
 
ABSTRACT 

 
GREENE, LINDA C. Teaching Career Development in Cyberspace: A Case Study Examining 
an Instructor’s Perspective. (Under the direction of Edwin R. Gerler, Jr.) 

A qualitative methodology employing a phenomenological case study approach was used 

to explore the experience of teaching online for a counselor educator. Several elements of 

course implementation were examined carefully. Since the experience of the instructor is the 

primary focus, each aspect was examined from her perspective. The development of the course 

and the instructor’s description of the students were examined as background and context for 

the themes that were explored. The identity of the instructor was examined more fully since this 

aspect of the story was essential for contextualizing the themes present in the instructor’s story. 

From analysis of the interview data collected four themes emerged—control, commitment, 

connection, and interaction. The theme of control referred specifically to controlling all aspects 

of the classroom environment. The second theme was commitment to the role of instructor and 

to the students who are enrolled in the class. The theme of connection had two aspects—

connecting on a personal level with her students and helping students connect the course 

content to their lives in meaningful ways. Closely aligned with the theme of connection was the 

theme of interaction, through which the personal and meaning connections were made. 

In spite of the generally positive experience that the instructor reported initially and the 

positive evaluations of students enrolled in her class, the instructor concluded that she would 

probably choose not to teach a completely online course again. This finding was consistent with 

research suggesting that counselor education programs are unlikely to include completely online 

courses. Analysis of the attitudes and opinions of this instructor within the context of her 

experiences in online teaching offer some possible explanations for the apparent reluctance of 

many counselor educators to embrace online teaching. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

Space-time 
 

Physicists have been forced to see 
the artist’s discovery from the beginning, 

not space and time, but space-time, 
spatial and temporal always together. 

 
We see intervals and directions in pictures. 
We hear distances and volumes in music. 

 
If movement alone were perceived in music 

and rest alone in painting, 
music would be without structure 

and pictures nothing but dry bones. 
(Sullivan, 2000) 

 

John Dewey’s Art as Experience was published in 1934. The found poem taken from 

that work highlights the fact that Americans’ fascination with the boundaries of time and space 

is nothing new. The current focus on distance education is merely one of the latest 

manifestations of the quest to overcome those boundaries. While the quest is not new, the level 

to which we have been able to succeed in making time and space irrelevant is unprecedented. I 

recently heard some young people using the phrase “that’s so five minutes ago” to describe 

something that is behind the times. This point of view likely springs from the fact that 

technological capabilities are advancing so rapidly that the latest computer hardware can be 

nearly obsolete by the time a consumer gets it home and unpacks it from the boxes. The advent 

of faxes, pagers, cell phones, email, and the internet have made it possible to have instant access 

to greater and greater numbers of people and amounts of information. Educators can easily 

become caught between the demands of this “more, faster, better” approach to life and the 

desire to provide a thoughtful, pedagogically sound approach to education. While it is important 
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for educators to remain current and relevant in their approach to students, the pressure to 

remain on the cutting edge of the increasingly accelerating world of technology has brought 

with it some additional challenges. Rather than being based purely on the needs of students and 

sound educational theory and research, many educational decisions seem to be made on the 

basis of the simple desire to use the latest technology. Far too often, it seems that the question 

being asked is “can we?” rather than “should we?” 

With the increasing use of internet technologies as methods of delivery for educational 

content, it is important that these relatively new teaching methods be examined carefully. While 

these technologies appear to have been successful in some content areas, they may not translate 

as well into others. Although much of the interest in educational technology is focused on 

improving educational outcomes, in many instances the move toward online learning is market-

driven and mandated by administrators. These mandates spring from a number of motivating 

forces. In response to greater demands for a workforce that is highly skilled in the technological 

arena and ever increasing costs associated with building educational institutions, some 

organizations are creating completely online universities where all student-to-student and 

student-to-teacher interaction is virtual (Pipho, 1996). Rather than blindly embracing these new 

technologies, we have an ethical responsibility to our students to ensure that our instructional 

methods are as effective as possible for all students by critically examining the appropriateness 

of the technology in our particular settings with our particular students. 

As I began to formulate this study, relatively little research regarding the use of online 

learning within the field of counselor education had been conducted. For this reason, I first 

looked at online learning in general. Most of the articles I reviewed reported at least some 

positive results from using online technologies as a means of enhancing education. A number of 
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them made arguments in favor of online learning in general. Levin (1999) proposed that the 

opportunity for using a multiplicity of approaches to learning is one of the strongest arguments 

for the use of online educational environments. Human and Kilbourne (1999) believe that the 

use of technology-based instruction can enhance an instructor's ability to tailor course content 

to meet individual student needs and thus will assist in shifting academia from a teacher-

centered to a student-centered environment.  

Along with these positive reports of the online learning experience, other studies temper 

their enthusiasm with cautions and caveats. Kubala's (1998) study of how well an online 

graduate-level course on community college education was able to meet students' needs and 

expectations is an example of an overwhelmingly positive experience in online education. 

However, the reported negative comments from students seemed to revolve around two major 

themesfrustration with technology and their own personality styles not meshing well with the 

requirements of online learning (i.e., self-directed nature of the course and social isolation). 

Perhaps some assessment of student needs and expectations would be appropriate in preparing 

students for online learning experiences. Shoemake (1996) reported in her description of putting 

a course in Public Relations online that by mid-semester students began requesting to have face-

to-face class meetings occasionally because they missed seeing each other. Caverly and 

MacDonald (1999) caution against encouraging passivity and social isolation among students in 

online environments. They advocate interactive methods in online courses to promote 

developmental education that enhances complexity of thinking rather than limiting students to 

basic levels of understanding and knowledge.  

Solloway and Harris (1999) focused on creating community when working in an online 

educational environment. The challenges to this approach that they encountered seemed mostly 
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related to limitations on forms of discussions that were imposed by the technology. The tool 

that they used for threaded discussions seemed to inhibit discussion more than they had hoped. 

Additionally, they found that students' previous experience with technology greatly influenced 

their ability to interact effectively online. They recommended a better orientation process at the 

beginning of the semester to reduce students' anxiety about using technology and to ensure that 

all students had the necessary skills and access to appropriate equipment. They also 

recommended the use of group projects to encourage communication and collaboration among 

students. Chin and Carrol (2000) focused on the importance of being able to articulate precisely 

what type of collaboration is needed or desired so that the mechanism used for computer-

mediated communication will be appropriate and conducive to the overall educational goals of a 

specific learning community. 

Computer-mediated communication (CMC) was used in conjunction with a regular 

(face-to-face) undergraduate course in an applied psychology and computing course at a 

university in the United Kingdom (Light, Nesbitt, Light, & Burns, 2000). Students in this course 

were assigned to one of four small discussion groups and provided with an article from the 

course to use as impetus for the discussion. The positive and negative outcomes in this study 

illustrate the challenges as well as the potential usefulness of online learning. One of the most 

troublesome aspects of these online discussions involved the phenomenon of 

"flaming"posting negative personally directed messages. While negative interactions among 

students are always possible in face-to-face learning environments, the anonymity of the internet 

seems to make these exchanges more incendiary and therefore more potentially damaging. 

Senders are able to be more removed from the consequences of their postings and the postings 
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may take on more prominence for the recipient of the negative remarks because they are in 

writing and are not as easily dismissed. 

While most of the articles reviewed emphasize the positive aspects of online learning, 

others offer severe warnings. Caverly and McDonald (1999) warn against the potential for 

isolation of the student as well as over-reliance on the computer leading to limiting the student 

to only basic levels of knowledge. However, the strongest warnings come from Dyrud (2000). 

In her position paper on distance education, she references Alvin Toffler’s The Third Wave and 

his description of “the modern age as a ‘swirling phantasmagoria,’ marked by an unprecedented 

acceleration.” (p. 81) Dyrud outlines many of the disadvantages that she believes to be inherent 

in distance education including the potential for social isolation referenced by Caverly and 

McDonald (1999) as well as the potential for institutions of higher education eventually 

becoming no more than “digital diploma mills.” If this perspective is to be believed, the use of 

online technologies in the educational arena will almost certainly lead to disaster. I believe that 

these dire warnings are overstated. In spite of the stated admonitions, there is enough evidence 

of the potential for positive outcomes to proceed cautiously with exploring the use of online 

learning in counselor education.  

One caution that warrants consideration is the need to pay close attention to 

pedagogical issues. Asynchronous CMC offers the opportunity for greater reflection on the part 

of students during interaction, but only if the instructor is skilled enough to take advantage of 

this opportunity (Ancis, 1998). Present in many of the studies was the suggestion that 

instructors teaching in a virtual classroom need to develop group facilitation skills that work 

well within the various CMC mechanisms in order to protect students from flaming (Light et al., 

2000), ameliorate the potential for social isolation (Caverly & MacDonald, 1999), encourage the 
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exploration of personal identities and the social and cultural barriers that inhibit open 

communication (Chester & Gwynne, 1998), and promote the development of higher order 

reasoning (Tolley, 1998). In study after study, the implication for greater attention to 

pedagogical issues was present. However, the clearest advocate for this position was Worley 

(2000). Her position seems to be that educators must accept the fact that internet technologies 

are going to be a part of our educational system. Rather than wasting time debating whether or 

not this should be so, our energies would be better used in focusing on how these technologies 

are to be used and in developing the requisite pedagogical skills for making the best use of them.  

Relatively few of the studies examined here have attempted a completely online 

approach to learning. In most of the studies, online technologies were used as a support to 

traditional face-to-face instruction. From the results of these studies, it appears that the greater 

the reliance on online communication to the exclusion of face-to-face contact, the greater 

potential there is for negative outcomes. However, there are two notable exceptions to this 

statement. Peterman (2000) reports overwhelmingly positive outcomes for his university's three-

year foray into the realm of functioning in the capacity of a virtual university. Unfortunately, his 

admission of some potentially strong profit motives underlying his institution's move toward 

online education detracts from his credibility to some degree. If this were the only example of a 

completely online approach to teaching present in this sample of the literature, I would be more 

pessimistic about the potential for using this methodology successfully. However, in contrast to 

Peterman's (2000) focus on financial viability as the impetus for providing online learning, 

Tolley (1998) proposes educational and developmental concerns as the impetus for using online 

interaction among students. Contrasting this highly successful use of online technology as a 

learning tool with some of the less successful ventures may prove instructive. 
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First, Tolley's (1998) use of online technology was conducted within the parameters of a 

well-designed, thoroughly developed educational program. Just as in the case of successful 

classroom teaching, Tolley used careful planning of the materials to be used and communicated 

clearly to the students what the expectations of their participation would be. The particular 

forms of CMC used for the different aspects of learning were chosen in light of specific 

educational objectives. In many of the other studies, particularly those describing the experience 

of a given instructor putting an already existing traditional course online for the first time 

(Kubala, 1998; Ruth, 1997; Shoemake, 1996; Solloway & Harris, 1999), the implementation of 

CMC in the context of the course appeared to be rather haphazard. In these studies, the authors 

were experimenting and taking a trial and error approach toward the use of CMC. While this 

approach is certainly understandable and even necessary to some degree in the beginning stages 

of exploring possible uses for an educational technology, it is time that we move beyond 

thinking of CMC as a new toy to play with and begin the task of using it systematically in the 

interest of educational objectives. Tolley's (1998) pilot program provides an excellent model for 

this. 

In spite of the warnings and caveats expressed by some of the authors of the studies 

examined here, it is clear that there is a great deal of potential for using online technology as a 

tool to increase the degree to which students interact with each other as well as their instructors 

and to improve the quality of those interactions. In order to accomplish this, instructors and 

course designers must pay greater attention to pedagogical issues in the planning and design 

phases of developing online courses (or online components to traditional courses) and in the 

facilitation of learning in the online environment. It seems that in order to promote effective 

interaction among students using CMC as a tool, instructors need to be at least as skilled in the 
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area of group facilitation as instructors in traditional classrooms and perhaps more so. The idea 

held by some that virtual teaching is easier, less time intensive, or more efficient is not 

supported by the evidence provided in this group of studies. Peterman's (2000) inclusion of a 

mandatory teaching methods class for online instructors in his virtual university seems a step in 

the right direction toward addressing these issues.  

Daniels, Tyler, and Christie (2000), in their rationale for and explanation of the 

Association for Counselor Education and Supervision (ACES) Guidelines for On-line 

Instruction in Counselor Education (ACES, 1999), pointed out the lack of consensus in 

research findings and the limited number of research studies conducted in the area of online 

pedagogy. The studies that are cited by the authors are ones that attempt to compare the 

effectiveness of online courses with face-to-face instruction. While studies of this type may 

provide useful information, the comparison process itself may contribute to the lack of 

consensus among the studies. The face-to-face teaching methods to which the online courses 

are being compared may not be of uniform quality. Additionally, the individual needs and 

preferences of the students may not be adequately taken into account in such studies. A better 

understanding of the phenomenon of online learning is needed. 

Statement of the Research Problem 

In the field of counselor education, emphasis is given to both teaching and training 

effective counselors. Implicit in this process is the idea that effective counseling necessitates the 

ability on the part of the counselor to interact effectively with others—specifically one’s clients. 

Traditionally, this interaction has occurred within the context of face-to-face interactions. 

Similarly, the education of counselors traditionally has been conducted through face-to-face 
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instruction. As momentum builds for moving more and more courses into an online 

environment, it is important to understand more fully what happens when counselor education 

courses are taught in cyberspace.  

Topic and Purpose 

This project was designed to examine what happened when a course that had been 

taught through the Department of Counselor Education was taken online. This was an elective 

undergraduate course in career planning and personal development and had been a course in 

which there was a great deal of interaction and discussion. The course objective from the 

syllabus for the online version of ECD 221 (Career Planning and Personal Development) stated:  

Career Planning and Personal Development involves more than just choosing a major or 
career. The course combines knowledge about work and your skills, interests, personal and 
work attributes, and motivations with action. The action involves discussions with fellow 
class members, written assignments for individual lessons, and projects. The self-reflective 
exercises and information about the work environment will influence your career planning 
and personal development and enhance your ability to seek and enjoy meaningful work. The 
goals and expectations of the course are to help you 
 
1) Become active in your career decision making; 
 
2) Identify what is important to you and how that relates to careers; 

 
3) Gather and analyze career information; 

 
4) Learn more about the types of work environments and how to handle various 

workplace issues; and 
 

5) Develop skills for marketing your background through resumes, interviewing, 
networking, and negotiating. (ECD 221 Syllabus, 2000) 

 
How and to what degree could these goals be met in an online environment? This broad 

question sparked more specific research questions that were explored through this study. 
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Research Questions 

1. What is it like to teach an internet-based course in career development? 

2. How does the instructor approach teaching in an online environment? In what ways are 

pedagogical issues addressed? 

3. What kinds of interaction are present in a cyberclassroom? How does the instructor 

experience these interactions?  

4. Since the content of the course focuses on career development and encourages 

individual students to focus on their own career and personal development, do the 

instructional methods used seem to parallel therapeutic techniques associated with 

career counseling? If so, in what ways and to what degree?  

Definition of Terms 

Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC) – This term includes both synchronous 

and asynchronous forms of interactive communication that is conducted via the use of 

computer technologies. This includes email, instant messaging, chatrooms, online bulletin 

boards, threaded discussions, and web-conferencing. 

Asynchronous CMC – This term is used to describe communication that does not occur 

in “real time.” This can include communications such as email between two or more individuals 

in which there is a potential time delay built in to the communication process. One individual 

sends a message and then waits until the other receives and responds to that message. Threaded 

discussions and bulletin boards are also forms of asynchronous CMC. 

Synchronous CMC – This term is used to describe communication that occurs in “real 

time.” Two or more individuals are able to exchange information in such a way that one is 
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receiving information from the other as it is being transmitted and then responds to that 

information in the moment. Chatrooms, videoconferencing, and instant messaging are forms of 

synchronous CMC. 

Threaded Discussion – Kirk and Orr (2003) define threaded discussion as “an 

asynchronous (i.e., not live) web-based discussion that occurs under a number of different 

topics called ‘threads.’ A ‘thread’ is one discussion topic whose name appears in the subject line 

in all postings associated with the thread topic.” (p. 5) A participant in a threaded discussion is 

able to view all messages related to a particular topic in chronological order, to see who posted 

each message and the time that each message was posted. Participants typically have the option 

to respond to existing discussion threads or to begin new threads. 

Cyberclassroom – This term is used to describe a completely online learning 

environment. All interactions between and among teachers and students is conducted by some 

means of computer-mediated communication. 

Phenomenology – This form of qualitative inquiry has been described as “careful 

description of ordinary conscious experience of everyday life (the life-world), a description of 

‘things’ (the essential structures of consciousness) as one experiences them. These ‘things’ we 

experience include perception (hearing, seeing, and so on), believing, remembering, deciding, 

feeling, judging, evaluating, all experiences of bodily action, and so forth.” (Schwandt, 1997, p. 

114) Phenomenology is the approach from which this project was conducted and will be 

explained in greater detail in the methodology section in Chapter Three. 
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Researcher’s Perspective 

Because the primary instrument in qualitative research is human, all observations and analyses 
are filtered through that human being’s worldview, values, and perspective. It might be recalled 
that one of the philosophical assumptions underlying this type of research is that reality is not 
an objective entity; rather there are multiple interpretations of reality. The researcher thus brings 
a construction of reality to the research situation, which interacts with other people’s 
constructions or interpretations of the phenomenon being studied. The final product of this type 
of study is yet another interpretation by the researcher of others’ views filtered through his or her 
own. (Merriam, 1998, pp. 22-23) 

 
In keeping with the phenomenology tradition in qualitative research, I am including a 

description of my own experience related to the phenomenon under consideration as well as an 

acknowledgement of events that transpired between the data collection phase and the data 

analysis phase of this project. This bracketing process is an essential component of 

phenomenology research (Creswell, 1998) and is sometimes referred to as “coming clean.” This 

is intended to assist the researcher in separating her own perceptions that are based on personal 

experiences and biases from the perspectives of the participants in the study. Since the complete 

elimination of personal bias is impossible, the acknowledgement of the researcher’s perspective 

up front allows the reader to understand the context within which the study was conducted and 

to more readily assess the degree to which the researcher’s findings may have been influenced 

by that researcher’s own biases. The experiences that have shaped my attitude toward 

technology in general have shaped the approach that I have taken toward using technology for 

educational purposes. Similarly, the personal and professional experiences that have shaped me 

as an academic and as a teacher influence the way in which I interpret the teaching experiences 

of others. 

I was working as a legal secretary for several years in the early 1980s when the law firm 

for which I was working began to make the move from typewriters and word processors to PCs 
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with word processing software. I was the first secretary in the firm to have a PC and I became 

fascinated with learning how to use it. I quickly learned as much as I could about this new tool 

and became quite adept at making use of all of the features of the available software. Around 

the same time, I enrolled in a masters program in school counseling at North Carolina State 

University and to my dismay discovered that the only computers available in the computer labs 

were Macs rather than the IBM PCs to which I had become accustomed. After much frustration 

and trial and error learning, I was able to master the word processing software on the Mac 

computer. For the next several years, it seemed that each time I entered a new work 

environment, I was faced with a different computer operating system and different computer 

software. This succession of computer-related learning experiences allowed me to develop a 

high level of self-efficacy relative to using technology. I frequently found myself looked upon as 

the “computer guru” in my work setting although I had no formal training related to computers 

nor was I ever the official technology support person in any of those work settings.  

At the time that I began taking courses in the doctoral program, I had only recently been 

introduced to the internet and email. My computer-related skill set included word processing, 

spreadsheets, the use of database software, using email, and “surfing the web.” Within the first 

two years of my doctoral program, I moved from that point to creating elaborate PowerPoint 

presentations, constructing and designing webpages, and helping to edit an online journal. My 

infatuation with technology was growing.  

As a part of my doctoral work, I had an assistantship which included teaching an 

undergraduate course called “Career Planning and Personal Development” (ECD 221) and 

working in the University Career Center. My supervisor in the Career Center was the instructor 

for the online course. Over the course of the three years that I worked under her supervision, 
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she became a mentor, role model, and friend to me. Her style as a supervisor was a collaborative 

one and throughout the time that we worked together she always asked for and incorporated my 

input regarding the various projects with which I was involved. When she was given the 

directive to create the online version of ECD 221, she invited me to participate in the project 

and I eagerly accepted. Since I was currently teaching the traditional face-to-face version of 

ECD 221, I was particularly interested in seeing how this transition from traditional classroom 

to cyberclassroom would work. I enjoyed teaching the course and found that the most 

rewarding aspect of teaching it was the interaction I had with the students. I had come to 

believe that this interaction was an essential component of the course and I was not sure how 

this might be achieved in the online course. 

I began hearing more and more discussion around the topic of online education and 

while I was intrigued with the concept, I was also a bit skeptical about the wisdom of moving 

toward completely online courses. My initial attitude toward completely online education was 

that it would probably never be a satisfactory replacement of face-to-face instruction, that there 

may be some courses which are better suited for this method of instruction than others, and 

that it should be a means of last resort—in other words, students who are able to attend face-to-

face classes should do so and reserve online courses for those students who would otherwise be 

unable to get an education. These were my biases about the online learning environment in spite 

of my excitement and fascination with the technology.  

In addition to my fascination with technology, several other interests had been 

developing as a part of my doctoral work. I had chosen to do a minor in Curriculum and 

Instruction. One of the courses offered in this department was qualitative research. Since I had 

always been interested in research and writing, I decided to take this course early in my program. 
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The methods of qualitative inquiry seemed particularly well-suited for the kinds of questions I 

was beginning to ask as a result of my immersion in the counselor education curriculum. In 

addition to the qualitative research courses, I also took courses in curriculum theory and 

development. The simultaneous exposure to qualitative research methods, curriculum theory 

and development, technology, and developmental approaches to counselor education began to 

converge. I had already begun to ponder possible dissertation topics as these threads were 

weaving together in my mind. It was at this point that the opportunity to assist with the 

development of the online version of ECD 221 arrived.  

While we were working on the design of the course, I began scouring the literature for 

relevant research. I began to see a need for closer examination of the phenomenon of online 

teaching and wanted to focus on this phenomenon from the perspective of the instructor. I 

became a counselor (and later a counselor educator) for many reasons but the common factor 

among my reasons for entering this profession seems to be related to the sense of satisfaction 

that is derived from human interaction. My conversations with colleagues and others in the 

counseling and educational arena suggested to me that I am not alone in this. I wondered how 

the interaction between student and instructor would be experienced by the instructor in an 

online course. I also wondered how the instructor would approach the task of teaching in an 

online course and whether or not the experience would be a satisfying one.  

I lived through a portion of this experience with the instructor. I was a participant in the 

design and development of the course. I was working under her supervision during the first two 

semesters that she taught the course. During those semesters I offered some technical assistance 

and provided my perspective on the course based upon the information I was gathering through 

my review of the related literature. As a result of my participation in the development and 
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implementation of the course, I had access to all of the available course-related data. I planned 

to use data from the first two semesters of the course as background and then focus primarily 

on the third semester which was to be the Fall 2001 semester. I interviewed the instructor in 

July of 2001 regarding the development phase of the course and her prior two semesters of 

teaching. By this point, she had accepted the responsibility for also teaching the face-to-face 

section of the course. This seemed serendipitous—the opportunity to teach the same course in 

these two very different formats would offer a unique vantage point from which to examine 

how the same instructor would experience the traditional classroom as compared with the 

cyberclassroom.  

By the time that I conducted the first interview with the instructor, I had completed my 

doctoral coursework, my comprehensive exams, and successfully defended my dissertation 

proposal. I was officially “ABD” (All But Dissertation) and had been offered and accepted a 

teaching position at Gardner-Webb University—a small, private, Christian liberal arts university 

in a rural part of North Carolina. My life was about to change in ways I had never anticipated. 

Taking the position at Gardner-Webb allowed me to once again live in close proximity to my 

family. I rediscovered family relationships and began negotiating new ways of interacting with 

family members. These renewed relationships enriched my personal life enormously but also 

necessitated a shift in focus. I was once again a part of my family’s daily life and with that came 

some additional responsibilities and expectations. I no longer lived too far away to be expected 

to participate in caring for elderly family members, to be asked to baby-sit nieces and nephews, 

and to attend family gatherings. 

As I navigated the uncertain waters of my first few years in academia, several factors 

emerged which have affected the course of this project. There were many ways in which 
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working at Gardner-Webb was different from studying and working at a large state university. 

Most of these differences were ones that I appreciated. However, one of the drawbacks was 

related to technology. When I began to ask colleagues about putting course information online, 

I was told that their experiences had been less than satisfactory. Information had been “lost in 

cyberspace” on a number of occasions. There were frequent instances of the server being down. 

The technology support staff, although highly capable, were spread too thin to be able to 

respond efficiently to the needs of faculty members and students. The contrast between the 

access to cutting-edge technology I had experienced in graduate school and what I was 

experiencing as a faculty member affected my attitude toward the efficacy of employing 

technology in my teaching. I began to seriously question the value of online education.  

This project which once held so much excitement and promise began to slide down the 

list of priorities as I struggled to stay on top of preparing for teaching classes and dealt with the 

serious illness and subsequent death of several close family members as well as some serious 

health concerns of my own. Each time that I began to make a little progress toward analyzing 

the data I had collected, another challenge would appear that summoned my attention. As I 

complete this project, I am completing my fifth year as an assistant professor at Gardner-Webb 

University (GWU). I have seen steady improvements in the technology resources available at 

GWU and have recently begun to incorporate more online technology into the courses that I 

teach. I have seen GWU’s Psychology Department change to the Department of Psychology 

and Counseling and finally to the School of Psychology and Counseling. I have assisted with the 

CACREP self-study process for our graduate programs in school counseling and mental health 

counseling. I have witnessed the ugly side of university politics in the form of an NCAA 

investigation at GWU but I have also witnessed and experienced the beauty of colleagues 
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supporting each other through personal and professional crises. I have seen students graduate 

and make the transition from student to colleague. After remaining single into my forties, I 

renewed a friendship with and then married my childhood sweetheart.  

These detours and distractions that delayed the completion of my work have had an 

impact on me as a person and as a researcher. They have reinforced my previously held beliefs 

that relationships are essential. I believe that it is within the context of relationship that 

education takes place. I also believe that the degree to which technology can be used to enhance 

the development of relationships within the educational environment will determine its ultimate 

usefulness for the field of counselor education. 

Limitations and Potential Significance 

As is the case with all qualitative research, no claims of generalizability can appropriately 

be made. This study proposed to examine only one case of developing and implementing an 

online course in counselor education and to closely examine one instructor’s experience with 

this process. However, insights gained from this work may be transferable. Because the use of 

completely online courses in counselor education is a relatively new phenomenon, much may be 

gained by the careful study of the development and implementation of individual courses in this 

field. The lessons learned might benefit others who hope to use similar instructional methods. 

Additionally, issues of concern may emerge which will provide a foundation for further more 

focused research endeavors.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
 
 

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Overview of Theoretical Foundation 
 

. . . what scholars now say—and what good teachers have always known—is that real learning 
does not happen until students are brought into relationship with the teacher, with each other, 
and with the subject. We cannot learn deeply and well until a community of learning is created 
in the classroom. . . . In a wide variety of ways, good teachers bring students into living 
communion with the subjects they teach. Good teachers also bring students into community with 
themselves and with each other—not simply for the sake of warm feelings, but to do the difficult 
things that teaching and learning require. (Palmer, 1983/1993, pp. xvi-xvii) 
 
Concerns related to pedagogical approaches to education (such as the ones discussed in 

Chapter One) have sparked much debate and controversy among educators. This debate has 

resulted in two basic theoretical viewpoints related to the use of educational technology—

directed instruction and constructivism. Roblyer, Edwards, and Havriluk (1997) describe 

directed instruction as being “grounded primarily in behaviorist learning theory and the 

information processing branch of the cognitive learning theories” (p. 55) while constructivism 

has grown out of the belief that “humans construct all knowledge in their minds, so that 

learning happens when a learner constructs both mechanisms for learning and his or her own 

unique version of the knowledge” (p. 56). Roblyer et al. (1997) argue that each approach has 

value in education depending upon the specific educational objectives, the setting in which 

education is to occur, and the educational needs of the students. However, after comparing the 

delineation of the specific educational needs that are met through these two approaches, I 

believe that the constructivist approach best matches the concerns of counselor educators. 

Others in the field have come to a similar conclusion. 
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The December 1998 edition of Counselor Education and Supervision contained a special 

section entitled “Reconstructing Counselor Education: Issues of our Pedagogical Foundation.” 

In one of the featured articles, Nelson and Neufeldt (1998) report that an extensive search of 

the counselor education literature revealed that little attention has been focused on pedagogical 

issues in the teaching and training of counselors. The relatively few articles that were reviewed 

for their commentary focused on specific methods or models of instruction with no apparent 

connection with any particular curriculum theory as the theoretical foundation from which to 

approach the educational process. After highlighting the potential problems with the lack of 

attention to pedagogy, the authors recommend a constructivist approach to pedagogy in 

counselor education as being the most consistent with the goal of “educating reflective 

practitioners.” (p. 70) The authors further assert  

. . . counselor education is partially about passing on our legacies of knowledge and skills and 
partially about passing on the ability to do what every good counselor and researcher does 
well: gather information, assess what is going on, hypothesize about relational patterns in the 
information, ‘think outside the lines,’ and develop a creative approach to problem solving 
regarding the issue at hand. (Nelson & Neufeldt, 1998, p. 71)  

Another article from this special issue recommends that developmental models be used as the 

foundation upon which to build curriculum and pedagogy. (Granello & Hazler, 1998) In the 

same special issue Fong (1998) critiques these articles but reaches a similar conclusion—too 

much attention has been paid to what we teach at the expense of how we teach it. In the eight 

years since the publication of this special issue, not much has changed. There is little evidence in 

the literature that focused attention has been given to pedagogical issues in counselor education 

as a result of the eloquent recommendations of these authors. For this reason, I have included 

work done outside the field of counselor education in my exploration of an approach to 

pedagogy that is consistent with constructivism.  
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The work of John Dewey, an American philosopher, and Lev Vygotsky, a Russian 

educator and psychologist, has been foundational to much of the current interest in 

constructivist education. Dewey, born in 1859, was a child during the American Civil War. 

Although he spent most of his early life in Vermont, he lived briefly in Virginia around the end 

of the war. Following the conclusion of his college education at the University of Vermont, he 

taught school for a number of years. In addition to this experience, he also worked as a school 

principal and later taught in and served as the principal of a seminary. Following this experience, 

he completed doctoral work in Philosophy at Johns Hopkins University. In addition to his work 

in the field of education, he spoke and wrote on spiritual, religious, metaphysical, and 

philosophical topics. Dewey’s life spanned nearly 100 years (1859-1952). His lengthy career 

allowed him the opportunity to refine his theoretical work through experimentation and 

dialogue with others in the field. Unfortunately, Vygotsky did not have this luxury. His 

professional work in the field of education and psychology spanned a period of only 10 years 

(1924-1934). His death at the age of 37 resulted in an abbreviated career and left the refinement 

of his theoretical work to others. These men were each in their own way products of their time 

and place in history. The resulting developments in educational theory, particularly within the 

realm of constructivist thought, in recent years have led to the emergence of more radical 

approaches to constructivism. One such approach has become known as Cognitive Flexibility 

Theory. Like the work of Vygotsky and Dewey, this theoretical approach has been greatly 

influenced by perceived changes in society. Each of these three approaches to learning will be 

discussed in relation to their usefulness for addressing pedagogical issues in online education 

using critiques of relevant research. 
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John Dewey's Foundation of Philosophy 

The living center of human civilization has shifted many times and in the future there may be 
more than one center. But we can with assurance predict that wherever that center is, if those 
who live in it are imbued with a passion for human freedom and an equality of concern for all 
persons to reach their maximum growth as human beings, it will find a guiding and coherent 
philosophy in the thought of John Dewey. (Hook, 1959/1977, p. 17) 
 
Dewey's influence on American education cannot be overstated. He has been credited as 

a leader in the progressive education movement that emphasized the importance of education as 

a means for enhancing individual growth and freedom for all people rather than as a means of 

controlling the masses. Instead of accepting the view that an educated person was one who had 

learned the contents of the collected wisdom of the past, Dewey took the radical view that 

education involved learning how to think. His emphasis was on growth and development—not 

simple accumulation of knowledge. As stated by Hook (1959/1977),  

The growth, consequently, which Dewey identifies with genuine and desirable education is a 
shorthand expression for the direction of change in a great variety of growths—intellectual, 
emotional, and moral. It excludes, therefore, the kinds of growth which interfere with or 
reverse the direction of change in this variety of growths—it excludes growths in prejudice, 
arbitrariness, hate, invidious prestige, power and status, and even that miscellany of 
knowledge which burdens a mind not in training for a quiz show. (p. 13) 
 

Kohlberg and Mayer (1972) reiterate these ideas in discussing the development of moral 

reasoning. Dewey's conceptions of growth and development seem to be so inextricably tied to 

his ideas about morality that he defines growth as occurring only in the context of what he 

defines as a positive direction.  

While he was clearly influenced by his early religious training, steeped in Calvinism and 

the Protestant work ethic, the morality that he advocates in his writings on education is not tied 

to specific religious beliefs or practices. In fact, his emphasis on individual constructions of 

meaning and the rejection of the notion of absolute Truth, lead some in the religious 
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community to be skeptical of his work. Dewey's conception of morality is broader than 

traditional religious conceptions of morality. In Dewey's words 

A narrow and moralistic view of morals is responsible for the failure to recognize that all 
the aims and values which are desirable in education are themselves moral. Discipline, 
natural development, culture, social efficiency, are moral traits—marks of a person who is 
a worthy member of that society which it is the business of education to further. There is an 
old saying to the effect that it is not enough for a man to be good; he must be good for 
something. The something for which a man must be good is capacity to live as a social 
member so that what he gets from living with others balances with what he contributes. 
(Dewey, 1916, p. 359) 
 

This is in concert with his assertions of the importance of school knowledge being directly 

transferable to real life situations. As much as is possible, the teacher should provide in-school 

educational experiences that mimic the situations in which students will need to apply the 

subject matter being taught. So it is with the application of Dewey's philosophical notions of 

education. In order to apply them as Dewey intended, the ideas themselves must be understood 

within the context in which they were developed (Tanner, 1997). As Tanner points out, 

"Dewey's ideas and innovations were based on real experiences with real children and their 

teachers and parents" (p. 9).  

Contained within these ideas and innovations can be found a number of conceptions 

useful within the realm of online education. These include the social nature of learning, 

developmentally appropriate practice, curriculum integration, project-based instruction, and 

hands-on active learning. Tanner's (1997) description of the social nature of learning is of 

particular relevance. She reports that Dewey structured both the curriculum and the 

organization of the school itself to reflect his belief in the importance of social learning. 

