishing common frames of reference, resolving discrepancies in understanding, negotiating
issues of individual and collective action, and coming to joint understanding” (Barron, 2000, pp.
403-404, as qtd. in Akkerman et al., 2007). Developing online courses is a complex problem for
higher education, and researchers have noted that studying groups and group collaboration is an
important area for exploration across multiple contexts (Barbera et al., 2017; Cohen & Bailey,
1997; Hixon, 2008) in order to maximize the potential of groups to accomplish an institution’s
objectives.

Before proceeding, it is important to clarify how the extant literature has explored
collaboration and why collaboration is important in educational contexts. According to Matusov

(1996), collaboration can be defined as common engagement in a shared activity and is
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necessary to develop group cognition, a common ground created through the shared activities
group members engage in as they work to accomplish a shared task. Auer-Rizzi and Berry
(2000) studied the role of business or cultural backgrounds and found them vital to enabling high
levels of team collaboration, and thus improving group cognition. Other studies have explored
the impact of the joint activity itself on members’ collaborative behaviors (Foil, 1994; Granados,
2000). Distributed cognition, introduced as a framework by Hutchins (1995), dominated the
existing literature for exploring how collaborative teams interact to accomplish high-stakes tasks
in the following twenty years or so.
Distributed Cognition

Distributed cognition purports that generating information (i.e., cognition) and widely
promoting that information within teams occurs through the interaction of people, the
environment they are in, and the artifacts they use or create as they collaborate (Hollan et al.,
2000). Distributed cognition has been used to study shared understanding (and how it breaks
down) in a variety of contexts, notably in cockpits of airlines (Hutchins & Klausen, 1996), in
collaborating pairs of software programming designers applying Agile methods (Mangalaraj et
al., 2014), in a software development cycle in engineering (Buchan, 2014), and even in
transportation-based and miliary systems such as air traffic control and submarine control teams
(Stanton, 2014; Walker et al., 2010). As researchers applied the framework to additional
contexts, they began exploring human-computer interactions to identify ways that resources
could be configured differently to shape users’ actions with computers (Wright et al., 2000).
Other researchers relied on distributed cognition to describe how online communities build
shared understanding in computer-supported collaborative work (Hoadley & Kilner, 2005). They

were building on the work of earlier researchers who analyzed examples of successful and
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innovative information technologies to support learning in various technology-supported
environments (Molnar, 1997), primarily to answer this question: “What is the special value
added by technology when used as part of best practices in education?”” (Hoadley & Kilner,
2005). Ultimately, these early studies helped to describe how knowledge was distributed across
team members who were collaborating to accomplish common goals. The current study focuses a
common goal relating to the design of instruction for use in online learning environments. The
foundational research on how knowledge was distributed across team members in industry-
related and military contexts helps to frame the subsequent discussion of how knowledge is
distributed across teams building online instruction (i.e., the focus of the current research).
Collaborative Course Design

Collaborative course design is now ubiquitous in higher education contexts, and refers to
a team-based approach to curriculum development that relies on specialized knowledge available
among a group of experts (Voog et al., 2015). Higher education adopted these approaches, in
part, because collaborative models are believed to generate higher quality courses than those
developed by individuals (Chao et al., 2010; Salmon & Wright, 2014). A collaborative course
development model is usually structured around a discursive approach to curriculum
development in which team members engage in dialogue to negotiate the inclusion of
curriculum, to design interaction pathways, and to curate course content (Xu & Morris, 2007;
Ziegenfuss & Lawler, 2008). A team model is more likely to be used for online course
development particularly when technology skills are required, such as those necessary to develop
multimedia alternatives to replace or complement more traditional face-to-face teaching methods
(Laurillard, 2002; Mayer, 2017; Moore & Kearsley, 1996). As Puzziferro and Shelton (2008)

said, “no one person is capable of discharging all of the expertise levels and roles inherent” in the



28

creation of an online course (P. 119, as qtd. In Halupa, 2019). In a comprehensive review of all
instructional design technology scholarship literature listed in the online Scorpus database
between 2007 and 2017, Bodily et al. (2019) noted that by 2008, distributed cognition had
emerged as one of the top keywords among the 41,969 papers retrieved from the 65 journals
included in the analysis, indicating that researchers had a keen interest in understanding how
knowledge was distributed across groups within instructional design systems.

The instructional design process usually involves developers calling on their prior
experiences from previous projects as well as recalling existing knowledge from other domains
(Ball et al., 2001; Cross, 2006). Those prior experiences and knowledge serve as assets to
empower the current design-related tasks, helping developers to use pre-existing analogies to
develop similar approaches or to refine previous solutions for use in the current project (Moreno
et al., 2014). These variations in background knowledge have the potential to empower design
creativity and innovation when they are shared within heterogeneous teams (Argote, 2013;
Christensen & Ball, 2016; Pulakos et al., 2003). However, one study did find that within-domain
shared knowledge (e.g., two subject matter experts with unique knowledge not shared by other
members) can lead to conflicts on a development team if members have disparate backgrounds
(Paletz et al., 2013). Overall, however, the role of background knowledge has been shown to be
of positive value to the work of collaborative course development teams (Nonaka, 1994). A
better understanding of the roles individual members typically play on these teams, along with
the hard and soft skills required to accomplish their work, and are described in more depth
below.

Team Roles in Online Course Development

The duties members engage in to support online course development can vary,
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particularly for instructional designers. The expectations reported by instructional designers
often include, among others, (1) team development expectations, (2) determining appropriateness
of technology, (3) establishing minimum technology standards, (4) providing technology training
for faculty, and (5) developing intellectual property policies (Bichelmeyer et al., 2001). Tantivat
and Allen (2006) reported the following instructional designer roles, specifically relating to the
creation of online courses:

e Experience designing courses in multiple fields: techniques applied across fields can

enhance course development

¢ Understanding the needs of online learners

e A surrogate for a course-users: can see the course through the eyes of the learner

e Design skills
A group of instructional designers working at universities in New Jersey reported a much wider
range of skills they utilized during their work (Miller & Stein, 2016). These roles included the
following:

e Technology and online pedagogy training

e Moving courses from one learning management system to another

e Creating online courses with faculty subject matter experts

e Producing video and other multimedia

e Learning management system and instructional technology support

e Training faculty to teach more effectively using technology

e Supporting students using learning management systems

e Ensuring courses meet accessibility standards
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e Assisting faculty in creating online assessments to minimize cheating (as cited in
Halupa, 2019).

When instructional designers take part in teams where they work directly with faculty
members, however, their roles can expand to include more project-management skills (M. Allen,
1996; Cox & Osguthorpe, 2003) such as (1) employing an instructional design model during
course creation, (2) acting as project manager to keep the project on track, (3) assisting faculty in
selecting learning objects to support online pedagogy, and (4) providing static resources to
support functionalities required within the course (Puzziferro & Shelton, 2008). During the
creation of online instruction, the roles of instructional designers and faculty members can be
quite different, particularly as it pertains to subject-matter expertise. The authors provide an
organizational model they used at Colorado State University-Global Campus, which identifies
team roles and responsibilities within their Instructional Development Unit. A slightly
abbreviated version of their model is provided in Table 2.1 below to illustrate the roles present
on their course development teams and to provide example roles and responsibilities required

during online course creation.
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Table 2.1. Example Roles & Responsibilities for Online Course Development Teams.

Team Member

Role

Lead Faculty Course
Developer

Senior subject matter expert, typically a lead faculty
member

Ensures that development is in line with curricular goals
and ensures a high level of academic quality

Course Development
Team Member

Also a subject matter expert

One or more may participate, depending on the project’s
scope, or other special circumstances

Works collaboratively with the Lead Faculty Course
Developer to select and/or design course materials, etc.

Instructional
Technologist
e [s synonymous
with the
instructional
designer roles &
responsibilities
noted above

Acts as a pedagogical and design consultant on up to 10
concurrent development projects

Employs an appropriate instructional design model

Acts as a project manager for each development project
Assists the team in selecting course materials and learning
objects to support online pedagogy

Ensures that the course design adheres to the quality vision
and design standards

Course Technician

Acts as technical support on several concurrent
development projects

Provides programming support and assistance with
technical aspects of the course; for example, load course
content, design course banner and graphics, work on look
and feel of course, find or create learning objects, load quiz
and exam questions into the learning management system,
help developers record audio/video, help developers ensure
that the technologies are appropriate for the course, include
text scripts for Americans with Disabilities Act
compliance, test the course links, proofread, etc.

Librarian/Copyright
Clearance Coordinator

Provided through library services for review of courses for
TEACH Act* compliance and to handle copyright
clearance, reserve readings, etc.

*Note: Signed into law by President George W. Bush in 2002, the Technology,

Education, and Copyright Harmonization (TEACH) Act “facilitates and enables the performance

and display of copyrighted materials for distance education by accredited, non-profit educational

institutions (and some government entities) that meet the TEACH Act’s qualifying requirements.

Its primary purpose is to balance the needs of distance learners and educators with the rights of
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copyright holders” (Copyright Clearance Center, 2011). Essentially, the TEACH Act provides

access to copyright-protected material for use within distance, or online, education as long as
academic institutions take measures to ensure the content is part of a mediated instructional
activities and that users do not widely share digital content outside the classroom environment.
Online Course Creation — Who Does What? At the risk of being too prescriptive, it can
be useful to identify the typical elements of an online course and which team role(s) have
primary responsibility for accomplishing those components. Expectations for who will complete
them will vary based on the composition of the team, the skill sets held by individuals, and the
needs of stakeholders (Ritzhaupt & Kumar, 2015), but the list is offered to provide some context
for who does what during online course creation. Provided in Table 2.2 is a list of example
elements from an online course, along with the team member holding primary responsibility for
accomplishing each online course element. The table has been adapted slightly to include the
instructional designer role, which, based on the skills in the table, is aligned to the instructional
technologist role. Recall that these elements and roles/responsibilities align to the online courses
developed by Colorado State University-Global Campus, as previously described by Puzziferro
& Shelton (2008) and noted in Table 2.1. The table is derived from the authors’ Active Mastery
Learning Model and the higher education Quality Matters rubric standards, which have been

consistently updated in the intervening years (Quality Matters Program, 2020).
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Course Standards Roles Examples
Element
Course e Introduction to the course e Course Developer and e Welcome video
Overview and structure, style, learning Instructional e “Icebreaker” activities
Introduction / experience, technology Technologist e Text announcement
Student requirements e Instructional ¢ Any"housekeeping
Orientation e Explanation of support Technologist to provide items" covered
resources any static institutional
¢ Explanation of course information (such as
policies support resources,
¢ Navigational instructions contact information,
e Explanation of general institutional policies,
expectations etc.)
e Instructor introduction
Syllabus e Detailed syllabus document, | e Instructional
with timelines, course Technologist to provide
policies, unit schedules, and template
other specification included | e Course Developer
in a template provided to modifies course-
faculty specific information
Course o Course topics are clearly e Course Developer e List of clear objectives
Curriculum/ explicated e Instructional and learning outcomes
Objectivesand | e Course level learning goals Technologist e Identification of
Learning and objectives clearly stated knowledge needed in
Outcomes

and address content mastery,

critical thinking skills, and
core learning skills
Course outcomes are clear
and measurable

Each module and unit
includes this element

subject area to gain
expertise

Course Content

The course materials support

the learning goals and
objectives

The course materials appeal
to diverse learning styles and
are appropriate to the online

learning environment

o Course Developer

e Instructional
Technologist and
Course Technician (to
help select types and
formats of content)

e Librarian

o Textbook readings,
audio clips, video clips,
lecture notes, podcasts

o Slideshows

o Worksheets for lecture
support

e The course materials are
well-organized into a logical
flow, and easily accessible

o All course materials are
appropriately cited and
copyright compliant
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and with instructor

o Interactive activities are tied
directly to learning
objectives

o Interactive activities engage
students with the application
of the information in a
meaningful and interactive
way in order that they
construct new knowledge in
a collaborative environment
(constructivism)

e Rubrics are provided that
specify the interaction
criteria for students

e The design of the activities
prompts the instructor to be
present, active, and engaged
with the students

Technologist/Designer
(to help select
activities and
discussions that create
engagement,
interaction, reflection)

Course Standards Roles Examples
Element
Mastery o Activities are included that e Course Developer ¢ Technology-enabled
Activities allow students to practice e Course Technician (to exercises such as
applying the informational help select types and games like Jeopardy,
concepts presented in the formats of content, or crossword puzzles, and
course content create/load activities) digital flashcards
e Activities are non- e Librarian (when e Online quizzes
threatening, and are necessary, to clear ¢ Simulations
engaging, interesting, and copyright for learning
even entertaining objects)
o Activities allow for multiple
attempts
e Activities are based on
course materials that are tied
directly to learning
objectives
o Activities provide specific,
immediate feedback and
students are able to track
their progress
Interactionand | e Interactive activities promote | ® Course Developer e Discussions
Collaboration interaction among student, o Instructional

o Synchronous
interactions
(Chat,
Whiteboard, etc.)

o Group activities such
as team site building
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Course
[Element

Standards

Roles

Examples

IAssessment and
Measurement

o The types of assessments
selected are based on course
materials that are tied
directly to the stated learning
objectives

There are multiple types of
assessments and they are
weighted such that students
have multiple paths to
success

¢ Students receive
personalized feedback from
the instructor

For written assessments,
rubrics are provided that
clearly specify success
metrics

Authentic assessment
techniques are incorporated

o Course Developer
e Instructional
Technologist/Designer

e Exams

e Written assignments

e Portfolios

e Assessment should never
be exams only

Course
Technology

Tools and media are selected
to support the learning goals
and objectives

Technology is easily
accessible and current
Technology encourages
students to be active learners
Technology selection poses
no undue financial burden on
students (unless absolutely
necessary to the course)

e Course Technician

o Wikis

¢ Blogs

¢ Journals

¢ Videoconferencing

Accessibility

o Course complies with the
Americans with Disabilities
Act (1990)

e Course Technician

e Checklist/review

The availability of technologies and an institution’s objectives may require adjusting the table

above to meet individual needs, and the authors suggest the table can be adapted accordingly to

include more or less detail. They suggest the ultimate objective should be to apply the table as a

specifications sheet so that instructional development teams can benchmark their progress

toward quality during online course creation (Puzziferro & Shelton, 2008). Roles in addition to

those noted in the table above may be required, and often originate from needs related to both
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subject-matter expertise and skills situated in specialized technical roles. For example, in a study
of three course development teams working on similar online learning projects at a campus-
based university in Europe, Botturi (2006) noted that the composition of the teams was
dependent on the subject-matter and technology-based expertise required to bring the project to
fruition. Each project is briefly noted below with the team members present on those course
development teams.

Team one was creating a course in Ecology in Architectural Design and producing
elements about energy, water, pollution, and population concerns in architecture by utilizing
expert interviews, exercises, and case studies. Members with the requisite skills in architecture
and web-based design were necessary to accomplish the work. The team included four members:

e Construction engineer — serving as subject-matter expert and project leader

¢ Instructional designer with a background in communication

e QGraphic designer

e Web programmer
Team two was creating a collection of online resources about the usability of web applications
for use in a course in Informatics, Communication, and Hypermedia Design. The course required
members to possess specialized skills in hypermedia design, which accounts for the additional
subject-matter expert present on the team. The goal was to provide tools for analyzing websites
through hands-on exercises and other methods. Note that the instructional designer had some
prior experience in usability, but this skill was not a requirement for inclusion on the team. The
team included five members:

e Subject-matter expert — serving also as team leader

e Additional subject-matter expert
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e Instructional designer with expertise in usability

e Graphic designer (same graphic designer present on team one)

e Web programmer
Team three was developing online materials to support students in Communication, Journalism,
and Media studies and had access to archives of the Swiss Radio and Television, which provided
historical and contemporary audiovisual documents for review. As was true for team two, this
team required additional subject-matter experts to support the specialized skills needed to bring
the project to fruition. The team included six members:

e Two subject-matter experts — serving both as team leaders

e One additional subject-matter expert

e Instructional designer

e Graphic designer with a background in Physics

e Web programmer (same web programmer as team 2)

As noted by the authors (Botturi, 2006), in general all of the teams shared the following
similarities: (1) Teams were highly interdisciplinary, with backgrounds ranging from Physics to
History, and from Communication Sciences to Engineering; (2) Teams shared the same basic
structure, with clearly defined roles: (a) a subject-matter expert who was a faculty member and
the project lead; (b) a web programmer; (c) a graphic designer; (d) an instructional designer; and
(e) other subject-matter experts, on team two and three. A web programmer and a graphic
designer possessed skills that were desirable and easily transferrable across teams, which
accounts for their presence in multiple groups. In the analysis of communication patterns across
the three teams, researchers noted two networks at play to support task completion, one between

the subject-matter expert and the instructional designer and the other among the more technical
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roles (i.e., the instructional designer, the graphic designer, and the web programmer). Across
these three teams, the “instructional designer appears to be the glue between the two sub-
networks, in a mediator or translator position” improving communication among all members
(Botturi, 2006, p. 130). This mediating role certain members play to empower task completion
during creation is only one aspect of team performance; another pertains to how developers take
the perspective of potential users during course development. More recent research details the
importance of competencies lying outside the defined roles noted earlier. These skills relate to
user experience, which encompasses all aspects of an end-user’s interaction with a company, its
services, and its products (Norman & Nielsen, 2022). In the context of instruction for the end
user, user experience skills, which include the instructional designer’s usability expertise (noted
for team two earlier), would position developers to enhance learners’ user experience to facilitate
user interactions within the online courses being developed.

In a comprehensive review of two teams’ discourse (13 members total) from fifteen
meetings held to develop specific online courses, researchers noted that some developers
empathized with end-users’ experiences more than others (Rapanta & Cantoni, 2014). The
authors discovered that overall, 3.5% of developers’ statements directly cited the experience of
the end-user, with about half of statements (47.8%) referencing activity-related experiences.
Approximately a third (35.9%) of statements discussed the course as an overall user experience,
and interface-related issues were present in 16.3% of the statements. To get to the point, most of
time the discourse used by developers (i.e., in 68.5% of cases) adopted the users’ course
perspectives while interacting with the course, whereas the remaining statements were derived
from developer’s perceptions of their own experiences using the course. Developers tended to

use possibilities rather than universal statements, meaning they based their perceptions on
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scenarios about user behavior rather than on proven prior knowledge. The authors proposed that
course developers with the ability to emphasize with end-users are just as relevant to ensure
quality as are the skills associated with the more traditional expertise (e.g., media, graphic
design, pedagogy, etc.) required to create an online course.
A Brief Review of Logic Models

A logic model is a visual representation of the logical relationships between resources,
activities, outputs, and outcomes of an intervention or project and are often used to evaluate
projects or interventions; however, they can also be used to guide planning and implementation
efforts (McCutcheon & Lohan, 2014) such as those supporting online course development. The
key aspects of a logic model include (1) identifying inputs necessary to support the desired
change, (2) a description of the core components of what change was completed to produce the
desired outcomes, and (3) the key outputs that result from the change initiative’s activities,
relating to both what the outcomes were and their actual impacts (McLaughlin & Jordan, 1999,
2010). Logic models were first described in the late 1970s to represent the relationship between
an initiative’s day-to day activities and its outcomes (Wyatt Knowlton & Phillips, 2012). Logic
models were originally developed as a strategy to help government managers of public money to
clarify the mission of funded programs and improve program efficiency (Wholey,1979,1983).
The goal was to define the objectives and performance indicators in order to hold project
managers accountable for program results while meeting the desired budget. In the intervening
years, logic models have been applied in a variety of educational contexts, more recently to
evaluate the effectiveness of interventions to address disparities related to equity and inclusion
(Cooper et al., 2020). Logic models have been embraced thanks in large part to work by the

W.K. Kellogg Foundation (2004), who promote them and provide tools for grant-seeking
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institutions to justify their fund requests of federal, state, and private funding agencies. See
Figure 2.1 for a basic overview of the components of a logic model from the Kellogg
Foundation’s guide; each section would be expanded to include the tangible components guided
by the organization’s specific change initiative.

Figure 2.1. The Basic Logic Model.

“"I’n”p“u'::” ’ Activities ’ Outputs ’ Outcomes ’ Impact
® O, ® ® ®

Your Planned Work Your Infended Resuolts

The guide notes that using a logic model during program implementation “forms the core
for a focused management plan that helps you identify and collect the data needed to monitor and
improve programming” (W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004, p. 5). A recent multiple case study
provides some real-world examples of how logic models were used to disrupt inequities for
stakeholder groups. The authors investigated how six educational alliances combined individual
logic models into an Integrated Logic Model, “to unify their programs into a single logic model
and their work toward equity, both for students’ college and career pathways and for institutional
change” (Cooper et al., 2020, p. 107). Authors reported that the alliances’ work with logic
models sparked renewed energy within and across their equity practices, a first step toward
“forging a shared language for building student-level and systemic equity” across educational
contexts (p. 117). Figure 2.2 provides the logic model a university used to guide evaluation

efforts to disrupt institutional barriers to equity for Hispanics across three projects.
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Figure 2.2. Integrated Logic Model of Hispanic-serving Institutions Initiatives.

UC Santa Cruz Hispanic-Serving Institutions Initiatives Mission: Building Equity in Higher Education Opportunities and Attainment
and Disrupting Institutional Barriers to Equity for Latinx, Low-Income, and All Students
Inputs Activities Outputs Short- and Intermediate- Long-Term
Theories of Change: Hurtado et al. Term Outcomes Student and Institutional
(2012); Dowd & Bensimon (2015) | Equity Analysis Equity Analysis Equity Outcomes
Resources Mathematics, STEM, and For all activities:| Grades and Passing Rates| Persistence at major

* U.S. Dept. of Ed, UC Writing Curriculum # attending, College Algebra, Entry declaration milestones,

system, UCSC equity Redesigned College Algebra and Who came? Level Writing Requirement,| including STEM

research, policy, practice | Pre-Calculus Courses, Regional Who was STEM gateway courses, 4- and 6-year graduation

 Latinx and low- Writing Institutes missing? GPA, # STEM majors rates

income students increasing

represent CA Advising and Support Persistence year-to-year # Transfers from partner

demographics Holistic advising, Support programs community colleges,

* Engaged faculty, staff, | SEMILLA Scholars 3-year graduation rates

students, and families

* UCSC advising Sense of Campus and Sense of Campus and Disrupting Barriers to

and support programs Career Belonging Career Belonging Institutional Equity

* Community college Family Regional Conferences/ « College Algebra instructors

partners SICC-UCSC Dia de la Familia « High support in STEM

» Undergraduate (Family Day), Chicanx Latinx Transfer Pathways gateway courses

research opportunities Resource Center internships # Cross-enrollment, + TA PD in all math classes
transfers from partner + STEM Teaching-Learning

Needs Transfer Pathways community colleges Community

” Stud_e‘m.and mstnt_utnpnai Cms§«:nro!1n1enl. STEM Sc_holars « Waiving UCSC-community

inequities and barriers Transfer Program, Engineering Faculty, staff, graduate college cross-enrollment fees

* Low-performing K-12 Academy and undergraduate student | , Neyw equity-oriented

schools presentations and positions across campus

* Underprepared faculty, Profe:;s.ional Devc_lopmcnt (PI}’), publications « Campus equity analysis

staff, and students Practitioner Inquiry, E'md Equity team, unified equity research,

Research and Evaluation practice, and policies

Although no examples of logic models being used to specifically guide online course
development could be located in the literature, the potential of logic models to support the
inclusion of equity-mindedness initiatives in online courses is intriguing.
Role of Self-efficacy in Online Education

Another area important in the research is the role self-efficacy plays in online learning.
An individual’s “perceived self-efficacy refers to beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and
execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). Some
studies indicate that internet/online self-efficacy can be a good predictor of student satisfaction in
and preferences for web-based learning environments (Chu & Tsai, 2009; Kuo et al., 2014), and
online self-efficacy has been shown to affect students’ learning outcomes in web-based courses

(Al-Azawei & Lundqvist, 2015; Joo et al., 2013). People have beliefs about their self-efficacy in
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all areas of their lives (e.g., athletic ability, problem-solving, conquering addictions, etc.), and
the positive impact of self-efficacy on goal attainment has been observed over decades in both
K-12 and post-secondary student populations in multiple disciplines (Hodges, 2008; Hodges &
Harris, 2017). Teacher self-efficacy has also been extensively studied as a predictor of job stress
and burnout in K-12 contexts (Ngui & Lay, 2020; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2016; Schwarzer &
Hallum, 2008). Likewise, the impact of self-efficacy to increase positive feelings and task
performance in higher education faculty teaching online has been documented (Al-Madhagy
Taufig-Hail et al., 2021; Horvitz et al., 2015; Tang et al., 2021). The role teacher self-efficacy
might play to support diverse learner groups has also been documented in the literature.

In one study at a teacher-preparation university in England, researchers noted a
significant positive impact of an inclusion-focused training program on pre-service educators’
self-efficacy to support children with special education needs and disabilities, including stark
positive changes in educator’s perceptions of these learners’ abilities (Coates et al., 2020).
Indeed, teacher self-efficacy has been studied extensively over the past forty years (Zee &
Koomen, 2016), and since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic has been shown to play a
significant role in teachers’ willingness to stay engaged in teaching online (Guoyan et al., 2021).
However, the role of self-efficacy for developers actually creating online courses has not been
widely studied.

In one example from a three-year study of instructional designers working in Canadian
universities, researchers explored how instructional designer shaped their practice, their
professional identities, and how their actions contributed strongly to changing the way
colleges/universities accomplish their instructional missions (Campbell et al., 2007). Their

findings suggested that instructional designers play pivotal roles to help faculty (particularly
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novices) build self-efficacy to accomplish online instruction. The authors suggested instructional
designers are engaged in “a moral practice that involves the ethical knowledge of the designer
acting in relationship with others in a dialogue about how to create a social world of access,
equity, inclusion, personal agency and critical action” (p. 661). Experts agree further research is
needed to identify strategies to increase instructional designers’ self-efficacy with promoting
design and creativity (Clinton & Hokanson, 2012; Henriksen et al., 2017); however, similar calls
for enhancing self-efficacy to promote issues of diversity and inclusion are conspicuously absent
from the research (Bond et al., 2019), with the literature mostly focused instead on researching
technical solutions to enhance accessibility for differently abled course users.
Role of Mindsets/Beliefs in Education

Although the role of mindsets and beliefs for course developers is under-represented in
the literature, studies of how instructor mindsets impact educational contexts are available.
Teacher mindsets have been shown to correlate with student achievement. In one synthesis of
1200 meta-analyses relating to which educational interventions were predictive of student
achievement, the analysis revealed the highest average effect size was assigned to “Teacher
estimates of achievement (Hattie, 2015).” Put another way, the teacher’s belief about the
learner’s ability to achieve correlated most highly with the learners’ actual achievement. Other
research has shown that teacher beliefs and instructional approaches can also impact student
motivation and achievement (Hattie, 2012; Lau & Nie, 2008). According to Mindset Theory,
people approach personal qualities with either fixed (the quality cannot be changed) or growth
mindsets, meaning the quality can be developed through direct interventions (Dweck, 2006). One
researcher applied mindset theory directly with educators to bring about sustained change in their

practices and their students’ mindsets related to motivation (Seaton, 2018). She identified a
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statistically significant increase in growth mindsets from pre-to-posttest, an increase that
persisted even after a three-month follow-up with study participants.

An additional study conducted with pre-service educators focused on testing the most
effective means to change educator’s mindsets about whether student motivation was innate or
could be developed and found that using a beliefs-based approach to be most effective: educators
read an accurate but mock Psychology Today article emphasizing that “teachers can enhance
student motivation and mindsets.” The alternative, largely ineffective, approach had educators
work through six approaches to instruction that support learner motivation (Daniels et al., 2020).
Providing direct instruction that challenged educators’ mindsets proved effective in changing
their beliefs about student motivation.

An additional approach that can be used to empower mindset shift during training is
cognitive dissonance theory. Cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) holds that humans
have an inner desire to hold our attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors in a state of harmony, thus
avoiding the feeling of emotional dissonance. The theory suggests that when someone
encounters dissonance — the discord between a perceived reality and their beliefs on a particular
issue — negative emotions occur and spur the individual to do the intellectual work to bring the
feelings of dissonance back into agreement (Harmon-Jones & Harmon-Jones, 2002). Learners
within a community need to embrace this cognitive dissonance to experience what Bencze
(2013) referred to as critically reflective practice. In other words, to transform someone’s beliefs
related to training outcomes (or any other concept, for that matter), these reflective moments
engendered by cognitive dissonance can lead users to embrace transformative ideas (Geuss,

1975; Habermas, 1971).
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Transfer of Learning to Performance Environments

Ensuring that results from training contexts transfer into performance contexts does not
happen organically; transfer must be attended to through deliberate design (Perkins & Salomon,
1988). Transfer of learning can be defined as “the effective application by program participants
of what they learn as a result of attending an education or training program” (Caffarella, 1994, p.
204). Caffarella continues that evidence of transfer is often thought of in terms of “observable
changes in knowledge, skills and attitudes™ (p. 205). Strategies cited include individualized
learning plans, portfolios, and reflective practice and have been shown to enhance transfer of
learning from training to performance contexts. Additional approaches include changes in
pedagogy to empower transfer, including such approaches as problem-based learning, role
playing, and video simulations (Macaulay & Cree, 1999); however, the best approaches in each
discipline will vary based on how closely the training environment approximate the performance
context (Dalgaty et al., 2017) and whether learning experiences give users rich opportunities to
interact meaningfully with instruction (Lock et al., 2018). A key condition shown to enhance
transfer is that the learner takes an active role during instructional events (Goldstone & Day,
2012), a characteristic also shown to improve learner motivation and satisfaction during training
(Sahin, 2007). Purposeful course design can positively impact transfer of learning as long as
transfer considerations are prioritized throughout course development. Active, applied learning
activities, such as toolkits, scenario-based learning, and student reflection have been shown to
enhance transfer to performance contexts (Egan, 2020).

Research shows that when learners in industry-based contexts feel the outcomes of
training will be useful in the performance context, a concept referred to as usefulness

(Roszkowski & Soven, 2010), learners apply those skills more confidently and with higher levels
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of achievement (Allinger et al., 1997). When learners believe training is useful, they display
more motivation to transfer those skills to the performance context and have more self-efficacy
in their abilities to do so (Ruona et al., 2002). Within academic contexts, the adoption of online
instruction offers access to affordable education that can be easily adapted to a learner’s needs
and pacing expectations (Barak, 2012; Allen et al., 2016); however, the lack of direct instructor
supervision means that techniques to facilitate learning must be consciously embedded within
online courses. These deliberate course elements can guide learners to apply cognitive strategies
and to engage in metacognition, with an important aim to maximize learner motivation to persist
(Cho & Heron, 2015; Kauffman, 2004). The strategies aforementioned can be collectively
referred to as self-regulated learning (Pintrich, 1999; Schraw, 2009).

Put more succinctly, self-regulated learning includes skills such as cognition,
metacognition, motivation and resource management (Sasson & Dori, 2012; Spruce & Bol,
2015). Cognition can be described as a set of mental processes including the skills required to
encode information, memorize that information, and then recall it at a later time (Flavell, 1979).
Metacognition is the process of reflecting on or demonstrating awareness of one’s own cognitive
processes (McCormick, 2003; Flavell, 1979), which can lead to self-regulation and an ability to
consciously coordinate the tasks a learner is presented (Barak et al., 2016). Lastly, resource
management is a set of strategies learners use to manage and control the environment in which
they learn, including time management skills, effort to complete tasks, features of the learning
environment, and the presence of other people (Ryan & Pintrich, 1998).

Although self-regulation skills have been shown to positively impact learning outcomes
in online learning environments (Barak et al., 2016; Hong & Jung, 2011) a recent study implies

that a better predictor for the level of skills transfer (regardless of the mode of instruction) may
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be explained by self-confidence. In a recent study of eighty-four college students in the same
course, offered concurrently online and on-campus, researchers discovered that students with
high levels of self-confidence in their abilities were more adept with self-regulation and realized
higher levels of skills transfer, regardless of whether instruction was offered online or in a face-
to-face context (Barak et al., 2016). Acknowledging that skills transfer is an important aim (if not
the most important), the logical conclusion is that all courses (online or otherwise) should be
deliberately designed to enhance learners’ self-regulation skills.
Culturally Responsive Design in Online Education

In an exploratory systematic review of research on virtual education, inclusion, and
diversity, Fermin-Gonzalez (2019) set out to discover what inclusive e-learning educational
designs existed in higher education. The researchers reviewed the Web of Science and Scopus
databases from 2007-2017, searching for articles within higher education that included the search
terms inclusive e-learning, inclusive e-learning accessibility, or inclusive e-learning diversity
and 1dentified eighty-nine studies meeting the parameters of the search. The resulting articles
centered around three major themes and can be defined as: (1) focused on people with
disabilities; (2) focused on other human differences; and (3) challenges of higher education
institutions to create inclusive curricula. Fifty-one of the eighty-nine studies (57.3%) focused on
people with disabilities, while thirty-eight studies (42.7%) addressed inclusive online designs for
other human differences. The articles focusing on course users with disabilities were largely
research of accessibility designs to create virtual learning contexts to allow this population of
learners to overcome various barriers related to their limitations (Amado-Salvatierra & Hilera,
2015). These designs include, among others: (a) the use of assistive technology, (b) the

development of accessible online materials and activities, (¢) curriculum designs of accessible
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content, and (d) other adaptations to facilitate differently abled learners’ access to knowledge
within the online platform; however, these approaches are insufficient to address inclusive e-
learning designs that recognize other human differences, such as race, religion, ethnicity, and
culture (Fermin-Gonzalez, 2019), described in more detail below.
Online Design to Address Other Human Differences

The studies focusing on other human differences (Fermin-Gonzalez, 2019) are likely
represented in the literature because as student diversity continues to grow in online classes at
the university level (Moreira, 2016), different approaches need to be developed to address
student differences related to several cultural factors, such as (a) race, (b) nationality, and (c)
culture. Although a number of attempts have been made to establish guidelines and standards for
practice in massive open online courses, those standards rarely include culture (Morrison, 2016).
The studies offering alternatives to address these challenges mostly focus on understanding the
phenomena that resulted in the user becoming marginalized: to discover what was happening,
who the students were, and to highlight the diverse nature of the student population. Some of the
studies also investigated the barriers encountered by the students in the online learning
environment and how they could be addressed (Fermin-Gonzélez, 2019); however, the literature
does not offer a robust exploration of how online education can be systematically designed to
address race, nationality, and cultural diversity of student groups. A possible reason for the lack
of these studies of this type is that standardizing learning content (and pedagogy) can present
barriers to the diversity of the learners using it based on their individual skills and preferences
(Al-Azawei et al., 2017). As a result, efforts to adapt online education for culturally diverse users

have mostly been targeted to specific learner groups, as described below.
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Nomadic Learners. Rick Voithofer (2002) presented an early framework that online
educators could use to create a postmodern curriculum. First described by Slattery in 1995, a
postmodern curriculum is one meant to “deconstruct modern constructions of race, gender,
identity, and ethnicity based on Enlightenment notions of reason and to expose the ways that this
construction perpetuates unjust power relations and violence against minority people” (Slattery,
2013, p. 194.) In the essay, Voithofer elevated culturally responsive epistemologies and
pedagogies in online education to help developers integrate differences (based on gender, race,
geography, ethnicity, etc.) to create spaces for the negotiation of knowledge and identity for
students originating from nomadic cultures. In one such example, he explained that what counts
as knowledge in an online classroom depends on how one defines knowing (Oliver & Gershman,
1989), whether it is technical knowing or ontological knowing. “Technical knowing refers to
adaptive, publicly transferable information and skill; ontological knowing refers to more diffuse
apprehension of reality, in the nature of liturgical or artistic engagement” (p.3). Voithofer noted
that online courses that define knowing in technical ways can marginalize learners from nomadic
cultures because the way those cultures value and define knowing is different; thus, the design of
the online class could create an immovable barrier to knowledge creation for these learners.
Tools for supporting this type of knowledge creation were not yet available in the early 2000s, so
he suggested that course developers create new tools to help learners encode, re-encode, and
annotate postings, media products, chat transcripts and the like. He argued that tools such as
these would assist in building ontological knowing and reasoning through helping learners create
what he termed personal learning databases, hubs to record perceptions that learners from
nomadic cultures could consult as they build ontological knowledge. Additional considerations

centered on how the contexts in which content was presented —its tone, language, structure,
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visual representations, and icons — impacted how it is interpreted by a user from a nomadic group
(Voithofer, 2002); presenting online content within narratives and mythologies of a particular
culture (e.g., nomadic and Indigenous peoples) can result in differing interpretations when the
same content is presented in decontextualized ways (Hardaker, 2022).

Indigenous Learners. Henderson argues that technology-driven instruction is not
culturally neutral but is “an intangible aspect of culture” and when instruction is “transformed
into a material object, it becomes that cultural artifact” (1996, p. 86). As a result, the artifact that
is created to support instruction is determined by the “particular epistemologies, learning theories
and goal orientations of the designers themselves” (McLoughlin & Oliver, 2000, p. 58). For this
reason, instructional designers and others responsible for developing online instruction must be
aware of their own “(a) world view; (b) values, ideologies, culture, class and gender; and (c)
commitment to a particular design paradigm” (Henderson, 1996, p. 86). In other words, in the
absence of an in-depth unpacking of one’s identity and worldview, course elements created to
support instruction may inadvertently marginalize certain cultural and linguistic groups. In a
systematic review of university policies on cultural inclusivity from the perspective of
Indigenous peoples, Dreamson et al. (2018) identified several approaches developers might
apply to minimize these oversights, provided in Table 2.3 below. In concert, these approaches
show evidence of efforts to embed cultural diversity in the learning management systems used to
support online education. They articulate the relevant pedagogies, the technology necessary,
assessment strategies, activities of students, the role of instructors and learners, and the

institutional changes necessary to accomplish cultural diversity at an institutional level.
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Table 2.3. Instructional Dimensions of Culturally Inclusive Learning in Online Learning

Environments.

Dimensions

Literature

(1) Social organization of the course, (2) Selection of course content,
progression, and learning activities, (3) Selection of course materials, (4)
Selection of a mode of interaction in the course, (5) Selection of the
technological platform supporting the course, (6) Language(s) used in
the course, (7) The conditions under which the course is delivered
(entirely distance or a hybrid approach)

Collis, Vingerhoets and
Moonen’s (1997) seven
dimensions of instructional
design for culturally inclusive
online teaching and learning

(1) Students may adopt different learning approaches and have different
levels of prior knowledge, (2) The cultural differences and perspectives
that students bring to learning are assets, not liabilities, (3) Setting high
expectations and challenges for all students creates a motivating climate,
(4) Assessment should be authentic, and include diagnostic assessment,
formative assessment and outcome assessment.

McLoughlin’s (2007) high
level of constructive
alignment between learning
activities, pedagogy and use of
Web tools

(1) Awareness of learner needs and preferences, (2) Communication and
social interaction, (3) Authentic task design, (4) Multiple perspectives
and access to resources, (5) Scaffolding and support, (6) Flexibility in
goals, modes of assessment and learning outcomes, (7) Tutor roles, (8)
Collaboration and co-construction, (9) Clear communication of aims,
objectives and requirements, (10) Self-direction and integration of skills

McLoughlin and Oliver’s
(2000) ten culturally
responsive Web design
principles for planning an
online unit for Indigenous
Australian learners

(1) Pedagogical and psychological, (2) Technical and functional, (3)
Organizational and economical, (4) Social and cultural and the following
two cultural criteria: (a) Team communication is supported taking under
consideration possible differences in religion or in cultural development;
and (b) the individuality of each student with regards to their cultural
and social development is taken under consideration.

Michailidou and Economides’
(2003) four dimensions of the
design and development of
collaborative educational
virtual environments on the
basis on different cultures and
languages

(1) Pedagogical philosophy, (2) Learning theory, (3) Goal orientation,
(4) Task orientation, (5) Source of motivation, (6) Teacher role, (7)
Metacognitive support, (8) Collaborative learning, (9) Cultural
sensitivity, (10) Structural flexibility

Reeves and Reeves’ (1997)
ten dimensions of interactive
learning on the World Wide
Web

(1) How do we integrate and address this multicultural dimension in a
distance education course aimed at students who live in diverse cultural
environments? (2) How do we facilitate interaction and dialogue among
individuals of widely differing cultural influences? (3) How do the
challenges of intercultural communication in an online environment
affect online teaching and learning? (4) What are the characteristics of
an online course that is inclusive of all types of diversity, and what are
the guiding principles for designing such courses?

Germain-Rutherford and
Kerr’s (2008) four questions
for designing inclusive
learning online environments

The dimensions presented in the table above have two basic instructional characteristics in
common: communication and collaboration, with the other dimensions either supporting or
serving as outcomes of these two (Dreamson et al., 2018). The goal of the models focuses on
facilitating effective communication and collaboration to support interactions among individual

students from differing cultural and linguistic backgrounds. In Germain-Rutherford and Kerr’s
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design (2008), the four questions suggest instructional designers should facilitate cross-cultural
communication, interaction, and dialogue to address inclusivity-based design principles. In
addition to fostering communication and collaboration, the models promote specific pedagogy
that underpin the instructional concepts being developed to establish cultural inclusivity. An
example can be found in McLoughlin and Oliver (2000), who noted that integrating instruction
with the cultural needs of learners requires “systematic attention...be given to particular design
guidelines, which include responsiveness to learner needs, community based learning and
cultural contextualization of learning activities” (pp. 58-59). In practical terms, course creators
and instructors should presume that the learning management systems as a whole are interactive
learning environments where individuals co-construct knowledge and formulate cultural
perceptions of themselves in relation to the cultures of others (Park, 2014, 2015). As such,
course creators should investigate the entire system for inherent barriers and ameliorate them.
Learners at Canadian Public Universities. Canada has more than 200 immigration-
based ethnicities and home languages, and a growing Aboriginal population, making it one of the
most culturally and linguistically diverse nations in the world (Statistics Canada, 2016). In
addition, Canada has also seen a dramatic rise in international enrollment in its universities
(AUCC, 2014). Canadian higher education leaders have established a key aim to develop “global
citizens with attributes such as openness to, and understanding of, other worldviews, empathy for
people with different backgrounds and experience to one’s own, the capacity to value diversity,
and respect for indigenous [sic] peoples and knowledge” (Ricketts & Humphries, 2015). In an
attempt to determine the degree to which post-secondary institutions meet the tenets of that
directive, Morong and DesBiens (2016) reviewed three course design rubrics often used to

support quality in online course design in Canada. Their goal was to identify the degree to which
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the rubrics being used actually supported intercultural learning, which has been defined as
developing knowledge of diverse cultures and worldviews, including one’s own; dispositions
related to respect, openness, and curiosity; and interpersonal skills including critical reflection,
empathy, and listening (Deardoff 2006, 2009). The three rubrics are identified below, and a brief
summary of their components is provided.

e Quality Matters Rubric (Quality Matters™ Overview, 2014): Outlines standards for eight
design components: course overview, learning objectives, assessment, materials, learner
interaction and engagement, technology, learner support, and accessibility.

e cCampusAlberta eLearning Rubric 2.0 (eCampusAlberta Rubric, 2013): Describes seven
design components, each with three levels of attainment: (1) essential, (2) excellent, and
(3) exemplary: course information, organization, pedagogy, writing, resources, web-
design, and technology. The essential standards focus on the minimum criteria necessary
to enable quality online learning, with the excellent and exemplary standards including
criteria that enhance learning experiences and/or improve accessibility for diverse
learners.

e (CanREGs, or Canadian Recommended E-Learning Guidelines (Barker, 2002): Include
criteria that students acquire a knowledge base that is easily transferrable between work
and learning; that course credits/credential that are recognized locally, nationally and
internationally; and that learners are invited to contribute to decisions about curriculum
and pedagogy.

The authors praise all three rubrics’ essential criteria that ensure the presence of accessible
course components and technologies to support diverse learners. The authors also praise that two

of the rubrics (i.e., eCampusAlberta Rubric and CanREGs) promote attitudes of respect and
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equality, and include explicit learning aims to assist the development of interpersonal skills for
students. However, the authors criticize a lack of research-based recommendations to support
intercultural learning: “critical and holistic pedagogies; explicit intercultural learning outcomes
and assessments that address cultural knowledge, affective learning, relational skills and
intentional diversity group work” (Morong & DesBiens, 2016, p. 486). The authors also noted
the conspicuous oversight that rubrics did not address the cultural competence of educators
themselves. To address this oversight, they proposed a list of Culturally Responsive Design
Guidelines be used in conjunction with the previous rubrics to help Canada fully realize its
intercultural learning aims for online learning in higher education. See Table 2.4 below for the

tool they created.
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Table 2.4. Culturally Responsive Design Guidelines.

Intercultural learning involves developing knowledge of diverse cultural worldviews, including one’s

own; attitudes of respect, openness, and curiosity; and critical reflection, listening, empathy and other

relational skills (Bennett 2009; Deardorff, 2006, 2009). It also depends on culturally safe learning,

which includes sharing power and supporting equal engagement between different worldviews

(NAHO, 2008)

Pedagogies

» Multiple pedagogies that include engaged and holistic approaches are used to enable
intercultural learning

* Explicit descriptions of intercultural learning aims are given

* Course guide explains how learning methods and activities support intercultural learning
aims

* Intentional learning-centered design principles are applied in activities

Learning outcomes

* Intercultural learning outcomes are explicitly stated and scaffolded to support developmental
learning

* Intercultural learning outcomes include affective learning, relational skills and cultural
knowledge building

* Learners are invited to define learning goals relevant to personal contexts

Assessment

* Knowledge of cultural worldviews is assessed, e.g. self awareness and other worldviews

* Attitudes and values learning are assessed, e.g. respect, openness

» Communication skills are assessed, e.g. listening, empathy, negotiation

* Varied methods include group work, and guided self and peer assessment

* Cooperative and collaborative group work expectations are differentiated and aligned with
relevant, authentic learning assignments

*» Assessment of group and teamwork includes individualized components

Facilitation & online moderation

* Value for diversity is modelled throughout course learning activities

* Cultural safety criteria are addressed

* Affective and relational skills learning are scaffolded in varied preparatory and group
activities

* Cultural diversity in group work is balanced

* Collaborative learning skills are scaffolded in varied participation and group activities

» Multi discourse genres are provided e.g. formal and informal forums, negotiation, consensus
building

* Methods include coaching, mentoring and shared leadership

* Learner feedback on experience of learning activities is invited

Learning resources

* Materials include diverse cultural representations and perspectives

* UDL multimodal learning concepts address diverse cultural interests, needs and preferences

* Learners are invited to contribute culturally relevant materials

* Open educational resources support accessibility and affordability

Scheduling

» Ample time for intercultural group learning processes is provided

* Flexible activity choices support diverse cultural learning challenges
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The guidelines proposed in the table above support intercultural learning and provide guidance
for how intercultural learning opportunities can be integrated effectively into core online course
design elements in both online and face-to-face contexts. Through these guidelines, the authors
present a basis for a design methodology that can support intercultural learning and enable
ongoing evaluation of pedagogies, learning activities, and assessments in the pursuit of this
initiative. They note that applications of their rubric should “be well documented, tracked, and
evaluated in course design and delivery” (Morong & DesBiens, 2016, p. 487), to ensure
instruction is systematically built to embrace both diverse cultural perspectives and to foster
knowledge sharing among them (Dalziel et al., 2016). Having explored several approaches for
supporting culturally and linguistically diverse groups in higher education, the next section
identifies relevant literature addressing the potential for culturally appropriate online design to

remove barriers to graduation from post-secondary institutions.

An Argument for the Inclusion of Culturally Appropriate Practices

Measured as a percentage of the world’s population, overall college enrollments are
largely stagnant; however, enrollment in public and private post-secondary degree-seeking
institutions in the United States continues to increase (Rosinger et al., 2019). For example, public
institution enrollments grew 34% between 1998 and 2012 and are projected to increase 15%
between 2012 and 2023. Private institution enrollments grew 71% and are projected to increase
16% during the same period (Hussar & Bailey, 2016). Institutions must plan effectively to
address the logistical and funding challenges to meet the needs of growing student populations.
Of equal import is institutions’ ability to support increasingly diverse prospective students who
are enrolling in record numbers across the world. It is reasonable to assume that in such a

competitive marketplace, institutions who wish to remain agile must make addressing systemic
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racism, however hidden from obvious review, a priority as they make linguistic and cultural
plurality a strategic component of their educational visions.

Reports generated by the National Center for Educational Statistics for the fiscal years
ending 2016/2017 and then again in the fall of 2019 (the most recent information available)
indicate a steady increase in online course offerings across the United States (Ginder, Kelly-Reid
& Mann, 2017). In the fall of 2017, 15.4% of the more than 20.1 million students attending a
post-secondary institution were enrolled in exclusively online courses, up from 14.7% the prior
year. In terms of real numbers, these figures indicate a net increase of 130,000 students from
2016 to 2017 who never set foot on a college campus. In fall of 2019, 17.6% (of more than 19.6
million learners) were enrolled in exclusively distance education courses (U.S. Department of
Education, 2021, Digest). In the fall of 2017, just over a third of students were enrolled in at least
one online course, representing more than 6.6 million learners (Ginder, Kelly-Reid & Mann,
2017), while in fall of 2019 more than 37% of students (representing more than 7.3 million
learners) were enrolled in at least one online course (U.S. Department of Education, 2021,
Digest). As noted earlier, culturally diverse learners comprise a growing segment of enrollees in
online courses. To remain fiscally agile, educational planners must position themselves in the
marketplace to attract diverse populations to their institutions (Kemp & Grieve, 2014), and could
benefit from rethinking instructional approaches to meet the needs of diverse learner populations.
Designing courses to represent and sustain a variety of cultural identities is a good place to start,
and of particular importance in a digitally-connected world. In a technologically connected
world, discourse across cultures is afforded in ways previously thought impossible. In just a few
moments, students can find connections to virtually any culturally diverse viewpoint they wish.

Designing online courses that leverage the cultural assets of learners, especially those at the
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intersection of race, culture, and identity hold promise to ensure high levels of learner motivation

and successful degree completion.

Racial and Ethnic Diversity in Higher Education

It is important to note that although post-secondary student populations have become
more diverse, the racial and ethnic diversity of full-time college faculty who support them have
not followed suit. In the fall of 2018, the National Center for Education Statistics reported that
45% of students enrolled in 4-year public degree-granting institutions were from communities of
color. Females represented 54% of students. Only 25% of full-time faculty were from
communities of color, and nearly 47% were female. In fall 2018 Hispanics represented almost
18.5% of students enrolled in degree-granting postsecondary institutions but only approximately
6% of full-time faculty. Almost 13% of students were Black, but 6% of full-time faculty were
Black. When gender is included, the disparities persist. Hispanic and Black females represented
11% and 8% of students respectively but only 3% each of full-time faculty were either Hispanic
or Black (U.S. Department of Education, The Condition of Education, 2020; U.S. Department of
Education, 2021). Due to the absence of ethnic diversity among faculty in higher education (Li &
Koedel, 2017), it logically follows that these institutions’ course development teams may
represent the same imbalances in their membership. As a result, investigating and unpacking the
perceptions of development team faculty members is an important step toward revealing any
biases in how pedagogy and content-related decisions might negatively impact students who take
those courses.

Researchers have found that minority students whose teachers are the same race or
ethnicity are more likely to see their instructors as role models and to report greater effort in

school and to aspire to higher goals in college (Egalite & Kisida, 2018). A study of community
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college classrooms found that minority students’ performance gaps can close from 20% to 50%
when the demographics of faculty more closely match those of students (Fairlie et al., 2014).
Instructors whose cultural assets closely align with those of their students are likely more aware
of how curriculum and pedagogy decisions might impact students because of these

similarities. When we consider the persistent lack of diversity in higher education faculty (and
by proxy in the course development teams made up of those faculty), investigating how teams
discuss culturally appropriate practices becomes even more important. Improving the diversity of
faculty in higher education is a monumental task requiring well-designed and implemented
strategic plans (Sensoy & DiAngelo, 2017; Washington et al., 2017), but determining whether a
lack of diversity on development teams impacts the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices
for online learners is much less complex and easier to accomplish. Studies exploring how
diversity empowers the work of instructors is well documented as noted above; however, similar
studies about the role of diversity in course development teams are underrepresented in the

literature.

The Potential of Online Education to Support Diverse Learners
Online courses may not be an ideal option for every learner, particularly as it relates to

the availability of resources to access them effectively. Learners of color and those in immigrant
and lower socio-economic households are less likely than their white counterparts to have access
to both high-speed Internet and to the technology required to access online courses (Anderson &
Kumar, 2019; KewalRamani et al., 2018; Ryan, 2017). One study noted differences in the levels
of persistence in online courses across diverse cultural groups, resulting in higher levels of
attrition in the United States and internationally (Hart, 2012). Another study suggested that male

students with a migration background and older students of both genders with a migration
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background have higher dropout risk in online courses (Stoessel et al., 2015).

Understanding the full range of reasons why learners complete or do not complete online
courses is beyond the scope of this inquiry; however, one possible explanation is that online
courses may not deliberately attend to the cultural and linguistic diversities of learners. Research
does suggest that educators working in face-to-face environments can develop dispositions to
deploy pedagogical practices in the form of instructional techniques that support favorable
student outcomes with culturally diverse learners (Warren, 2018). It logically follows that course
development teams can develop similar dispositions to support delivery of culturally appropriate
practices within online environments. One way to better support diverse clients may be to
deliberately design online courses to ensure high levels of engagement across various cultural
groups, including immigrant communities and students of color, and for traditionally

marginalized groups based on gender or sexual orientation.

Culturally Appropriate Practices Fostering Success in Online Courses

Building upon earlier studies with both Native Hawaiian and Native Americans (Au &
Jordan, 1981; Mohatt & Erickson, 181), Ladson- Billings (1995) introduced culturally relevant
pedagogy as a fully developed teaching approach as a means for challenging what she noted
were “deficit paradigms (Bloom, Davis & Hess, 1965) that prevailed in the literature on African
American learners” (p. 472). Ladson-Billings chose to focus on successful teachers who were
meeting the needs of culturally diverse learners, particularly by engaging teachers in dialogue
about how these educators’ cultures, backgrounds, and education helped to construct the
meaning of what took place within their classrooms. Brown-Jeffy and Cooper (2011) and Gay
(2013) support that culturally relevant pedagogy can lead students to believe that teachers care

for them, an issue of paramount importance for reducing drop-outs in all educational contexts,
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particularly those relying on interactions within virtual contexts rather than face-to-face

ones. Maintaining high levels of engagement, especially as students navigate the challenging
cognitive and emotional demands of higher learning is crucial for ensuring positive learning
outcomes for these students.

Culturally relevant pedagogy also improves students’ perceptions that their ethnic
identity, cultural value, and heritage are sustained and affirmed through interactions with adult
stakeholders (Howard, 2010; Paris & Alim, 2014, 2017). Reviews of dropout statistics from
web-based courses reveal that poor communication and social interactions among students may
impact withdrawal from these programs. Additionally, the same studies indicate that the quality
of interactions between teachers and students also contribute significantly to whether a student
chooses to persist or withdraw from an online course (Bozkurt & Akbulut, 2019; Lee & Choi,
2011; Roach & Lemasters, 2006; Willging & Johnson, 2009). Students need to feel valued by
their online instructors, just as they do in face-to-face courses. Withdrawal rates from online
courses outpace those for similar students enrolled in face-to-face ones, and research findings
call for training both students and staff with culturally relevant skills to partake in e-learning
(Dichaba et al., 2018). Although online course offerings have been a mainstay in higher
education for decades, comparatively little research has been done to determine whether
culturally appropriate practices might interrupt the higher tendencies of online students to
discontinue participating in online courses. The research available offers conflicting potential for
leveraging culture to improve learner outcomes in sustainable ways (Smith & Ayers, 2006).

Further supporting the need for additional research in the field is that little is known
about how online education technologies should be designed to reliably serve learners from a

broad cross-section of cultures (Gomez & Cooper, 2012). Some studies indicate that cultural
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characteristics have not been predictive of performance in online courses (Lee & Choi, 2010).
The infancy of the research itself may mean that particular disciplines and the role that culture
plays within them has been thus far overlooked. Other studies do suggest that online options
improve the odds of degree completion, even after the learners’ cultural background is controlled
for (Shea & Bidjerano, 2014). Some grant-funded research (by the U.S. Department of
Education) has focused on checklists to identify actionable instructional practices to improve
cultural responsiveness in higher education classrooms (Louisiana State, 2011), but with only
ancillary references to how the courses themselves are designed.

Little research has investigated how the abilities and dispositions of course development
teams contribute to culturally appropriate practices in the courses they create; instead, research
has largely focused on the instructors who facilitate online courses (Abacioglu et al., 2019;
Hutchison & McAlister-Shields, 2020). A comprehensive governmental report commissioned by
the U.S. Department of Education, which was designed to report on efforts to advance diversity
and inclusion in higher education, does not mention any design features of courses themselves,
focused on ensuring colleges apply inclusive admissions practices and provide strong academic
and social support for students of color and low-income students (Office of Planning, 2016).
Several studies in the early 2000s did explore the role power distances between the learner and
instructor play on learner engagement for different cultural groups (Selinger, 2004; Wang, 2007),
but more recent inquiries about how entire development teams conceptualize culturally
appropriate practices in online courses are challenging to locate. Acknowledging that robust
studies of how specific team members impact the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices
during online course creation are underrepresented in the literature, the researcher offers this

study in an attempt to close gaps left by others in the field.
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Summary of Chapter

This chapter reviewed the relevant literature surrounding the history of online course
offerings, the growth of racial and ethnic diversity in postsecondary college enrollments and
made a case for online courses as a means to better support the myriad numbers of increasingly
diverse learner groups entering institutions of higher education. Additionally, the chapter
summarized the extant literature surrounding online instructional design teams and presented
several successful approaches for supporting culturally and linguistically diverse learners within
online environments. Additionally, the chapter proposed these culturally affirming practices as a
bridge to fostering the continued success of culturally and linguistically diverse learners in online
courses. However, with few studies focusing on how team roles impact the design of culturally
appropriate practices, more research is necessary to describe the conditions under which
members elevate the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices within online course design.
The next chapter details the research design and methods used to explore how four development
teams discussed the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices during efforts to create online

coursces.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The purpose of this qualitative instrumental (Stake, 2006) multi-case study was to
understand the contributions that development team members make during meetings to create
online courses with a specific aim to discover how the role played on the team might correlate
with the topics and priorities team members discussed. Additionally, the study included a within
and a cross-case analysis (Miles et al., 2014) to examine similarities and differences in
discussions across the data (available in Chapter 4). Little is known about the intersection
between team roles and contributions to discussions, particularly as it relates to designing for
diverse learner populations. Qualitative data were collected from observations of both recorded
and real-time meetings for each of the four cases and used in conjunction with frequency
distributions of member statements to answer one primary question and two sub-questions:

e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the Southeast

discuss during meetings to create online courses?

o RQIla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?

o RQIb: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional
educator professional development course, mandated educator training course)
influence what teams discuss during meetings?

Additionally, quantitative data were collected from a participant survey shortly after qualitative
data collection ended, and quantitative data analysis methods were used (i.e.., frequency
distributions and average confidence ratings based on study participants’ team roles) to discover

any connections between study participants’ self-reported abilities to accomplish culturally
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appropriate practices in online environments and their actual statements reflecting these practices
during team discussions. The following sub-questions guided this part of the inquiry:
e RQ2: How do development team members rate their abilities to accomplish culturally
appropriate practices in online courses?

o RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of
these practices during team discussions?

The results of this study offer novel ways to describe how the roles people occupy on
development teams correlate with their contributions to design tasks and with self-perceptions of
their abilities to design for diverse learner groups. With an aim toward improving the inclusion
of culturally appropriate practices in online course development, this study offers insights about

best practices to support personnel as they engage in culturally affirming design tasks.

Multi-case Study
Step 1 — Qualitative Data Collection

Step one of this inquiry relied on an instrumental case study approach to collect
qualitative data based on study participants’ statements during development team discussions.
During this phase all participant statements were thematically coded across the four cases in the
data and then frequency distribution spreadsheets were created to determine which team roles
(e.g., course developers vs. instructional designers) accounted for each coded statement. The data
were interpreted with the same inquiry focus across multiple development teams in an attempt to
discover how member contributions differed across cases, a process referred to as the logic of
replication (Yin, 2009). Using a small group of comparison cases allowed the researcher to draw

conclusions that might otherwise have been impossible (Lieberson, 2009). Specifically, case
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study investigation is by its nature descriptive and nonexperimental, consisting of in-depth
analyses of bounded systems that answer “how” and “why” questions in real-world contexts.
This approach allows for meaningful study of complex real-life events, situations and
phenomena within these bounded contexts (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Miles et al., 2014; Stake,
2006). The bounded contexts, the units of analysis, were four distinct development teams, each
with its own members (two members played a role on more than one team) and each with its own
design task embedded in a real-world work context. Three of those teams originated from one
public university, and the fourth was from a different public university located nearby.

A case-study approach was employed because it is ideally situated to examine the
complexity of team members’ contributions to a functioning design group. These teams are
ecosystems of individuals, whose varied backgrounds and communication styles and workflows
intersect with the work being accomplished in a variety of complex ways. In order to better
understand the Zow and why of the phenomenon relating to online course development across
multiple cases in differing contexts, this qualitative, case-study approach was used to illuminate
both differences and commonalities within and across the four development teams (Yin, 2009).
The goal was to explore how the context influenced the design-related discussions taking place
and to better understand how the people involved in those design-related activities made sense of
the task through their verbal contributions. Case study is the ideal methodological approach to
investigate the role context plays (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) and is, therefore, most apt for use in
this study. In an instrumental case study, the case is also used as an exemplar to develop deeper
insight into a broader issue (Crowe et al., 2011), in this case the presence of culturally

appropriate practices within design discussions across multiple teams.
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The cases for analysis in step one of this study were bounded by the design team being
observed and by the duration of members’ course development tasks. For example, Case #1 —
Team A had five members who met eleven times over two and half months to develop an online
module. That design task and those members comprised the first case. Case #2 — Team B had six
members who met fifteen times over seven months to build a comprehensive professional
development course. That design task and those members comprised the second case. Case #3 —
Team C had four members who met four times over a month and a half to do a rapid redesign of
an existing course. That design task and those members comprised the third case. Case #4 —
Team D had six members who met thirteen times over four months to accomplish a
comprehensive update of a university-level course. That design task and those members
comprised the fourth case.

Step 2 — Quantitative Data Collection

In step two of this inquiry, shortly after the qualitative data collection had ended, an
online survey was conducted using Qualtrics to collect study participants’ self-perceptions of
their ability to accomplish twenty-five culturally responsive design practices in online courses
(see Appendix A for a complete list of survey questions). These survey questions informed the
initial a priori coding of the qualitative data in step one (see Figure 3.2 for a sample of that
coding process). An additional survey question asked study participants to rate the importance of
deliberately designing online courses to appeal to diverse learner groups. The last survey
question offered study participants the opportunity to describe any life experiences informing the
importance rating assigned to the previous question. During step two survey scores were
collected for each participant and then categorized by the role the participant played on the

development team (i.e., course developer, data analyst, instructional designer, course strategist,
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video producer, instructor of record). This approach helped to determine whether study
participants’ self-perceptions of their abilities to accomplish culturally appropriate practices
aligned with their actual contributions to team discussions. For example, one might expect study
participants who rate themselves highly for a particular competency to make more frequent
statements reflecting that competency than those members who rated themselves poorly on that
competency. This exploration during step two helped to triangulate the quantitative survey
findings with the qualitative findings from step one in an attempt to make similar claims using
both the qualitative and quantitative data (Jick, 1979). See Figure 3.1 for a visual model of the

study’s design.



Figure 3.1. Visual Model of Study Activities.
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The units for analysis in step two of this study differed from those used during step one.
During step one the cases were defined by the design task the development team was completing.
When survey responses were reviewed, the unit of analysis was bounded by the role study
participants self-selected when completing the online survey. These six development team roles
included the following, with the number of individuals in the data set indicated in parentheses:
course developer (6), data analyst (3), instructional designer (3), course strategist (2), instructor
of record (1), and video producer (1). After study participants’ survey responses were analyzed,
the mean confidence ratings for four of the six team roles were compared to one another (i.e.,
other team roles) during analysis. The two roles with only one member in the data set (i.e.,
instructor of record and video producer) were included in the analysis; however, no additional
members in similar roles were available to calculate a mean confidence rating for survey

responses made by the instructor of record or the video producer.

Epistemological Assumptions

This inquiry is informed by a lengthy career in public education with thousands of
learners engaging the world in unique ways. The ontology with which the researcher engages the
world prioritizes how individual perception and context interact to create a simulated truth—a
truth that a researcher can only approximate through a meaningful description. As a result, the
worldview and research posture informing this work align most closely with constructivism
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Stake, 2006). Constructivism posits that knowledge is constructed
within the individual and is subjective (Maxwell, 2013). The work of the researcher is to
discover that individual’s reality within the context of the phenomenon of interest, in this case
contributions to discussions as members work collaboratively to design online instruction. In the

context of this inquiry, development team members are engaged in highly complex, interactive
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behaviors as they co-construct information, making the evidence of their internal mental activity

tangible through discourse with one another.

Descriptions of Cases and Study Participants

Purposeful sampling was used (Patton, 2015) to select four course development teams, an
approach that helped to identify a group of people that could best inform the research problem
being investigated (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). Targeted individuals supported the design
and development of online courses across multiple disciplines and audiences, a deliberate choice
to maximize the breadth of information available for analysis. The four development teams are
explored below within descriptions of their work environment in order to provide context into
the scope of their typical design-related work. All study participants and places are referred to by
pseudonyms to ensure privacy. During the online survey, which was initiated immediately after
data collection of team discussions ended, study participants self-identified the primary role
played on the team and provided other relevant demographic information.
South University

Participants for the study were recruited from this institution (a large public university in
the Southeast) because the organization offers a variety of online professional development
courses for K-12 educators that are widely used across multiple disciplines. The institution’s
director of online learning was contacted to identify potential teams for recruitment, five of
which were engaged in current course creation activities. Three of the five team leaders agreed to
participate, and with their expressed permission, the researcher contacted individual members on
each team to request their participation. Everyone contacted consented to take part in the study.

Case #1 - Team A. This development team consisted of five members charged with

developing a multi-sectioned online module to help educators build foundational knowledge of
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the course content (see Table 3.1). The team had recently deployed a previous, less-developed
set of materials in pilot form, and, armed with usability data and perceptions of prior course
users, they were designing additional, comprehensive content for deployment in an online space.
The target audience for the training was K-12 educators, and the end product would be a
facilitated module with four subsections and offered free of charge to interested users.

The study participants in this sample include three course developers (i.e., Alfred,
Monica, and Thomas; all pseudonyms), along with a data analyst named Gloria and an
instructional designer named Kimmy (again, both pseudonyms). It should be noted that Kimmy
took part in three separate development teams included in the data. In order to maintain
consistency across teams, Kimmy is referred to with the same pseudonym. Because Kimmy took
part in multiple teams, she did not complete the online survey until all data collection was
completed for every team in which she participated.

Table 3.1. Team A — Participant Descriptions.

Name Primary Role Gender Race # of Meetings Attended
Alfred Course Developer Male White 110f11
Gloria Data Analyst Female Black or African American Sofll
Kimmy" Instructional Designer Female White 11 of 11
Monica Course Developer Female Black or African American 10 of 11
Thomas Course Developer Male White 11 of 11

Note. All participants are identified by pseudonyms to ensure confidentiality. Participants self-selected all personal identifiers

during the online survey, which was initiated immediately after data collection ended.
*Kimmy took part in multiple teams. The pseudonym is retained across teams to indicate the same participant. Kimmy completed the

online survey only after data collection ended on all teams in which she participated.

Case #2 - Team B. This team consisted of four design-team members charged with
creating online professional development training and support materials for PreK-12 teachers,
administrators, and instructional coaches (see Table 3.2). Two additional members, their roles

indicated as “Data Analyst,” served in evaluator roles in the project, advising and guiding the
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team’s course creation as needed. The design problem related to training three stakeholder
groups (i.e., teachers, administrators, and instructional coaches) on how to access and effectively
use a state-provided online student-assessment portal. The end product would be a combination
of real-time virtual training sessions with online pathways built out for each participant group
within the online course.

The study participants in this sample include one course developer named Goldilocks and
three instructional designers (i.e., Grace, Kimmy, and Lilly; all pseudonyms). As noted earlier,
Kimmy took part in multiple development teams included in the data. The instructional designer
identified as Lilly also took part in the work of multiple development teams. In order to maintain
consistency across teams, Kimmy and Lilly are referred to with the same pseudonyms. Because
Kimmy and Lilly took part in multiple teams, they did not complete the online survey until all
data collection was completed for every team in which they participated. The last two members
of the team (i.e., John and Will; pseudonyms) served as data analysts to guide the project and
deliver user perceptions of the pilot to inform the creation of the final training product.

Table 3.2. Team B — Participant Descriptions.

Name Primary Role Gender Race # of Meetings Attended
Goldilocks Course Developer Female White 13 0f 15
Grace Instructional Designer Female White 150f15
Kimmy" Instructional Designer Female White 15 of 15
Lilly” Instructional Designer Female White 13 of 15
John Data Analyst Male White 1 of 15
Will Data Analyst Male White 11 of 15

Note. All participants are identified by pseudonyms to ensure confidentiality. Participants self-selected all personal identifiers

during the online survey, which was initiated immediately after data collection ended.
*Kimmy and bLilly took part in multiple teams. These pseudonyms are retained across teams to indicate the same participants.

Both participants completed the online survey only after data collection ended on all teams in which they participated.

Case #3 - Team C. This development team consisted of four members (see Table 3.3)

engaged in a rapid-redesign process of an existing multi-unit online professional development
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course to help educators and parents support learning of the course content for young children.
Armed with an instructional practice guide upon which the course was mandated to be based,
user contributions to discussion forums in the first run of the course, and users’ end-of-course
surveys from two previous course offerings, the team redesigned course content and interactions
to better align with institutional goals. The target audience for the online course was early
education teachers, elementary school teachers, and parents of young learners. The end product
would be a facilitated course with six units and offered free of charge to interested educators and
parents.

The study participants on this team, all referred to by pseudonyms, included one course
developer (i.e., Shannon), along with two instructional designers (i.e., Kimmy and Lilly) and a
course strategist identified as Adriana. As noted earlier, Kimmy and Lilly took part in multiple
development teams included in the data. In order to maintain consistency across teams, Kimmy
and Lilly are referred to with the same pseudonyms. Because Kimmy and Lilly took part in
multiple teams, they did not complete the online survey until all data collection was completed
for every team in which they participated.

Table 3.3. Team C — Participant Descriptions.

Name Primary Role Gender Race # of Meetings Attended
Adriana Course Strategist Female Hispanic or Latino 4 of 4
Kimmy" Instructional Designer Female White 4 of 4
Lillyb Instructional Designer Female White 3 of4
American Indian or
Shannon Course Developer Female Alaska Native & White 4 of 4

Note. All participants are identified by pseudonyms to ensure confidentiality. Participants self-selected all personal identifiers

during the online survey, which was initiated immediately after data collection ended.
*Kimmy and bLilly took part in multiple teams. These pseudonyms are retained across teams to indicate the same participants.

Both participants completed the online survey only after data collection ended on all teams in which they participated.
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East University

Participants for the study were recruited from this location (a large public university in
the Southeast) after a conversation with an adjunct professor there revealed that a computer-
assisted graduate-level course was being redesigned in the near future. The researcher contacted
the instructor of record for the course being redesigned, and she indicated a desire to take part.
Individual members of that team were also contacting separately, all of whom consented to take
part in the study.

Case #4 - Team D. This development team consisted of six members charged with
systematically updating all aspects of a master’s level public policy course in the field of study
(see Table 3.4). The design problem consisted of updating all instructional content, including
but not limited to the following: course syllabus, interaction pathways, video lectures,
assignments, presentation materials, and course readings. The course was offered in a hybrid
format (online with weekly synchronous meetings) and had been taught for a number of years.
The course was being systematically enhanced to address three aspects of its deployment: the
learners’ user-level experiences, the professor’s instructing experiences, and alignment with the
university’s curricular goals. Because the scope of the update was so comprehensive, the work of

this team took place in two distinct phases, described below.
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Name Primary Role Gender Race # of Meetings Attended
Amy Course Strategist Female White 30f13
Aspen Instructor of Record Female White 13 of 13
Janie Course Developer Female White 110f13
Joy Video Producer Female White 30f13
Vicky” Video Producer Not provided Not provided 10of 13
Wayneb Course Strategist Not provided Not provided 30f13

Note. All participants are identified by pseudonyms to ensure confidentiality. Participants self-selected all personal identifiers during

the online survey, which was initiated immediately after data collection ended.

*Vicky and bWayne did not complete the online survey; therefore, race and gender are not available. The primary role

became clear based on each individual's contributions to team discussions.

Redesign Planning Phase. This initial stage comprised three meetings (of 13 total). The

same three members, Aspen, Amy, and Wayne (i.e., the instructor of record and two course

strategists; all pseudonyms), participated in the first two meetings, with Janie (pseudonym) being

added as a course developer for the third and last meeting of the planning phase. The two course

strategists did not return to subsequent meetings, whereas Aspen and Janie (i.e., instructor of

record and course developer) attended all ten of the remaining meetings (see Table 3.5).

Course Development Phase. This phase comprised the remaining ten of the thirteen

meetings in the sample. As noted above, the instructor of record and the course developer (i.e.,

Aspen and Janie) remained in attendance from this point forward. During this phase a video

producer named Vicky (pseudonym) joined the team to help plan the recording of new lectures.

Vicky was replaced by another video producer named Joy (pseudonym) shortly after because

Vicky’s availability changed. Of the ten meetings in the course development phase, a video

producer took part in four (see Table 3.5).
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Data Collection for Research Questions

Data was collected over a period of seven months based on the natural progression of the
design-related work for each of the teams in the sample. All observations of teams took place in
Zoom, either in real-time or after the fact when meetings were transcribed from recordings (see
Table 3.5).
Observations of Team Meetings

With only four exceptions, all observational data in the set is derived from transcriptions
made of recordings of development team meetings. Study participants from Case #1 - Team A,
Case #2 - Team B, and Case #3 - Team C all consented to be audio and video recorded. A
member on each team recorded their meetings in Zoom and shared them via a secure network
folder; only team members were present during those meetings. Some study participants in Case
#4 - Team D consented to be recorded, but others did not. As a result, no recordings were made
for the following meetings: December 8, 2020; December 21, 2020; January 5, 2021, and
February 25, 2021; those meetings were observed in real time, and copious notes were taken to
capture each individual’s contributions to the discussion (see Table 3.5). Study participants in
the remaining nine meetings for Case #4 - Team D consented only to being audio recorded.
Those meetings were observed in real time and audio was recorded for later transcription. A
number of artifacts were displayed during screenshares within Zoom, and additional notes were
taken to aid later transcription efforts. Provided below is a more detailed description of the

duration of data collection activities based on observations of each team in the sample.
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Development Team Meetings Reviewed Duration Mode of Collection from Zoom Participants Present
12/8/2020 23m 56s Recorded audio/video All
12/14/2020 37m 27s Recorded audio/video All
1/12/2021 72m Recorded audio/video All
1/22/2021 60m 45s Recorded audio/video All except Gloria
1/26/2021 55m 44s Recorded audio/video All except Gloria & Monica
Case #1 - Team A 1/28/2021 73m 39s Recorded audio/video All except Gloria
2/1/2021 82m 4s Recorded audio/video All except Gloria
2/2/2021 78m 18s Recorded audio/video All except Gloria
2/9/2021 63m 30s Recorded audio/video All
2/18/2021 36m 1s Recorded audio/video All except Gloria
2/23/2021 57m 8s Recorded audio/video All
11 total meetings 10h 40m 32s of data
11/6/2020 75m 3s Recorded audio/video All except John & Will
12/15/2020 56m 21s Recorded audio/video All except John & Will
1/5/2021 30m 25s Recorded audio/video All except John & Will
1/19/2021 35m43s Recorded audio/video All
1/25/2021 14m 55s Recorded audio/video All except John & Will
2/2/2021 43m 19s Recorded audio/video All except John
2/16/2021 50m 7s Recorded audio/video All except John
Case #2 - Team B 3/2/2021 34m 59s Recorded audio/video All except John
3/16/2021 24m 21s Recorded audio/video All except John
3/30/2021 59m 16s Recorded audio/video All except John
4/20/2021 29m 36s Recorded audio/video All except John
5/4/2021 58m Ss Recorded audio/video All except John
5/11/2021 52m 42s Recorded audio/video All except John
5/25/2021 77m 27s Recorded audio/video All except Goldilocks & John
6/8/2021 40m 43s Recorded audio/video All except Goldilocks & John
15 total meetings 11h 33m 2s of data
1/7/2021 44m 13s Recorded audio/video All
1/21/2021 48m 29s Recorded audio/video All except Lilly
Case #3 - Team C 2/4/2021 56m31s Recorded audio/video All
2/18/2021 16m 48s Recorded audio/video All

4 total meetings

2h 46m 1s of data

Redesign Planning Phase

Case #4 - Team D*
Course Development
Phase

12/8/2020 60m Real-time Aspen, Amy & Wayne
12/21/2020 60m Real-time Aspen, Amy & Wayne
1/5/2020 60m Real-time Aspen, Amy, Wayne & Janie
1/14/2021 56m 3s Real-time w/ recorded audio Aspen & Janie
1/28/2021 44m 33s Real-time w/ recorded audio Aspen & Janie
2/4/2021 47m 7s Real-time w/ recorded audio Aspen & Janie
2/11/2021 36m 43s Real-time w/ recorded audio Aspen & Janie
2/25/2021 60m Real-time Aspen, Janie & Vicky
3/4/2021 29m 5s Real-time w/ recorded audio Aspen & Janie
3/11/2021 24m 1s Real-time w/ recorded audio Aspen, Janie & Joy
3/25/2021 31m 44s Real-time w/ recorded audio Aspen, Janie & Joy
4/1/2021 27m 14s Real-time w/ recorded audio Aspen & Janie
4/7/2021 33m 22s Real-time w/ recorded audio Aspen, Janie & Joy
13 total meetings 9h 29m 52s of data

Note.

“As indicated in the text, data-collection for Team D took place in two phases, the Redesign Planning Phase and the Course Development Phase.

Shading emphasizes the different phases of what is considered the same design task: a systematic update to a master's level course offered in a hybrid

format (online with face-to-face weekly meetings) at East University.



79

Case #1 - Team A. This development team met eleven times over a period of eleven and
a half weeks. Video recordings were typically shared a few days after the meeting. Transcribing
the data was completed twenty-two weeks after the team’s last meeting and thirty-three weeks
after this team’s initial planning meeting to design online instruction. This data set contains
95,561 words (approximately 309 single-spaced pages).

Case #2 - Team B. This development team met fifteen times over a period of thirty and a
half weeks. Video recordings were typically shared the day after the meeting. Transcribing the
data was completed within four weeks of the team’s last meeting and thirty-four weeks after this
team's initial planning meeting to design online instruction. This data set contains 104,852 words
(approximately 270 single-spaced pages).

Case #3 - Team C. This development team met four times over a period of six weeks.
Video recordings were typically shared a few days after the meeting. Transcribing the data was
completed within twenty-four weeks of the team’s last meeting and thirty weeks after this team's
initial planning meeting to design online instruction. This data set contains 25,293 words
(approximately 70 single-spaced pages).

Case #4 - Team D. This development team met thirteen times over a period of seventeen
weeks. Audio recordings for all but four meetings were made during real time. Four meetings for
this team were observed in real time but without consent to record (see Table 3.5). Because some
members consented to be recorded and others did not, transcription for observed meetings (i.e.,
those without an audio recording) was prioritized in order to enhance understanding of team
activities prior to subsequent meetings. Transcribing the data was completed within three weeks

of the team’s last meeting and twenty weeks after this team's first planning meeting to design
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online instruction. This data set contains 68,100 words (approximately 207 single-spaced pages).
See Table 3.6 for a cross-case summary of number of observations and other data characteristics.

Table 3.6. Observation Windows and Summary Data Characteristics by Case.

Duration of

Development Team Meetings Observed . Words in Data set Pages in Data Set

Observations
Case #1 - Team A 11 11.5 weeks 95,561 309
Case #2 - Team B 15 30.5 weeks 104,852 270
Case #3 - Team C 4 6 weeks 25,293 70
Case #4 - Team D 13 17 weeks 68,100 207
43 total meetings 65 total weeks of work 225,913 total words 856 total pages
Team Artifacts

In order to aid comprehension of what was being discussed during meetings, team
agendas and other artifacts were consulted for two teams in particular: Case #1 - Team A and
Case #2 - Team B. Although the scope of these consultations was quite small, exploring the
thought work done prior to and after the events of the current meeting did clarify participant
statements several times, particularly when the details being discussed were unfamiliar or
unclear to an objective observer. The agendas and artifacts were shared via a secure network
folder but were not downloaded from their original location or recorded in any way. Several
aspects of the logic model and its components used in Case #4 - Team D were also reviewed
when they were shared via Zoom in real time. Those images were not recorded but did
significantly enhance the understanding of the discussions taking place by orienting the observer
to the organizational documents supporting the team’s course creation efforts.

Online Surveys

Academic and Demographic Background Questionnaire. The survey was conducted
with Qualtrics to determine relevant characteristics of study participants on the development
team being observed (see Appendix B for complete background details for all study participants).

It was designed to provide context for understanding team member roles and any background
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factors that might impact their perceptions of culturally appropriate practices. After completing
the basic demographic questions, each participant was asked: “What is the primary, typical role
you play on the design team?”” and given the following options from which to choose one:

(a) Course developer, (b) Course strategist (c) Data analyst (d) Instructional designer (¢)
Instructional technologist, (f) Instructor of record (g) Project manager (h) Subject-matter expert
or (f)Video producer. This list of options was informed by previous research of typical
development team roles (Botturi, 2006; Puzziferro & Shelton, 2008) and from discussions with a
key team member from both contexts (i.e., South University and East University).

My goal was to ensure a role was available that corresponded to how each organization
conceptualized member roles. However, some team roles were interchangeable, notably the
instructional designer and the instructional technologist roles (Puzziferro & Shelton, 2008), the
latter of which no one in the sample chose in lieu of instructional designer anyway. Notably, the
data analyst role (chosen by three members from South University) and the course strategist role
(chosen by two members at East University) were not noted in the literature. These roles
originated from discussions I had with members of both organizations. I showed them a list of
typical roles and asked if any others needed to be represented. The data analyst and course
strategist roles reflected the discrete skills that these teams required based on the work being
accomplished (Ritzhaupt & Kumar, 2015). The activities being done by the course strategists at
East University closely aligned with the course technician role, an option not offered on the
survey because those skills were already represented in the course strategist moniker. All
participants in the study were informed in writing that they could refrain from providing any or
all demographic information on the survey with no negative impact on their inclusion in the

study.
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Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale Survey. This survey, also

conducted with Qualtrics, was used to gauge study participants’ self-reported ratings of
confidence in their ability to design/deploy culturally appropriate practices (see Appendix
A). Aspects of the survey were adapted from a similar tool originally designed and validated for
use within face-to-face instructional settings (Siwatu, 2007). The scale contains Likert-type
questions on which respondents could choose any whole number to rate the confidence level
(e.g., 0 indicating no confidence; 100 indicating complete confidence) in their ability to
accomplish twenty-five culturally appropriate practices. The original instrument was used
primarily with elementary educators, both preservice (94%) and in-service teachers practicing in
traditional instructional contexts (i.e., not online). The only changes made referenced the
delivery mode of the instruction and design-related components. See below for an example of
these changes.
e Original question 3: [ am able to create a learning environment that conveys respect for
the cultures of all students in my classroom (Siwatu et al., 2017)
e Adapted question 3: [ am able to create an online learning environment that conveys

respect for the cultures of all students in my classroom.
In an effort to minimize any unintended impact on the constructs measured by the survey,
wording was changed only slightly (and sometimes not at all) to focus the respondent to interpret
the question based on an online environment rather than a more generalized interpretation of the
question as applicable to any learning environment.

Study participants were informed in writing that they could leave any questions blank or

refuse to fill out the survey without impacting their ability to participate in the study. In order to

minimize any unintended influence that survey questions might have on team members’ typical
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contributions to design meetings, the survey was initiated only after all data collection had
ended for that team. One instructional designer (i.e., Kimmy) took part in the work of Case #1 -
Team A, Case #2 - Team B, and Case #3 - Team C. Another instructional designer (i.e., Lilly)
took part in the work of Case #2 - Team B and Case #3 - Team C. As a result, Kimmy and Lilly
completed the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey after their
contributions to all meetings for all teams they supported had ended. Additionally, any
discussion of survey questions among study participants was discouraged until all data

collection had ceased.

Data Analysis for Research Questions
Round 1 - A Priori Coding

I analyzed study participants’ statements by applying a set of pre-determined a priori
codes (Miles et al., 2014) drawn deductively from the Culturally Responsive Classroom
Management Self-Efficacy Scale (Siwatu et al., 2017), which I adapted slightly to reflect online
contexts. The adapted version of the authors’ Culturally Responsive Classroom Management
Self-Efficacy Scale became the survey instrument sent to study participants after observations
ended (i.e., Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale Survey - see Appendix A).
I consulted literature on culturally relevant pedagogy (Ladson-Billings, 1995, 2013; Brown-Jeffy
and Cooper, 2011), culturally responsive teaching (Gay, 2013), and culturally sustaining
pedagogies (Paris, 2012; Paris and Alim, 2014) to inform whether participant statements
reflected these practices, and I created a Culturally Relevant Coding Tool to assist my efforts
(described in detail below). After reviewing all participant statements for any references to these
culturally appropriate practices, I applied six a priori codes to fifty-seven statements from the

data. By applying these six codes prior to the open coding process used in round two, [ was able
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to identify connections between statements reflecting culturally appropriate practices and the
emergent themes from the data.

Culturally Relevant Coding Tool. This tool describes the deductive process used during
coding to identify and categorize any participant statements reflecting the inclusion of culturally
appropriate practices (see Figure 3.2 below). Patterns emerged from observing development
teams working in different disciplines, revealing cases that illuminated the complexities and
interactions of course developers in their specific contexts (Stake, 1995). Using the process
described in the Culturally Relevant Coding Tool helped me to categorize responses while study
participants accomplished their day-to-day work without any interaction from a researcher to
bias their discussions. The topics and purposes for some meetings precluded the inclusion of
culturally appropriate practices, while other meetings focused more specifically on their
development for the online environment. The input from team members also varied across time,
and tracking each person’s contributions across multiple meetings provided a holistic view of
their perceptions of and specific contributions related to the inclusion of culturally appropriate

practices during online course creation.
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Figure 3.2. Culturally Relevant Coding Tool.

This guide helps to demonstrate how sample statements (not from the data set) made by
members of a development team reflect attitudes about the inclusion of culturally appropriate
practices. It also provides a rationale for why the exchange would be assigned the corresponding
a priori code.

e The practice is sourced directly from question #15 on the online survey (see Appendix
A), which was administered shortly after observations of team meetings ended.
o [ am able to critically assess whether a particular online feature is likely to cause
disengagement among a variety of cultural groups.

Included below are statements from a sample exchange (not from the data sef) among team
members regarding the creation of an activity to support a death penalty debate.

o A priori code applied: SURVEY #15: Assess disengagement potential cultures

o “Will students of various cultures feel comfortable challenging the authority of their
instructors during the planned death penalty debate? Will they actually post their opinions
in the discussion forum?”

o “Well, all students are required to argue against the instructor’s position regarding the
death penalty.”

e “But some cultures and communities have religious opinions that might keep them from
openly sharing their views on the death penalty. And some cultures don’t challenge
authority as readily as others.”

e “Maybe we can figure out a way to make them more comfortable doing so?”

Coding Rationale: Because the development team members actively engaged in discourse
assessing the suitability of course features for at least one cultural group, the exchange exhibits
evidence of this culturally sustaining practice in the data.

Note. Survey questions (see Appendix A) were adapted from the Culturally Responsive

Classroom Management Self-Efficacy Scale (Siwatu et al., 2017).

In the narrative below, the source for each of the a priori codes is described along with a
sample statement from the data set and an explanation of how that statement evidences each

code. The first a priori code was derived from question #3 on the online survey:
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e [ am able to create an online environment that conveys respect for cultures of all learners
in the online classroom. Code applied: SURVEY #3: Environment conveys respect
for cultures

e Sample statement: “Do not just think about them as [English language] learners. Think
about them as emerging bilingual. You are not going to replace their native language with
English, and that is a negative mindset to have. They are bilingual, and that should be a
thing that should be celebrated."

e Explanation: The instructional designer who contributed this statement directly states that
cultures whose first language is not English should be celebrated, thus conveying respect
for the cultures of second-language learners in the online course being created.

The second a priori code was derived from question #7 on the online survey:

e [ am able to design the online classroom in a way that communicates respect for
diversity. Code applied: SURVEY #7: Classroom communicates respect for diversity

e Sample statement: “I have a course on [math] and disability, and I start that course very
purposefully challenging people's view of disability and trying to take down the deficit
view that people attach to disability. Because if I do not, if [ ignore it, it is pervasive in
the course.”

e Explanation: The course developer who contributed this statement states directly that
students with disabilities should not be viewed with a deficit lens by course users, thus
communicating respect for the diversity of learners within the online course being
created.

The third a priori code was derived from question #11 on the online survey:

e [ am able to design online lessons so that learners remain actively engaged throughout
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the entire lesson. Code applied: SURVEY #11: Learners remain actively engaged

e Sample statement: “And then hopefully if we can give them a forum to think about that
[strategy] and talk about that, then maybe what they read from that point in terms of
recommendations [about how to apply the strategy in practice], will resonate with them a
little more.”

e Explanation: The course developer who contributed this statement references creating a
forum for course users to discuss a strategy in order to enhance engagement later when
users read textual content, thus evidencing efforts to keep learners actively engaged
throughout the lesson within the online course being created.

The fourth a priori code was derived from question #15 on the online survey:

e [ am able to critically assess whether a particular online feature is likely to cause
disengagement among a variety of cultural groups. Code applied: SURVEY #15: Assess
disengagement potential cultures

e Sample statement: “Diversity. I touch on it in multiple weeks, then do a deep dive in
week 11. It is how do instructional choices you make marginalize others? How do we
think about sub-cultures?”

e Explanation: The instructor of record who contributed this statement directly references
whether instructional practices will marginalize the sub-cultures of learners, thus
evidencing efforts to critically assess whether those online features will cause
disengagement among cultural groups within the course being created.

The fifth a priori code was derived from question #19 on the online survey:
e [ am able to design culturally-appropriate methods to relate to stakeholders from

culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. Code applied: SURVEY #19:
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Culturally appropriate relation methods

e Sample statement: “[The recommended course updates] just kind of ignored the realities
of English language learners or things to consider about them culturally or how to make
them bring them into the fold of your classroom, make them valued because they may
feel like they are outsiders. So we went back and started adding that.”

e Explanation: The instructional designer who contributed this statement directly
references how she designed a previous course to relate more effectively to the cultures
of English language learners. She cited those experiences to inspire the course
development team to do the same thing within the current course being created.

The sixth a priori code was derived from question #24 on the online survey:

e [ am able to design to minimize situations in which learners are profoundly disengaged.
Code applied: SURVEY #24: Minimize profound disengagement

e Sample statement: “The framing of those examples, we have people who’ve been
working for ten years. Why are we using these dumb examples? [ want inclusive
examples that appeal to everyone.”

e Explanation: The instructor of record who contributed this statement anticipates that
“dumb examples” would significantly disenfranchise course users who have significant
work experiences. She suggests adapting the examples to appeal to experienced users,
thus evidencing attempts to design to minimize learners’ profound disengagement within
the course being created.

Round 2 - Open Coding
After completing the a priori coding process for any presence of culturally appropriate

practices for each team, I did open coding (also known as emergent coding) at the sentence level
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and assigned codes to portions of the data (Miles et al., 2014) that reflected how study

participants discussed their development work, thus allowing perspectives to emerge from each
case (Team A, Team B, Team C, and Team D. I also attempted to tie the analysis of participant
statements closely to their voices by using in vivo codes, which employ study participants’ direct
language (Miles et al., 2014) to create the code. Examples included word/phrases such as
cognitive dissonance, beliefs, COVID impact, and accessibility, all of which show up in the open
codes applied to the data. The presence, or absence, of direct statements reflecting culturally
appropriate practices varied based on the design tasks and on the role of the individual

speaking. As a result of the uncertainty of the presence of statements referencing culturally
appropriate practices in the data, open-coding was used to provide a means for describing the
wide variety of contributions team members made during meetings.

Thematic analysis of participant statements (Braun & Clarke, 2006) was used to better
understand the complexity of each case. Then, poignant issues were identified within each case
and common themes noted that transcended the cases (Yin, 2009). The inquiry was not limited to
a particular methodology, instead it employed the advice of Thomas (2015) who argues that case
study “is defined not so much by the methods that you are using to do the study, but the edges
you put around the case” (p. 21). The primary concern was not to discover variation among
respondents or to generalize findings outside the cases being reviewed, but to provide rich
descriptions of individual contributions to team-based interactions and to identify how their
statements reflected culturally appropriate practices within the context of the online courses
being created by each team.

During second-cycle coding, I compared the initial codes, identified any patterns among

them, and grouped similar codes thematically (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). During this process of
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pattern coding, I collapsed a number of individual examples of data into categories in order to
highlight patterns of association within participant statements (Ritchie & Spencer, 1994). Using
these emerging thematic categories as a guide, I searched for uniform patterns across the data set
and collapsed categories until no new codes revealed any additional insights (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016). Twenty-seven open codes emerged from the data and were applied to 1,079 participant
statements across all four cases, twenty-four of which were categorized into four thematic areas:
(1) user engagement concerns, (2) team workflow considerations, (3), role of beliefs, and (4)
culturally appropriate practices.

Two codes (of the 27 generated) rose to prominence but were disparate enough to remain
outside the four thematic areas identified above: (1) research informing design, and (2)
empowering transfer of skills. The last emergent code applied to the data referenced how
decisions made outside the team impacted course design and what role developers would play
after the course launched. This code did not rise to sufficient prominence to be included in the
analysis, but an example statement is available for review in the codebook (see Appendix C:
COURSE MGT. CONSIDERATIONS).

Then, representative participant statements were chosen for each category. After second-
cycle coding was completed and the spreadsheet including sample statements for Case #1 - Team
A was created, | moved to the next case and repeated the process in a similar manner. Because I
transcribed the data myself, I also engaged in some informal data analysis during transcription,
occasionally noting the presence of statements referencing culturally appropriate practices as
transcription took place. Approximately three weeks after transcriptions for Case #3 - Team C
were done, a priori coding began with transcripts for Case #1 - Team A. As noted earlier, the

Culturally Relevant Coding Tool (see Figure 3.2) was used to apply a priori codes in a deductive
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manner (Miles et al., 2014) based on the questions from the online survey (see Appendix A).

After a priori coding was done for all cases in the data set, second-cycle open coding was

completed in the same order. Atlas™ coding software was used throughout data analysis and

informed the creation of descriptive tables available throughout the report. See Table 3.7 and

Table 3.8 for examples of the coding process used, including sample codes, their corresponding

categories, and the overarching themes to which they belong.

Table 3.7. Sample of Coding Process — Team Workflow Considerations.

Data Segment & Source Open Codes Emerging Theme
"Maybe we need to consider having somebody vet this, like an administrator
vet this. Look through it, read it. You do not need to critically analyze it, but
if you were coming in as an outsider, like before we hit publish and send to Seeking support

[the client]. Are we able to have a coach look through this? An administrator
look through this? A teacher look through this?"
(Case #2 - Team B, 5/25/2021; instructional designer)

outside team

"Well I do not want to derail the conversation. I will put that as an action item
for me to figure out what kind of data we have gotten from that question. And
if it does not really yield much, then we can talk about ways to restructure it
or ask it differently."

(Case #1 - Team A, 2/9/2021; data analyst)

Individual skills
empowering whole

"That is not like a hard deadline, but in working with [our web editor] I
always feel bad throwing a bunch of stuff at her because everybody does that
at the end, right before the courses launch, right? So if we could be the good
team and get her, at least for the beginning units, any changes to her earlier,
the better it is going to be for everybody."

(Case #3 - Team C, 1/7/2021; instructional designer)

Clarifying

completion

timeline & scope

of work Team Workflow
Considerations

"But I think there are too many words, so I did not want to have them [notes
for presenter] there [visible on the slides]. I did not want to lose them either.
So that is why they were there."

*""Are you okay if I put them into the notes for you?"

"That would be a lovely gift of your time for me, and I would be grateful. If
not, I can try to go back and do it. Again, my priority was sending everything
to you."

(Case #4 - Team D, 4/7/2021; course developer & instructor of record)

Maximizing team
workflow

"I think our biggest concern is getting a model account. I know that [ am
genuinely worried that [the client is] not going to [provide that]. I think that if
that is the case, we just start working on the data literacy piece. Maybe we
just have a candid conversation with [the client] about what is it going to take
to do this? What is the workaround?"

(Case #2 - Team B, 1/5/2021; instructional designer)

Obstacles:
knowledge &
access needs
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Table 3.8. Sample of Coding Process — Role of Beliefs.

Data Segment & Source Open Codes Emerging Theme

"For mindsets to shift, we have to create cognitive dissonance somehow for a

mindset to shift. The only way that you do that is people learning in Challenging
difference, whether it is the difference between their assumption about reality —mindsets through
versus what is really there. And then helping them see it. That is the only way  cognitive
mindsets are going to change." dissonance
(Case #1 - Team A, 1/22/2021; course developer)

"We have to have some look fors for the coach or for looking at yourself

because I think that will help with the shift in mindset. Everyone thinks they

are doing well with their students, and then, 'l realize that I only give them Anchoring beliefs ~ Role of Beliefs
three seconds of wait time, or that I am dominating everything.' So something  via self reflection

around coach, mentor, video[recording] something where you are using your

own self." (Case #1 - Team A, 1/28/2021; course developer)

"If you see a student who is saying, 'l am bad at math,' this is how you

respond. Not like, 'Everybody struggles.' There are ways that people say

things with good intentions that do not come across, and [their responses] do ~ Beliefs Impact
not actually work toward a solution for kids."

(Case #3 - Team C, 2/4/2021; course developer)

Code Frequency Distributions

After coding all relevant statements in the data for each team, the researcher returned to
Atlas™ coding software to identify which team role was responsible for the coded statement. A
spreadsheet was created for each team, consisting of columns for the themes, the codes
represented in each thematic area, the contributing team member’s role, and the number of times
each code was applied. Additional columns were added to calculate the overall percentage that
each code and theme represented in each team’s data. Finally, columns were added to calculate
the percentage representation for each code based on the contributing member’s role on the team
(e.g., course developer, instructional designer, data analyst). Code frequency information from
Atlas™ was subsequently entered into the spreadsheets for each case: Case #1 — Team A, Case
#2 — Team B, Case #3 — Team C, and Case #4 — Team D. See Table 3.9 for the code frequency
distribution for Case #1 — Team A. Frequency distribution tables for the three remaining cases

are available in Appendix D.
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Code Group

Codes Within
Group

Group %
of Overall
Total

Frequency

Course
Developer

Data
Analyst

Instructional
Designer

Role of Beliefs

Team Workflow
Considerations

Challenging
mindsets
through
cognitive
dissonance

18

18

Anchoring
beliefs via self
reflection

17

16

Beliefs impact

3 14.56%

Seeking
support outside
team

23

14

14

Individual
skills
empowering
whole

35

23

14

Claritying
completion
timeline &
scope of work

29

23

Format/Tools
undermining
efficiency

Maximizing
team workflow

26

16

13

Content
driving design
activities

Logic model
informing
design

Workload
considerations
outside team

Obstacles
knowledge &
access needs

10 51.72%
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Table 3.9 (continued).