Dewey's laboratory school was organized to take advantage of this interactive nature of learning. 

Students learned through interaction with each other as well as interaction with adults. In 
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addition to using interaction as an instructional method, Dewey also recognized the importance 

of learning to interact effectively as an educational objective apart from its connection to 

specific subject matter. "Not only is social life identical with communication, but all 

communication (hence all genuine social life) is educative" (Dewey, 1916, p. 5). He valued the 

development of good communication skills among students and sought to promote that within 

the curriculum.  

Dewey's conception of project-based instruction grew out of the desire to teach the 

scientific method to students as a means for solving everyday problems. Dewey believed that 

this would develop in children a higher quality of thought process that was grounded in 

practicality. Although he did not originally use the term "project" when describing the activities 

used in his laboratory school, others did and attributed their watered-down versions of project-

based learning to his ideas. In response, Dewey incorporated the terminology and clarified his 

definition of this approach (Tanner, 1997). Dewey's revised rules for project-based learning 

were: 

(1) the project must be of interest; (2) the project must involve thought; (3) the project must 
awaken new curiosity and lead the students' minds into new fields; and (4) the project 
must involve a considerable span of time for its execution (Tanner, 1997, p. 86). 
 

Implicit in these directives is Dewey's notion that students will be driven to learn by solving 

problems that have salience for them. For this reason, the problems at the heart of project-

based learning should ideally be selected by the students. If it is not possible to begin with 

student selected problems, the minimum requirement is that the problems be ones in which 

students have a genuine interest. As noted above, this interest is only a beginning point. The 

problem-solving activities in which students participate must fully engage their minds and lead 

to increasingly complex levels of thinking and problem-solving. 
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Once students have defined a problem for which they seek an answer, the task of the 

teacher becomes to support the efforts of the student. Of course, this is more difficult than it 

sounds, for the teacher must be able to recognize when and where assistance is needed and to 

provide just enough to allow the student to function somewhat independently but not so much 

that the solution is the teacher's rather than the student's. According to Dewey, 

A large part of the art of instruction lies in making the difficulty of new problems large 
enough to challenge thought, and small enough so that, in addition to the confusion 
naturally attending the novel elements, there shall be luminous familiar spots from which 
helpful suggestions may spring. (Dewey, 1916, p. 157) 
 
It is interesting to note that Dewey sought to "compensate educationally for what was 

being lost in the home" (Tanner, 1997, p. 2). Apparently, even in 1899 adults longed for the 

good old days when children and youth behaved appropriately. Many of the quotes she cites 

from Dewey, originally composed in the late 1800s and early 1900s, could easily be mistaken for 

current descriptions of problems within American education and society in the 21st century. It is 

both comforting and discouraging to note the relevance of Dewey's ideas. On the one hand, it is 

heartening to find work with such obvious applicability to our current problems. Unfortunately, 

with that recognition comes the realization that despite over 100 years of access to these ideas 

and innumerable citations of them in scholarly publications, we do not seem to have taken them 

seriously enough to actually implement them in our schools. This seems to have been the 

impetus for Tanner's (1997) exploration of the lessons learned from Dewey's laboratory school. 

Perhaps the problem lies in the fact that as educators we talk about and teach about Dewey, but 

we rarely emulate him. So much effort is invested in maintaining a system that values 

assessment based upon comparison with others. If we took Dewey's ideas seriously, we would 
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have to abandon the latest political educational "reform" effort and its corresponding buzz-

word "accountability." In Dewey's words, 

How one person's abilities compare in quantity with those of another is none of the 
teacher's business. It is irrelevant to his work. What is required is that every individual 
shall have opportunities to employ his own powers in activities that have meaning. Mind, 
individual method, originality (these are convertible terms) signify the quality of purposive 
or directed action. If we act upon this conviction, we shall secure more originality even by 
the conventional standard than now develops. Imposing an alleged uniform general method 
upon everybody breeds mediocrity in all but the very exceptional. And measuring 
originality by deviation from the mass breeds eccentricity in them. Thus we stifle the 
distinctive quality of the many, and save in rare instances (like, say, that of Darwin) infect 
the rare geniuses with an unwholesome quality. (Dewey, 1916, pp. 172-173) 
 

These ideas are in stark contrast to the current emphasis on standardized testing as the ultimate 

measure of successful educational outcomes.  

In speculating about what Dewey would think of current uses of educational 

technologies, Bertram (1998) observed that many of the arguments made by those who assume 

that Dewey would wholeheartedly embrace technology come down to an overly simplistic view 

of Deweyan philosophy. He states 

. . . they see a neat equation of Dewey = learning by doing = constructivism = 
interconnected, interactive webs of new technologies = 21st century education = good 
standing in opposition to text-book based = subject-matter driven = stultified teaching of 
the past = bad (Bertram, 1998, p. 223). 
 

Rather than automatically accepting educational technologies, the author asserts that Dewey 

would challenge educators to think about how technology might be used to further educational 

aims. The degree to which technology applications were used to promote student participation 

in authentic learning experiences would most likely be Dewey's criteria for evaluating the 

appropriateness of technology in education. Bertram (1998) asserts that "Dewey would certainly 

value learning technology, if it means that students become more capable of participating in 

society and enlarges the scope of their abilities to communicate" (p. 225).  
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It seems that Randall (1953/1977) would agree with Bertram's assessment. Speaking as 

one who knew Dewey in a personal as well as professional context, he confidently describes 

Dewey's dislike of gadgetry and lack of mechanical expertise. Rather than embrace technology 

for technology's sake, Dewey would more likely view it as a means to an end. In Randall's 

estimation, Dewey's affinity for practicality was more closely aligned with the purposes for 

which knowledge would be used. His description of Dewey's belief in the importance of human 

experience is instructive. 

This respect for the experience of other men, this willingness to learn from them what they 
have found out, above all, to learn by working with them, is the very core of John Dewey 
the man, and it is the core of his philosophy as well. From the point of view of the assorted 
absolutists—chancellors, commissars, or cardinals—who already know all the answers, 
this has been Dewey's unforgivable sin. He hadn't found the Truth, and he actually 
thought that other men were as likely to discover more of it as he or you or I. He had a 
curiously old-fashioned faith, that men can really hope to learn something of wisdom by 
working together on their common problems. (Randall, 1953/1977, p. 8). 
 

It is upon this "old-fashioned faith" of Dewey's that much of constructivist thought is based. 

This belief in the ability of ordinary people to construct and give meaning to ordinary 

experience is at the heart of Dewey's philosophy. This basic assumption of Dewey's has become 

so accepted in educational circles that it is frequently left unarticulated when researchers 

expound upon their theoretical rationales for designing and conducting research. In fact, few 

researchers in the realm of educational technology explicitly credit Dewey with the ideas upon 

which their attempts to implement educational interventions are based. Interventions designed 

to involve students in active learning that is based upon real life experiences and which 

incorporates learning through cooperation and collaboration can be appropriately attributed to 

the influence of John Dewey's philosophy. For this reason, I have included reviews of several 
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studies of this type which do not explicitly cite Dewey, but which seem to reflect Dewey's 

influence along with one that does acknowledge his influence. 

Tolley’s (1998) project THRO (Teaching Human Rights Online) makes an effective use 

of online technologies toward the development of higher level thinking skills. This is 

accomplished through the use of numerous formats and levels of instruction. Students are first 

required to participate in solitary analysis of case studies and are tested on their proficiency in 

this analysis with a forced choice format. Next they move on to sharing and discussing their 

individual analyses with classmates through text sharing and through the use of email, listservs, 

and webboards. Finally, using videoconferencing, the students are able to participate in 

interactive role-play situations in which they assume the roles of attorneys, judges, or other 

stakeholders involved in the various case studies.  

The author cites Dewey’s seminal work Democracy and Education (1916) in support of the 

rationale for the design of the program as well as the development of program goals. In pursuit 

of the development of more complex conceptualization of human rights issues, students engage 

in playing various stakeholder roles in actual human rights cases. During this process they are 

afforded the opportunity to interact with students in other parts of the US and in other parts of 

the world. Consistent with Dewey’s philosophy, the author believes that 

Encouraging students to play an unfamiliar role promotes understandings of alternative 
truths. As advocates for a position other than their own, students may become less certain 
of their knowledge and more willing to entertain new ideas, to learn by questioning, and to 
consider a range of possibilities. Whether or not they ultimately modify deeply held personal 
beliefs, the exercise can provide fresh information and the ability to rebut an adversary. 
(Tolley, 1998, p. 947). 
 

Having the opportunity to immerse themselves in real life situations and to take an active part in 

debating the relative value of various positions in an argument locates the educational process 
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for the student within the realm of relevant experience. In this way, this project-based approach 

is true to the Deweyan rules described earlier. While the problems for which the students seek 

solutions are not, strictly speaking, defined by the students, they are of relevance and interest to 

the students. Furthermore, they encourage the development of new thoughts and new 

perspectives.  

The author measured the effectiveness of the program in terms of student performance 

as well as student satisfaction with the program. The student performance aspect was measured 

by their performance on the course final exam. Student satisfaction was measured through the 

use of a researcher-constructed questionnaire that used a Likert-type scale to assess satisfaction 

with various aspects of the program and also elicited qualitative responses in the form of 

comments. The article provides an excellent analysis and description of the intervention (Project 

THRO), but is lacking in its discussion of methodological issues. No explicit information is 

given regarding demographics of the 50 students who participated in this pilot program. 

However, the evaluation is described as formative and plans for additional collection and 

analysis of data are discussed.  

From the information that is provided, this pilot program appears to have been 

overwhelmingly positive and lends some support to the notion that meaningful, in-depth, 

interactive instruction can occur in cyberspace. From an instructional standpoint, it is important 

to note that an enormous investment in planning and curriculum development seems to have 

been the key to the apparent success in promoting the development of higher levels of 

reasoning among students. Additionally, the full and successful participation of all students in 

this program required access to rather sophisticated technology. Care should be taken in 
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attempting to generalize the results of this study to situations which do not include these 

elements. 

Light et al. (2000) report on a study conducted at a university in the United Kingdom 

that sought to investigate the use of CMC as an adjunct to participation in a traditionally taught 

undergraduate course. All students had prior contact with each other through interaction in a 

related course taught in the prior term. This prior course contained a component requiring that 

students meet regularly in small groups for seminars and included instruction related to CMC. 

During the term in which the study was conducted, online discussions replaced these seminars. 

While a tutor had mediated face-to-face interaction in the previous seminars, the tutor's only 

intervention in the CMC discussion groups involved posting the topics and monitoring the 

discussion. The tutor did not directly contribute to or moderate any of the online discussions. 

The small groups used during the seminars in the prior term were maintained for the purposes 

of the CMC groups. Thus, there were four small groups identified as Groups A, B, C, and D. 

The interactive nature of this educational intervention and the focus on interpersonal 

communication as a means of meeting educational objectives is the basis for its inclusion in this 

discussion of Dewey. However, the authors do not make this connection. 

The researchers took a case study approach to this project. The stated research 

questions were: “How effectively, and by what means, will communication and exchange of 

ideas be achieved in this situation? How stable will such interaction be? If groups diverge in 

their patterns of interaction, what factors underlie this divergence? How, and how similarly, will 

students and tutor judge the value of this experience?” In order to examine these questions, the 

text of the online discussions was analyzed and group and individual interviews were conducted 

with the tutor as well as the students.  
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The data collected were primarily qualitative in nature. First, each researcher 

independently analyzed the transcripts of the online discussions and compiled what they 

believed to be the central issues. Following this independent analysis, the research team came 

together to refine the initial analysis. From the categories and themes that emerged from this 

collaboration, a semi-structured interview protocol was constructed. Group interviews were 

conducted with three of the four groups followed by a few targeted individual interviews. These 

individual interviews appear to have been conducted for the purpose of gaining additional 

insight from students who appeared to have experiences that differed in some way from that of 

the group at large. Transcripts from these individual and group interviews were then analyzed in 

conjunction with the transcripts of the online discussions. Subsequent to this analysis, 

transcripts from interviews with the tutor that occurred prior to starting and immediately 

following the end of the course were compared with the information taken from the students' 

experiences.  

A separate analysis of the interactions within each of the four groups was offered with 

each group having some unique characteristics. However, some common themes did emerge. 

First, all groups felt the negative impact of "flaming." There were some class members who 

posted rather nasty, personally targeted messages to the discussion anonymously. During the 

course of the interviews, these members identified themselves and claimed to have done this all 

in fun. However, those to whom the messages were targeted did not see it in the same way and 

reported feeling inhibited in their participation in the discussions as a result of these public 

insults. The length of postings was another topic of discussion both in the original online 

discussions and in the subsequent interviews. Other students who posted lengthy essay style 

messages put off many students. They felt that this detracted from the ability of the group to 
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have a more conversation-like discussion. However, those students who posted these lengthy 

messages said that they did so because no one else seemed to be posting anything and they did 

not want the lack of discussion to negatively affect their grades. In many ways, the online 

discussions contained the same elements of a face-to-face classroom discussion—some off 

topic remarks that get the group sidetracked interspersed with content relevant discussion. One 

of the major differences appeared to be the lack of a recognized facilitator to minimize the 

distractions created by off topic remarks. Added together with the possibility of posting 

anonymous attacks, this factor seemed to be a powerful deterrent to constructive 

communication. 

The researchers reported that their rationale for removing the tutor as discussion 

facilitator was in response to previous experiences in which students seemed to direct all 

comments to the tutor rather than attempting to engage with each other in dialogue. The results 

of their previous attempts together with the current study suggest that perhaps some middle 

ground is needed. Enough guidance on the part of the tutor (or instructor) to prevent the 

negative effects of “flaming” while maintaining a mostly hands-off approach to the actual 

discussion would appear to be ideal. This would be a delicate balance and would likely require 

some degree of trial and error on the part of an instructor depending on many factors such as 

the nature of the course, the personality of the instructor and the level of experience of the 

students.  

In addition to the concerns already noted, I have some ethical concerns about the 

conduct of this study. The tutor reports that he refrained from intervening in the online 

discussions because he thought it important for students to experience both negative and 

positive aspects of online discussions. He says that he would have intervened if he perceived 
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potential for any serious harm. From my interpretation of some of the reported interactions, 

there was ample reason to intervene on behalf of some of the students. The researchers also 

express some concern regarding this aspect of the study and report that future iterations of this 

work will include higher levels of tutor monitoring and intervention in online discussion groups. 

Because of the potential for personal attacks and harassment in online environments, it may be 

necessary to include an opportunity for informed consent on the part of students participating 

in such groups to make them aware of the potential dangers inherent in this somewhat 

anonymous method of communication. Additionally, expectations and rules for online behavior 

could be clearly outlined along with appropriate and definite consequences that will result from 

infractions of these rules.  

In a study investigating the effects of anonymity in online educational discussion groups, 

Chester and Gwynne (1998) began with an explanation of the term “depaysement.” This term 

has been borrowed from the field of anthropology and is used to describe the process one goes 

through when one leaves a familiar culture and spends enough time away from that which is 

familiar so that one returns with an ability to view the formerly familiar with new eyes. It is with 

this concept in mind that the authors explore the use of “enforced anonymity” in online 

communication within the context of an undergraduate course called Personal Identity and 

Community in Cyberspace. The authors wanted to assist students in exploring CMC in a way 

that would promote the development of a collaborative learning community that is uninhibited 

by the usual cultural constraints. The students were to explore questions related to notions of 

identity and community when those concepts are divorced from any physical representations of 

them. The authors' description of their plan for this course sounds quite Deweyan. "Our aim 

was to immerse our students in the technology; to have the process of the subject, that is 
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researching and interacting in cyberspace, become the content through a practice of self-

reflexivity" (Chester & Gwynne, 1998, Personal Identity and Community section, ¶ 2). 

In order to ensure anonymity, no face-to-face interactions were permitted until the end 

of the course and students were asked to adopt pseudonyms that they would use to identify 

themselves in all of their online interactions in this course. Through these pseudonyms students 

were able to create online personae which might be very different from their real life identities. 

Students were able to set aside gender, race, and ethnicity, as well as other superficialities that 

often become barriers to genuine interaction. The design of the course allowed students both 

synchronous and asynchronous opportunities to communicate about course material and to 

socialize with each other.  

There were 20 students (5 female, 15 male) who participated in this study. Both 

quantitative and qualitative data were collected, although little is said about the quantitative data. 

That category appears to have been mostly descriptive in nature including demographic 

breakdowns, frequency of postings, and results from questionnaires measuring prior computer 

experience. None of this information is explicitly reported and the authors seem to explain this 

by noting the small sample size and cautioning against generalizing from their tentative findings. 

While it is clear that a great deal of qualitative analysis was performed, the methodology used 

and precisely what was analyzed is not at all clear. The authors at one point state "asynchronous 

textual interactions provided qualitative and quantitative data for analysis," but then a few 

sentences later say that "content of students' private email and the asynchronous chat site were 

not recorded" (Chester & Gwynne, 1998, Methodology section, ¶ 3). However, it is clear that 

the content of student journals was used as a basis for qualitative analysis. This may have been 

the basis for all of the analysis, but the authors are not explicit on this point.  
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The authors reported both positive and negative outcomes in this study. As in the Light 

et al. (2000) study, the flaming phenomenon was present. However, in this study, all negative 

behavior appeared to have been perpetrated by one student. Additional concerns related to 

problems inherent in text-only communication were expressed, but the majority of reported 

outcomes offered hope for this form of educational interaction. This suggests that there are 

both benefits and dangers inherent in online exchanges that are unencumbered by conventional 

social constraints with the resulting online disinhibition producing both prosocial and antisocial 

student behaviors. This lack of certainty in possible outcomes may lead some to question the 

wisdom of encouraging students to interact anonymously. In spite of this potential for danger, I 

believe the authors would disagree with this overly cautious approach. These mixed results do 

warrant caution, but they also offer the hope of tremendous potential for beneficial interactions 

within the educational environment. Since the potential for disruptive behavior exists within all 

educational environments, the focus should be on constructing effective online classroom 

management strategies rather than avoiding the cyberspace classroom because of its potential 

for problem behavior. 

Haythornthwaite, Kazmer, Robins, and Shoemaker (2000) took a different approach to 

examining the development of an online learning community. Their study employed a grounded 

theory approach to examining community development among 17 students enrolled in an 

experimental program that offered distance learning options for graduate students in Library 

and Information Science. Students enrolled in this program initially completed an intensive 

component of the program that is referred to as “boot camp” which involved completing an 

introductory course in a 2-week period. For subsequent courses, students were required to 

attend one on-campus meeting at the beginning of each course. The remainder of the course 
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requirements were completed via the internet. Lectures for the course were delivered in real 

time via RealAudio in conjunction with PowerPoint presentations. Students were present in a 

chat room during these live presentations so that they could interact during the lectures. In 

addition to the chat rooms used during lectures, separate chat rooms were also used for small 

group discussions. Other forms of CMC used included webboards and email. 

Over the course of one year, the students were interviewed extensively approximately 4 

times (16 students were interviewed 4 times, while the remaining student only had 3 interviews). 

The questions initially centered on patterns of interaction and the students’ perceptions of their 

learning community. Following each round of interviews, the data were analyzed and used in the 

formulation of follow-up questions for subsequent interviews. Through the extensive data 

analysis, a great deal of information was gathered and pertinent themes were identified. Some of 

the findings included the importance of the shared experience of the “boot camp” in defining 

the community at the outset. This experience seemed to be important to most students in their 

initial definition of the community. The opportunities for both synchronous and asynchronous 

communication were seen as positive and were used to develop even further the supportive 

bonds within the group. The shared experiences from the beginning of the semester seemed to 

help create a safe space within which to collaborate and exchange information. There were also 

some negative reactions from students who had difficulty adjusting to the online environment. 

Additionally, authors noted that the students’ level of connection with the online community 

appeared to be proportional to their individual contributions to the community. The importance 

of personal investment seemed vital to developing community ties. 

The aspect of this study that was most striking to me is that the same factors that seem 

to be important for maintaining community in the context of face-to-face interactions also seem 
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to be important in maintaining community online. The only significant difference is the 

mechanism that is used rather than the process itself with the process appearing to be more 

conscious and intentional in the online environment. This attention to developing a learning 

community is in line with Dewey's focus on "the social character of learning and his stress on 

democracy" (Tanner, 1997, p. 110). It is difficult to conceive of a successful implementation of 

Dewey's project-based instruction apart from the existence of an effective learning community. 

Lev Vygotsky's Psychology of Learning 

Just as Dewey's early life was shaped by the American Civil war, Vygotsky’s life and 

work were shaped by events surrounding the Russian Revolution of 1917 with his professional 

career occurring against the backdrop of enormous societal upheaval. So closely rooted in socio-

political concerns was his work that the Marxist government of Russia actively suppressed and 

banned Vygotsky’s work from 1936 until 1956 (Bruner, 1985). For this reason, even though 

Vygotsky’s writing career came to an abrupt halt in 1934, his work was not available in the 

English language until 1962. This sudden appearance of the work of Vygotsky amidst the social 

and political upheaval of the 1960s and 1970s in the United States may have facilitated the 

acceptance of his theories among American educators. Despite the enormous amount of recent 

attention to this man, he still remains—to some degree—a bit of a mystery and has thus been 

referred to by Daniels (1993) as “a figure half in shadow.” While I agree that there appears to be 

enormous potential for the usefulness of many Vygotskian concepts in online education, I 

approach the analysis and critique of his work with some hesitation. It has been suggested that 

much of what has been canonized in American educational theory as “Vygotsky” is actually a 

sanitized compilation of the bits and pieces of his work that have been found to be palatable for 
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American audiences (Van Der Veer & Valsiner, 1994). Since it is impossible for me to read his 

work in its original language, I will concede this possibility and direct my focus toward the way 

in which the ideas that have been attributed to Vygotsky are applicable to online education.  

Of the many concepts attributed to Vygotsky, the Zone of Proximal Development 

appears to have the most relevance for my research. Vygotsky (1978) described this as “the 

distance between the actual developmental level as determined by independent problem solving 

and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving under adult 

guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 86). In other words, Vygotsky 

recognized that there is a discrepancy between the highest level of functioning that a child can 

achieve on a task while working completely independently and the highest level that can be 

achieved with a minimal amount of prompting from someone who is already proficient at that 

particular task. The difference between these two levels of performance has been labeled the 

Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). Vygotsky’s notion of learning was essentially the 

advancement of that zone. From this perspective, the major task of the teacher is what has been 

referred to as “scaffolding” or supporting the attempts of the learner to become proficient in a 

particular task until the learner is able to perform that task independently. Inherent in this idea is 

the notion that a great deal of interaction will occur between the learner and the teacher 

throughout this process and that this interaction is the primary means of scaffolding. While the 

degree to which Vygotsky was familiar with the writings of Dewey is not clear, he does make 

some reference to Dewey in his work (Vygotsky, 1978). It is with this in mind that I note the 

faint echo of Dewey in Vygotsky's description of the ZPD. Dewey's statement that "the art of 

instruction lies in making the difficulty of new problems large enough to challenge . . . and small 

enough so that . . . there shall be luminous familiar spots from which helpful suggestions may 
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spring" (Dewey, 1916, p. 157) seems to foreshadow Vygotsky's ZPD and consequent use of 

scaffolding. 

This approach to education, focusing on the interaction between the teacher and the 

student, seems to me to be particularly well-suited for counselor educators. Constructivist 

approaches to education in general have been described as “student-centered” as opposed to 

more traditional teacher-centered approaches. This fundamental philosophy of constructivist 

education strongly parallels Rogers’ (1961) client-centered approach to counseling. Additionally, 

the concepts of ZPD and scaffolding seem strikingly similar to the technique employed by 

developmentally oriented counselors of providing support and challenge within the counseling 

relationship as a means of promoting the client’s attainment of higher levels of development. 

This technique is often found in counseling approaches based on Kohlberg’s developmental 

work (Hayes, 1991). The moral dilemma discussions that are an integral part of Kohlbergian 

approaches to moral education are an excellent example of scaffolding in the ZPD (Kuhmerker, 

1991). 

In searching for a more concrete way of thinking about the process of scaffolding, I 

located many scholarly definitions and practical examples. However, I believe the best of these 

is perhaps the simplest—the metaphor of training wheels on a bicycle (Bull, Shuler, Overton, 

Kimball, Boykin, & Griffin, 1999). The teacher's function in scaffolding is precisely the same 

function that training wheels serve for a child who is learning to ride a bicycle. At first, the child 

can only ride without falling when the training wheels are firmly in place. Gradually, the parent 

may adjust the training wheels so that they only serve as back-up assistance when balance is a 

little shaky. At some point, the parent may point out to the child that the training wheels aren't 

really necessary and suggest removing them. Some children are ready at that point to ride 
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without assistance. However, others may still lack confidence. It is at this point that the parent 

will offer to keep a hand on the back of the bicycle to prevent a fall. Finally it happens—the 

almost magical moment when the child realizes that he is riding independently. This is a perfect 

example of scaffolding. The training wheels (and later the parent's hand) serve only to support 

the already developed abilities of the child until a new level of independence can be reached. 

Scaffolding in an educational environment functions in the same way. As teachers, we seek to 

provide only the amount of support that is necessary in order to help the learner reach the next 

level of independent learning. Once the learner becomes confident in her ability to function 

successfully at this level, scaffolding to reach the next level is put into place.  

The dynamic nature of an online educational environment allows for numerous forms 

of computer-mediated scaffolding. This scaffolding may be in an automated format or may 

involve collaboration through CMC. Bull et al. (1999) report that in computer-mediated learning 

environments, scaffolding is initially provided through automated formats or directly to student 

from the instructor. Once a level of safety and sense of community has developed, students may 

begin to rely on each other for scaffolding. The automated forms of scaffolding they report 

include adaptive presentations of content, interactive learning games, links to additional online 

resources, visual representations such as cognitive maps or concept maps, and the inclusion of 

help screens with all online learning material. In addition to these automated scaffolds, tutoring 

and coaching can be provided individually or in groups. These authors view scaffolding in 

groups with group members providing assistance for each other and very little intervention on 

the part of the teacher as the optimum situation for developing a collaborative learning 

community. 
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After becoming discouraged and then informally questioning her eighth grade language 

arts students about the reasons behind their lack of homework completion, Gorelik (2000) 

designed a web-based solution to this problem. Most of the students had reported difficulties in 

understanding some aspect of the homework assignment as the primary reason for their failure 

to complete the assignments. As a result, Gorelik decided to use the internet as a scaffold for 

her students. She created a webpage that included four components. First, all assignments with 

complete instructions were posted. Second, a message board that allowed for continuous 

posting of questions and answers was available. Third, successfully completed examples of 

assignments were posted and finally, a section with links to relevant internet resources was 

created. She notified students of the time that she would log on to the computer each evening 

so that they could post any questions they had prior to that time and log on later to view her 

responses. This creative solution reportedly resulted in increased rates of homework 

completion, but perhaps more importantly, in improved interactions between teacher and 

students. Gorelik concludes in her report,  

I noticed that my students were finally taking responsibility for their learning. They had 
begun to 'think about their thinking' as they put into writing what problems stymied them 
from finishing their homework. I had begun to understand what an eighth grader does 
when faced with independent work that just doesn't make sense. (Gorelik, 2000, p. 9) 
 
Before launching into a critique of specific relevant research studies, some commentary 

about potential methodological problems related to these investigations is warranted. 

Smagorinsky (1994) describes methodological problems that occur when ZPD is the target of 

scientific investigation as being a result of the socially constructed nature of the resulting data. 

The complex nature of the relationship(s) among all individuals who participate in the research, 

in whatever capacity, in concert with the data and the methods of data collection necessitate the 
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development of new ways of formulating and thinking about the research process. The author 

states that: 

The social character of development becomes crucially important when researchers undertake 
the study of learning. When researchers enter a sociocultural setting to conduct research on 
developmental processes, they become part of the setting and thus become mediating factors in 
the very learning they purport to document. Rather, however, than “contaminating” the 
research environment, they become additional mediational means in a learner’s development. 
(Smagorinsky, 1994, ¶ 8) 
 

The author further refers to the semiotic nature of both the educational intervention (i.e. the 

interaction between teacher and student) and the data itself. Again, rather than viewing this as 

potentially contaminating, Smagorinsky eloquently argues 

Data on human development are inherently social in nature and therefore the invocation of 
the purity metaphor is inappropriate in discussing investigations of learning in the zone of 
proximal development. Data can only be “pure” in a sterile environment, and human 
development takes place in a teeming social milieu. To assume that learning can be separated 
from its social foundations is to misunderstand the nature of the ZPD; and to assume that 
the study of learning can take place outside the bubble of the social environment is to 
misconceptualize the role of mediation in human development and to underestimate the effects 
of the introduction of any research tools into the learning environment. (Smagorinsky, 
1994, ¶ 12) 
 

Freire (1994) lends further credibility to the importance of considering the above arguments 

when examining research involving computer-mediated learning by elaborating on the ways in 

which the analysis and interpretation of computer-mediated communication may be particularly 

vulnerable to the influence of social and cultural influences.  

The complex nature of undertaking research involving computer-mediated learning and 

Vygotsky’s notions of ZPD and scaffolding certainly complicates the issues at the heart of such 

research studies. These complications may be seen as problems to be overcome or as an 

enhancement of the richness of the data being collected. While the potential for problems in 

this type of research endeavor cannot be understated, these potential problems should not be 



43 
 

allowed to serve as an excuse for lack of attention to methodological issues. On the contrary, 

these concerns require increased vigilance on the part of the researcher and meticulous attention 

to any and all factors that may interact with the research environment. While these factors are 

impossible to control, they must be acknowledged and described to the greatest degree possible 

in order to provide for the greatest understanding of the data. The abundance of work 

informally describing educational interventions based on Vygtoskyian concepts of ZPD and 

scaffolding is testimony to the potential usefulness of these ideas in online education. 

Unfortunately, perhaps as a result of these difficulties described earlier, few empirical studies 

regarding the application of Vygotsky's theories in this field of educational endeavor were 

located.  

Smith and Carroll (2000) report on the development and implementation of an online 

tutoring program involving pre-service teachers paired with students in local public schools who 

had been identified by their teachers as “students whom they believed were able to improve 

their achievement through this additional attention and support” (p. 4). The stated rationale for 

the development of this one-to-one tutoring procedure was linked to Vygotsky’s concept of 

ZPD and the researchers stated that transcribed interactions between tutors and learners would 

be analyzed in relation to this concept. The interactions between tutors and learners were 

facilitated through the use of Netscape Conference software as a means of visual and graphical 

communication supplemented with simultaneous direct verbal communication via telephone. 

The description of the process of communication between tutors and learners was reasonably 

clear and seemed an appropriate use of technology to facilitate synchronous, one-to-one 

tutoring from a distance. Unfortunately, details regarding other important aspects of this project 

are sketchy at best.  
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There is not enough information regarding methodology given in the report to 

adequately critique this aspect of the project. The only information provided about the 

demographics of the students who participated as tutees is that they were selected by teachers 

for participation from one of four Detroit Public Schools where “75% of the students were 

eligible for free and reduced lunches and their academic achievement was substantially below 

the State averages” (p. 3). The teacher for each of the selected students identified specific 

academic problem areas and provided relevant sample classroom activities to the tutor for that 

student. Even less information regarding tutors is provided. In the appendices of the report, one 

tutee is identified as being in 7th grade but no other references to the ages or grade levels of 

tutees is provided.  

Tutors were identified only as “students who were enrolled in an introductory computer 

applications class in the College of Education” (p. 5) and were referred to as pre-service 

teachers although one statement in the report calls that part of the identification into question. 

However, it was stated that the tutors were given information regarding the tutoring process in 

written form along with a brief hands-on experience in using the relevant software. Other than 

this, the level of pedagogical expertise and awareness of the tutors is not discussed. Another 

troubling omission is the level of awareness the tutors had of the educational principles on 

which their interactions with students were to be analyzed. No mention is made of whether the 

tutors had received any previous exposure to Vygotsky’s notions of ZPD. Arguments might be 

made on both sides regarding the importance of making tutors aware of this aspect of the 

project or leaving them in the dark depending on the research questions being posed. This leads 

to perhaps the most troubling omission of all—the lack of either implicit or explicit attention to 

the underlying research questions that should form the basis for the analysis of data. Some 
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assumptions might be made relative to this, but not enough information is given to allow for 

much speculation. The closest approximation to a reasonable research question for this study is 

contained in the following statement: “At this point, one can only speculate as to how often or 

how deep the intrusion into the Zone of Proximal Development must be in order to maximize 

learning for a particular student in a particular curriculum content area.” (Smith & Carroll, 2000, 

p. 9)  

In all fairness to the authors, they are careful to qualify the information being reported 

as preliminary and to provide a URL for a website where the final research report would be 

made available at a later date. However, examination of the final report shed no additional light 

on these concerns. Regardless of the point in the research process at which this report was 

written, more clarity regarding how they planned to analyze their data should have been offered. 

It is not even clear whether they were using a primarily quantitative or qualitative approach to 

the collection and analysis of data. Based upon the lack of attention to detail in this area, one 

might infer that the authors may have a relatively naïve level of expertise in qualitative 

methodology and assumed that a qualitative approach while allowing them greater freedom to 

explore possible interpretations of the data also gave them license to be less than meticulous in 

their description of the research process. The primary type of data collected—transcripts of 

interactions between tutors and tutees—would lend itself well to qualitative methodology. 

Unfortunately, rather than taking a qualitative approach to the analysis of this data, the authors 

seemed intent upon reducing the data to numerical representations and then provided little or 

no guidance as to the possible meanings of these representations. An elaborate system was 

developed for creating graphs of the transcribed conversations which plotted where (in relation 

to the ZPD) interactions between tutor and tutee were located. How the authors planned to use 
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and interpret these graphs was not explained. In addition to Vygotsky’s ZPD, the authors 

employed Bloom’s Taxonomy as another means of categorizing and analyzing data. As with the 

ZPD data, little guidance was given as to the meaning or usefulness of this data.  