Group %
Frequency of Overall
Total

Codes Within
Group

Course Data Instructional

Code Group Developer  Analyst Designer

COVID
engagement 0 0 0 0
impact

Explicit remote
strategies

SURVEY #11:
Learners
remain actively
engaged

‘SURVEY #15:
Assess
disengagement 0 0 0 0

potential
User Engagement cyltures

Concerns
SURVEY #24:

Minimize
profound
disengagement

Accessibility
concerns

Maximizing

course

usability for 0 0 0 0
adjunct

instructor

Empowering
participant 35 14.18% 29 3 3
engagement

Course mgt.
Course mgt. decisionmaking
Considerations & time

commitment

4 1.53% 3 0 1




Table 3.9 (continued).
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Codes Within

Code Group Group

Group %
of Overall
Total

Data
Analyst

Course

Frequency Developer

Instructional
Designer

SURVEY #3:
Environment
conveys
respect for
cultures

Identity &
prior
experiences
impact

SURVEY #7:
Communicates
respect for
diversity

Culturally
Appropriate

Practices

‘SURVEY #15:

Assess
disengagement
potential
cultures

SURVEY #19:
Culturally
appropriate
methods
diverse
backgrounds

Research
informing

U d .
ngroupe desien

27 22 2

Codes ;
Empowering

skills transfer

6 5 0

1

Overall Code Distribution
for Case #1 - Team A

261 163 16

72

62.45% 6.13%

27.59%

Note. The same statement could be assigned to more than one participant if co-constructed; therefore, the

total in the "Frequency" column will not always equal the sum of the last three columns.

Distribution is reported for all codes applied; however, not all codes are described in the analysis.

*The "SURVEY #15: Assess disengagement potential cultures" code appears in two thematic areas, which

slightly skews frequency percentages when the code is applied.
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The code frequency distribution spreadsheets were reviewed often during data analysis to
explore differences among cases. The spreadsheet format provided a user-friendly way to
determine the frequency of contributions for each member role to codes and themes across the
data set. For example, the Role of Beliefs theme comprised 14.56% of coded statements for Case
#1 - Team A but merely 3.85% for Case #2 - Team B (see Appendix D, Role of Beliefs).
Comparing variations in participant contributions across cases was easily accomplished by
consulting the frequency distribution spreadsheets created for each team.

Ratings from the Online Survey

Responses to the online survey were analyzed after all coding of the qualitative data had
ended. The survey collected respondents’ confidence ratings to accomplish a number of
culturally appropriate practices in online learning environments. Responses were categorized by
member role (e.g., course developer, data analyst, instructional designer) and averages were
calculated for questions one through twenty-six. Question twenty-seven was an open-ended
response: the narrative was reviewed but not subjected to additional analysis (see Appendix E for
complete results for the online survey). Score deviations from the average for questions one
through twenty-six were calculated for each participant, and interesting patterns were noted for
later exploration. Additionally, averages for member roles that fell above or below the average
rating for all study participants on a particular question were further investigated. The ratings for
these member groups (e.g., course developer, data analyst, instructional designer) were compared
with the frequency and content of their statements to identify connections between confidence
ratings to accomplish culturally appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions

reflective of these practices during team discussions.
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Validity and Reliability of Research

A variety of techniques were used to address validity concerns during the study (Creswell
& Poth, 2018). During data collection, statements made during meetings were often
accompanied by additional context such as tone of voice and facial expressions. Because the
researcher transcribed the data himself, these details could be clarified by reviewing recordings
during transcription, a level of clarity unavailable had a third-party transcription service been
used. When any information was necessary to understand the message being communicated by a
participant’s statement, the researcher included those details in brackets within the transcribed
data. Accurately portraying the intended message required some additional descriptions beyond
just the words uttered. In addition to ensuring that transcriptions accurately represented the data,
the researcher also engaged study participants in member-checking to ensure transcriptions
accurately represented their contributions to design meetings. Additionally, a draft description of
each team’s membership and design task (i.e., the case description) was provided to the team
leader to member-check that description, and the description was updated based on their
suggested revisions. Each team engaged in complex, distinct design tasks, so accurate
descriptions of each case were important to ensure.

In order to enhance reliability during both rounds of coding, peer review was done during
both rounds of coding (i.e., a priori and open). On two occasions (shortly after the initial
codebook was created and again after the final version) the peer was given sample statements
and the corresponding codes to verify that interpretations were based on sound logic. Engaging
in peer-review periodically during the coding process helped to re-center perceptions about the
data, particularly important due to the size of the data set, the time required to collect the data,

and the time that had elapsed between when observations and transcriptions began to when the
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data was formally analyzed. Additionally, coding perceptions began to change as the data were
analyzed, an issue known as “coder drift” (Bartholomew et al., 2000), a process over time in
which coding becomes less reliable due to perception biases and a lack of attention to applying
the coding criteria with fidelity. In order to minimize coder drift, prior to each coding session,
the entire codebook (including all representative statements for every code) was reviewed
carefully (see Appendix C for the complete codebook).

Additionally, participants in the study were invited to complete member-checking three
times during the study: (1) after transcripts were complete, (2) after preliminary findings for each
team were written up, and (3) after expanded findings for each team were finalized. Study
participants were asked to review transcripts for accuracy and then to offer feedback to enhance
perceptions of both the initial findings and expanded findings (Stake, 2006). Lastly, the
researcher engaged in reflexivity to investigate his own positionality, perceptions, and biases
throughout the data collection processes, during data analysis, and when writing up findings
(Berger, 2015). In addition to the strategies noted earlier, a detailed research journal was kept
throughout the dissertation process, in which ongoing perceptions and challenges were recorded
and reviewed regularly during study activities. This written record included notes from data
collection activities, insights occurring during transcription, and summaries created during the
literature review. The research journal proved indispensable during coding because details
regarding emerging themes and changes in interpretations of the data were recorded almost daily.
Having that information to draw on made writing up findings easier to accomplish, more
consistent, and more dependable than would be possible had no written record of these activities

been kept (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
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Subjectivity Statement

The researcher attended a predominantly White state public university in the Southeast of
the United States and spent two decades teaching secondary English in highly diverse public
schools in North Carolina. He worked diligently to use instruction to empower learners to
explore issues of culture and identity throughout a public teaching career and in recent years,
embraced both blended and fully-online educational models to support an increasingly diverse
student body. As a White, cisgender, heterosexual male, the researcher chose to confront the
privilege that has been afforded him throughout his educational and personal life and to use its
advantages to begin extricating the Whiteness of curriculum and implementation efforts from his
own classroom. It is important for new researchers to note their positionality and how it shapes
their work (Holmes, 2020) because it influences how the research it conducted, its outcomes, and
the results (May & Perry, 2017; Rowe, 2014) and what the researcher chooses to investigate
(Grix, 2019).

When he transformed his own twelfth-grade English class from a traditional face-to-face
offering to a hybrid, online one, he struggled to make both content and pedagogy more culturally
sustaining for his students of color. He quickly realized that supporting culturally appropriate
practices in a blended environment (all online content but supported by in-class instruction)
could not as easily be accomplished in a wholly virtual one (all online content with no face-to-
face instruction). The researcher’s frustrations, coupled with those of his students who longed for
more meaningful interactions within the online learning environment, led him to investigate how
to develop culturally appropriate practices for use in online learning spaces. Based on the
individual challenges he experienced adapting his own course for online use, he embarked on a

quest to better understand how all stakeholders involved in online course development can foster
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these culturally appropriate practices for diverse learners. Through employing reflexivity
throughout the inquiry and by memoing extensively, the researcher self-assessed his views and
position in relation to the research and how they directly and indirectly influenced the design,
execution, and interpretation of the research findings (May & Perry, 2017). As a classroom
teacher, the researcher often prioritized other administrative tasks (e.g., grading) above
developing tangible evidence of culturally appropriate practices within his courses. This research
is an attempt to bridge a gap that the researcher experienced himself, a pedagogical shortcoming
observed directly that undermined his online course’s ability to meet the needs of culturally
diverse and traditionally marginalized learner groups.
Limitations

Culturally appropriate practices are based on the notion that students and instructors
should interact frequently during instruction. Online education theory is built upon similar
theories, specifically those leveraging instructor-to-student interactions, student-to-student
interactions, and student-to-content interactions (Bernard et al., 2009). Based on the analysis of
the data, members of development teams hold differing opinions regarding the importance of
interaction in online courses, particularly expectations regarding student-to-student and student-
to-instructor communication. For example, interactions between students and the instructor were
prioritized differently on Case #4 - Team D (i.e., the master’s level course at East University)
than they were on Teams A, B and C, whose design tasks prioritized the role of peer interaction
over interaction with the instructor. Additionally, a member of Case #1 - Team A noted what he
called an expectation for “light facilitation,” thus necessitating an even more nuanced protocol
for instructor-to-student interaction. Across the data set, team members’ prior experiences in

online courses—as learners, authors of content, and as instructors— influenced the level of



101

interaction they thought appropriate. For these reasons, it is evident that study participants
possess differing abilities and dispositions to recognize the value of culturally appropriate
practices, complex pre-existing factors that lay beyond the scope of this inquiry.

Additionally, the theoretical body of knowledge supporting online models is rooted
firmly in industry, namely in competence-based models tied directly to workforce development.
These models often rely on self-paced systems that provide students mentors to support their
progress with just-in-time interventions (Klein-Collins, 2012). Culturally appropriate practices
are rooted firmly in education, and their major features were developed in face-to-face
environments relying substantially on interpersonal relationships to build cultural value with
learners (Ladson-Billings, 1995). The differences in the theoretical underpinnings of these
educational approaches may hinder the application of culturally appropriate practices in online
courses because these pedagogies are rooted firmly in the social interactions that occur in face-
to-face learning environments rather than online interactions, which may rely on different modes,
frequencies, and expectations for interaction between instructors and learners.

Lastly, this study focused on only four development teams (N=18) from two public
universities in the Southeast, which prevents any generalizability from this study to other
contexts. The study contained a diverse sample of participants (see Appendix B for demographic
details), and each person offered poignant contributions to the design-related discussions of their
teams. The perspectives of study participants are uniquely theirs and should not be supposed to
represent others with similar demographics. Despite the small sample size and lack of
transferability of findings, the study does offer many benefits. The goal was to explore how an
individual’s team role and the design task might influence member contributions relating to the

inclusion of culturally appropriate practices in online courses: much rich information was



102

identified to answer these questions. These discoveries offer promising insights about how to
support teams to better design online courses for diverse learner groups, important contributions
even in light of the small number of cases presented and the lack of generalizability to additional
contexts.

It must also be noted that the entirety of data collection took place during the COVID —
19 pandemic. The pandemic has resulted in ongoing, significant challenges to educators’
willingness to stay engaged in teaching online (Al-Madhagy Taufig-Hail , 2021; Guoyan et al.,
2021), and two participants were also online instructors of record during the time data was being
collected. It is reasonable to assume some similar motivational impacts on participants
developing online instruction. In three of the four cases observed, participants discussed the
impact of COVID — 19 directly on course users, and the fourth case discussed the significant
negative impact the pandemic had on their workflow. Quantifying any additional impact the
pandemic might have had on participants’ emotional and cognitive resources and workflow is
beyond the scope of the inquiry, but these impacts must be acknowledged as important factors
when reviewing study findings. It is reasonable to conclude that findings would differ

considerably were the study undertaken at a different time.

Summary of Chapter

A multi-case study approach was employed throughout the study in two steps—step one
when collecting the qualitative data, and step two when collecting quantitative survey data from
the same study participants—to examine the content of discussions among members of course
development teams across four cases, specifically in an attempt to discover statements
referencing culturally appropriate design practices across multiple contexts. By using qualitative

data in conjunction with quantitative information collected shortly after qualitative data
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collection ended, the researcher was able to triangulate findings and make similar claims using
both types of data (Jick, 1979). Data were collected from both recorded and real-time team
meetings and from individual participant surveys. In order to enhance the credibility of the study,
member checking was offered to study participants on three occasions, peer review was
completed on two occasions to validate researcher perceptions, and copious note-taking was
accomplished in a research journal to record research activities with fidelity. Additionally, a
positionality statement was provided and the impact of researcher subjectivity on the study was

acknowledged. A review of study findings is offered in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

Introduction and Context

Findings from this multi-case study explore the content of conversations among members
of course development teams, the frequency distributions of coded statements, and any
correlations between study participants’ confidence ratings of their abilities to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices and participants’ actual contributions reflective of those practices
to the data. From four development teams at two large public universities in the Southeast of the
United States of America, both qualitative and quantitative data were reviewed to answer the
following overarching research question, along with several relevant sub-questions:

e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the Southeast

discuss during meetings to create online courses?

o RQla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?

o RQIb: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional
educator professional development course, mandated educator training course)
influence what teams discuss during meetings?

e RQ2: How confident are development team members in their ability to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices in online courses?

o RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of
these practices during team discussions?

Three development teams were observed at South University (Teams A, B, and C), while one

was observed at East University (Team D). Case #1 - Team A was charged with developing a
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multi-sectioned online module to help educators build foundational knowledge of the course
content (see Table 3.1) Case #2 - Team B was tasked with creating online professional
development training and support materials for PreK-12 teachers, administrators and
instructional coaches (see Table 3.2). Case #3 - Team C engaged in a rapid course revision
sequence using three primary data sources: (1) an instructional practice guide upon which the
course was mandated to be based, (2) user contributions to discussion forums in the first run of
the course, and (3) users’ end-of-course surveys from two previous course offerings (see Table
3.3). Case #4 - Team D (at East University) engaged in systematically updating all aspects of a
master’s level public policy course in the field of study (see Table 3.4), engaging in updating
instructional materials, including but not limited to the following: course syllabus, interaction
pathways, video lectures, assignments, presentation materials, and course readings. Findings are

presented based on the themes emerging from each ease.

Theme 1: User Engagement Concerns

The findings for theme #1 provide answers to RQ1 and RQ1a as noted below:

e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the

Southeast discuss during meetings to create online courses?
o RQla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?

Case #1 — Team A

Case #1 - Team A had five members: one data analyst, one instructional designer, and
three course developers. The multi-sectioned online module being revised targeted K-12
educators and was offered free of charge to interested users. Case #1 — Team A frequently

discussed making course content more comprehensible and streamlining interaction pathways for



106

course users. Developers were consistently taking the perspective of the user, weighing their
own motivation against that of the participant, while removing distractions and redundancies to
streamline the user experience. Their discussions frequently referenced scaling back expectations
and offering personalized options for participants to move about the course. Personalizing
interaction pathways was particularly important to this development team because the target
audience comprised different grade levels— elementary, middle, and high school educators.
Developers worked to ensure a high level of relevance for participants within grade level
materials/activities, while also challenging participants to explore relevant materials outside their
grade level groups.

Accounting for almost 83% of the statements for this thematic area, course developers
were overwhelmingly the most likely contributors for statements relating to user engagement
concerns (see Table 4.1). It must be noted, however, that Case #1 - Team A contained three
course developers, along with one instructional designer, and a data analyst (who attended 5/11
meetings; see Table 3.1). It must also be noted that the same statement could be assigned to more
than one team member if its meaning was co-constructed during the discussion. As a result, the
total code distribution across all members of the team will not always equal 100% anyway. For
this particular design task (i.e., a free, multi-sectioned online module targeted to K-12 educators)
and for this development team, course developers were the linchpin for supporting a greater
degree of user engagement.

Case #1 - Team A’s course developers were concerned primarily with ensuring that
course content and interactions were, as one developer colorfully commented, “grounded in
research and translated into a way that teachers are not going to exit out because it is in the

clouds nonsense that they do not give a !@#$ about.” Team members in this role returned to
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focusing the course on job-embedded interactions that challenged educators to “think about how
[content] is applicable to your context because it probably is even though that kid might not look
like the kids in your classroom.” Developers frequently took the perspectives of otherwise
reluctant educators and discussed how to adapt course interactions to address any barriers to
meaningful engagement, particularly across grade levels. The course presented inciting materials
based on grade level (i.e., elementary, middle, and secondary), and course developers
consistently referenced a concern that high-school teachers would reject explanatory videos if
they focused on earlier grades. Developers were also aware that educators may be resistant to
crossing into other grade bands, a reluctance directly challenged by a suggestion from one course
developer that team members should “break that third wall and talk to [participants] a little bit
about how we are trying to create this online community and we selected videos not for grade
level. Our selection of videos came because of content.” The same course developer then offered
sample verbiage for inclusion in the course itself with “Whether a person is in high school or
middle school or elementary, we all have a lot to learn from one another....” Case #1 - Team A
consistently returned to this type of strengths-based approach to fostering interactions across
grade levels.

Contributions relating to user engagement offered by the instructional designer on Case
#1 - Team A referenced technology-based solutions for adapting interaction pathways based on
the team’s decisions as informed by the statements made by course developers (as noted above).
The instructional designer championed providing “more than just a guide” to enhance the job-
embedded usability of course outcomes and identified the importance of scaling back the number
of available videos so that participants would not get overwhelmed with too many options and

disengage entirely from the course. In an effort to improve course navigability (and thus
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minimize user frustration), the data analyst cited one previous user’s post-course feedback
request to add text to buttons to indicate if “Next” took users to the next section or to the next
available content within the same section. Another contribution referenced the data analyst
updating the post-course feedback for the current module to determine whether participants
completed the course alone, with a group, or with a network of peers/colleagues. The team
sought to continue collecting user feedback related specifically to engagement issues in order to
support any future engagement-enhancing updates, a request that the data analyst used her
expertise to address.

User engagement concerns figured prominently in Case #1 - Team A’s design
discussions. Of all the codes generated for this team, approximately 14% were assigned to
statements referencing how course design impacts the degree to which users engaged content and
completed requested activities. See Appendix F for additional sample statements for each code
applied within this theme.

Case #2 — Team B

Case #2 - Team B had four members charged with creating online content, including one
course developer and three instructional designers. Two additional data analysts served in
evaluator roles in the project, advising and guiding the team’s course-creation efforts. Of those
two data analysts, one of them (i.e., Will) attended the majority of meetings for this team (see
Table 3.2), so any statements attributed to a data analyst are overwhelmingly likely to be from
Will. The professional development training was created for three stakeholder groups and
targeted PreK-12 teachers, administrators, and instructional coaches. The training was offered

free of charge to educators in order to onboard personnel to a state-provided online student
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assessment portal.

Case #2 - Team B frequently discussed making course content more comprehensible and
streamlining interaction pathways for course users. Because the training being developed focused
on building data-literacy skills for educators, instructional coaches, and administrators (i.e.,
PreK-12 educators), the development team often discussed how to minimize any negative
emotional impact that engaging in this training might have on participants (particularly
classroom teachers). Discussions focused on offloading cognitive demands so that participants
would not feel frustrated by the additional expectation to use student data to adapt instruction.
Frequently referencing their prior experiences with how student performance data had been used
in punitive ways against them and their colleagues, the team actively sought ways to mitigate
educators’ anxiety related to data. Reflections about course usability and interaction pathways
also centered on minimizing any emotional and cognitive frustration for the user. In other words,
this development team was acutely aware that the use of student performance data during
training would likely engender high levels of anxiety and resistance for course users, and the
team deliberately worked to minimize that anxiety with a well-designed training.

Accounting for nearly 80% of statements for this theme, instructional designers were
overwhelmingly the most likely contributors for statements relating to user engagement concerns
(see Table 4.1). It must be noted, however, that Case #2 - Team B contained three instructional
designers, along with one course developer, and two data analysts, one of whom attended 11 of
13 meetings, and the other of whom attended 1 of 13 meetings (see Table 3.2). Generally
speaking (and one must forgive the conceit because each team member did not contribute equally
to each discussion), if codes were randomly assigned to the data for the five active members of

the team, 60% would be attributed to an instructional designer, with 20% assigned to the course
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developer and the remaining 20% assigned to the data analyst. For this team, the data analyst
accounted for 9.4% of codes relating to engagement (and attended 11/15 meetings), whereas the
course developer contributed to approximately 23.5% of the coded statements. It must also be
noted that the same statement could be assigned to more than one team member if its meaning
was co-constructed during the discussion. As a result, the total code distribution across all
members of the team will not equal 100% anyway. For this particular design task (i.e., training
related to accessing/using a state-provided online student-assessment portal), instructional
designers were definitely the driving force for supporting a greater degree of user engagement.

In order to effectively meet users’ just-in-time training needs, the course developer noted
that based on details shared by the data analyst, “smaller school districts are very anxious about
anything new and how anything new is presented. I did make some notes. I am pulling from that,
and I do feel, based on what you shared, very strongly that this [training] needs to be offered
multiple times a year.” In her role as de facto project manager, the course developer was keenly
aware that different districts have different levels of anxiety, differences that the development
team could mitigate by offering the training on a flexible schedule as districts identified their
immediate needs, perhaps supplementing the asynchronous course content with face-to-face
support sessions. The course developer also elevated a primary concern that “even in an
asynchronous model, we need to focus on active participation for all, not passive.” In response to
these previously mentioned concerns, instructional designers, the course developer, and the data
analyst on Case #2 - Team B worked together to minimize the anxiety that engaging data can
cause educators while simultaneously empowering active user participation in the course.

One instructional designer offered a possible solution to minimize teacher anxiety by

integrating into the administrator pathway of the course some guidelines for “setting up a data-
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driven culture and removing anxiety...because a lot of teachers naturally feel that data is going
to be used against them unless you actively talk about that and have administrators that actually
build a positive culture around data use.” Members of Case #2 — Team B had a unique
perspective here because the three discrete pathways developed within the course targeted
educators, instructional coaches, and administrators, all of whom would be using the online
assessment portal. Certainly, the greatest number of users would be classroom educators, and the
development team hoped to leverage the role of the administrator to communicate, as one
instructional designer put it, that “data fosters relationships.” Members of Case #2 - Team B
noted that if they could employ that aphorism throughout the creation of the course, “maybe that
will take the perceived scariness off of data as a four-letter word that teachers cringe at.”

Another instructional designer raised an objection to how the existing research-based
materials surrounding data-literacy portray those without the desired skills, those who would be
taking the course. “I do not know if we should be calling anybody illiterate. And I know that is
the technical term that everybody uses, ‘data literate’ versus ‘data illiterate’ but [ am wondering
if we should just talk about what ‘data literate’ is.” Her point was that users of the course might
be so disheartened by the terminology that “they are going to close the course and that is going to
be the end of it because they are already anxious.” Development team members from Case #2 -
Team B consistently elevated the perspective of educators who have negative preconceptions of
data use and actively redesigned the course to soften language or to tailor it to each stakeholder
group (i.e., educator, coach, administrator). In noting the need to target language specifically for
the stakeholder group, one instructional designer put it this way:

Am I reducing the anxiety? Am I talking about teachers as a third party? Am I talking

to them as if [ am talking to a coach or an administrator? Or am I talking to each teacher?
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What I say is to them, knowing that they can’t read my tone, knowing that they can

not see my face, and I can’t make a relationship with them. Knowing this is a human-

less experience, I just wonder if we are increasing anxiety instead of reducing it.
Acknowledging that “language is really important, and especially about something that people
are really sensitive about,” Case #2 - Team B frequently centered engagement-related
discussions on tailoring language to maximize engagement for educators, instructional coaches,
and administrators who would take part in the course. Every member of this team had previously
been a classroom educator (the course developer was also an administrator), a possible
explanation for why they continually elevated the perspective of the teacher during creation of
the training.

Statements referencing empowering user engagement also focused on a student profile
document that one instructional designer (i.e., Grace) created to help educators ground their data-
related investigations in their day-to-day practice. Hoping to personalize the learning and further
reduce any anxiety when users accessed their own students’ performance data, Grace developed
the sample profile to engage teachers in “looking at the data from the [online assessment portal |
tool and then some other data that we make up for the fictional student to get them more
comfortable in creating that profile.” The team met the course developer’s earlier challenge to
develop course content and interactions that focused on active participation for everyone, rather
than passive content that would not provide meaningful opportunities to practice the desired
skills in the training environment. Case #2 - Team B created tools and interaction pathways to
allow educators to practice the skills during the course itself in order to enhance their ability to

apply those skills well after the conclusion of the course.
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In his role to support Case #2 - Team B’s ability to understand feedback collected from

users (both teachers and students) in districts across the state who piloted the online assessment
portal that this training would onboard educators to use, the data analyst elevated the needs of
particular groups. Among his realizations was the need for the team to provide “tailored levels of
professional development and support” for each user group (i.e., educators, instructional coaches,
and administrators), an issue that the team actively addressed as they designed instruction.
Another request came from a principal to have a written guide because she said “that she does
not always want to watch a full video if she knows she has a quick question and being able to
access just like a ‘control+find’ to be able to find it quickly” would significantly improve her
ability to access content. The team provided transcripts of all videos to aid users in this regard.
Although the data analyst accounted for less than 10% of statements referencing user
engagement, his contributions were valuable because they were grounded in the perceptions of
actual users of the online assessment portal for which the team was designing training. The team
embraced the identified issues and adapted the training accordingly. User engagement concerns
figured prominently in Case #2 - Team B’s design discussions. Of all the codes generated for this
team, nearly 19% referenced how course design impacts the degree to which users engaged
content and completed requested activities. Case #2 - Team B’s participant statements were
assigned one a priori code and two open codes. See Appendix F for additional sample statements
for each code applied within this theme.
Case #3 — Team C

Case #3 - Team C had four members: a course strategist, two instructional designers, and
a course developer. The multi-unit, professional development course being revised targeted early

education teachers, elementary school teachers, and parents of young children and was offered
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free of charge to interested educators and parents. Differing from the longer timeline of the other
three teams observed, Case #3 - Team C accomplished their work as part of a rapid redesign
process (4 meetings) informed by discussion forum posts and post-course survey data collected
from the initial deployment of the training.

Case #3 - Team C frequently discussed making course content more comprehensible and
actively engaging for course users. Of particular interest to this team was choosing activities to
reduce the repetitiveness of text-based content through embedding videos and providing
matching opportunities and quick user polls to help participants judge their understanding of
course content. Team members also sought to identify the most effective way for educators to
share their growth and experiences during the course, specifically championing the use of what
they termed a “water cooler” area to facilitate on-going discussions among participants. Also
emerging prominently were references to explicit remote strategies, a theme well-aligned to the
needs of educators delivering instruction during the on-going COVID -19 pandemic. Case #3 -
Team C also worked to minimize the working memory required for participants to engage in the
course. They championed the use of bold-face and highlighted typefaces to draw participants to
desired information and supported the use of videos in lieu of longer text-based articles. In a
further attempt to minimize the cognitive load required, the team reduced the number of
available resources so that users would spend less time and energy determining which content
was most relevant for exploration.

Accounting for approximately 62% of statements for this theme, the course developer
was the most likely contributor for statements relating to user engagement concerns (see Table
4.1). Case #3 - Team C contained one course developer, along with two instructional designers,

and a course strategist (see Table 3.3). As the data shows, the instructional designer role
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accounted for 32% of codes and the data analyst to slightly more than 19% of the codes relating
to engagement. It should be noted that the same statement could be assigned to more than one
team member if its meaning was co-constructed during the discussion. As a result, the total code
distribution across all members of the team will not equal 100% anyway. For this particular
design task (i.e., a rapid redesign of an existing multi-unit course targeted to teachers and parents
of young children) and for this development team, the course developer was the primary driver
of discussions about user engagement.

Case #3 - Team C responded to a number of educators’ statements (from previous runs of
the course) noting their desire for expertise adapting content for delivery in remote learning
environments. This team acknowledged that a major obstacle lay in convincing teachers that the
course content could be adequately delivered in an online environment. The course developer put
it best when she said, “Hey, by the way, we know you are teaching online. You can actually do
these things online and here are some tips on how to do that.” Case #3 - Team C acknowledged
that educators had made a sudden shift to online instruction as a result of the COVID-19
pandemic and supported educators to meet that challenge by providing tangible, easily applicable
strategies for use in digital learning environments. Unique among the four teams in the data
sample, Case #3 - Team C’s course strategist was a graduate student employed in an
assistantship at South University. The course developer was her supervisor and empowered the
strategist to identify opportunities to adapt course content and activities to support educators
teaching remotely, a task that the strategist accomplished with much gusto.

The instructional designers on Case #3 - Team C were actively involved in offering
design solutions for issues raised by other roles. Having consulted previous course users’ post-

course feedback after the course developer identified features undermining deep engagement,
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instructional designers offered the solutions: creating polls to eliminate repetitive discussion
forums and suggesting varied means for checking users’ understanding (e.g., matching questions,
scenario-based options, etc.). Along with suggestions from the data analyst of ways to truncate
course activities and content to maximize user engagement, instructional designers played the
role of problem solvers at the course level and consistently offered tangible solutions for the
engagement-related issues elevated by others during the discussion.

Unique in the data set, and perhaps a result of the rapid-revision process employed by this
team, user engagement concerns figured most prominently in Case #3 - Team C’s design
discussions. Of all the codes generated for this team, 41.45% referenced how course design
impacts the degree to which users engaged content and completed requested activities. Case #3 -
Team C’s participant statements were assigned three a priori codes and four open codes. See
Appendix F for additional sample statements for each code applied within this theme.

Case #4 — Team D

Case #4 - Team D had six members: two course strategists, one instructor of record, one
course developer, and two video producers. The university-level course being revised targeted
degree-seeking master’s level students in the field of study. Due to the comprehensive scope of
the updates being accomplished and the defined roles that team members played during those
tasks, the work of this team took place in two distinct phases, a redesign planning phase and a
course development phase (see Table 3.5).

Case #4 - Team D frequently referenced making course content more comprehensible and
streamlining how course users engaged with content, particularly with the asynchronous aspects
of the course. The course was offered in a hybrid format and required master’s-level students to

complete readings, watch video lectures, and accomplish assignments prior to each weekly
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synchronous meeting. The instructor of record commented she felt comfortable with delivering
instruction during synchronous meetings, and presumably for that reason, the development team
focused almost exclusively on ensuring a streamlined user experience with the asynchronous
aspects of the course. They had many discussions about the required time commitment for
completing units, the optimal length for video lectures, and ways to keep learners meaningfully
interacting with course content and their peers during instruction. During their course creation
efforts, Case #4 - Team D sought primarily to minimize user boredom and to maximize cognitive
engagement for all learners.

Accounting for more than 65% of statements for this theme, the instructor of record was
overwhelmingly the most likely contributor to statements referencing user engagement (see
Table 4.1). It should be noted that Case #4 - Team D’s work took place in two distinct phases, a
redesign planning phase that consisted of three meetings and included the instructor of record,
two course strategists and a course developer who joined for the last meeting; and a course
development phase consisting of ten additional meetings including the same instructor of record,
the same course developer, and an additional member in the role of video producer who took part
in three of the ten meetings in this phase (see Table 3.5). Although the topics discussed in each
phase differed, in order to minimize any confusion, findings are reported for the team as a whole
rather than separately for each phase. Before exploring findings in more detail, it is important to
note that those in the role of a course strategist or a video producer attended 23.1% of meetings,
while a course developer attended 84.6% of meetings. The instructor of record attended 100% of
meetings, so her contributions are likely to be overrepresented in the data, and thus more likely

to be coded based on higher representation.
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As the data shows, the instructor of record accounted for 65.22 % of codes relating to
user engagement concerns; the course strategist role accounted for 34.78% of codes; the course
developer accounted for 17.39% of codes; and the role of video producer accounted for 6.52% of
the codes relating to engagement. It should also be noted that the same statement could be
assigned to more than one team member if its meaning was co-constructed during the discussion.
As a result, the total code distribution across all members of the team will not equal 100%
anyway. For this particular design task (i.e., a comprehensive update of the course syllabus,
interaction pathways, video lectures, assignments, presentation materials, and course readings)
and for this development team, the instructor of record was the primary driver of discussions
relating to user engagement.

The instructor of record was primarily concerned with scaling back expectations so as not
to overwhelm students with the workload while still integrating what she called “stop and think”
moments. Discussions with the course developer revealed challenges with covering the required
content while minimizing the time required for students to accomplish course expectations. The
following statement from one such discussion with the course developer illustrates the instructor
of record’s precise concerns:

I am trying to, right now, limit [students] to a couple of reflective questions because

they also almost every week have a forum response too, and those are longer answers. So

I was trying not to make them do too many stop and write moments but enough to break

up just the listening and putting on their headphones while they do other stuff. And

actually stop and think.
Engaging students to stop and think without too much administrative burden was a direct

response to the course strategists’ suggestions earlier (i.e., in the redesign planning phase) to help
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learners feel as connected to instruction in the asynchronous sessions as they would in the live
ones. The instructor of record grappled with providing ample space for reflective questioning
while ensuring a rigorous level of engagement with academic content. The course strategists
argued that both could be accomplished simultaneously through what they called “feel and
think” moments that would engage learners emotionally as a means for activating a deeper,
lasting connection with course content. From the strategists’ standpoint, the emotional
reflections were a cognitive framing tool to help students integrate the lessons of the course into
their daily lives, a framing tool that played a dual role to also enhance meaningful engagement.
Unique in the data set, the instructor of record for Case #4 - Team D elevated a need to
maximize the usability of the course for adjunct instructors. In discussion with course strategists
and the course developer, she sought to simplify the design of the course so that other instructors
could implement it with minimal administrative burden. Among her concerns were using Google
documents for shared teaching notes, identifying a means for easily assigning student groups,
and creating question types that minimize the grading burden for the adjunct instructor. In an
additional attempt to maximize course usability for other instructors, the instructor of record
“also asked [the adjunct coordinator] to go back through before next week and get me...She
caught some stuff, and I have asked her to go back through and review week by week to see if
there is anything that I am missing.” The course developer readily agreed to provide the adjunct
coordinator with view-only access to the course so that the adjunct coordinator and the instructor
of record could work together to minimize any engagement issues for additional instructors.
User engagement concerns figured prominently in Case #4 - Team D’s design
discussions. Of all the codes generated for this team, greater than 21% referenced how course

design impacts the degree to which users engaged content and completed requested activities.
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Case #4 - Team D’s participant statements were assigned two a priori codes and three open
codes. See Appendix F for additional sample statements for each code applied within this theme.
Cross-case Analysis

The cross-case analysis for theme one (user engagement concerns) answers RQ1b as

noted below:

e RQI1b: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional educator
professional development course, mandated educator training course) influence what
teams discuss during meetings?

Across cases, development teams conceptualized user engagement concerns in much the same
ways, working to make course content more comprehensible and streamlining interaction
pathways for course users. However, for the members of Case #3 — Team C in particular, user
engagement concerns represented a much greater percentage of coded statements than for any
other case by nearly a two-to-one margin (see Table 4.1), and the focus of their discussions was
quite different from those of the other three cases. The members of Case #3 met only four times
to complete a rapid course redesign based on discussion forum posts and post-course survey data
collected during an earlier run of the online course. Based on previous course users’ perceptions,
developers prioritized reducing the repetitiveness of text-based content and championed the use
of bold-face and highlighted typefaces to draw participants to desired information. Unique across
the data, Case #3 elevated the impact of COVID on user engagement with the course itself and
on eleven occasions provided explicit remote strategies users could employ in their own
classrooms such as adding a section in each unit about “how to do this virtually.” COVID was
mentioned only once in Case #4, and explicit remote strategies were mentioned only once in

Case #1. For this team explicit remote strategies came largely from the course strategist, who had
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been empowered by Case #3’s course developer to “put together this virtual learning piece that
we want to add to our course.” In her role as de facto project manager, the course developer was
much in line with engaging users with the application of the information in a meaningful and
interactive way...to construct new knowledge in a collaborative environment (Puzzziferro &
Shelton, 2008).

Also of note were the user engagement concerns elevated by Case #2 — Team B because
they evidence developers deliberately adapting the course to minimize any negative emotional
impact of classroom-level data on users, namely classroom educators. Case #2’s design task
focused on building data-literacy skills for educators, instructional coaches, and administrators in
Pre-K-12'" grade contexts. All six members of the development team were former educators, one
having been a school-based administrator who noted how challenging fostering meaningful
discussions about student data had been for her faculty. This team frequently discussed
minimizing the cognitive demands required for users to engage with the course. They did so
specifically to reduce users’ anxiety relating to the post-course directives to use student
assessment data to adapt in-class instruction. Changing teachers’ mindsets is challenging to do
(Dweck, 2006; Seaton, 2018), and one course developer on Case #2 — Team B stated “a lot of
people are very insecure about data.” Team members consistently worked to keep the course
easy to use or, in the words of an instructional designer, educators “are going to close the course
and that is going to be the end of it because they are already anxious.” Their stated approach was
to increase positive feelings in users’ ability to complete course activities, which has been shown
to increase task performance in multiple contexts (Hodges, 2008; Hodges & Harris, 2017). In
contrast, the emotional considerations elevated by Case #4 centered around making master’s

level university students “feel as connected [during asynchronous sessions] as they would in the
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live sessions” in light of the high academic rigor of the course. There was little concern that
learners would feel anxiety with the course content, and thus, little need to adapt course content
to directly address their emotional needs. Instead, members of Case #4 — Team D recognized that
the quality of interactions between instructors and students were vital to keeping learners
meaningfully engaged in the online course so they would choose to persist (Bozkurt & Akbulut,
2019; Lee & Choti, 2011; Roach & Lemasters, 2006; Willging & Johnson, 2009). Members of
Case #4 — Team D focused on building connectedness within the asynchronous elements of the
course as a salve for addressing any academic challenges with content.

Case #1 — Team A’s user engagement concerns centered on streamlining the availability
of course content to the minimum number of videos and articles to effectively support training.
The course being created offered three discrete interaction pathways — one for elementary
teachers, one for middle school teachers, and the last for high school teachers. Because the
course was designed to appeal to each group individually, developers recognized that content
relevant for one group could cause frustration for others, a persistent issue when learning content
and pedagogy are standardized for a single group of stakeholders (Al-Azawei et al., 2017). An
additional consideration for how the intended audience might impact user engagement concerns
emerged from Case #4 — Team D, whose members were charged with updating all aspects of a
university course required of students pursuing a master’s degree. The instructor of record noted
that the course would also be used by various adjunct faculty members at the university and
discussed minimizing the administrative burden of administering the course for those instructors.
Working in conjunction with a course strategist, the instructor of record noted that “we know the
adjunct instructors need to get to know new students in an early exercise work. It will take more

studying by the adjunct instructor to know where to put people.” Together, these members added
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a pre-identification exercise to assist instructors with creating effective student groups. Also, the
instructor of record inquired whether potential course additions (e.g., a Google Jamboard,
materials placed in the “supplemental content” area of the course, and group assignments) might
be cumbersome for instructors to understand how to implement. The instructor of record elevated
these concerns for Case #4, and other members used their specialized skills to create a means to
address them (Botturi, 2006).

Table 4.1. User Engagement Concerns.: Overall Code Distribution by Case and Contributing

Participant’s Role on the Development Team.

% of % of % of % of Statements % of
% of Coded % of
... . Statements by Statements by Statements by by Statements by
Case Statements Within Statements by . .
this Theme Course Data Analyst Course Instructional  Instructor of Video
Developer ¥ Strategist Designer Record Producer
Case #1 - Team A 15.15 80.00 (3) 10.00 (1)* N/A 10.00 (1) N/A N/A
Case #2 - Team B 18.99 23.44 (1)° 9.38 (2)° N/A 78.13 (3) N/A N/A
Case #3 - Team C 41.45 62.28 (1) N/A 19.30 (1) 31.58 (2) N/A N/A
Case #4 - Team D 21.30 17.39 (1)d N/A 34.78 (2)° N/A 65.22 (1) 6.52 (2)f

Note. The number of study participants in each role is provided in parentheses for each case. N/4 indicates the role was not represented on the
development team. A coded statement could be attributed to more than one participant if its meaning was co-constructed. For that reason,

percentages will not always equal 100% across rows.
“The data analyst attended 5 of 11 meetings for Team A, which may result in under-representation of statements by a data analyst.
*The course developer attended 13 of 15 meetings for Team B, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course developer.

“One data analyst attended 1 of 15 meetings for Team B; the other data analyst attended 11 of 15 meetings. These varations may result in under-

representation of statements by a data analyst.
“The course developer attended 11 of 13 meetings for Team D, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course developer.
“Both course strategists attended 3 of 13 meetings for Team D, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course strategist.

'One video producer attended 1 of 13 meetings for Team D; the other video producer attended 3 of 13 meetings. These variations may result in

under-representation of statements by a video producer.

Theme 2: Team Workflow Considerations

The findings for theme #2 provide answers to RQ1 and RQ1a as noted below:
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e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the
Southeast discuss during meetings to create online courses?
o RQla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?

Case #1 — Team A

Various external data sources were consulted during task completion, and Case #1 -
Team A made frequent references to the management of task completion efforts, both within and
outside the development team. The instructional designer frequently referenced relying on others
responsible for tasks such as web editing, video editing, and integrating technology-based
functions within the course. The instructional designer was also concerned with not
overwhelming the web editor and the audiovisual technician and often encouraged team
members to complete tasks (e.g., course announcements, identifying videos to embed) with
ample lead-time to minimize the burden on those outside the team. This protocol she suggested
for managing course announcements is typical of the instructional designer’s organizational
skills: “And the announcement, like I just said, just make a document and drop it into the module
one folder and I can steal it. And we do not really need it until right before, but if you can
get it to me earlier, then I can shoot it over to [our editor] and she can schedule it.” The
instructional designer also was happy to empower others rather than always managing the work
herself: “As long as [the announcement] is together, and if you want to send it to [the editor], she
is really good at just dropping it in and scheduling it. You can do that a week beforehand before
the course starts, so do not feel any immediate pressure is what [ am trying to say.” Although the

team contained only one instructional designer (and three course developers), the instructional
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designer contributed the same number of statements referencing seeking support outside the team
as were contributed by all course developers combined (see Table 4.2).

Members in the role of course developer were much more likely to identify obstacles and
knowledge needs and to clarify the team’s completion timeline/scope of work than were the
instructional designer or the data analyst. Developers frequently referenced when the module
should be completed and contributed generously to decisions made to accomplish the work. In
this typical exchange, they set the timeline for upcoming meetings and discuss generally what
should be accomplished:

“So, let’s plan [to meet on January] the 22"%. That will be our initial, obviously by virtue

of the timing, that will be the first meeting where we talk about the sections, and the

topic, and the scope. And then that next week we do the first two sections. And then I

guess we should identify the early February times to do the second two [modules].”
Course developers also consistently engaged others to reflect on how long tasks would take and
on the amount of work necessary to bring tasks to completion. While managing task-completion
efforts on behalf of the team, Kimmy (i.e., instructional designer #1) worked in tandem with
course developers to maximize the efficiency of the work itself. Half the codes that reference
maximizing team workflow were assigned to the instructional designer. Examples include the
instructional designer entering notes in the running agenda for the team, providing direct links in
the Zoom chat box to streamline access needs, and recalling strategies from other design projects
to improve the efficiency of current efforts. For this team, the instructional designer played a
major role to maximize efficiency, often helping to manage task completion during meetings and

then following up later with other personnel the team relied on during course creation.
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Team workflow considerations figured most prominently in Case #1 - Team A’s design
discussions. Of all the codes generated for this team, more than half were assigned to statements
referencing the management of task completion efforts. Case #1 - Team A’s participant
statements were assigned eight open codes. See Appendix G for additional sample statements for
each code applied within this theme.

Case #2 — Team B

Perhaps due to the scope of the design task (i.e., discrete pathways for classroom
teachers, instructional coaches, and administrators) and due to the numerous external data
sources being consulted during course creation, Case #2 - Team B made frequent references to
the management of task completion efforts, both within and outside the development team. On
several occasions, this group’s members (particularly the instructional designers) referenced
consulting another development team’s perceptions and course interaction features to inform
their current work, emphasizing the positive impact of the same person working across multiple
teams, as both Kimmy and Lilly did. In one example, Lilly (i.e., instructional designer #3)
consulted a colleague’s work:

And then for the data literacy, I just went back to [our colleague’s course] because [he]

has a little blip in there about data literacy. It’s not a lot, but it’s very teacher-driven. I

don’t want to say simple, but it’s concrete. He breaks it down into four key areas.”

She also references contributions from John (i.e., data analyst #2) in that same course, noting
“John’s is also very good. [His] is from an evaluator lens versus a teacher lens. So maybe we
could pull from there.” This inter-team knowledge possessed by instructional designers provided
a repository of technical skills and understanding crucial for this team during course creation.

Clarifying the completion timeline and scope of the work also figured prominently in
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Case #2 - Team B’s discussions, with the course developer devoting ample energy and time to
meeting with the client and then relaying the client’s expectations to the larger development
team. In one example, the course developer allayed the client’s fears that the training was not
visible in the learning management system, visibility that would demonstrate the team’s
progress. She recounted an exchange from a recent meeting with the client when they expressed
their concerns:
‘We are getting worried,” and I explained ‘Do not worry. We are building this in our
shared Google Drive and we will port it over.” But they are anxious to see it in Canvas
[the client’s learning management system]. And so I looked at the calendar and gave
them an approximation of dates when we would be working on some of this stuff. And I
know our calendars are slammed and full at this time, but this is also something that we
need to get done sooner than later.
The training being developed consisted of three discrete user pathways (i.e., educators,
instructional coaches, and administrators), which resulted in a large scope of work for the
members of Case #2 — Team B. The course developer played a crucial role to manage the team’s
many tasks while also ensuring they met the client’s expectations for the training product.
Perhaps a result of the large number of tasks to be accomplished, maximizing team workflow
was frequently a topic of discussion for Case #2 - Team B, particularly relating to how best to
collaborate on the curation of resources that would later be ported into the learning management
system housing the online course.
Additionally, due to student privacy concerns, this team was not readily provided user-
level access to the client’s online student-assessment portal. Not having real-time access to a

simulated user-level account in a timely manner presented significant challenges to designing
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how-to videos and step-by-step instructions for orienting participants to use the online portal.
Case #2 - Team B worked to minimize how these obstacles undermined the efficiency of their
work and worried they may not meet the client’s timeline. The instructional designers suggested
changes in the timeline that the course developer could share with the client while also noting the
anxiety that not having sufficient access to the online student-assessment portal was causing:

e Kimmy: “That is why I am nervous.”

e Lilly: “Based on the things that we talked about, maybe if we don’t have the tool, and
they do not have access to the data, we can use [a previous version of the portal]. |
think we would still be fine with this timeline even if [the client does] not pull their
weight on their end of the timeline. I think it’s fine.

e (Grace: “I wonder if we feel when we’re pointing out the missing pieces that we need
from [the client], that we can stress, ‘Meeting this timeline at this point is contingent
on you doing X, Y, Z.” So maybe [the client] get[s] a benchmark as well.”

As aresult of this discussion the course developer presented the client an alternative timeline
should access to the online assessment portal be unavailable: “If the tool is not ready until
November, we can do some of this [work] through the first bullet [of the scope of work] because
development will still be underway. Nothing will be ready for a pilot until we have the [online
assessment] tool ready.” The course developer often negotiated the impact of these obstacles
both for the client and for members of her development team.

Maximizing team workflow also emerged prominently for this team, with both course

developers and the instructional designers contributing a number of ways to maximize team
workflow during meetings. Instructional designers often added details to the team’s running

agenda and linked previously employed templates from other development teams they supported.
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Additionally, instructional designers were the most likely members to locate external resources
and link them directly into the team’s virtual work environment (e.g., Zoom chat box,
collaborative Google document). In addition to offering tangible, efficiency-boosting
contributions to task completion efforts, instructional designers championed the use of a logic
model to inform the team’s work and frequently referenced the concerns-based adoption model
(CBAM), which originated from the work of Frances Fuller based on the concerns of teachers
(Fuller, 1969). For Case #2 - Team B the idea of using a logic model was introduced during
their first meeting by the course developer. The instructional designers on the team embraced the
CBAM, and it became an integral tool for centering the training directly on users’ needs. In one
specific case, an instructional designer summarized one aspect of the CBAM by noting: “I keep
thinking of that CBAM model we talked about early on. ‘How is this affecting me? What do 1
have to do? What are the consequences? And then what? Before I can even begin to think about
the bigger picture.”” After the logic model was introduced early in the team’s course-creation
activities, the CBAM proved an important conceptual guide for their months-long creation
process.

Team workflow considerations figured most prominently in Case #2 - Team B’s design
discussions. Of all the codes generated for this team, approximately half (49.41%) were assigned
to statements referencing the management of task completion efforts. Although the development
team had only one course developer (of the five active members), the course developer role
accounted for nearly 70% of statements within this theme (see Table 4.2). Case #2 - Team B’s
participant statements were assigned nine open codes. See Appendix G for additional sample

statements for each code applied within this theme.
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Case #3 — Team C

Perhaps due to the revision -related activities for this group or the external data sources
being consulted during task completion, Case #3 - Team C made frequent references to the
management of task completion efforts, both within and outside the development team. On
several occasions, this group’s members (particularly the course developer and one of the two
instructional designers) referenced contacting other colleagues whose skills could empower their
work. Among these external needs was one related to data analysis skills possessed by two
colleagues outside the team and referenced by the course developer when she said, “I don’t know
how long it’s going to take [our colleagues] to come up with the analysis. I was overjoyed to

"9,

hear that [the data scientist] wanted to do the analysis. [ was like, ‘Yay, great!’” Another support
outside the current development team concerned expertise related to strengths-based thinking
possessed by a colleague well-versed in the research on that topic. The course developer noted,
“I have other friends, they do a much better job than I do calling out deficit thinking. Like I get
[another colleague] on the phone or something, she can tell us all about it. She is great.” A third
external need was elevated by an instructional designer and related to video editing skills
possessed by the audiovisual technician: “Once the [text-based] edits are completed, I will check
with [the audiovisual technician]. I do not know if he has completed all the edits. I know he has
pretty much finished [recording] the videos.”