Jiang and Ting (1998) conclude that the “active participation of the instructor” (p. 16) is 

vital to the success of online learning and further describe the students’ need to “know that their 

instructor is always there giving them support, scaffolding and guidance” (p. 17). While these 

conclusions are consistent with the preceding theoretical discussion and my own personal 

beliefs about the role of the instructor in an online course, these conclusions do not seem to 

derive from the data presented. The authors attempted to isolate factors that are related to 

students’ perceptions of learning in an online environment. Their large sample of 183 

participants included all students who completed an online course during one semester through 

SUNY Learning Network. Their data included information collected through surveys, as well as 

demographic and course data. They used this data to construct a complex web of statistical 

comparisons which included five dependent variables (perceived amount of learning, perceived 

degree of interaction with the instructor, perceived degree of interaction with fellow students, 

students’ perceptions of learning experience, and number of students’ responses) and five 

independent variables (percent of grade weight on discussion, percent of grade weight on 

written assignments, specification of requirements of discussion, number of instructor’s 

responses per student, and class size). Demographic variables were also included in the 

statistical analyses. In addition to the descriptions of how the data for these variables were 

collected, some vague references to qualitative and observational data were made. It is not clear 

how the qualitative and observational data were collected or analyzed, but the conclusions 
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drawn by the authors appear to have been the result of this data rather than the quantitative 

data. 

Perhaps the authors felt the need to rely on the undefined qualitative data because the 

numerical data were not sufficient to answer the questions they sought to answer. In spite of the 

extensive analysis of this data, an underlying flaw in the design of the study inhibits the 

usefulness of the information. First, four of the five dependent variables were determined using 

the answers to three survey questions. Perceived amount of learning was determined by the 

answer to the third question on the survey—“Compared to other modes of learning, do you 

think you have learned more in this course?” Perceived degree of interaction with the instructor 

was measured by the answer to the second question—“Compared to other modes of learning 

did you have more interaction with your instructor in this course?” Perceived degree of 

interaction with fellow students was measured by the answer to the first question—“Compared 

to other modes of learning, did you have more interaction with students in this course?” Finally, 

students’ perceptions of the learning experience were measured by a composite score obtained 

from their answers to all three questions. While the data were collected and analyzed as if it were 

continuous, numerical data, I do not believe that this was appropriate. The data seem more 

appropriately categorical in nature. If this is true, the statistical correlations performed were 

inappropriate and unreliable. As Jiang and Ting (1998) point out in the final sentence of their 

report, qualitative study of these issues may provide more useful information. 
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Cognitive Flexibility Theory's Radical Constructivism 

Cognitive Flexibility Theory (CFT), originally formulated by Spiro, Coulson, Feltovich, 

and Anderson (1988), was developed in response to their perception that traditional learning 

theories had failed to adequately account for how learning of complex subject matter takes place 

in ill-structured environments. This theory is particularly well-suited for dealing with teaching 

and learning in subject areas where understanding and synthesizing a great deal of complex 

information is required and where there are no "right" answers to the questions posed. CFT is 

an attempt to provide a framework for how individuals organize and process information in 

such situations. Spiro and Jehng (1990) describe these domains of learning as follows: 

At advanced stages of knowledge acquisition content becomes more complex and the 
relationships across the cases that knowledge has to be applied to become more irregular. 
We call domains that have these features of content complexity and irregularity of application 
contexts ill-structured domains. At the same time that greater ill-structuredness must 
be dealt with by advanced learners, the goals of learning shift: (a) from the attainment of 
superficial familiarity with concepts and facts to the mastery of important aspects of 
conceptual complexity, and (b) from knowledge reproduction to knowledge use (transfer, 
application). (Spiro & Jehng, 1990, p. 165) 
 

They have further named the process by which individuals navigate such domains as cognitive 

flexibility and have defined this as 

. . . the ability to spontaneously restructure one's knowledge, in many ways, in adaptive 
response to radically changing situational demands (both within and across knowledge 
application situations). This is a function of both the way knowledge is represented (e.g., 
along multiple rather than single conceptual dimensions) and the processes that operate on 
those mental representations (e.g., processes of schema assembly rather than intact schema 
retrieval). (Spiro & Jehng, 1990, pp. 165-166) 
 
It may be easier to discuss this process of cognitive flexibility by way of an example that 

is relevant to the content area of the online course that will be the subject of this study. In the 

career development course, students are most often attempting to find an answer to the 
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perennial question "what should I be when I grow up?" In order to answer this question, a 

tremendous amount of information must be absorbed and processed. The specific content of 

this information will vary for each individual student but usually includes the broad categories of 

information about themselves (interests, skills, values), information about occupations (job 

tasks, educational/training requirements, environment), and information about the job market 

(employment outlook, job growth). Some students may approach this decision making task in a 

very linear fashion. This could take the form of the following reasoning—I like working with 

children, kindergarten teachers work with children, therefore, I want to be a kindergarten 

teacher. While this type of reasoning does capture one approach to career decision making, 

often the reasoning process becomes much more complex. How an individual sorts through 

and prioritizes information within these categories—especially when various pieces of 

information seem to be in conflict with one another—might best be modeled with CFT. Again, 

within the context of the career development course, an individual might take information 

learned about herself in the self-assessment portion of the course regarding interests, personality 

types, and values and look for general themes or patterns found in that information. She then 

might begin researching various careers and look for occupations that seem to mirror these 

general themes and patterns. As a result of this process, she may discover an occupation that 

sounds interesting to her but is only available in a region of the country that will take her far 

away from her family and friends. She may also be thinking that she wants to have children and 

must consider the impact that choice would have on her career path. There is no one perfect 

answer to this individual's career dilemma. In fact, there may be many workable solutions. 

However, one thing does seem certain—a simple linear approach would not allow for a full 

exploration of all of these relevant factors.  
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Although the authors point out that they began working toward developing this theory 

prior to becoming interested in educational technology, CFT seems particularly appropriate for 

use in computer-supported learning environments. All references that I was able to locate in the 

research literature regarding the application of CFT involved the use of computer technology in 

some form with much of the work revolving around hypertext and online applications. In 

discussing this marriage of CFT and hypertext learning, the authors (Spiro, Feltovich, Jacobson, 

& Coulson, 1991) are careful to caution that all hypertext learning environments are not 

inherently conducive to learning. In fact, great pains must be taken to carefully structure 

hypertext environments so that learning is facilitated and enhanced rather than allowing the 

learner to become lost in cyberspace. Spiro et al. (1991) assert that atheoretically structured 

hypertext programs either oversimplify the knowledge in order to present it efficiently or 

overwhelm the learner with information. They believe that CFT "avoids the ad hoc character of 

many recent hypertext-based instructional programs, which have too often been driven by 

intuition and the power of the technology" (Spiro et al., 1991, p. 24).  

One of the major features of CFT involves the importance of multiple presentations of 

information, with this multiplicity occurring in both instructional methodology as well as 

context. While the value of presenting the same instructional material in a variety of ways has to 

some degree already been embraced in education, CFT encourages educators to take this 

approach a step further. For example, Gardner’s Multiple Intelligence Theory (1993) 

recommends that educators present information to students in a variety of ways in order to 

address the variety of “intelligences” that individual students possess. Some who advocate 

Gardner’s approach to education appear to have reduced his concept of multiple intelligences to 

mean simply various learning styles. Although not explicitly acknowledged by the developers of 
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CFT, Gardner’s more complex explanation of numerous (at least seven) discrete problem-

solving orientations (that he labels intelligences) may partially explain the successful educational 

outcomes that have been reported in studies based on CFT (e.g., Assenza, Bosworth, Bowdish, 

Brown, Hackett, Lawless, Mautner, & Rosen, 1995). It is possible that the technique of multiple 

presentations of instructional material by various instructional methods enhances students’ 

abilities to process the information through the use of multiple intelligences and accounts for 

the students' ability to successfully learn the information. However, the additional layer of 

providing access to the same material within various contexts in order to reduce the likelihood 

of compartmentalization of information is an aspect of CFT that is absent from educational 

applications of Gardner’s theory.  

The importance of providing opportunities for active participation on the part of 

students (Spiro et al., 1991) parallels Dewey’s ideas around project-based learning. In fact, 

Dewey might argue that the active participation of the learner is the basis for gaining an 

appreciation of the complexity of life and experience.  

It is the nature of an experience to have implications which go far beyond what is at first 
consciously noted in it. Bringing these connections or implications to consciousness enhances 
the meaning of the experience. Any experience, however trivial in its first appearance is 
capable of assuming an indefinite richness of significance by extending its range of perceived 
connections. (Dewey, 1916, p. 217) 
 

Although CFT seems to be consistent with Deweyan philosophy, Spiro and Jehng (1990) credit 

ideas developed by Wittgenstein (1953) as contributing to their understanding of the nature of 

complexity in learning. They have incorporated his "cris-crossed landscape" metaphor in their 

formulation of CFT. This metaphor provides an aide similar to cognitive mapping that allows 

one to visually represent complex relationships and patterns of information. 
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The Cognition and Instruction Group (CIGUC) at the University of Connecticut 

developed and reported on an innovative use of an instructional program based on the 

principles of CFT and designed to teach students to use the university’s email system (Assenza 

et al., 1995). Prior to the development of this program, the instruction that students received 

regarding the use of the email system occurred in very large groups (more than 50) involving 

mostly lecture and little opportunity for hands-on practice. Concern over widespread frustration 

on the part of students when attempting to use the system independently caused the CIGUC to 

seek a better solution. 

An instructional model based on CFT was selected because the group perceived the 

email system as a relatively ill-structured domain. Although more well-structured than some 

situations, the email system still offered a good deal of variability in contexts. For example, there 

are some basic steps required in sending an email message, but there will be some variability in 

those steps depending upon the context as in the example of creating a new message or replying 

to a message from someone else. In order to provide hands-on instruction based on CFT, a 

HyperCard ™ program called “Auntie EMM” was developed. The name of the program comes 

from its use of characters and situations from “The Wizard of OZ” to teach email use. Prior to 

implementing this program, the researchers hypothesized that (1) Auntie EMM would increase 

students’ self-efficacy in regard to their ability to use email and would increase positive attitudes 

toward the use of email, and (2) that following completion of the Auntie EMM program 

students would be able to successfully meet 11 predetermined mastery learning criteria related to 

the use of the email program. Additionally, the researchers planned to look for qualitative 

evidence that either supported or called into question the quantitative measures. 



53 
 

The students who served as subjects in this study completed the Auntie EMM program 

as a part of course requirements in an undergraduate psychology course in educational 

technology. The final sample included 22 students, most of whom were female. While the 

sample did not reflect the make-up of the total student body, the authors report that it was 

representative of the population of students enrolled in the College of Education. The students’ 

prior experience with and exposure to technology was not discussed. Prior to beginning 

instruction, students completed two researcher-designed instruments developed for the purpose 

of assessing levels of self-efficacy in and attitudes toward use of email. These instruments had 

previously been piloted on a larger sample of students enrolled in similar courses at the same 

university. The instruments were again administered to students following their completion of 

the Auntie EMM program. Although the actual differences in the pre-test and post-test scores 

appear to be small, statistically significant differences in the predicted direction on both 

constructs were obtained. Additionally, all of the students were able to achieve 100% mastery on 

the list of mastery learning criteria and were reported to have expressed mostly positive attitudes 

in the informal qualitative data (email responses to messages sent from the experimenter 

following completion of the program).  

The researchers report these results as preliminary and acknowledge that additional 

investigation is warranted. However, there are some aspects of the data collection procedures 

that may have influenced the results of this study in ways that were not noted by the 

researchers. For instance, the Auntie EMM program was implemented in conjunction with 

instruction on a number of other technology related programs. The researchers stated that the 

email instruction program constituted only a small portion of about 18 hours of hands-on 

instruction in educational technology. In order to assess whether or not the improvement in 
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self-efficacy and attitudes related to email programs was in fact due to the Auntie EMM 

program, it would have been more appropriate for the research team to have employed a 

control group of students who received exposure to everything the experimental group received 

minus the Auntie EMM program. Without such control, it cannot be determined the degree to 

which other instructional factors may have influenced the variables being studied. The positive 

results of the study might have been due simply to increased exposure to technology in general 

rather than the effectiveness of the CFT inspired program. Additionally, the researchers did not 

make explicit the timing of the administration of the assessment instruments in relation to the 

presentation of the Auntie EMM program. From the way the report reads, it appears that these 

assessments were performed immediately following the use of the Auntie EMM program while 

the information was fresh in the minds of the students, and their level of confidence and 

competence would be expected to be higher. Assessing students’ attitudes, levels of self-efficacy, 

and mastery of skills at a later date would add credibility to the results. A possible clue regarding 

the status of students’ later email attitudes and abilities may lie in the authors’ reporting of the 

collection of the qualitative data. This data took the form of email messages sent by researchers 

to each of the subjects and the responses to these messages. When the research team sent such 

messages to 20 of the 22 original subjects, only 11 subjects responded to these email queries. 

This might be considered a form of survey research and, taken in this way, this return rate of 

55% might not be considered unusual. However, since the study purported to measure attitudes 

toward email use, this low response rate is of more concern. Unfortunately, the research team 

did not seem to make this connection and reported no attempts to make additional contact with 

subjects who did not respond using another form of communication. Similarly, no explanation 
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was offered as to the reason that only 20 of the 22 subjects had been offered the opportunity to 

participate in this part of the study. 

In their extremely well designed study, Demetriadis and Pombortsis (1999) overcame 

the primary methodological problems discussed in the Auntie EMM study (Assenza et al., 1995) 

by employing the use of a control group and by adding a delayed post-test in addition to the 

post-test given immediately following the intervention. The subject matter for this study also 

involved computer technology and employed undergraduate students as subjects. To control for 

possible gender differences and age differences, the experimenters used a stratified distribution 

leaving relatively the same proportions of female students in each group and the same 

proportion of first year students in each group. All students were reported to be “domain 

novices” with this being defined as having “never before used systematically computer based 

instructional environments to learn something” (Demetriadis & Pombortsis, 1999, p. 248). 

Specifically, the content contained in the learning modules presented was Computer 

Networking—a topic which the authors believed to be sufficiently complex to justify the 

application of CFT principles of learning.  

The content presented to each group was reported to be identical, containing exactly the 

same text and graphics and presented in electronic form. The only difference was in the way 

that the information was structured. For the control group, the information was presented in a 

linear fashion as if in the form of an electronic textbook. The experimental group had the same 

material presented in a format that included glossary hyperlinks, thematic commentaries, and 

employed a case-based approach to the material. While numerous hyperlinks were employed in 

the experimental design of the information, care was taken to provide adequate structure for the 

students and pages were designed so that students were never more than one click away from 
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the main page. Following the initial presentation of the material, students in both groups were 

presented with a synthesis activity. The activity contained the same set of 10 questions for each 

group. However, the experimental group was given a guide that enhanced the students’ use of 

the “criss-crossing” technique advocated by CFT. No feedback was provided to either group 

regarding the degree of correctness of their solutions to the problems presented in the synthesis 

activity. Students in both conditions spent approximately equal amounts of time engaged in the 

study of the material. 

After analysis of the data, no significant difference was found between the two groups 

regarding the level of introductory material learned. However, students in the experimental 

group did perform significantly better than the control group in correctly handling complex 

problem situations and in demonstration of “more abstract and deeper characteristics of domain 

knowledge” (Demetriadis & Pombortsis, 1999, p. 261). Additionally, no differences in 

performance based on gender or “epistemic beliefs and preferences” (p. 245) of students were 

found.  

Although this study is based on a relatively small number of students (37 total), the 

strength of the results coupled with the meticulous attention to detail in the design of the study 

leads me to infer strong support for the use of CFT in instructional design. Not only did the 

authors show the potential strength of this design in enhancing the learning of cognitively 

complex and flexible information structures, they also demonstrated that this instructional 

design would not inhibit the learning of introductory material in less cognitively complex ways. 

This finding is important because it supports the use of this theoretical approach at all levels of 

learning.  
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Balcytiene (1999) employed an approach similar to that of Demetriadis and Pombortsis 

(1999) in a study of the effects of a CFT-based approach to teaching students to recognize the 

Gothic style of art and to be able to differentiate between Gothic and non-Gothic pieces of art. 

In this study, the control group was asked to read a paper text called “How to Recognize Gothic 

Style” and the experimental group was allowed to use a hypertext program containing the same 

textual and graphic material presented in the paper. The only differences made in the text when 

inserting it into a hypertext program were to edit individual paragraphs so that they could stand 

alone. This enabled students to navigate the information in a more flexible manner in the 

hypertext version as opposed to the linear presentation of the paper. Similar to the earlier study, 

students were placed in groups randomly in a stratified manner according to performance on a 

pre-test measure of proficiency in the content area.  

Surprisingly, no significant differences were found in the post-test performance of the 

two groups. The group using the hypertext application had larger mean scores than the group 

using the paper text, but this difference was not found to be statistically significant. Contrary to 

what one might expect based on Spiro and Jehng’s (1990) discussion as well as the previous 

study (Demetriadis & Pombortsis, 1999), students who had lower levels of previous domain 

knowledge tended to be helped more by the hypertext application than students with higher 

levels of previous domain knowledge.  

In addition to the quantitative analysis of performance indicators, Balcytiene (1999) also 

used qualitative data analysis. For the students who used the hypertext learning environment, 

videotapes were made which showed the students’ interactions within that environment. These 

tapes showed both the students’ behaviors and body language as well as the paths taken within 

the hypertext. This allowed the researcher to conduct analysis of various navigational strategies 
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employed by students as well as to conduct “stimulated recall interviews” in which students 

were presented with video clips of their study session and asked to describe their thought 

processes during the various segments. This analysis resulted in the identification of three major 

information access strategies: “(1) systematic reading followed by nonlinear testing and 

reflecting, (2) systematic versus explorative reading, and (3) exploration due to respective 

preferences followed by systematic reading afterwards” (Balcytiene, 1999, p. 315). Further 

analysis of the behavior and characteristics of these students lead to an additional means of 

categorization—self-regulated versus cue-dependent learners. Self-regulated learners were 

described as being “concerned with the learning process and approached learning within a 

problem-solving framework” (p. 318) while cue-dependent learners were described as “task-

anxious and concerned with learning outcomes” (p. 319). Quantitative performance measures 

were again analyzed using these systems of categorization and, while no statistically significant 

differences among groups were found, there did appear to be patterns in the results that the 

author found to be of practical significance. Specifically, the author states “low-level-prior-

knowledge students who were described as self-regulated learners, benefited more from the 

features of the hypertext system” (p. 322). By the time that the final statistical analyses were 

performed on the groups from which both qualitative and quantitative data had been collected, 

there were only seven students in the sample. The lack of statistical significance of the results 

may be due to this extremely small sample size.  

In spite of the lack of statistical significance, the author provides a number of practical 

ways in which the inferences drawn from the data may be put to use in the field of instructional 

design. These implications are related to defining educational objectives including specific tasks 

for the learner, the manner in which hypertext information is structured, and issues related to 
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functionality in hypertext environments. These suggestions seemed to be aimed at designing 

hypertext applications that provide enough structure and cues for cue-dependent learners while 

not limiting the possibilities for exploration among self-regulated learners. Inherent in this is the 

need to develop a greater understanding of the role that metacognition plays in learning within 

hypertext environments and the degree of self-awareness necessary for successfully using these 

environments. 

Relevance for Counselor Education 

Overall, pedagogical principles in counselor education call for active learning strategies to 
engage students in the developmental and collaborative processes. This pedagogical principle 
must be the guide when considering the use of technology. The goal is not to increase the use of 
technology for the sake of technology. Rather, technology is merely the means to the end, with 
the end goal being increased knowledge, attitudes, and sound counseling skills (ACES, 
1999). Counselor educators must remember that form follows function. If technology is not 
following pedagogical principles of active learning that facilitates student growth, then it is not 
needed. However, when technology does follow these principles, then it is beneficial. 
(Baggerly, 2002, ¶ 6) 
 
While emphasizing different aspects of learning, each of the theories discussed 

underscores the importance of providing appropriate support for the learner. Dewey 

accomplishes this primarily through active, participatory learning that is based in real world 

situations. Vygotsky exhorts the teacher to target learning experiences to meet the student in the 

ZPD and to provide a supportive scaffold. CFT proponents focus on the design of the learning 

environment and materials. An approach that incorporated these elements would likely retain a 

student-centered focus and would offer the best hope for enabling a humane approach to online 

education. Keeping these elements in mind would prevent a cookie-cutter, one-size-fits-all 

mentality to develop. This is particularly important within the counselor education curriculum. 

It is important for counselor educators to model in their interactions with students the attitudes 
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and behaviors that they hope to develop within their students. A supportive, student-centered, 

developmental approach to teaching most closely models the empathetic, supportive, client-

centered approach toward counseling that counselor education programs seek to develop in 

their graduates.  

Lundberg (2000) echoed this sentiment in one of the first studies to examine the use of 

internet technologies in the counselor education curriculum. While the online component was a 

relatively minor portion of the content of the course, the author offered as one of his reasons 

for including technology in the training of counselors a desire to provide “the modeling of 

realistic, effective, and ethical uses of it during their education” (p.149). Similarly, while 

reporting on a counselor education course delivered via interactive televised instruction, Ancis 

(1998) focused on the issues of concern related to teaching a course aimed at developing 

culturally competent and sensitive counselors via distance education. Within this context, CMC 

is used as a support for the “live” interaction available during the video conferencing. The 

potential for greater reflection when interacting in an asynchronous environment is highlighted 

as well as the opportunityif the instructor takes advantage of itfor developing a more 

collaborative relationship with students.  

Pate and Hall (2005) were successful in using CMC as a means of enhancing reflective 

interaction among students by including an online component in an experimental course on 

counseling and spirituality. While the major component of the course used traditional face-to-

face teaching methods, students were also required to participate in online discussions. Each 

student was required to post four 500-word essays responding to assigned prompts which 

allowed the students to react to assigned and self-selected readings on the topic of counseling 

and spirituality. Additionally, each student was required to respond to at least two of the essays 
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posted by classmates. The authors report positive student reaction to the course as a whole and 

to the online component of the course. Specifically, the authors report  

. . .that the Internet discussion was a better option for the counseling and spirituality course 
than an in-session discussion. The primary reason students noted was the time that this 
option allowed them to reflect on and try to understand the diverse views of the class members 
before stating an opinion or reacting to someone else’s opinions. (p. 159) 
 

In addition to this positive response to the online discussions, students also noted that they 

would have liked more face-to-face opportunities to discuss issues brought up in the online 

discussions. The results of this study suggest that although online technologies are useful in 

promoting thoughtful and reflective interaction among students, counselor education students 

still value the opportunity for face-to-face interaction with classmates.  

In their commentary on web-based instruction, Altekruse and Brew (2000) explore both 

advantages and disadvantages of using this methodology in counselor education. Their 

conclusion is that “(f)or counselor education, web-based instruction will probably always be 

second best to live instruction” (p. 141). While this cautious approach is echoed in much of the 

literature that focuses on the use of online instruction in counselor education, a few authors 

assert that certain courses are better suited for online instruction than others. Peterson (2000) 

believes that one such course is career development. Her commentary provides some 

suggestions for the use of specific forms of technology in teaching career development in an 

online environment. In addition to these suggestions, she discusses two studies related to 

distance education and highlights specific findings from each that have application for distance 

learning in the area of career development. This discussion suggests that not much is known 

about the phenomenon of online education and a great deal of room remains for research 

efforts in this arena. While career development seems to be an appropriate content area for 
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exploring online education, the author does not provide any substantial support for this 

assertion. However, others seem to agree that career development lends itself well to online 

applications as evidenced by numerous examples of these efforts (e.g., Refvem, Plante, & 

Osborne, 2000; Walz & Reedy, 2000; Albrecht & Jones, 2004).  

Hohenshil and DeLorenzo (1999) report successful student outcomes in their 

implementation of a graduate-level online career development course. The successful outcomes 

included students’ satisfaction with the level of interaction, their level of comfort in using the 

internet with clients, and their expressed willingness to enroll in other completely online 

courses. While this study lends support for the use of online instruction in the area of career 

development, it leaves many questions unanswered and does not provide an in-depth analysis of 

the development and implementation of such a course. 

Kuo and Srebalus (2003) describe the development of a web-based career counseling 

course. The technology components of this course were added in stages over the course of 

several years. The authors believed that a technology component was needed in the career 

counseling course in order to improve the technology skills of counseling students and to better 

prepare them to use web-based career development resources. In the initial stage, a web-

supplement consisting primarily of an archive of handouts was prepared for the traditional 

course. During the second phase of development, the goals and objectives for the course were 

re-examined and a course website containing lecture notes, PowerPoint presentations, and 

handouts was created. This website used a basic linear structure to provide simple access to 

course information. In addition to these online resources, students were assigned two activities 

that required the use of career-related internet resources. The skills of an instructional designer 

were used in the third phase of development. This required an additional re-examination of the 
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course but this time from the perspective of web-based instructional design. While the final 

version of this course included the use of a very sophisticated course website that included an 

online bulletin board and chatroom, the course still employed traditional face-to-face instruction 

with the online materials used to enhance the traditional format. The authors emphasize the 

importance of counselor educators effectively using resources outside their own departments. 

Collaboration with colleagues who possess expertise in educational technology is recommended. 

Albrecht and Jones (2004) provide a course planning model for developing online 

courses in counselor education using a career development course as an example. The authors 

emphasize the planning aspect as being especially important for developing effective online 

instructional environments. As a part of their rationale for providing such a framework for 

planning they observe that faculty members tend to model their instructional approaches after 

the professors who taught them as graduate students. They state further that “many counselor 

educators have had limited experiences with cyberlearning as either an instructor or a student. 

Therefore, they possess no examples and unexamples when developing their own online 

courses” (p. 59). While this article provides a detailed conceptual framework addressing “the 

issues of pre-planning, course-level planning, and lesson-level planning” (p. 76) in the context of 

a career development course, there is no outcome data even of an anecdotal nature.  

Several studies highlight the need for greater attention to preparing technologically 

competent counselors and counselor educators. Osborn and Zalaquett (2005) suggest that more 

attention is needed in instructing graduate students in engaging in critical analysis of career-

related websites. Their research indicated that students demonstrate a tendency to rate all career-

related websites positively with little recognition of criteria for determining the appropriateness 

of these websites for client use. In an article focused primarily on technology skill development, 
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Glass, Daniel, Mason, and Parks-Savage (2005) call for doctoral programs to implement more 

instruction in technology skills so that counselor educators will have the skills needed to provide 

distance education for their students. Students in an advanced multicultural counseling course 

were allowed to meet with counselors and counseling students in other countries and in other 

locations in the United States through the use of videoconferencing (Rapisarda & Jencius, 

2005). This use of technology as a supplement to face-to-face instruction was demonstrated to 

enhance students’ attitudes toward using technology in addition to increasing their awareness of 

multicultural issues in counseling. Although they did not use examine online technology, 

Karper, Robinson, and Casado (2005) found that the incorporation of multimedia into face-to-

face instruction enhanced academic achievement among counselor education students.  

Coursol and Lewis (2004) provide description of the development and implementation 

of a course in technology for counselor education students. The authors designed the course to 

address the technology competencies recommended by the Association for Counselor 

Education and Supervision (ACES, 1999) for counselor education students. The course was 

taught in the traditional face-to-face mode but was aimed at encouraging the development of 

technology skills in students preparing to enter the field of counselor education. Among the 

aims of the course were teaching the skills necessary for online teaching as well as encouraging 

greater use of various forms of digital technology within counselor education programs. The 

authors briefly discuss pedagogical concerns related to methods of delivery of this particular 

course and some of the challenges encountered. These concerns centered primarily around 

varying skill levels of students related to use of technology, degree of access to necessary 

hardware and software, and the intensive preparation and time commitment required of an 

instructor using technology in the classroom. To address the time intensive nature of a 
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technology enriched course such as this one, the authors recommend that courses of this nature 

be team taught with at least one other faculty member involved throughout the process.  

Watson (2003) encourages counselor educators to become aware of the many options 

for computer-based supervision interventions. These interventions range from computer-

assisted live supervision to “cybersupervision.” Although there are numerous advantages to 

these options, including greater ease of scheduling and a wider range of internship site 

possibilities, the cost of necessary equipment may prohibit the implementation of these options. 

While concern regarding technology failure at critical points in the supervision process may lead 

some to question the feasibility of this approach, others have focused on developing additional 

ways to incorporate technology into clinical courses. Daire and Rasmus (2005) developed a CD-

ROM that provided information designed to assist practicum students in becoming better 

acquainted with their practicum sites prior to beginning practicum. In addition to this site-

specific information about policies and procedures, the CD-ROM used video role-plays to 

review information about clinical assessments, client evaluation, and counseling techniques. 

While providing such a resource for students appears to be useful, the authors do not provide 

any outcome data related to this project. Newman and Abney (2005) report that once the initial 

phase of learning how to use the requisite technology was completed, the use of digital editing 

software by graduate students in a microskills counseling course enhanced their experience by 

minimizing the time spent transcribing counseling sessions and by accessing various learning 

modalities of students. Additionally, the authors report that the process of providing feedback 

to students on their counseling skills was enhanced for the instructor. Baltimore, Fitch and 

Gillam (2005) found technology to be useful in evaluating counseling supervisors. They used an 

interactive CD-ROM for presentation of videotaped counseling sessions in a research study 
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measuring consistency of supervisors’ ratings of counseling sessions. This format provided for 

standardized data gathering and presentation of information. 

Trolley and Silliker (2005) recommend the use of WebCT in practicum and internship 

supervision. In addition to regular face-to-face meetings, practicum students and interns have 

access to a course website that contains all pertinent course documents (i.e., syllabus, internship 

manual, etc.), reading assignments, and links to relevant resources. Online submission of 

internship logs and journals can be facilitated so that supervisors may monitor the progress of 

interns more regularly than the typical once per week group supervision session. Students may 

also use both synchronous and asynchronous communication tools to engage in discussions and 

peer supervision. While their description of this use of online technology in the supervision of 

counseling students has many potential benefits, numerous disadvantages are acknowledged. 

Although some of the disadvantages mentioned will probably begin to disappear as counselor 

educators (and students) become more accustomed to using advanced technologies, the ethical 

concerns noted are of greater concern. The potential for breaches in confidentiality, 

exacerbation of boundary issues, and lack of clarity in communication between supervisor and 

supervisee are more troubling. These concerns must be carefully addressed before implementing 

such a use of technology. 

A recent literature review (Schneider, Wantz, Rice, & Long, 2005) examining the use of 

distance learning in counselor education focuses on the attention that has been paid to the 

specific technological components used in the delivery of distance learning and suggests that 

completely online courses are being used relatively rarely in this field. The studies reported on 

by the authors primarily discuss the use of course software, ways to enhance communication 
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between and among faculty and students, methods of incorporating various technologies into 

classroom activities, and the use of technology in assessment.  

In an effort to determine the extent to which online courses are being offered in 

counselor education programs, faculty members at 416 institutions were contacted and asked to 

respond to a 15-item distance learning survey. (Wantz, Tromski, Mortsolf, Yoxtheimer, Brill, & 

Cole, 2004) The authors summarize their results as follows:  

Distance learning appears not to be widely accepted within counselor education. Of the 127 
institutions that responded to the survey, slightly more than half (58%) reported no 
utilization of any type of distance learning as a form of instruction. The majority (53%) of 
the 74 institutions that reported not using distance learning, indicated that they had no plan 
to implement distance learning into their programs. (p. 340) 
 

Although 42% of these institutions are offering some form of distance education, only 24% are 

offering completely online courses. In addition to examining the actual implementation of 

distance education courses, faculty attitudes toward this use of educational technology were 

explored. Among the possible explanations for this apparent resistance to the use of online 

courses in counselor education was a concern that this teaching method is not appropriate for 

some of the courses within the counselor education curriculum. For example, courses designed 

to address counseling skills necessitate some degree of face-to-face interaction. While this 

concern seems to be a legitimate reason for caution in using online course in counselor 

education, many respondents acknowledged that there were probably courses within the 

curriculum that could appropriately be delivered via distance education. The reality that fewer 

than half of counselor education programs are choosing to implement distance learning 

opportunities for their students and that many programs are not even considering distance 

learning as a possibility for their programs suggests that other factors are at work. Wantz, et al. 

(2004) report that more than half of the faculty members who responded do not receive any 
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additional compensation from their employing institutions for the extra time and work involved 

in developing and implementing online or web-enhanced courses. This could certainly explain 

the lack of enthusiasm on the part of counselor educators for taking on the daunting task of 

online course development. Additionally, 66% of respondents indicated that they “regarded 

distance learning as less important than traditional methods of instruction” (p. 341). The lack of 

utilization of distance learning coupled with primarily negative attitudes toward this method of 

educational delivery points toward a need for further exploration of the experience of teaching 

online.  

 A similar discomfort with online education appears to be present among graduate 

students enrolled in counselor education programs. In a study using a nationwide sample of 

counselor education students examining the possible interaction between technology skills, 

learning styles, and preferred modes of instruction, it was reported that there were no students 

who chose online courses as a preferred method of instruction. (Berry, Srebalus, Cromer, & 

Takacs, 2003) In exploring possible explanations for this finding, the authors note that only 5% 

of the sample chose role-playing activities as a preferred mode of instruction. Since role-playing 

is seen as an integral part of training counselors, counselor educators tend to persist in using this 

teaching strategy in spite of the students’ expressed discomfort with it. Perhaps the use of online 

teaching should be viewed in this context. Educational strategies should be chosen based upon 

their suitability for achieving the specific educational objectives rather than upon their 

popularity among students or faculty. 

The focus on new educational technologies offers us the opportunity to think about 

what it really means to be a teacher—to reevaluate what it is that we, as teachers, do and why we 

do it. Do our teaching methods meet the needs of students or are they designed to meet our 
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own needs? While it seems clear that attention to instructional design and pedagogical issues are 

vital to any successful implementation of online educational interventions, it may be useful to 

look beyond even these issues. What are the philosophical bases for our current educational 

approaches? Are we currently engaging in educational practices that are consistent with our 

articulated beliefs about education? If not, why not? The examples offered in Tanner’s (1997) 

examination of the lessons learned and (apparently) unlearned from Dewey’s laboratory school 

leave many unanswered questions. If there are other factors at work that inhibit our ability to 

apply the lessons learned from Dewey’s work—information to which we have had access for 

close to 100 years—might it not be best to identify these factors and address them before 

attempting to apply the same lessons unsuccessfully to yet another educational intervention? 

Whether our classrooms are in cyberspace or made of brick and mortar, we owe it to our 

students, our fellow educators, and ourselves to seek the best solutions possible. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
 

. . . the processes of qualitative research are multiple; they are linked and interactive, to each 
other and to the human being who is the research instrument. Activities such as reading, 
thinking, researching, writing, redoing, and/or rethinking and writing, do not occur in a 
vacuum; lots of activity occurs simultaneously. Unlike the systematic progression of selecting a 
particular design and following formulas for generating significance, the image of progress in 
qualitative research is more like one of those crazy clocks, the hour and minute hands of 
which revolve sometimes clockwise, sometimes counterclockwise, sometimes together, and most 
often in opposition, so that movement forward is not comfortingly, logically visible. We 
become dizzy just watching it . . . (Meloy, 2002, p. 145) 

 

Topic and Purpose 

This project examined what happened when a course taught through the Department of 

Counselor Education was taken online. This was an elective undergraduate course in career 

planning and personal development and had been a course in which there was a great deal of 

interaction and discussion. The stated course objectives emphasized the use of interaction 

coupled with self-reflection as a means of aiding students in their journey of self-discovery and 

career development. How and to what degree could this be accomplished in an online 

environment? More specifically, how would an instructor approach this task and what would 

that experience be like for the instructor? Pondering these broad questions sparked more 

specific research questions that were used as a framework for beginning this study. 

Research Questions 

1. What is it like to teach an internet-based course in career development? 

2. How does the instructor approach teaching in an online environment? In what ways are 

pedagogical issues addressed? 
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3. What kinds of interaction are present in a cyberclassroom? How does the instructor 

experience these interactions?  

4. Since the content of the course focuses on career development and encourages 

individual students to focus on their own career and personal development, do the 

instructional methods used seem to parallel therapeutic techniques associated with 

career counseling? If so, in what ways and to what degree?  

Overall Approach and Rationale 

According to Merriam (1998), the design of a research study grows out of the 

philosophical orientation of the researcher as well as being in concert with the kinds of 

questions that need to be answered. The questions posed by this study required a qualitative 

approach in that they are process-oriented questions. The phenomenon of interest is the 

experience of teaching online. As noted in the review of literature, the use of internet 

technology in counselor education is a relatively recent phenomenon. There have been studies 

exploring how various forms of internet technology might be used in counselor education. 

“How to” articles have been written describing the development of specific online courses. 

Some outcome research has been conducted focusing on student outcomes, either in terms of 

satisfaction or in terms of knowledge or skills attained. In spite of this growing body of 

literature discussing how and why online technology can or should be used in counselor 

education, there is also evidence that completely online courses are relatively rare. Why is this 

the case? I believe that having a better understanding of what it is like for a counselor educator 

to teach online can help to answer that question. To look closely at the experience of one 
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counselor educator and her perceptions of the process of teaching online was the goal of this 

study. This task called for the use of an in-depth study of one case.  

There is a rich tradition of case study research in fields closely related to counseling, 

including extensive use in the fields of education (Merriam, 1998), clinical psychology (Miller, 

1992), sociology and anthropology (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998). Allison, Franklin, and Gorman 

(1997) discuss the value of using a single case as a means of conducting descriptive research in 

the social sciences. Ittenbach and Lawhead (1997) state that the use of the single case “may well 

be the point of origin for all scientific research.” While these writers focus primarily on the 

methodologies used with single case research in quantitative designs, the rationale for the use of 

the single case applies equally well to qualitative studies.  

There were two phases of this study. The initial phase took the form of participatory 

action research in that I, as researcher, worked alongside the instructor during the development 

and initial implementation of the course. Lewin’s model of action research, involving “a spiral of 

interlocking cycles of planning, acting, observing, and reflecting” (Schwandt, 1997, p. 1), has 

been used as the basis for the development of a means of inquiry in which the researcher 

participates actively in the phenomenon under study. Kemmis and Wilkinson (1998) state that 

action research “is generally thought to involve a spiral of self-reflective cycles of: planning a 

change, acting and observing the process and consequences of the change, reflecting on these 

processes and consequences, and then re-planning, and so forth” (p. 21). This spiral of self-

reflective cycles is an apt description of the process following in the initial phase of this study.  

In my capacity as graduate assistant in the University Career Center, I was asked to assist 

the instructor in developing and implementing the online version of ECD 221. I had experience 

in teaching the course in the traditional format upon which to draw as we began designing the 
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online course. At the time that we began this project, I had been working as co-editor for an 

online journal on the topic of using technology in middle schools. This experience allowed me 

to develop some good technical skills as well as knowledge about the use of technology in 

educational applications. As we continued with the project, I began to review the literature 

related to online education and shared the information I gathered with the instructor. Although 

the instructor had primary responsibility for the course, her leadership style was collaborative. 

My expertise and specialized knowledge of the topic were used in the development of the 

course.   

The second phase of the study called for a more formalized methodology examining the 

experience from the perspective of the instructor. Rather than operating from the perspective of 

hypothesis testing, I attempted to provide a rich description of the experience of teaching career 

development online. A phenomenological case study approach was used as a means for 

developing this rich description. Since it was the experience of the instructor that was of 

primary interest, a qualitative approach was the logical choice for conducting the case study. 

Merriam (1998) explains  

The key philosophical assumption, as I noted earlier, upon which all types of qualitative 
research are based is the view that reality is constructed by individuals interacting with their 
social world. Qualitative researchers are interested in understanding the meaning 
people have constructed, that is, how they make sense of their world and the experiences 
they have in the world. (p. 6) 

This study focused on the experiences of the instructor, the meanings that she assigned to the 

educational interactions in which she engaged, and how she made use of these meanings. The 

phenomenological approach seems most appropriate for this study because it attempts “to 

depict the essence or basic structure of experience” (p. 16). While a phenomenological approach 

is frequently employed as a means of exploring the “shared experience” of a number of 
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individuals related to a particular phenomenon, this study explores the “lived experience” of one 

individual—the instructor for the course—and how she made sense of her experience of 

teaching online.  

Case Selection 

The development and implementation of an online version of ECD 221 was chosen as 

the focus of this study for both intrinsic and instrumental purposes. As noted in Stake (1995), 

an intrinsic case study is one that is implemented as a result of a “need to learn about that 

particular case” (p. 3) while an instrumental case study is one that is chosen as a means of 

exploring a particular research question. From my perspective, both of these aspects are present 

in this study. I became involved in the development of the online version of ECD 221 as a 

result of the responsibilities my graduate assistantship. This element of the situation provided 

me with an intrinsic motivation—the need for a better understanding of this particular case. 

However, my involvement in the development of this course along with my plans to pursue an 

academic career in counselor education have given me reasons beyond this particular case to 

explore the questions at hand. 

The Instructor 

The instructor for this course was one who was particularly well suited to be the subject 

of such a case study. At the time that she taught the online course, the instructor was the Career 

Development Coordinator for the career center at a large university. In addition to more than 

20 years of experience as a career counselor, she holds a Ph.D. in Counselor Education and has 

prior teaching experience that includes a traditionally taught career development course similar 

to the one that is the focus of this study. Although this was her first experience in teaching in an 
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online environment, her previous experience and expertise in the areas of both career 

counseling and education allowed her to offer greater insight into this process. The instructor’s 

background and qualifications are explored further in Chapter Four as a component of the data 

analysis.  

The Course 

The instructor and I worked together to develop the online version of ECD 221 (Career 

Planning and Personal Development) during the spring and summer of 2000 with the first 

section of it being offered in the fall 2000 semester. The online course was designed to be 

equivalent to the traditional version which was a well-established course in the Department of 

Counselor Education. The course was originally developed through collaboration between the 

Department of Counselor Education and the University Career Center. It was an undergraduate 

level course offered as an elective. Students who successfully completed the course received 

three credit hours. The emphasis of the course was on career planning and decision-making. 

Assignments and class activities designed to promote self-reflection and introspection were 

included as a means of facilitating the personal development process as well as aiding students 

in career exploration. While some lecture was included, the primary educational strategy 

employed in the traditional course was the use of discussion and small group activities that 

allowed for a great deal of interaction. This involved both instructor-to-student interaction and 

student-to-student interaction. Student assessment included performance on written 

assignments, presentations, projects, and class participation.  
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Creation of the Course Website 

At the time that this project was undertaken, the university had not yet adopted a 

specific platform through which online courses were offered. While a great deal of technical 

support was available, decisions about how to design and implement online courses were left to 

individual instructors. The instructor wanted to have as much control over the design, content, 

and implementation of the course as possible. Since I had already had some experience in 

designing and constructing webpages, we decided that the most efficient way to accomplish this 

degree of control was to create the website ourselves. This decision allowed us to exercise the 

degree of attention to detail that we both believed would be essential in creating the kind of 

environment that we wanted to create for the course. This attention to detail included carefully 

choosing background colors, fonts, and images for the course website that would set a 

welcoming tone for students. We also attempted to make the site easy to navigate, using 

consistent navigation bars on each page. For this reason, we put a great deal of effort into 

creating a basic template that would be used as the basis for each page of the site. Before the 

template could be created, it was necessary to make decisions about the overall structure of the 

site. We decided that there were to be five major categories of information: the introduction to 

the course, the course syllabus, the lessons, information about small group assignments, and 

information about communication. Navigation buttons for each of these five categories were 

placed on the left-hand side of the template. These navigation buttons were on every page of 

the site so that students could easily access information in any of these categories from 

anywhere in the site. (See Appendix C to view a copy of the course website. This copy is 

identical to the website used for delivery of the online course except that all identifying 

information has been deleted or obscured.) 
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Once the template had been created, we were able to create the individual content 

pages. The Introduction section consisted of one page of information. The instructor wrote a 

statement welcoming students to the course, describing the basic structure of the course 

website, a course description and contact information for the instructor. The Syllabus section 

also consisted of only one page including the kinds of information typically included in a course 

syllabus (textbook to be used, assignments to be completed, grading scale, etc.). The Group 

Information section was originally designed for posting information about small group 

assignments. However, since the enrollment of the course was so small, the creation of small 

groups was determined to be not necessary. The Communication section was another single page 

section. This included an explanation of the way that an electronic discussion board called 

NetForum would be used for class discussions. Included in this explanation was a link to a 

university created webpage providing a detailed description of this asynchronous CMC system 

and how to use it most effectively. The Communication page also outlined the instructor’s 

expectations about students’ communication with each other including a discussion of 

“Nettiquette,” confidentiality, and respect. Additionally, the instructor provided general 

information about email use at the university and specific information about how to contact her 

by email, fax, and telephone. 

The Lessons section was the only section that contained multiple pages. The main page 

provided an overview of the way the lessons were structured and contained links to each 

individual lesson. There were three learning modules with five lessons each. Module 1: Self 

Reflection included the self-assessment component of the course. The readings and assignments 

encouraged self-reflection and provided activities designed to help students get a better picture 

of their own interests, skills, and values and how these attributes may affect career choice and 
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job satisfaction. Module 2: Career Information and Workplace Issues included specific information 

about current job trends and workplaces issues as well as guidance in locating the most up-to-

date career information. How to use this information in making personal career decisions was 

emphasized. Module 3: Strategic Career Planning focused on what to do once a career direction had 

been established. Specific job search and self-presentation skills were included as well as short-

term and long-term goal setting strategies. Each individual lesson page included the objectives 

for the lesson, an overview of the topic to be covered, reading assignments from the text, a 

“mini-lecture,” one or more lesson review quizzes, assignments to be completed, and questions 

to be discussed on NetForum. The instructor took the lead in the overall design of the course in 

terms of both structure and content. However, the specific components of the course (lessons, 

“mini-lectures,” quizzes, discussion questions) were created through collaboration between the 

instructor and me. Embedded in each lesson were links to relevant career-related online 

information and resources.  

Another important consideration in the design and construction of the course website 

was student access to technology. We wanted to create a site that would allow for ease of use 

for students. As was evidenced in the series of reports published by the U.S. Department of 

Commerce’s National Telecommunications and Information Administration (1998, 1999), the 

gap between the “haves” and the “have nots” appeared to be widening at the time we embarked 

on developing the online course. Castells (1999) reported similar concerns. Most simply stated, 

these access issues required that consideration be given to the accessibility of the material placed 

on the internet for student use in terms of the generation of technology being used. In other 

words, the course content needed to be accessible to students who may have been using 

computers or software that was several years old. Although we had easy access to the latest 
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hardware and software as well as high speed internet connections, we recognized that many of 

the students would be connecting via telephone lines and using much slower modems. The 

temptation to use the latest and most elaborate technology available had to be balanced against 

these issues of fairness and equity. In order to minimize technical difficulties for students, we 

tempered our enthusiasm for trying out the latest features and designed the site to run 

adequately on an earlier generation of computer hardware and software. For this reason, we 

scrapped our plans to provide video lectures and created the text “mini-lectures” and 

PowerPoint presentations instead.  

In as many respects as possible, the online version of ECD 221 mimicked the structure 

of the traditional course. Because of the previously established high degree of interaction in this 

course, facilitating as much instructor-to-student and student-to-student interaction as possible 

was an important factor in the design of the online course. While exploring potential strategies 

for facilitating interaction in the cyberclassroom, both synchronous and asynchronous CMC 

tools were considered. Synchronous tools were ruled out for pragmatic reasons. First, both the 

instructor and I assumed that students who enrolled in an online course did so because online 

courses allowed more flexibility in scheduling. Having a specified time for a virtual class meeting 

seemed to eliminate this advantage of online education. Second, incorporating a virtual meeting 

time was not practical for the instructor. She had volunteered to take on the responsibility for 

teaching the online course with no reduction in her other responsibilities. Since an 

asynchronous means of CMC was needed and NetForum was available through the university, 

this was the CMC tool that was selected. Once the construction of the course website was 

completed, it was uploaded to the university server by adding it as an unlinked component to 

the University Career Center website. While the course was accessible to anyone who knew the 
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URL, access to the NetForum discussion board was limited to students enrolled in the course, 

the instructor, and me. This safeguard was put in place to protect the privacy of student 

discussions. 

Data Gathering Methods 

There were two phases of data collection coinciding with the two phases of the study 

previously outlined. The first phase was informal and occurred during the implementation of 

the first two semesters that the online course was taught. The data collected during this phase 

served as the basis for developing the questions to be asked of the instructor during the more 

formal phase of the study. The data also served the purpose of providing context for potential 

triangulation of data during the analysis phase of the study. The second phase of data collection 

consisted of two interviews with the instructor and the collection of evaluation data from 

students in both the traditional and online courses during the semester in which the instructor 

taught both courses simultaneously. 

Phase One 

The initial phase of data collection involved informal observation of and conversation 

with the instructor during the first two semesters that she taught the online course for the 

purpose of providing technical assistance with the course website. As a part of this technical 

assistance, I monitored the online discussion board for the course. As in the traditional course, 

written assignments were the primary means of student assessment and a portion of the grade 

was based upon class participation. For the online course, class participation was defined as 

responding to discussion questions posted on NetForum. One or two questions were posted 

each week and students were required to respond to each question and to respond to at least 
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one posting of a fellow classmate weekly. During these first two semesters, I was the instructor 

for the traditional course. The same textbook was used for both courses and similar assignments 

were given. Many of the same discussion questions were used in both the online course and the 

traditional course. I collected the transcripts of postings from the NetForum discussions with 

the intention of later data analysis. While monitoring the online discussions, I was able to 

observe that these questions appeared to elicit more interaction in the traditional course than in 

the online forum. Students in the online course were required to respond to the discussion 

questions by Friday of each week. The NetForum postings usually consisted of each student 

posting a brief paragraph of commentary on each question. Typically these responses were 

posted late on Fridays and responding to classmate’s postings usually consisted of comments 

like “I agree with what John said” or “I like Mary’s comment.” The instructor’s strategies for 

dealing with this issue are a primary focus of the data analysis in Chapter Four. Additional 

insight and detail regarding the structure and requirements of the online course can be found by 

reviewing the course materials included in Appendix C. 

Later attempts to subject the textual contents of these online discussions to qualitative 

analysis were unsuccessful. The postings rarely went beyond directly responding to the 

instructions or questions posted by the instructor. During the first semester of the online 

course, the most frequent contributor to the online discussions was the instructor, posting 48 

messages. (A breakdown of all of the postings from the first semester can be found in Table 1 

in Chapter Four. Names of students were replaced with pseudonyms.) These postings served 

only as a point of triangulation for the analysis of the instructor’s perceptions of the degree of 

student-to-student interaction, since the nature of the postings was such that qualitative analysis 

was not useful in understanding this data. 
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In addition to working on the development and implementation of the course together, 

the instructor and I developed a presentation about the development of the course which was 

presented at national, regional, and state conferences. Our interaction around these 

presentations offered further opportunities to gather informal data about the instructor’s 

experience which assisted in the development of questions for later interviews and context for 

understanding the instructor’s descriptions of her experience. 

Phase Two 

The phenomenological nature of this case study necessitated that the primary focus of 

data collection was to be the experience of the instructor. Interviewing the instructor was 

determined to be the best means of collecting data for this study because, as Merriam (1998) 

explained, “interviewing is sometimes the only way to get data” (p. 72). In this case, the only way 

to access the perceptions of the instructor was to ask questions. Darlington and Scott (2002) 

assert that “(i)n-depth interviewing is the most commonly used data collection approach in 

qualitative research” (p. 48). They further assert that it is the interactive nature of the in-depth 

interview that allows for extensive exploration of the case. Both the interviewer and interviewee 

are actively collaborating to construct an understanding of the phenomenon of interest. A 

somewhat semi-structured interview format was chosen. This involved asking some questions 

related to the aspects of the course that had already been determined to be of interest to this 

study. However, the questions were primarily open-ended ones with opportunity for follow-up. 

Within this limited structure, the interviews had a conversational quality that is more typical of 

unstructured interviews.   
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Two interviews were conducted with the instructor. In order to facilitate the instructor’s 

ease of recollection, some general categories of questions to be asked were provided to the 

instructor prior to each interview. Both interviews were tape recorded and transcribed. The first 

interview occurred on July 10, 2001 and took place in the instructor’s office in the University 

Career Center. The interview lasted approximately 90 minutes and focused on the history of the 

course development and the background of the instructor. The questions for this interview 

included how and why the course was developed as well as an exploration of her thoughts, 

feelings, and impressions of the first two semesters of teaching the course online. The 

atmosphere was relaxed and congenial. As a result of our working closely together for the 

previous three years, we had an already established rapport. For this reason, I attempted to be 

careful not to make assumptions about what she was going to say. At times I asked her to clarify 

statements in spite of the fact that I thought I understood what she meant. Additionally, I asked 

some questions to which I already knew the answer in order to get her response “on the record” 

and to be sure that I was getting her perspective rather than relying on my memory of events or 

my expectations about her answers based upon my observations. 

The original plan had been to schedule a second interview after the data from the first 

interview had been analyzed and immediately following the third semester of teaching the 

course online. During this semester, the instructor taught two sections of the course—one being 

the online section that is the focus of this study and the other being the traditional face-to-face 

section of the course. This second interview offered the opportunity for exploring the 

instructor’s experiences in teaching the same material using these two different instructional 

methods. Unfortunately, there was a substantial delay in transcribing and analyzing the data 

from the first interview and scheduling the second interview. By the time that the second 
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interview was conducted, three years had elapsed. The second interview took place on October 

5, 2004, in the instructor’s office at her new place of employment—a small women’s college 

where she is Director of the College Career Center. I had seen the instructor once since the first 

interview and had been in contact with her only via email. In spite of the lapse in time since our 

last meeting, the atmosphere was still relaxed and congenial and the previously established 

rapport seemed to be intact. After a brief personal conversation, the interview began and lasted 

approximately 60 minutes. 

It is impossible to know how much the lapse in time and the intervening experiences of 

the instructor shaped her recollections and perceptions of her online teaching experience. While 

this delay in completing the study has been problematic in some practical respects (i.e. delaying 

the completion of my own degree), I believe that the delay has provided additional depth and 

color to the data. Having the experience of working in two very different educational 

environments enriched the perspective of the instructor by providing a new vantage point from 

which to examine the online teaching experience. The university setting in which the online 

course was taught was one in which a strong emphasis is placed on technology. The university is 

known primarily for scientific and technical fields like engineering, agriculture, and veterinary 

medicine. Computer technologies, in particular, are emphasized with easy access to the latest 

available hardware and software. The university is a large public institution with a student 

population of approximately 30,000. By contrast, the instructor’s new place of employment is a 

private liberal arts women’s college with a student body of slightly more than 2,000 students. 

The increased emphasis upon personal relationships between students and instructors in the 

new setting may have had an impact on the way that the instructor interpreted her experience in 

teaching the online course. Additionally, advances in technology that occurred in the intervening 
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time delay may have influenced the instructor’s reconstructing of her experience. Knowledge of 

the availability of new technologies as well as having had the opportunity to apply them in two 

different settings gave the instructor additional bases of comparison which would not have been 

available had the follow-up interview been conducted immediately following the conclusion of 

the teaching experience. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

The interview data were analyzed using the methods of narrative inquiry. According to 

Marshall and Rossman (1999), "narrative analysis values the signs, symbols, and expression of 

feelings in language, validating how the narrator constructs meaning" (p. 123). Within the field 

of narrative analysis, a great deal of attention has been given to how one records and transcribes 

experience. (Riessman, 1993) The seemingly simple and straightforward act of recording and 

transcribing an interview is itself an expression of the values of the one who records and 

transcribes. Capturing an interaction between two people in such a way that it can be translated 

into words and symbols on a page is perhaps more art than science. People do not speak the 

way that they write. The rhythm of the speaker’s voice, the emphasis that is placed on various 

words and phrases, the body language that is displayed are aspects of communication that are 

difficult to convert into written language. Reissman (1993) elaborated on an analogy first used 

by Mishler (1991) in comparing the role of the researcher in this process to that of a 

photographer. In choosing a way in which to transform the spoken words of an individual, the 

researcher must realize that “(t)he form of representation reflects the artist’s views and 

conceptions—values about what’s important” (Reissman, 1993, p. 11). Transcription was done 

by taking down everything that was said, including “silences, false starts, emphases, nonlexicals 
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like ‘uhm,’ discourse markers like ‘y’know’ or ‘so,’” (p. 12). Judgments about sentence structure 

such as where to put commas and periods were made based upon a careful listening to the taped 

interviews and following the natural rhythm of the instructor. Familiarity with the instructor 

made this easier for me to do. 

The first interview was transcribed and studied prior to conducting the second 

interview. Some preliminary coding of data was done and a few tentative themes had begun to 

emerge. After transcription, the data were broken down into nodules or individual phrases 

containing a single thought or topic. The nodules were then grouped into categories that 

reflected the most common topics discussed by the instructor. The categories identified for 

further exploration with the instructor were interaction with students, approach to teaching, 

time commitment, instructor’s perception of success, and overlap between counseling and 

teaching. Since in the third and final semester of teaching the online course the instructor had 

simultaneously taught a traditional section of the course, I planned to explore that experience 

with her as well. These general topics were provided to the instructor prior to the second 

interview to allow her additional time for reflection before responding. 

Following transcription of the second interview, both interviews were subjected to 

narrative analysis. In this analysis both content and narrative structure of this material was 

examined. Here, narrative structure refers to the way in which a story is told rather than the 

content of the story. The pauses, inflections, and the order in which information is given are 

seen as significant. While consideration was given to narrative structure, content analysis proved 

to be the most useful method of analysis for accomplishing the purpose of this study.  

The second interview was not as easily divided into nodules as the first one. The 

structure of the story told by the instructor appeared to be more complex and was not easily 
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divisible into discreet phrases referring to only one topic. I then began to look for recurring 

words as a beginning point for content analysis. The use of this quasi-quantitative procedure 

assisted in the discovery of the major themes explored by the instructor. Since the purpose of 

these interviews was to explore the experiences and perceptions of the instructor, a 

phenomenological approach was used in this content analysis. While the number of times a 

particular word or phrase was used suggested significance, each identified theme was analyzed 

within the context of the whole of the interview. The goal of this analysis was to develop a 

“thick description” of how the instructor interpreted her experience and made sense of it. 

(Schwandt, 1997) This “thick description” is contained in Chapter Four. The structure for this 

re-construction of the instructor’s story was modified from Labov’s structural approach to 

narrative analysis as cited in Reissman (1993). This structure is made up of  

. . . six common elements: an abstract (summary of the substance of the narrative), 
orientation (time, place, situation, participants), complicating action (sequence of events), 
evaluation (significance and meaning of the action, attitude of the narrator), resolution (what 
finally happened), and coda (returns the perspective to the present). (pp. 18-19) 

The abstract is the introduction to the telling of the story. The orientation and complicating 

action are included under the headings “Development of the Online Course,” “Instructor’s 

Description of Students,” and “Identity of Instructor.” The evaluation corresponds to “Themes 

Present in the Narrative” and the “Instructor’s Evaluation of Success” is the resolution. Finally, 

the last section of the chapter which explores the relationship of the story to the research 

questions asked comprises the coda. 

Validity of the Analysis 

While it is impossible to eliminate bias in qualitative (and, I would submit, quantitative) 

research, there are some standard techniques that may be used to ameliorate the negative effects 
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of personal bias in data analysis. One such technique is triangulation. Triangulation involves the 

use of multiple sources of information to check the validity or accuracy of the assertions drawn 

by the researcher. (Schwandt, 1997) In this study, the informal data gathering done during the 

participatory action research phase of the study along with the student evaluation data gathered 

were used as means of triangulation. This informal data include NetForum postings and my 

observations of the NetForum activity as well as conversations with and observations of the 

instructor during the first two semesters of teaching the online course. In addition to the 

previously described informal data, the instructor provided the evaluations completed by 

students at the conclusion of the course. These sources were used as checks of the instructor’s 

statements.  

While triangulation is a commonly used means of validating qualitative research, validity 

is really more of a concern for quantitative methodologies. The concept of “trustworthiness” is 

offered by Reissman (1993) as a more appropriate concept for evaluating the value of qualitative 

research—especially data subjected to narrative analysis. Her conclusion is that researchers 

should  

provide information that will make it possible for others to determine the trustworthiness of 
our work by (a) describing how the interpretations were produced, (b) making visible what we 
did, (c) specifying how we accomplished successive transformations, and (d) making primary 
data available to other researchers. (p. 68) 

I have attempted to follow these guidelines by including complete transcripts of both interviews, 

describing the procedures used for collecting and analyzing the data, and including as much 

information as possible regarding my own potential biases and perspectives. In addition, audio 

recordings of the interviews are available should later researchers wish to look more closely at 

the work that I’ve done. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Telling the Story 

In telling the story that is the subject of this case study, several elements must be 

examined carefully. Since the experience of the instructor is the primary focus, each aspect will 

be examined from her perspective. First, the development of the course has been examined as 

background for the story. Next, the instructor’s description of the students has been included to 

provide additional context for the themes that are explored later. The identity of the instructor 

has been examined more fully since this aspect of the story is essential for contextualizing the 

themes present in the instructor’s story. Consistent with the philosophy of qualitative research 

methods, the instructor’s voice is used throughout this chapter in telling the story of her 

experience. The usual convention of indenting passages of quoted material has not been 

followed in order to aid the reader by enhancing the flow of ideas. The instructor’s words have 

been italicized to differentiate them from the voice of the researcher.  

Even though the three semesters during which the instructor taught the online course 

were consecutive, there was a significant lapse of time between the two interviews. The first 

interview was conducted less than two months after the completion of the instructor’s second 

semester of online teaching and during the summer prior to the semester in which the instructor 

taught both the face-to-face and online versions of the course concurrently. The second 

interview took place almost two years following the completion of that semester. In addition to 

the lapse of time between the second interview and the experience that the instructor was 

describing, she had made a significant change in employment status. While teaching the online 
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courses, she was employed at a large state university. At the time of the second interview, she 

was employed at a considerably smaller private women’s college.  

Development of the Online Course 

I don’t think that the goals were any different than what the traditional class offers except 
that it’s just another alternative for students who might be working fulltime and can’t come 
to campus in the middle of the day to take a class two days a week. 

Although the focus of this study is on the experience of the instructor in teaching the 

online course, some background information about the course itself and the process through 

which it was developed is needed for context. The instructor reported that the idea for the 

course grew out of a brainstorming session in which staff members of the University Career 

Center (UCC) were asked to create goals and objectives for the coming two to five years. 

During the course of this brainstorming session, expanding the use of technology within the 

UCC was discussed. The initial idea was to simply include more information related to career 

development on the UCC website. In exploring the specific ways in which this could be 

accomplished, the instructor had the idea of making an online version of the career 

development course available. As the instructor stated, It really was through a brainstorming need but 

as I thought more about it—after I saw the interest of the director and I thought more about it—it really did 

respond to some of the goals of this University to enhance their distance learning offerings and I knew we were 

moving in that direction and this would be a way to just really kind of get in on the ground floor. And it would 

meet the needs of some non-traditional students because if we’re going to be reaching out to individuals who want 

to get degrees at this University then we need to—then career development needs to be a part of that. So, that’s 

really why we did it. Once the idea was put forth, movement toward actually developing the course 

proceeded fairly quickly. We put it in our goals and then it went to the vice chancellor. The vice chancellor 
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looked at all our goals and selected that one thing to put in his. So the vice chancellor of student affairs had the 

career development course in his goals. Therefore, it had to happen by this deadline that was arbitrarily set that it 

would take a year to put it together. And we did it in that period of time. 

In constructing the course, the general goals that the instructor had were that the course 

would reach adult students that needed to finish a degree or get additional credits, and it would just provide 

another avenue for students to take the career development course. Other than the fact that the 

course could reach an additional population of students, the instructor reported not making a 

distinction between the online and face-to-face versions of the course. I don’t think that the goals 

were any different than what the traditional class offers except that it’s just another alternative for students who 

might be working fulltime and can’t come to campus in the middle of the day to take a class two days a week. I 

think the goal is still to increase self-awareness, to increase knowledge of the work world and their preferences for 

how they want to work and getting prepared and doing that. I think that’s really the whole goal of the class. So 

they weren’t really different. 

Since the goals of the online course were essentially the same goals that had previously 

been established for the face-to-face course, I asked the instructor how she approached meeting 

those goals in the online environment. She indicated that it required some significant shifts in 

her thinking. As she said, I had to really, totally rethink it because it became—in my mind initially it 

became a one-dimensional object. And it’s multidimensional when you’ve got a classroom and you’ve got lots of 

things going on. And so I guess the way that I’ve thought about it was to think about how I wanted to convey the 

information. How I wanted to organize the information. What kinds of variety I wanted to use in conveying the 

information and how I wanted to involve the student in the discussion. Although she reported that she 

initially expected that creating the content would be easy, she discovered that this part of course 

development was not as straightforward as she had expected. The reality is that creating the lectures 
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was also difficult in that I—when I think about how I taught a class, I’d say “ok, you’re supposed to read 

chapter one.” You come to class, you kind of talk about chapter one but you might, as an instructor, repeat some 

of chapter one or say “let’s turn to page so-and-so.” There might be—there would be some overlap. Well, on the 

Web, I didn’t want to ask somebody to read it and then give a lecture on what it said. So I had to create 

additional stuff to include in the lectures on the Web. You had to think beyond—you really did have to think 

beyond what was in the textbook and what else you wanted them to know about as issues and do it in, you 

know, one-dimensional cause they’re going to read it and you’re not going to be able to answer a question right 

then. 

Instructor’s Description of the Students 

I think that it takes a person who is highly self-motivated and doesn’t necessarily want that 
kind of interaction or that just really has different goals in mind that would be drawn to an 
online class. 

Although the intention in developing the online course was to reach an additional 

population for whom taking a traditional face-to-face class would be impractical (if not 

impossible), the reality was otherwise. While there were a few individual students who appeared 

to take the online course out of necessity, most of the students who enrolled were traditional 

undergraduate students who were taking other classes on campus at the same time that they 

were enrolled in the online course. The instructor reported that the majority of students had no 

previous experience with online courses. When I questioned the instructor about any 

differences she perceived among students in the online course versus students enrolled in the 

face-to-face course, she responded that she always assumed it was a circumstantial kind of thing. But I 

think the last semester I taught it most of the students were actually on campus students. They weren’t distance 
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students. They were taking classes on campus. So, knowing that I would say that there wasn’t that much 

difference. 

The Identity of the Instructor 

I really see myself as a counselor. I see myself as an instructor, too. Those are my two 
primary goals and within a university career center that’s not always the way people perceive 
themselves and so I think that that’s pretty key to my identity. 

From a professional standpoint, the instructor defined herself primarily as a career 

counselor. Interestingly, while outlining the course of her own career path she described herself 

as an undergraduate student who had difficulty in deciding on a major and who ended up with a 

degree in business administration. While still an undergraduate she worked in the admissions office of 

her college and after graduation became employed as an admissions counselor for a small 

private women’s college. Although her primary task was to have been recruiting, she noted that 

she was really much more interested in talking with potential students about their future plans. 

As she described it, she was really much more interested in what they were interested in studying and doing 

with their college experience. She reports not being very successful in getting people to come to the school but I 

had a lot of fun hearing their stories about what kinds of things they wanted to do and how they planned to get to 

that point. The instructor saw this as the beginning point of her interest in career counseling as a 

profession and has remained true to that path throughout the remainder of her career up to this 

point.  

In a number of the positions that the instructor has held throughout the years she 

described ways in which she added to the scope of the job. She seemed to frequently find ways 

of reconstructing the position by incorporating additional responsibilities. Most of these new 

responsibilities involved added interaction with both students and colleagues. She described her 
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first fulltime post-masters degree job as working in cooperative education where she was in charge of 

developing coop sites and placing students in the sites, supervising them, developing learning objectives, and doing 

counseling and teaching with those students in a collaborative environment. She explained that she took that 

job and kind of reconfigured it into more than just coop by adding a career counseling component. She 

also reported during the same time collaborating with a colleague to develop and co-teach a career 

development course. This process of taking a particular position and reshaping it is one that has 

been repeated throughout her professional life.  

Although each of her professional positions were ones in which the counseling function 

was primary, in most of these positions she found a way to incorporate teaching as an integral 

part of the job. While teaching appears to be a significant part of the instructor’s professional 

identity, she had no formal education or training in pedagogy or educational theory. When 

responding to a question regarding her philosophy of teaching, she said that she didn’t use any 

kind of theory or anything . . . in terms of educational theory. I don’t have a degree in teaching. I don’t, I’ve never 

taken any of that—any of those courses—I mean I have two education degrees but they’re in counseling. Both 

the relative lack of attention to pedagogical issues in the counselor education literature as well as 

anecdotal information suggests that this is not uncommon among counselor educators. 

In spite of this, it is clear from the descriptions given by the instructor that she sees 

herself as both counselor and teacher. Because of this, I asked her to discuss the distinction 

from her perspective between counseling and teaching and whether or not there is overlap 

between these two functions. She explained, I find in teaching a career class that there is overlap. I did do 

both and did both in all jobs. I guess I think some of career counseling is teaching technique or teaching, you 

know, strategies. And it is giving—sharing information. The way that I do that is more in a counseling format, 

though. Let me talk about it from both perspectives. When I work with students who are facing career decisions, I 
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teach as part of that process but I want to know where the student is and so I’m much more encouraging of the 

student—or the individual—to share with me where they are and what their concerns are and what their 

questions are before I go into some lecture to them. In a classroom setting, I ask those open-ended questions at the 

beginning of the semester. But at the beginning of each class I tend to give a mini-lecture and then move into the 

application of the mini-lecture to their individual lives. So it’s really kind of reversed. In terms of how I combine 

them. I mean, they are a part—but I tend to keep—I tend to really follow the lead of the individual client more 

in the counseling session than the classroom setting. And maybe that’s a matter of control—how I want to 

manage my classroom. That tends to be the difference. But I have done both and I don’t see them as 

inseparable—particularly with relationship to career. 