Clarifying the completion timeline and scope of the work also figured prominently in
Case #3 - Team C’s discussions, with the instructional designer role accounting for the majority
of statements related to the topic. It was evident from the discussions that both the course

developer and the course strategist were relatively new to the course revision experience. They

asked many clarifying questions to determine when course revisions were typically due for their
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employer and how much time/energy it would take to accomplish them. This query from the
course developer represents a typical exchange about the topic: “I am unclear on timeline. When
do we need to have course revisions done by? I know the course is going to run again [in] March
or April. I was not sure whether we were delaying it.” The instructional designers deftly
answered others’ questions based on their prior experiences on other development teams. In
response to the course developer’s question about the timeline for revisions, an instructional
designer noted, “I think we should launch if we can with everybody else. It is my understanding
that all courses are supposed to launch on March 1. Ideally, we would have all edits to [the web
editor and audiovisual technician] about a month ahead of time.” The prior knowledge possessed
by instructional designers on this team proved crucial for ensuring tasks were completed in a
timely manner.

Statements referencing team workflow considerations represented approximately 30% of
the codes assigned to the data set for this team, and the instructional designer role was the most
likely to contribute statements in this thematic area (see Table 4.2). Case #3 - Team C’s
participant statements were assigned eight open codes. See Appendix G for additional sample
statements for each code applied within this theme.

Case #4 — Team D

Perhaps a result of the comprehensive course updates this group accomplished, Case #4 -
Team D made frequent references to the management of task completion efforts, both within and
outside the development team. On several occasions, this group’s members (primarily driven by
the instructor of record) referenced needing support from other colleagues whose perceptions
could empower their work. Among these external needs was one relating to advice from the

coordinating adjunct instructor who would facilitate how additional instructors (beyond the
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instructor of record on Case #4 - Team D) used the updated course with their own students. The
scope of that need related primarily to ensuring no usability concerns had been overlooked for
those teaching the course in an adjunct manner. Another external need originated from the course
developer and was in reference to soliciting additional support from course strategists and the
video producer, whose expertise could inform the questions the instructor of record was posing
(e.g., ensuring relevant discussions about diversity, video-recording process questions, and
requests to extend deadlines for presentation slides, among others).

Clarifying the completion timeline and scope of the work also figured prominently in
Case #4 - Team D’s discussions. Early in the redesign planning phase (see Table 3.5) course
strategists engaged the instructor of record in two brief exchanges, the first to identify the scope
of the instructor’s desired course updates, and the second to notify her when the planning phase
would end and the course development phase would begin. The course development phase
comprised ten of the thirteen meetings for Case #4 - Team D, so the majority of discussions
regarding task completion efforts took place between Janie and Aspen, the course developer and
the instructor of record, respectively. The course developer frequently clarified the completion
timeline and scope of work, particularly as it related to deadlines for submitting updated course
materials (e.g., syllabus, presentation slides, recorded interviews, etc.) that would be integrated
in the upcoming update. The course developer relied on a calendar timeline (and an
accompanying to-do list) that she presented virtually during meetings to help manage the
significant burdens on the instructor of record’s time. A good example of this tool’s value to
their efforts follows here:

So I will pull up my calendar and share my screen. So a few updates based on moving

the intensive [video recording sessions in which the instructor of record would re-record
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all asynchronous lectures]. And that was all approved, by the way. So the asynchronous
[content] and slides altogether will be due April first, and I will bring up the to do list
and see how we could break that down over the next few weeks. Other things that
changed, you should have slides back [from the content team, responsible for finalizing
presentation slides for use during the recording of video lectures] by the week of May
5th. So you do have a few weeks to review them and prepare for the intensive. And then
we are looking at getting the final syllabus with readings and assignment details by May
14th. And then you have a week before filming.
It is evident from this brief contribution that the course developer played the most integral role to
manage the completion of tasks during Case #4 - Team D’s work. She was the negotiator when
the video-recording sessions required rescheduling, and she managed the myriad notifications
and timelines skillfully with the tools she employed. While helping to manage task-completion
efforts, the course developer worked in tandem with the instructor of record to maximize the
efficiency of the work itself. Nearly 80% of codes that reference maximizing team workflow
were assigned to the course developer or the instructor of record, and often they co-constructed
the same statement referencing ways to accomplish tasks more efficiently. Notable examples
included the course developer updating presentation slides in real-time and adding clarifying
details in the notes area to assist the instructor on how to accomplish updates post-meeting. The
course developer also sent an email update to the instructor of record following each meeting,
correspondence that summarized the meeting, identified upcoming tasks, and provided an
updated timeline based on the outcomes of each meeting.
Course strategists introduced a logic model to guide the work of Case #4 - Team D

during the team’s initial meeting. This course design checklist (a proprietary product of the
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company contracted to manage the course update process) employed a multi-month course
planning sequence with several course design training sessions for faculty prior to the start of the
academic term. Additional support sessions were recommended (primarily geared toward new
faculty) after the teaching term began. Thirteen meetings for Case #4 - Team D were observed
over a period of seventeen weeks, and the logic model governed task-completion efforts
throughout those observations. The work accomplished by Case #4 - Team D relied exclusively
on the logic model’s directives, and the additional tools used were in service to accomplish those
aims, both in the redesign planning phase (the first 3 meetings) and in the course development
phase (the last 10 meetings). The additional planning tools consisted of a course planner in
which all course content was uploaded, and a learning experience planner in which all learner
interactions were planned and implemented.

The course developer was by far the most likely contributor to statements referencing the
logic model. She was the representative of the company contracted to support the course
redesign, and as such, she was primarily responsible for the logic model’s implementation during
discussions with the instructor of record. All members of Case #4 - Team D referred to the logic
model with a frequency in accordance with the number of meetings they attended (see Table
3.4): the more meetings a member attended, the more likely they were to reference the logic
model being used to guide course creation (see Appendix D, Team Workflow Considerations).

Although relatively small in number (representing just over 4% of codes for this team),
statements referencing obstacles related to knowledge and access needs emerged and are
important to include. Among these were realizations by the instructor of record that she “was
trained to teach live...It’s hard to see the difference between synchronous strategies [and

asynchronous ones],” a concern echoed by the course strategists who noted that their presence on
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the team was to empower the transition from a live space to an online one. The course developer
and the instructor of record reflected numerous times on the challenges inherent in adapting
content from synchronous to asynchronous environments. A particularly poignant exchange
referenced the instructor of record’s request for additional time to reflect on the best way to
integrate instruction on diversity in organizations in the aftermath of the social justice protests
resulting from the deaths of several unarmed Black Americans:

That week is on diversity, and with everything going on, I need a little more reflection

on how to accurately address that, which is not your problem. It is really conceptually

mine, of how we address the issue of diversity in organizations inclusively and with care

for our students. And so it is just taking me a little more thought than I thought. I had set

some time aside. | had worked on it, and then I said, ‘I need to process a little bit more.’
The richness of the perceptions noted here emphasizes that this team’s design activities were
intertwined with the social events of the day, suggesting that the team embraced the realities of
the prospective users of the course and were sensitive to how recent events might impact their
perceptions of course content and its usefulness across various organizations.

Team workflow considerations figured most prominently in Case #4 - Team D’s design
discussions. Of all the codes generated for this team, nearly 63% were assigned to statements
referencing the management of task completion efforts, with both the course developer and
instructor of record contributing with similar frequency to the statements comprising this theme
(see Table 4.2). Case #4 - Team D’s participant statements were assigned eight open codes. See

Appendix G for additional sample statements for each code applied within this theme.
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Cross-case Analysis

The cross-case analysis for theme two (team workflow considerations) answers RQ1b as

noted below:

e RQI1b: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional educator
professional development course, mandated educator training course) influence what
teams discuss during meetings?

Across cases, development teams conceptualized team workflow considerations in similar ways,
working together to manage task completion efforts, both within and outside the design team.
However, for the members of Case #4 — Team D, discussions about team workflow represented
almost 63% of coded statements, a much higher percentage than that present in any other case
(see Table 4.2). This difference appears to be related to the role the course developer played to
broker the course revision process. Recall that Case #4 — Team D was doing a comprehensive
update of all aspects of a university-level course for master’s degree seeking students, a process
that resulted in two discrete phases: a redesign planning phase and a course development phase
(see Table 3.5). In the redesign planning phase, course strategists held two initial meetings with
the instructor of record and introduced a logic model to guide the complex planning and revision
processes (McCutcheon & Lohan, 2014). The logic model included a proprietary course design
checklist (unavailable for review as a condition of my observing this team’s work), a course
planner in which the instructor of recorded entered content, and a learning experience plan that
included interaction parameters. The work completed by this development team relied almost
exclusively on the logic model’s directives, and the course developer who joined during the third
meeting took on the responsibility of managing the revision process. She referred to the logic

model continually to visualize and keep track of the day-to-day activities to ensure a successful
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outcome (Wyatt Knowlton & Phillips, 2012). Her typical reliance on the logic model and the

tools it contained to empower meetings is illustrated succinctly by her statement: “I am going to
stop here because I do have another meeting to get to. I have other course planner things, but
they are not as urgent. We can look at them at the next meeting.”

The role the course developer played was that of a project manager (Botturi, 2006): she
scheduled all remaining meetings with the instructor of record, negotiated the schedule of the
video producer and the instructor of record for live video-recording sessions, and frequently
referenced contacting course strategists (present during the redesign planning phase) to address
any knowledge needs. As a representative of the company contracted by East University to
accomplish the course redesign, the course developer was primarily responsible for the logic
model’s implementation during subsequent meetings with the instructor of record, using the
logic model to ensure key outputs were realized for the institution’s aims (McLaughlin & Jordan,
1999, 2010). For Case #4 discussions of the logic model accounted for a full 25% of the
statements referencing team workflow and were focused on directing the completion of discrete
tasks (see Table 4.2). One other development team in the study (Case #2 — Team B) relied on a
logic model, but their references were more conceptual rather than directive of their task-
completion efforts. Their reliance on the logic model guided their planning and implementation
efforts (McCutcheon & Lohan, 2014) but members did not return to it during their work to
manage the completion of any tangible course elements. Unlike five of the six members working
on Case #4 — Team B, all development team members from Case #2 — Team B were employed
within the organization rather than by an outside entity contracted to revise/create course

components.
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The only other team to reference the use of a logic model during course development was
Case #2 — Team B, and their discussions of CBAM, a concerns-based adoption model (Fuller,
1969) accounted for merely 3.5% of statements about team workflow (as opposed to 25% for
Case #4 — Team D). The CBAM helped team members to center the training directly on users’
needs. In other words, developers on Case #2 — Team B used a logic model to inform their
perceptions of the user experience in the course (Norman & Nielsen, 2022). In the words of one
instructional designer, “I think we could almost use [the CBAM model] as a self-check for the
teacher, especially the teacher version of the course... ‘How does this impact me? How does this
impact my job? What are the consequences? Now I can think maybe about a student’ you
know?” This development team applied the logic model in a general way to identify inputs
required to support the course creation (McLaughlin & Jordan, 1999, 2010), whereas Case #4 —
Team D relied on their logic model to describe in detail the core components of the course
update and to reflect on the day-to-day activities and outcomes of their work (Wyatt Knowlton &
Phillips, 2012).

Another intriguing difference emerged among cases as related to team workflow
considerations, in particular relating to student privacy concerns for Case #2 — Team B.
Development team members from every case did note obstacles: The course developers from
Case #1 — Team A noted challenges in recording elementary-level videos because COVID — 19
limited their access to classrooms; an instructional designer from Case #3 — Team C elevated a
relatively minor challenge accessing the desired user-level data to inform the rapid redesign
being accomplished; and the instructor of record on Case #4 — Team D expressed some minor
concerns relating to how to enter details correctly into the course planner, an issue that the course

developer addressed fairly easily. However, the obstacles experienced by Case #2 — Team B had
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a much greater impact on their task completion efforts because they lacked access to the client’s
online student-assessment portal. The client had not yet provided a sample teacher account
because real student assessment data was linked to it. The training being designed was to
onboard educators about how to use that online assessment portal, so having a way to simulate
the user’s experience within the portal was of primary import. The course developer summarized
the team’s needs succinctly when she said, “I think our biggest concern is getting a model
account. [ know that [ am genuinely worried that [the client is] just not going to [provide one].”
The course developer offered a contingency plan for creating content in other areas in the
meantime and shared it with the team:
I think we are going to have to go back, and we are going to have to create something that
is just on how to use the tool. How to pull reports. How to read reports. I do not know in
my head right now how that is going to be considering we do not have access to the tool
other than what is online [in static, stand-alone documents outside the assessment portal].
The sensitive nature of safeguarding student data limited the productivity of Case #2 — Team B
considerably, and they expressed concerns that a quality professional development course could
not be developed unless developers could interact with the client’s online assessment tool in the
same way course users (i.e., educators) would. Eventually, after expressing that the timeline
would likely need to be extended in a meeting with the client, the course developer reported the
answer back to the team: “I said, ‘So, for clarification, what I am hearing you say is that this
[online assessment tool] will not be ready by the time we need this professional development?’
The answer is yes, it will not.” Upon hearing that, the development team realized the delay in
getting access to a teacher account was not due to student privacy but was actually related to a

model account not having been created by the client’s technical team. Members of Case #2 —
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Team B then adapted their approach and built out text-based manuals without the aid of a teacher
account to simulate the user experience with the online assessment portal. Clarifying the
parameters of a course design project can be challenging and time consuming for those creating
online courses, and the course developer acted as project manager to keep the project on track,
even in the face of considerable challenges to their workflow (M. Allen, 1996; Cox &
Osguthorpe, 2003).

Table 4.2. Team Workflow Considerations: Overall Code Distribution by Case and Contributing

Participant’s Role on the Development Team.

% of % of % of % of Statements % of
% of Coded % of
... . Statements by Statements by Statements by by Statements by
Case Statements Within Statements by . .
this Theme Course Data Analyst Course Instructional  Instructor of Video
Developer ¥ Strategist Designer Record Producer
Case #1 - Team A 51.14 68.15(3) 5.94 (1) N/A 4222 (1) N/A N/A
Case #2 - Team B 49.41 68.67 (1)° 4.82(2)° N/A 48.80 (3) N/A N/A
Case #3 - Team C 30.18 50.60 (1) N/A 7.23 (1) 65.06 (2) N/A N/A
Case #4 - Team D 62.96 38.97 (1)° N/A 8.82 (2)° N/A 42.65 (1) 8.82 (2)°

Note. The number of study participants in each role is provided in parentheses for each case. N/4 indicates the role was not represented on the
development team. A coded statement could be attributed to more than one participant if its meaning was co-constructed. For that reason,

percentages will not always equal 100% across rows.
“The data analyst attended 5 of 11 meetings for Team A, which may result in under-representation of statements by a data analyst.
*The course developer attended 13 of 15 meetings for Team B, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course developer.

“One data analyst attended 1 of 15 meetings for Team B; the other data analyst attended 11 of 15 meetings. These varations may result in under-

representation of statements by a data analyst.
“The course developer attended 11 of 13 meetings for Team D, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course developer.
“Both course strategists attended 3 of 13 meetings for Team D, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course strategist.

'One video producer attended 1 of 13 meetings for Team D; the other video producer attended 3 of 13 meetings. These variations may result in

under-representation of statements by a video producer.

Theme 3: Role of Beliefs

The findings for theme #3 provide answers to RQ1 and RQ1a as noted below:
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e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the
Southeast discuss during meetings to create online courses?
o RQla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?

Case #1 — Team A

Case #1 - Team A spoke frequently and in detail about how both team members’ and
course users’ beliefs impacted perceptions of the course topic and its usefulness in the work
context. Developers directly challenged educators to change their mindsets by presenting them
with content and questioning to bring about cognitive dissonance. Cognitive dissonance theory
(Festinger, 1957) holds that humans have an inner desire to hold our attitudes, beliefs, and
behaviors in a state of harmony, thus avoiding dissonance. In the discussion of this module, team
members created various opportunities to challenge course users’ pre-existing attitudes and
behaviors about sharing power with students in the classroom. The scope of the challenge is
deftly summarized by a course developer explain just how long meaningful change can take
course users to accomplish:

But just something around the process of change and it actually takes about three months

at minimum. And then for it to become something that we do naturally, like something

that we do now, that could take up to a year. And it is not to be discouraging, but it is just

to say, “You are going to be a little uncomfortable singing itsy bitsy spider to the tune of

happy birthday,” but you know, it is hard.
Team regularly discussed the challenges users were likely to experience during the process of
exploring their own mindsets and making room for the new ideas the course was requiring them

to consider.
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In the process of building effective course interactions to change mindsets in the target
audience (K-12 educators), developers deliberately sought to anchor course users’ beliefs via
self-reflection, explicitly validating users’ current and prior experiences. For example, a course
developer suggested helping users identify how their perceptions of students can limit their
potential to embrace the goals of the course: “Diving deep, it would be how do we get people to
go beyond, ‘I need to release more control to my students’ to ‘I need to believe that a student
from this socioeconomic status actually has the ability to maintain my high expectations.” You
know, how do we get them to think?”” Another course developer replied, “I am wondering if it is
something like a student interview. Instead of finding out something about the student, you [the
teacher] are actually examining your own beliefs and possible misconceptions.” After helping
participants explore their current state of thinking regarding the appropriate level of student
empowerment, developers then actively challenged perceptions through asking users to complete
“performance tasks and them collecting data” to create experiences for users “to look at new
content in new ways, through new lenses” in order to bring about meaningful changes in their
willingness to empower students to control the conditions of their own learning.

Members in the role of course developer were responsible for the majority of statements
referencing self-reflection and building cognitive dissonance in the target audience. Accounting
for more than 97% of coded statements, discussions about the role of beliefs originated with and
were explored deeply by course developers (see Table 4.3). Of all the codes generated for this
team, 14.39% were assigned to statements referencing the role of beliefs. Case #1 - Team A’s
participant statements were assigned three open codes. See Appendix H for additional sample

statements for each code applied within this theme.
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Case #2 — Team B

Case #2 - Team B spoke on occasion and in some detail about how both team members’
and course users’ beliefs impacted perceptions of the course topic and its usefulness in the work
context. Although small in number in relation to the entire data set, statements coded in this
group are important to include because they evidence developers wrestling with adapting content
and activities to minimize user’s anxiety. Based on discussions with colleagues and on their own
previous experiences, team members noted that many educators feel data will be used in a
punitive manner. The team was particularly concerned with how pre-existing beliefs regarding
data would undermine the data-driven activities this training required of users. Data walls
emerged as a particularly important consideration. Several team members recalled a ubiquitous
practice of schools using billboards (inside and outside the classroom) to post high-stakes student
assessment data by subgroup. The course developer summed up the impact succinctly this way:

But whoever came up with the fantastic idea of the data wall, that can be interpreted as

negative. If you are a teacher and you are putting up visually for your entire class to see

who is rising to the top, who is still in the middle, and who is at the bottom, that is, in my
mind, a huge negative and a discouraging factor for a child.”
Throughout their discussions, this team weighed their design decisions against a negative
connotation of data and actively sought to minimize anxiety for educators and students alike. An
additional suggestion by an instructional designer provided a way to help educators self-reflect
about the value of data to empower their decision-making without actually about using student
data directly. She spoke of helping educators embrace the value of data without being

intimidated by what it might reveal. She was interested in the following:
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“getting [users] to hone in their values and beliefs for personalizing learning and using
data for decision-making. What do they value around that? And then using that,
unpacking why, understanding those values are important, unpacking that and hopefully
using that as grounding them in their own purpose for completing the rest of the
module....”

The members of this team recognized that empowering educators to embrace data required
presenting data as empowering agency to make decisions at the classroom level.

The course developer and instructional designers contributed statements referencing the
role of beliefs, but those in the role of instructional designer accounted for almost 77% of the
coded statements. Recall, however, that Case #2 - Team B contained three instructional
designers: most of the conversations about the role of beliefs took place among them. The course
developer role accounted for 23% of coded statements while the data analyst role contributed no
statements in this theme (see Table 4.3). Assigned three open codes, statements referencing the
role of beliefs on perceptions of course content and usefulness in the work context represented
approximately 4% of the codes assigned for Case #2 — Team B. See Appendix H for additional
sample statements for each code applied within this theme.

Case #3 — Team C

Case #3 - Team C spoke frequently and in detail about how users’ beliefs impacted
perceptions of the course topic and its usefulness in the work context. The team was particularly
concerned with how educators’ fixed mindsets might have unintended negative consequences on
students’ self-perceptions of their abilities. The development team discussed ways to actively
challenge both educators and parents to see young learners as capable rather than deficient with

course-related skills. The bulk of the discussions referenced the use of strengths-based resources
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and approaches (rather than deficit-based ones) and creating conditions within the training to
help foster what the course developer referred to this way: “I would even call it, like excitement,
around what is possible for kids. It is a mindset on behalf of the adults, and kids’ lives as well, to
see kids as capable.” The development team consistently returned to this maxim as they
accomplished their revision-based activities.

Accounting for 61.54% of statements referencing the role of beliefs, the course developer
on Case #3 - Team C was the driving force for codes in this group (see Table 4.3). She noted
frequently how adults’ fixed mindsets of students’ abilities can impart deficit-based self-
perceptions to learners. Her concerns are highlighted well by the following comment regarding
possibilities:

Unfortunately, some people are taking [this skill] to a, ‘They do not have this. They do

not know this. They do not...” When I look at [this skill], it is more to understand what

are kids bringing to me and how can I use it? And not, ‘Well, let me identify everything

they do not know.” To me those are different things, and I do not like to promote

anything but possibilities with kids.
The course developer elevated a desire to help participants realize that adults’ anxieties about the
course topic can be easily transferred to young learners, and other team members embraced that
challenge with tangible solutions. For example, accounting for approximately 15% of statements
for this thematic area, the course strategist suggested reordering the units to help participants
minimize students’ anxiety about the course topic. She also revised focus questions to eliminate
deficit-based thinking and offered a scenario-based activity in which educators could apply a

technique for maximizing strengths-based mindsets through analyzing student talk.
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Accounting for 25% of statements for the role of beliefs and informed by her work on
multiple development teams, one of the instructional designers (i.e., Kimmy) identified existing
resources to support educator mind-shifts and took an active role to locate those videos and text-
based articles for use within the current course. This instructional designer used her prior
experiences supporting a mindset shift for other educators as a potential approach in the current
course. As noted by her poignant reflection below, this team acknowledged the significant
challenges that lay in surfacing educators’ deficit-based mindsets in order to help them build
strengths-based perceptions of students and their abilities:

I know I keep going back to the [other course I helped design] for comparison, but we

started talking about, ‘Do not just think about [students] as English language learners.

Think about them as emerging bilingual[s]. You are not going to replace their native

language with English, and that is a negative mindset to have. They are bilingual, and

that should be a thing that should be celebrated.
For Case #3 - Team C, the course developer played the most formative role to center discussions
on the role of beliefs, and the team readily offered solutions to challenge any deficit-based
mindsets that adults held of the abilities of young learners. Assigned one open code, statements
referencing the role of beliefs on perceptions of course content and usefulness in the work
context represented nearly 19% of the codes assigned for Case #3 — Team C. See Appendix H for
additional sample statements for each code applied within this theme.
Case #4 — Team D

Case #4 - Team D spoke on occasion and in some detail about how team members’ and
course users’ beliefs impacted perceptions of the course topic and its usefulness in the work

context. Although minimal in number in relation to the entire data set, statements coded in this
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group are important to include because they evidence team members (particularly course
strategists) wrestling with adapting content and activities to maximize users’ emotional
connection with asynchronous course content and activities. One course strategist stated early in
the first meeting that a goal of the course update was to provide learners more opportunities to
feel emotionally connected with the course in order to foster self-beliefs in their ability to
succeed in the course. The following advice given to the instructor of record illustrates that
point:

This is where I would add some of the feel to your asynchronous [activities]. For

example, you have mini-lectures that were [aligned] previously with this week [about]

publicness of content. Maybe there’s an opportunity here that you allow students to draw
attention to the objectives. It’s an opportunity for them to reflect on their previous
experiences and how it connects to learning objectives.

Through deliberately engaging learners in an emotional reflection, the course strategist offered a
strategy to center learners on the objectives for that particular unit while also including the
emotional components to help learners persist.

Additionally, the course strategist role was particularly interested in engaging learners in
self-reflection to improve their readiness for engaging in weekly real-time meetings. For
example, one course strategist explained the power of self-reflection this way:

This approach activates prior knowledge, respects that knowledge in the room. The

opportunity for them to say, ‘I’m thinking about myself for a moment.” Then the session

instructor has that information to draw from. Using asynchronous interactions to surface
misconceptions, to address and refute them in asynchronous responses or the live session

so that in a live session, you have the misconceptions that students have offered.
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The same course strategist had prior experience teaching the course being revised by Case #4 -
Team D. She referenced a questioning strategy she had used to provide more social and
emotional learning (SEL) opportunities for students, an affordance that both strategists
emphasized a number of times. That advice is noted below and evidences the importance of self-
reflection to help learners persist in the face of challenging course expectations:

Build in opportunities to do SEL [social-emotional learning], emotional responses,

especially around organizational theory, when I taught it, I would lean on ‘Where do you

think this is tough?’ That’ s one way to think about it. It could be, ‘Pause. Think about
when you tried [that strategy]. What were the roadblocks? How did you overcome them
and apply somewhere else?’
Strategists centered the instructor of record on developing ways for learners to reflect
emotionally about the content more consistently, a recommendation that the instructor felt would
leave less time for students to engage in the academic tasks. The strategists argued that both
could be done simultaneously, and that the emotional reflections would, indeed, enhance the
completion of academic tasks.

When referencing the impact of beliefs on the course topic and its usefulness, those in the
role of course strategist accounted for nearly 78% of the coded statements, with the instructor of
record accounting for the remainder (see Table 4.3). Assigned two open codes, statements
referencing the role of beliefs on perceptions of content and usefulness in the work context
represented approximately 4% of the codes assigned to the data set for Case #4 - Team D. See
Appendix H for additional sample statements for each code applied within this theme.
Cross-case Analysis

The cross-case analysis for theme three (role of beliefs) answers RQ1b as noted below:
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e RQI1b: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional educator
professional development course, mandated educator training course) influence what
teams discuss during meetings?

Case #2 — Team B centered the role of beliefs in a way that was dramatically different from how
other cases did. The instructional designers on Case #2 — Team B, all former classroom
educators, were primarily those who elevated how user beliefs about data might negatively
impact their experiences in the course, noting “A lot of teachers do not use data because they are
afraid that it is going to be used to judge their teaching quality. Or it is this scary, big thing that is
beyond their understanding, so they just avoid it.” The developers on this team acknowledged
that if users believed data would be used against them, their experiences in the course would be
less rewarding. To remove any negative connotation that data use might impart, developers
actively engaged course users in reframing their beliefs around data, and in the words of one
instructional designer “getting them to hone [sic] in their values and beliefs for personalizing
learning and using data for decision-making...and actually going forth and implementing the
things that we are talking about [in this course].” In a deliberate way, developers for Case #2 —
Team B acknowledged the profound impact that course users’ prior experiences with data might
have on the current training and adapted the course to minimize any barriers. The approach taken
by two other cases in the study, however, was not to adapt the course to acquiesce to users’ pre-
existing beliefs but to actively challenge users’ mindsets through engaging them in cognitive
dissonance and deliberate self-reflection.

Members of Case #1 — Team A noted that course users’ pre-existing beliefs can

undermine their emotional readiness to engage with the course. Unlike the approach used by

Case #2, members of Case #1 — Team A chose to challenge users directly to change their
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mindsets. In the words of one course developer, “Diving deep, it would be how do we get people
to go beyond, ‘I need to release more control to my students’ to ‘I need to believe that a student
from this socioeconomic status actually has the ability to maintain my high expectations.” You
know, how do we get them to think?” This team was comfortable pushing users into
uncomfortable places, also noting that “we have to create cognitive dissonance somehow for a
mindset to shift. The only way you do that is people learning in difference...That is the only way
mindsets are going to change.” The course developers accounted for more than 97% of the
discussions related to the role of beliefs for Case #1 (by far the greatest percentage for any role
across all cases; see Table 4.3), so the topic for this course appears particularly suited to
engender mindset change.

A final intriguing difference is how Case #3 — Team C chose to address the role beliefs
played in their intended audience: early education teachers, elementary school teachers, and
parents of young children. Their approach was two-fold: (1) mentor adults to not impart negative
mindsets about their own ability to children and (2) help adults reframe their perceptions of
learners as capable rather than as deficient in their course-related abilities. Developers believed
that educator mindsets have profound impacts on their students’ motivation and achievement
(Hattie, 2012; Lau & Nie, 2008). They believed negative teacher sentiments about the abilities of
students were likely displaced perceptions of teachers’ own abilities that were being projected
onto students. The course developer proposed a strengths-based approach to help change these
educator mindsets suggesting students were more less capable than they really were:

Do we try to remind people, you know, ‘We have our anxieties and we do not want to

bring that in with kids’ and then show [course users] all the possibilities of [the course

topic] in the world and then talk about these great mindsets? That seems to flow pretty
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well.
Members of this team supported direct interventions (Dweck, 2006) to enable mindset shifts.
This strengths-based approach for shifting mindsets was similar to that adopted by members of
the last team, Case #4 — Team D. For the university-level master’s course they helped create, the
course strategists elevated anchoring course users’ beliefs with targeted self-reflection techniques
“using asynchronous interactions to surface misconceptions, to address and refute them in
asynchronous responses...so that in live session, you have the misconceptions that students have
offered.” One course strategist recalled her previous experiences teaching the course topic and
how a strengths-based approach informed by her background domain knowledge (Christensen,
2016) could empower students in their workplaces:

Build in opportunities to do SEL [social and emotional learning], emotional

responses...when I taught it, I would lean on ‘Where do you think this is tough?’ That’s

one way to think about it. It could be ‘Pause. Think about when you tried [something].

What were the roadblocks? How did you overcome them and apply somewhere else?’
In order to refine instructional approaches for use within the current design task, members of
Case #4 — Team D called upon pre-existing analogies (Moreno et al., 2014), derived from
existing knowledge and prior experiences with similar issues, in order to build content domain

knowledge for users within the current course.
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Table 4.3. Role of Beliefs: Overall Code Distribution by Case and Contributing Participant’s

Role on the Development Team.

% of % of % of % of Statements % of
% of Coded % of
... . Statements by Statements by Statements by by Statements by
Case Statements Within Statements by . .
this Theme Course Data Analyst Course Instructional  Instructor of Video
Developer Y Strategist Designer Record Producer
Case #1 - Team A 14.39 97.37 (3) 2.63 (1)* N/A 0.00 (1) N/A N/A
Case #2 - Team B 3.86 23.08 (1)° 0.00 (2)° N/A 76.92 (3) N/A N/A
Case #3 - Team C 18.91 61.54 (1) N/A 15.38 (1) 25.00 (2) N/A N/A
Case #4 - Team D 4.17 0.00 (1)d N/A 71.78 (2)° N/A 22.22 (1) 0.00 (2)f

Note. The number of study participants in each role is provided in parentheses for each case. N/4 indicates the role was not represented on the
development team. A coded statement could be attributed to more than one participant if its meaning was co-constructed. For that reason,

percentages will not always equal 100% across rows.

“The data analyst attended 5 of 11 meetings for Team A, which may result in under-representation of statements by a data analyst.

*The course developer attended 13 of 15 meetings for Team B, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course developer.
One data analyst attended 1 of 15 meetings for Team B; the other data analyst attended 11 of 15 meetings. These varations may result in under-
representation of statements by a data analyst.

“The course developer attended 11 of 13 meetings for Team D, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course developer.
“Both course strategists attended 3 of 13 meetings for Team D, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course strategist.

‘One video producer attended 1 of 13 meetings for Team D; the other video producer attended 3 of 13 meetings. These variations may result in

under-representation of statements by a video producer.

Theme 4: Culturally Appropriate Practices

The findings for theme #4 provide answers to RQ1 and RQ1a as noted below:

e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the

Southeast discuss during meetings to create online courses?
o RQla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?

Case #1 — Team A

Statements referencing culturally appropriate practices also emerged in Case #1 - Team

A’s discussions. Although as a group these codes represented a small number of those attributed
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to the data, they are important to include because the statements they reference illuminate the
team’s deliberate efforts to maximize the module’s relevance across cultural groups. Several
times the team referenced the role implicit bias might play in a classroom educator’s perceptions
of power-sharing with students. Additionally, the team centered their own identities as
developers, actively exploring how the lens of their own experiences impacted course content
and usability features. This team also consulted and elevated feedback collected during a
developmental pilot; the pilot group of educators was deliberately curated from diverse cultural
and ethnic backgrounds. A relatively small number of codes regarding culturally appropriate
practices were applied to the data in this group, and little variation was observed across team
member roles. Course developers, the data analyst, and the instructional designer all contributed
meaningful statements in this thematic area, but the course developer did account for half of the
statements made (see Table 4.4).

Each team role (i.e., course developer, data analyst, and instructional designer) explored
the impact that their own identity and prior experiences played on current course design efforts.
The course developer noted the importance of team members “critically examining [their]
identity in relation to others, others on [their] team” and those for whom they designed
instruction in order to minimize barriers. The instructional designer took the perspective of the
educator within the course by offering, “I think if I were to have a deeper understanding as a
teacher of my bias and what I do and my decisions and how I react to certain situations...then I
probably would change my structure” in order to better support students with varied
backgrounds. The data analyst’s contribution is a fitting summary of the team’s discussions on
this point, for it engages team members in meaningful self-reflection:

Going back to what you were saying about the bias and implicit bias, how we all bring
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things with us to the classroom or to the role or whatever. It is almost like this deep dive

into my own identity, my own, how I show up, what I am bringing and how that lens can

impact the educational experience.

Although the team touched on these concerns only briefly, discussions about culturally
appropriate practices did occur and are important to note because the team was aware that
barriers might exist for users hailing from different cultural backgrounds — barriers that they
acknowledged and worked to minimize. Assigned three a priori codes and one open code,
statements referencing culturally appropriate practices represented approximately 5% of the
codes assigned to the data for Case #1 - Team A. See Appendix I for additional sample
statements for each code applied within this theme.

Case #2 — Team B

Statements referencing culturally appropriate practices also emerged in Case #2 - Team
B’s design discussions. Although as a group these codes represented a small number of those
attributed to the data, they are important to include because the statements they reference
showcase the team’s deliberate efforts to maximize the module’s relevance across cultural
groups and diverse learner populations. The majority of statements in this thematic area
referenced the role of identity and prior experiences on the development team’s activities (see
Appendix D, Culturally Appropriate Practices: Identity & prior experiences impact).

The team centered their own identities as developers, actively exploring how the lens of
their experiences impacted course content and usability features. For example, the course
developer recalled how her prior experience as an administrator kept her from reinventing the
wheel: “If somebody is doing something and they are in a similar situation and in a similar

setting than what [ am in at my school, why am I not going to take and learn from them instead
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of trying to create my own things?” The course developer also recalled how these prior
experiences helped her take the perspective of potential users to anticipate ways to best meet
their needs. She explicitly elevates how prior teaching and coaching experiences empowered all
team members during the creation of the current course:
I can think about it from a principal's lens having been a principal, if I was going to
utilize this in my school. We have all been teachers. We all do coaching work. I think that
when we think about ‘What does this do with that lens?’ I feel like that the different
pieces start to tease out if ‘Okay if I was this person, this is what I would want.”"
An instructional designer remembered that “when I did the coaching collaborative, we had a data
day, and the core of the data day at the beginning is about how data should forge, create, and
foster relationships” instead of leading to educator’s bad feelings when students underperform.
She acknowledged that “data can be a thing that pulls us apart,” a sentiment developers kept in
mind to ensure positive perceptions of data for users throughout the course.

In addition to discussing the impact of identity and prior experiences of team members
themselves on the course creation process, the data analyst noted the importance of student
identities by referencing usability feedback from a pilot version of the online assessment portal.
He noted “we were getting a really wide range of perspectives” gathered from students
representing a variety of cultural groups (e.g., White, Black, Latinx, Native American) and from
students with cognitive differences (e.g., exceptional child, student with attention-
deficit/hyperactivity disorder). The data analyst played an important role in making the feedback
comprehensible as the development team adapted course content and usability features to support
educators working with diverse student groups. The team hoped to create a final training product

that would be representative of the diverse educator and student populations across the state and
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summed up succinctly by the words of the course developer when she said, “We know it can’t be
a one-size-fits-all because of who these groups are.”

A relatively small number of statements were assigned codes in this group, and little
variation was observed across team member roles. The course developer, the three instructional
designers, and the data analyst all contributed meaningful statements in this thematic area, with
the course developer accounting for a slim majority of statements made (see Table 4.4).
Assigned two a priori codes and one open code, statements referencing culturally appropriate
practices represented approximately 5% of the codes assigned to the data for Case #2 - Team B.
See Appendix I for additional sample statements for each code applied within this theme.

Case #3 — Team C

Statements referencing culturally appropriate practices also emerged in Case #3 - Team
C’s design discussions. Although as a group these codes represented a relatively small portion of
the data, they are important to include because the statements they reference showcase the team’s
deliberate efforts to maximize the course’s relevance across cultural groups and diverse learner
populations. The majority of statements in this theme referenced the team weighing the merits of
exceeding the scope of the recommended updates, which originated from another group in the
organization responsible for supporting continuous updates for online course offerings. Noting
the absence of sentiments targeting culturally appropriate practices, this development team
wrestled with whether embedding culturally appropriate practices would be okay, particularly
because the proposed changes lay beyond the scope of recommended updates provided by the
institution. The emotional center of those discussions originated with one instructional designer
(i.e., Kimmy), whose prior experiences revising a course in another discipline empowered her

advocacy in this situation. Kimmy commented on the recommendations the previous team had
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received, noting that requested updates focused appropriately on the academic aspects of the
target learners, but they “just kind of ignored the realities of English language learners or things
to consider about them culturally or how to...bring them into the fold of your classroom, make
them valued because they may feel like they are outsiders. So we went back and started adding
that.” Kimmy followed up with, “We went and added in some of the stuff that we felt was a
value add, something that should definitely be considered when it comes to English language
learners. You should not ignore their family culture and traditions when you are talking about
strategies.” Emboldened by Kimmy’s initiative to add more culturally sustaining content and
activities to a previous course, the developers for Case #3 - Team C embraced doing the same in
the current course.

Kimmy’s contributions to the discussion of culturally appropriate practices cannot be
overstated for this team. In her role as instructional designer (the only one present on the day the
discussion took place), she accounted for almost 82% of the statements coded in this group, with
the remainder being attributed to the course developer (see Table 4.4). Kimmy’s passion for the
topic and encouragement of her peers’ reflection on its positive impact were instrumental to
ensuring a greater focus on building culturally appropriate practices within the current course.
Assigned four a priori codes, statements referencing culturally appropriate practices represented
approximately 4% of the codes assigned to the data for Case #3 - Team C. See Appendix I for
additional sample statements for each code applied within this theme.

Case #4 — Team D

Statements referencing culturally appropriate practices also emerged in Case #4 - Team

D’s design discussions. Although as a group these codes represented a small percentage of those

attributed to the data, they are important to include because the statements they reference show
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the team’s deliberate efforts to maximize the course’s relevance across cultural groups and
diverse learner populations. The majority of statements in this theme referenced the role of
identity and prior experiences on the development team’s activities and on the activities of
course users themselves (see Appendix D, Culturally Appropriate Practices: Identity & prior
experiences impact). The team centered their own identities as developers, actively exploring
how the lens of their own experiences impacted course content and usability features. For
example, a course strategist explained how a prior experience in public service framed her
approach for making sound decisions: “For myself, when I worked in public service, I had a
decision tree that helped me determine the best approach. Though my experience, I was able to
fill in the white space,” a decision-making frame the strategist offered to the instructor of record
as a model for how students’ professional work experiences could be integrated into coursework.
Another course strategist cited the value of “having [learners] bring in their prior knowledge as a
priming exercise” to help them reflect on how their personal and work experiences could anchor
the instruction. In fact, course strategists were by far the most likely contributors to offer
statements referencing the role of identity and prior experiences, ultimately two and a half times
more likely than the instructor of record and almost five times more likely than the course
developer to offer statements of this kind.

The instructor of record elevated a desire for the online course to communicate respect
for diverse learner groups in more tangible ways. She spoke of integrating “diversity, equity, and
inclusion” throughout the course via more sustained representations “not just a stand-alone
lecture but to highlight its importance in different weeks, perhaps in [the unit on] Culture.” She
also wished to ensure students in various stages of their professional careers felt included,

elevating a specific concern that newer graduate students may experience being excluded from
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self-selected groups because of their lack of experience. She acknowledged that “it’s a balancing
act that folks don’t feel marginalized” by the way job-embedded examples are provided in the
course and expressed wanting inclusive examples that would appeal to all learners, regardless of
how much professional experience they possessed. The instructor of record was the sole
contributor to statements referencing a desire to communicate respect for diversity, revealing her
explicit desire to enhance these aspects of the course during the redevelopment process. The
instructor of record also accounted for approximately 58% of all statements coded within this
theme (see Table 4.4). Assigned two a priori codes and one open code, statements referencing
culturally appropriate practices represented approximately 5.5% of the codes assigned to the data
for Case #4 - Team D. See Appendix I for additional sample statements for each code applied
within this theme.

Cross-case Analysis

The cross-case analysis for theme four (culturally appropriate practices) answers RQ1b as

noted below:

e RQI1b: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional educator
professional development course, mandated educator training course) influence what
teams discuss during meetings?

Statements relating to culturally appropriate practices offer some intriguing insights based on the
design task. Members of Case #2 — Team B prioritized the role of their own identities and prior
experiences while creating course content and interaction pathway. Recall that the course being
created included interaction pathways for educators, instructional coaches, and administrators, all
roles that at least one member of Case #2 had played during their professional careers. The

course developer summarized the prior experiences of the team this way:
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I can think about it from a principal's lens having been a principal, if I was going to
utilize this in my school. We have all been teachers. We all do coaching work. I think that
when we think about ‘What does this do with that lens?’ I feel like that the different
pieces start to tease out if ‘Okay if I was this person, this is what I would want.’
This team also noted how their previous work delivering a variety of staff development in real
time empowered their current efforts to adapt instruction for the online setting. They were keenly
aware that their own identities and prior experiences were assets to be mined for the current task,
and members shared them freely to support their work (Argote, 2013; Christensen, 2006;
Moreno et al., 2014)

Four of the five members of Case #1 — Team A were former K-12 educators; however,
they did not reference prior experiences as frequently (see Table 3.9, Culturally Appropriate
Practices: Identity & prior experiences impact) as did members of Case #2 — Team B (see
Appendix D, Culturally Appropriate Practices: Identity & prior experiences impact), all of whom
had prior K-12 teaching experience. One example offered by the data analyst in Case #1 — Team
A, who also served as university faculty, noted how prior experiences can limit an educator’s
ability to relate to diverse students when she mentioned, “I have noticed that teachers teach kind
of themselves, right? They teach the students who are similar to them, not intentionally, but you
tend to. It takes more effort, I guess, to teach to all learners because you are used to learning in a
certain way.” The members of Case #2 leveraged their own identities and prior experiences as
positive influences, while the members of Case #1 — Team A noted that course users’ prior
identities and experiences might actually impede the goals of the current training. Unlike how
readily members of Case #2 — Team B called on their prior experiences as assets, the instructor

of record on Case #4 — Team D held an opinion that her prior teaching in face-to-face
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environments actually undermined her ability to adapt the university course she was creating. On
one such occasion she mentioned, “I was trained to teach live. It’s hard to see the difference
between synchronous strategies [and asynchronous ones].” A major goal for Case #4’s update
was to significantly enhance the asynchronous experiences of learners, so the instructor of
record’s admission that her prior experiences might impede the process was important for the
team address. To mediate the lack of expertise for the instructor of record, strategists played the
mediator role to broker solutions among other team members (Botturi, 2006).

An interesting contrast emerged from an instructional designer in Case #3 as she
discussed designing culturally appropriate methods to relate to stakeholders from culturally and
linguistically diverse backgrounds. She recalled a previous course she helped update and cited
the shortcomings of the recommendations her team was given this way:

It is not just ‘These are strategies you should try with English language learners.’ [The

list of recommended updates] just kind of ignored the realities of English language

learners or things to consider about them culturally or how to bring them into the fold of

your classroom, make them valued because they may feel like they are outsiders.
After noting the recommendations fell short of what her previous team felt necessary, the
instructional designer expanded the scope of work and matter-of-factly said, “So we went back
and started adding that.” This instructional designer expanded her role into competencies
typically attributed to subject matter experts and lead course developers (M. Allen, 1996; Cox &
Osguthorpe, 2003) by engaging her own self-efficacy. She embraced that her position was a
“moral practice that involve[ed] the ethical knowledge of the designer acting in relationship with
others in a dialogue about how to create a social world of access, equity, inclusion, personal

agency and critical action” (Campbell et al., 2007, p. 661). She empowered other members of her
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team to meet the needs of culturally diverse course users, and their confidence to accomplish
those aims followed suit.
Table 4.4. Culturally Appropriate Practices: Overall Code Distribution by Case and

Contributing Participants’ Role on the Development Team.

% of % of % of % of Statements % of
% of Coded % of
... . Statements by Statements by Statements by by Statements by
Case Statements Within Statements by . .
this Theme Course Data Analyst Course Instructional  Instructor of Video
Developer Y Strategist Designer Record Producer
Case #1 - Team A 5.30 50.00 (3) 21.43 (1)° N/A 3571 (1) N/A N/A
Case #2 - Team B 5.34 4444 (1)° 16.67 (2)° N/A 3333 (3) N/A N/A
Case #3 - Team C 4.00 18.18 (1) N/A 0.00 (1) 81.82(2) N/A N/A
Case #4 - Team D 5.56 8.33 (1)d N/A 41.67 (2)° N/A 44.44 (1) 0.00 (2)f

Note. The number of study participants in each role is provided in parentheses for each case. N/4 indicates the role was not represented on the
development team. A coded statement could be attributed to more than one participant if its meaning was co-constructed. For that reason,

percentages will not always equal 100% across rows.
The data analyst attended 5 of 11 meetings for Team A, which may result in under-representation of statements by a data analyst.
*The course developer attended 13 of 15 meetings for Team B, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course developer.

“One data analyst attended 1 of 15 meetings for Team B; the other data analyst attended 11 of 15 meetings. These varations may result in under-

representation of statements by a data analyst.
“The course developer attended 11 of 13 meetings for Team D, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course developer.
“Both course strategists attended 3 of 13 meetings for Team D, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course strategist.

‘One video producer attended 1 of 13 meetings for Team D; the other video producer attended 3 of 13 meetings. These variations may result in

under-representation of statements by a video producer.

Disparate Code #1 - Research Informing Design
The findings for disparate code #1 provide answers to RQ1 and RQ1a as noted below:
e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the
Southeast discuss during meetings to create online courses?
o RQla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what

individuals discuss during meetings?
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Case #1 — Team A

Statements referencing the use of research during the course development process
emerged prominently in Case #1 - Team A’s discussions, largely a result of relying on feedback
from deploying a previous version of the module in a pilot study. That pilot asked previous users
to complete a reflection survey, and the data analyst played an active role interpreting those
results and sharing them with the team, noting on one occasion to “put [interpreting respondents’
perceptions] as an action item for me to figure out what kind of data we have gotten from that
question” to inform how to adapt the current course accordingly. Another example offered by the
data analyst was a usability improvement to enhance navigation by “instead of just having the
[blank] button there, you could have some text on the button” to indicate whether pressing it
moves the user to the next page or to the next section in the course Additionally, an in-person
focus group was held with the same pilot users who, in the words of a course developer, wanted
the course “grounded in research and translated into a way that teachers are not going to exit out
because it’s in the clouds nonsense” that is not relevant for their work contexts. The team also
referenced adult learning theory on several occasions. A course developer summed up Case #1 —
Team A’s approach this way:

How do we create the conditions to support people that will still allow for that [deep level

of] engagement. We still allow for, again, that co-creation of knowledge that is at the core

of professional learning. That is what educators want from online professional learning.

They want practical things they can use tomorrow. And they want to engage with

colleagues. Research shows that time and time again.”

Providing course users with ready-made strategies and grounding their course development

decisions in research-supported best practices was of paramount importance to members of this
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team.

As noted above, the data analyst played an important role to collate survey results and to
categorize themes gathered from the focus group held with pilot users. It was clear from the
discussion that the data analyst had spent a lot of time outside of team meetings to interpret
survey results and to explore the transcript from pilot users’ statements to empower the design of
this module. She presented tables and design suggestions in advance of scheduled meetings, thus
empowering other team members to access the research and use it to inform design discussions.
A course developer references the substantial contributions of the data analyst, noting “Gloria
said she is going to go through the pilot feedback and identify a combination of six to ten-ish
people, a combination of who gave us good feedback and a diverse sample of those who gave us
feedback” to inform course updates. Accounting for more than 81% of codes applied, the data
show the majority of statements referencing use of research did originate from course developers
(see Table 4.5), but course developers consistently referenced the research provided by the data
analyst. In one such example a course developer noted that pilot participants prioritized “a peer
support component, which research has historically shown is so important to professional
learning.” The feedback referenced had been analyzed and provided to team members by the
data analyst, who identified connections to adult learning theory from participants’ feedback
from the pilot, specifically elevating any suggestions supporting effective engagement and
research-based strategies to improve skills transfer.

Once again, the instructional designer role enhanced the workflow of this development
team, volunteering several times to consult others on the team’s behalf and to accomplish
additional tasks resulting from the research-based decisions being made, among them (1) adding

“access to all of the feedback and how to get to it” from a single location, (2) volunteering to
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reach out to the data analyst on behalf of the team, and (3) prioritizing next steps the team should
accomplish “based off of what [data] Gloria pulls.” Assigned one open code, statements
referencing the role of research to inform course creation represented approximately 10% of the
codes assigned to the data for Case #1 - Team A. See Appendix J for additional sample
statements for this code.

Case #2 - Team B

Statements referencing the use of research during the course development process
emerged prominently in Case #2 - Team B’s discussions and relied heavily on research
conducted via interviews with students and educators about their experiences using the online
assessment portal. All member roles contributed a number of meaningful statements to this
theme, with the course developer accounting for just over half of coded statements (see Table
4.5). The data analyst interpreted pilot users’ perceptions on behalf of the development team,
providing important implications for development of the current training. Discussions of
educator feedback from other online courses originated largely from the instructional designers
on Case #2 - Team B while the thrust of efforts to identify external research to support data
literacy skills came from the course developer.