Themes Present in the Narrative 

 The previous passage taken from the first interview with the instructor contains hints of 

the four major themes that were identified in the interview data. The first theme is control and 

refers specifically to control of all aspects of the classroom environment. The second theme is 

commitment to the role of instructor and to the students who are enrolled in the class. The third 

theme is connection. This theme has two aspects—connecting on a personal level with her 

students and helping students connect the course content to their lives in meaningful ways. 

Closely aligned with the theme of connection is the theme of interaction. It is through 

interaction that the personal and meaning connections are made. 
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Control 

I try to anticipate everything that might happen. I tend to plan out the whole semester . . . 

The interest in control of the classroom environment was evident throughout the two 

interviews. In describing her approach to teaching, she said, I tend to be extremely well-organized at 

the very beginning and I try to anticipate everything that might happen. Later, in discussing counseling, she 

described her approach as open and non-planned which contrasted with her description of 

teaching. (W)hen I go into a class it’s very planned and I have an agenda and it’s written out and I’m going to 

be checking off those points, but I don’t have that in a counseling situation. She also referred to the contrast 

between her comfort level in counseling as compared to teaching. She said, I think that I’m more 

comfortable in that arena and that if I’m standing in front of a class I’ve got the possibility of messing up or 

whatever within that group of people but one-on-one I can create the connection and we can talk about it—we can 

discuss it. It’s harder to do that in a class situation and the dynamics are different in a class. I mean there are 

expectations of an instructor. When I asked for clarification about those expectations, the response 

further emphasized the need for control. She talked about clearly outlining the expectations that 

she has for the students as well as fully exploring the students’ expectations of her and of the 

class at the beginning of the semester. She described the need to define how the class is going to 

operate and what my expectations are of them and to clarify any questions they might have or any concerns that 

they might have about those expectations. 

The control issue surfaced again while discussing preparation for teaching the online 

course. I was afraid that I would omit something. That kind of gets back into my control of teaching. You can 

correct something when you’re in front of a group of people but when you do it online—ugh! I’m still not confident 

in that—in my technical skills of creating a site that’s interactive that stays live but, you know, I don’t feel as in 
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control. I realize that I’m probably more in control of that than I am of other things but I was nervous about the 

technology and I think that that nervousness about the technology drove me to create something that at the outset 

was complete and that I thought through and that I knew intimately up one side and down the other. So the 

whole thing was there to begin with. 

While this need for control might at first glance seem rigid, it appeared to grow out of a 

concern for being prepared to meet the needs of students. As the instructor described it, I tend to 

plan out the whole semester but I’m not averse to changes occurring during the course of the semester. I will adapt 

schedules and lectures and that sort of thing – depending on the needs of the class and the make-up of the class. 

Because I ask early on what is it that you want to get out of the class and I really try to give that back. The 

opportunity for providing to students a more structured means of accessing information was 

seen as a strength of online teaching. While discussing the positives and negatives of her 

experience she stated that although she would not want to teach a completely online course 

again, she would use an online system like Blackboard or something to supplement. I would expand the parts of 

it that I liked which was the ability to organize and give the students everything up front.  

Along with the positive aspects of being better able to control the learning environment 

in online teaching, the instructor identified a significant pitfall associated with the structured 

nature of the online course. I set everything up in such a systematic way that I was responding to what I had 

set up. . . . It was almost like I created it and then just let it take its, you know—let it take its course. And just 

sort of reacted to it instead of, you know, pushing a little bit further. And I think that’s part of the learning curve 

of teaching a class like that. I think now if I were to do that I would not have it as structured. 

Data collected through student evaluations of the course and the instructor indicated 

that the instructor was successful in controlling and structuring the online classroom in a way 

that students perceived to be helpful. When responding to the statement “The course was 
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organized effectively and easy to navigate,” four out of five students (80%) strongly agreed 

while the remaining one student (20%) agreed. All of the online students strongly agreed with 

the statement “The instructor clearly informed students about course procedures.” Responses 

regarding the specific materials used and assignments were more mixed, but still skewed in a 

positive direction. In addition to responding to statements about the course, students were 

given the opportunity to provide written feedback. In response to the question “What 

recommendations for course improvements can you offer?” one student wrote “None. I think 

this class is well structured and should be a requirement. Believe it or not, it’s very effective!” 

(See Appendices D-F for complete information regarding evaluation data.) 

Commitment 

I probably spend a whole lot more time than is necessary on the class just to be sure I have 
the information that they’re looking for and I’m always available to students to talk further 
about issues that are important to them or that they’re confused about or that they need some 
more time with. 

Her commitment to meeting the needs of students was evident in several ways. One of 

those was the amount of time devoted to the class. I think about it all the time—you know, I’m—if 

somebody says something in class and I don’t automatically respond to it because of circumstances or because I 

didn’t think of the response quick enough or whatever I’ll think about that outside of class and I might even 

email the student or phone the student and talk with them about it further rather than just letting it go and 

hoping that they’ll bring it back up again. I don’t know. I don’t know if that’s a common thing. I’ve never really 

talked to other instructors about that sort of thing but I do spend a lot of time thinking about and processing 

what goes on in a class and I’m a strong believer in connecting things and so I’m always trying to find the 

connection between one class and the other so it’s not just a bunch of disjointed, you know, 30 lectures but that it 
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all connects in someway for them. And I just find that—I find that to create the environment and the 

relationship it requires more time. 

In describing the differences between the first and second semesters of teaching the 

online course, she noted it was much more time consuming even though I had less students. There was much 

more interaction and the evaluations from the students was that they said they always felt connected—they always 

felt connected. Which is kind of interesting because I always felt connected too! I particularly noticed that it was a 

24-7 connection. I was never caught up. I was always behind, always had things to do, always had comments to 

make, always had people to email. . . . there is that feeling of just never letting down. In a later interview 

comparing the difference in time required for the online course as compared to the face-to-face 

course she said, (i)t just requires more time. I always felt on. I was always on. I was always connected. The 

instructor estimated that she spent 30-60 minutes per week communicating individually with 

each student in the online course with little or no interaction outside of class with the students 

in the face-to-face course. She described being vigilant in checking and responding to email 

because she felt like it was important to be timely with it so if somebody was having a hard time with an 

assignment I didn’t want them to have to wait. 

Although teaching the online course was more time intensive, the instructor interpreted 

this as a possible advantage of online teaching. The instructor noted in the first interview the 

idea that because the class period never really ends, the instructor has the ability to continue 

discussions with students until the discussion reaches a logical ending rather than having to 

conform to a set time frame. As she stated at some point it had to break because of the live—I mean, you 

know, it’s live—the class period ends. It (the online course) doesn’t. So conversations can continue for periods 

of time online. I hadn’t really thought about that. But that was certainly an advantage to the online—that I 

could come back to some things. 
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The commitment to the course is also evident in the way in which the instructor 

approached evaluating the course. I felt like I’d put enough in it at the front end so that it would go well 

during the course of the semester. But the first time I go through anything, I’m very vigilant and continuously 

evaluating what’s working and what isn’t and what am I doing. Am I a part of why it’s not working? Or is 

there something I can do to make it different? You know, I tend to—I’m always in continuous evaluation. 

That’s real tiring when you’re teaching, you know. 

The online course that she developed and taught was her first experience with online 

education. Because of her lack of previous experience with technology, she spent a great deal of 

time and energy in educating herself about the medium. She reported that just in preparation for 

doing the class, I took 12 classes on technology topics. The classes covered a wide range of issues from 

designing and creating web pages to using the various forms of computer-mediated 

communication (both synchronous and asynchronous) that were available at her university. She 

was involved in every aspect of the development of the course and approached the design of the 

webpages with as much care as she approached the content of the course. Rather than viewing 

this as a burden, she reported that the newness of it was really intriguing to me.   

Connection 

And I spend a lot of time trying to create that connection—trying to figure out what the 
connection is. 

In the interviews with the instructor, the word connection was used in two ways. The 

primary use of the term was within the context of relationship. A secondary usage was within 

the context of connecting information or learning to the lives of students in such a way as to 

make the learning relevant for the student. In discussing her philosophy of teaching, the 

instructor stated, I’m a strong believer in connecting things and so I’m always trying to find the connection 
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between one class and the other so it’s not just a bunch of disjointed, you know, 30 lectures but that it all connects 

in someway for them. . . . If I was just imparting information that they had to then regurgitate back to me that 

would be one thing, but a career planning class is about somebody’s journey and it’s about them—it is personal. 

There are, you know, there’s concrete information to impart but it’s in relationship to their lives and so you’re—

you are kind of a partner with them in that. 

Making a personal connection with each student appeared to be significant for the 

instructor and there were a number of responses from the instructor which seemed to indicate 

that she believed the possibility of interpersonal connection is more likely in one-on-one 

interactions. In discussing the differences between teaching and counseling, the instructor 

noted, I do the majority of my career counseling one-on-one. And I think that I’m more comfortable in that 

arena and that if I’m standing in front of a class I’ve got the possibility of messing up or whatever within that 

group of people but one-on-one I can create the connection and we can talk about it—we can discuss it. It’s harder 

to do that in a class situation and the dynamics are different in a class.  

In discussing her experience in teaching the online class, she stated as soon I increased my 

interactions one-on-one with the students I felt better about what they were getting. You know—I felt more 

connected to them as an instructor. This need for connection and relationship with students was 

strong for the instructor. When asked to talk about the semester in which she simultaneously 

taught the face-to-face class and the online class and compare the success she experienced in 

each, she indicated a clear preference for the face-to-face class. She reported that she found the 

value of the face-to-face much better than the online class. She elaborated further by stating, I find that I 

need that relationship with the class. Evaluations showed that I was successful in the online class, too. There were 

positive evaluations. They came away with information and they felt that it was useful to them and, you know, 

that they stretched or whatever—but I didn’t get that as an instructor. The instructor’s need for 
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relationship—and the degree to which that need was met or not met—was so salient for her 

that it influenced the degree to which she felt successful as an instructor.  

Evaluation data collected from students support the instructor’s statement that students 

in the online course appeared to have felt connected to her. All of the students from the online 

course either agreed or strongly agreed (20% agreed, 80% strongly agreed) with the statement, 

“The instructor was available to students.” All students strongly agreed with the statements, 

“The instructor gave useful feedback on assignments and exams” and “The instructor 

consistently treated students with respect.” Comments added to the evaluation questionnaire 

lend further support to the students’ sense of connection with the instructor. One student 

commented, “The instructor was very helpful throughout the course. She gave excellent 

feedback and advice.” Another student noted, “The instructor was very easy to get in touch 

with, and quick to respond to any questions. (This is not the case for many distance ed 

professors.)” Still another student responded, “I felt it was an excellent course, taught by a 

helpful and enjoyable professor.” (See Appendices D-F for complete information regarding 

evaluation data.) 

Interaction 

The interaction with the student is extremely important to me.  

The theme of meaningful interaction is a thread that runs throughout the two 

interviews. Whether discussing her approach to colleagues, clients, or students, the instructor 

consistently makes reference to interaction in a way that emphasizes the value the she places on 

this as a means of imparting information, promoting personal exploration and development, 

and evaluating the quality of service that she provides to students. Her interest in the interactive 
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nature of both teaching and counseling is evident in her choice of topic for her dissertation. She 

chose to explore clinical supervision and the parallel process that occurs between the counselor and the 

supervisor and the counselor and the client. It seems noteworthy that clinical supervision might be 

considered a form of one-on-one teaching. The one-on-one nature of the interaction that is 

present in the relationship between supervisor and counselor as well as between counselor and 

client appears to be valuable to the instructor.  

The first mention of the term “interaction” came when the instructor was asked about 

her philosophy of teaching. As mentioned earlier, structure and organization are a high priority 

for her but these priorities appear to be a means of accomplishing a greater priority—meeting 

the needs of students. She makes a point of determining students’ needs and incorporates that 

information into her course planning. Interaction with students is the primary means through 

which she determines what those needs are. I ask early on what is it that you want to get out of the class 

and I really try to give that back. . . . And so I’m fairly structured at the very beginning of the semester and 

become less structured as time goes on. The interaction with the student is extremely important to me. And I 

spend a lot of time trying to create that connection—trying to figure out what the connection is. And I do it in a 

whole class arena—you know in terms of the whole class and how the whole class interacts within the classroom 

but I also do it one-on-one or in the small groups so I can see how those other interactions are. And I use that 

information in the class. I share with them those experiences—how I experience their work or whatever because I 

think that—I mean—if we’re talking about presenting yourself to an employer they need to know how they’re 

perceived and so I, I used that at appropriate times with them in the course of the semester.  

The same pattern of an organized approach with interaction as the goal was evident in 

the instructor’s explanation of how she initially approached designing the online course. I guess 

the way that I’ve thought about it was to think about how I wanted to convey the information—how I wanted to 
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organize the information—what kinds of variety I wanted to use in conveying the information and how I wanted 

to involve the student in the discussion. The discussion was a piece of it that was real important to me. Because I 

felt like that was a strong part of a face-to-face class was that you divide them up into small groups and you have 

these discussions about different topics and issues and that even though decisions aren’t made from that and 

conclusions aren’t even drawn from that, awareness is. And learning takes place because you’re challenging 

students to dig a little deeper and to talk about sometimes uncomfortable issues, sometimes personal issues.  

In the second interview, the instructor’s approach to teaching was again explored. Her 

response again emphasized the interactive nature of teaching. I think that it (teaching) involves the 

real concrete nature of conveying information and expanding a student’s awareness of—of the world, the 

community, themselves. . . . I think it’s increasing a student’s awareness of who they are, of what their place is in 

the world, how they’re going to interact with other people. It’s about learning specific skills. (pause) The ability to 

ask questions. The ability to confront. But it’s an empowering—I mean—I think instruction, teaching can be 

empowering to—in increasing students’ awareness they are empowered to go out and do different things. . . . I see 

education as really broad and that it encompasses not just academic areas but leadership and personal growth and 

development. Stretching outside your comfort zone. Diversity issues and things like that. I mean, I see it as all of 

those things. What happens in the academic classroom—I mean—they have to learn the material and, you 

know, but hopefully they would learn that and then be able to—that would make them a better person. 

From these statements, it is clear that the instructor values interaction as an essential 

part of the educational process. The nature of this course in particular—career planning and 

personal development—made it even more important for this kind of interaction to occur. In 

describing how this expectation may have surprised students, the instructor explained that in 

previous classroom settings at the university she has noticed that students’ expectation is that I’m 

going to stand up there and give them information. Of course, I totally trash that belief for them when they get to 
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class and they know they have to talk because it’s about them! But I think that their initial reaction is that 

they’re not going to have to be—they aren’t going to have to be interactive if they don’t want to be.   

The instructor’s original plan was for there to be a great deal of student-to-student 

interaction. An asynchronous discussion board was incorporated into the design of the course 

for this purpose. However, the instructor’s expectations for this kind of interaction were not 

met. We created a class so that there were 15 lessons because there are 15 weeks in a semester and with each 

lesson there was a NetForum question that they were supposed to discuss—they were supposed to respond to the 

question and then respond to each other through the NetForum to create that discussion. . . . I didn’t get the kind 

of interaction I was looking for through NetForum—either semester—I mean, it was better in the Fall semester 

than the Spring semester but—and I think that had to do with the make-up of the class and who was there and 

their motivation for being in the class and their experience of taking online classes but—it didn’t create a 

discussion. It created interaction—some interaction—but not much. It was too far removed. It was an exercise 

that needed to be completed each week. During the first interview, the instructor indicated that she was 

considering incorporating opportunities for synchronous online interaction. In the second 

interview, she reported that this had not occurred due to constraints on her time. She stated my 

time wasn’t really set up for that. I mean, I couldn’t schedule that in—being a full-time administrator as well as 

teaching a class—I found it difficult to even imagine scheduling that in so that never happened. When 

evaluating the impact that this decision may have had on the course, she stated I think in the long 

run it wasn’t as important as I thought it was because often the decisions that are made in a career class are very 

personal and individualized. So I’m not sure if it was as important as what I initially thought.  
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Key 

IP = Instructor Prompt 
PP = Presentation Posting 
RP = Response to IP 
AC = Additional Comment 
DC = Direct Comment 
REM = Remarks on Posting 
GC = General Comment 
 
 
NOTE: Student names used here 
are pseudonyms. 

 

During the first semester that the online course was taught, all postings from NetForum 

were collected and analyzed. The instructor was by far the most frequent contributor to the 

NetForum discussion board, posting a total of 48 messages. The messages posted by the 

instructor were categorized into three distinct types of messages—writing prompts, messages 

regarding presentations by students, and direct comments to student postings. Nearly half of the 

messages (23) posted by the instructor consisted of writing prompts coinciding with specific 

lessons. Eleven of the instructor postings were related to the logistics of selecting topics for and 

then posting student presentations. The remaining postings (14) were direct comments to 

messages posted by students. The two students with the highest number of postings were Elaine 

(27) and Alice (26). These two students were the only students to post direct comments in 

response to others’ postings with Elaine posting four and Alice posting two. These two students 

also posted the highest number of comments on fellow classmates’ presentations with four 

postings each. Two other students posted a relatively high number of messages—David (23) 

and Luke (21). These students did not make direct comments to any classmate other than to 

respond to the posted presentations. David posted three comments on presentations and Luke 

posted two. (See Table 1 above for a complete breakdown of the postings by category.)  

Table 1 -- NetForum Postings by Type 

  IP PP RP AC DC REM GC Total 
Alice     16 4 2 4 0 26 
David     18 2 0 3 0 23 
Elaine     15 4 4 4 0 27 
Harry     13 0 0 0 0 13 
Julie     4 0 0 0 0 4 
Luke     14 4 0 2 1 21 
Sam     9 3 0 0 0 12 
Violet     4 1 0 1 0 6 
Instructor 23 11 0 0 14 0 0 48 
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The original intent for using the NetForum discussion board was to promote interaction 

among students. The idea was that students would post their initial responses to the instructor 

prompts and then would respond to each other’s postings. In spite of the modeling of this 

behavior by the instructor and the attempts by one or two students to engage in this kind of 

electronic dialog, this did not happen. Examination of the timing of the posts offers one 

possible explanation. (See Figure 1 for a visual representation of this data.) More than half 

(55%) of the messages were posted on Thursday or Friday. The course was designed so that a 

different lesson was covered each week with assignments coinciding with that lesson due on 

Friday. Responding to the instructor prompts posted to NetForum was one of the weekly 

assignments required for each lesson. The posting of most messages on Thursday or Friday 

suggests that students waited until the end of the week to complete their assignments and then 

moved on to the next lesson without looking back at comments posted by classmates. Further 

examination of the dates of postings indicated that some students did not meet the Friday 

deadline for many of their postings. Consequently, a number of the messages posted on other 

days of the week were actually attempts to “make-up” missed assignments. This approach to 

NetForum resulted in very little interaction among and between students.  
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Figure 1 -- Number of Student Messages Posted by Day of Week. 

 
 

When the student-to-student interaction did not occur as planned, the instructor 

increased her efforts to interact with students one-on-one. As she described, I went to NetForum 

to pose questions, additional questions, to bring them up to date on assignments, on scores, on you know, all those 

sorts of things. I used it less in the Spring semester. I used email more. Because I found that the interaction was 

more one-on-one. In the Fall semester, they emailed me also but I found that I would email back and say “go to 

NetForum and look for this or that” instead of emailing everybody. I didn’t get the kind of interaction I was 

looking for through NetForum. The outcome of this increased interaction appeared to be positive 

for both the instructor and the students. She reported that the evaluations from the students have been 

that they didn’t feel disconnected from the class. Their evaluation was that they were very connected. I think they 

were more connected—they felt more connected to me ‘cause I was sending them information a lot and I began to 
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use a lot of different means of communication. Particularly in the Spring semester, I added the phone and I added 

mailing them information to their home and I added a lot more frequent email. This was echoed in the 

second interview. She stated that as soon I increased my interactions one-on-one with the students I felt 

better about what they were getting. You know—I felt more connected to them as an instructor and I felt that 

they were progressing—I could tell how they were progressing. I was expecting to be able to see all of that online 

and I really never did.  

In addition to the incorporation of more one-on-one email communications, the 

instructor reported that she modified the nature and tone of her interactions with students from 

the first to the second semester. I found that my interactions with students were much more business like in 

the fall semester—particularly in the first half of the fall semester than in the last half and in the spring semester. 

I got much more chatty with email than, you know “just the fact’s ma’am”—you know, just the details of it. 

And the reaction to that was better. The instructor’s description of these more individualized 

interactions with students illustrate the commitment to meeting student needs that was 

discussed earlier. They also connect with the instructor’s dual identity as both counselor and 

teacher. When I first began the class most of the interaction was to take place through the asynchronous 

chatroom, but that didn’t seem to work real well so I ended up doing a lot more individual emails to students—

asking them to clarify different things—so it really became much more of an individual interaction with the 

student—almost like a counseling session in some ways.  

Another deviation from the original design of the course was the occurrence of some 

face-to-face contact between the instructor and students. The instructor mentioned that because 

some of the students in the online course were taking other courses on campus, they began 

turning in their assignments in person rather than via email. She described an interaction that 

she had with one of these students. One student, who in the fall made some comments about race that I 
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wondered about—and I said, “you know, why don’t you put that on NetForum and let’s find out what the 

group thinks about that” and he didn’t want to do that. He didn’t want to put it out there for everybody to see 

but he would come and talk to me about it. So that’s what he did. He came and we sat down and we talked 

about it face-to-face and how he felt about it. It had to do with his race and the experiences that he had had but 

he didn’t want to have that interaction with the rest of the group but he wanted to explore it and so that happened 

on a one-on-one basis. . . . after that occurred he would leave a note with the assignments that he turned in—“I 

hope you have a good weekend” or—much more personal—so that—I think that interaction—that face-to-face 

interaction had some kind of impact, but it started with an electronic interaction. And it could have continued 

that way. I’m probably the one that said “why don’t you come in” cause I knew that he was coming in anyway! 

You know, I probably drove that more than he drove it, but it met one of those expectations that I had about 

interaction. 

This interaction is noteworthy for several reasons. First, the interaction occurred outside 

the framework of the online format. Second, embedded in this description of the interaction is 

the idea that this particular kind of interaction may have been driven more by the needs of the 

instructor than the needs of the student. As a result of this, I asked the instructor if she found 

face-to-face interaction with students to be more satisfying than electronic interaction. She 

stated It’s difficult for me to answer that question because I haven’t taught face-to-face—a career class face-to-

face over the course of the semester—for several years. You know what happens over several years—everything 

becomes glorified in that sense and I, I don’t know. I don’t know. Since I’m going to teach both of them in the 

fall, I’m going to really be able to get a sense of that. But you know, I think that—my gut tells me that if you 

learn how to do—if you learn how to effectively do in email and effectively do synchronous or asynchronous 

interactions on the Web that you’re going to get the kind that you’re comfortable with and that you want to get. 

This response seemed to indicate an expectation that both electronic and face-to-face 
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interaction with students would likely be equally satisfying. Responses given during the second 

interview indicate otherwise. The instructor reported that teaching online wasn’t as rewarding as 

face-to-face.  

When discussing interactions with the online students during the semester in which she 

taught both the online and face-to-face courses, she indicated that as a result of teaching the 

face-to-face course she increased the interactions with the online students. She also offered students the 

option of meeting with her at the end of the semester. In describing how this transpired, she 

said I can’t remember if I encouraged or just mentioned that I was available for an individual meeting at the end 

of the semester and that that could be face-to-face or over the phone—but encouraged them to come face-to-face and 

several students did come face-to-face and I found that really valuable as a way to wrap up what we had done and 

talk about their individual situation. And they actually, you know, would come back to the career center after 

that—after the class was over. 

Instructor’s Evaluation of Success 

So success for me is feeling like I made a difference. And I could see that—I could physically 
see that in the face-to-face class. I could see when a student moved from being unaware to 
being aware. And online they’d tell me that but . . . maybe I didn’t trust the response. 

One of the ways that the instructor evaluates her success as an instructor is by the 

degree to which she is able to connect with and get to know her students. During the first 

interview, she stated (t)hat’s one way I evaluate the class is that I still get to know them more on an 

individual basis and I do that in the traditional class as well. In her discussions evaluating her 

experiences teaching online, she seemed more satisfied with the level of interaction that she had 

experienced with the students in the first interview. She stated I felt that I got to know the students 

really well—probably as well as I would have gotten to know them face-to-face. However, as previously 
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noted, when she was able to compare the experience of teaching online with teaching face-to-

face, she reported less satisfaction with electronic interaction. In spite of the fact that 

evaluations indicated satisfaction on the part of the students, she did not feel as connected with 

the online students and therefore was less satisfied with the experience of teaching online. 

In discussing the pros and cons of online teaching, the instructor explained that one of 

the negatives that she sees related to online education is that feeling that you don’t have to connect with 

other people. In both the experience of teaching online and in her other duties as director of a 

university career center, she noted that with the move to having increasing amounts of 

information online students are distanced from engaging in human interaction. She expressed 

concern that this decrease in human interaction might hinder the development of interpersonal 

skills integral to career development. The following passage illustrates both her concern about 

student development and her concern about over-reliance on technology. I struggle with this in 

career center work in that there’s so much information that’s available online and there’s employers that want you 

to apply online. They’ve taken out all of the interaction but then when they’ve got you face-to-face they want you to 

perform in a certain way. But they’re not going to interact with you until that point. . . . I put a lot of information 

and a lot of “woman hours” on developing a website that is useful and inclusive of all the information that they 

need and the sites they need to use and that sort of thing. But what we’re known for is our individualized 

attention. And the reason that we’re good at what we do is because we sit down and we really listen to them for a 

whole hour. And that comes back every single time. It comes back from satisfaction surveys, follow up surveys, 

alumnae feedback—it’s everywhere. And so, I feel that that interaction is really critical. It’s critical in learning 

about yourself. . . . we’re never going to, I mean, in terms of work, we’re going to really probably move to a place 

where you’re not interacting with other people in some form. And so, . . . I mean, it might be more my preference 
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than it is, you know, kind of the reality of what’s out there, but I think you miss a lot when you don’t have that 

as part of the educational process.  

As evidenced in this statement and in the earlier exploration of the themes of 

connection and interaction, relationships involving human contact are significant for the 

instructor. While objective measures such as students’ performance in class, mastery of the 

material, and evaluations of their experience seemed to indicate that the instructor had been 

successful in teaching the online course, her feelings indicated otherwise. The following excerpt 

from the second interview illustrates the general tone of the instructor’s overall assessment of 

her online teaching experience. She experienced the process of communicating through 

electronic means as cumbersome and perhaps unreliable. A lack of trust for computer-mediated 

interaction permeated the discussion of the instructor’s experience of online teaching 

particularly during the second interview.  I realized that I had to put into words things that I was 

expecting that they were saying. You know, they’d email me and so they have this one question. And so I answer 

that one question, but what’s the context out of which that question came? You know? And so in a class you 

usually get the preamble and then you get the question. Or you get the question and then you get a follow-up “well 

what I really mean is”—well online you don’t get that. And so I found that as I taught the class that I would 

begin to ask more questions about things not knowing if that was an issue or not. Whereas if I had just picked 

up the phone and called we would have had this conversation, but this back and forth in email—and maybe if it 

had been IM it would have been different, you know, because it would have been much more spontaneous 

interaction. But there’s still something that’s removed from that—that technology removes you from that 

interaction. And so I found that I was asking more questions of the students in email form when I was teaching 

the online because I realized that I wanted to be sure that I was giving as much information—all my knowledge 

(laugh)—as much information to the students as I could but I didn’t have the whole picture. I mean, I can also 
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compare to when I work with a student with a resume. They can drop off the resume and I can critique it. But if 

they sit down with me they’ll say “well, I didn’t put on my resume these five experiences.” Well—you know, now 

I know that and so my critique is going to be different. But, you know, if you don’t know it then you don’t know 

to ask it! I mean you can’t assume that they left off five jobs. You know what I’m saying? So it was the same sort 

of thing with the online class in that I felt like I had to probe a little bit more. And I’m not always sure that that 

probing was helpful or useful. You know? I mean, they’d come back “no” or “yes”—very short answers. So 

that’s what you get in an interaction. And by relationship I’m talking about that interaction—that give and 

take of a communication thread. That is, to me, instruction. You know. And I never felt like I created that 

online very well. So—you know—I guess now hindsight—synchronous would have been better. You know—a 

time to do that. (pause) But personally, I mean, as I see myself as an instructor, I’m not sure if it would have or 

not because I’m missing other pieces. I’m missing facial expressions. I’m missing tone. I’m missing . . . you know, 

cutaways to other people that are in the conversation. I’m missing all of that. And to me that is important stuff. I 

don’t know how you get that online. 

A number of the instructor’s responses suggested that the approach that she took with 

the online students was similar to a counseling interaction. The very individualized nature of 

these interactions coupled with the fact that course dealt with career and personal development 

issues, made this seem an apt comparison. However, the instructor also expressed dissatisfaction 

and even distrust in the electronic interaction. The perceived similarity of the content of the 

interactions that she was having with students to counseling together with this feeling of being 

disconnected from the students may have intensified the feelings of dissatisfaction with the 

online teaching experience. The instructor disclosed that even though objective measures 

indicated that the online course had been successful, her personal gauge of success is more 

subjective. She said I probably have an intuition that I’ve been successful—I mean, for some students. For 
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others, I’ll never know whether I have been or not. You know, part of the success is that you’re able to do the 

work in the course but that’s not success that you’ve really educated. It’s just that they’ve been able to do the work 

and turn in an acceptable piece of work for that. But that doesn’t mean I’ve been successful with them. So the way 

I get past it is intuition. My intuition tells me that I’ve given it what I need—I mean, I look back—I’ve given it 

everything I can—I’ve taught the information and I’ve asked the hard questions—I’ve asked questions and so 

then they have to kind of take it on. They have to assume responsibility for that. And some will and some won’t. 

I’m not sure we ever know. Isn’t that a sad thing. You know? Because as an instructor you invest so much of 

what’s important to you—of what you believe in and then you never know. You really don’t. I mean—do you 

think you do? (laugh) I mean, I think that a lot of times we don’t—we don’t know whether it connected or not. 

As noted earlier, there was a significant lapse of time between the first and second 

interviews. The instructor indicated that her experiences in a different kind of educational 

setting might have influenced her recollections and interpretations of her online teaching 

experience. She explained this possible influence by comparing the kinds of interactions she has 

observed among students at the smaller women’s college with the lack of interaction among the 

students in her online course. In discussing the implications of this difference, she said I think 

that maybe two years ago I would not have seen the divide so great but now I’m beginning to see that the divide is 

great and that technology has a place in education—and it’s going to work for some programs and it’s going to 

work for some courses—but that it’s not for everything. And that if your goal is really to develop the whole person 

then it might not be. There might be pieces of it that can fit into that but it can’t be totally that. 

The evaluation data from students in both the online and traditional courses provide 

additional context for making sense of the instructor’s experience. Rather than subjecting this 

data to quantitative analysis, the data are offered simply as a point of triangulation for 

contextualizing the instructor’s experience. It is important to remember that the number of 
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responses gathered from the traditional course was relatively small (n=21) and the number of 

responses from the online course was even smaller (n=5). Therefore, the impact that one 

student’s opinion had on the outcome data was much greater for the online course than for the 

traditional course. Although the instructor remembered the evaluations being comparable for 

the two experiences, there appear to be some variations worth noting. 

The instructor used almost identical evaluation instruments for the two classes. (See 

Appendix D for the evaluation form for the online course and Appendix E for the evaluation 

form for the traditional course.) The evaluation form for the online course consisted of ten 

statements to which students could respond as follows: strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree 

nor disagree, agree, strongly agree. The evaluation form for the traditional course consisted of 

nine statements, six of which were identical to the items on the evaluation form for the online 

course. Two items were similar on both forms but contained slightly different wording to reflect 

the differences in the courses. One was the first item. For the traditional class, this item read 

“The course was organized effectively.” For the online course, the words “and easy to navigate” 

were added to the statement. On this item, responses by students in the traditional course were 

slightly better than for the online course with 90.5% of students in the traditional class strongly 

agreeing compared to 80% of students in the online course. However, all students in both 

courses either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement.  

The second item that differed slightly for the two courses related to student-to-student 

interaction. For the traditional class the statement read, “The class discussions including small 

group interactions provided useful information.” For the online course it read, “The class 

discussions using NetForum provided useful information.” The responses to this item differed 

more dramatically. For the traditional class, all students either agreed (23.8%) or strongly agreed 
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(76.2%). While still skewed in a positive direction, the responses for the online course were not 

as clearly positive. In the online course 40% strongly agreed, 20% agreed, and another 40% 

neither agreed nor disagreed.  

On the evaluation form for the traditional course, there was one item that did not 

appear on the form for the online course. It read, “The group presentation was a useful learning 

experience.” Since this activity was not a part of the online course, it was not included on the 

evaluation form for the online course. Based upon the responses to this item as well as 

comments added to the evaluation forms, this aspect of the traditional course was the least 

favorite of many students. 

The evaluation form for the online course contained two items that were not included 

on the form for the traditional course. These were “The reflective writing assignments provided 

me with an opportunity to apply the textbook learnings to my unique career situation” and “The 

course assignments were valuable aids to learning.” Sixty percent of the online students agreed 

with both of these statements. On the question referring specifically to the reflective writing 

assignments, an additional 40% of online students strongly agreed with the statement. On the 

more general statement about assignments, 20% of online students strongly agreed while 

another 20% neither agreed nor disagreed. 

The data on responses to the items that were identical on both forms are presented in 

Table 2 below. (See Appendices F and G for complete evaluation results.) For the most part, 

students’ evaluations of the two courses appear to be similar. However, it is worth noting that 

for the online course all students (100%) strongly agreed with three of the four positive 

statements about the instructor. It is also interesting to note that on the last item relating to the 

overall value of the course, students in the traditional course appeared to rate the experience 
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more positively. Although it is difficult to draw inferences about the relative strength of opinion 

between students who “agree” with a given statement as compared to students who “strongly 

agree,” the pattern of responses given by students in the online course suggests that perhaps 

these students felt more connected to the instructor than they did to the course and the course 

material. The students in the online course appeared much more certain about the value of the 

instructor than the value of the course, while the students in the traditional course rated both 

the instructor and the overall value of the course more similarly.  