As noted above, the data analyst played an important role to collate feedback results from
an ongoing pilot of the online assessment tool. That pilot included more than a dozen student
observations, along with student and educator interviews to better understand their experiences
using the online assessment portal. Of particular interest were statements referencing both the
timing and delivery modes of professional development offerings in order to enhance educators’
user experience. “I would say a majority [of educators] said that summer would be great, but

other people did talk about just-in-time professional development would be great.” Part of this
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training initiative included offering some synchronous training sessions offered at defined
intervals to support the acquisition of skills. Pilot users asked for “a professional development
session right before the first [required student assessment] so that [educators] know how to
administer it.” Other requests were shared by the data analyst and included an additional
synchronous training session after assessment results were reported to educators, “a second
professional development on how to interpret those results, so just making [training] really close
to each time [educators] would actually need it.” In summary, the data analyst elevated
educator’s requests for training during the summer months, training prior to the first required use
of the portal to assess student learning in the fall term and a requested follow-up training based
on how to interpret the students’ assessment results. For Case #2 - Team B, the data analyst
consistently brokered the feedback on behalf of those who were participating in the pilot in order
to improve their user experiences in the course and to maximize learning outcomes.

The contributions made by the instructional designers for research informing design also
centered around improving course usability, particularly as informed by their engagement with
other design projects in addition to this course being developed by Case #2 - Team B. For
example, one instructional designer mentioned, “Early this morning I was going through some of
the online course feedback from educators, and all of them want everything in a video.” She
offered a possible way to appease the request through “potentially, we can make little snippets if
it were appropriate, to unpack some of the longer documents or at least make a video that points
to that document saying, ‘You should read x, y, and z.” Her point that educators would prefer to
watch a video rather than to read text was embraced by members of Case #2 - Team B, and they

identified numerous, brief videos to supplement users’ data-literacy development.
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Instructional designers also championed adapting some previous guides they had used
from a toolkit taken from The Culture of Data Framework (Gerzon & Guckenburg, 2015).
Several of the instructional designers had deployed the guides in previous training sessions to
support data-literacy and proposed adapting them for the current course. Their goal was to
support the coach and the administrator pathways to develop an effective data-driven culture
within their schools, further validating the pivotal role prior experience plays during course
development activities (Argote, 2013; Christensen, 2006; Pulakos et al., 2003). On behalf of the
team, the course developer for Case #2 - Team B volunteered to create the data-literacy module
targeted for teachers (vs. the modules created by instructional designers for instructional coaches
and administrators). Having chosen the foundational module upon which others would be based,
the course developer was charged with locating and vetting any relevant external resources for
use across the course. As a result, the course developer contributions for the role of research
centered largely on sharing the research-based content and tools identified for use within the
course, among them “the toolkit that [another organization] developed for building out
workshops around [data literacy]” and other resources provided by the client and vetted by the
course developer, a responsibility often shared by those in her role (Puzziferro & Shelton, 2008).
Assigned one open code, statements referencing the role of research to inform course creation
represented approximately 12% of the codes assigned to the data for Case #2 - Team B. See
Appendix J for additional sample statements for this code.
Cross-case Analysis

The cross-case analysis for disparate theme #1 (research informing design) answers
RQ1b as noted below:

e RQI1b: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional educator
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professional development course, mandated educator training course) influence what

teams discuss during meetings?
Discussions about research informing design did not rise to prominence for two cases in the
study. Case #3 - Team C made an ancillary reference to research suggesting videos are effective
means for supporting instruction and to anchor the terminology employed in the course with that
used in the literature. Although Case #3 had access to previous course users’ end-of-course
perceptions, members did not readily recall them as evidence-based suggestions to inform the
development of the course. On Case #4 — Team D, the instructor of record did note the optimal
video length for one-way content delivery, but discussions remained surface-level in regard to
how research could inform course development. Neither Case #3 nor Case #4 had a data analyst,
a role present on the two other teams who prioritized research more highly. The presence of data
analysts on those teams resulted in a greater emphasis on facts-based evidence to support course
creation efforts, possibly a result of pre-existing analogies data analysts held to assign meaning
and value to the research being relied on (Moreno et al., 2014).

For Case #2 — Team B, the data analyst was an integral part of discussions about research
informing course design. He mined the user data from a pilot of the online tool this course would
onboard educators to use. That data consisted of a dozen student observations, along with student
and educator interviews designed to elucidate experiences with the online assessment tool. The
course developer was typically the catalyst, frequently engaging the data analyst to interpret
feedback from the pilot for the team. The data analyst was confident that the research being
consulted attended to other human differences (Fermin-Gonzalez, 2019), which are important
considerations to remove any barriers for diverse learners based on their individual skills and

cultural preferences (Al-Azawei et al., 2017):
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We talked with, I think it was four White kids, four or five Black kids, one Latinx kid,

an exceptional child, one with ADHD [attention deficit hyperactivity disorder], and two
Native American. So it felt like we were getting a really wide range of perspectives. And
then we talked with at least one adult in each district to get their perspective.
The data analyst also elevated a desire to use additional data gleaned from the pilot
observations/interviews to help the team create technical solutions to ensure accessibility related
to differences in users’ language facility and cognitive ability (Bond et al, 2019):
And another thing in the research that I want to hopefully make sure that we do is getting
kids that are in Special Education programs as well as English language learners because
a lot of times they can be ignored and they are expected to be taking these tests. You
know, it needs to be appropriate for them as well.
In addition to relying on feedback from pilot participants, members of Case #2 — Team B also
curated research-based content to support data literacy skills in the target audience, PreK-12
educators, instructional coaches, and administrators. The training’s focus on data-literacy skills
required team members to do research for resources and documents to support course outcomes.
The course developer summed up the process this team used this way:
Okay, so immediate next steps: continue doing research, like I have been doing. I found
that framework. I am going to pop that into our resources and include that into our
documents. So continue doing research because anything that could be found, it is a
possibility it could be used.
Although the data analyst role was also present on Case #1 — Team A, the course
developers on that team were much more likely to elevate the role of research to inform the

development of the course during meetings than were those working on Case #2 — Team B (see
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Table 4.5). A closer review of Case #1’s workflow reveals a plausible reason: the data analyst for
Case #1 attended 5 of 11 meetings, so she was not readily available in real time to discuss the
feedback data that other team members consulted during course creation. She created tables and
provided design suggestions in advance of meetings and then addressed any questions from
others when she was present. The method chosen by the data analyst working with Case #2
differed in that he attended 11 of the 15 meetings and interpreted the significance of the feedback
data in real time, offering suggestions for adapting the course during the meeting rather than by
delivering information in advance. The aim of both data analysts was the same; however, while
one relied on artifacts to distribute cognition among team members (Hutchins, 1995), the other
relied almost exclusively on collaborative interactions in real time to support knowledge creation
within the computer-supported collaborative environment (Hoadley & Kilner, 2005).

Also observed in the discussions among members of Case #2 — Team B, the research-
based discussions for members of Case #1 included curating course elements for which team
members did not have sufficient requisite knowledge to accomplish. One course developer cited
a research-based interaction protocol this team might use, and even suggested each member do a
literature review to discover emergent themes relating to most effective strategies to develop
online instruction for the course topic. Ultimately, the team decided not to engage in a full-scale
literature review, but two course developers referenced research on culturally relevant teaching
(Ladson-Billings, 1995) and how those approaches might be adapted for use in the current course
to decolonize the curriculum used by educators in favor of a postmodern curriculum (Slattery,
2013). See Table 4.5 below for the overall code distribution for statements referencing research.

Additional clarity for coding frequencies in this area are available for members of Case #1 —
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Team A (Table 3.9; Ungrouped Codes: Research informing design) and for members of Case #2

— Team B (Appendix D, Ungrouped Codes: Research informing design).
Table 4.5. Research Informing Design: Overall Code Distribution by Case and Contributing

Participant’s Role on the Development Team.

% of Coded % of % of % of % of % of Statements % of
Statements Statements by ¢ Statements by Statements by by Statements by
Case . . Statements by . .
Assigned This Course Data Analyst Course Instructional  Instructor of Video
Code Developer ¥ Strategist Designer Record Producer

Case #1 - Team A 10.23 81.48 (3) 7.41 (1)* N/A 18.52 (1) N/A N/A
Case #2 - Team B 11.54 51.28 (1)° 38.46 (2)° N/A 30.77 (3) N/A N/A
Case #3 - Team C¢ Not reported Not reported  Not reported ~ Not reported ~ Not reported Not reported Not reported
Case #4 - Team D¢ Not reported Not reported  Not reported ~ Not reported Not reported Not reported Not reported

Note. The number of study participants in each role is provided in parentheses for each case. N/4 indicates the role was not represented on the
development team. A coded statement could be attributed to more than one participant if its meaning was co-constructed. For that reason,

percentages will not always equal 100% across rows.
“The data analyst attended 5 of 11 meetings for Team A, which may result in under-representation of statements by a data analyst.
*The course developer attended 13 of 15 meetings for Team B, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course developer.

“One data analyst attended 1 of 15 meetings for Team B; the other data analyst attended 11 of 15 meetings. These varations may result in under-

representation of statements by a data analyst.

4Statements coded with "research informing design" did not rise to prominence for Case #3 - Team C or Case #4 - Team D. For that reason

results are not reported or discussed for these development teams.

Disparate Code #2 — Empowering Transfer of Skills
The findings for disparate code #2 provide answers to RQ1 and RQ1a as noted below:
e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the
Southeast discuss during meetings to create online courses?
o RQla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?
Case #2 — Team B

Statements referencing skills transfer from the training context to the work environment
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also emerged in Case #2 - Team B’s design discussions, possibly a result of the design task’s
focus on building data literacy skills in the target audience (i.e., classroom educators,
instructional coaches, and administrators). The majority of statements within this theme
referenced how the training delivery timeline would impact transfer of skills. The team noted the
need for additional just-in-time training beyond the current scope of work. They recognized that
educators need support during different phases of their use of the online assessment portal,
beginning with onboarding educators to the portal and ending months later with helping
educators interpret student data to enhance future instruction. Case #2 - Team B also discussed
the feasibility of a “train the trainer” approach to this online training, one in which the course
included guides to facilitate discussions about working with data and using the online assessment
portal to guide instructional planning efforts at the classroom level. As explained by the data
analyst, however, “reactions were really mixed with train the trainer” when he discussed the
option directly with educators. He noted that many were supportive of it, namely because “that is
the method they use a lot in their own work already. But the ones who were not super
enthusiastic were really hesitant and saying like, ‘Just because you have trained someone does
not mean that they are actually an expert.” The team also championed deploying a personal
learning plan in which trainees could build self-efficacy during their journey and record evidence
of their growing proficiency related to data literacy, an approach shown to positively impact goal
attainment across multiple disciplines (Hodges, 2008; Hodges & Harris, 2017). In the words of
an instructional designer, with this approach, “the teacher can start to infer their own experience
or their own students within it” and this personal learning plan “is not a one-and-done kind of
thing” but is designed as a joint activity requiring collaboration (Foil, 1994; Granados, 2000) that

empowers educators to return to it, update it, and reflect on how their data-literacy skills improve
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over time.

Slightly more than half of statements referencing skills transfer were attributed to
instructional designers, with the course developer and the data analyst contributing equally to the
remaining number (see Table 4.6). Instructional designers were focused mostly on designing
technical solutions within the course to enhance transfer of skills. For example, one suggested
adding a step-by-step “video walkthrough of it because I wanted to make it really clear that this
[data-literacy process] was culminated over time from a bunch of different data points.” In
addition to demonstrating exactly how users could interact within the online assessment portal,
the instructional designer hoped to enhance skills transfer by emphasizing “it is not something
that is done in one sitting. It is something you refer back to in the first section, something you
share with the student” in a collaborative manner that can results in deeper levels of
understanding of training concepts (Matusov, 1996).

Another transfer-enhancing option suggested by instructional designers included
“resource documents for download, potentially to print but at least to save in a Google Drive” so
users would not have to go through the process of returning to the course and searching through
myriad elements to find relevant resources. A final illustrative example included creating
separate facilitation guides for educators, instructional coaches, and administrators. The
suggestion included a specific follow-up option to enhance transfer for each user group:

I think in the last part, ‘additional materials to consider,’ this was just some ideas when it

came to maybe a facilitation guide. A simple one for a coach or a leader if they were

doing this as a team. Or even recommendations if you are going to ask teachers to do this
individually: ‘Here are some benchmark check-ins or things that you can do as a follow

up with them.’ I feel like if maybe we spell that out, they are more likely to do that
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versus, ‘Good, you checked the box. You’ve turned in that mock sample and no one

actually looked at it or followed up or checked in with you.’

By providing tangible documents and suggested means for using the guides in the work context,
instructional designers were the major drivers of discussions centered on enhancing outcomes
from the training to the school environment, specifically through configuring course elements
differently to shape how users interacted with the course (Wright et al., 2000).

When referencing ways to enhance skills transfer, the course developer noted how
differences across districts might impact the degree to which users would engage the training and
offered ways to mitigate the impact those differences might have on course effectiveness. For
example, the course developer noted that, informed by the feedback data shared by the data
analyst, “smaller school districts are very anxious about anything new and how anything new is
presented. I do feel very strongly this [training] needs to be offered multiple times a year. As a
result of that discussion, the course developer and a data analyst agreed that running a pilot of the
completed course during the summer months could further enhance usability across districts.
Assigned one open code, statements referencing challenges related to enhancing skills transfer
during and after training represented approximately 10% of the codes assigned to the data for
Case #2 - Team B. See Appendix K for additional sample statements for this code.

Case #4 - Team D

Statements referencing skills transfer from asynchronous course activities for use during
synchronous weekly meetings also emerged in Case #4 - Team D’s design discussions and
targeted course effectiveness from differing perspectives, those of the instructor of record and
those of the two course strategists on the team. The instructor of record was interested in

providing students “a kind of conceptual framework at the very onset before they watch any
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lectures” to establish “a macro view and structure” to establish context for the week’s activities
and how the week would fit into the course’s overall structure. She noted the importance of
cognitive sequencing to enhance understanding, particularly because learners “do not retain
[information] until they have had a live session to really affix their learning to what is to come.”
Her point was that the live session was the anchor for instruction and that any lack of retention
from asynchronous activities could be most effectively addressed during synchronous sessions.
The course strategists sought to improve students’ retention of content by explicitly
“connecting from each week the knowledge [students] learn both in asynchronous and
synchronous sessions.” Their point was that integrating moments for students to connect
asynchronously in small, application-based ways could better enhance retention of the content,
which could then be further explored during synchronous sessions. They suggested more
opportunities to prime instruction in the asynchronous course activities by “looking at prior
knowledge of the students to make connections to the actual work they are doing/will be doing
coming up to the live session.” Through their discussions about maximizing transfer of skills, the
instructor of record and course strategists worked in tandem to bolster connections between
students’ asynchronous and synchronous activities as a means to maximize skills transfer
regardless of the mode of instruction. This team’s work showcased the most structured
collaborative course development model observed across cases, particularly because the skills on
display were used to create multimedia alternatives to replace or complement the face-to-face
teaching methods the instructor of record was currently using (Laurillard, 2002; Mayer, 2017;
Moore & Kearsley, 1996). Assigned one open code, statements referencing challenges related to

enhancing skills transfer represented approximately 4% of the codes assigned to the data for



176

Case #4 - Team D and were contributed relatively equally by the instructor of record and course
strategists (see Table 4.6). See Appendix K for additional sample statements for this code.
Cross-case Analysis

The cross-case analysis for disparate code #2 (empowering transfer of skills) answers

RQI1b as noted below:

e RQI1b: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional educator
professional development course, mandated educator training course) influence what
teams discuss during meetings?

Discussion about empowering skills transfer from the training environment to the performance
context did not rise to prominence for two cases in the study: Members from Case #1 — Team A
made a few references to how the timing of the training might improve its impact for educators,
but understanding that decisions for when training would take place were up to local school
districts, members opted for creating a content repository for course users to refer back to after
the training ends, an attempt to improve the usefulness of training, which has been shown to
positively impact skills transfer to the performance environment (Holton, 1996). A course
developer summed up their intent this way:

It is nice to have something to look back at when you refer back to [what was learned].

Once you have forgotten this stuff six months from now, you have it in your Google

drive: ‘Yeah, that is right. I have these resources. I have got these ideas that I can use’ as

opposed to going back into the course and...trying to figure out what you said in the
discussion about what you are going to do with your students and what you are going to

do in your classroom.”
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A course developer on Case #3 — Team C made two similar references to helping course users
extend their understanding through optional enrichment activities and “finding a way for that
[engagement] to continue to live beyond” the end of the course. Members opted not to pursue
these options further because they would likely result in on-going expectations of team members
to facilitate user engagement even after the course had ended, an organizational barrier to
potential motivation to transfer skills to the performance context (Baldwin & Ford, 1988).

The attention developers gave to empowering transfer of skills was much more frequent
for Case #4 — Team D (see Table 4.6). Their discussions related primarily to the interplay
between asynchronous and synchronous aspects of the course. Recall that this team was updating
all aspects of an existing master’s course at the university level. The instructor of record noted
several times the challenges learners had transferring outcomes from asynchronous to
synchronous weekly sessions. She wanted to present students a “conceptual framework at the
very onset before they watch any lectures” to provide them a self-regulation strategy to help
them sequence upcoming instruction, a type of metacognition strategy shown to enhance transfer
(Dori & Sasson, 2013; Spruce & Bol, 2015) and to induce conscious coordination of learning
tasks (Flavell, 1979). Responding to her request, the course strategists offered a suggestion to
include priming opportunities in the asynchronous content to help “students to make connections
to the actual work they will be doing in the upcoming live session.” The course required a
comprehensive final term paper, and the instructor of record noted how challenging it was for
learners to apply evidence from their weekly meetings within that treatise. One course strategist
acknowledged that the instructor “provided them incremental opportunities to complete the
assignment when it's due, but [students] can do some steps in the week that prepares them for the

paper,” an important consideration to enhance information usefulness (Roszkowski & Soven
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2010). The team’s interactions evidence creating more opportunities for learners to connect
outcomes from asynchronous activities to the synchronous meetings. No synchronous meetings
were required for other cases in the study, so this consideration of how best to connect
asynchronous and synchronous course aspects is definitely unique to Case #4 — Team D.
However, empowering skills transfer was of great interest to another case from the study, a
design task that did not include synchronous training content.

The members of Case #2 — Team B prioritized empowering transfer of skills more than
any other team in the sample. A full 10% of their coded statements reference skills transfer,
whereas the next closest was a mere 4% (for Case #4 described above). A closer look at the
content of their discussions reveals two reasons for the greater emphasis on skills transfer: (1)
training outcomes required users to demonstrate several discrete technical skills to use the online
portal, and (2) these technical skills differed for each user group (i.e., educators, instructional
facilitators, and administrators). An instructional designer summarized the team’s dilemma as
originating from the fact that pre-existing materials would not be relevant to educators, and she
hoped to instill a motivation to transfer learned skills as early as possible by ensuring course
elements were highly relevant to educator’s work contexts (Holton, 1996). She recalled a prior
data-literacy course she reviewed to glean strategies for the current one being created:

The course kept talking about how important [data literacy] was, but it didn't tell people

how to do it. It just said like, ‘These are skills that teachers should have.’ I think...

actually showing people what to do and talking to them in a way that they understand is
something that we are going to have to create on our own because it does not seem to be

out there even with the data literacy resources. There seems to be a lot, but all of it talks
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above people's heads, above practitioners’ heads. That is no insult to [practitioners] at all,

it's just the way that [data literacy experts] talk.

The quote evidences a job-embedded approach to provide educators a simulated user experience
to enhance transfer (Macaulay & Cree, 1999), to improve users’ cognitive understanding of the
current task through opportunities to actively engage with the simulation (Hoadley & Kilner,
2005), and to ensure the materials being used to were comprehensible based on the individual
skills and preferences of prospective users (Al-Azawei et al., 2017).

An instructional designer on Case #2 — Team B also sought to enhance course relevance
by providing just-in-time resources so that each user group would have a discrete handbook,
which would be part of a toolkit to enhance skills transfer to the workplace (Egan, 2020).
Educators, instructional coaches, and administrators needed different resources because coaches
and administrators would be more likely to be in coaching roles, whereas educators would be
using the student assessment data to actually adapt instruction to meet their students’ needs. This
level of targeted relevance for course content was consistently supported by developers from
Case #2, and members anticipated a greater transfer of skills to the work environment if training
support materials were as easy to access as possible (Egan, 2020).

And then, the idea that if there were resource documents for download, potentially to

print, but at least to save in a Google Drive so [users] don’t have to login to wherever the

course is housed in order to get the template or the glossary or the materials that we hope
they would go back and reference again.

Unique across cases, how the course would be used differently by each user group
dictated the degree to which developers created structures to enhance skills transfer to the

performance context. As noted earlier, this team experienced challenges securing a model
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teacher account in order to build a simulation (Macaulay & Cree, 1999) for how educators would
interact with the online assessment portal this course would teach them how to use. Instructional
coaches and administrators would interact quite differently from how educators would within the
online assessment portal. By accessing these scenario-based perspectives (Egan, 2020) for how
each user group would interact with the course, developers discussed ways to empower skills
transfer to the workplace for each user pathway. For developers in Case #2 — Team B, adapting
the training for separate pathways resulted in skills transfer being highly emphasized for this
design task.

Table 4.6. Empowering Transfer of Skills: Overall Code Distribution by Case and Contributing

Participant’s Role on the Development Team.

% of Coded % of % of % of % of % of Statements % of
Statements Statements by ° Statements by Statements by by Statements by
Case . . Statements by . .
Assigned This Course Data Analvst Course Instructional  Instructor of Video
Code Developer Y Strategist Designer Record Producer
Case #1 - Team A® Not reported Not reported  Not reported  Not reported ~ Not reported Not reported Not reported
Case #2 - Team B 10.09 26.47 (1)° 26.47 (2)° N/A 52.94 (3) N/A N/A
Case #3 - Team C* Not reported Not reported  Not reported ~ Not reported ~ Not reported Not reported Not reported
Case #4 - Team D 4.17 0.00 (1)d N/A 55.56 (2)° N/A 44.44 (1) 0.00 (2)f

Note. The number of study participants in each role is provided in parentheses for each case. N/4 indicates the role was not represented on the
development team. A coded statement could be attributed to more than one participant if its meaning was co-constructed. For that reason,

percentages will not always equal 100% across rows.

“Statements coded with "empowering transfer of skills" did not rise to prominence for Case #1 - Team A or Case #3 - Team C. For that reason

results are not reported or discussed for these development teams.
"The course developer attended 13 of 15 meetings for Team B, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course developer.

One data analyst attended 1 of 15 meetings for Team B; the other data analyst attended 11 of 15 meetings. These varations may result in under-

representation of statements by a data analyst.

“The course developer attended 11 of 13 meetings for Team D, which may result in under-representation of statements by a course developer.

Results from the Online Survey

The results described in the following paragraphs answer RQ2 as noted below:
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e RQ2: How confident are development team members in their ability to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices in online courses?

The Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey (see Appendix A)
contains Likert-type questions on which study participants may choose any whole number to rate
the confidence level (e.g., 0 indicating no confidence; 100 indicating complete confidence) in
their ability to accomplish a variety of design-related practices supporting culturally appropriate
practices in online environments. In these findings, in order to center the reader on the role of the
participant, each survey response was aligned with the self-selected role the respondent played
during course creation activities, with an ordinal added to identify the individual when multiple
study participants with that role occur in the data set. Six roles are represented across the four
teams in the sample: course developer, data analyst, instructional designer, course strategist,
instructor of record, and video producer.

Findings for the survey (N=16) are reported for all but two members in the entire data set
(N=18): one course strategist and one video producer who contributed statements during team
meetings did not complete the survey. In parentheses beside each person’s response are provided
the relative difference between the individual’s entry and the average confidence rating across
the entire data set for those members playing identical roles on their teams. In other words, a
course developer’s confidence ratings are only compared to other course developers within the
data set. For example, a score of “75 (+10.00)” entered for course developer#1 indicates that the
average for all course developers on that question across the data set was 65, and that course
developer #1’s confidence rating was ten points above the mean. See Appendix E for responses

for all questions on the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey.
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The average confidence rating across the twenty-five competency-based questions among
all respondents to the survey was 70.33. The average for course developers was 4.96 points
below (65.37); the average for data analysts was 4.33 points below (66.33); the average for
instructional designers was 4.6 points above (74.93); the average for course strategists was 7.81
points above (78.14); the average for the one instructor of record was 9.47 points above (79.80);
and the average for the one video producer was 2.63 points above (72.96).

Overall course strategists reported the highest average confidence ratings on seventeen of
the twenty-five competency-based questions from the online survey while instructional designers
reported the highest average confidence ratings for the remaining eight questions. Course
developers reported the lowest average confidence ratings for thirteen of the twenty-five
competency-based questions from the online survey while data analysts reported the lowest
average confidence ratings on eleven of the remaining questions. Course developers and
instructional designers reported the same lowest average confidence rating for the remaining
question (#17). Ratings report respondents’ confidence that they can accomplish the practice on a
scale of 0-100 (0 representing no confidence and 100 representing complete confidence). The
survey questions are listed below (see Appendix A) with average confidence ratings provided for
the highest and lowest member roles below each question.

e #1:1am able to assess learners’ online behaviors with the knowledge that acceptable
class behaviors may not match those that are acceptable within a learner’s home

culture.

o Highest: Course Strategists (80)
o Lowest: Course Developers (61.67)
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#2: 1 am able to use culturally responsive motivational practices to alter the behavior of
an online learner who is disengaged or otherwise unmotivated within an online
course.

o Highest: Course Strategists (65)

o Lowest: Course Developers (55.83)

#3: I am able to create an online learning environment that conveys respect for cultures of
all learners in the online classroom.

o Highest: Course Strategists (85)

o Lowest: Course Developers (68.33)

#4: 1 am able to use my knowledge of learners’ cultural backgrounds to create a culturally
compatible online learning environment.

o Highest: Course Strategists (85)

o Lowest: Course Developers (64.17)

#5: I am able to structure the online learning environment so that all learners feel like a
valued member of the learning community.

o Highest: Course Strategists (85)

o Lowest: Course Developers (71.67)

#6: 1 am able to use what I know about learners’ cultural background to develop an
effective online learning environment.

o Highest: Course Strategists (87.5)

o Lowest: Data Analysts (60)

#7: 1 am able to design the online classroom in a way that communicates respect for
diversity.

o Highest: Course Strategists (87.5)

o Lowest: Course Developers (57.5)

#8: I am able to design conditions that encourage learners to work together on online
tasks, when appropriate.

o Highest: Instructional Designers (86.67)

o Lowest: Course Developers (75.83)

#9: I am able to design strategies that will hold learners accountable for producing high
quality work in the online classroom.

o Highest: Instructional Designers (86.67)

o Lowest: Data Analysts (66.67)

#10: I am able to critically analyze learners’ online behavior from a cross-cultural
perspective.

o Highest: Course Strategists (72.5)

o Lowest: Data Analysts (55)
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#11: I am able to design online lessons so that learners remain actively engaged
throughout the entire lesson.

o Highest: Instructional Designers (86.67)

o Lowest: Data Analysts (73.33)

#12: I am able to restructure online curriculum so that every child can succeed, regardless
of their academic history.

o Highest: Instructional Designers (80)

o Lowest: Course Developers (72.5)

#13: I am able to design communication features using expressions that appeal to a wide
variety of cultural backgrounds.

o Highest: Course Strategists (87.5)

o Lowest: Data Analysts (63.33)

#14: I am able to personalize the online classroom so that it is reflective of the cultural
background of learners.

o Highest: Course Strategists (75)

o Lowest: Data Analysts (61.67)

#15: 1 am able to critically assess whether a particular online feature is likely to cause
disengagement among a variety of cultural groups.

o Highest: Instructional Designers (83.33)

o Lowest: Data Analysts (46.67)

#16: I am able to design features to foster self-management strategies that will assist
learners in regulating their online classroom behaviors.

o Highest: Course Strategists (82.5)

o Lowest: Course Developers (67.5)

#17: 1 am able to develop a partnership with stakeholders whose primary language is not
English.

o Highest: Course Strategists (77.5)

o Lowest: Course Developers & Instructional Designers (60)

#18: I am able to establish two-way communication with non-English speaking
stakeholders.

o Highest: Course Strategists (77.5)

o Lowest: Course Developers (56.67)

#19: I am able to design culturally-appropriate methods to relate to stakeholders from
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds.

o Highest: Course Strategists (72.5)

o Lowest: Course Developers (64.17)



e #20: I am able to integrate functionalities that allow online classrooms to be easily
understood
by English language learners.
o Highest: Instructional Designers (70)
o Lowest: Data Analysts (46.67)

e #21:1am able to design aspects of the online classroom so that they match aspects of

learners’ home culture.
o Highest: Instructional Designers (70)
o Lowest: Data Analysts (53.33)
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e #22:1am able to design course features that minimize misalignment between a learner’s

culturally-based behaviors and those acceptable within online course norms.
o Highest: Course Strategists (72.5)
o Lowest: Data Analysts (53.33)

e #23:1am able to design effective online management plans based on my understanding

of learners’ family backgrounds.
o Highest: Course Strategists (72.5)
o Lowest: Data Analysts (56.67)

e #24:1am able to design to minimize situations in which learners are profoundly
disengaged.
o Highest: Instructional Designers (86.67)
o Lowest: Course Developers (67.5)

e #25:1am able to empower high levels of cross-cultural engagement by recognizing

potential causes for lack of motivation in the online environment.
o Highest: Course Strategists (82.5)
o Lowest: Course Developers (65.17)

All confidence ratings for individual respondents are available in Appendix E.

Question twenty-six on the survey directed respondents to rate on a scale of 0-100 “how

important is it to deliberately design online courses to appeal to diverse learner groups?” The

average across all sixteen respondents for question twenty-six was 91.41. Both course developers

and data analysts reported an average importance rating of 96.67. Instructional designers

reported an average importance rating of 100, and course strategists reported an average

importance rating of 95. The instructor of record reported the importance rating at 100 while the

video producer reported the importance at 60. Question twenty-seven offered an open-ended
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option for study participants to describe any life experiences informing the importance rating

they assigned to question twenty-six. Responses were made by one course developer, two data

analysts, one instructional designer, and two course strategists, provided in the bulleted list

below.

Thomas (course developer #3): “I don't think that I had given these perspectives the level
of consideration and attention that they deserved until relatively recently.

Gloria (data analyst #1): As a woman, a person of color, and a first-generation college
graduate, I know what it feels like to not see myself reflected in the curriculum or course
design. It is especially important to cultivate a sense of belonging for historically
marginalized and underrepresented groups, particularly in the online space when it's so
difficult to engage and foster community.

Will (data analyst #3): I think many learners have been left out of the "typical" education
system. | was fortunate that I was someone who excelled in school, but as I have
continually reflected throughout my 20s and early 30s, I have come to recognize that I
was lucky and educators need to find ways to engage students who learn differently.
Kimmy (instructional designer #1): Learning online can sometimes promote feelings of
isolation. It is vital to create a virtual learning space that is inclusive, welcoming, and
supportive to all students of diverse backgrounds and provide opportunities for students
to learn from other learners who have different experiences and perspectives. I try to
approach online learning - as well as other programs - with a "do no harm" mentality and
that drives an intentional awareness about inclusive, culturally sustaining design.
Adriana (course strategist #1): Online courses are a way to give access to continued

learning for many people who may not be able to access it in person for a variety of



187

reasons. Therefore, the courses need to be designed as accessibly as possible, especially
since there is often less interaction between instructors and participants than there is for
in person courses.

e Amy (course strategist #2): Years of experience in antiracism learning and work
alongside running national and international learning programs that shifted focus of

industries to include diversity, equity, and belonging as key tenants [sic] in the work

Rather than reporting individual responses for all questions on the Culturally Responsive
Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey (see Appendix E for that information), the following
findings explore connections between respondents’ confidence ratings on six of the twenty-five
questions represented in the survey questions. Recall from the methodology section that
questions one through twenty-five on the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy
Scale survey were used as a guide to complete round one coding (i.e., a priori) for each team in
order to identify statements that aligned with survey questions (see Figure 3.2). During those
initial a priori coding activities, participant statements aligning with questions three, seven,
eleven, fifteen, nineteen, and twenty-four emerged and were coded accordingly with the
competency corresponding to the survey question (see Appendix A).

In the additional findings in the sections below, participant statements assigned any of the
six a priori codes from the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey are
explored to determine whether development team roles correlated with the frequency and content
of statements that these roles actually contributed to the data. It should be noted that only one
instructor of record and one video producer responded to the Culturally Responsive Online

Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey, resulting in no average confidence ratings for either of these
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roles. For this reason, responses by the instructor of record and the video producer are not
considered when reporting average scores based on the role played on the development team. In
other words, average scores for each role category are only compared with other role categories
containing a minimum of two members within them.

Six a priori codes derived from the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy
Scale were applied to fifty-seven member statements across the four development teams present
in the data. Described below are each of the six relevant questions from the survey, along with
details regarding how the contributing member’s team role intersected with the themes revealed
from their contributions during discussions.

Conveying Respect for Learners’ Cultures

The discussion in this section answers RQ2a as noted below:

e RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish culturally
appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of these practices
during team discussions?

Accounting for four of the five coded statements, the instructional designer role was
overwhelmingly the most likely contributor to statements related to creating “an online learning
environment that conveys respect for cultures of all learners in the online classroom.” Instructional
designer #1 contributed three statements and instructional designer #2 contributed one other. An
additional statement identified with this code was co-constructed by course developer #1 and
instructional designer #1. When course developer #1 mentioned using a course icon (a raised fist
widely attributed to social resistance movements), that statement sparked a quick response from
instructional designer #1 about its suitability: “We can’t do that. If our goal is to bring in a lot of

different people with different perspectives, it just can’t.” One additional statement was attributed
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to data analyst #3, who noted the importance of soliciting feedback from students sharing differing
cultural and cognitive backgrounds in order to build an effective training to meet their needs.
Both instructional designer #1 and instructional designer #2 reported their ability “to
create an online learning environment that conveys respect for cultures of all learners in the
online classroom” at 80 (out of a total of 100) when completing the Culturally Responsive
Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey, while data analyst #3 reported a 90. Recall that in an
exchange with instructional designer #1, course developer #1 made a statement referencing
including a course icon that instructional designer #1 rejected outright because of its potential
divisiveness. Course developer #1’s self-chosen ability on question #3 was 50, by far the lowest
confidence rating for those contributing statements within this code. Overall, team members who
identified themselves as course developers reported the lowest average self-perceptions of their
abilities to create an online course environment that conveys respect for the cultures of all
learners in the online classroom, while course strategists reported the highest average self-
perceptions of their abilities. See Table 4.7 for study participants’ survey responses relating to
this code derived from question three on the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy

Scale survey.
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Table 4.7. Ratings for Survey Question #3: Conveying Respect for Learners’ Cultures.

S”:;::;(tsg d Respondent Chosen (13?11:]13 Rating Question Text from Survey:
A CD #1 50 (-18.33)
A CD#2 90 (+21.67) I am able to create an online learning
A CD #3 30 (-38.33) environment that conveys respect for
B CD #4 50 (-18.33) cultures of all learners in the online
C CD #5 90 (+21.67) classroom.
D CD #6 100 (+31.67)
Average Score 68.33
A DA #1 75 (-03.33)
B DA #2 70 (-08.33)
B DA #3 90 (+78.33)
Average Score 78.33
A,B,C D #1 80 (FAVG)
B ID #2 80 (=AVG)
B,C ‘ID #3 80 (=AVG)
Average Score 80
C CS #1 80 (-05.00)
D CS #2 90 (+05.00)
Average Score 85
D °IOR 85
D byp 90

Note. Ratings reported with deviations from the average rating for all participants with the same role.
CD indicates the course developer role, DA the data analyst role, ID the instructional designer role,

CS the course strategist role, /OR the instructor of record role, and VP the video producer role.

“ID #1 and ID #3 worked on multiple development teams and completed the survey only once, after

observations for every team they supported were complete.

°The IOR and VP were the only respondents for the survey in their respective roles; thus, no averages

are available for comparison.
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Communicating Respect for Diversity

The discussion in this section answers RQ2a as noted below:

e RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish culturally
appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of these practices
during team discussions?

Accounting for four of the eight coded statements, the instructor of record role was the
most likely contributor to statements related to designing “the online classroom in a way that
communicates respect for diversity.” Early in the update of this masters-level course, the
instructor of record on Case #4 - Team D noted a desire to provide “inclusive examples that
appeal to everyone” by adding content addressing diversity, equity, and inclusion issues to
several units. In addition to embedding more culturally appropriate content, the instructor of
record also elevated a need to provide examples “to create inclusivity, examples that don’t feel
too like ‘I’ve been working for 20 years. You’re talking to me,” or “You’re expecting all of us to
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have 20 years, but I'm being excluded because I’'m a newer graduate student.”” The instructor of
record on Case #4 - Team D was keenly aware that graduate students vary in their experience
levels and sought to “help people feel [that] wherever they are [in their professional careers] is
right” and that students with varying levels of experience should be reflected in the course
examples and interaction options.

Citing a consistent desire to confront deficit mindsets in a university-level course she
previously taught, course developer #5 on Case #3 - Team C noted the need to begin that course
“very purposefully challenging people’s view of disability and trying to take down the deficit

view that people attach to disability,” because if the mindset is ignored, that deficit view

becomes pervasive throughout the course. Working on Case #2 - Team B, course developer #4
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noted the importance of designing courses to align with the needs of diverse stakeholder groups
(i.e., teachers, instructional coaches, principals, and district leaders), while data analyst #3 (also
from Case #2 - Team B) elevated the need to design the training to include the perceptions of
“kids that are in Special Education programs as well as English language learners because a lot
of times they can be ignored and they are expected to be taking these tests. You know, it needs to
be appropriate for them as well.” Contributing the last relevant statement to this code was
instructional designer # 1, who during a discussion with Case #1 - Team A about how
iconography should be used in the creation of the training noted, “I think our personal goal is to
bring in people of different perspectives to encouraging mind-shifts, perhaps.”

The instructor of record on Case #4 - Team D (the only participant in the sample in that
role) reported an ability “to design the online classroom in a way that communicates respect for
diversity” at 80 (out of a total of 100) when completing the Culturally Responsive Online Design
Self-Efficacy Scale survey; course developer #5 reported a 90 and course developer #4 chose 50,
by far the lowest confidence rating among those who contributed statements within this code.
Data analyst #3 reported a 95 while instructional designer #1 rated the ability at an 80. Overall,
team members who identified themselves as course developers reported the lowest average self-
perceptions of their abilities to design online classrooms to communicate respect for diversity. It
should be noted that one low outlier response (by course developer #6) skewed the average for
this question considerably lower for the course developer role. Course strategists reported the
highest average self-perceptions of their abilities. See Table 4.8 for study participants’ survey
responses relating to this code derived from question seven on the Culturally Responsive Online

Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey.
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Table 4.8. Ratings for Survey Question #7: Communicating Respect for Diversity.

S”:;::;(tsg d Respondent Chosen (13?11:]13 Rating Question Text from Survey:
A CD #1 50 (-07.50)
A CD#2 95 (+37.50) I am able to design the online classroom in a
A CD#3 50 (-07.50) way that communicates respect for
B CD #4 50 (-07.50) diversity.
C CD #5 90 (+32.50)
D CD #6 10 (-47.50)
Average Score 57.5
A DA #1 75 (-08.33)
B DA #2 80 (-03.33)
B DA #3 95 (+11.67)
Average Score 83.33
A,B,C ‘ID #1 80 (=AVG)
B ID #2 80 (=AVQG)
B,C ‘ID #3 80 (=AVG)
Average Score 80
C CS #1 80 (-07.50)
D CS #2 95 (+07.50)
Average Score 87.5
D °’IOR 80
D byp 90

Note. Ratings reported with deviations from the average rating for all participants with the same role.
CD indicates the course developer role, DA the data analyst role, /D the instructional designer role,

CS the course strategist role, /OR the instructor of record role, and VP the video producer role.

“ID #1 and ID #3 worked on multiple development teams and completed the survey only once, after
observations for every team they supported were complete.
°The IOR and VP were the only respondents for the survey in their respective roles; thus, no averages

are available for comparison.
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Ensuring Active Learner Engagement

The discussion in this section answers RQ2a as noted below:

e RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish culturally
appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of these practices
during team discussions?

Accounting individually for ten of the sixteen coded statements, course developer #5
(working with Case #3 - Team C) was overwhelmingly the most likely contributor to statements
related to designing “online lessons so that learners remain actively engaged throughout the
entire lesson.” All statements assigned to this code in the data set originated from Case #3 -
Team C, suggesting a possible correlation between the team’s design task (i.e., a rapid-redesign
of an existing course), the course topic (redacted to ensure the team’s confidentiality) or the
demographic makeup of its specific members (outside the scope of this inquiry) and the presence
of statements referencing active learner engagement. Coded statements cited the ability of
“videos to generate more rich conversations around [course content] better than any other tool
[previously] used” to a realization that a previous game-based interaction “backfired horribly”
and needed to be replaced by a new video-based inquiry approach. All of the coded statements
centered on creating these sorts of active engagement opportunities for users, with course
developer #5 elevating these engagement-related needs and other members offering tangible
solutions to meet them. Also, course developer #5 co-constructed two additional statements
within this code, one with instructional designer #1 and another with both instructional designer
#1 and course strategist #1 as significant contributors. Overall, contributions by the course

developer role accounted for 75% of statements within this code.
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Instructional designer #1 contributed one individual statement within this code, and
course strategist #1 contributed two individual statements, all in the service of building course
tools to enhance active engagement, with one additional statement being equally co-constructed
by both participants. Course developer #5 reported an ability to design “online lessons so that
learners remain actively engaged throughout the entire lesson” at 90 (out of a total of 100) when
completing the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey, while
instructional designer #1 reported an 80 and course strategist #1 reported a 70. Overall, team
members who identified themselves as data analysts (none of whom appeared on Case #3 - Team
C) reported the lowest average self-perceptions of their abilities to create online lessons that
actively engaged learners throughout the lesson, while instructional designers (one of whom
appeared on Case #3 - Team C) reported the highest average self-perceptions of their abilities.
See Table 4.9 for study participants’ survey responses relating to this code derived from question

eleven on the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey.
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Table 4.9. Ratings for Survey Question #11: Ensuring Active Learner Engagement.

S”:;::;(tsg d Respondent Chosen (13?11:]13 Rating Question Text from Survey:
A CD #1 50 (-28.33)
A CD #2 95 (+16.67) I am able to design online lessons so that
A CD#3 75 (-03.33) learners remain actively engaged throughout
B CD #4 70 (-08.33) the entire lesson.
C CD #5 90 (+11.67)
D CD #6 90 (+11.67)
Average Score 78.33
A DA #1 50 (-23.33)
B DA #2 80 (+06.67)
B DA #3 90 (+16.67)
Average Score 73.33
A,B,C D #1 80 (-06.67)
B ID #2 90 (+03.33)
B,C D #3 90 (+03.33)
Average Score 86.67
C CS#1 70 (-12.50)
D CS #2 95 (+12.50)
Average Score 82.5
D *IOR 90
D byp 80

Note . Ratings reported with deviations from the average rating for all participants with the same role.
CD indicates the course developer role, DA the data analyst role, /D the instructional designer role,

CS the course strategist role, /OR the instructor of record role, and VP the video producer role.

“ID #1 and ID #3 worked on multiple development teams and completed the survey only once, after

observations for every team they supported were complete.

°The IOR and VP were the only respondents for the survey in their respective roles; thus, no averages

are available for comparison.
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Assessing Disengagement Potential Across Cultural Groups
The discussion in this section answers RQ2a as noted below:

e RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish culturally
appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of these practices
during team discussions?

Accounting for three of the six coded statements, the instructional designer role was the
most likely contributor to statements related to the ability to “critically assess whether a
particular online feature is likely to cause disengagement among a variety of cultural
groups.” Instructional designer #1 contributed statements on two of the three teams she
supported and was the only instructional designer who offered these types of reflections. While
working with Case #3 - Team C, instructional designer #1 recalled a previous design experience
during which the list of recommended updates did not include the role of culture: “And again
why we went and added in some of the stuff that we felt was a value add and something that
should definitely be considered when it comes to English language learners. Like you should not
ignore their family culture and traditions when you are talking about strategies.” Course
developer #1 offered a similar, if not yet fully clarified recommendation that Case #1 - Team A
apply Liberatory Design (Anaissie et al., 2021) in their work because “[The authors] added
‘notice and reflect’ and it is very much critically examining your identity in relation to others,
others on your team, those that you are designing for.” Course developer #1 then shared a link in
Zoom to additional information about Liberatory Design to support Case #1 - Team A’s efforts
on “centering identity, power, context, [and] partnerships constantly at every step.”

Another statement identified with this code originated from the instructor of record on

Case #4 - Team D, who discussed a deep dive into diversity in week eleven of the course being
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designed, noting “[Week 11] is how do instructional choices you make marginalize others? How
do we think about subcultures?”” These questions did not spur any additional meaningful
discussion for Case #4 - Team D, but the seeds for these issues were sewn by the instructor of
record. One additional statement was made by data analyst #1 from Case #1 - Team A, who
reflected on the role potential biases play in professional decision-making this way:

Going back to what you were saying, Monica [pseudonym], about the bias and implicit

bias, how we all bring things with us to the classroom or to the role or whatever, is it

almost like this deep dive into my own identify, my own? How I show up? What I am

bringing and how that lens can impact the educational experience?
Overall, the statements made within this code reveal little evidence of study participants
critically assessing whether course features were likely to cause disengagement across a variety
of cultural groups; however, considerations about how the course engages students with varied
cultural backgrounds were present, if only tangentially explored.

Instructional designer #1 reported an ability to “critically assess whether a particular
online feature is likely to cause disengagement among a variety of cultural groups" at 80 (out of a
total of 100) when completing the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale
survey, which corresponds to the third highest confidence rating reported, while course
developer #1 reported a 40, the third lowest confidence rating reported for this question. The
instructor of record’s self-chosen ability on question #15 was 85, while data analyst #1 decided
on a 30, which is the lowest confidence rating reported for anyone who actually contributed a
statement to this code. Overall, team members who identified themselves as data analysts
reported by far the lowest average self-perceptions of their abilities to critically assess whether

an online feature would cause disengagement across cultures, while instructional designers
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reported the highest average self-perceptions of their abilities to do so. See Table 4.10 for study
participants’ survey responses relating to this code derived from question fifteen on the

Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey.
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Table 4.10. Ratings for Survey Question #15: Assessing Disengagement Potential Across

Cultures.
S”:;;:;(tsg d Respondent Chosen (13?11:]13 Rating Question Text from Survey:
A CD #1 40 (-24.17)
A CD #2 80 (+15.83) I am able to critically assess whether a
A CD#3 25 (-39.17) particular online feature is likely to cause
B CD #4 60 (-04.17) disengagement among a variety of cultural
C CD #5 90 (+25.83) groups.
D CD #6 90 (+25.83)
Average Score 64.17
A DA #1 30 (-16.67)
B DA #2 60 (+13.33)
B DA #3 50 (+03.33)
Average Score 46.67
A,B,C D #1 80 (-03.33)
B ID #2 90 (+06.67)
B,C D #3 80 (-03.33)
Average Score 83.33
C CS#1 70 (-12.50)
D CS #2 95 (+12.50)
Average Score 82.5
D °IOR 85
D byp 80

Note . Ratings reported with deviations from the average rating for all participants with the same role.
CD indicates the course developer role, DA the data analyst role, /D the instructional designer role,

CS the course strategist role, /OR the instructor of record role, and VP the video producer role.

“ID #1 and ID #3 worked on multiple development teams and completed the survey only once, after
observations for every team they supported were complete.
°The IOR and VP were the only respondents for the survey in their respective roles; thus, no averages

are available for comparison.
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Relating to Diverse Stakeholders

The discussion in this section answers RQ2a as noted below:

e RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish culturally
appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of these practices
during team discussions?

Accounting for seven of the eleven coded statements, the instructional designer role was
overwhelmingly the most likely contributor to statements related to the ability to “design
culturally appropriate methods to relate to stakeholders from culturally and linguistically diverse
backgrounds.” Contributing statements on two of the three development teams on which she
worked (one to Case #1 - Team A and six to Case #3 - Team C), instructional designer #1 was
the only instructional designer who offered these types of reflections. Working with Case #3 -
Team C and recalling a previous design experience, instructional designer #1 centered team
discussions to focus on culturally appropriate methods in several ways, among them
incorporating “instructional scaffolding [that reflected] cultures of the family home,” what she
felt was a glaring omission in the recommendations for updating the course. Instructional
designer #1 offered a summary of a prior course-authoring experience in which her development
team exceeded the list of recommendations and incorporated culturally appropriate learner
supports. Those statements poignantly reflect her significant contributions:

When we got to toward the end [of the process] of creating the course, we had a

conversation about how the course and the suggestions are really, really, solid, and its

focus on the academic aspects of English language learners and how you need to support
them. But [the recommendations] do not talk anything about the cultural aspects or the

relationships or how language is acquired through relationships and through their work
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with others.

Instructional designer #1’s prior work designing a course targeting educators of English language
learners was an asset that empowered the three teams she supported in this data set, particularly
Case #3 - Team C’s course revision efforts. In the absence of specific, culturally appropriate
strategy recommendations, instructional designer #1 asserted, “[ The recommendations] just kind
of ignored the realities of English language learners or things to consider about them culturally
or how to bring them into the fold of your classroom, make them feel valued because they may
feel like they are outsiders.” Instructional designer #1 empowered the previous team to add
tangible evidence of these culturally affirming strategies within that course as they deemed
appropriate, an agency that Case #3 - Team C adopted for the current task based on instructional
designer #1’s assurances that a similar approach would be appropriate.