 
Table 2 -- Comparison of Responses to Identical Items on Evaluation Forms 
 SD D N A SA 

ONLINE    2 
40% 

3 
60% 

The course readings and 
assignments (including the 
textbook) were valuable aids to 
learning.  

TRADITIONAL   1 
4.8% 

8 
38.1% 

12 
57.1% 

ONLINE     5 
100% 

The instructor clearly informed 
students about course 
procedures. TRADITIONAL    4 

19.0% 
17 
81.0% 

ONLINE    1 
20% 

4 
80% 

The instructor was available to 
students. 

TRADITIONAL    3 
14.3% 

18 
85.7% 

ONLINE     5 
100% 

The instructor gave useful 
feedback on assignments and 
exams. TRADITIONAL   1 

4.8% 
3 
14.3% 

17 
81.0% 

ONLINE     5 
100% 

The instructor consistently 
treated students with respect. 

TRADITIONAL    3 
14.3% 

18 
85.7% 

ONLINE    2 
40% 

3 
60% 

The course improved my 
understanding of the subject. 

TRADITIONAL   1 
4.8% 

3 
14.3% 

17 
81.0% 
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In addition to the statements to which students responded according to their degree of 

agreement, there were four prompts soliciting additional comments. These read as follows:  

Please provide additional comments to support your responses above.  
What were the strongest features of the course? 
What were the least effective features of the course? 
What recommendations for course improvements can you offer? 

The comments added to the evaluation forms in response to these prompts are consistent with 

the instructor’s belief that students in both the traditional and online courses felt that each 

course was valuable and that they felt connected to the instructor. In response to the prompt 

regarding the least effective features of the course, two students focused on NetForum. One 

student wrote, “Lack of interaction among students. It was not necessarily restricted, but it was 

not initiated by the students that much.” This is contrasted with a number of comments from 

students in the traditional course noting that the opportunity for interaction with other students 

was one of the strengths of the traditional course. While a few students complained that their 

particular interests were not emphasized enough (i.e., seniors complaining about too much 

focus on underclassmen and underclassmen complaining about too much focus on seniors), the 

majority of comments were in praise of the class and small group discussions. In addition to the 

discussion portion of the class, students also listed activities such as mock interviews, “lunch-

in,” panel discussion, and guest speakers. These activities are ones that could not be 

accomplished easily—and perhaps not at all—in an online environment.  
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Responding to the Research Questions 

Four major questions provided the framework for this study and guided the collection 

of data. Now that the data have been collected and analyzed, I will address how this telling of 

the instructor’s story fits within the framework of the research questions. 

What is it like to teach an internet-based course in career development? 

The preceding narrative describing the instructor’s experience addresses this question. 

While there were aspects of the experience that the instructor valued, her ultimate conclusion 

was that she would probably not want to teach online again. She did not feel as connected to the 

students in the online course as she did in the traditional course. While she admits that students 

in both types of courses expressed satisfaction with the respective courses, she did not 

experience as much satisfaction with teaching online as she did in the traditional classroom. 

How does the instructor approach teaching in an online environment? In what 
ways are pedagogical issues addressed? 

The instructor embraced the idea of teaching an online course with enthusiasm. Her 

primary professional identity is that of a counselor, but she sees the role of teacher as being 

closely connected to the role of counselor and has frequently sought out opportunities to 

engage in both teaching and counseling throughout her professional life. In spite of the fact that 

she identifies closely with the role of teacher, she has no formal education related to pedagogy 

or educational theory. She therefore was not consciously or explicitly employing any particular 

pedagogical approach in her teaching either in the traditional or online course. However, 

implicit in her descriptions of how she approached teaching and the values embedded in the 

narrative are consistent with theoretical framework from which I approached my exploration of 



121 
 

the research literature related to online teaching. The instructor’s philosophy of teaching fits 

within the constructivist approach to pedagogy proffered by Vygotsky and Dewey. Her valuing 

of interaction as a means of instruction and promoting development fits within Vygotsky’s 

developmental approach. The individual attention she gave to students and her descriptions of 

asking probing questions in order to encourage students to move to a deeper level of thinking 

could be interpreted as Vygotsky’s scaffolding technique. Her emphasis on the need to make 

education relevant and connected to student’s lives in order for it to have real meaning is 

consistent with Dewey’s educational philosophy.  

What kinds of interaction are present in a cyberclassroom? How does the 
instructor experience these interactions?  

The primary kinds of interactions that were present in the cyberclassroom were the 

postings on NetForum, email communications, and information contained in responses to 

written assignments. These interactions were explored in detail under the theme of interaction 

but it is important to note that interaction was explored primarily from the perspective of the 

instructor. While it seems clear that the level of interaction present in this particular 

cyberclassroom experience was not entirely satisfactory for the instructor, we do not know for 

certain how the interaction was experienced by her students. Evaluations completed by her 

students suggest that the students were satisfied with the level of interaction between 

themselves and the instructor. Lack of interaction among students was mentioned as a weakness 

of the course. 



122 
 

Since the content of the course focuses on career development and encourages 
individual students to focus on their own career and personal development, do 
the instructional methods used seem to parallel therapeutic techniques 
associated with career counseling? If so, in what ways and to what degree?  

The instructor compared her individual interaction with students around the issues of 

career decision-making to the way in which she interacts with clients in her work as a career 

counselor. This is not surprising given the content of the course and the background of the 

instructor. The fact that the instructor sought out opportunities to interact with student one-on-

one both through CMC and in person supports the contention that there may be a connection 

between her approach to teaching and her work as a career counselor. However, in order to 

fully evaluate the possible parallels between the instructor’s teaching methods and techniques 

used in career counseling, more information would be needed. The actual interactions between 

the instructor and the students would need to be analyzed in order to assess this. The decision 

to focus the study only on the exploration of the instructor’s experience limited the data 

collection to interviews with the instructor. Therefore, this question is only partially addressed.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

Implications of the Instructor’s Experience 

The purpose of this investigation was to explore the experience of teaching online for a 

counselor educator. In spite of the generally positive experience that the instructor reported 

initially and the positive evaluations of students enrolled in her class, the instructor concluded 

that she would probably choose not to teach a completely online course again. Why? The 

instructor’s responses are certainly reflective of her own attitudes and opinions and should not 

be over-generalized as being indicative of the attitudes and opinions of all counselor educators. 

However, analysis of the attitudes and opinions of this instructor within the context of this 

study offer some possible explanations for the apparent reluctance of many counselor educators 

to embrace online teaching. 

Recent articles (Schneider et al., 2005; Wantz et al., 2004) examining the use of online 

courses in counselor education indicate that completely online courses are a relatively rare 

phenomenon in our field. The survey results reported by Wantz et al. (2004) indicate that fewer 

than half (42%) of the counselor education programs responding to the survey offer any sort of 

distance learning opportunity for students. It was further reported that 53% of the programs 

not offering any distance learning options had no plans to implement these options in the 

future. It is possible that the attitudes and personal characteristics of faculty in these programs 

affect their willingness to consider online teaching as an option. From the analysis of the 

interview data collected in this study four themes emerged—control, commitment, connection, 

and interaction. I believe that the characteristics of the instructor revealed in these themes 
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reflect common concerns of many faculty members, especially those in the field of counselor 

education. Examining these characteristics more closely provides an opportunity to explore 

these concerns and may shed light on the barriers to online teaching in counselor education. 

The instructor’s desire to control the educational environment to the greatest degree 

possible might be seen as a trait that would predispose her to appreciating the structured nature 

of online teaching. The instructor intimated as much even in her declaration that she would not 

want to teach a completely online course again. However, she stated that she would use an 

online component to supplement a traditional face-to-face class, emphasizing that the aspects of 

the online course that she valued were those that allowed her the ability to organize and give the 

students everything up front. In spite of this, the instructor was clear in her assertion that she saw 

more drawbacks than advantages to using a completely online format for teaching. She seemed 

to experience some tension between appreciating the structured nature of the online course and 

being bound by the structure she had created. She reported feeling like she had set everything up in 

such a systematic way that I was responding to what I had set up rather than responding to the students. 

While the structure was perceived as valuable in some ways, she missed the opportunity for 

spontaneity afforded by the traditional classroom—the flexibility to respond to the needs or 

personality of students by making adjustments to the lessons in the moment. 

The second theme of commitment to the role of instructor and to the students who are 

enrolled in the class was evident in the instructor’s attempts to monitor the course website. The 

instructor’s commitment to the class and students coupled with the asynchronous nature of the 

online course seemed to result in the instructor’s feeling that the class was always in session. 

Consequently, not responding immediately to a student’s email message may have felt to the 

instructor like ignoring that student—something that would not be acceptable from the 
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perspective of a counselor. Feeling that one’s class is always in session could be exhausting and 

may add to the perception that teaching online is more work for an instructor. The instructor’s 

description of the amount of time spent per student in the online course as compared with the 

traditional course suggested that the online course required significantly more time than the 

face-to-face course. This element alone may be enough to discourage some counselor educators 

from attempting to teach online. Faculty members who already feel overburdened by increasing 

responsibility and decreasing time may not be willing to take on such a task especially if they are 

uncertain of their ability to provide a quality educational experience in the online environment. 

The theme of commitment is evident in some of the concerns the instructor expressed 

about the relative value of online education. She worried that online courses may not adequately 

prepare students for interacting effectively with others. Because the topic of this course was 

career development and included content related to presenting oneself effectively to a potential 

employer as well as interacting effectively in the work environment, the instructor was 

particularly concerned that the completely online environment was not sufficient to address 

these needs. Beyond her concerns about the adequacy of the online course, the instructor 

believed that encouraging students to spend increasingly greater amounts of time online in 

general serves to isolate them and does not provide the opportunity for them to practice 

effective interactional strategies within an educational setting. Whether or not these concerns 

are accurate, this particular instructor’s perceptions about these issues reinforce her reluctance 

to adopt a completely online teaching format in the future.  

Connected to the concern about time spent online isolating students are the additional 

themes of connection and interaction. The instructor values interaction with students and views 

that interaction as essential to the educational process. The instructor’s distrust of the 
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interactions occurring through the means of CMC was evident throughout the data analysis. Her 

assertion that technology removes you from that interaction indicates that the instructor viewed 

technology as an impediment to genuine interaction. This distrust may stem from the fact that 

the process of interacting in cyberspace removes many of the nonverbal cues from which we 

make assumptions about individuals. This might be construed as beneficial in that it may 

remove some of the stereotypes and prejudices that creep into interactions in the classroom. 

However, it also removes information upon which those trained as counselors have learned to 

rely. Nonverbal communication in its many forms—facial expressions, tone of voice, gestures—

adds meaning to the spoken words of an individual. Removing the opportunity to make use of 

such information may have contributed to the instructor’s feeling that she couldn’t trust the 

CMC interactions to the same degree that she trusted the face-to-face interactions she had with 

students. The instructor hinted at this in the first interview. She described feelings of 

awkwardness early on in the process of teaching the online course and identified having the 

realization that she was working hard at getting information that I probably made assumptions about face-to-

face. In addition to the absence of nonverbal cues, other factors may have contributed to the 

instructor’s feeling that CMC interfered with the building of genuine relationships with students. 

The students and instructor were unfamiliar with each other. Even though the instructor and 

students’ full names were used, the fact that they had never met face-to-face created a sense of 

relative anonymity.  

Beuchota and Bullen (2005) explored the impact that interpersonality has on the 

development of effective interaction in online learning communities. Their conclusion was “that 

one key to a successful virtual community may lie in ensuring that its members make meaningful 

interpersonal connections before they are asked to engage in cognitive tasks” (p. 83). The 
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instructor in the present study attempted to do just that. Her first instruction to students was to 

introduce themselves to each other using the discussion board in an attempt to foster the 

creation of community among the students. However, while the instructor posted this 

instruction early, the students did not begin their participation until the first official week of 

class which meant that they received this instruction simultaneously with the more cognitively 

related task of responding to the discussion prompt for the first lesson. Even though the 

instructor attempted to foster community among the students, the time was not made available 

for the students to interact on a social level prior to engaging in cognitive tasks. If Beuchota and 

Bullen (2005) are correct, this reality decreased the likelihood of students in the course 

developing into a genuine learning community where effective interaction might occur. 

Closely related to the theme of interaction identified in the interview narrative, was the 

theme of connection. This theme included the instructor’s desire to create interpersonal 

connections with and among her students as well as her desire to help students make 

connections between the course material and their daily lives. The instructor’s desire to create 

these two types of connections is consistent with Palmer’s (1983/1993) description of “good 

teachers.” As previously cited, Palmer asserts  

In a wide variety of ways, good teachers bring students into living communion with the subjects 
they teach. Good teachers also bring students into community with themselves and with each 
other—not simply for the sake of warm feelings, but to do the difficult things that teaching and 
learning require. (Palmer, 1983/1993, p. xvii) 

The instructor’s concerns about helping students learn how to interact effectively and how to 

make sense of and manage information more effectively are reminiscent of Dewey’s ideas about 

what constitutes education (Hook, 1959/1977; Tanner, 1997), providing further support for 

describing her as a good teacher. While the instructor’s experience inhabiting the role of teacher 

was the focus of this study, the instructor’s primary professional identification was that of 
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counselor. This dual identity may have influenced the ways in which she evaluated the 

experience of teaching online. Although she had previous teaching experience and identified 

herself as both teacher and counselor, she had no formal training or instruction in pedagogy. 

Her education included an undergraduate degree in business administration and two graduate 

degrees in counselor education. The training she received in counselor education emphasized 

the “counselor” aspect of her identity with the “education” aspect being related directly to the 

means used in the education of counselors. The emphasis on building relationships which 

permeates counselor training may have predisposed her toward valuing interaction and 

interpersonal relationships with students.  

Although the instructor’s identity as a counselor may have predisposed her toward 

holding beliefs and expectations that made it more likely that she would not experience the 

online teaching experience as successful, this does not explain the fact that there are some 

counselor educators who do find the online teaching experience to be satisfying. Similar to 

Kubala’s (1998) finding that students enrolled in online courses experience frustration when 

their personality types and learning styles are not well suited to learning in an online 

environment, there may be teaching styles and other personality factors of instructors that allow 

them to function well in an online environment while others may experience frustration with 

the format. A number of recent studies have examined this phenomenon from the standpoint 

of learner characteristics. Randall and MacGregor (2005) found that students identified as high 

achievers participate more effectively and have more positive outcomes than students classified 

as low achievers. In another study examining the effect of personality characteristics on positive 

outcome in a totally web-based course, the kind of student who was determined to have the 

greatest outlook for success “is compliantly cooperative, considerate, even-tempered, self-
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confident, a creative thinker, committed to work, shows leadership, needs to achieve, and has a 

positive learning orientation” (Kim & Schniederjans, 2004, p. 97). Lin, Cranton, and Bridglall 

(2005) focus on the effect that the personality type of adult learners in an online classroom 

environment has on the adult students’ assessments of their own learning. The authors “found 

interesting and meaningful connections between personality type preferences and individual 

differences in learning through asynchronous written dialogue” (p. 1808). This finding led them 

to recommend the use of hybrid courses (courses that blend traditional classroom experiences 

with online learning components) in order to better meet the needs of all students. Interestingly, 

this is the same conclusion that the instructor reached, albeit for different reasons. 

Although I was not able to evaluate the degree to which the instructor’s approach to 

teaching mirrored her approach to counseling, there was evidence of similarity. Some of this 

came from the instructor’s own assessment of her approach to teaching. For example, she 

compared her attention to the needs of students and her attempts to tailor the content of the 

course to meeting their expressed needs to the way that she tailors a counseling session to meet 

the needs of an individual client. While the instructor did not espouse any connection with 

narrative approaches to counseling, her emphasis on stories suggests that her approach to career 

counseling might be consistent with the narrative approach taken by Cochran (1997). These 

examples lend credence to the suggestion that the instructor’s identity as counselor influenced 

her approach to teaching as well as her evaluation of the effectiveness of her teaching. 

Corey (2005) notes that in many of the theories which guide and inform the practice of 

counseling, the relationship between counselor and client is regarded as the means through 

which beneficial change occurs. Likewise, Neukrug (2003) cites a number of studies (Safran & 

Muran, 2000; Sexton & Whiston, 1991; Whiston & Coker, 2000) in support of his assertion that 
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“(t)he relationship between the counselor and the client may be the most significant factor in 

creating client change” (p. 19). The emphasis on relationship as the vehicle for helping is not 

limited to the counselor-client relationship. Models of clinical supervision also emphasize the 

relationship between the supervisor and the counselor-in-training (Bernard & Goodyear, 1998). 

Being steeped in a system which places the development of relationship in the position of 

greatest importance may predispose counselor educators toward placing a similar value on 

developing relationships with students. If these counselor educators perceive the use of CMC as 

inhibiting the development of genuine relationships, they will likely conclude that the use of 

completely online courses is inappropriate.  

Limitations and Context 

As we explore the potential usefulness of this study, some limitations warrant 

consideration before any conclusions are drawn. At the time that this study was implemented, 

online instruction was such a new phenomenon that any instructor implementing such a course 

would have been a relative novice. That being said, the instructor’s inexperience in this arena 

may have resulted in difficulties for her that more experienced online instructors would not 

have encountered. It is also important to note that the course did not unfold as the instructor 

intended. The intention of the instructor was to foster interaction among students. This did not 

happen. Rather than restructuring the course, the instructor adjusted her level of interaction 

with students in an attempt to make up for the lack of student-to-student interaction. The lack 

of success experienced by the instructor in creating interaction among the students may have 

affected her overall assessment of the course itself. While not a primary focus of this study, 

student evaluation data were used to support conclusions drawn from analysis of the 
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instructor’s experience as communicated through interviews. The small number of students who 

completed the evaluation instrument in the online course makes interpretation of this data 

problematic. Only half of the online students completed the evaluation instrument. Perhaps 

students who did not complete and return the evaluation had a different experience in the 

course than students who did respond. Finally, it is difficult to assess the degree to which 

individual variables such as personality or gender may have influenced the instructor’s 

perceptions. In spite of the acknowledged limitations associated with this study, I believe that 

the following recommendations and suggestions will enhance continued exploration of the use 

of online teaching in the field of counselor education. 

Recommendations for Practice 

There are numerous examples of the excitement about using new technology pushing its 

implementation in the educational arena rather than a determination that the use of technology 

is the most pedagogically sound approach. The implementation of this course could fall into 

that category. The initial idea for the course did not emerge entirely from an instructor’s 

perspective. The University Career Center staff members were brainstorming ways to use 

technology in their delivery of career development services. As a result of this brainstorming 

session, the instructor proposed creating an online version of the career development course. 

Although the motive for this sprang from a desire to serve the needs of students who may have 

difficulty in accessing a traditional course in career development, the push to go forward with 

the idea came from administrators. Along with this push to move forward came a specific 

timetable. This required that the instructor scale a steep learning curve. She moved from a place 

of having little experience with online technology beyond using email and “surfing the web” to 



132 
 

designing and implementing an internet course within the span of a few months. While the 

decision to put the course online grew out of a student-centered concern, it did not involve any 

exploration of potential pedagogical concerns. The decision to teach the course online was 

made first, and then the instructor went about the process of educating and preparing herself to 

implement the decision. It seemed that the assumption was made that since other courses were 

being taught online, online teaching must be effective. It doesn’t seem that the question “Is it a 

good idea to teach this particular class online?” was ever asked. It is essential that this question 

be asked each time a proposal is made to move educational experiences into an online 

environment. We must not forget that the ultimate goal is providing the highest quality 

educational experiences possible for our students. 

While each institution (and perhaps each department or school within the institution) 

has its own procedures for making curriculum decisions, some general guidelines about how to 

determine the appropriateness of particular courses for online implementation would be helpful. 

This would necessitate greater attention to pedagogical issues than is currently present in our 

field at large. The general lack of attention to pedagogy in the preparation of counselor 

educators is well documented (Nelson & Neufeldt, 1998; Fong, 1998). Unfortunately, this is not 

atypical. It seems that much of college and university level teaching is approached with little or 

no direct attention to pedagogy. Typically, faculty members have demonstrated expertise in their 

particular discipline but are not required to have any background in education or pedagogy 

unless that is their area of expertise. Therefore, styles of teaching are developed rather 

haphazardly, patched together from imitating role models (teaching as one has been taught) and 

trial-and-error approaches. Since online education is such a new phenomenon, most current 

counselor educators have not had the experience of learning online and therefore don’t have 
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role models to imitate. This leaves trial-and-error as the likely approach open to most current 

counselor educators. The concerns reported by Wantz et al. (2004) about the lack of use of 

online courses in counselor education programs makes it incumbent upon those counselor 

educators who are experiencing success in this arena to share their experiences with colleagues. 

Engaging in discussions around pedagogy in general in addition to focusing attention on 

pedagogy within the context of online teaching is likely to enhance both traditional and online 

teaching. These discussions may also have the benefit of engaging faculty members who 

previously have avoided the subject of online teaching.  

Along with engaging current faculty members in discussions around pedagogical 

concerns, better preparation for doctoral students regarding pedagogically sound approaches to 

online teaching is needed. Koehler, Mishra, Hershey, and Peruski (2004) offer a model for 

developing online courses that “that posits successful courses require the careful integration of 

three components that coconstrain each other: content, pedagogy, and technology” (p. 25). 

Their project brought together students and faculty in a collaborative process of developing 

online courses. This model might be adapted for use in doctoral programs in counselor 

education. Having doctoral students assist with the creation and implementation of online 

courses as a part of their coursework and training could serve multiple aims. First, assuming that 

the experiences were positive ones, it would increase the doctoral students’ comfort level with 

using online teaching methods. Second, it would provide faculty members with student 

perspectives during the development phase of the courses. Finally, it would provide a venue for 

the exploration of pedagogical issues among current and future counselor educators. This 

discussion would enhance the delivery of both online and traditional course offerings.  
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The model proposed by Koehler et al. (2004) is somewhat similar to the approach taken 

by Coursol and Lewis (2004) discussed in Chapter Two. The difference between the two is one 

of focus. While Coursol and Lewis (2004) seemed to focus primarily on gaining skill in the use 

of specific technologies, Koehler et al. (2004) focus more on connecting technology and 

pedagogy while addressing content-related concerns. Further, this approach may have the added 

benefit of making graduate students more discriminating consumers of online information. As 

discussed earlier, Osborn and Zalaquett (2005) found that graduate students tend to lack the 

skills necessary to critically analyze and make distinctions between differences in quality among 

career-related websites. Including these students in the process of developing materials for use 

in an online environment would provide an opportunity for discussing the criteria one should 

use in examining online material. This would also answer the call put forth by Glass et al. (2005) 

for doctoral programs to implement more instruction in technology skills.   

The instructor’s evaluation of her experience of online teaching is consistent with 

Swan’s (2003) review of the literature related to online learning which found, in part, that the 

development of a sense of community among students enhances the likelihood of success in an 

asynchronous learning environment. Further, the author found that the role of the instructor is 

experienced quite differently in an online classroom than in a traditional one. She recommends 

that greater attention be given to this phenomenon with support for faculty development aimed 

at assisting faculty members in making sense of these differences and in creating different 

strategies for interacting with students in cyberclassrooms.  

The lack of interaction among students was one of the reasons that the instructor was 

not satisfied with the online teaching experience. At the time that this course was implemented, 

most students were using dial-up connections from home in order to access the internet. With 
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the increased availability of high-speed internet connections, some of the problems encountered 

in the design and implementation of this course might be more easily avoided. However, in spite 

of the proliferation of high-speed internet connection, consideration must be given to access 

issues when implementing online courses. The digital divide explored in earlier reports (NTIA, 

1998; NTIA, 1999; Castells, 1999) continues to be a concern in the educational arena 

(Warschauer, M., 2003; Warshcauer, Knobel, & Stone, 2004). If there are large numbers of 

potential students who do not have access to the necessary technology, how can we justify the 

move toward online education? Will this move have the effect of eliminating access and 

opportunity for a given segment of our population? I believe that it is vital to begin to address 

these questions in a broad, philosophical way as we move along with this wave of online 

education. Additionally, there are more immediate and specific concerns for individual 

educators to address as they embark on teaching online. Most simply stated, these access issues 

require that consideration be given to the accessibility of the material that is placed on the 

internet for student use in terms of the generation of technology being used. In other words, the 

course content must be accessible to students who may be using computer hardware or 

software that is several years old. Instructors who become accustomed to almost instant 

download times available at on-campus computer terminals must recognize that some of their 

students still may be connecting via telephone lines and using much slower modems. The 

temptation to use the latest and most elaborate technology available must be balanced against 

these issues of fairness and equity.  

While the generation of technology in use at the time that this course was implemented 

may have been a factor in inhibiting interaction, higher connection speed alone is not likely to 

be the solution. Swan’s (2003) article highlighted the significance of course design issues in 
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creating an environment that supports student interaction, while also emphasizing the 

importance of the instructor taking an active role in fostering interaction among students. 

Benbunan-Fich, Hiltz, and Harasim (2004) are more detailed in their analysis of the importance 

of instructors taking an active role in deliberately encouraging student interaction. Interestingly, 

they directly tie the pedagogical approach employed by the instructor to the level of interaction 

fostered among students. They assert that the types of interaction among students result from 

“the extent to which collaborative learning pedagogy, rather than an individual learning model, 

is used” (p. 27). As a part of their discussion on encouraging substantive and thoughtful 

contributions to discussion boards, they recommend that grading should be based on both 

quantity and quality of postings, with greater emphasis on quality.  

Counselor educators who engage in online teaching should evaluate appropriateness of 

methods that have been demonstrated to be effective in other fields for the courses taught in 

our own field. Since the development of complex, abstract, higher order thinking is necessary in 

counselor education, the tasks assigned and the methods employed in online courses must 

promote that kind of thinking. The Online Interaction Learning Model developed by 

Benbunan-Fich et al. (2004) is one that appears to be consistent with the goals of counselor 

education. The work of researchers guided by the principles of Cognitive Flexibility Theory 

(CFT) offers another especially promising area for exploration. Their emphasis on the role of 

metacognition and self-awareness in learning seems consistent with the goals of counselor 

education programs. McMinn (2001) recommends CFT as an approach for promoting cognitive 

development among diverse student populations. Lima, Koehler, and Spiro (2004) provide an 

example of a cognitive flexibility hypertext system used in an educational environment to 

promote the development of critical thinking skills involving complex cases that require 
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students to consider multiple perspectives. Using a similar approach, Godshalk, Harvey, and 

Moller (2004) focus on the use of a cognitive flexibility hypertext system for promoting attitude 

change.   

As we consider which courses might be appropriate for online delivery and the most 

effective methods for implementing those courses, consideration should be given to which 

faculty members are best suited for teaching in an online environment. It is possible that an 

individual’s personality type influences the degree to which they value online communication 

and are comfortable communicating through this medium. Just as faculty members’ 

personalities affect the teaching methods they employ in traditional classrooms, the potential 

impact of personality variables on online teaching should be considered. It might be prudent for 

faculty members who are not able to communicate effectively online to remain in traditional 

teaching environments while online approaches are left to faculty members whose personality is 

better suited for online teaching.   

Goby (2006) explored the relationship between personality type as measured by the 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) and individuals’ preferences for online or face-to-face 

communication in social situations and in looking for work. The sample for the study was 

comprised of university students in Singapore who had experience with and access to online 

technology as well as easy access to opportunities for face-to-face interaction. Correlations 

between individual MBTI dimensions and stated preferences indicated that introverts are 

significantly more likely than extraverts to prefer CMC to face-to-face communication. This was 

the strongest correlation. No significant difference was found between intuiting and sensing 

types. Thinking and judging types were more likely than feeling and perceiving types to prefer 

online. This study suggests that personality type does influence one’s preference for online or 
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face-to-face communication. However, perhaps more interesting was the result that regardless 

of personality type, the overwhelming preference was for face-to-face communication, 

suggesting that this is not the primary factor in determining an individual’s affinity for online 

applications. Therefore, while personality type of both faculty members and students may affect 

the degree of success experienced in online classrooms, this is only one factor that should be 

considered. 

Implicit in all of these recommendations is the assumption that the institution’s 

infrastructure is adequate to support the technology needed for online courses. Some 

institutions are better equipped than others to provide the technical support necessary for 

implementing online courses. Attempting either completely online courses or incorporating 

online components into traditional courses results in frustration for both students and faculty 

members when the educational experience is hampered by interruptions in or difficulties with 

the use of online services. The availability and reliability of online technical support should be 

evaluated prior to any implementation of educational technology. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Although research examining the use of online learning in counselor education is only 

beginning, the studies discussed in Chapter Two point to the potential benefits of this approach. 

As we advance in our efforts to examine applications of this new form of educational 

technology, it may be instructive to first look to the work being done within other academic 

disciplines. It appears that there is much work being done related to online education across 

curricular areas in relative isolation. It might be beneficial to do more collaborative work that 

could be generalized in addition to the very discipline-specific work that is currently being done. 
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In the meantime, there are some areas specific to counselor education that merit attention from 

researchers. 

The relative anonymity of students in a completely online course coupled with the lack 

of nonverbal cues seems to support a sense of distrust in CMC. This distrust of online 

communication is an area that calls for additional exploration. Would the distrust of CMC be 

lessened if people already knew each other or would the lack of nonverbal cues be the 

overriding factor in experiencing a sense of trust in the interaction that occurs through CMC? 

While Chester and Gwynne (1998) suggest that online anonymity allows individuals to 

overcome aspects of identity that may be barriers to genuine communication, not being sure 

about with whom one is communicating appears to also create the potential for distrust and 

uncertainty in the cyberclassroom. The degree to which a general distrust in communicating 

through CMC may be influencing counselor educators’ decisions to avoid online teaching 

should be assessed as well as the degree to which this distrust is warranted. 

In spite of the proliferation of studies examining the effect of the learner’s personality 

type on learning experiences in online environments, there are relatively few examinations of the 

impact of instructor personality variables. In a recent commentary, James (2004) argued that 

instructors in online courses should have and exhibit a good sense of humor. While agreeing 

that incorporating humor into an online course requires much more time and energy than it 

does in a traditional classroom, he asserted that the effective use of humor is associated with 

enhanced satisfaction among students with the course as well as enhanced learning outcomes. 

An instructor’s effective use of humor can play a major role in helping students feel connected 

to the instructor and to the course itself. In spite of the focus on instructor characteristics, this 

advice is still aimed at student satisfaction with the online educational experience rather than the 
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impact that the instructor’s personality may have on her own experience of satisfaction or 

success. A study comparing personality variables of counselor educators who enjoy teaching 

online with personality variables of counselor educators in general would be useful in 

determining the degree to which individual personality characteristics of the instructor affect 

that instructor’s evaluation of the viability of online teaching in counselor education. 

Ultimately, follow-up studies with students who have participated in online courses 

should be conducted to examine the long-term effectiveness of this approach. Counselor 

education students who have participated in online coursework might be followed after 

graduation and into the first years of their professional experiences to assess the areas in which 

they were best prepared for the challenges of working as professional counselors. Assuming that 

some coursework would have been in the more traditional format with other coursework being 

online, comparisons could be made between areas of practice affected by the differing course 

formats. Although student preference and convenience are sometimes given as reasons in 

support of offering online courses, priority must be given to considerations of effectiveness of 

the educational methods used. Student satisfaction with a given course cannot be the sole 

means—or even the primary means—of evaluating successful outcomes in teaching.  

In addition to information sharing with colleagues, perhaps counselor educators who 

have had successful experiences in online teaching could be interviewed to determine what 

factors contributed to their feelings of success. While this study was conducted at a time when 

online teaching was relatively rare, there are now faculty members in the field of counselor 

education who have had experience in teaching the same course multiple times as well as 

experience in teaching a variety of courses online. One question that might be explored with 

these faculty members is “What constitutes success in teaching?” The instructor in the current 
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study appeared to have been successful in her online teaching experiences in terms of tangible 

outcome measures, but she still did not feel successful. It is possible that faculty members who 

see online courses as a viable option in the field of counselor education define successful 

outcomes differently than those who do not value online teaching. In-depth exploration of the 

online teaching experiences of counselor educators experienced in this teaching modality could 

help in addressing questions around whether some courses are better suited to online methods 

than others as well as the relative value of completely online versus hybrid courses. With 

increasing pressures from administrators to implement online courses, it is vital that we be able 

to articulate clear rationale for offering or not offering particular courses online. Without that 

clearly articulated rationale, we may lose the opportunity to have decisions about which courses 

are offered online be based upon pedagogical and content concerns as opposed to market 

forces. In the conclusion to his article outlining the history of distance education in this country, 

Moore (2003) alludes to this very issue.  

There are numerous problems arising from the growing influence and involvement of the 
private sector, the “commoditization” of education. Looked at from a macro-economic 
perspective there are serious questions of cost-efficiency where free-market forces result in a 
multiplicity of relatively small “suppliers” of programs. At the same time there is concern 
about quality as for-profit institutions, seeking to minimize cost and maximize income, 
threaten to drive out better, but more expensive, programs. . . . Today our educational and 
political leaders seem to find it very palatable to buy and introduce every new technology that 
comes along, but seem incapable of producing a vision and a strategy for the fundamental 
changes in our institutions without which the technology is almost worthless. (p. 42) 

The vision and strategy that Moore deems necessary for transforming our institutions to 

adequately meet the current educational needs in American society must come from educators 

who have the requisite knowledge and expertise to design such strategies. If we do not make our 

voices heard and argue effectively for sound educational practices, our programs may suffer the 

dire fate predicted here. 
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Conclusions 

There are a number of factors at play which make implementing online courses 

problematic in the field of counselor education. The emphasis on relationship and genuine 

interaction in the field may lead some counselor educators to distrust CMC interactions. The 

absence of nonverbal cues would seem to reinforce this distrust. In addition to these factors, the 

fact that there are relatively few role models available in most counselor education programs 

who are able to demonstrate the effectiveness and appropriateness of online courses further 

discourages their implementation. Of course, the most important question to answer is whether 

or not it is in the best interests of our students and their potential clients to include online 

courses in counselor education programs. I believe that this question needs to be approached 

from a philosophical standpoint as well as a practical standpoint. We cannot examine successful 

implementations of online courses without first determining what constitutes a successful 

implementation of an online course. This will require an examination of what it means to teach 

both from a general standpoint and then more specifically what it means to teach within the 

area of counselor education. What is it that we are hoping to convey to our students? I believe 

that for many counselor educators, the answer to that question includes—at least in part—the 

modeling of genuine human interaction that results in relationship. Unless and until we can feel 

confident that our forays into the cyberclassroom will enhance that aspect of education for our 

students, counselor educators will continue to resist online teaching. 
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APPENDIX A 
Transcript of First Interview with the Instructor 

 
RESEARCHER:  OK, today is July 10, 2001 and this is the first interview with The Instructor 
and first of all do I have your permission to tape record this interview? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Yes, you do. 
 
RESEARCHER: OK—the first thing that I would like for us to talk about is your interest in 
career development as a profession. Where did that start, how you became interested in it—just 
kind of give me some background on your background. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: OK, it really goes all the way back to when I was in undergraduate school. It was real hard 
for me to decide on a major and I ended up with a degree in business administration, but worked while I was in 
school in the admissions office so when I graduated I really sought out admissions counselor positions. I was 
recruiting for a private women’s college and found that when I spoke to students about coming to my college I was 
really much more interested in what they were interested in studying and doing with their college experience. I 
wasn’t very successful in getting people to come to the school but I had a lot of fun hearing their stories about what 
kinds of things they wanted to do and how they planned to get to that point. So, I—that’s really what generated 
my interest in career counseling and that happened when I was 22-23 years old and I’ve been in the profession 
ever since. And that’s a long time—24 years. I left that recruiting position after a year and went to get my 
masters degree in counseling and I really did focus on career counseling in my practicum experiences and internship 
experiences and all my work experiences after that so I really haven’t veered off of that path very much during the 
times that I’ve worked. That’s really where it was generated and it just continued to expand from there.  
 
RESEARCHER: OK—besides what you’ve just described, could you talk about the different 
types of professional experience you’ve had related to career development? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Well, I started out working after my masters degree for a very short period of time, a 
summer experience, working with visually impaired students at Western Carolina University and it was really 
doing advising—career advising, career counseling and co-teaching a career class there. My first fulltime job was 
working in cooperative education which I found to be an excellent base for really understanding careers and 
understanding what goes on in different jobs. I was in charge of developing coop sites and placing students in the 
sites, supervising them, developing learning objectives, and doing counseling and teaching with those students in a 
collaborative environment and I learned a lot about what actually goes on in different jobs so I found that that 
was an excellent base. But I took that job and kind of reconfigured it into more than just coop into career 
counseling too. And with the—collaborating with a colleague wrote a proposal for a career development class. I 
think it was a 3-hour credit class and it was approved and we co-taught that for a few years. So that expanded 
and I have really just continued to do that during the rest of my experiences. I worked in that position for 4 years 
and had a bout of unemployment there where I was working temporary jobs and then worked in another 
university as a career advisor and career counselor for 5 years. It was there that I also taught a career class and in 
addition to doing career counseling with alumni and current students and adults. The class was a large career 
class in which I supervised a group of graduate students—masters level students—who would come in and 
facilitate small group discussions but the class usually had an enrollment of 30-40 students. So I’d break the 
class down and I would have anywhere from 4-8 graduate students to assist in the teaching of that class. So that 
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required that I train them and, you know, get them up to speed and talk about their experiences and problem 
solve and that sort of thing in addition to teaching the class. I left that experience—do you want me to go on with 
the rest of my resume, so to speak?  
 
RESEARCHER: Yeah. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I left that position to pursue a Ph.D. on a fulltime basis. I decided to do it fulltime for 
several reasons but the main reason was that I wanted to get some experience in a university counseling center that 
focused on things other than career counseling. I really wanted to explore maybe even making a move at that 
point—to go into the personal career counseling arena. I got my Ph.D. in counselor education. My emphasis was 
on organizational development within the college of management. I worked for two years. One year at Wake 
Forest University counseling center and the second year at UNC-Greensboro’s counseling center. Two very 
different counseling centers. Wake Forest’s counseling center was really student development focused—on a 
wellness model—on an educational student development model. And the counseling center at UNC-Greensboro 
was a medical model. It was more like a mental health setting with a lot of diagnosing going on. Very valuable 
experiences. Did some—a little bit of career counseling, very, very little—the majority of the counseling I did was 
personal. And I decided at that point that I really wanted to use all of that information but I could still focus on 
career. Then once I finished the degree I really continued to move in that direction. And then my dissertation is 
not related to career at all—it was on clinical supervision and the parallel process that occurs between the 
counselor and the supervisor and the counselor and client. After I got the degree, my path became a little bit—I 
don’t know the term to use—not as linear as it was before. I mean, I would start in a position and really work 
to move up in that position and I was successful in doing that in every position up to that point. I became the 
director of a small career center at a small college. I wore all the hats and did all of the internships, co-ops, career, 
part-time, fulltime, the whole bit. It was a valuable experience, but it wasn’t a place I wanted to stay for a long 
time. And then my personal life and my career life kind of became one and I was a fulltime mother for a while 
and published some and then began to work part-time. I did some career management consulting for 3 years 
within the corporate sector—which is where the personal counseling really did come into play because I was 
working with people who had been laid off or fired or retired early not by their choice and so those skills were 
really helpful in helping them see the total—helping them deal with the grief and the anger and all the other 
emotions people would go through when faced with those decisions. Did that for 3 years—did it with people who 
left positions but also worked at a pharmaceutical company for two years doing one-on-one counseling with—for 
lack a better term—survivors of the downsizing in readapting to the new organization. But that was one-on-one 
counseling. And I’ve been at this University for 3 years. I’m the Career Development Coordinator and coordinate 
all the career development programs for students on campus with regard to making decisions about careers and 
enhancing their majors to be able to get more of what they want out of their college experience than just the 
degree—preparation for working afterwards. I work with the students in the College of Humanities and Social 
Sciences right now. I’ve worked with other groups before. That kind of gives you a flavor. I’ve taught an Internet 
course here at the University after developing it and will next year teach the traditional course as well. 
 
RESEARCHER: One of the things that I noticed that you mentioned a couple different times 
is that in several of the positions that you’ve had it sounds like you were doing both counseling 
and teaching. So I’m interested in what you see as the distinction between counseling and 
teaching. Especially in one of those early positions you talked about it sounded like there might 
have been some overlap there.  
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INSTRUCTOR: I find in teaching a career class that there is overlap. I did do both and did both in all jobs. 
I guess I think some of career counseling is teaching technique or teaching—you know strategies and it is giving—
sharing information. The way that I do that is more in a counseling format, though. Let me talk about it from 
both perspectives. When I work with students who are facing career decisions, I teach as part of that process but I 
want to know where the student is and so I’m much more—encouraging of the student—or the individual—to 
share with me where they are and what their concerns are and what their questions are before I go into some 
lecture to them. In a classroom setting, I ask those open-ended questions at the beginning of the semester. But at 
the beginning of each class I tend to give a mini-lecture and then move into the application of the mini-lecture to 
their individual lives. So it’s really kind of reversed. In terms of how I combine them. I mean, they are a part—
but I tend to keep—I tend to really follow the lead of the individual client more in the counseling session . . . than 
the classroom setting—and maybe that’s a matter of control—how I want to manage my classroom. That tends 
to be the difference. But I have done both and I don’t see them as inseparable –particularly with relationship to 
career.  
 
RESEARCHER:  OK—if you could, just kind of separate teaching as one thing and talk about 
what your basic philosophy of teaching is. You might not have thought about it formally as a 
philosophy of teaching but just how you approach your role as an instructor.  
 
INSTRUCTOR:  You’re right—I haven’t really thought about it with regard to that. (pause) . . probably—
I don’t know if this is what you’re looking for—the process of what I go through—the whole process of teaching is 
that I tend to be extremely—and this is different from counseling—I tend to be extremely well-organized at the 
very beginning and I try to anticipate everything that might happen. I tend to plan out the whole semester but I’m 
not averse to changes occurring during the course of the semester. I will adapt schedules and lectures and that sort 
of thing—depending on the needs of the class and the make-up of the class. Because I ask early on what is it that 
you want to get out of the class and I really try to give that back. I do that in workshops, but I certainly do it in 
classes. And so I’m fairly structured at the very beginning of the semester and become less structured as time goes 
on. The interaction with the student is extremely important to me. And I spend a lot of time trying to create that 
connection—trying to figure out what the connection is. And I do it in a whole class arena—you know in terms 
of the whole class and how the whole class interacts within the classroom but I also do it one-on-one or in the 
small groups so I can see how those other interactions are. And I use that information in the class. I share with 
them those experiences—how I experience their work or whatever because I think that—I mean—if we’re 
talking about presenting yourself to an employer they need to know how they’re perceived and so I, I used that at 
appropriate times with them in the course of the semester. Is this kind of what you’re looking for? 
 
RESEARCHER: Um-hmm. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I don’t know that I use any kind of theory or anything with, you know, in terms of 
educational theory. I don’t have a, I don’t have a degree in teaching. I don’t, I’ve never taken any of that—any of 
those courses—I mean I have two education degrees but they’re in counseling. I probably spend a whole lot more 
time than is necessary on the class just to be sure I have the information that they’re looking for and I—I’m 
always available to students to talk further about issues that are important to them or that they’re confused about 
or that they need some more time with.  
 
RESEARCHER: OK—when you say that you probably spend more time than is necessary. . . 
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INSTRUCTOR: I think about it all the time—you know, I’m—if somebody says something in class and I 
don’t automatically respond to it because of circumstances or because I didn’t think of the response quick enough 
or whatever—I’ll think about that outside of class and I might even email the student or phone the student and 
talk with them about it further rather than just letting it go and hoping that they’ll bring it back up again. I 
don’t know—I don’t know if that’s a common thing—I’ve never really talked to other instructors about that sort 
of thing but I do spend a lot of time thinking about and processing what goes on in a class and I’m a strong 
believer in connecting things and so I’m always trying to find the connection between one class and the other so it’s 
not just a bunch of disjointed, you know, 30 lectures but that it all connects in someway for them. And I just find 
that—I find that to create the environment and the relationship it requires more time. If I was just imparting 
information that they had to then regurgitate back to me that would be one thing, but a career planning class is 
about somebody’s journey and it’s about them—it is personal. There are, you know, there’s concrete information 
to impart but it’s, it’s in relationship to their lives and so you’re—you are kind of a partner with them in that. 
And I see that as different than if I were just teaching a theory class. 
 
RESEARCHER: OK—now let’s kind of switch gears and see if you can look at just 
counseling and maybe your theoretical approaches to counseling and how you view your role as 
counselor now apart from instructor.  
 
INSTRUCTOR: Yeah—and I really see myself as a counselor. I see myself as an instructor too—those are 
my two primary goals and within a university career center that’s not always the way people perceive themselves 
and so I think that that’s pretty key to my identity. So when I get—when I have a student come in, I tend to 
start—I don’t have a planned agenda—I had to work on that and I guess with 24 years of experience it’s gotten 
a little bit better but I—when a student has an appointment with me, they come in the office and I know their 
name, I know their major, what level they’re in school and what their issues are to talk with me about. They’ve 
given me that information on my calendar. But I have found far too many times that students will change their 
minds or change their direction or the whole issue will be totally different by the time they get here so I usually 
start off by saying “What brings you by?” “What would you like to talk about today?” or something very general 
that encourages and invites them to describe whatever their issues are. And so I approach it in a very open . . non-
planned way, I guess. I mean, it’s a plan to say that, but when I go into a class it’s very planned and I have an 
agenda and it’s written out and I’m going to be checking off those points, but I don’t have that in a counseling 
situation. And I really do believe that I look at each individual—as unique—and I try not to apply the same 
strategy for each student because I think, you know, I kind of, I look at . . . how the student or the individual 
communicates with me—I see people that aren’t students as well on occasion as well but the majority of people 
that I see are students—and I try to take in all of what they’re saying by their tone, their posture, their you 
know, and I reflect that kind of information back to them even though they might be saying, you know “I just 
want you to look at this resume. I’m ready to start interviewing and I just need to know what to do.” That’s real 
concrete information I can impart, but I usually incorporate some of the other things—“it sounds like you’re 
ready” or “it sounds like you’re nervous” or “you’ve got a good start here, let’s move this and tell what you think” 
and it becomes an interaction between the two of us in critiquing a resume or in talking about—I mean 
sometimes it’s not so concrete (inaudible) but if they’re, you know, confused about their major then it’s “well, what 
are you thinking of?” “What’s intriguing to you? What’s interesting to you?” It’s trying to get to the core of 
what’s interesting to them, I guess. I mean I don’t have a 1-2-3-4 step process you go through for that. And I 
really do do it differently with everybody. I don’t know how to do it the same for everybody. I think that probably 
the thing that I forget to do in the career counseling because I focus so much on, you know, what they’re struggling 
with or what their question is, is that I forget about the concrete information. You know I forget to tell them, “oh, 
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there’s a directory out there on the bookshelf that would be real helpful to you” or “well, you know, I’ve got this 
website that’s really good” or . . . and I don’t think about the concrete because I’m so much into the here and now 
with the person. And I think that, I find that I notice that as other counselors in the office are directing them to 
that information that I’m actually in charge of maintaining—I don’t do that as much. I think about it after the 
fact—of that would’ve been a good directory for them to use—but I don’t think about that concreteness when I’m 
with the student. I don’t know what that says about me but I tend to, I tend to do career counseling probably 
more intuitively. Now, part of the reason I think that is is because I do most of—I do the majority of my career 
counseling one-on-one. And I think that I’m more comfortable in that arena and that if I’m standing in front of 
a class I’ve got the possibility of messing up or whatever within that group of people but one-on-one I can create the 
connection and we can talk about it—we can discuss it. It’s harder to do that in a class situation and the 
dynamics are different in a class. I mean, there are expectations of an instructor. There are expectations of a 
counselor but that tends to be more relationship based, I believe. Help based, but relationship based, too. 
 
RESEARCHER: What are the expectations of the instructor that you’re thinking of? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: The students’ expectations of the instructor? 
 
RESEARCHER: Well, whatever it was that you were referring to when you said “because 
there are certain expectations of an instructor.” 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Well, I think that, . . . (long pause) . . . I think that students have had a lot more 
experience in a classroom setting than they’ve had in counseling settings. You know, most students haven’t gone to 
see a counselor. I think they differentiate between career counselors and personal counselors, but you know, they’re 
having to say they have a problem when they walk in. In a class situation, I would say that in a university like 
this one, they are used to instructors standing up there and giving them information. And so the expectation is 
that I’m going to do that too—and, depending on what their major is of course, it’s not going to be as didactic 
and interactive as a counseling session would be and that their expectation is that I’m going to stand up there and 
give them information. Of course, I totally trash that belief for them (laugh) when they get to class and they know 
they have to talk because it’s about them! But I think that their initial reaction is that they’re not going to have to 
be—they aren’t going to have to be interactive if they don’t want to be. And so, you know, they have certain 
expectations based on their experiences of sitting in other classes. I guess that’s what I’m really talking about.  
 
RESEARCHER: So you feel like to some degree you need to meet the student expectations at 
least initially when you’re teaching? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I need to lay out the expectations—well I need to be aware of all their expectations. So, by 
kind of being aware of where they might be coming from—and I would have a list of what their majors are so I 
would have some sense of the kinds of curriculums they had been in—is to define how the class is going to operate 
and what my expectations are of them and to clarify any questions they might have or any concerns that they 
might have about those expectations.  You’ve also got the whole thing of learning styles and ways they take in 
information and ways they learn the best and I don’t have theories of all of that but they learn differently—people 
learn differently. And they have certain preferences for the way that they learn and I don’t really deal with any of 
that in a counseling session. 
 
RESEARCHER: Because you’re responding just to one person? 
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INSTRUCTOR: Well, typically they’re not talking about learning something. You know, I mean that—it’s 
a different topic all together. But they get a grade for the class, you know, so there is a power set up. There is a 
power relationship set up there. I do have the control as the instructor because I’m going to assign them a grade so 
the relationship is different. I don’t think I have, I don’t see myself as having power in a counseling relationship. I 
don’t know if this is where you want to go or not, but that’s sort of, that’s kind of how I see they way that I 
handle the two differently. 
 
RESEARCHER: OK—you didn’t really mention a theoretical approach to counseling. I know 
with teaching you really haven’t had the background in theories—but I know you have in 
counseling and I’m curious as to whether you go with a particular approach or . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I really don’t—I’m probably more a psychodynamic than anything else. I mean really just 
looking at the whole person and all the various issues that are at play. And there are a lot of issues for college 
students about deciding direction. They have a lot of people involved in their lives telling them what they want and 
there are a lot things going on with them. So I probably use that approach. I think of things developmentally. You 
know, I kind of think “well that’s developmentally appropriate to be anxious at this particular point or having 
these sorts of questions” but I don’t like, I don’t lay Super’s theory on top of anything and position them in any 
way. I just—I guess it would be more that I use that as a base, and then I work from that. I’ve never really been 
able to in all those years to take a theory and just kind of go with it, you know? So, psychodynamic seems to fit, 
you know, and I like Carl Rogers but I don’t think I’m so—I’m not quite that, . . . I want to say laid back but 
that’s not exactly what I mean ‘cause it’s not a laid back counseling style but I tend to—I like a lot of what he 
had, you know, but I don’t use anything individually—but kind of a combination. 
 
RESEARCHER: OK. (long pause) Let’s see—well before we move from this sort of 
background material, is there anything else that you would like to say about, you know how 
you’re teaching style was developed or influenced or you counseling style was developed or 
influenced? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: No—I don’t think so. 
 
RESEARCHER: OK—after I do the transcript some other things might occur to me to ask as 
follow up questions so we may come back to this. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: OK. 
 
RESEARCHER: Now, let’s move on to the online course that you’ve developed and talk 
about the background for that and how and why the decision was made to do this and I know 
that I already know some of this information but pretend that I don’t and start from scratch. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: The university career center is, has always had a lot of involvement with technology—
creating technology and  (tape ends) 
 
RESEARCHER: OK, you were saying that a couple of years ago we got a new chancellor and- 
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INSTRUCTOR: Yeah—she wanted all of the departments to create goals and objectives—I can’t 
remember—for maybe 2 to 5 years into the future. So our office sat down—the UCC sat down and talked about 
different things that we wanted to do—I thought we were brainstorming about that and, I threw that out that 
maybe we wanted to create some additional information online to assist with the career development issues of 
students because it’s really . . . that’s a difficult thing to get across to students. I mean, they come and ask for 
assistance when they realize they need it but there could be some resources that could be much more proactive for 
them. And so, that was my thinking—that we could create something and we could offer it online so that it 
would be accessible to additional students—or to all students—and actually it would be just general career stuff 
that would be available to anybody on the planet who wanted to access it. Cause we had learned that people in 
other states—colleges and high schools—use the information on our website because they tell us when the links 
don’t work! But anyway—it kind of worked—I had to get more specific to that—so I suggested that we put the 
career development course online and offer it that way. It really was through a brainstorming need but as I thought 
more about it—after I saw the interest of the director and I thought more about it—it really did respond to some 
of the goals of this university to enhance their distance learning offerings and I knew we were moving in that 
direction and this would be a way to just really kind of get in on the ground floor. And it would meet the needs of 
some non-traditional students because if we’re going to be reaching out to individuals who want to get degrees at 
this University then we need to—then career development needs to be a part of that. So—that’s really why we did 
it. That’s why we put the course online was to kind of respond to that. We put it in our goals and then it went to 
the vice chancellor—the vice chancellor looked at all our goals and selected that one thing to put in his so the vice 
chancellor of student affairs had the career development course in his goals therefore—it had to happen by this 
deadline that was arbitrarily set that it would take a year to put it together. And we did it in that period of time. 
So, that’s kind of how it came about—the whole idea of doing it. Was through just a way to brainstorm the use 
of technology in career development.  
 
RESEARCHER: OK—then once the decision was—ok, now we’re going to put this career 
development course online—and you were in charge—what were your goals for the class? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: My general goals for the class? 
 
RESEARCHER: Yeah. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: (pause) That it would reach adult students that needed to finish a degree or get additional 
credits, and it would just provide another avenue—I guess those were the goals—and you know, I don’t know 
that I really sat down and thought about what the goals were going to be and I don’t think that the goals were 
any different than what the traditional class offers except that it’s just another alternative for students who might 
be working fulltime and can’t come to campus in the middle of the day to take a class two days a week. I think 
the goal is still to increase self-awareness, to increase knowledge of the work world and their preferences for how 
they want to work and getting prepared and doing that. I think that’s really the whole goal of the class. So they 
weren’t really different. 
 
RESEARCHER: OK 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Except it touches an additional population. 
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RESEARCHER: So that, for you, was really the only difference in the online course is that you 
wanted to do the same things you were doing in the traditional course but just be able to reach a 
different population. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Mm-Hmm. 
 
RESEARCHER: OK—when you were designing the course, how did you approach being able 
to meet the goals through the Internet? I guess what I’m thinking about is—you’ve taught this 
class in the past—or a similar class in the past face-to-face—and you already kind of had in your 
mind this is how this should go, so, how did you think about trying to do that online? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I had to really, totally rethink it because it became—in my mind, initially it became a one-
dimensional object and it’s multidimensional when you’ve got a classroom and you’ve got lots of things going on. 
And so I guess the way that I’ve thought about it was to think about how I wanted to convey the information—
how I wanted to organize the information—what kinds of variety I wanted to use in conveying the information 
and how I wanted to involve the student in the discussion. The discussion was a piece of it that was real important 
to me. Because I felt like that was a strong part of a face-to-face class was that you divide them up into small 
groups and you have these discussions about different topics and issues and that even though decisions aren’t made 
from that and conclusions aren’t even drawn from that, awareness is. And learning takes place because you’re 
challenging students to dig a little deeper and to talk about sometimes uncomfortable issues, sometimes personal 
issues—if they’re comfortable doing that—but I felt like I could convey the information of the lectures online (how 
naïve I was!) and that the core was how I was going to get them to interact. The reality is that creating the lectures 
was also difficult in that I—when I think about how I taught a class, I’d say “ok, you’re supposed to read 
chapter 1”—you come to class, you kind of talk about chapter 1 but you might, as an instructor, repeat some of 
chapter 1 or say “let’s turn to page so-and-so”—there might be—there would be some overlap. Well, on the 
Web, I didn’t want to ask somebody to read it and then give a lecture on what it said. So I had to create 
additional stuff to include in the lectures on the Web. You had to think beyond—you really did have to think 
beyond what was in the textbook and what else you wanted them to know about as issues and do it in, you 
know, one-dimensional cause they’re going to read it and you’re not going to be able to answer a question right 
then.  
 
RESEARCHER: You mentioned that you thought that interaction was going to be really 
important and that discussion was going to be really important . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Primarily because I think that it is in a traditional class—that’s why I thought it was so 
important. 
 
RESEARCHER: So, what did you do when you were designing the class, specifically to try to 
foster that kind of interaction or discussion? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Well, just in preparation for doing the class, I took 12 classes on technology topics and 
through those classes, there were one or two classes on communicating on the Web and there were several tools that 
are available at This University to encourage interaction. One was an asynchronous system called NetForum and 
students would respond but it wouldn’t be real time—it would just—they would respond and there would be 
interaction through that but it would be delayed interaction. Another form was a real time chatroom but—you 
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know—defining a time and setting it—so we—rather than—my schedule is so strange with adding this other 
course and trying to schedule a time every week to be somewhere—I didn’t tackle that issue of having a real time. 
I went with the asynchronous. And so that’s what we incorporated into the class. We created a class so that there 
were 15 lessons because there are 15 weeks in a semester and with each lesson there was a NetForum question 
that they were supposed to discuss—they were supposed to respond to the question and then respond to each other 
through the NetForum to create that discussion. That was the goal. That was the avenue that I used to create the 
discussion. And that was really what I used in the Fall semester more than any other form of communication. I 
used NetForum. I went to NetForum to pose questions, additional questions, to bring them up to date on 
assignments, on scores, on you know, all those sorts of things. I used it less in the Spring semester. I used email 
more. Because I found that the interaction was more one-on-one. In the Fall semester, they emailed me also but I 
found that I would email back and say “go to NetForum and look for this or that” instead of emailing 
everybody. I didn’t get the kind of interaction I was looking for through NetForum—either semester—I mean, it 
was better in the Fall semester than the Spring semester but—and I think that had to do with the make-up of 
the class and who was there and their motivation for being in the class and their experience of taking online 
classes but—it didn’t create a discussion. It created interaction—some interaction—but not much. It was too far 
removed. It was an exercise that needed to be completed each week.  
 
RESEARCHER: You mentioned the possibility of synchronous chatrooms. Do you think that 
would have made a big difference? Or any difference? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I don’t know—it may have made a difference—I think it might. I’m really thinking 
seriously about adding that to see if it will. You know, once a week or once every two weeks or something—just to 
see. It’s been suggested. Now, I have to say that the evaluations from the students have been that they didn’t feel 
disconnected from the class. Their evaluation was that they were very connected. I think they were more 
connected—they felt more connected to me cause I was sending them information a lot and I began to use a lot of 
different means of communication. Particularly in the Spring semester, I added the phone and I added mailing 
them information to their home and I added a lot more frequent email. When they would send an assignment I’d 
immediately respond to the assignment and in the fall semester I didn’t respond every time I got an assignment. 
Because it was due that day and I felt like, well, I got it and you know I’ll grade it and then I’ll give them 
feedback on it but in the Spring semester my responses were much more frequent and timely. And it was much 
more time consuming even though I had less students. There was much more interaction and the evaluations from 
the students was that they said they always felt connected—they always felt connected. Which is kind of 
interesting because I always felt connected too! (laugh) I particularly noticed that it was a 24-7 connection. I was 
never caught up. I was always behind, always had things to do, always had comments to make, always had people 
to email. I think that gets into one of your questions maybe later but that there is that feeling of just never letting 
down. It got a little bit better I think in the Spring by responding so immediately. Then it was over. In the Fall 
semester I think I tended to wait and kind of scheduled a time in my calendar to respond to requests and that 
was harder to do. You know, it felt overwhelming cause I was just delaying the response.  
 
RESEARCHER: Well, that does get into the next set of questions I had about kind of what 
your expectations were before you started. What did you think it would be like to teach a course 
online? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I really didn’t have much of an idea of what it was going to be like to teach—I had gone in 
and looked at several online courses and I’d been in workshops with other faculty members who were teaching 
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online. I knew it was going to be time-consuming and approaching it I really wasn’t—I was really eager to begin 
that whole process. I think I was just eager to begin teaching again—to be quite honest—cause I really like 
teaching. But the—I guess my expectations were that—what I was most nervous about was the technology end of 
it.  I was afraid that I would omit something. That kind of gets back into my control of teaching—you can 
correct something when you’re in front of a group of people but when you do it online—ugh! I’m still not confident 
in that—in my technical skills of creating a site that’s interactive that stays live but, you know, I don’t feel as in 
control. I realize that I’m probably more in control of that than I am of other things but I was nervous about the 
technology and I think that that nervousness about the technology drove me to create something that at the outset 
was complete and that I thought through and that I knew intimately up one side and down the other. So the 
whole thing was there to begin with. I expected it to be busy. I expected it to be busier than teaching a traditional 
class, because I kept hearing that. That people think it’s less time, but it’s really not, it’s really more, and it 
really was more. I don’t know that I really spent that much time. And I spent about an hour per student per 
week. It got into a lot of time, but I don’t know that I would spend 10 hours a week—even with class time 
meeting in a traditional class. I didn’t remember spending that much time on it. I may have. I was very concerned 
about the interaction component and so I was hyper aware of that—how often I was hearing from people. And I 
never thought that the class wouldn’t go well. I mean, I assumed that the class would go well. I felt like I’d put 
enough in it at the front end so that it would go well during the course of the semester. But the first time I go 
through anything, I’m very vigilant and continuously evaluating what’s working and what isn’t and what am I 
doing. Am I a part of why it’s not working? Or is there something I can do to make it different? You know—I 
tend to—I’m always in continuous evaluation. That’s real tiring when you’re teaching, you know. I think I got 
better at managing that during the spring semester than I did during the fall. Does that answer your question 
about—in terms of my expectations? 
 
RESEARCHER: Um, . . . I think so . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I felt that I got to know the students really well—probably as well as I would have gotten 
to know them face-to-face. It was awkward not being face-to-face. It was interesting teaching the class and not 
knowing pieces of information about the student that you know by looking at them. You know, like, how old they 
are, what their race is, what kinds of—there are all of those things—I don’t think I make decisions based on 
that but somehow that—I found—this was not initially—this was into the semester—I realized that that piece 
was missing. I didn’t realize it at first. So I’m not sure exactly, you know, even now, how I use that information. 
I guess I would think that I would use it developmentally. But I found that a lot of my—I found that—I found 
myself working hard at getting information that I probably made assumptions about face-to-face. Which is a hard 
thing for a counselor to say—that we make assumptions about things—but I think that’s just typical—we do. I 
asked them for very concrete information at the very beginning and they were much more ready to do that in the 
fall semester than in the spring. For some reason it really took me a long time to get that concrete information 
from them in the spring. I don’t know why that was—I eventually got it all but it was a different—students 
worked differently in the second semester. There were many more students who were used to—who had—well, 
that’s not true. I was going to say the students were more used to online—that’s not true—they just worked at it 
better in the fall than in the spring in terms of that interaction. I only had one student out of ten in the fall who 
had actually taken an Internet course before. In the spring I had a couple of students who had but I felt like I 
knew the students in both semesters like I would have known the students—and so I guess that was really one of 
my expectations. That’s one way I evaluate the class is that I still get to know them more on an individual basis 
and I do that in the traditional class as well.  
 



163 
 

RESEARCHER: But it sounds like you use a different process to get to know your students . .  
 
INSTRUCTOR: Yeah. Yeah. It took more time to get to know them. You know they didn’t give me—if I 
asked them a question and they didn’t respond to it, I’d have to ask the question again. I wouldn’t just have to 
wheel my eyes around and look at ‘em until they gave me a response—you know—in a classroom. 
 
RESEARCHER: Right . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: The physical process of typing a response to someone required a lot of time from me because 
I didn’t want to send something that—I mean, I, I,—I didn’t want to send something that I didn’t mean 
entirely. You know how you say something in a class and then you think, oh, well I—I’ve done now! Well, really 
what I mean is . . . And you could keep correcting yourself because you could see that physical expression on 
someone’s face that’s like “I disagree with you” or “You’ve got to be kidding” or—you know—and I would 
respond to that in the classroom. 
 
RESEARCHER: So, it’s easier to clarify . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Yeah—it certainly is. And so I was hyper-sensitive about my responses to students and all 
emails that I sent to them and I spent an incredible amount of time—there were many days that I would come 
in—I tend to work from 7 to 4—I would come in and from 7 to 8 I would spend composing emails to students 
in the online course and I wouldn’t get through the whole class roll in that amount of time. You know, and I’m 
just emailing them information. I found that my interactions with students were much more business like in the 
fall semester—particularly in the first half of the fall semester than in the last half and in the spring semester. I 
got much more chatty with email than, you know “just the fact’s ma’am”—you know, just the details of it. And 
the reaction to that was better. There were some students that would come in and I would have a face-to-face 
interaction with. That happened more in the fall semester than in the spring semester. 
 
RESEARCHER: The face-to-face interaction happened more in the fall? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Yeah—I had one or two students that would come in and hand in—hand deliver—they 
were traditional students on campus—they would hand deliver their assignments—and we would end up talking 
about different things. One student, who in the fall made some comments about race that I wondered about—and 
I said, “you know, why don’t you put that on NetForum and let’s find out what the group thinks about that” 
and he didn’t want to do that. He didn’t want to put it out there for everybody to see but he would come and talk 
to me about it. So that’s what he did. He came and we sat down and we talked about it face-to-face and how he 
felt about it. It had to do with his race and the experiences that he had had but he didn’t want to have that 
interaction with the rest of the group but he wanted to explore it and so that happened on a one-on-one basis. If 
he were in a traditional classroom he’d probably do the same thing. You know, it probably would be a one-on-one 
. . .  
 
RESEARCHER: If it got explored at all . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: … but—if it got explored at all—but, that happened through an email—an email 
interaction with him and after that occurred—that occurred mid-semester—after that occurred he would leave a 
note with the assignments that he turned in—“I hope you have a good weekend” or—much more personal—so 
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that—I think that interaction—that face-to-face interaction had some kind of impact, but it started with an 
electronic interaction. And it could have continued that way. I’m probably the one that said “why don’t you come 
in” cause I knew that he was coming in anyway! (laugh) You know, I probably drove that more than he drove it, 
but it met one of those expectations that I had about interaction. 
 
RESEARCHER: Do you think that in your instructor role that you find the face-to-face 
interaction more satisfying than the electronic interaction or have you noticed a difference 
there? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: (pause)—It’s difficult for me to answer that question because I haven’t taught face-to-
face—a career class face-to-face over the course of the semester—for several years. You know what happens over 
several years—everything becomes glorified in that sense and I, I don’t know. I don’t know. Since I’m going to 
teach both of them in the fall, I’m going to really be able to get a sense of that. But you know, I think that—my 
gut tells me that if you learn how to do—if you learn how to effectively do in email and effectively do synchronous 
or asynchronous interactions on the Web that you’re going to get the kind that you’re comfortable with and that 
you want to get. Because I’ve had—I’ve had students in the class and they weren’t interactive either. You know? 
They weren’t interactive in the Web class and they weren’t interactive in the class—you know? I mean, so you 
can have it—just because you’re sitting in a room with someone doesn’t mean you’re interacting with them. I 
found myself—I can say this—I don’t know for sure that it holds true but, my gut feeling is that I push the 
envelope via email. I mean, I push the envelope with the student and really question things with the student. And 
I did that a couple of times with a couple of students in the Internet course and I felt comfortable doing that. I 
never felt comfortable—rarely ever felt comfortable doing that in the classroom. So in that way—it’s kind of one 
of those discipline things—I mean you never want to discipline anybody but—I mean, if there were something 
uncomfortable I would shy away from it and so may not ask that question because I’m not sure I really want to 
handle it in this group. You know? If it’s a statement that’s made—I’m not saying I didn’t do that—I mean, I 
would, I didn’t shy away from difficult issues—I didn’t ask easy questions—I didn’t get them to just talk about 
things that didn’t really matter that much. I mean, I had students in a class talk about things that were—and 
difficult, I mean by dealing with workplace issues of sexual harassment or gender issues or race issues or—you 
know—those things that are triggers to beliefs—which aren’t always comfortable. I raised questions online with 
students in the Internet course via email and I got responses and there were interactions back and forth. I’ve done 
it in the classroom and there were interactions back and forth. At some point I would break it though—at some 
point it had to break because of the live—I mean, you know, it’s live—the class period ends. It (the online 
course) doesn’t. So conversations can continue for periods of time online. I hadn’t really thought about that. But 
that was certainly an advantage to the online. That I could come back to some things. 
 