Course developer #1 made a preliminary reference to “what identities we are not thinking
about or what lenses of education” were important to relate to while developing the course, he
offered little additional context to clarify the idea. Course developer #2 offered another
undeveloped idea about whether the course could empower educators to help their students from
diverse backgrounds find their voices: “What are we trying to get? Is it students speaking up for
themselves? Is it students saying, ‘This curriculum sucks. It is the colonizer’s curriculum’?”
Although the statement was not referencing relating to the stakeholders directly engaging with
the course (i.e., the educators), it was tangentially referencing the culturally and linguistically
diverse students that course users would be instructing. A final under-developed reference to
relating to diverse stakeholders was offered by course developer #5: she noted that course users
have cultural “worlds they bring” to any training experience, but she did not offer additional

reflections on how that world might require a deliberate way to relate to them.
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A more poignant statement identified with this code was made by course developer #3
when he empowered data analyst #1 to “go through the pilot feedback and identify a
combination of six to ten-ish people, a combination of who gave us good feedback and a diverse
sample of those who gave us feedback, not just white tenth-grade English teachers or
whatever.” Course developer #3 specifically sought to elevate the feedback of culturally diverse
users in order to design instruction that could relate more effectively with learners from varied
cultural groups. No other team roles beyond the instructional designer and the course developer
contributed to statements identified with this code.

The two most impactful contributors to statements within this code, instructional designer
#1 and course developer #3 reported their abilities to “design culturally-appropriate methods to
relate to stakeholders from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds” modestly and
below the averages for their respective roles, -6.67 points and -39.17 points respectively.
Instructional designer #1 reported a confidence level of 60 (out of a total of 100) when
completing the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey, while course
developer #3 reported a 25, the lowest confidence rating among all respondents. Course
developer #1 reported a 50; course developer #2 reported a confidence level of 90; and course
developer #5 reported an 80 on this question. Overall, team members who identified themselves
as course developers reported the lowest average self-perceptions of their abilities to design
culturally appropriate methods to relate to culturally and linguistically diverse learners, while
course strategists reported the highest average self-perception of their abilities. See Table 4.11
for study participants’ survey responses relating to this code derived from question nineteen on

the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey.
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Table 4.11. Ratings for Survey Question #19: Relating to Diverse Stakeholders.

S”:;::;(tsg d Respondent Chosen (13?11:]13 Rating Question Text from Survey:
A CD #1 50 (-14.17)
A CD#2 90 (+25.83) I am able to design culturally-appropriate
A CD #3 25 (-39.17) methods to relate to stakeholders from
B CD #4 50 (-14.17) culturally and linguistically diverse
C CD #5 80 (+15.83) backgrounds.
D CD #6 90 (+25.83)
Average Score 64.17
A DA #1 50 (-16.67)
B DA #2 70 (+03.33)
B DA #3 80 (+13.33)
Average Score 66.67
A,B,C D #1 60 (-06.67)
B ID #2 70 (+03.33)
B,C D #3 70 (+03.33)
Average Score 66.67
C CS #1 50 (-22.50)
D CS#2 95 (+22.50)
Average Score 72.5
D °’IOR 75
D *VP 80

Note . Ratings reported with deviations from the average rating for all participants with the same role.
CD indicates the course developer role, DA the data analyst role, /D the instructional designer role,

CS the course strategist role, /OR the instructor of record role, and VP the video producer role.

“ID #1 and ID #3 worked on multiple development teams and completed the survey only once, after

observations for every team they supported were complete.

°The IOR and VP were the only respondents for the survey in their respective roles; thus, no averages

are available for comparison.
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Minimizing Profound Disengagement

The discussion in this section answers RQ2a as noted below:

e RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish culturally
appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of these practices
during team discussions?

Accounting for seven of the twelve coded statements, six individually and one co-
constructed with course strategist # 2, the instructor of record (working on Case #4 - Team D)
was overwhelmingly the most likely contributor to statements related to designing “to minimize
situations in which learners are profoundly disengaged.” The instructor of record noted a
concern with students being profoundly disengaged during asynchronous, online interactions
with instruction. “Everything fun is in a live session. [During asynchronous time], you’re
checking in because you have to...I do not want students to get annoyed with me.” In response
to course strategist #2’s suggestion to include more opportunities for students to connect via their
own experiences, the instructor of record replied that students sometimes grow weary with
“touchy feely things and might say, “Why do you want me to do this?”” prompting course
strategist #2 to offer a sample statement the instructor of record might use within the course to
re-engage learners who might otherwise grow frustrated: “We have lots of opportunities for
those with varied levels of experience to lean on their experiences by saying, ‘These are ways
you can continue your learning or an opportunity to deepen your thinking depending on where
you are and where you would want to go.”” The instructor of record appeared satisfied with that
strategy (which came to fruition as the discussion continued), and her frequent reflections on this
topic centered on preventing users’ profound emotional disengagement with course content and

interaction expectations.
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While supporting the work of Case #2 - Team B, instructional designer #1 contributed
one statement individually and co-constructed another with instructional designer #2 as the
majority contributor. These statements included one about creating a list of printable resources in
a single location to enhance user engagement and another surfacing the need to secure access to
the online assessment tool to maximize user engagement. Instructional designer #2 noted that if
the client would not provide a model account for users to access the tool, “What is the
workaround? If [they] won’t do it, we need something that is going to help drive [users] to go to
your tool. And if [users] can’t do it in a module, they are less likely to do it at all.” The
instructional designers focused their concerns directly on how usability features of the course
during training might engender profound disengagement among users and then suggested ways
to mitigate any resulting negative impact on course users.

The instructor of record reported an ability “to design to minimize situations in which
learners are profoundly disengaged” at 80 (out of a total of 100) when completing the Culturally
Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey, while course strategist #2 rated an ability
at 95, the highest confidence rating among all respondents to this question. Instructional designer
#1’s self-chosen ability on question #24 was 80, and instructional designer #2 reported a 90.
Overall, team members who identified themselves as course developers reported the lowest
average self-perceptions of their abilities to minimize profound engagement in online courses,
while instructional designers reported the highest average self-perceptions of their abilities. See
Table 4.12 for study participants’ survey responses relating to this code derived from question

twenty-four on the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey.
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Table 4.12. Ratings for Survey Question #24: Minimizing Profound Disengagement.

Sr:;:gl(tsg d Respondent Chosen (13?11:]13 Rating Question Text from Survey:
A CD #1 40 (-27.50)
A CD#2 90 (+22.50) I am able to design to minimize situations in
A CD#3 40 (-27.50) which learners are profoundly disengaged.
B CD #4 50 (-17.50)
C CD #5 90 (+22.50)
D CD #6 95 (+27.50)
Average Score 67.5
A DA #1 50 (-21.67)
B DA #2 80 (+08.33)
B DA #3 85 (+13.33)
Average Score 71.67
A,B,C D #1 80 (-06.67)
B ID #2 90 (+03.33)
B,C D #3 90 (+03.33)
Average Score 86.67
C CS#1 70 (-12.50)
D CS #2 95 (+12.50)
Average Score 82.5
D °IOR 80
D byp 50

Note. Ratings reported with deviations from the average rating for all participants with the same role.
CD indicates the course developer role, DA the data analyst role, /D the instructional designer role,

CS the course strategist role, /OR the instructor of record role, and VP the video producer role.

“ID #1 and ID #3 worked on multiple development teams and completed the survey only once, after

observations for every team they supported were complete.

°The IOR and VP were the only respondents for the survey in their respective roles; thus, no averages

are available for comparison.
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Summary of Chapter

This chapter explored findings from this multi-case study. The goal was to better
understand the contributions that development team members make during meetings to create
online courses. In the four cases studied, three from one large public university and one from a
nearby large public university in the Southeast of the United States, the findings revealed the
substance and content of team discussions during the creation of online courses in team
members’ respective work contexts. Additionally, the data revealed that the primary role played
on the development team (i.e., course developer, instructional designer, course strategist, data
analyst, instructor of record, video producer) correlated with the topics individuals discussed and
the frequency with which they discussed them.

Research Question 1
A brief summary of findings for RQI is provided first:
e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the Southeast
discuss during meetings to create online courses?
o RQla: How does the primary role on the development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?
o RQI1b: How does the design task influence what teams discuss during meetings?

Case #1 - Team A. In order of prevalence of coded statements in the data, this team’s
discussions centered on team workflow considerations, user engagement concerns, role of
beliefs, research informing design, culturally appropriate practices, and empowering skills
transfer, with the majority of coded statements in all categories most likely to be made by a
course developer. The design task (optional educator professional development course)

considerably impacted the team’s discussions, particularly in the team’s desire to streamline
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course interactions with a focus on job-embedded tasks that educators could easily adapt for their
own use.

Case #2 - Team B. In order of prevalence of coded statements in the data, this team’s
discussions centered on team workflow considerations (course developer as most likely
contributor), user engagement concerns (instructional designer as most likely contributor),
research informing design (course developer as most likely contributor), empowering skills
transfer (instructional designer as most likely contributor), culturally appropriate practices
(course developer as most likely contributor), and role of beliefs (instructional designer as most
likely contributor). The design task (a state-mandated training course for PreK-12 educators)
considerably impacted the team’s discussions, particularly in the team’s use of research to inform
the training course and in their elevation of discussions relating directly to empowering skills
transfer from the training environment to the performance environment.

Case #3 - Team C. In order of prevalence of coded statements in the data, this team’s
discussions centered on user engagement concerns (course developer as most likely contributor),
team workflow considerations (instructional designer as most likely contributor), role of beliefs
(course developer as most likely contributor), and culturally appropriate practices (instructional
designer as most likely contributor). The design task (rapid redesign of an optional educator
professional development course) significantly impacted the team’s discussions, particularly in
the team’s focus on the role that educators’ pre-existing beliefs had on course design and
implementation efforts.

Case #4 - Team D. In order of prevalence of coded statements in the data, this team’s
discussions centered on team workflow considerations (course developer as most likely

contributor), user engagement concerns (instructor of record as most likely contributor),
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culturally appropriate practices (instructor of record as most likely contributor), and on two
additional areas emphasized equally—role of beliefs and empowering skills transfer—both of
which were most likely to be contributed by a course strategist. The design task (a university-
level course for degree-seeking master’s level students) significantly impacted the team’s
discussions, particularly in their use of a logic model to govern their task-completion efforts, a
logic model that separated the team’s work into two distinct phases, a redesign planning phase
and a course development phase.
Research Question 2

Following is a brief summary of findings related to RQ2:

e RQ2: How confident are development team members in their ability to accomplish

culturally appropriate practices in online courses?

o RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of
these practices during team discussions?

Through exploring study participants’ responses to questions from the Culturally
Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey (see Appendix A) and then applying a
priori codes to the data for each of the survey questions, the researcher sought to answer the
remaining sub-questions from the study. Overall, course developers and data analysts reported
average confidence ratings of their abilities (for questions 1-25) below the average for all
respondents, while instructional designers and course strategists reported average confidence
ratings above those reported for all respondents in the data set. Instructional designers reported
the highest average rating for question twenty-six (i.e., the importance of deliberately designing

online courses to appeal to diverse learner groups), while course strategists reported the lowest
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average importance rating for the question.

Six areas were identified in which study participants’ statements aligned with the
Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey (i.e., questions 3, 7, 11, 15, 19
and 24). Instructional designers were by far the most likely contributors to statements related to
question #3, creating “an online learning environment that conveys respect for cultures of all
learners in the online classroom.” Course developers reported the lowest average self-perceptions
of their abilities in this area, while course strategists reported the highest average self-perceptions
of their abilities.

The instructor of record role was the most likely contributor to statements related to
question #7, designing “the online classroom in a way that communicates respect for
diversity.” Course developers reported by far the lowest average self-perceptions of their
abilities in this area, while course strategists reported the highest average self-perceptions of their
abilities. Course developers were overwhelmingly the most likely contributors to statements
related to question #11, designing “online lessons so that learners remain actively engaged
throughout the entire lesson.” Data analysts reported the lowest average self-perceptions of their
abilities in this area, while instructional designers reported the highest average self-perceptions
of their abilities. Instructional designers were the most likely contributors to statements related to
question #15, the ability to “critically assess whether a particular online feature is likely to cause
disengagement among a variety of cultural groups.” Data analysts reported the lowest average
self-perceptions of their abilities in this area, while instructional designers reported the highest
average self-perceptions of their abilities.

Instructional designers were overwhelmingly the most likely contributors to statements

related to question #19, the ability to “design culturally-appropriate methods to relate to
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stakeholders from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds.” Course developers reported
the lowest average self-perceptions of their abilities in this area, while course strategists reported
the highest average self-perception of their abilities. The instructor of record was
overwhelmingly the most likely contributor to statements related to question #24, designing “to
minimize situations in which learners are profoundly disengaged.” Course developers reported
the lowest average self-perceptions of their abilities in this area, while instructional designers
reported the highest average self-perceptions of their abilities. Complete results for the Culturally
Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey for all respondents are available in

Appendix E.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Introduction

This qualitative instrumental multi-case study (Stake, 2006) examined the substance and
content of discussions among members of four development teams during their meetings to
create online courses. The research questions in step one of the study centered on (1) better
understanding how the primary role of the team member (i.e., course developer, instructional
designer, data analyst, course strategist, instructor of record, or video producer) impacted the
content (using qualitative data) and frequency (using quantitative data) of that person’s
contributions to discussions and (2) to explore how the team’s design task influenced the focus
of their discourse. Additional research questions in step two of the study included discovering
(3) how these team members rated their ability to accomplish a variety of culturally appropriate
practices in online courses (using quantitative data) and finally (4) triangulating any connections
between confidence ratings of abilities to accomplish culturally appropriate practices and the
frequency (quantitative data) and content (qualitative data) of the individual’s contributions to
team discussions during the creation of online courses. Results of this study offer insights into
how the role a member plays on a team, in conjunction with self-perceptions of their abilities,
might impact the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices during the creation of online
courses. Findings have implications for organizations wishing to support teams as they develop
culturally appropriate practices for use in online courses.

The results of this study also offer possibilities for enhancing the presence of culturally
relevant pedagogy, proposed by Brown-Jeffy and Cooper (2011), and culturally sustaining
pedagogy, proposed by Paris (2012), in online courses by situating the work of supporting

culturally appropriate practices with the most impactful roles on the development team. The
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majority of the literature on culturally appropriate practices focuses on best practices for use in
online environments (Woodley et al., 2017; Boettcher & Conrad, 2010; Palloff & Pratt, 2007)
and on technological solutions for enhancing user engagement (Boer & Asino, 2018; Lin et al.,
2014; McDaniels et al., 2016) often without considering the culture of the user. Few, if any,
comprehensive studies have used this framework to investigate the most effective team role for
empowering the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices during the course creation process

itself.

Summary of Methodology

This inquiry relied on an instrumental case study approach (Stake, 2006) to provide
insight into how development teams create online courses. Multiple cases were identified
consisting of teams creating online courses in their typical work contexts at two large universities
(South University and East University, both pseudonyms) in the Southeast of the United States. I
used purposeful sampling (Patton, 2015) to identify cases of interest, three at South University
and one at East University. I observed recorded Zoom meetings from a six-month period for the
following cases: Case #1 — Team A (11 meetings); Case #2 — Team B (15 meetings); and Case
#3 — Team C (4 meetings). I engaged with teams only long enough to collect the data and to
provide member-checking opportunities. The data for Case #4 - Team D was collected over four
months and consisted of four real-time observations (without any recordings) and nine additional
real-time observations (with audio recordings that I later transcribed). After qualitative data
collection ended, all study participants were invited to complete a survey of their confidence
levels to accomplish twenty-five culturally appropriate practices within their design-related roles,
quantitative data that I used to help triangulate both the qualitative and quantitative information

to describe the content and substance of members’ contributions during their team meetings.
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During data analysis for step 1 of the study (i.e., for the qualitative data collected) I
conducted first round a priori coding to describe the data and then engaged in second round open
coding (Miles et al., 2014) to create descriptive codes and categories. Code frequency
spreadsheets were created for each case, and I identified four thematic areas and two disparate
codes to address the following research questions:

o RQ1: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the

Southeast discuss during meetings to create online courses?

o RQla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?

o RQI1b: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional
educator professional development course, mandated educator training course)
influence what teams discuss during meetings?

During data analysis for step 2 of the study (i.e., for the quantitative data collected), I
analyzed responses to the online survey to identify self-perceptions of team members’ abilities to
accomplish twenty-five culturally appropriate practices in online learning environments. I
categorized responses by member role and calculated averages for each role (see Appendix E for
complete results for the online survey). I then calculated score deviations from the average for
each question and explored interesting patterns, further investigating any averages that fell well
above or well below the average confidence rating for all study participants on a particular
question. I compared the confidence ratings for member groups (e.g., course developer, data
analyst, instructional designer) with the frequency and content of their statements to identify

connections between confidence ratings of abilities to accomplish culturally appropriate practices
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and members’ actual contributions reflective of these practices during team discussions. These
activities were to address the remaining two research questions in the study:
e RQ2: How confident are development team members in their ability to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices in online courses?
o RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of

these practices during team discussions?

Summary of Qualitative Findings

All qualitative data collected during step 1 of the study were collapsed into four themes
relevant to all four cases and into two additional coding areas relevant for two cases instead of all
four. The first theme explored how developers addressed user engagement concerns during
online course creation; the second theme addressed how teams managed their workflow and task
creation efforts; the third theme explored the role developers’ and potential course users’ beliefs
played during course creation; and the fourth theme addressed culturally appropriate practices.
Two separate codes outside the previous themes emerged prominently for two cases and
included research informing design and empowering transfer of skills. For all six areas emerging
from the data, I also explained findings during a within and cross-case analysis. In the sections
below I provide a summary of the within-case and cross-case analyses for each thematic area.
Theme 1: User Engagement Concerns

With course developers overwhelmingly the most likely team role to elevate user
engagement concerns, members from Case #1 -Team A prioritized personalizing interaction
pathways for targeted course users: elementary, middle, and high school educators. Developers

frequently took the perspectives of otherwise reluctant educators and discussed how to adapt
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course interactions to address any barriers to meaningful engagement, particularly across grade
levels. Members from Case #2 - Team B also discussed making course content more
comprehensible and streamlining interaction pathways for course users; however, those in the
role of instructional designer were overwhelmingly the most likely team role to elevate user
engagement concerns. Because the training being developed focused on building data-literacy
skills for educators, the development team regularly discussed how to minimize any negative
emotional impact that engaging in this training might have on participants (particularly
classroom teachers) and actively sought ways to mitigate educators’ anxiety related to data. With
the course developer the most likely contributor, members from Case #3 — Team C were
primarily concerned with choosing activities to reduce the repetitiveness of text-based content
through embedding videos and providing matching opportunities and quick user polls to help
participants judge their understanding of course content. Members of this case were the only
participants to meaningfully discuss the inclusion of explicit remote strategies to support
educators dealing with the impact of the COVID -19 pandemic, and user engagement concerns
represented the majority of coded statements only for this case. With the instructor of record as
the most likely contributor, members of Case #4 — Team D were also primarily concerned with
making course content more comprehensible and streamlining the course user’s experience.
However, unlike any other case, members of this team focused almost exclusively on exploring
user engagement with asynchronous aspects of the course. Unlike the fully online courses being
developed by the other three cases, this course was offered in a hybrid format and required
master’s-level students to complete readings, watch video lectures, and accomplish assignments

prior to each weekly synchronous meeting.
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Theme 2: Team Workflow Considerations

With course developers overwhelmingly the most likely role to elevate team
workflow considerations, members from Case #1 — Team A prioritized not overwhelming others
outside the team who were also responsible for contributing to course creation efforts. Course
developers were much more likely to identify obstacles and knowledge needs and to clarify the
team’s completion timeline/scope of work than were other members of the development team.
While working to maximize team workflow, course developers worked closely in tandem with
the instructional designer to maximize the efficiency of the team. On Case #2 - Team B, the
course developer was also the most likely team role to elevate these workflow considerations but
unlike the previous case, this development team adopted a concerns-based adoption model
(Fuller, 1969) to center course creation efforts directly on users’ data needs in their work
contexts. As she did on the other two teams she supported, Kimmy (along with the additional
instructional designers on Case #2) worked in tandem with the course developer to maximize the
team’s workflow. The obstacles noted by this team presented a much greater challenge to their
task completion efforts and originated from the lack of a client-provided model teacher account
that members could use to simulate how course users could apply post-training outcomes in job-
embedded contexts. With the instructional designer the most likely contributor, members from
Case #3 — Team C were primarily concerned with accessing the expertise of others outside the
team, particularly the web editor, audio visual technician, and a data analyst (a role not
represented on the team itself). A result of two members’ limited experiences completing a rapid
course update, the instructional designer assumed the responsibility of clarifying the completion
timeline and scope of work, a responsibility that was dominated by the course developers on all

other teams in the study. With the course developer as the most likely contributor, the
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interactions for members of Case #4 — Team D were also likely to be dominated by discussions
related to team workflow considerations (as were discussions on both Case #1 and Case #2).
However, unlike the relatively small role the logic model played for Case #2 — Team B, members
of Case #4 (particularly the course developer) relied heavily on the logic model to guide the
majority of task-completion efforts. In her role as the de facto project manager, the course
developer frequently clarified the scope of work and completion timeline for other members of
the team (as course developers also did for Case #1 and Case #2) and often cited the logic model
directly in those conversations. Unique to Case #4, the major obstacle referenced challenges
relating to how to adapt content originally designed for synchronous delivery for use in an
asynchronous way online. Having been trained to teach in face-to-face settings, the instructor of
record frequently requested support adapting content for online delivery.
Theme 3: Role of Beliefs

With course developers overwhelmingly the most likely team role to explore how beliefs
impacted perceptions of the course topic and its usefulness in the work context, members from
Case #1 -Team A prioritized directly challenging users (i.e., elementary, middle, and high school
educators) to change their mindsets by presenting content and questions to bring about cognitive
dissonance (Festinger, 1957). Developers frequently anchored users’ mindsets via self-reflection
and explicitly validated users’ current and prior experiences, with the ultimate goal of using
performance tasks to generate classroom-level data — tangible information that could engender
shifts in educator mindsets. Members from Case #2 - Team B also prioritized the role of beliefs
within their discussions; however, instructional designers were overwhelmingly the most likely
team role to elevate these concerns. Rather than focusing on cognitive dissonance to support

training outcomes (as members of Case #1 did), members of Case #2 were more concerned with
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how pre-existing negative beliefs about data might undermine the data-driven activities the
training required of users. Through engaging users in self-reflection specifically designed to
improve their perceptions of the value of data, developers hoped to ameliorate any negative
beliefs data-use might engender for the educators engaging with the course. With the course
developer the most likely contributor, members from Case #3 — Team C were mostly concerned
with how fixed user mindsets might have negative consequences on students’ self-perceptions of
their abilities. This team discussed ways to actively challenge users to envision young children as
capable rather than deficient, specifically by using content-specific strengths-based
resources/approaches to challenge deficit-based mindsets. With course strategists as the most
likely contributors, members of Case #4 — Team D were primarily concerned with improving
users’ self-perceptions of their abilities to succeed in the course. However, unlike any other case,
members of this team focused largely on engaging learners in emotional self-reflection to
improve their readiness for synchronous weekly meetings by improving users’ belief that they
could persist during the completion of asynchronous requirements. Unlike the professional
development courses being created by the other three cases, this university course required
challenging academic tasks, and developers planned activities to build learners’ self-esteem via
opportunities for meaningful emotional reflection.
Theme 4: Culturally Appropriate Practices

With course developers accounting for half of the statements about culturally appropriate
practices, members from Case #1 -Team A prioritized the role identity and prior experiences
played to create their implicit biases; unpacking their own implicit biases empowered developers
to design culturally appropriate methods to relate to stakeholders from culturally and

linguistically diverse backgrounds. Members from Case #2 - Team B also prioritized the role of
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identity and prior experiences; however, this team believed prior experiences were assets to
empower perspective-taking, not potential obstacles creating implicit bias that must be explored.
Unlike how Case #1 unpacked their own biases to provide context for how to create culturally
appropriate ways to relate to stakeholders, members of Case #2 relied on their prior experiences
to provide lenses for determining what course users might expect from the course. Additionally,
unlike members from any of the other cases, developers from Case #2 elevated the identities of
diverse student groups. Student feedback had been collected from a usability pilot and from
interviews, insights that developers referenced several times as they discussed culturally
appropriate practices. With the instructional designer the most likely contributor, members from
Case #3 — Team C were mostly concerned with exceeding the list of institution-provided updates
to include more examples of culturally appropriate practices where appropriate. Kimmy’s prior
course-authoring experiences empowered her team members considerably, and they embraced
using culturally appropriate methods with her positive affirmations to guide them. Interestingly,
although Kimmy also supported the work for Case #1 and Case #2, her contributions supporting
culturally appropriate practices were much greater during her work for the members of Case #3 —
Team C. With the instructor of record as the most likely contributor to discuss culturally
appropriate practices overall, members of Case #4 — Team D were also mostly concerned with
the impact of identity and prior experiences on course creation efforts. Similar to how members
of Case #2 — Team B recalled prior experiences to support their design task, members from Case
#4 recalled prior experiences in public service and as university instructors to enhance course
content and usability features. However, unlike the course strategist working with Case #3 —
Team C, the course strategists on Case #4 were the role most likely to offer statements

referencing the impact that identity and prior experiences have during course creation. The
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instructor of record role was present only on Case #4, and she was the only study participant to
meaningfully discuss designing the online classroom in a way that communicates respect for
diversity, particularly to keep from unintentionally marginalizing users based on their level of
professional experience.
Disparate Code #1 — Research Informing Design

With course developers overwhelmingly the most likely team role to elevate the role of
research during course creation, members from Case #1 -Team A prioritized feedback collected
during a pilot of an earlier version of the module being updated. The data analyst played a
crucial role to collate survey results and to categorize themes gathered from a focus group with
users from the pilot. Members used information from that internally-collected research to update
the training with navigation improvements and a peer-support component to foster co-creation of
knowledge for course users. Members from Case #2 - Team B also had access to ample feedback
from pilot users; however, the updates suggested by the data analyst focused less on usability
features within the course itself and more on the timing of training availability. Prior users had
requested synchronous training sessions offered at defined intervals to support the acquisition of
data-literacy skills. In the previous case (#1 — Team A), course developers were most
responsible for noting the importance of research during course creation, but the members of
Case #2 — Team B contributed statements more equally. Having created the foundational module
for educators upon which the other two modules would be based, the course developer located
and vetted a large number of relevant external resources, and she facilitated discussions about
these materials, justifying their use within the course being developed. The instructional
designers offered additional resources they adapted from previous data-literacy guides deployed

during face-to-face training sessions. The instructional designers on this team also played a role
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similar to that of the data analyst when they cited post-course requests from users in other
trainings to provide video-based content to break up any lengthy text-based content.
Disparate Code #2 — Empowering Transfer of Skills

With instructional designers the most likely team role to elevate discussions about
transfer of skills, members from Case #2 -Team B discussed how the training delivery timeline
could impact skills transfer from the training context to the performance contest. The team
emphasized the need for additional just-in-time training components beyond the current scope of
work. They recognized they should support educators during different phases of their use of the
online assessment portal. That support would begin with onboarding educators to use the portal
and would end months later by helping educators interpret student data to enhance future
instruction. Another idea offered to support transfer of skills was to use a “train the trainer”
model approach in which the person enrolled in the current training would become the expert
and train educators back in their work contexts. The approach was abandoned due to the lack of
enthusiasm from pilot users as reported by the data analyst. Another option to enhance skills
transfer lay in deploying a personal learning plan in which course users could reflect on their
journey and record evidence of their growing proficiency related to data literacy skills, an
approach met with enthusiasm by all members on the team. Instructional designers offered two
additional means for enhancing skills transfer, both of which were met with favorable reviews:
(1) creating step-by-step how-to videos to accompany text-based guides and (2) a stand-alone
document including links to all resources and available just-in-time outside the course itself.

With course strategists as the most likely contributors, members of Case #4 — Team D
also prioritized skills transfer, but they were primarily concerned with enhancing transfer of

skills from asynchronous course activities for use during synchronous weekly meetings. In other
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words, the performance context for users of the course was the upcoming synchronous class
meeting users would attend after completing the week’s asynchronous assignments. Because she
suspected users would not retain the skills presented asynchronously until they attended a
meeting in real time, the instructor of record suggested cognitive sequencing as a means to
anchor asynchronous skills to the overarching instructional aims for the course. Course
strategists offered a different approach, suggesting the instructor of record should integrate
moments for students to connect asynchronously in small, application-based ways.

They argued that doing so could better enhance retention of the content, which the instructor of
record could then further explore during synchronous sessions. Strategists suggested the
instructor of record add opportunities to prime instruction in the asynchronous course activities
by helping users activate prior knowledge and then make direct connections to the actual work

users would accomplish during weekly synchronous meetings.

Summary of Quantitative Findings

All quantitative survey responses collected during step 2 of the study were analyzed to
identify team members’ confidence rating in their ability to accomplish culturally appropriate
practices. The online survey (see Appendix A) contained Likert-type questions on which study
participants chose a whole number to rate their confidence level (e.g., 0 indicating no
confidence; 100 indicating complete confidence) to accomplish these practices in online
environments. I categorized responses by member role and calculated averages for each survey
question. After calculating score deviations from the average for each question, I compared the
confidence ratings for member groups (e.g., course developer, data analyst, instructional
designer) with the frequency and content of their statements to identify any connections between

self-perceptions and members’ actual contributions reflective of culturally appropriate practices
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during discussions. As noted earlier, these activities were to address the remaining two research
questions in the study:
e RQ2: How confident are development team members in their ability to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices in online courses?

o RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of
these practices during team discussions?

Online Survey Results
The average confidence rating across the twenty-five competency-based questions among
all respondents to the survey was 70.33. The average for each team role is noted below:
e Course developers (6 respondents - 65.37)
e Data analysts (3 respondents - 66.33)
e Instructional designers (3 respondents - 74.93)
e Course strategists (2 respondents - 78.14)
e Instructor of record (one respondent - 79.80)
e Video producer (one respondent - 72.96)

Overall, course strategists reported the highest average confidence ratings on seventeen
of the twenty-five competency-based questions from the online survey while instructional
designers reported the highest average confidence ratings for the remaining eight questions (see
Appendix E). Course developers reported the lowest average confidence ratings for thirteen of
the twenty-five competency-based questions from the online survey, and data analysts reported

the lowest average confidence ratings on eleven of the remaining questions. Course developers
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and instructional designers reported the same lowest average confidence rating for the remaining
question (#17).

Question twenty-six directed respondents to rate on a scale of 0-100 “How important is it
to deliberately design online courses to appeal to diverse learner groups?” The average
importance rating across all sixteen respondents was 91.41. The average for each team role is
noted below, along with individual responses for the two team roles with only one participant.

e Course developers (6 respondents — 96.67)

e Data analysts (3 respondents — 96.67)

e Instructional designers (3 respondents - 100)

e Course strategists (2 respondents - 95)

e Instructor of record (one respondent - 100)

e Video producer (one respondent - 60)
Complete online survey results are available in Appendix E. In the sections below, I provide a
summary for the six a priori codes from the survey that I applied to the data. For each of the six
questions, I also review any connections between confidence ratings and participants’ statements
reflective of those culturally appropriate practices during team discussions.

Conveying Respect for Learners’ Cultures. Instructional designers were the most
likely contributors to statements related to creating “an online learning environment that conveys
respect for cultures of all learners in the online classroom.” Instructional designer #1 contributed
three statements and instructional designer #2 contributed one other. An additional statement was
co-constructed by course developer #1 and instructional designer #1. One other statement was

offered by a data analyst #3. Reported confidence ratings are provided for each contributor in the
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bulleted list below, along with the team role reporting the highest and lowest average confidence
ratings for this practice:

e Instructional designer #1(80 out of a total of 100)

e Instructional designer #2 (80)

e Data analyst #3 (90).

e Course developer #1 (50).

e Highest average confidence rating: Course strategists (85)

e Lowest average confidence rating: Course developers (68.33)
Recall that in an exchange with instructional designer #1, course developer #1 made a statement
referencing including a course icon that instructional designer #1 rejected outright because of its
potential divisiveness.

Communicating Respect for Diversity. Accounting for half of coded statements, the
instructor of record was the most likely contributor to discuss designing “the online classroom in
a way that communicates respect for diversity.” Course developers #4 and #5, instructional
designer #1, and data analyst #3 also contributed meaningful statements reflecting this culturally
appropriate practice. Reported confidence ratings are provided for each contributor in the
bulleted list below, along with the team role reporting the highest and lowest average confidence
ratings for this practice:

e Instructor of record (80 out of 100)
e Course developer #4 (50)

e Course developer #5 (90)

e Instructional designer #1 (80)

e Data analyst #3 (95)
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e Highest average confidence rating: Course strategists (87.5)
e Lowest average confidence rating: Course developers (57.5)

Ensuring Active Learner Engagement. Accounting individually for the majority of
coded statements, course developer #5 was the most likely contributor to statements related to
designing “online lessons so that learners remain actively engaged throughout the entire
lesson.” All statements assigned to this code in the data originated from members of Case #3 -
Team C. Course developer #5 co-constructed two additional statements, one just with
instructional designer #1 and another with both instructional designer #1 and course strategist #1
as significant contributors. Instructional designer #1 contributed one statement individually, and
course strategist #1 contributed two additional individual statements reflecting this culturally
appropriate practice. One additional statement was co-constructed by instructional designer #1
and course strategist #1. Reported confidence ratings are provided for each contributor in the
bulleted list below, along with the team role reporting the highest and lowest average confidence
ratings for this practice:

e Course developer #5 (90 out of 100)

e Instructional designer #1 (80)

e Course strategist #1 (70)

e Highest average confidence rating: Instructional designers (86.67)
e Lowest average confidence rating: Data analysts (73.33)

Assessing Disengagement Potential Across Cultural Groups. Accounting for half of
coded statements, the instructional designer role was the most likely contributor to statements
related to the ability to “critically assess whether a particular online feature is likely to cause

disengagement among a variety of cultural groups.” Instructional designer #1 contributed
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statements on two of the three teams she supported and was the only instructional designer to do
so. Additional statements reflecting this culturally appropriate practice were made by course
developer #1, the instructor of record, and data analyst #1. Reported confidence ratings are
provided for each contributor in the bulleted list below, along with the team role reporting the
highest and lowest average confidence ratings for this practice:

e Instructional designer #1 (80 out of 100)

e Course developer #1 (40)

e Instructor of record (85)

e Data analyst #1 (30)

e Highest average confidence rating: Instructional designers (83.33)

e Lowest average confidence rating: Data analysts (46.67)

Relating to Diverse Stakeholders. Accounting for a large majority of coded statements,
instructional designer #1 was overwhelmingly the most likely contributor to statements related to
the ability to “design culturally appropriate methods to relate to stakeholders from culturally and
linguistically diverse backgrounds.” Contributing statements during meetings for two of the
three teams she supported, instructional designer #1 was the only person in that role to do so.
Additional impactful statements were made by course developer #3. Other under-developed
statements were offered by course developers #1, #2, and #5. Reported confidence ratings are
provided for each contributor in the bulleted list below, along with the team role reporting the
highest and lowest average confidence ratings for this practice:

e Instructional designer #1 (60 out of 100)
e Course developer #1 (50)

e Course developer #2 (90)
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e Course developer #3 (25)

e Course developer #5 (80)

e Highest average confidence rating: Course strategists (72.5)
e Lowest average confidence rating: Course developers (64.17)

Minimizing Profound Disengagement. Accounting for just over half of coded
statements, six individually and one co-constructed with course strategist # 2, the instructor of
record (working on Case #4 - Team D) was the most likely contributor to statements related to
designing “to minimize situations in which learners are profoundly disengaged.” Contributing
additional relevant discussion were instructional designer #1, who made one statement
individually and co-constructed another with instructional designer #2. Reported confidence
ratings are provided for each contributor in the bulleted list below, along with the team role
reporting the highest and lowest average confidence ratings for this practice:

e Instructor of record (80 out of 100)

e Course strategist #2 (95)

Instructional designer #1 (80)

Instructional designer #2 (90)

Highest average confidence rating: Instructional designers (86.67)

e Lowest average confidence rating: Course developers (67.5)

Discussion

After providing a summary of the methodology used during qualitative and quantitative
data collection, and relating a brief summary of findings, I transition next to situating my
findings within the extant literature relating to the study. In this section I discuss each research

question separately and then provide combined implications for practice, policy, and research. It
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must be noted that the research regarding collaborative teams does not correspond neatly with
the roles present on the design teams in my study, namely the course strategist and data analyst
roles, although research does suggest the roles will vary based on the parameters of the design
task (Voog et al., 2015). Three of the of the four development teams in my study created
professional development courses for educators, whereas the fourth was creating a college course
for use in higher education. Most of the literature exploring member roles on instructional design
teams focuses on higher education, which makes positioning a discussion about teams offering
professional development more challenging. For that reason, the literature consulted to position
the work of those three teams comes largely from researchers investigating collaborative course
design and the way cognition is distributed on teams from industry-related contexts (Argote,
2013; Christensen & Ball, 2016; Hoadley & Kilner, 2005; Pulakos et al., 2003; Puzziferro &
Shelton, 2008).
Research Question #1
The discussion in this section addresses findings for the first research question and the
two sub-questions it contains, noted below:
e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the
Southeast discuss during meetings to create online courses?
o RQla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?
o RQI1b: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional
educator professional development course, mandated educator training course)
influence what teams discuss during meetings?

Four areas for discussion emerged from the findings and are explored in more depth in the
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subheadings below.

Enhancing User Engagement. During creation of professional development courses for
educators, course developers worked closely in tandem with instructional designers and were the
go-to experts for enhancing user engagement, whereas in the development of the university
course, the instructor of record was the dominant presence elevating user engagement. My
findings showed that in two of the three teams creating courses for educators (Case #1 and Case
#3), regardless of the duration and type of the creation sequence (e.g., traditional, multi-month
course development sequence vs. a rapid redesign), course developers were the most impactful
role for supporting end-user engagement concerns, particularly those relating to designing
“online lessons so that learners remain actively engaged throughout the entire lesson.” Because
the body of research on this topic focuses almost exclusively on the engagement patterns of team
members with each another during task completion (Jentsch & Bowers, 2005; Sorensen &
Stanton, 2016), relevant studies about how teams develop course elements to address
engagement needs of end users are under-represented in the literature. As a result, positioning
this finding within the extant literature is challenging. However, my findings do suggest that the
instructional designers on Case #2 were adept at elevating these user-level engagement concerns,
which may have resulted from a level of shared empathy developed from similar data literacy
work as classroom-level educators (Rapanta & Cantoni, 2014; Ball et al., 2021) or from usability
competencies they had attained during previous development projects (Cross, 2006). The course
they created required simulated user pathways for educators, coaches, and administrators, so the
discrete nature of each usability pathway may account for the over-representation of user-level
engagement concerns for this case

Findings indicate that for the case creating a university-level course, user engagement
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considerations were overwhelmingly the purview of the instructor of record. Reasons for learner
disengagement from online instruction can be quite challenging to discern (Sundar & Senthil
Kumar, 2015) but disengagement sometimes results from frustrating lesson features, which can
be mitigated through affective interventions with the learner (Doddannara et al., 2013). My
findings show the instructor of record using similar approaches to minimize learner frustration.
She often discussed scaling back additional expectations so that users could focus their
emotional resources on the most challenging academic tasks, approaches that are in line with
previous studies regarding effective ways to enhance student engagement at the university level
(Meyer, 2014). Hoping to attend directly to their engagement needs, the instructor of record
noted on several occasions making content more relevant for course users with substantial
professional experience. She recognized that completion rates for online courses for users in
these groups lag behind their face-to-face counterparts, mostly due to employers not making
provisions of time for employees to complete learning tasks (Lee et al., 2021), and she worked to
attend to these working professionals’ needs. The only instructor of record in the study worked
on Case #4 and was by far the most likely participant to discuss designing “to minimize
situations in which learners are profoundly disengaged.” The other three cases did not contain an
instructor of record because the courses being created required little facilitation; however, other
roles on those teams assumed roles as de facto instructors of record (course developers for Case
#1 and Case #2 and instructional designers for Case #3). Their contributions suggest that the
tendency to discuss user engagement concerns was more closely aligned to the functional role
the member anticipated playing after the course launched rather than while the course was being
created. A course developer also supported Case #4 (the university course), but the instructor of

record still dominated contributions related to user engagement, further supporting that the roles
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members assume after the course launches heavily influence how likely they are to discuss user
engagement while the course is under development.

Enhancing Team Workflow. Principally through identifying and clarifying how to
overcome obstacles, findings from this study indicate course developers were the go-to experts
for enhancing team workflow across multiple contexts. Course developers accounted for the
majority of statements related to how groups managed task completion efforts, both within and
outside the development team, for three of the four teams in the sample (Case #1, Case #2, and
Case #4). But in Case #3, the instructional designer managed most of the workflow to complete
tasks. The findings support that in both the professional development courses developed for
educators and in the university-level course developed for master’s students, as long as the
creation process took place in a traditional, multi-month course development sequence, the
course developer was the most impactful role for supporting the complexity of a team's
workflow to complete tasks. However, when the course was created in a rapid redesign fashion
(like the one used by Case #3), the instructional designer was the most impactful role. These
findings are in line with the typical roles identified on course development teams. In a recent
article on the differentiation of roles in the creation of online courses at the university level,
Halupa (2019) cites an assertion by Tracey, Hutchinson and Gryzyk (2014) that instructional
designers often become instructional advisors, a role that instructional designer #1 played
frequently for Case #3 (and to a lesser degree for Case #1 and Case #2). Instructional designer #1
also played two additional roles (identified by Chao et al., 2010), one to advise faculty on issues
related to course quality and another to educate faculty (in this case, the course developer) in
how to use instructional technologies more effectively.

My study’s findings suggest a better explanation for the additional impact of instructional
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designers to support Case #3’s workflow: other team members were unfamiliar with the rapid
redesign sequence used to revise the course. The instructional designers on this team became de
facto project managers (i.e., playing similar roles as course developers for Case #1, Case #2, and
Case #4) because of their previous experiences with employees outside the development team
(i.e., the web editor, the technology director, and the audiovisual technician). The two novice
members (i.e., the course developer and the course strategist) stated their newness to the work
and to the organization undermined their understanding of what was expected of them. Well
before the explosion of online course offerings, in 2003 Cox and Osguthorpe surveyed 142
instructional designers to determine their roles, and respondents reported that 47% of their work
focused on instructional design tasks, while the remaining 53% focused on organization and
project management tasks. Findings from this study showcase instructional designer #1
organizing the work to be accomplished and applying project management skills throughout
interactions with Case #3 (Cox & Osguthorpe, 2003). In the intervening years, instructional
designers have been called upon to produce video and other multimedia, to support students’ use
of learning management systems, and to assist faculty in creating online assessments to minimize
cheating (Miller & Stein, 2016); however, findings from Case #1, Case #2, and Case #3 show
instructional designers deviating somewhat from these expectations, namely because the courses
being created were targeted to practicing educators rather than university students. Case #4 did
include some criterion-based assessments; however, because the majority of assessments were
portfolio-based, minimizing cheating was of no concern to team members. And because Case #4
did not include an instructional designer, they were unavailable anyway to provide a means for
comparison.

Findings from this study also show instructional designers playing project manager roles.
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In a more recent survey of 863 instructional designers to discover the most common duties they
perform, Intentional Futures (2016) discovered that providing faculty support was a major
component of instructional designers’ work, with 60% of respondents reporting they trained a
faculty member in technology use at least daily, and 73% reporting that they played the role of
project manager every day—job duties that instructional designers in this study also shared. As
the data bear out, on Case #3 - Team C the instructional designers (almost exclusively
instructional designer #1) were the most likely to identify obstacles and how to overcome them,
whereas course developers played this role on every other team in the sample. Recall that two of
the four members of Case #3 were new to the rapid course revision process, so instructional
designers’ prior experiences were of much greater value to developing analogies (Moreno et al.,
2014) for that course than they were for other teams with more experienced personnel.
Exploring Role of Beliefs. Findings indicate that in the creation of professional
development courses for educators, course developers were the go-to experts for exploring the
role of beliefs, unless they were in the minority role represented on the team; in the development
of for-credit university courses, course strategists were the go-to experts for exploring the role of
beliefs. Course developers accounted for the majority of statements referencing the role of
beliefs for two of the four teams in the sample (Case #1 and Case #3); in Case #2, the majority of
statements were attributed to an instructional designer, and in Case #4 this area did not emerge
significantly from the data. The findings support that in the professional development courses
targeting educators, regardless of the duration and type of the course creation sequence (e.g.,
traditional, multi-month course development sequence vs. a rapid redesign such as was employed
in Case #3), the team role was not a good predictor for which member would elevate the role of

beliefs. To illustrate that point, consider that Case #1 had three course developers, and Case #2
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had three instructional designers: on those two teams, the predominantly represented role
contributed the majority of statements relating to the role of beliefs. Defying that pattern,
however, Case #3 contained one course developer, yet she accounted for an inordinately large
percentage of statements referencing the role of beliefs (61.54%, with the next largest contributor
at 25%).

A possible explanation for why certain teams would elevate the role of beliefs lies in the
level of potential resistance among course users. The courses being created by Case #1, Case #2,
and Case #3 were all designed to actively challenge educators’ current mindsets related to the
course discipline; however, each case took a different approach for enhancing these shifts in
mindset. Case #1 enhanced mindset shift by employing cognitive dissonance throughout the
course (Festinger, 1957); interactions during training would bring users back to a state of
harmony after mindset shifts had taken place. Case #2 took an altogether different approach in
that they directly challenged educators’ pre-existing anxieties about data-use, the major focus of
the training being created. Team members noted that educators’ anxiety about data would
significantly hamper their willingness to engage meaningfully, and member statements in this
area frequently referenced adapting course content and interactions to minimize that anxiety.
Case #3’s approach was different still, in that they took for granted adults in general (educators
and parents alike) possess negative mindsets that the course content is more challenging than it
actually is, mindsets the adults pass along to learners through habit, a disposition that research
suggests educators do impart to their students. Research shows that of the 195 reviewed
conditions, educator estimates of achievement (a belief about their students’ abilities) have by far
the greatest influence on student achievement of all characteristics reviewed (Hattie, 2015).

Members of Case #3 hoped to, for lack of a better term, teacher proofthe course to prevent
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educators from passing on any limiting mindsets to children. In another study testing an
experimental design to shift 543 pre-service teachers’ mindsets about student motivation,
researchers found that a beliefs approach (vs. an instructional approach) most effectively shifted
educator mindsets (Daniels et al., 2020). Findings show members of Case #3 using similar
beliefs-based approaches to directly challenge educators and parents to see children as capable
rather than deficient.

Enhancing Culturally Appropriate Practices. In the development of professional
development courses for educators, the presence of the same instructional designer across
multiple teams significantly enhanced discussions surrounding the inclusion of culturally
appropriate practices. Findings show the presence of instructional designer #1 across three of the
four teams significantly enhanced the discussions about the inclusion of culturally appropriate
practices, not only through contributing individual statements but also through playing a
facilitator role to elicit similar statements among others. She participated “in a mediator or
translator position” (Botturi, 2006, p. 130) on Case #1, Case #2, and Case #3, supporting others’
reflections about the suitability of culturally appropriate practices within the courses being built.
Instructional designer #2 also took part in Case #2 and Case #3; however, she made minimal
contributions in this area. Something about instructional designer #1’s prior experiences,
disposition, or ability enhanced her contributions to discussions relating to the inclusion of
culturally appropriate practices. Background domain knowledge has been shown to play an
important role in the creativity of heterogeneous development teams (Christensen & Ball, 2016),
an asset that instructional designer #1 may have relied on. Instructional designer #1 had prior
experience teaching 9-12 English Language Arts, while Instructional designer #2 taught 8" grade

science. Additional questioning of both instructional designers could help identify why one
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prioritized culturally appropriate practices but the other did not.

Returning to the tangible importance of those in the role of instructional designer within
the data, findings show instructional designer #1 also playing the role of cheerleader and
champion for other members of Case #3 as they weighed the appropriateness of including
evidence of culturally appropriate practices within the course. Recall that two members of the
team were new to the rapid-redesign process the organization employed to update this course,
which may be a possible contributing factor to their reluctance to take creative risks (Paletz et al.,
2013). Instructional designer #1 had a charming, disarming quality when she related to others on
the team. Her statements were universally met with positive responses from others, even when
she noted a possible shortcoming in another’s contribution. It is unclear whether existing
personal relationships with team members or professional acumen with the design task itself was
the determining factor for why the perceptions of instructional designer #1 were held in such
high esteem. The role of individual personality on a team’s performance and dynamics is well
established (Aeron & Pathak, 2012; Cooke et al., 2012; Tasselli et al., 2015), so one possible
interpretation is that instructional designer #1°s positive demeanor accounts for the high degree
of respect afforded to her contributions in this area.

Research Question #2

The discussion in this section addresses the second research question and the sub-
question it contains, noted below:

e RQ2: How confident are development team members in their ability to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices in online courses?
o RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish

culturally appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective of
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these practices during team discussions?

Findings from the study suggest that confidence ratings of participants’ abilities to
accomplish culturally appropriate practices were not good predictors for whether these members
would actually discuss said practices during team meetings. Course strategists reported the
highest confidence ratings on 17/25 practices, but findings show they contributed modestly to
discussions in Case #4 and not at all in Case #2, the other team containing that role. Instructional
designers reported the highest confidence ratings on the remaining 8/25 culturally appropriate
practices, and findings show designers, particularly instructional designer #1, contributing a
plethora of statements attending to the cultural and linguistic needs of course users. Positioning
this finding in the literature is challenging, particularly because I was looking to see if those
members with high self-efficacy ratings (Bandura, 1997) regarding culturally appropriate
practices would result in members elevating these practices during course creation. The research
shows connections between self-efficacy and educators’ motivations to support children with
special education needs and disabilities (Coates et al., 2020) and that self-efficacy can have a
positive impact on goal attainment across multiple disciplines (Hodges, 2008; Hodges & Harris,
2017). However, correlations between high self-efficacy ratings and how likely a developer is to
discuss culturally appropriate practices during course creation are inconsistent at best.

For example, for half of the six culturally appropriate practices discussed during
meetings, those in the role of course strategist reported the highest average confidence ratings of
their ability to accomplish said practices. The findings show, however, that course strategists did
not make meaningful contributions to team discussions in those three areas. It is unclear why
these strategists did not contribute more abundant and meaningful statements aligned to the

practices for which they reported the highest confidence in their abilities. When answering the
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last question on the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey, which
inquired, “How important is it to deliberately design online courses to appeal to diverse learner
groups?” both course strategists rated the importance highly (90 and 100). And when asked to
“describe anything about your life experiences that informs your answer to the previous
question” they offered these explanations:

e Online courses are a way to give access to continued learning for many people who may
not be able to access it in person for a variety of reasons. Therefore, the courses need to
be designed as accessibly as possible, especially since there is often less interaction
between instructors and course users than there is for in person courses.

e Years of experience in antiracism learning and work alongside running national and
international learning programs that shifted focus of industries to include diversity,
equity, and belonging as key tenants [sic] in the work.

Clearly, both strategists saw the value of including culturally appropriate practices and were
highly confident in their abilities to accomplish them in online contexts; however, why they
contributed a paucity of statements during discussions remains unclear. A possible reason may
be that one of the course strategists was a novice and possessed a different set of domain-related
skills from her colleagues (Paletz et al., 2013), a disparity that has been shown to lead to
conflicts during completion of shared tasks. A simpler explanation may lie in that course
strategists took part in merely 7/43 meetings overall (16.3%). Their under-representation in the
data overall limits evidence of their interactions to help inform additional findings. The
contributions of instructional designers to the data set are more substantial, and reflections about
any correlations between their self-efficacy ratings and their contributions to the data may be

more reliable.
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As the data bear out, instructional designers reported the highest confidence ratings on
8/25 culturally appropriate practices from the online survey; however, their contributions during
discussions did not closely correlate with their confidence ratings either. For example,
instructional designers were overwhelmingly the most likely role on any team to discuss creating
“an online learning environment that conveys respect for cultures of all learners in the online
classroom,” but the highest confidence ratings for this practice on the survey were reported by
course strategists, who cited an 85; granted, instructional designers were only slightly behind and
reported a confidence rating of 80 to accomplish this practice.

On the online survey, instructional designers did report the highest confidence in their
ability to “critically assess whether a particular only feature is likely to cause disengagement
among a variety of cultural groups,” and the findings show strong evidence of designers making
a number of meaningful contributions to discussions in this area. Defying expectations again,
however, the highest average confidence ratings that participants could “design culturally-
appropriate methods to relate to stakeholders from culturally and linguistically diverse
backgrounds” were reported by course strategists (at 72.5), but findings show strategists did not
discuss the practice at all. The only instructional designer who discussed that practice reported a
self-efficacy for the corresponding survey question at a mere 60, the lowest rating among all
instructional designers.

A ready explanation for the lack of correlation between confidence ratings and actual
contributions by instructional designers is difficult to determine, but a possible reason may lie in
the designer’s role as a facilitator rather than as an individual contributor. A previous study
(Botturi, 2006) revealed the critical role instructional designers play “in a mediator or translator

position” to support communication among various members on a development team. Results
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show that instructional designer #1 facilitated discussions about culturally affirming design in
this way, continually surpassing IBSTIP’s currently established competencies for instructional
designers (IBSTPI, 2020; Koszalka et al., 2013; Martin & Ritzhaupt, 2020), an affordance of the
instructional designer role that organizations could possibly leverage to support discussions
regarding culturally appropriate practices during online course creation.

When answering the last survey question about the importance of designing deliberately for
diverse learner groups, instructional designer#1 rated the importance at 100 out of 100 (as did all
instructional designers in the sample) and offered an additional explanation (the only
instructional designer to provide a narrative) when asked to “describe anything about your life
experiences that informs your answer to the previous question”:

e Learning online can sometimes promote feelings of isolation. It is vital to create a
virtual learning space that is inclusive, welcoming, and supportive to all students of
diverse backgrounds and provide opportunities for students to learn from other learners
who have different experiences and perspectives. I try to approach online learning — as
well as other programs — with a ‘do no harm’ mentality and that drives an intentional
awareness about inclusive, culturally sustaining design.

The richness of this response implies a wealth of prior knowledge and experiences relating to
creating culturally appropriate practices in online environments, variations in background
knowledge that have significant potential to support design creativity and innovation on multi-
disciplinary teams (Argote, 2013; Christensen & Ball, 2016; Pulakos et al., 2003). Unfortunately,
I was unable to unpack this instructional designer’s background due to the observational nature
of the inquiry. Instructional designer #1 taught English Language Arts (grades 9-12) for 0-5

years and reported 0-5 years of prior instructional design experience. Yet, her contributions to
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discussions about culturally affirming design were far more numerous and valuable to her teams
than were instructional designer #3’s statements as a former grade 8 science teacher who taught
for 6-10 years and reported the same level of prior instructional design experience. Findings
suggest that the instructional designer with prior experiences in secondary English instruction
was much more likely to discuss culturally appropriate practices than was the instructional

designer with a teaching background in middle-grades science education.

Implications for Practice

This research has implications for practice, specifically relating to how course
development teams are designed to enhance the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices. It
became clear that including a defined instructor of record role on the development team
enhanced the team’s discussion of designing “the online classroom in a way that communicates
respect for diversity.” For teams without an instructor of record, adding the instructor role, or
empowering a member to assume the role, could result in meaningful contributions regarding the
inclusion of culturally appropriate practices within the online courses being created.

For the development team from Case #4, the data shows that the instructor of record and
the course strategists were critical players for the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices.
When empowered by a strong relationship with a course strategist, the instructor of record
became a facilitator of discussions relating to culturally appropriate practices, and development
teams creating for-credit courses wishing to create tangible evidence of these features could
benefit from situating the work with an instructor of record. An intriguing role that the data only
marginally illuminated was that of the course strategist. With a clear agenda to support the
inclusion of culturally appropriate practices, the course strategist role could be leveraged to

enhance a team’s focus on culturally appropriate practices during online course creation.
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Above all other team roles, the instructional designers creating non-credit courses
elevated culturally affirming design with much gusto, noting, among others, the significance of
inclusive course imagery, the importance of celebrating bilingual learners, and the value of
bringing culturally diverse learners “into the fold of your classroom, [to] make them feel valued
because they may feel like they are outsiders.” Including an instructional designer has great
potential to enhance the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices, and teams would be wise to
situate the work within that role.

Implications for Policy

Beyond creating the conditions to foster the ideal composition of course development
teams noted in the implications for practice section above, understanding the impact of
inexperience on productivity based on member role could help organizations mitigate lost
productivity while new members are being onboarded. Engaging in an evaluation to understand
which roles result in the greatest loss of productivity for course development teams (and,
conversely which result in the greatest gains in productivity) could position organizations to
assemble teams to minimize any negative impacts to productivity that onboarding might cause.
As evidenced by the loss of productivity experienced by members of Case #3, organizations
hoping to maximize the output of development teams should embed an experienced member
(regardless of role) to mitigate the negative impact that being a novice might have on the team’s
productivity. As noted by Bill Bliss, president of Bliss & Associates Inc, a business management
consultant from South Carolina, after onboarding is complete, it takes at least twelve weeks for a
new hire to reach full productivity (Mueller, 2021). If this assertion holds true for the
productivity of course development teams, experienced members play important roles to enhance

productivity for organizations building online courses.
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Observed across several teams, organizations hoping to enhance team workflow could
benefit from developing employees’ project-management skills, principally with course
developers and secondarily with instructional designers, to improve the productivity of
development teams. In this inquiry, an instructional designer supporting a rapid course redesign
process, played a major role to support team workflow. She was one of several “dynamic drivers
of the design process,” members who “recursively refine both problem and solution until an
innovative outcome is reached” (Tracey et al., 2014, p. 1). Organizations supporting rapid online
course redesigns should further develop these project-management skills in their instructional
designers, or at the very least empower them with those leadership roles.

Lastly, for organizations supporting the development of for-credit university-level
courses, statements referencing culturally appropriate practices were the purview of the
instructor of record in this context, but those in the role of course strategist also played an
important role to center the discussion on these topics. This finding would suggest that
organizations should invest resources in building the capacity of the instructor of record/course
strategist partnership to further the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices when courses are
offered for credit. Case #4 relied heavily on the use of a logic model to govern its task
completion efforts. If the organization wished to elevate the inclusion of culturally appropriate
practices within their courses, the existing logic model structure could be a possible initiation
point. Studies suggest that logic models in other contexts can help bring consensus among
diverse stakeholders (Chen et al., 2018; Helitzer et al., 2010), emphasizing their potential as
catalysts for supporting mind-shifts about culturally supportive practices across large universities

with disparate departments each with competing priorities.



247

Implications for Research

Particularly surrounding how team members’ and course users’ beliefs impacted
perceptions of the course topics and their usefulness in the work context, a meaningful
interpretation could benefit from additional research beyond just an observational study like the
one employed during this inquiry. Interviews could provide a richer understanding of the
discipline-specific factors impacting the role of beliefs, a level of nuance that an observational
study like this one could not discover without a more participatory approach on the part of the
researcher (Heron & Reason, 1997; Kemmis & Wilkinson, 1998). Because the inquiry did not
employ direct questioning of study participants, and the possibility to follow up to clarify
perceptions, recommendations for this particular finding are underdeveloped. The current study
offers minimal insight to support organizations hoping to enhance the role of beliefs in course
development discussions. Some research on this topic has been done, namely the work of
Heinonen et al. (2019), but more research is necessary to provide valuable insight into the role of
beliefs on online course development.

In order to bolster any recommendation to include the same instructional designer to
empower culturally appropriate practices on multiple course development teams, more
information from teams employing this approach is necessary. If I were to address this issue, |
would engage the three instructional designers from this sample in follow-up interviews to
explore how their prior experiences and dispositions impacted their contributions referencing
culturally appropriate practices. A well-designed interview protocol could help to discover
insights into why some study participants offered statements about cultural inclusivity and why
others did not. With a better understanding of those contributing factors, additional

recommendations for the most promising combination of prior professional practice,
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dispositions, and prior instructional design experience could be devised to help organizations
identify the most impactful personnel to support culturally appropriate practices across their
online course offerings. Clearly, more research is necessary in order to provide meaningful
advice.

Recall that for half of the six culturally appropriate practices coded from the Culturally
Responsive Online Self-Efficacy Scale survey (and for 17 of 25 overall), course strategists
reported the highest average self-perceptions of their abilities to accomplish these practices in
online environments. Although no studies could be located exploring the role of course
strategists to support mindset shifts, specifically surrounding cultural inclusivity, findings from
this study suggest a promising role for the course strategist in this regard. A gap in the literature
exists related to how self-efficacy might enhance the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices
during online course creation. My study revealed largely inconsistent correlations between
members’ confidence to accomplish culturally appropriate practices and their actual discussions
of said practices. More research regarding those connections is warranted to inform
organizations about the most impactful course roles for supporting the development of culturally
inclusive design elements.

Recommendations for universities developing for-credit courses who wish to include
culturally appropriate practices could also benefit from additional research. One promising area
relates to how the use of logic models might empower course strategists and instructors of record
to support culturally appropriate practices during online course development. The signing of a
non-disclosure agreement was required for me to gain access to Case #4’s development team
discussions, a requirement that severely limited my access. Had I been given greater access to

additional meetings and documentation, perhaps as part of an internal evaluation, the research
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could discover additional best practices for enhancing the inclusion of culturally appropriate
practices for this organization in particular, and for university contexts in general.

Understanding the full impact of the logic model used by Case #4 was well beyond the
scope of this inquiry; however, the data did suggest that the organization could benefit from an
in-depth investigation of how the instructor of record and course strategists interacted
specifically surrounding the inclusion of culturally affirming design practices. The only
instructor of record in the study worked on Case #4 and was the participant most likely to discuss
designing “the online classroom in a way that communicates respect for diversity.” Those in the
strategist role in this study reported the highest average self-perceptions of their ability to design
the online classroom in ways that communicate respect for diversity. Additional research to
discover how organizations might successfully leverage the instructor-strategist partnership to
increase the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices within online course creation could be
of additional value to our field.

Lastly, in order to affirm the findings and recommendations noted earlier, more research
is needed to determine the specific impact logic models might have on the inclusion of culturally
appropriate practices in online courses. Logic models have been widely employed to visually
summarize and describe major program activities (Wyatt Knowlton & Phillips, 2012), and Case
#4 used one extensively to guide its course-creation efforts. Jones et al. (2019) note that the
“logic model’s usefulness can be enhanced if the model is designed well; however, there are few
actual guidelines about how to increase the effectiveness of the logic model through design,” (p.
453). The logic model employed in Case #4 resulted in separate design phases, a separation that
this study suggests may have undermined the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices. In

addition to exploring the impact of logic model use, research is needed to determine if a lack of
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cross-team member representation, particularly in the course strategist and instructional designer
roles, may be a limiting factor to the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices in the context
of teams creating for-credit courses. This study included only one development team creating a
single for-credit course (consisting of 6 individuals, only 4 of whom completed the post-
observation survey), so increasing the sample size could offer some additional insight.
Additionally, adding teams to the sample who devote specific personnel to separate course
creation phases (as did Case #4) versus those teams who use the same members across multiple
phases (as all other cases did) could discover what impact discrete creation phases (i.e., planning,
course development) have on the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices. An abbreviated

summary of implications for each stakeholder group is provided in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 below.



251

Table 5.1. Implications to Enhance Inclusion of Culturally Appropriate Practices — Non-credit

Courses.

Development Teams Organizations

Researchers

Expected Outcome

Foster relationships Assign the same
among instructional instructional designer
designers and course  to multiple teams
developers

Study the impact of
having the same
instructional designer
on multiple teams in
different contexts

Prior inclusive design
experiences will build
capacity and serve as assets
for additional projects
across multiple teams

Empower instructional Situate initiatives that
designers with strategic challenge user beliefs
planning roles during  with course developers
online course

development

Study the impact of
course strategists
across multiple
contexts

Demonstrated expertise of
individual roles will be
validated as relevant skills
to support culturally
appropriate design

Seek a team member to Recruit an instructor of
formally assume the  record for every team
role of instructor of

record when designing

online courses

Reflecting an observed skill
set from the for-credit case,
the presence of course
elements reflecting respect
for diversity will increase

Invest in the course
strategist role to
support strategic
planning initiatives in
online course
development

Quantify connections
between self-efficacy
ratings of abilities and
course strategists'
actual contributions
reflective of culturally
appropriate practices

As the role reporting the
highest confidence levels in
17/25 practices, adding
course strategists will
enhance inclusion of
culturally appropriate
practices, provided research
identifies ideal conditions
under which contributions
are made
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Table 5.2. Implications to Enhance Inclusion of Culturally Appropriate Practices — For-credit

Courses.
Development Organizations Researchers Expected Outcome
Teams
Recruit an Study the impact of  As the role most likely to discuss
instructional having the same how to "design culturally
designer for every instructional designer appropriate methods to relate to

online course
development team

on multiple teams in
different contexts

stakeholders from culturally and
linguistically diverse backgrounds,"
adding instructional designers will
enhance evidence of these practices,
provided research identifies ideal
conditions under which
contributions are made

Empower course
strategists with
strategic planning
roles during online
course

Situate initiatives
that enhance
culturally
appropriate
practices with

Quantify connections
between self-efficacy
ratings of abilities and
course strategists'
actual contributions

As the role reporting the highest
confidence levels in 17/25 practices,
further empowering course
strategists will enhance inclusion of
culturally appropriate practices,

development course strategists reflective of culturally provided research identifies ideal

appropriate practices  conditions under which
contributions are made

Foster Ensure the Study how logic Leveraging existing strong

relationships presence of course models impact the partnerships between course

among instructors strategists inclusion of culturally strategists and the instructor of

of record and throughout all appropriate design record to support culturally

course strategists phases of online  practices appropriate practices, the presence

course
development

of course elements reflecting these
practices will increase, provided
research identifies whether the logic
model undermines inclusion of said
practices

Study the impact of
separate course

Evidence of culturally appropriate
practices fell well below that

development phases on observed for other cases; presuming

the inclusion of
culturally appropriate
practices

these practices are a priority,
research can identify whether
separate development phases (see
Table 3.5) undermine the inclusion
of culturally appropriate practices
during online course development
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Limitations

First, a limitation of this study surrounds the cases used in the sample, which allow for no
generalizability of the findings. The study focused on four design groups, three of which took
place at the same organization and one of which took place at another. Purposeful sampling was
used to identify design groups of interest at both South University and East University, but those
who chose to participate do not accurately represent the breadth of design-related activities
across the organization. Therefore, the results are not transferable and cannot be generalized to a
larger population of course creation teams. Case study investigation is by its nature descriptive
and nonexperimental, an approach allowing for meaningful study of complex real-life events,
situations and phenomena within bounded contexts (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Miles et al., 2014;
Stake, 2006). Although findings are not generalizable to other contexts, each team offered
meaningful insights into how they design to include culturally appropriate practices. The
perspectives of additional groups from various contexts are not represented in this study, nor
would additional cases provide any additional generalizability of findings to other contexts.

Second, the entirety of the data collection took place in the midst of the global COVID-
19 pandemic. Although not a readily apparent detriment, this reality did change how the majority
of groups would have interacted had there been no health crisis. Teams A, B, and C noted several
times their frustration with not being able to meet in a face-to-face environment to accomplish
their work. For that reason, the findings for these groups should be viewed with some skepticism
because they may represent interactions that will become less representative of these
development teams post-pandemic. It became evident that the organization supporting Case #4 -
Team D typically accomplished their work in a remote fashion, so findings for that team may be

more representative of their typical workflow.
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Third, the data collection process for Case #4 - Team D differed from that employed for
other teams, specifically during the initial redesign planning phase (see Table 3.5). Consent to
record the first three meetings was not given, but consent to observe them was. Those meetings
were observed and copious notes were taken as quickly as possible to accurately represent those
meetings; however, that process was quite taxing. In order to mitigate any oversights, notes were
reviewed immediately after each meeting, and were expanded and revised to accurately represent
statements made by team members. That being said, the conceptual frame being employed
(culturally relevant and sustaining practices) also influenced what was attended to during Case
#4 - Team D’s interactions. No matter how one might try to remain impartial, a researcher is
observing through a biased lens. During those initial three meetings, the researcher was looking
for something (evidence of culturally relevant and sustaining practices), whereas during the other
ten recorded meetings, the researcher was looking at all member statements to determine if that
something was present. In an effort to surface any biases in perceptions, the researcher remained
reflexive throughout the data collection process and memoed extensively, particularly during
data collection and analysis activities for Case #4 - Team D.

A final limitation surrounds that at the time of data collection, the researcher had a
working relationship with several members of Teams A, B, and C. Additionally, the direct
supervisor for the part-time work the researcher accomplished for South University was a
member of one of the teams. It may seem minor at first glance, but these teams (particularly Case
#1 - Team A) used the perceived presence of the observer (who was not in meetings but
transcribed all of them from recorded video) as a sounding board for their reflections. Their
perceptions of the researcher as a part-time colleague and as a scholar likely influenced their

interactions: at times, members noted playfully that someone was watching. An unavoidable
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reality is that study participants may have at times misrepresented themselves or their work,
however unintentional, as a result of a pre-existing relationship with the researcher or because

they knew the meetings would be reviewed at a later time.

Concluding Thoughts

In order to address gaps in the literature related to the impact that team member roles
have on the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices, this inquiry explored four development
teams from two organizations as they created or revised four separate online courses. The inquiry
sought to discover insights into whether a member’s self-identified role (i.e., course developer,
instructional designer, data analyst, course strategist, instructor of record, video producer) might
reflect differing perceptions of culturally appropriate practices for use in online environments.
Through analyzing the content of discussions, noting the frequency of member statements
attending to the needs of diverse learners, and through analyzing study participants’ confidence
ratings on the Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey, this study
revealed intriguing differences across team roles — variations that organizations might further
explore to enhance the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices during creation of online
courses.

Properly valuing an extensive teaching career (21 years in high school and 4 years at the
university level) is something I came to realize slowly during the last four years as a researcher.
Prior to engaging in this study, I believed educators and researchers to be distinctly different: one
a practitioner, the other an investigator. Through engaging in this inquiry, my researcher
perspective came to understand that my educator lens is quite valuable and frames my
perceptions in meaningful ways. Adapting instructional practices to meet the needs of diverse

learners has always been an important aim of my teaching behaviors. Studying ways to enhance
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the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices within online environments was a natural next

step for my work and has been a deeply gratifying experience.
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Appendix A: Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale Survey
Directions: Read each statement carefully and enter a whole number (0-100) that corresponds to

how confident you are in your ability to successfully accomplish each task.
o Feel free to leave any question blank for any reason.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
No Moderately Completely
confidence confident confident
[ am able to:

1. Assess learners’ online behaviors with the knowledge that acceptable

class behaviors may not match those that are acceptable within a learner’s
home culture.

2. Use culturally responsive motivational practices to alter the behavior of an
online learner who is disengaged or otherwise unmotivated within an online
course.

3. Create an online learning environment that conveys respect for cultures of all

learners in the online classroom.

4. Use my knowledge of learners’ cultural backgrounds to create a culturally
compatible online learning environment.

5. Structure the online learning environment so that all learners feel like a valued
member of the learning community.

6. Use what I know about learners’ cultural background to develop an effective
online learning environment.

7. Design the online classroom in a way that communicates respect for
diversity.
8. Design conditions that encourage learners to work together on online tasks,

when appropriate.

9. Design strategies that will hold learners accountable for producing high
quality work in the online classroom.

10. Critically analyze learners’ online behavior from a cross-cultural
perspective.
11. Design online lessons so that learners remain actively engaged throughout

the entire lesson.

12.  Restructure online curriculum so that every child can succeed, regardless
of their academic history.



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.
25.

26.

27.
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Design communication features using expressions that appeal to a wide
variety of cultural backgrounds.

Personalize the online classroom so that it is reflective of the cultural
background of learners.

Critically assess whether a particular online feature is likely to cause
disengagement among a variety of cultural groups.

Design features to foster self-management strategies that will assist
learners in regulating their online classroom behaviors.

Develop a partnership with stakeholders whose primary language is not
English.

Establish two-way communication with non-English speaking stakeholders.

Design culturally-appropriate methods to relate to stakeholders from culturally
and linguistically diverse backgrounds.

Integrate functionalities that allow online classrooms to be easily understood
by English language learners.

Design aspects of the online classroom so that they match aspects of
learners’ home culture.

Design course features that minimize misalignment between a learner’s
culturally-based behaviors and those acceptable within online course norms.

Design effective online management plans based on my understanding of
learners’ family backgrounds.

Design to minimize situations in which learners are profoundly disengaged.

Empower high levels of cross-cultural engagement by recognizing potential
causes for lack of motivation in the online environment.

Using the same scale as that used for previous questions, read the statement
carefully and enter a whole number (0-100) that corresponds to your
perceptions: With 0 being “not  important” and 100 being “completely
important,” how important is it to deliberately design online courses to
appeal to diverse learner groups? Feel free to leave this question blank for any
reason

Please describe anything about your life experiences that informs your answer
to the previous question.

Note: Adapted from the Culturally Responsive Classroom Management Self-Efficacy
Scale (Siwatu et al., 2017).
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Do You Care for . . Time Supporting o
Design Team Member Name Children at Do Ch}ldren Engage "™ Children's Online Identity . Employment Status
Ounline Learning? . Membership
Home? Learning
Alfred Yes Yes 2-3 hours weekly DNA Full-time
Gloria No NA NA Minority Full-time
Kimmy® Yes No N'A DNA Full-time
Monica No NA NA Minority Full-time
Thomas Yes Yes 1-2 hours weeldy DNA Full-time
. . Length of . .
Highest Degree Additional Team Role(s) Experience in Employment asa Subject Area.-"Fleld
Current Role(s) of Education
T Teacher/Educator
eam A
Alfred Master's Instructional Designer Unlmown 11-15 years Grade 9
Gloria Doctorate DNA 6-10 vears 0-5 years Post-secondary
Course Developer, Project Grades 9-12,
Kimmy® Master's Manager, Subject-matter 0-5 years 0-5 years English Language
Expert Aris
12 & R
Monica Doctorate Course Strategist 6-10years 11-15 years Grades 9-12 & Post
secondary
Thomas Master's Course Strategist 10-15 vears 0-5 vears Special Education
Do You Care for . . Time Supporting .
Design Team Member Name Children at Do Ch}ldren Engage "™ Children's Ounline Identity . Employment Status
Ounline Learning? . Membership
Home? Learning
Goldilocks No NA NA LGBTQ+ Full-time
Grace Yes No NA Minority Full-time
Kimmy" Yes No NA DNA Full-time
Lilly® Yes No N/A Minority Full-time
John Yes Yes 2-3 hours weekly DNA Full-time
Will No NA NA DNA Full-time
. . Length of . .
Highest Degree Additional Team Role(s) Experience in Employment asa Subject Area.-"Fleld
Current Role(s) of Education
Teacher/Educator
Goldilocks Master's Instrucltlonal Designer. 10-15 years 25+ years Grades 9-12
Project Manager
Course Developer, Course
Strategist, Data Analyst,
Team B Instructional Technologist Grades 7,9, 10 &
. . Ere . 9.
Grace Master's Project Manager, Subject- 10-15 years 05 years Post-secondary
matter Expert, Video
Producer
Course Developer, Project Grades 9-12,
Kimmy® Master's Manager, Subject-matter 0-5 years 0-5 years English Language
Expert Aris
Lin}rb Master's Subject-matter Expert 0-5 years 6-10 years Grade 8
Course Developer, Course
Strategist, Instructional
Designer, Instructional 5 Early Elementary &
John Doctorate Technologist, Instructor of 16-20 years 6-10 years Post-secondary
Record, Project Manager,
Subject-matter Expert
Will Master's 0-5 vears 0-5 years Grades 1 -4

(continued)
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. Do Children Time Supporting .
Design Team Member Name D?‘ ou Care for Engagein Online Children's Online Ident'lty. Employment Status
Children at Home? . . Memb er ship
Learning? Learning
Adriana No NA NA DNA Student - paid
Kimmv® Yes No NA DNA Full-time
Lilly® Yes No N/A DNA Full-time
Shannon No NA NA Prefer not to answer Full-time
. Additional Team  Experiencein Length of Subject Area/Field
Highest Degree Role(s) Current Role(s) Employment as a of Education
Teacher/Educator
Grades 1 & 4,
Team C multiple disciplines;
Adriana Master's Data Analyst 0-5 years 6-10 years Pre- K - Grade 5,
English langnage
learners
Courlse Developer, Grades 9-12,
Kimmyv® Master's Pr0]elct Manager, 0-5 years 0-5 years English Language
- Subject-matter Arts
Expert
Linx_.rb Master's Subject-matter 6-10 years 6-10 years Grade 8
§ Expert
Shannon Doctorate Data Analyst 0-5 years 0-5 years Grades 7& 8
. N Do You Care for Do Clilildrﬂt Titne Sull)port'i.ng Identity
Design Team Member Name . Engagein Online Children's Online . Employment Status
Children at Home? . . Memb er ship
Learning? Learning
Amy No NA NA Woman Full-time
Aspen Yes Yes 1-2 hours weekly DNA Full-time
Janie Yes No NA LGBTQH+ Full-time
Joy No NA NA LGBTQ+ Full-time
Vicky® DNA DNA DNA DNA DNA
Wayne® DNA DNA DNA DNA DNA
. Additional Team  Experiencein Length of Subject Area/Field
Highest Degree Role(s) Current Role(s) Employment as a of Education
Teacher/Educator
K-12 Dance,
Professional Career
Team D Amy Master's Prefer not to answer 16-20 years 11-15 years Development,
Philanthropy, Retail
Real Estate
Subject-matter . .
Aspen Doctorate 10-15 years 16-20 years Higher Education
Expert
Grades 5-8 content
creator, science and
Janie Master's DNA 0-5 years 6-10 years math; Higher
education, Physics
teaching assistant
Joy Master's DNA 6-10 years NA NA
Vicky® DNA DNA DNA DNA DNA
Wayne® DNA DNA DNA DNA DNA

Note. DINA denotes questions that participants "did not answer." N/A indicates a response that is "not applicable”

based on aresponse to a previous question.

*Kimmy and bLill}' took part in multiple teams. Their demographics are included across teams even though they completed the survey only once,

after all observations had been completed.

“Vicky and é\Va}'ne did not complete the online survey.
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Appendix C: Complete Codebook

The purpose of this study was to explore the following research questions:
e RQI: What do course development teams at two large state universities in the
Southeast discuss during meetings to create online courses?

o RQla: How does the primary role played on a development team impact what
individuals discuss during meetings?

o RQI1b: How does the design task (e.g., for-credit university course, optional
educator professional development course, mandated educator training course)
influence what teams discuss during meetings?

e RQ2: How do development team members rate their abilities to accomplish culturally
appropriate practices in online courses?

o RQ2a: What connections exist between confidence ratings to accomplish
culturally appropriate practices and members’ actual contributions reflective
of these practices during team discussions?

Codes identified in the data, along with a representative sample statement for each one, are
provided in the following table. The majority of codes identified emerged from an open coding
process; however, participant statements identified by codes beginning with SURVEY were
applied a priori to the data.
a. The six a priori codes applied were informed by the Culturally Responsive Online
Design Self-Efficacy Scale survey; the full survey is available for review in
Appendix A.
Note: SURVEY #15 Assess disengagement potential cultures appears in two

thematic areas.
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b. An example a priori code derived from the first competency on the Culturally
Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale is available for review on the Culturally
Relevant Coding Tool (see Figure 3.2).

Note: Sample statements provided in Figure 3.2 are not firom the data set.
THEME CODES EXAMPLE STATEMENT FREQUE
Definitions NCY
Challenging | "For mindsets to shift, we have to create 31
ROLE OF mindsets cognitive dissonance somehow for a mindset
BELIEFS through to shift. The only way that you do that is
cognitive people learning in difference, whether it is the
References to dissonance | difference between their assumption about
how developers’ reality versus what is really there. And then
and course users’ helping them see it. That is the only way
beliefs impact mindsets are going to change."
perceptions of
the course topic - - - -
and its Beliefs “You are not going to replace their native 50
usefulness in the | impact language with English, and that is a negative
work context mindset to have. They are bilingual, and that
should be a thing that should be celebrated."
Anchoring | “I am wondering if it is something like a 31
beliefs via student interview. Instead of finding out
self- something about the student, you are actually
reflection examining your own beliefs and possible
misconceptions.”
TEAM Seeking “Yes. Great catch. I will follow up with [a 82
WORKFLOW support colleague] about that because I am pretty sure
CONSIDERATI | outside team | he is the one who did it.”
ONS Individual “And maybe that is something that, if it shows 69
References to skills . the person, if it is easy to match up, then that i's
how the group empowering | something that maybe me and LILLY can do if
whole no one else is helping you. We can take that
manages task . . 4 .
. part since no one is doing the data analysis
completion elsewhere. We can try...”
efforts, both — - —
within and Clarifying “I am unclear on timeline. When do we need 104
outside the completion | to have course revisions done by?”
development timeline & ,
team scope of “Question, I guess I do not really have a sense
work of how things go once the course launches.




309

Like what is our role once the course
launches?”

Format/Tool | “I can only download in text format, which 32
S sounds like a nightmare. I am going to ask
underminin | AARON if he can get me an Excel spreadsheet
g efficiency | or something.”
Maximizing | “Either way. I do not know if some people just 96
team like to have it shared so they do not have to be
workflow going back and forth between links. So I am
happy to just do that if that works?”
Content “You know, we did not focus on that at all in 8
driving the course, and looking back, I do not know if
design that was a faux pas of mine. I was so interested
activities in getting the content of the guide out there
that I did not even really think about that.”
Workload “That is not like a hard deadline, but in 9
consideratio | working with [our editor] I always feel bad
ns outside throwing a bunch of stuff at her because
team everybody does that at the end, right before the
courses launch, right? So if we could be the
good team and get her, at least for the
beginning units, any changes to her earlier, the
better it is going to be for everybody.”
Obstacles: “Because in any given video, there is not that 56
knowledge | much to draw from. Like it was even hard to
& access find these two videos, and they do not have
needs that much in them.”
“And then I had something else I wanted him
to do with the disengagement pull data. But |
do not know where to point him to.”
Logic model | “Because I feel like with this group, you can't 66
informing just talk about what you're going to do. You
design need to have some sense of visual, which is
why I suggested maybe we start some logic
modeling to kind of show them the direction or
the directions we might be heading in.”
USER COVID “Let me put it this way, it is not that people 7
ENGAGEMENT | engagement | were like, ‘Hey, how do you do this virtually?’
CONCERNS impact It is that they were more like, ‘This is great,
but I teach virtually.’”
References to Explicit “Hey, by the way, we know you are teaching 12
how course remote online. You can actually do these things online
design impacts | strategies and here are some tips on how to do that.”

the degree to
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which users SURVEY “I usually park things two or three different 16
engage content #11: places because people, no matter how many
and complete Learners times I say, they can not find it. So I like it to
requested remain appear a lot of places.”
activities actively
engaged
*SURVEY | “And again why we went and added in some 3
#15: Assess | of the stuff that we felt was a value add and
disengagem | something that should definitely be considered
ent when it comes to learners [in another course].
potential Like you should not ignore [a learner’s] family
cultures culture and traditions when you are talking
about strategies.”
SURVEY “So I feel like providing the information, 12
#24: especially the examples in the context of how
Minimize they are presented in the units, will maybe get
profound people... past that point of "Great, but I am not
disengagem | going to do it because I do not know how to do
ent it in my current reality."
Accessibilit | “[The videos] did not even have any closed 9
y concerns | captioning. So what we wound up doing was
just creating transcripts and placing them
below the videos so that people could click on
them.”
Empowerin | “And then hopefully if we can give them a 193
g participant | forum to think about that and talk about that,
engagement | then maybe what they read from that point in
terms of recommendations, will resonate with
them a little more.”
Maximizing | “That puts it on the teacher. For example, for 9
course this assignment you’ll need to make group
usability assignments. If [ am advising the adjunct
instructor instructor, that is at the instructor’s discretion
and has to be managed?”
COURSE MGT. | Course mgt. | “I think that is the trickier one, and honestly, I 14
CONSIDERATTI | decision- think [our supervisor] is the one who has the
ONS making & power to decide if we are going to build
time communities that are beyond the courses,
References to commitment | which would help all of our courses.”

how decisions
made outside the
team impact
course design
and what role
developers will

“And then I tried to make a goal to go in thirty
minutes two or three times a week and kind of
poke at things. It is not an expectation that this
is a heavy facilitated course. Like any of our
courses are not heavily facilitated because the




311

play after the sheer number of people makes that an
course launches impossibility.”
CULTURALLY | SURVEY “Do not just think about them as ANOTHER 5
APPROPRIATE | #3: COURSE learners. Think about them as
& AFFIRMING | Environmen | emerging bilingual. You are not going to
DESIGN t conveys replace their native language with ANOTHER,
respect for | and that is a negative mindset to have. They
References to cultures are bilingual, and that should be a thing that
whether the should be celebrated.”
course content Identity & | "When you frame it as, or when I have noticed 28
and activities prior that teachers teach kind of themselves, right?
appropriately experiences | They teach the students who are similar to
affirm the impact them. Not intentionally, but you tend to. It
diverse cultures takes more effort, I guess to teach to all
of users learners because you are used to learning in a
certain way."
SURVEY “I have a course on A DIFFERENT TOPIC 8
#7: and disability and I start that course very
Communica | purposefully challenging people's view of
tes respect disability and trying to take down the deficit
for diversity | view that people attach to disability. Because
if I do not, if [ ignore it, it is pervasive in the
course.”
*SURVEY | “Like you should not ignore [a learners’] 6
#15: Assess | family culture and traditions when you are
disengagem | talking about strategies.”
ent
potential
cultures
SURVEY “But [the course] does not talk anything about 11
#19: the cultural aspects or the relationships or how
Culturally language is acquired through relationships and
appropriate | through their work with others.”
methods
diverse
background
]
UNGROUPED | Research “Looking through all those questions and 73
CODES informing trying to revise the ones that might...elicit
design deficit thinking, especially thinking about the
Codes in this data that we reviewed so far and how the
area represent participants responded.”
recurring themes | Empowerin | "That is why we are talking in circles because 54
that do not g skills through an online course, we are trying to
naturally align transfer change someone's foundation of
with any [understanding of the course topic], which can
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previously noted
code groups but
appear relevant
considering the
conceptual frame
for the inquiry.

come down from a million different directions.

Maybe it would be actually more applicable if
we talked about the structures and got them to
make small changes around structures in the

classroom and why. What impact those have?"




Appendix D: Code Frequency Distribution — Cases 2, 3 & 4

Case #2 - Team B - Code Frequency Distribution
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Code Grou Codes Within Frequenc Group % of Course Data Instructional
P Group q Y Overall Total Developer Analyst Designer

Challenging
mmd'sc?ts through 4 ) 0 4
cognitive

Role of Beliefs  dissonance
A'nchorlng beh.efs 6 | 0 6
via self reflection
Beliefs impact 3 3.85% 1 0 2
Seek.lng support 18 9 0 12
outside team
Individual skills
empowering 15 10 0 9
whole
Clarifying
c.omp.letlon 34 )5 ) 9
timeline & scope
of work
Format/Tools
undermining 11 10 0 8

Team Workflow efficiency

Considerations ~ Maximizing team 43 28 2 24
workflow
Content driving 1 1 0 1
design activities
Logic model 12 8 2 7
informing design
Workload
considerations 1 1 0 0
outside team
Obstacles
knowledge & 32 49.41% 23 2 11

access needs




Case #2 - Team B - Code Frequency Distribution (continued)
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Code Group

Codes Within Group % of
Overall Total

Group Frequency

Course
Developer

Data
Analyst

Instructional
Designer

User
Engagement
Concerns

Course mgt.
Considerations

COVID
engagement 0
impact

Explicit remote
strategies

SURVEY #11:
Learners remain 0
actively engaged

*SURVEY #15:

Assess 0
disengagement

potential cultures

SURVEY #24:
Minimize
profound
disengagement

Accessibility
concerns

Maximizing
course usability
for adjunct
instructor

Empowering
participant 59 18.93%
engagement

12

48

Course mgt.
decisionmaking & 3 0.89%
time commitment




Case #2 - Team B - Code Frequency Distribution (continued)
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Code Group

Codes Within
Group

Frequency

Course
Developer

Group % of
Overall Total

Data Instructional
Analyst Designer

Culturally
Appropriate
Practices

SURVEY #3:
Environment
conveys respect
for cultures

Identity & prior
experiences 14
impact

SURVEY #7:
Communicates
respect for
diversity

‘SURVEY #15:

Assess 0
disengagement

potential cultures

SURVEY #19:

Culturally

appropriate 0
methods diverse
backgrounds

Ungrouped
Codes

Research

informing design 39

19

15 12

Empowering skills

34
transfer

9

9 18

Overall Code Distribution 338
for Case #2 - Team B

172

42 183

50.89%

12.43% 54.14%

Note. The same statement could be assigned to more than one participant if co-constructed; therefore, the

total in the "Frequency" column will not always equal the sum of the last three columns.

Distribution is reported for all codes applied across the data; however, not all codes are described in the

analysis.

*The "SURVEY #15: Assess disengagement potential cultures" code appears in two categories, which

slightly skews frequency percentages when the code is applied.
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Code Grou Codes Within Frequenc Group % of  Course Course Instructional
P Group 1 y Overall Total Developer Strategist Designer

Challenging
m1nd§§ts through ] 5 0 4
cognitive

Role of Beliefs ~ dissonance
A.nchormg beh.efs 0 0 0 0
via self reflection
Beliefs impact 44 18.91% 27 8 13
Seek.mg support 71 10 0 14
outside team
Ind1V1dua.1 skills 13 9 0 9
empowering whole
Clarifying
completion timeline 23 10 4 15
& scope of work
Format/Tools
undermining 8 3 0 6

Team Workflow le:iﬁc%en'c?/ :

Considerations aximzing team 7 3 1 4
workflow
COI}tent dl:l\{lflg 3 3 0 0
design activities
Logic model 0 0 0 0
informing design
Workload
considerations 3 1 0 3
outside team
Obstacles
knowledge & 5 30.18% 3 1 3

access needs
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Code Group

Codes Within
Group

Frequency

Group % of
Overall Total Developer

Course

Course
Strategist

Instructional
Designer

User
Engagement
Concerns

Course mgt.
Considerations

COVID
engagement impact

2

0

4

Explicit remote
strategies

11

SURVEY #11:
Learners remain
actively engaged

16

12

‘SURVEY #15:
Assess
disengagement
potential cultures

SURVEY #24:
Minimize profound
disengagement

Accessibility
concerns

Maximizing course
usability for
adjunct instructor

Empowering
participant
engagement

72 41.45%

43

15

23

Course mgt.
decisionmaking &
time commitment

6 2.18%
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Code Group

Codes Within
Group

Group % of  Course

F
TeQUEnEY  Gyerall Total Developer

Course
Strategist

Instructional
Designer

Culturally
Appropriate
Practices

SURVEY #3:
Environment
conveys respect for
cultures

Identity & prior
experiences impact

SURVEY #7:
Communicates
respect for
diversity

‘SURVEY #15:
Assess
disengagement
potential cultures

SURVEY #19:
Culturally
appropriate
methods diverse
backgrounds

Ungrouped
Codes

Research informing
design

Empowering skills
transfer

5 5

0

0

Overall Code Distribution
for Case #3 - Team C

275 149

38

118

54.18%

13.82%

42.91%

Note. The same statement could be assigned to more than one participant if co-constructed; therefore, the

total in the "Frequency" column will not always equal the sum of the last three columns.

Distribution is reported for all codes applied across the data; however, not all codes are described in the

analysis.

“The "SURVEY #15: Assess disengagement potential cultures" code appears in two categories, which

slightly skews frequency percentages when the code is applied.
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Group % of

Code Grou Codes Within Frequenc Overall Course  Instructor Course Video
P Group 1 y Total Developer of Record Strategist Producer

Challenging
m1nd§§ts through | 0 0 1 0
cognitive

Role of Beliefs dissonance
Apchormg beh.efs 3 0 ) 6 0
via self reflection
Beliefs impact 0 4.17% 0 0 0 0
SR S 20 14 17 0 0
outside team
Individual skills
empowering 6 0 2 1 4
whole
Clarifying
c'ompletlon 13 10 7 3 1
timeline & scope
of work
Format/Tools
undermining 7 6 6 0 0

Team ]
efficiency

Work.ﬂow ) Maximizing team

Considerations 19 15 15 2 0
workflow
Cor}tent dfl\{lgg 3 ) ) 0 0
design activities
Logic model 54 34 22 12 7
informing design
Workload
considerations 0 0 0 0 0
outside team
Obstacles
knowledge & 9 62.96% 3 7 1 0

access needs




Case #4 - Team D - Code Frequency Distribution (continued)

320

Code Group

Codes Within

Group Overall

Total

Frequency

Group % of

Instructor
of Record

Course
Developer

Course
Strategist

Video
Producer

User
Engagement
Concerns

Course mgt.
Considerations

COVID
engagement 1
impact

Explicit remote
strategies

SURVEY #l11:
Learners remain 0
actively engaged

*‘SURVEY #15:

Assess 1
disengagement

potential cultures

SURVEY #24:
Minimize
profound
disengagement

Accessibility
concerns

Maximizing
course usability
for adjunct
instructor

Empowering
participant 27
engagement

21.30%

Course mgt.
decisionmaking & 1
time commitment

0.46%
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Code Group

Codes Within
Group

Frequency

Group % of
Overall
Total

Course
Developer

Instructor
of Record

Course
Strategist

Video
Producer

Culturally
Appropriate
Practices

SURVEY #3:
Environment
conveys respect

Identity & prior
experiences
impact

SURVEY #7:
Communicates
respect for
diversity

‘SURVEY #15:
Assess
disengagement
potential cultures

SURVEY #19:
Culturally
appropriate
methods diverse
backgrounds

Ungrouped
Codes

Research
informing design

Empowering skills
transfer

0

4

5

0

Overall Code Distribution
for Case #4 - Team D

216

93

123

55

15

43.06%

56.94%

25.46%

6.94%

Note. The same statement could be assigned to more than one participant if co-constructed; therefore, the total in the

"Frequency" column will not always equal the sum of the last four columns.

Distribution is reported for all codes applied to the data; however, not all codes are described in the

analysis.

“The "SURVEY #15: Assess disengagement potential cultures" code appears in two categories, which slightly skews

frequency percentages when the code is applied.
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S:;:‘)I(:i-(tsz d Respondent Question Text from Survey: "I am able to:"
(1) Assess learners’ (2) Use culturally (3) Create an (4) Use my
online behaviors with the responsive motivational  online learning knowledge of .
. . A (5) Structure the online
knowledge that practices to alter the environment that learners’ cultural . .
. . learning environment so
acceptable class behavior of an online conveys respect  backgrounds to .
. . that all learners feel like
behaviors may not match  learner who is for cultures of create a culturally
. . . . . a valued member of the
those that are acceptable  disengaged or otherwise  all learners in compatible online . .
o s . e . . learning community.
within a learner’s home unmotivated within an the online learning
culture. online course. classroom. environment.
A CD #1 50 (-11.67) 30 (-25.83) 50 (-18.33) 50 (-14.17) 50 (-21.67)
A CD#2 60 (-01.67) 70 (+14.17) 90 (+21.67) 90 (+25.83) 95 (+23.33)
A CD#3 40 (-21.67) 25 (-30.83) 30 (-38.33) 25 (-39.17) 45 (-26.67)
B CD #4 50 (-11.67) 50 (-05.83) 50 (-18.33) 50 (-14.17) 50 (-21.67)
C CD #5 80 (+18.33) 80 (+24.17) 90 (+21.67) 80 (+15.83) 100 (+28.33)
D CD #6 90 (+28.33) 80 (+24.17) 100 (+31.67) 90 (+25.83) 90 (+18.33)
Average Score 61.67 55.83 68.33 64.17 71.67
A DA #1 50 (-20.00) 50 (-13.33) 75 (-03.33) 50 (-20.00) 75 (-03.33)
B DA #2 90 (+20.00) 60 (-03.33) 70 (-08.33) 70 (=AVG) 80 (+01.67)
B DA #3 70 (=FAVG) 80 (+16.67) 90 (+78.33) 90 (+20.00) 80 (+01.67)
Average Score 70 63.33 78.33 70 78.33
A,B,C “ID #1 50 (-16.67) 60 (=FAVG) 80 (=FAVG) 70 (=AVG) 70 (-13.33)
B ID #2 60 (-06.67) 70 (+10.00) 80 (FAVG) 70 (FAVG) 90 (+06.67)
B,C ID #3 90 (+23.33) 50 (-10.00) 80 (=FAVG) 70 (=AVG) 90 (+06.67)
Average Score 66.67 60 80 70 83.33
C CS#1 70 (-10.00) 40 (-25.00) 80 (-05.00) 80 (-05.00) 80 (-05.00)
D CS#2 90 (+10.00) 90 (+25.00) 90 (+05.00) 90 (+05.00) 90 (+05.00)
Average Score 80 65 85 85 85
D °IOR 80 80 85 80 90
D byp 80 60 90 90 90
AVG - All Respondents 64.76 57.47 72.53 67.59 74.71
(8) Design (9) Design
conditions that . .
(6) Use what I know . . strategies that will .
S (7) Design the online encourage (10) Critically analyze
about learners’ cultural . hold learners .
classroom in a way that  learners to work learners’ online
background to develop accountable for

an effective online
learning environment

communicates respect
for diversity.

together on
online tasks,

producing high
quality work in the

behavior from a cross-
cultural perspective.

when .
. online classroom.
appropriate.
A CD #1 50 (-20.00) 50 (-07.50) 50 (-25.83) 50 (-24.17) 25 (-33.33)
A CD #2 90 (+20.00) 95 (+37.50) 95 (+19.17) 90 (+15.83) 80 (+21.67)
A CD#3 60 (-10.00) 50 (-07.50) 80 (+04.17) 75 (+00.83) 25 (-33.33)
B CD #4 50 (-20.00) 50 (-07.50) 50 (-25.83) 50 (-24.17) 50 (-08.33)
C CD #5 80 (+10.00) 90 (+32.50) 90 (+14.17) 90 (+15.83) 80 (+21.67)
D CD #6 90 (+20.00) 10 (-47.50) 90 (+14.17) 90 (+15.83) 90 (+31.67)
Average Score 70 57.5 75.83 74.17 58.33
A DA #1 30 (-30.00) 75 (-08.33) 75 (-06.67) 50 (-16.67) 30 (-25.00)
B DA #2 60 (=FAVG) 80 (-03.33) 90 (+08.33) 90 (+23.33) 40 (-15.00)
B DA #3 90 (+30.00) 95 (+11.67) 80 (-01.67) 60 (-06.67) 95 (+40.00)
Average Score 60 83.33 81.67 66.67 55
A,B,C ‘ID #1 70 (-06.67) 80 (=AVG) 80 (-06.67) 80 (-06.67) 70 (+03.33)
B ID #2 70 (-06.67) 80 (=FAVG) 90 (+03.33) 90 (+03.33) 70 (+03.33)
B,C ‘ID #3 90 (+13.33) 80 (=AVG) 90 (+03.33) 90 (+03.33) 60 (-06.67)
Average Score 76.67 80 86.67 86.67 66.67
C CS#1 80 (-07.50) 80 (-07.50) 60 (-17.50) 50 (-17.50) 50 (-22.50)
D CS#2 95 (+07.50) 95 (+07.50) 95 (+17.50) 85 (+17.50) 95 (+22.50)
Average Score 87.5 87.5 71.5 67.5 72.5
D °IOR 75 80 80 85 75
D byp 90 90 85 50 40
AVG - All Respondents 69.18 69.82 75.76 69.65 57.94

(continued)
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S::;::'(tsg d Respondent Question Text from Survey: "I am able to:"
a3 Des¥gn . (14) Personalize o
. . . communication . (15) Critically assess
(11) Design online (12) Restructure online . the online .
. features using .. whether a particular
lessons so that learners curriculum so that every . classroom so that it . o
. . expressions that . . online feature is likely
remain actively engaged  learner can succeed, . is reflective of the .
. . appeal to a wide to cause disengagement
throughout the entire regardless of their . cultural .
L. variety of among a variety of
lesson. academic history. background of
cultural cultural groups.
learners.
backgrounds.
A CD #1 50 (-28.33) 40 (-32.50) 30 (-36.00) 30 (-36.00) 40 (-24.17)
A CD#2 95 (+16.67) 90 (+17.50) 90 (+24.00) 80 (+14.00) 80 (+15.83)
A CD#3 75 (-03.33) 55 (-17.50) 30 (-36.00 30 (-36.00) 25 (-39.17)
B CD #4 70 (-08.33) 70 (-02.50) 70 (+04.00) 70 (+04.00) 60 (-04.17)
C CD#5 90 (+11.67) 90 (+17.50) 86 (+20.00) 96 (+30.00) 90 (+25.83)
D CD #6 90 (+11.67) 90 (+17.50) 90 (+24.00) 90 (+24.00) 90 (+25.83)
Average Score 78.33 72.5 66 66 64.17
A DA #1 50 (-23.33) 30 (-43.33) 50 (-13.33) 50 (-11.67) 30 (-16.67)
B DA #2 80 (+06.67) 90 (+16.67) 70 (+06.67) 60 (-01.67) 60 (+13.33)
B DA #3 90 (+16.67) 100 (+26.67) 70 (+06.67) 75 (+13.33) 50 (+03.33)
Average Score 73.33 73.33 63.33 61.67 46.67
A,B,C ‘ID #1 80 (-06.67) 70 (-10.00) 80 (FAVG) 70 (=AVG) 80 (-03.33)
B ID #2 90 (+03.33) 90 (+10.00) 90 (+10.00) 70 (=AVG) 90 (+06.67)
B,C ‘ID #3 90 (+03.33) 80 (FAVG) 70 (-10.00) 70 (=FAVG) 80 (-03.33)
Average Score 86.67 80 80 70 83.33
C CS#l1 70 (-12.50) 60 (-17.50) 80 (-07.50) 60 (-15.00) 70 (-12.50)
D CS#2 95 (+12.50) 95 (+17.50) 95 (+07.50) 90 (+15.00) 95 (+12.50)
Average Score 82.5 77.5 87.5 75 82.5
D *IOR 90 80 75 80 85
D byp 80 80 80 80 80
AVG - All Respondents 76.24 71.88 68.76 65.59 65.88
(18) Establish ~ (|2) Desien (20) Integrate
. culturally- functionalities that allow
(16) Design features to (17) Develop a two-way . .
Lo L appropriate online classrooms to be
foster self-management partnership with communication

strategies that will assist
learners in regulating
their online classroom

stakeholders whose
primary language differs
from my primary

w/ stakeholders
whose language
differs from my

methods to relate
to stakeholders
from culturally and

easily understood by
learners whose primary
language differs from

. . linguistically the primary language
behaviors. language. primary diverse used to relay course
language. backgrounds. information.
A CD#l1 20 (-47.50) 50 (-10.00) 40 (-16.67) 50 (-14.17) 30 (-30.83)
A CD#2 80 (+12.50) 50 (-10.00) 50 (-06.67) 90 (+25.83) 90 (+29.17)
A CD#3 65 (-02.50) 25 (-35.00) 25 (-31.67) 25(-39.17) 20 (-40.83)
B CD #4 60 (-07.50) 60 (=FAVG) 50 (-06.67) 50 (-14.17) 50 (-10.83)
C CD#5 80 (+12.50) 80 (+20.00) 80 (+23.33) 80 (+15.83) 85 (+24.17)
D CD #6 100 (+32.50) 95 (+35.00) 95 (+38.33) 90 (+25.83) 90 (+29.17)
Average Score 67.5 60 56.67 64.17 60.83
A DA #1 75 (+03.33) 50 (-21.67) 50 (-23.33) 50 (-16.67) 50 (+03.33)
B DA #2 80 (+08.33) 80 (+08.33) 80 (+06.67) 70 (+03.33) 70 (+23.33)
B DA #3 60 (-11.67) 85 (+13.33) 90 (+16.67) 80 (+13.33) 20 (-26.67)
Average Score 71.67 71.67 73.33 66.67 46.67
A,B,C ID #1 70 (-06.67) 50 (-10.00) 50 (-16.67) 60 (-06.67) 50 (-20.00)
B ID#2 80 (+03.33) 50 (-10.00) 70 (+03.33) 70 (+03.33) 80 (+10.00)
B,C ID#3 80 (+03.33) 80 (+20.00) 80 (+13.33) 70 (+03.33) 80 (+10.00)
Average Score 76.67 60 66.67 66.67 70
C CS#l1 70 (-12.50) 70 (-07.50) 70 (-07.50) 50 (-22.50) 50 (-17.50)
D CS#2 95 (+12.50) 85 (+07.50) 85 (+07.50) 95 (+22.50) 85 (+17.50)
Average Score 82.5 71.5 71.5 72.5 67.5
D °IOR 90 75 75 75 75
D byp 80 80 70 80 75
AVG - All Respondents 70.65 63.65 63.41 64.94 60.00

(continued)
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Team(s) . on o
Supported Respondent Question Text from Survey: "I am able to:
23) Desi
(22) Design course 23) .eSIgn . (25) Empower high
. effective online .
. features that minimize (24) Design to levels of cross-cultural
(21) Design aspects of . management N
. misalignment between a minimize situations engagement by
the online classroom so , plans based on . . .. .
learner’s culturally- in which learners ~ recognizing potential
that they match aspects . my
, based behaviors and . are profoundly causes for lack of
of learners’ home culture. . understanding of R .
those acceptable within ) . disengaged. motivation in the online
. learners' family .
online course norms. environment.
backgrounds.
A CD#l1 40 (-19.83) 40 (-24.00) 50 (-14.00) 40 (-27.50) 50 (-15.17)
A CD#2 80 (+20.17) 90 (+26.00) 80 (+16.00) 90 (+22.50) 90 (+24.83)
A CD#3 25 (-34.83) 25 (-39.00) 25 (-39.00) 40 (-27.50) 20 (-45.17)
B CD #4 50 (-09.83) 50 (-14.00) 50 (-14.00) 50 (-17.50) 50 (-15.17)
C CD#5 84 (+24.17) 94 (+30.00) 89 (+25.00) 90 (+22.50) 91 (+25.83)
D CD #6 80 (+20.17) 85 (+21.00) 90 (+26.00) 95 (+27.50) 90 (+24.83)
Average Score 59.83 64 64 67.5 65.17
A DA #1 30(-23.33) 30(-23.33) 30 (-26.67) 50 (-21.67) 50 (-18.33)
B DA #2 60 (+06.67) 60 (+06.67) 60 (+03.33) 80 (+08.33) 80 (+11.67)
B DA #3 70 (+16.67) 70 (+16.67) 80 (+23.33) 85 (+13.33) 75 (+06.67)
Average Score 53.33 53.33 56.67 71.67 68.33
A,B,C ‘ID #1 70 (=AVG) 70 (=AVG) 60 (-10.00) 80 (-06.67) 80 (=AVG)
B ID #2 70 (=FAVG) 80 (+10.00) 90 (+20.00) 90 (+03.33) 80 (FAVG)
B,C ‘ID #3 70 (=AVG) 60 (-10.00) 60 (-10.00) 90 (+03.33) 80 (FAVG)
Average Score 70 70 70 86.67 80
C CS#l1 50 (-18.50) 50 (-22.50) 50 (-22.50) 70 (-12.50) 70 (-12.50)
D CS#2 87 (+18.50) 95 (+22.50) 95 (+22.50) 95 (+12.50) 95 (+12.50)
Average Score 68.5 72.5 72.5 82.5 82.5
D "TOR 75 75 80 80 75
D byp 40 60 60 50 70
AVG - All Respondents 58.94 62.12 63.06 70.53 68.88

Question Text from Survey:

(26) "How important is
it to deliberately design

online courses to appeal
to diverse learner

(27) "Please describe anything about your life experiences that informs your answer
to the previous question."

groups?"
A CD#l1 100 (+03.33) DNA
A CD#2 100 (+03.33) DNA
"I don't think that I had given these perspectives the level of consideration and attention that
A CD#3 90 (-06.67) they deserved until relatively recently."
B CD #4 100 (+03.33) DNA
C CD#5 90 (-06.67) DNA
D CD #6 100 (+03.33) DNA
Average Score 96.67
"As a woman, a person of color, and a first-generation college graduate, I know what it feels
A DA #1 100 (+3.33) like to not see myself reflected in the curriculum or course design. It is especially important
' to cultivate a sense of belonging for historically marginalized and underrepresented groups,
particularly in the online space when it's so difficult to engage and foster community."
B DA #2 90 (-06.67) DNA
"I think many learners have been left out of the 'typical' education system. I was fortunate
B DA #3 100 (+03.33) that I was someone who excelled in school, but as I have continually reflected throughout

my 20s and 30s, I have come to recognize that I was lucky and educators need to find ways
to engage students who learn differently."

Average Score

96.67

(continued)
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Team(s)

Supported Respondent Question Text from Survey:
(26) "How important is
it to deliberately design " . . . . .
. (27) "Please describe anything about your life experiences that informs your answer
online courses to appeal . T
. to the previous question.
to diverse learner
groups?"
"Learning online can sometimes promote feelings of isolation. It is vital to create a virtual
learning space that is inclusive, welcoming, and supportive to all students of diverse
A.B.C — 100 (=AVG) bz.ickgrounds ar}d provide opportun.ities for students to learn from othe.r learners who have
different experiences and perspectives. I try to approach online learning - as well as other
programs - with a 'do no harm' mentality and that drives an intentional awareness about
inclusive, culturally sustaining design."
B ID #2 100 (=AVG) DNA
B,C ‘D #3 100 (=AVG) DNA
Average Score 100
"Online courses are a way to give access to continued learning for many people who may
c CS#] 90 (-05.00) not be able to access it in person for a variety of reasons. Therefore, the courses need to be

designed as accessibly as possible, especially since there is often less interaction between
instrutors and participants than there is for in person courses."

"Years of experience in antiracism learning and work alongside running national and
D CS#2 100 (+05.00) international learning programs that shifted focus of industries to include diversity, equity,
and belonging as key tenants [sic ] in the work."

Average Score 95
D °IOR 100 DNA
D VP 60 DNA
AVG - All Respondents 91.41

Note. DNA denotes questions that participants "did not answer." CD indicates the course developer role, DA the data analyst role, /D the

instructional designer role, CS the course strategist role, /OR the instructor of record role, and VP the video producer role.

“ID #1 and ID #3 worked on multiple teams that finished projects at various times. As a result, these members completed the survey only once after all

qualitative data collection for every team they supported was complete.

"The IOR and VP were the only respondents for the survey in their respective roles. For that reason, no averages are available for comparison.



Appendix F: Sample Statements for User Engagement Concerns

Case #1 — Team A: Sample Statements for User Engagement Concerns
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Codes in Theme Example Statement Participant
Role
"Do these videos have to be captioned?"
Accessibility Course
concerns "They will automatically be captioned when we put them into YouTube, but Developers
we do want transcripts. That is a really good point."
"Break that third wall and talk to them a little bit about how we are trying to
create this online community and we selected videos not for grade level. 'Our Course
selection of videos came because of content, because whether a person is in Developer
high school or middle school or elementary school, we all have a lot to learn
from one another."
"Diving deep, it would be how do we get people to go beyond, T need to
. release more control to my students, too. I need to believe that a student from  Course
Empowering . . . o o .
this socioeconomic status actually has the ability to maintain my high Developer
user engagement . L .
expectations.' You know, how do we get [participants] to think?"
"How do we create the conditions to support people that we still allow for that
engagement? We still allow for that cocreation of knowledge that is at the
core of professional learning. That is what educators want from online Course
professional learning. They want practical things they can use tomorrow. And  Developer
they want to engage with colleagues. Research shows that time and time
again."
"We were originally going to do [one module targeting] a remote context. We
Explicit remote  had the section built. Everyone was like, 'It is just not enough. You have got Course
strategies to do the big thing or you do not do it at all.' So we have to do three [modules] Developer

total."
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Case #2 — Team B: Sample Statements for User Engagement Concerns

Codes in Theme Example Statement Participant
Role
s "And for accessibility purposes, screenshots will be difficult to put into )
Accessibility Y PUIp . . p . Instructional
an asynchronous module because we will have to write a description of )
concerns " Designer
every screenshot.
"If we can make that connection for them to say 'This is not just
another assessment from [our client], this is actually going to support .
. .. . . Instructional
you with your end of course tests and it is a non high stakes formative .
" Designer
assessment.
e s . *Course
"It is a non-threatening assessment. When teachers see Developer
'assessment,' the word brings on such anxiety. How do you truly P
take this fantastic data and make it purposeful?"
Empowering user
engagement "All it would take based upon Kimmy's suggestion, is rewriting [the
module] from that point of view of 'l am talking directly to a teacher Course
. . . urs
that is working in a school" and remove some of the, what I am going to Devel
. .. eveloper
refer to as 'harshness' that she finds in some of the definitions and some P
of the language."
"A lot of teachers do not use data because they are afraid that it is .
. . . . . o . Instructional
going to be used to judge their teaching quality. Or it is this scary, big .
. . . . . . Designer
thing that is beyond their understanding, so they just avoid it.
"Maybe we just have a candid conversation with [the client] about
SURVEY #24: yoe el . . [ )
. what is it going to take to do this? What is the workaround? If you .
Minimize , . . L . - Instructional
won't do it, we need something that is going to help drive [participants] )
profound . . . Designer
. to go to your tool. And if [participants] cannot do it in a module, they
disengagement

are less likely to do it at all."

Note. Codes beginning with "SURVEY" are derived from the Culturally Responsive Online Design
Self-Efficacy Scale (see Appendix A) and were applied as a priori codes before any additional open coding

began.
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Case #3 — Team C: Sample Statements for User Engagement Concerns

Codes in Theme Example Statement Participant
Role
Accessibility "They did r.10t even bave any cllosed captiorlling. So what we wognd up Course
doing was just creating transcripts and placing them below the videos so
concerns . " Developer
that people could click on them.
COVID "Because of COVID, there are a lot of people who just do not have the .
. o . . . Instructional
engagement capacity or the situation right now to do micro-credentials. Like they .
. . o Designer
impact feel like they need a classroom to do it.
"I could make it bolder. So this is all text [highlighting the explanations
. on the course homepage]. We could add a statement underneath here .
Empowering user C e . L ., Instructional
eneagement that is like, 'We have on-going conversations in our water cooler area. Desiener
£ag Link or icon it, something to bring the attention. And then also have it &
linked here [on the homepage]."
"And then the other part to it was not just like highlighting the tools
. but then actually showing how these tools could be applied to some of
Explicit remote .y . . . Course
N the activities or tasks that were demonstrated in the unit. So then in Stratesist
strategies each unit, at the end, I just went through and made like, 'This is how ategss
you could do this in the virtual setting."'
SURVEY #11: " Again, just the comment on videos, from what I am able to see so far,

and it is not shocking to me. Videos seem to generate more rich Course
conversation around [this content] better than any other tool Iused. I ~ Developer
see that in [other university] courses a lot."

Learners remain
actively engaged

“And again why we went and added in some of the stuff that we felt

SURVEY #15: was a value add and something that should definitely be considered .
Assess . . . Instructional

. when it comes to learners [in another course]. Like you should not )
disengagement Designer

ignore [a learner’s] family culture and traditions when you are talking

potential cultures about strategies.”

“So I feel like providing the information, especially the examples in

S . ,VI,EY #24: the context of how they are presented in the units, will maybe get Course
Minimize profound . " . .

. people... past that point of "Great, but I am not going to do it because I Developer
disengagement

do not know how to do it in my current reality."

Note. Codes beginning with "SURVEY" are derived from the Culturally Responsive Online Design
Self-Efficacy Scale (see Appendix A) and were applied as a priori codes before any additional open coding
began.

"SURVEY #15: Assess disengagement potential cultures" appears in two thematic areas for Case #3 - Team

C: User Engagement Concerns and Culturally Appropriate Practices (see Appendix I).
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Codes in Theme Example Statement Participant
Role
"I was talking to someone who got advice from a [course] strategist,
that anything above 2.5 minutes that attention strayed. Do you all have Course
COVID a best practice for an optimal length for one-way content delivery is? Strategist
engagement impact
£a8 P *"That might be new research based on the pandemic. 7-12 eInstructor
minutes. At [our organization] our own experience backs that up. I of Record
forget the actual number, but that’s the average."
"In terms of an upper limit on your segment length, I think forty-five
. minutes is usually as long as you want to go for on segment. It looks
Empowering user i usuaty gasyou w go Tor on segm . Course
like you are doing fine. Your longest one here is thirty-five. Yes, if
engagement Developer

you want to put maximums for yourself, I would say that segments
[should be] forty-five and elements [should be] fifteen [minutes]."

"That puts it on the teacher. For example, for this assignment you’ll
need to make group assignments, if I am advising the adjunct
instructor. That is at the instructor’s discretion and has to be

o managed?"
Maximizing course

usability instructor
4 *"Yes. You would want to use sparingly or use the same groups

only once or just where it makes sense. Like you said, in live
session you can do it on the fly. It takes work to do it

Instructor of
Record

*Course
Developer

asvnchronouslv."
a .
SURVEY #15: "Diversity, I touch on it in multiple weeks, then deep dive in week
ASSESS 11. It is how do instructional choices you make marginalize others?
disengagement

) How do we think about sub-cultures?"
potential cultures

Instructor of
Record

"The framing of those examples [is important]. We have people
SURVEY #24: who’ve been working for 10 years, senior folks who might wonder why
Minimize profound are we using these dumb examples. I want inclusive examples that
disengagement appeal to everyone."

Instructor of
Record

Note. Codes beginning with "SURVEY" are derived from the Culturally Responsive Online Design

Self-Efficacy Scale (see Appendix A) and were applied as a priori codes before any additional open

coding began.

“"'SURVEY# 15: Assess disengagement potential cultures" appears in two thematic areas for Case #4 -

Team D: User Engagement Concerns and Culturally Appropriate Practices (see Appendix I).
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Appendix G: Sample Statements for Team Workflow Considerations

Case #1 — Team A: Sample Statements for Team Workflow Considerations

Codes in Theme Example Statement Participant
Role
Clarifying "The goal is to have the module drafted to our reviewers during March,
completion so we can say March 30th. We just need, basically, enough time to get Course
timeline & scope  the feedback, apply the feedback, give it to [our editor]. So we need to Developer
of work give [reviewers] enough time to give us feedback."
.. "If you have a canned curriculum that folks are just mindlessly dumpin
Content driving . Y u. v Y . u Y u Y SUmping Course
. . into children and teachers, it is hard to create a learner-centered system
design activities . " Developer
in your classroom.
Format/Tools "I have started playing with some of the html codes to do different things Course
undermining in my courses, but you know, it is very limited, and if I can see how it is b
. . . o " Developer
efficiency written, I can hack it and modify it for my own use.
Individual skills "I will put that as an action item for me to figure out what kind of data Data
empowering we have gotten from that question. And if it does not really yield much,
. .o " Analyst
whole then we can talk about ways to restructure it or ask it differently.
o "You can track changes directly in module one's document. That is .
Maximizing team . . Instructional
kil really easiest for [our editor]. Just make sure that you mark what you Desiener
Worktow have added and changed so that she knows what to change." csigne
Obstacles: "I do not know enough about culturally-sustaining to speak on that. I do Cour
knowledge & not know that much about culturally-relevant, but I do think there is a tie Ourse
" Developer
access needs there.
" As far as elementary school classrooms, like I am wondering if, should
Seeking support  we reach out to people that we know that have elementary school kids Course
outside team and student-centered classrooms and get them to do some type of Developer
interview? Because I feel like we are missing that."
"We probably should back that up to April because May 1st is the day
Workload . . . .
. . that we need to get it to [our editor]. And that is the last day that we can  Instructional
considerations . . Lo .
get it to [our editor] to be respectful of the fact that she is going to have ~ Designer

outside team

to put the whole thing together in to launch by June first."
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Codes in Theme

Example Statement

Participant Role

Clarifying "Our goal for today should be to set up what are our next steps internally
completion to get this model drafted and developed...I really think we need to have ~ Course
timeline & scope  something, even if it is still in draft form, concrete to share with the Developer
of work group at our next meeting."
Content driving "The whole goz.il of ad.ul'f learning is you w?nt them to engage and Instructional
. . collaborate online. This just does not feel like the content that that would .
design activities . " Designer
be very easy to do in a purposeful way.
Format/Tools "What it is, and I really don't like some of the features of Zoom. If we
.. . . . . . Course
undermining were in a room I could draw this on a whiteboard and say, 'Here is the
. . . o Developer
efficiency inner workings of my brain.
.. . "Grace graciously took all of that [framework for the assessment tool]
Individual skills C L . . .
empowerin and created this [visualization for the client]. You see a difference. Night Course
hglew & and day. She did a great job of visually taking the big buckets, our focus  Developer
W obviously around data literacy and student achievement."
"I think we could use [the concerns-based adoption model] as as self-
Logic model check for the teacher, especially the teacher version of the course. It is Instructional
i f(%lrmin desi like 'knowledge.' And then 'How does this impact me? How does this Desiener
& & impact my job? What are the consequences? Now I can think maybe &
about a student' you know?"
"I am not going to close out the whiteboard in order to preserve what we
. have already written. I'll make sure I put it in [our shared] folder. I will .
Maximizing team . . . , . Instructional
drop a link to the blank document into the chat if that’s easiest for :
workflow . . Designer
everyone, or would you rather I drop it into our notes so you don't have
to open one more thing?"
"I feel very strongly, and I'll say it again when we have this team
Obstacles: . . . .
meeting with [the client] that we really need access to the tool itself. I Course
knowledge & . .
access needs don't understand how they've gotten as far as they have without having  Developer
some type of demo[nstration] setup."
"Maybe we need to consider having somebody vet this, an administrator
. vet this. Look through it, read it. You do not need to critically analyze it, .
Seeking support . - . . . . . Instructional
side team but if you were coming in as an outsider, like before we hit publish and Desioner
outside tea send to [the client]. Are we able to have a coach look through this? An esigne
administrator look through this? A teacher look through this?"
Workload "Three of the five people in my picture right here are very engaged in
orkoac, NCTIES for the next two and half days. You have got a lot going on. I Course
considerations . . .
am volunteering to take all of that stuff we populated in that outline and  Developer

outside team

narrow it down to the rough draft for us to react to and clean up."
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Codes in Theme Example Statement Participant Role
Clarifvin "I am unclear on timeline. When do we need to have course revisions Course
J .g done by? I know the course is going to run again March or April." Developer
completion
timeline &
0?;;?1: seope "I think we should lauch with everybody else. It is my eInstructional
understanding that all courses are supposed to launch March 1st." Designer

"You know, we did not focus on [remote learning strategies] at all in the

Content driving course, and looking back, I do not know if that was a faux pas of mine. I ~ Course
design activities was so interested in getting the content of the guide out there that I did Developer
not even really think about that."
Format/Tools "I can only download [the survey data] in text format, which sounds like .
.. . . . Instructional
undermining a nightmare. I am going to ask [a colleague] if he can get me an Excel .
i P—-— Designer
efficiency spreadsheet or something.
Individual skills "So let us start today by talking about some ideas that Adriana put Course
empowering together for this virtual learning piece that we want to add to our course. Detflelo or
whole Adriana, would you like to share?" p
"[The data analyst] should be expecting this email. [ have been telling Course
sttt i him for awhile I was going to email him. Developer
kfl
woriow * "I do not know if I have his email. Wait, maybe I have it here. Let  eInstructional
me send him an email." Designer
Obstacles: "Because in any given [classroom] video, there is not that much to draw Cour
knowledge & from. Like it was even hard to find these two videos, and they do not OIS
. Strategist
access needs have that much in them."
. "Those data need to be run, and actually [a colleague] offered to do it, so
Seeking support . . . Course
. I was just planning on passing it over to [that colleague] to run the pre-
outside team . " Developer
post [analysis] on the survey data.
"That is not like a hard deadline, but in working with [our editor] I
Workload always feel bad throwing a bunch of stuff at her because everybody does Instructional
considerations that at the end, right before the courses launch. So if we could be the Designer

outside team

good team and get her, at least for the beginning units, any changes to
her earlier, the better it is going to be for everybody."
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Codes in Theme Example Statement Participant Role
"So I am just going to share my screen and show you what I am thinking,

Clarifying I have this what I call a 'to do list." And I know you have seen the

completion calendar already. If it feels overwhelming to have this, I do not want to Course

timeline & scope  send it to you. I can just keep track. But if you want it, it is basically a Developer

of work break down of what is happening in each phase [of the course
redesign]."

Content driving "[Structuring the longer content into three videos] sounds good to me. Course

. . And I feel like letting the content guide where the breaks are is what I
design activities Developer

always resort to, where it feels to naturally break."

"I think one of [my questions] had to do with a question type because |

Format/Tools was fighting with the system yesterday for a good thirty minutes trying to

- . . . . Instructor of
undermining get it to do something. But I think I worked it out because we moved to Record
efficiency saying things should be the open-ended questions, not the something eco

else. I think we had talked about that last time. I got that fixed."

Individual skills "And you will just have worry about delivering the content, and I will
empowering worry about everything [related to recording]. Which I know the content  Video Producer
whole is a lot, so having that on your plate is a lot."

Logic model
informing design

"As we are preparing and coming to the end of [the course] strategy

[phase], I think having this course analysis for you as well and talking
about the learner experience planner will suffice in preparing us as we
conclude strategy and move into planning and [course] development."

Course
Strategist

"But I think there are too many words, so I did not want to have them
[notes for presenter] there [visible on the slides]. I did not want to lose

Instructor of

Maximizing team  them either. So that is why they were there." Record
workflow *""Are you okay if I put them into the notes for you?"

"That would be a lovely gift of your time for me, and I would be "Course

" Developer

grateful.

"I do not want to rush that content because it is really important to me to

think about all of this content, but in particular the evergreen nature of Instructor of
Obstacles: talking about diversity in the current setting as we think about Record
knowledge & institutions is really important to me."
access needs *"Do you have some support in figuring that out? I am wondering if *Course

it might help to talk to a course strategist or there are people on the Developer

university side that you are working with?"

Seeking support
outside team

"I would like to loop [the coordinating adjunct instructor] in, so |
appreciate you [providing access]. I just want to make sure to have
another set of informed [eyes on this]. As somebody who does the live
sessions, I really want to make sure that I am integrating her to think
through if there is anything that I am missing."

Instructor of
Record
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Codes in Theme

Example Statements

Participant Role

Anchoring beliefs
via self reflection

"Thinking about if we do this [self-reflection] part really well, it will
open the door that this work can go into culturally-sustaining approaches
to teaching it. It could go into decolonizing your classroom to ensure
[student empowerment]. It could go in these directions if we wanted to
go there, but I think this [explicit self-reflection] would create a solid
foundation."

Course Developer

Beliefs impact

"As far as mindsets, ideally what we want to hear from folks that are
leaving this course is that it has reinforced their belief that all students
can learn and should learn, and their voice and value matters."

Course Developer

Challenging
mindsets through
cognitive
dissonance

"I think one of the things we want to put into this, sort of our key point
in that [section], is if it does not feel uncomfortable, it is not working.
Like if it does not feel weird and hard, you are not changing anything."

Course Developer

Case #2 — Team B: Sample Statements for Role of Beliefs

Codes in Theme

Example Statement

Participant Role

Anchoring beliefs
via self reflection

"Maybe the beginning of unit two is a place to bring...in a self-check

because one of the things that I was thinking was going to happen with this
unit was that [participants] were going to have the mock student data, and

then they were going to start some practice examples of how to analyze
that data. [Questions from] that CBAM [cocnerns-based adoption logic
model] might be a good self-check."

*""And it might also be validation for them understanding like, 'Maybe

you are still here and that is okay.'"

Course
Developer

Instructional
Designer

Beliefs impact

"And particularly any administrators, I was wondering if we should talk at

all about setting up a data-driven culture and removing anxiety around

[data] because a lot of teachers, naturally feel that data is going to be used

against them, unless you actively talk about that and have administrators

that actually build a positive culture around data use. A lot of teachers do

not use data because they are afraid that it is going to be used to judge
their teaching quality. Or it is this scary, big thing that is beyond their
understanding, so they just avoid it."

Instructional
Designer

Challenging
mindsets through
cognitive
dissonance

"Those [discussions about data walls] bring me back to like Accelerated
Reader and 'Your boat or your car is always behind everybody else and

you need to catch up.' I agree that is a bad practice with good intentions,
so definitely a way that we could bring it out wherever it fits."'

Instructional
Designer
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Codes in Theme

Example Statement

Participant Role

Beliefs impact

"Unfortunately if kids are exposed to adults' fixed mindsets early,
they will start to pick that up earlier and earlier unfortunately. But I
do agree that I do not think kids. I do not know, this seems like a
sweeping statement, but I do not think kids will naturally will go
there. They are more kind of like, curious"

Course Developer

"But just thinking about, it is not quite as likely for young children
to express these [limiting ideas of their ability]. And so I want to
emphasize that it is often something that adults put on children or
model for children."

Course Strategist

Challenging
mindsets through
cognitive
dissonance

"And I am still thinking about ways to address [changing users'
perspectives], but the best thing I can come up with at the moment
is to get them to look at what their beliefs are and read an article or
something that kind of counteracts that. And then give them an
opportunity to actually critique and, maybe develop a report or
pretend that they are developing some sort of recommendation or
case to a colleague or something and see if that might make some
sort of a difference."

Course Developer

"And in unit two, you just kind of call it out for what it is and talk

about growth mindsets and avoiding deficit language. 'And this is glz‘;?lc;onal
what deficit language is and this is how you shift it."' &

Case #4 — Team D: Sample Statements for Role of Beliefs

Codes in Theme Example Statement Participant Role

Anchoring beliefs
via self reflection

"[The pause to self-reflect] really is more me saying, "You should think
for a minute how you feel about this. Is this just a trend, or do you
think this is the standing transition we are going to see for the future of
this field?"

Instructor of
Record

"[Students]are really thinking about themselves and their own
experiences. Now that you’ve done this, how would you do this?' A
quick mental exercise by saying, 'Wayne had that point in class, how
would that work? How have you grown?"

Course Strategist

Challenging
mindsets through
cognitive
dissonance

"This approach activates prior knowledge, respects that knowledge in
the room. The opportunity for them to say, T’m thinking about myself
for a moment.' Then the session instructor has that information to draw
from. Using asynchronous interactions to surface misconceptions, to
address and refute them in asynchronous responses or the live session
so that in live session, you have the misconceptions that students have
offered."

Course Strategist
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Appendix I: Sample Statements for Culturally Appropriate Practices

Case #1 — Team A: Sample Statements for Culturally Appropriate Practices

Codes in Theme Example Statement Particpant Role
Identit i .

den o & prior "I one hundred percent agree that I related more to students who reminded me
experiences " Data Analyst

. of myself, regardless of race or gender.
1mpact

SURVEY #3: "The struggle with [another client] is that the strategies we had to use were
Environment strictly strategies but absolutely ignored the realities of English learners, and Instructional
conveys respect culture, and who they are as human beings and that you are not replacing their Designer

for cultures

home language with English. So we called that out."

SURVEY #7: "I mean, if it was up to me, [the course icon] would be a fist in the air
. . " Course Developer

Classroom [synonymous with a resistance movement].
communicates “Instructional
respect for *""We can not do that. If our goal is to bring in a lot of different people Dessi ::rw a
diversity with different perspectives, it just can not." g
SURVEY #19: "Since [our data analyst] said she is going to go through the pilot feedback and
Culturally identify a combination of six to ten-ish people, a combination of who gave us

. . . Course Developer
appropriate good feedback and a diverse sample of those who gave us feedback, not just

relation methods

white tenth-grade English teachers or whatever."

Note. Codes beginning with "SURVEY" are derived from the Culturally Responsive Online Design

Self-Efficacy Scale (see Appendix A) and were applied as a priori codes before any additional open coding

began.
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Case #2 — Team B: Sample Statements for Culturally Appropriate Practices

Codes in Theme Example Statement Participant Role

"I do not know about [the data analyst], but none of us on here right
now have been administrators, and it is hard for me to tell an

Ident1.ty & prior administrator what to do with data if I myself have never been an Instructional
experiences .. . .
- administrator. It does not have much clout to what I am saying, per se, = Designer
pac if I have never done this. And I think we need to think about that
throughout the course as well is the lens that we are coming from."

SURVEY #3: "We talked with I think it was four White kids, four or five Black kids,

. ) one Latinx kid, an exceptional child, one with ADHD, and two Native
Environment

American. So it felt like we were getting a really wide range of Data Analyst
perspectives. And then we talked with at least one adult in each district
to get their perspectives."”

conveys respect
for cultures

SURVEY #7: "And another thing in the research that I want to hopefully make sure

Classroom that we do is getting kids that are in Special Education programs as well

communicates as English language learners because a lot of times they can be ignored  Data Analyst
respect for and they are expected to be taking these tests. You know, it needs to be

diversity appropriate for them as well."

Note. Codes beginning with "SURVEY" are derived from the Culturally Responsive Online Design
Self-Efficacy Scale (see Appendix A) and were applied as a priori codes before any additional open coding

began.
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Codes in Theme Example Statement Participant Role

SURVEY #3: "You are not going to replace their native language with [English] and .
. : . o Instructional

Conveys respect that is a negative mindset to have. They are bilingual, and that should Desiener
for cultures be a thing that should be celebrated." &
SURVEY #7: "I have a course on [this course's topic] and disability and I start that
Communicates course very purposefully challenging people's view of disability and Course
respect for trying to take down the deficit view that people attach to disability. Developer
diversity Because if I do not, if I ignore it, it is pervasive in the course."
a "And again why we went and added in some of the stuff that we felt

SIUBVIEN Gl was a value add and something that should definitely be considered .
Assess . . . Instructional

) when it comes to English language learners. Like you should not Desiener
dlsengfigement ignore their family culture and traditions when you are talking about &
potential cultures _—

strategies.
"It is not just, these are the strategies you should try with your English

SURVEY #19: language learners. [The recommendations] just kind of ignored the
Culturally realities of English language learners or things to consider about them  Instructional
appropriate culturally or how to make them bring them into the fold of your Designer

relation methods

classroom, make them valued because they may feel like they are
outsiders. So we went back and started adding that."

Note. Codes beginning with "SURVEY" are derived from the Culturally Responsive Online Design

Self-Efficacy Scale (see Appendix A) and were applied as a priori codes before any additional open coding

began.

""SURVEY #15: Assess disengagement potential cultures" appears in two thematic areas for Case #3 - Team

C: User Engagement Concerns (see Appendix F) and Culturally Appropriate Practices .
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Codes in Theme Example Statement Particpant Role
"For myself, when I worked in public service, | had a decision tree
that helped me determine the best approach. Through my experience,
Identity & prior I was able to fill in the white space. The tree gave me that frame. Course
experiences impact Who [is the organization] serving? Number of people? [It was] easier ~ Strategist

for me to make that connection as a young professional. My
experience helps me navigate."

SURVEY #7:
Communicates
respect for

"My hope is to create inclusivity, examples that don’t’ feel too like,
'T’ve been working for 20 years. You’re talking to me, or you’re
expecting all of us to have 20 years [of experience], but I’'m being
excluded because I’'m a newer graduate student.' [I want to] help

Instructor of
Record

diversity people feel wherever they are is right."
SLEMEY "Diversity, I touch on it in multiple weeks, then do a deep dive in

Assess . . . . . Instructor of
) week 11. It is how do instructional choices you make marginalize

disengagement Record

potential cultures

others? How do we think about sub-cultures?"

Note. Codes beginning with "SURVEY" are derived from the Culturally Responsive Online Design

Self-Efficacy Scale (see Appendix A) and were applied as a priori codes before any additional open coding

began.

""SURVEY #15: Assess disengagement potential cultures" appears in two thematic areas for Case #4 - Team

D: User Engagement Concerns (see Appendix F) and Culturally Appropriate Practices.
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Appendix J: Sample Statements for Research Informing Design

Case #1 — Team A: Sample Statements for Research Informing Design

Code Applied

Example Statement

Participant Role

Research
informing design

"A lot of these mindsets are culturally affirming, culturally sustaining
approaches to teaching and learning."

"I agree. I think there is an opportunity here. I am just not knowledgeable just
yet. My book is around here somewhere, though. I think there is an
opportunity to have a tie-in because Gloria Ladson-Billings, she talks about
culturally-relevant teaching as a mindset."

Course Developers

"If you could propose just, again, a set of mindsets that would be our anchor
for this module, that would be based on literature, that would be really really
helpful. T just think that is going to be really important for the success of the

module is that we have identified [those mindsets]."

Course Developer

"I really want us to go back [to the pilot feedback] to see what our
participants, guest members, friends also suggested for us because I think
there was a section in that data where we asked them about, "What is missing?'
or something like that."

Course Developer

"You did have one easy-to-adjust suggestion [from the pilot feedback], which
is saying for some of the sections it could be instead of just having the button
there, you could have some text on the button that says whether they go to
the next section or move forward or something like that."

Data Analyst
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Case #2 — Team B: Sample Statements for Research Informing Design

Code Applied Example Statement Participant Role

"We [added a summary at the top and key takeaways at the end of the
module] for a remote learning course, and I thought that really was
super helpful to engage the learner in that particular platform. I can
take a stab at morphing something together. I was just looking at some
adult learning theories."

Instructional
Designer

"And the other possibility is that if we really like this [framework], we

can cite it and utilize it, or as long as we get permission. I could not find

any specific notice of where it had been copyrighted, but I would Course
certainly reach out and ask, 'May we use this?' Oh, here it is. It came Developer
from, why did I not click on that earlier? It came from [a resource]

toolkit, so we could cite it, referencing that specific document."

Research
informing design

"We are going to keep chipping away at all this feedback [from the
pilot] to make sure that you are getting as much information as you can
from the districts without actually having to go out and ask them
yourselves."

Data Analyst

"Okay, so immediate next steps: continue doing research, like I have
been doing. I found that framework. I am going to pop that into our
resources and include that into our documents. So continue doing
research because anything that could be found, it is a possibility it
could be used."

Course
Developer
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Appendix K: Sample Statements for Empowering Transfer of Skills

Code Applied

Example Statement

Participant Role

Empowering
skills transfer

"Also one school [during the pilot] had mentioned how valuable it
would be if they had, speaking of like train the trainer sort of facilitator
guides or professional learning communities guides or something that
they could use to stimulate or facilitate discussion about working with
the data and using the tool to guide planning and inform instruction."

Data Analyst

"And I agree with the comment that you [the data analyst] said with a
lot of districts having [some training] right before the first assessment is
presented to students, having some professional development, and then
having the second part right after may be far more beneficial."

Course
Developer

"This is where you all [course designers] come in, which is the most
important piece in my mind, is how to [help users] take that [student
assessment] information [and] actually use it to inform instruction. Do
some remediation. Provide some enrichment. Do some regrouping,
personalized learning, support student mastery. All those things."

Data Analyst

"In the last part, additional materials to consider, this was just some
ideas when it came to maybe a facilitation guide, a simple one for a
coach or a leader if they were doing this as a team, or even
recommendations if you are going to ask teachers to do this
individually. Here are some benchmark check-ins or things that you can
do as a follow up with them. I fee like if maybe we spell that out,
[users] are more likely to do that versus, 'Good, you checked the box.
You’ve turned in that mock sample and no one actually looked at it or
followed up or checked in with you."

Instructional
Designer
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Code Applied

Example Statement

Participant
Role

Empowering skills
transfer

"l am not sure that [adding a framing reflection prior to videos] is
necessary or not. | have been thinking a little bit about kind of
cognitive sequencing in terms of people's ability to understand a
macrostructure for the week versus each individual sequence."

Instructor of
Record

"I just feel like week one everybody is getting back in the semester,
and I can pound a lot of stuff in there but they do not retain it until

Instructor of

they have had the live session to really affix their learning to whatis ~ Record
to come."

"[Students] will already be thinking about [the content]. This is a way

they can think about what they’re doing. It’s a thought for you to Course
start to ensure they are connecting from each week the knowledge Strategist
they learn both in asynchronous and synchronous sessions."

"There were a number of different videos, which was good, but what

would be helpful is to connect them to what [students] have Course
read/learned and connect it to the actual topic you are discussing in Strategist

your lectures."




	ABSTRACT
	DEDICATION
	BIOGRAPHY
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
	Research Area and Background of Study
	Statement of the Problem
	The Impact of the COVID-19 Pandemic on Higher Education
	Purpose of the Study
	Research Questions
	Theoretical Framework: Culturally Appropriate Practices
	Scope of the Study
	Significance of the Study
	Summary of Chapter

	CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
	Introduction to the Chapter
	A Brief History of Instructional Design
	Groupwork and Collaboration in Organizations
	Distributed Cognition
	Collaborative Course Design
	Team Roles in Online Course Development
	Online Course Creation – Who Does What? At the risk of being too prescriptive, it can be useful to identify the typical elements of an online course and which team role(s) have primary responsibility for accomplishing those components. Expectations fo...

	A Brief Review of Logic Models

	Role of Self-efficacy in Online Education
	Role of Mindsets/Beliefs in Education
	Transfer of Learning to Performance Environments
	Culturally Responsive Design in Online Education
	Online Design to Address Other Human Differences
	Nomadic Learners. Rick Voithofer (2002) presented an early framework that online educators could use to create a postmodern curriculum. First described by Slattery in 1995, a postmodern curriculum is one meant to “deconstruct modern constructions of r...
	Indigenous Learners. Henderson argues that technology-driven instruction is not culturally neutral but is “an intangible aspect of culture” and when instruction is “transformed into a material object, it becomes that cultural artifact” (1996, p. 86). ...
	Learners at Canadian Public Universities. Canada has more than 200 immigration-based ethnicities and home languages, and a growing Aboriginal population, making it one of the most culturally and linguistically diverse nations in the world (Statistics ...


	An Argument for the Inclusion of Culturally Appropriate Practices
	Racial and Ethnic Diversity in Higher Education
	The Potential of Online Education to Support Diverse Learners
	Culturally Appropriate Practices Fostering Success in Online Courses
	Summary of Chapter

	CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
	Introduction
	Multi-case Study
	Step 1 – Qualitative Data Collection
	Step 2 – Quantitative Data Collection

	Epistemological Assumptions
	Descriptions of Cases and Study Participants
	South University
	Case #1 - Team A. This development team consisted of five members charged with developing a multi-sectioned online module to help educators build foundational knowledge of the course content (see Table 3.1). The team had recently deployed a previous, ...
	Case #2 - Team B. This team consisted of four design-team members charged with creating online professional development training and support materials for PreK-12 teachers, administrators, and instructional coaches (see Table 3.2).  Two additional mem...
	Case #3 - Team C. This development team consisted of four members (see Table 3.3) engaged in a rapid-redesign process of an existing multi-unit online professional development course to help educators and parents support learning of the course content...

	East University
	Case #4 - Team D. This development team consisted of six members charged with systematically updating all aspects of a master’s level public policy course in the field of study (see Table 3.4).  The design problem consisted of updating all instruction...
	Redesign Planning Phase. This initial stage comprised three meetings (of 13 total). The same three members, Aspen, Amy, and Wayne (i.e., the instructor of record and two course strategists; all pseudonyms), participated in the first two meetings, with...
	Course Development Phase. This phase comprised the remaining ten of the thirteen meetings in the sample. As noted above, the instructor of record and the course developer (i.e., Aspen and Janie) remained in attendance from this point forward. During t...



	Data Collection for Research Questions
	Observations of Team Meetings
	Case #1 - Team A. This development team met eleven times over a period of eleven and a half weeks. Video recordings were typically shared a few days after the meeting. Transcribing the data was completed twenty-two weeks after the team’s last meeting ...
	Case #2 - Team B. This development team met fifteen times over a period of thirty and a half weeks. Video recordings were typically shared the day after the meeting. Transcribing the data was completed within four weeks of the team’s last meeting and ...
	Case #3 - Team C. This development team met four times over a period of six weeks. Video recordings were typically shared a few days after the meeting. Transcribing the data was completed within twenty-four weeks of the team’s last meeting and thirty ...
	Case #4 - Team D. This development team met thirteen times over a period of seventeen weeks. Audio recordings for all but four meetings were made during real time. Four meetings for this team were observed in real time but without consent to record (s...

	Team Artifacts
	Online Surveys
	Academic and Demographic Background Questionnaire. The survey was conducted with Qualtrics to determine relevant characteristics of study participants on the development team being observed (see Appendix B for complete background details for all study...
	Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale Survey. This survey, also conducted with Qualtrics, was used to gauge study participants’ self-reported ratings of confidence in their ability to design/deploy culturally appropriate practices (s...


	Data Analysis for Research Questions
	Round 1 - A Priori Coding
	Culturally Relevant Coding Tool. This tool describes the deductive process used during coding to identify and categorize any participant statements reflecting the inclusion of culturally appropriate practices (see Figure 3.2 below). Patterns emerged f...

	Round 2 - Open Coding
	Code Frequency Distributions
	Ratings from the Online Survey

	Validity and Reliability of Research
	Subjectivity Statement
	Limitations
	Summary of Chapter

	CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS
	Introduction and Context
	Theme 1: User Engagement Concerns
	Case #1 – Team A
	Case #2 – Team B
	Case #3 – Team C
	Case #4 – Team D
	Cross-case Analysis

	Theme 2: Team Workflow Considerations
	Case #1 – Team A
	Case #2 – Team B
	Case #3 – Team C
	Case #4 – Team D
	Cross-case Analysis

	Theme 3: Role of Beliefs
	Case #1 – Team A
	Case #2 – Team B
	Case #3 – Team C
	Case #4 – Team D
	Cross-case Analysis

	Theme 4: Culturally Appropriate Practices
	Case #1 – Team A
	Case #2 – Team B
	Case #3 – Team C
	Case #4 – Team D
	Cross-case Analysis

	Disparate Code #1 - Research Informing Design
	Case #1 – Team A
	Case #2 - Team B
	Cross-case Analysis

	Disparate Code #2 – Empowering Transfer of Skills
	Case #2 – Team B
	Case #4 - Team D
	Cross-case Analysis

	Results from the Online Survey
	Conveying Respect for Learners’ Cultures
	Communicating Respect for Diversity
	Ensuring Active Learner Engagement
	Assessing Disengagement Potential Across Cultural Groups
	Relating to Diverse Stakeholders
	Minimizing Profound Disengagement

	Summary of Chapter
	Research Question 1
	Case #1 - Team A. In order of prevalence of coded statements in the data, this team’s discussions centered on team workflow considerations, user engagement concerns, role of beliefs, research informing design, culturally appropriate practices, and emp...
	Case #2 - Team B. In order of prevalence of coded statements in the data, this team’s discussions centered on team workflow considerations (course developer as most likely contributor), user engagement concerns (instructional designer as most likely c...
	Case #3 - Team C. In order of prevalence of coded statements in the data, this team’s discussions centered on user engagement concerns (course developer as most likely contributor), team workflow considerations (instructional designer as most likely c...
	Case #4 - Team D. In order of prevalence of coded statements in the data, this team’s discussions centered on team workflow considerations (course developer as most likely contributor), user engagement concerns (instructor of record as most likely con...

	Research Question 2


	CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
	Introduction
	Summary of Methodology
	Summary of Qualitative Findings
	Theme 1: User Engagement Concerns
	Theme 2: Team Workflow Considerations
	Theme 3: Role of Beliefs
	Theme 4: Culturally Appropriate Practices
	Disparate Code #1 – Research Informing Design
	Disparate Code #2 – Empowering Transfer of Skills

	Summary of Quantitative Findings
	Online Survey Results
	Conveying Respect for Learners’ Cultures. Instructional designers were the most likely contributors to statements related to creating “an online learning environment that conveys respect for cultures of all learners in the online classroom.”  Instruct...
	Communicating Respect for Diversity. Accounting for half of coded statements, the instructor of record was the most likely contributor to discuss designing “the online classroom in a way that communicates respect for diversity.” Course developers #4 a...
	Ensuring Active Learner Engagement.  Accounting individually for the majority of coded statements, course developer #5 was the most likely contributor to statements related to designing “online lessons so that learners remain actively engaged througho...
	Assessing Disengagement Potential Across Cultural Groups.  Accounting for half of coded statements, the instructional designer role was the most likely contributor to statements related to the ability to “critically assess whether a particular online ...
	Relating to Diverse Stakeholders.  Accounting for a large majority of coded statements, instructional designer #1 was overwhelmingly the most likely contributor to statements related to the ability to “design culturally appropriate methods to relate t...
	Minimizing Profound Disengagement.  Accounting for just over half of coded statements, six individually and one co-constructed with course strategist # 2, the instructor of record (working on Case #4 - Team D) was the most likely contributor to statem...


	Discussion
	Research Question #1
	Enhancing User Engagement. During creation of professional development courses for
	Enhancing Team Workflow. Principally through identifying and clarifying how to
	Exploring Role of Beliefs. Findings indicate that in the creation of professional
	Enhancing Culturally Appropriate Practices. In the development of professional

	Research Question #2

	Implications for Practice
	Implications for Policy
	Implications for Research
	Limitations
	Concluding Thoughts

	REFERENCES
	APPENDICES
	Appendix A: Culturally Responsive Online Design Self-Efficacy Scale Survey
	Appendix B: Complete Demographics by Case
	Appendix C: Complete Codebook
	Appendix D: Code Frequency Distribution – Cases 2, 3 & 4
	Appendix E: Complete Results for the Online Survey
	Appendix F: Sample Statements for User Engagement Concerns
	Appendix G: Sample Statements for Team Workflow Considerations
	Appendix H: Sample Statements for Role of Beliefs
	Appendix I: Sample Statements for Culturally Appropriate Practices
	Appendix J: Sample Statements for Research Informing Design
	Appendix K: Sample Statements for Empowering Transfer of Skills