RESEARCHER: And respond to the individual students and their individual issues, for as 
long as they needed to? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Yeah. Yeah. Also if there was a question that was asked—I’m trying to remember if I 
ever did this—I know I thought about doing it, but I can’t remember if I ever did it—I think I did it in the fall 
but I used NetForum. I would send—I would pose a question on NetForum and encourage students to respond 
to it, but I always got a better response if I did a blanket email to everyone and encourage them to respond. I 
would get responses from the email. And, truly I think that the reason I did that—the reason I got response from 
the email more than NetForum is that individuals are continuously checking their email. It’s continuous! I mean, 
all the time. [tape ends] 
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APPENDIX B 
Transcript of Second Interview with the Instructor 

 
RESEARCHER:  Before we get started with the questions, I want you to verify that I have 
your permission to tape the interview . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR:  You do have my permission . . . 
 
RESEARCHER: . . . and use the information . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: mm-hmm. 
 
RESEARCHER: This is an interview with The Instructor, October 5, 2004. The first thing I 
wanted to ask you—and I know that this is reaching back into the past a little bit—but, did you 
make any changes to the way that you were delivering the online course before the last time that 
you taught it? You had mentioned that you were thinking about changing a few things, but . .  
 
INSTRUCTOR: (pause) I remember having more conversations with students outside of the web. I would 
phone them or email them and try to get more one-on-one interaction. When I first began the class most of the 
interaction was to take place through the asynchronous chatroom, but that didn’t seem to work real well so I 
ended up doing a lot more individual emails to students—asking them to clarify different things—so it really 
became much more of an individual interaction with the student—almost like a counseling session in some 
ways—using the information that they put into the web and into the chat area but expanding it beyond that—so 
that the other people in the class were not a part of that discussion. I also offered—and I can’t remember if I 
encouraged or just mentioned that I was available for an individual meeting at the end of the semester and that 
that could be face-to-face or over the phone—but encouraged them to come face-to-face and several students did 
come face-to-face and I found that really valuable as a way to wrap up what we had done and talk about their 
individual situation. And they actually, you know, would come back to the career center after that—after the 
class was over. 
 
RESEARCHER: Other than that, the course itself—you don’t remember making any specific 
changes to it? 
 
INSTRUCTOR:  I don’t remember making any changes in terms of the requirements or what was covered in 
each of the sections. No. 
 
RESEARCHER: Okay—and—one thing you mentioned in the last interview was that you had 
hoped for more student-to-student interaction. And . . . you mentioned . . .  
 
INSTRUCTOR:  I don’t think I got that.  
 
RESEARCHER: Okay. 
 
INSTRUCTOR:  I don’t think I got that. (pause) I think that maybe one of the best ways to get that is to 
have a synchronous chat . . . 
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RESEARCHER: yeah 
 
INSTRUCTOR:  . . . and my time wasn’t really set up for that. I mean, I couldn’t schedule that in—being a 
full-time administrator as well as teaching a class—I found it difficult to even imagine scheduling that in so that 
never happened. 
 
RESEARCHER: Okay. (pause) How important did you judge that to be? I mean, I know that 
was something that initially when you set the course up you were thinking there would be a 
good bit of that and that—we both thought that would be a valuable way for the students to 
learn . . . 
  
INSTRUCTOR: Right—because we were really trying to recreate that small group environment that I have 
in the face-to-face class. (pause) I think in the long run it wasn’t as important as I thought it was because often 
the decisions that are made in a career class are very personal and individualized. So I’m not sure if it was as 
important as what I initially thought. 
 
RESEARCHER: So you felt fine about it? 
 
INSTRUCTOR:  I felt okay with it. Yeah—as soon I increased my interactions one-on-one with the students 
I felt better about what they were getting. You know—I felt more connected to them as an instructor and I felt 
that they were progressing—I could tell how they were progressing. I was expecting to be able to see all of that 
online and I really never did. 
 
RESEARCHER: Okay—(pause)—You’re hitting on some things that are in some of the other 
questions, so I’m looking to see if I want to ask these in a different order. (pause) Now, that 
semester—the last semester you taught the online course—you also taught the face-to-face 
course. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Okay—I guess I did. 
 
RESEARCHER: Could you talk about what it was like to be teaching the same course at the 
same time but doing it in those two very different ways? 
  
INSTRUCTOR: (long pause) This is really requiring some thought to think back to that time. (pause) I 
don’t remember—I don’t remember there being a conflict with, you know, I’m not sure what the question was 
again, but—I remember being able to keep them fairly separate. Is that what you’re asking? 
 
RESEARCHER: Well—no—just . . .  
 
INSTRUCTOR: How they were different? 
 
RESEARCHER: What it was like for you? As an instructor to be doing both of those things at 
the same time—anything about that strike you—maybe teaching the traditional class cause you 
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to approach the online class differently or the experience of teaching the online class maybe 
having an impact on how you taught the traditional class . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I think probably the biggest difference was that I increased the interactions with the online 
students. (pause) I can’t imagine that anything else really changed. And I don’t feel—I must have really 
compartmentalized it because as an instructor I felt, you know, that I was providing value but also getting value 
from each of those different experiences. 
 
RESEARCHER: Okay. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I don’t remember anything really standing out—in my mind about those two experiences.  
 
RESEARCHER: When you say you were “getting value” from the experiences, what do you 
mean by that? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: (pause) I guess as an instructor face-to-face I . . . as an instructor face-to-face I get the 
reactions right away and I can engage them differently—engage the students differently. If one thing isn’t 
working—if something isn’t understood—if people disagree with me—there’s that opportunity for immediacy in 
responding to that. And I think that what I did was that I took that piece—that immediacy—and just began to 
provide more direction and feedback in the online course instead of just—I think that initially I set it up—I set 
everything up in such a systematic way that I was responding to what I had set up. Does that make sense? And 
so they had these activities to do—and so we didn’t really go beyond those activities. In the face-to-face class you 
jump around a lot. You know, when you’re talking about values they’re going to through something else in there 
that’s experiential that that pulls from an internship or the value of experiences or skills or . . . and so you tend 
to deal with that immediately in the classroom. And I think online it was much more rigid in terms of the 
delivery of the information. I mean, it’s all online and it didn’t really change. I might raise different questions on 
the forum page but I didn’t do a lot of that. It was almost like I created it and then just let it take its, you 
know—let it take its course. And just sort of reacted to it instead of, you know, pushing a little bit further. And 
I think that’s part of the learning curve of teaching a class like that. I think now if I were to do that I would not 
have it as structured. I would have different pieces—I would have pieces—you would know, you know, like my 
syllabus for the face-to-face class says this is what we’re going to talk about every class meeting. I would have that 
but I would probably pull in different things. And I say that thinking about being only an instructor. I mean, I 
was an administrator of, you know, of a fairly significant number of students on the other side. So, if I’ve really 
just got my instructor hat on ideally this is how I see it could happen. But, you know, the reality was that it had 
to fit within 24 hours—you know, in the course of the semester. But I think I probably would be more 
spontaneous in teaching the online class. I would learn—I would ask—I probably would ask more probing 
questions. (long pause) Does that answer the question? 
 
RESEARCHER: Sure. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Okay. 
 
RESEARCHER: I was really just looking for what it was like, you know, for you as an 
instructor to be doing both of those things and how you saw it. Let’s see . . . (looking at notes) 
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that question was covered. How successful were you in each course from your perspective? 
And, as a . . . well, go ahead answer that one first. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Well, I think I would probably say face-to-face because I found the value of the face-to-face 
much better than the, than the online class. I find that I need that relationship with the class. (long pause) 
Evaluations showed that I was successful in the online class, too. There were positive evaluations. They came 
away with information and they felt that it was useful to them and, you know, that they stretched or whatever . . 
But I didn’t get that as an instructor. 
 
RESEARCHER: Okay, so it sounds like you’re—you’re saying that you felt more successful in 
the face-to-face class than the online class although the student evaluations were comparable? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Were equal. Mm-hmm. They were. 
 
RESEARCHER: Okay—so how are you defining success? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Hmmm. Good question. That’s my emotional reaction to it. So success for me is feeling like 
I made a difference. And I could see that—I could physically see that in the face-to-face class. I could see when a 
student moved from being unaware to being aware. (laughs) And online they’d tell me that but there’s—there’s 
(long pause) maybe I didn’t trust the response. I don’t know. But I think that . . . I mean I took it for what it 
was they said but I . . . I don’t know that I really created any kind of relationship with them. 
 
RESEARCHER: So having a relationship with your students is at least a part of . . .  
 
INSTRUCTOR: Yeah—for this kind of class I think that it is helpful. 
 
RESEARCHER: Okay. And you don’t think that happened in the online course? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Not as much.  
 
RESEARCHER: Okay. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I can pick a student out a semester—a couple of students out a semester—but it wasn’t—
as an instructor it wasn’t as rewarding as face-to-face. 
 
RESEARCHER: Okay. Well the next question that I had related to that was did you use 
different benchmarks to determine success for the two courses. But from your answer it doesn’t 
sound like you did. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: No—I don’t think—I didn’t really, I didn’t set up anything like that. (pause) And it 
probably is more about what my preference is for instruction than it is about how well each class went. (pause) 
You know, . . .  
 
RESEARCHER: Well, in terms of how thoroughly you think the students learned the factual 
information, would you say that was equal? 
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INSTRUCTOR: I would say that was equal. 
 
RESEARCHER: Okay. And you got feedback from students in the online course that said that 
this made a difference for them In the same way that it did for the face-to-face students, but it’s 
your experience of . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: It’s my experience of it—exactly. 
 
RESEARCHER: Okay. Well that’s really what we’re looking at—is what your experience was. 
For a kind of more practical consideration, how did the workload differ for the two courses? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: It was much more workload for the online class than it was for the face-to-face class. 
 
RESEARCHER: Can you talk a little bit about how that broke down? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Well because the interactions were individualized. I mean, you know, the—most of the 
interactions were by email. Some of it was within the forum but most of it was email and so it just took more 
time—responding to questions—you know—even though I would often put information on the forum that they 
could go to—you know, so I didn’t have to answer 12 times, 15 times, whatever, however many—I guess I had 
10 in the class—but I didn’t have to respond individually each time but—I tried to get them to use the electronic 
systems but there was often a lot of emails going back and forth just asking questions and clarifying assignments 
but also just kind of talking about their individual circumstances and decisions that they were making. (pause) 
So, it felt like, you know, it felt like the online class was more time consuming. (pause) You know, I didn’t time 
it out to see how much because I was meeting, what, an hour and 15 minutes a session, so 2 and a half hours a 
week with the class. I was spending about an hour a week per student probably—30 minutes a week per student, 
an hour a week per student, so,—with the online class. 
 
RESEARCHER: Okay, and . .  
 
INSTRUCTOR: So there wasn’t as much of that interaction outside of class—with the other class—with the 
other students—with the face-to-face students—there wasn’t that much outside of the class. In fact it was pretty 
much none! (laugh) There really wasn’t much at all! 
 
RESEARCHER: Well, if you take into consideration the time that you would spend grading 
papers and assignments and things like that . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: That’s the piece of it that it might mean that it actually balances out but, you know, (long 
pause) . . . and it probably . . . it might balance out just because there’s, you know, 25 or 30 in the class and 
only 10 in the online class so therefore it might balance out but per student it still is longer in the online class. 
 
RESEARCHER: Right. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: It just requires more time. (pause) I always felt on. I was always on. I was always 
connected. You know? I didn’t set it up in my work agenda to say “ok from 8 to 10 on MWF I’m going to 
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work on that”—I was just always going in and checking to see because I felt like it was important to be timely 
with it so if somebody was having a hard time with an assignment I didn’t want them to have to wait—you 
know—I tend to teach that way, too, but with the online class I was hopping online to see what was going on. So 
I was always there. It was always on my mind. I think that if I had continued something like that I probably 
would set it up so that it’s much more regimented in some way. But—part of it’s the newness of it, part of it’s just 
the way I am. You know—I did that with email. You know, so . . .  
 
RESEARCHER: Well, I think a number of professors who teach online courses have online 
office hours and they’ll say, you know, during these times if you email me I’ll respond 
immediately but this is when I’m going to check my email for this course. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Right. And that probably would work out better. I had—the other part of what I did was 
seeing students one-on-one and doing workshops and so if I had 15 or 20 minutes I’d just pop online to the class 
to see what was going on—so I kind of fit it into everything else. I wasn’t released from anything—any other 
responsibilities . . . 
 
RESEARCHER: Of course not! 
 
INSTRUCTOR: . . . to teach that class (laugh)—and the newness of it was really intriguing to me. I was 
really intrigued by the whole idea. So that probably also fed the desire to get on to the course website and follow 
through. 
 
RESEARCHER: So there was an excitement about doing it . .  
 
INSTRUCTOR: Oh yeah! 
 
RESEARCHER: . . . but at the same time it was sort of a constant drain or a constant feeling 
of responsibility? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: It was always there. You know, I’m not sure that I would say that I worried about it but I 
was always aware that that class was there. Because I’m not face-to-face with anybody — I  have nobody—you 
know, I don’t have to be anywhere at a certain time. So I had to fit it in to everything. 
 
RESEARCHER: Well, this kind of relates to another question I wanted to ask about—last 
time you talked about having to approach getting to know students—getting acquainted with 
students in a different way in an online environment than you would in a face-to-face class. And 
I was wondering if you could just talk more about that—if you noticed the—I guess if anything 
about that process maybe jumped out at you more because you were having that simultaneous 
experience of teaching face to face? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I think that’s what I was talking about earlier in that I would—I realized that I had to 
put into words things that I was expecting that they were saying. You know, they’d email me and so they have 
this one question. And so I answer that one question, but what’s the context out of which that question came? 
You know? And so in a class you usually get the preamble and then you get the question. Or you get the question 
and then you get a follow-up “well what I really mean is”—well online you don’t get that. And so I found that 
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as I taught the class that I would begin to ask more questions about things not knowing if that was an issue or 
not. Whereas if I had just picked up the phone and called we would have had this conversation, but this back 
and forth in email—and maybe if it had been IM it would have been different, you know, because it would have 
been much more spontaneous interaction. But there’s still something that’s removed from that—that technology 
removes you from that interaction. And so I found that I was asking more questions of the students in email form 
when I was teaching the online because I realized that I wanted to be sure that I was giving as much 
information—all my knowledge (laugh)—as much information to the students as I could but I didn’t have the 
whole picture. I mean, I can also compare to when I work with a student with a resume. They can drop off the 
resume and I can critique it. But if they sit down with me they’ll say “well, I didn’t put on my resume these five 
experiences.” Well—you know, now I know that and so my critique is going to be different. But, you know, if 
you don’t know it then you don’t know to ask it! I mean you can’t assume that they left off five jobs. You know 
what I’m saying? So it was the same sort of thing with the online class in that I felt like I had to probe a little bit 
more. And I’m not always sure that that probing was helpful or useful. You know? I mean, they’d come back 
“no” or “yes”—very short answers. So that’s what you get in an interaction. And by relationship I’m talking 
about that interaction—that give and take of a communication thread. That is, to me, instruction. You know. 
And I never felt like I created that online very well. So—you know—I guess now hindsight—synchronous would 
have been better. You know—a time to do that. (pause) But personally, I mean, as I see myself as an instructor, 
I’m not sure if it would have or not because I’m missing other pieces. I’m missing facial expressions. I’m missing 
tone. I’m missing . . . you know, cutaways to other people that are in the conversation. I’m missing all of that. 
And to me that is important stuff. I don’t know how you get that online. 
 
RESEARCHER: O.k. That is kind of connected with several things, but I’m going to come 
back to that. There was another question I thought of earlier when you were talking and I meant 
to ask it and then I remembered it again. You talked about how you had put information online 
that would have answered some of the questions that students asked you directly in an email 
and I’m wondering if you have any theories about why they felt the need to ask you these 
questions rather than just referring to what was online. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Oh—I think that—it may have been because they wanted to create a connection with the 
instructor or it could be that it’s just like in a face-to-face where people ask obvious questions trying to be present 
or catch your attention as an instructor. (laugh) You know what I mean? As undergraduates now, I mean that’s 
what we’re talking about—we’re talking about undergraduate students. (pause) I mean, it could be that they 
didn’t really understand it. It could have been that it wasn’t really clear. I did try not to put a bunch of 
information up—you know—a lot of copy. I had it link out to quite a few things. So, it could be that the process 
in my mind was really quite clear (laugh) but it wasn’t in theirs! You know! So it was really kind of clarifying 
really what the expectations were. I want to say that that’s what it was—that it was just my thought process 
wasn’t someone else’s and it wasn’t clear to someone else. 
 
RESEARCHER: I guess what I was wondering was if it appeared in the way that they were 
communicating with that really they were wanting was a connection. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Well, I guess it could have been. I guess the reason I didn’t say that was because they were 
fairly concrete kinds of questions. It really wasn’t . . . it very well could have been . . . (pause) . . . but they 
weren’t questions that delved below the requirements—“how long does this have to be” that sort of thing. 
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RESEARCHER: Once they got the information that they asked for . .  
 
INSTRUCTOR: It ended. 
 
RESEARCHER: . . . it was fine. So maybe kind of back to what you were talking about—
about not feeling the level of satisfaction because the depth of interaction wasn’t there. Do you 
think that was really more you and not the students? That was just your expectation? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Probably so. Yeah. I would dare say most students are looking for that degree of interaction 
in a college class. I mean this one’s different because it’s about them. You know? It’s about their career 
development. It can be fairly individualized, but (long pause) I don’t know if students look at college classes that 
way. Does that make sense? 
 
RESEARCHER: Um-hmm. O.k. (pause) I think you sort of answered this—or I’m assuming 
your answer from what you said but I’m going to ask anyway. Have you considered or would 
you consider teaching online again? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: (long pause) No. 
 
RESEARCHER: Why would you not? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: No. I would use the—I would use an online system like Blackboard or something to 
supplement. I would expand the parts of it that I liked which was the ability to organize and give the students 
everything up front or you know, as they needed it. Um . . . but I think that what I learned was that I valued the 
face-to-face. More. (pause) As an instructor I felt like I was more effective.  
 
RESEARCHER: In the face-to-face, you mean? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Um-hmm.  
 
RESEARCHER: What is your assessment of pros and cons of online teaching? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Well the pros is that it allows a student to continue education even though circumstances 
may be that they can’t be in a classroom somewhere and—I mean one of my students was a model and she was 
going from one place to another. You know? I mean, she was emailing from Dallas—or wherever. So it allowed 
her to be able to do that—to be able to take an online class. So for the student and for the working adult I think 
that it has some value. Um, (pause) the negative is that—that feeling that you don’t have to connect with other 
people. You know, I think that (laugh) I struggle with this in career center work in that there’s so much 
information that’s available online and there’s employers want you to apply online. They’ve taken out all of the 
interaction but then when they’ve got you face-to-face they want you to perform in a certain way. But they’re not 
going to interact with you until that point. You know? It’s a real dilemma that I’m trying to figure out here at 
Private College because I—I put a lot of information and a lot of “woman hours” on developing a website that is 
useful and inclusive of all the information that they need and the sites they need to use and that sort of thing. 
Um—but what we’re known for is our individualized attention. You know? And the reason that we’re good at 
what we do is because we sit down and we really listen to them for a whole hour. And that comes back every 
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single time. It comes back from satisfaction surveys, follow up surveys, alumnae feedback—it’s everywhere. And 
so, I feel that that interaction is really critical. It’s critical in learning about yourself. It’s . . . (long pause) . . . 
we’re never going to, I mean, in terms of work, we’re going to really probably move to a place where you’re not 
interacting with other people in some form. And so, . . . I mean, it might be more my preference than it is, you 
know, kind of the reality of what’s out there, but I think you miss a lot when you don’t have that as part of the 
educational process. 
 
RESEARCHER: And that falls nicely into the next thing that I wanted to ask you! (laugh) The 
last time we talked I asked you talk about your philosophy of teaching and you—you talked 
about that. And today you have kind of hinted about what you think teaching is—and you said 
earlier “teaching is interaction” or “interaction is instruction” something to that effect. Could 
you talk again about your philosophy of teaching and . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: To what—to see if it’s the same as the first time I said it? (laughs) 
 
RESEARCHER: Well, kind of. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Um—my philosophy of teaching. (long pause) Wow. It’s not very often I have to answer a 
question like that. (pause) I think that it involves the real concrete nature of conveying information and 
expanding a student’s awareness of—of the world, the community, themselves. I mean, I think it’s global and I 
would hope that students would realize the global nature of learning. I think it’s increasing a student’s awareness 
of who they are, of what their place is in the world, how they’re going to interact with other people. It’s about 
learning specific skills. (pause) The ability to ask questions. The ability to confront. But it’s an empowering—I 
mean—I think instruction, teaching can be empowering to—in increasing students’ awareness they are 
empowered to go out and do different things. At Private College we’re so about community involvement and civic 
engagement and that sort of thing and so we’re really trying to blend these different threads of education of—you 
know, the global nature and experiential education and service. And so, I see it as—I see education as really 
broad and that it encompasses not just academic areas but leadership and personal growth and development. 
Stretching outside your comfort zone. Diversity issues and things like that. I mean, I see it as all of those things. 
What happens in the academic classroom—I mean—they have to learn the material and you know, but 
hopefully they would learn that and then be able to—that would make them a better person. You know—they 
would be able to go out into the community and contribute in some way. It’s really almost the liberal arts way of 
thinking—in that it’s global in that way. Did that answer it? 
 
RESEARCHER: Yeah and kind of a follow-up question with that—how do you know as a 
teacher or as an instructor when you’ve been successful? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Sometimes you don’t. For me, I probably have an intuition that I’ve been successful—I 
mean, for some students. For others, I’ll never know whether I have been or not. You know, part of the success is 
that you’re able to do the work in the course but that’s not success that you’ve really educated. It’s just that they’ve 
been able to do the work and turn in an acceptable piece of work for that. But that doesn’t mean I’ve been 
successful with them. So the way I get past it is intuition. My intuition tells me that I’ve given it what I need—I 
mean, I look back—I’ve given it everything I can—I’ve taught the information and I’ve asked the hard 
questions—I’ve asked questions and so then they have to kind of take it on. They have to assume responsibility 
for that. And some will and some won’t. I’m not sure we ever know. Isn’t that a sad thing. You know? Because 
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as an instructor you invest so much of what’s important to you—of what you believe in and then you never know. 
You really don’t. I mean—do you think you do? (laugh) I mean, I think that a lot of times we don’t—we don’t 
know whether it connected or not. 
 
RESEARCHER: O.k.—so actually knowing if you’ve been successful you don’t think is 
necessarily possible to know for sure that you’ve been successful at doing the things that you say 
. . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Whether I’ve—the way to be successful as an instructor—to know whether I’ve been 
successful or not is that they have completed the work and that they have made an acceptable grade in that process. 
Then I know I’ve been successful for that point. In career development, it’s much deeper than that. It’s not just 
can you give me back some information but it’s did you incorporate any of that and are you taking that further to 
then make decisions from that. It happens in other academic areas as well but career planning is just—it’s just 
quite individualized and—so in that sense I know that I’ve been successful that they’ve gotten it—or at least that 
they’ve been able to give it back to me that they’ve gotten it. But I guess what—you know—is the core of what 
you learn through that—I don’t know. I don’t know beyond that class whether it did—I guess is probably the 
best way to say it.  
 
RESEARCHER: Earlier you said that you felt like you were successful in the face-to-face class 
and you weren’t sure about the online course . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: So I’m being contradictory! (laugh) 
 
RESEARCHER: Well—no—I’m just wondering what leads to—you know—your feeling of 
success in one versus the other. And it may be the things that you’ve already said, but . . .  
 
INSTRUCTOR: I think it really is that and being able to—to have the total communication that you have 
when you’re face-to-face. That that’s the piece of it that made it feel—I know that the people that came in and 
talked to me at the end face-to-face—I could tell with them. Um—because I was able to ask more questions. I 
was able to follow up on some things that were raised during the discussion. It’s not like I could have raised those 
questions with the rest of the class because the circumstances were different. But when they came and sat face-to-
face there was a sense of closure with that that I didn’t get—I mean, you know, how do you sign off with them? 
But you know? There wasn’t that sense of closure that I have when I’m face to face. 
 
RESEARCHER: O.k. So, you felt you were able to gauge the level of success you had more 
easily or more accurately with the students who came in and sat down with you . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Um-hmm—for the online class—for the online class. 
 
RESEARCHER: . . . and you got . . . um-hmm. And the ones that didn’t . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I had to based on what they said, you know? (pause) I always have another question. It’s 
just how I am. I always have another question if I’m face-to-face. 
 
RESEARCHER: Well, and it sounds like you don’t really trust . . . 
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INSTRUCTOR: Maybe I don’t. 
 
RESEARCHER: . . . what is being given to you just in writing if you never have that personal 
connection with the person. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: You’re right—um-hmm—that’s exactly right! 
 
RESEARCHER: So that had an impact on the level of satisfaction you had? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: That’s the level of satisfaction I had—you know, that doesn’t necessarily point to the level 
of satisfaction that they had because they reported it differently. But, (pause) yeah. 
 
RESEARCHER: O.K. And you also mentioned—and we talked about this last time—and you 
mentioned in the beginning that teaching this career development course it’s very personal and 
it was—at least the online course when you were dealing more individually—it seemed more 
like career counseling? Did I hear right? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Yes. Yes. 
 
RESEARCHER: So, do you see a distinction between counseling and teaching? And where do 
you think that line is? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: On yeah, I see a difference between the two. You know, in career development you do a lot 
of teaching within counseling—I mean—in that type of counseling. But—(long pause)—I think what’s different 
in teaching a class is that you have the interaction of the class. Face-to-face you have—you can facilitate 
awareness by pulling from different people. And—you know—a student over here says one thing that’s connected 
to this that’s connected to this—it takes you in a totally different place than if it’s just a one-on-one in a 
counseling session. So I think that the experience is different—possibly richer for some people if they enjoy that 
kind of dialogue and interaction. But, yeah, it is different. 
 
RESEARCHER: O.K. Now you said that you think that counseling and teaching are very 
different. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: They’re different. 
 
RESEARCHER: But yet it sounds like in the online course when you were doing—you 
know—just the individual piece—did I hear you right—that it’s more like counseling? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: It was—it was—because it was more individually focused and I think that what I tried to 
do with the forum in trying to create the group didn’t do what I wanted it to do. I would ask the same question or 
a similar question in the face-to-face class and I would have discussion around that—and it would take different 
directions—but it was synchronous. They were responding immediately. And I found that with the online class, 
they were responding to the question. And I would back in and say “you need to respond to at least two people’s 
responses” or something—you know—“talk to each other!” And they would say things like “I really agree with 
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what Joe said.” (long pause) You agree with what Joe said about and why and—you know—give me a little 
more from that. And I could that in a class. And I could do it online—but you know, you’re coming back an 
hour later or two hours or a day and so you miss that. And so the synchronous part of that would have probably 
lended itself—but the other piece of it though, I think that didn’t happen—and I don’t know if it didn’t happen 
because I didn’t create an environment for it to happen—or I wasn’t strong enough in setting it up at the very 
beginning—is that I didn’t—I never felt like the class was a class. I don’t feel that they saw themselves as ten 
people in a class talking to each other—that they saw themselves taking this class online. And I don’t know how 
much the visual face-to-face—o.k., you know, if you put everybody in a room and said “o.k. let’s introduce 
ourselves”—and now the rest of the class is going to be online—if you would have a different—you know—
response online. You know, they didn’t know who they were responding to. And there is caution about what you 
write—there is! I mean, I spent a lot of time preparing my responses. Whereas in a classroom I don’t have that 
luxury—so in some ways—you know—you get a wrapped up picture in the online but not necessary the same 
way in the face-to-face. But I think that they didn’t come together as a class so therefore it was much more 
individualized.  
 
RESEARCHER: So it sounds like they did not see themselves collectively and you didn’t see 
them collectively either. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: I tried to create—I tried to create the collective but when that didn’t happen—I felt like I 
needed to go one-on-one to be sure. I mean—and that’s just my personal feeling of being sure they got what they 
needed to get. 
 
RESEARCHER: Sure. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Sort of like calling in a student out of a classroom and having a further conversation 
because of behavior (laugh). So—(pause) even though I tried to create it with the forum –I don’t think it really 
ever happened and I don’t think they connected as a class. You know—there are some classes you teach that—
when you’re face-to-face—you really are almost a team—you know? You connect with each other in such a way 
that—that it’s pretty strong. And the learning that takes place in a situation like that is really valuable. I mean, 
it’s more the process of how you learn than the information that you learn but you learn something from it. Does 
that make sense? 
 
RESEARCHER: Um-hmm. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: That was real vague—I realize I might have to translate that one. But I’ve seen students 
here come out of a class that was a real collaborative discussion oriented class and they really grew from that 
experience—and they learn the stuff in the class but what they really gained was the sense of really positive 
interactions—of acceptance of comments and opinions and learning diversity issues or, you know, whatever it 
could be. That didn’t happen in the online class. 
 
RESEARCHER: Well, that sort of goes back to some of the things that you said before about 
what you said that you think teaching is and that personal development component—that 
beyond learning specific academic information you want the student to be a better person when 
they come out of it. 
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INSTRUCTOR: This interview is actually occurring a few years after I taught the class. I’m in a totally 
different environment here. And so, it may have been at that time and at This University—which is—you know, 
30,000 students and a technology research-based organization—college—that that wasn’t so odd. Now I’m 
doing it with this vision of what it can be like when you’re actually developing these strong relationships with 
women and students and you’re really watching them grow and develop in a lot of different ways because you see 
them in a lot of different settings. It’s the same 2,000 students, you know! (laugh) 
 
RESEARCHER: Right. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: But you see them differently. And so I think that maybe 2 years ago I would not have seen 
the divide so great but now I’m beginning to see that the divide is great and that technology has a place in 
education—and it’s going to work for some programs and it’s going to work for some courses—but that it’s not 
for everything. And that if your goal is really to develop the whole person then it might not be. There might be 
pieces of it that can fit into that but it can’t be totally that. 
 
RESEARCHER: What it sounds like maybe you’re saying is that if one of your goals as an 
instructor is development of the total person, that because in an online course you’re never 
dealing with the total person . . . 
 
INSTRUCTOR: In reality—the reality is you’re not. 
 
RESEARCHER: Yeah—well you don’t get . .  
 
INSTRUCTOR: Well, my goal was to do that but I don’t think I did. 
 
RESEARCHER: Well, if you’re remaining completely online, it would be impossible because 
you’re never getting a physical sense of the person. And it sounds like—and this may be you—I 
mean, maybe there are other instructors who wouldn’t have this perspective, but you didn’t feel 
that you could completely trust just the written responses that you got—that you were getting 
the whole picture. So that makes sense to me that you wouldn’t feel as satisfied. Another thing 
occurred to me as you were talking about making a connection with the students in the 
classroom and then you were able to make a connection to get some closure with some of the 
online students—after meeting some of them, do you think that there was a big difference in 
the kind of students who were taking online courses versus the kind of students who were 
taking the face-to-face course? 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Um (long pause) No—I always assumed it was a circumstantial kind of thing. But I 
think the last semester I taught it most of the students were actually on campus students. They weren’t distance 
students. They were taking classes on campus. (long pause) So, knowing that I would say that there wasn’t that 
much difference. 
 
RESEARCHER: O.K. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: Well—I think that—and I probably already said this in a previous interview—in that I 
think it takes a person who is highly self-motivated and doesn’t necessarily want that kind of interaction or that 
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just really has different goals in mind that would be drawn to an online class. But in terms of looking at the 
two—I don’t even know that I can compare the students. 
 
RESEARCHER: I just wondered if you had a sense of that. (pause) Any other thoughts that 
you have? I’ve run out of questions. (laugh) I’m sure some will occur to me later but—I think 
that we covered all the questions that I had. 
 
INSTRUCTOR: [indicates no more comments] (end of tape) 
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APPENDIX D 
ECD 221: Career Planning and Personal Development 

Course Evaluation 
Fall 2001 

(Online Course) 
 
I would appreciate your feedback on the internet version of ECD 221. Please respond to the following 
questions, using the back if necessary, and return it in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. This will 
ensure confidentiality of your identity. 
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1.  The course was organized effectively and easy to navigate.      

2.  The course readings and assignments (including the textbook) 
were valuable aids to learning. 

     

3.  The reflective writing assignments provided me with an 
opportunity to apply the textbook learnings to my unique 
career situation. 

     

4.  The course assignments were valuable aids to learning.      

5.  The class discussions using NetForum provided useful 
information. 

     

6.  The instructor clearly informed students about course 
procedures. 

     

7.  The instructor was available to students.      

8.  The instructor gave useful feedback on assignments and 
exams. 

     

9.  The instructor consistently treated students with respect.      

10. The course improved my understanding of the subject.      

 
11. Please provide additional comments to support your responses above. 
 
12. What were the strongest features of the course? 
 
13. What were the least effective features of the course? 
 
14. What recommendations for course improvements can you offer? 
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APPENDIX E 
ECD 221: Career Planning and Personal Development 

Course Evaluation 
Fall 2001 

(Traditional Course) 
 
I would appreciate your feedback on ECD 221. Please respond to the following questions, using the 
back if necessary. 
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1.  The course was organized effectively.      

2.  The course readings and assignments (including the textbook) 
were valuable aids to learning. 

     

3.  The group presentation was a useful learning experience.      

4.  The class discussions including small group interactions 
provided useful information. 

     

5.  The instructor clearly informed students about course 
procedures. 

     

6.  The instructor was available to students.      

7.  The instructor gave useful feedback on assignments and 
exams. 

     

8.  The instructor consistently treated students with respect.      

9.  The course improved my understanding of the subject.      

 
11. Please provide additional comments to support your responses above. 
 
 
12. What were the strongest features of the course? 
 
 
13. What were the least effective features of the course? 
 
 
14. What recommendations for course improvements can you offer? 
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APPENDIX F 
ECD 221: Career Planning and Personal Development 

Course Evaluation 
Fall 2001 

(Results for Online Course) 
 
I would appreciate your feedback on the internet version of ECD 221. Please respond to the 
following questions, using the back if necessary, and return it in the enclosed postage-paid 
envelope. This will ensure confidentiality of your identity. 
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1.  The course was organized effectively and easy to 
navigate. 

   1 
20% 

4 
80% 

2.  The course readings and assignments (including the 
textbook) were valuable aids to learning. 

   2 
40% 

3 
60% 

3.  The reflective writing assignments provided me with an 
opportunity to apply the textbook learnings to my 
unique career situation. 

   3 
60% 

2 
40% 

4.  The course assignments were valuable aids to learning.   1 
20% 

3 
60% 

1 
20% 

5.  The class discussions using NetForum provided useful 
information. 

  2 
40% 

1 
20% 

2 
40% 

6.  The instructor clearly informed students about course 
procedures. 

    5 
100% 

7.  The instructor was available to students.    1 
20% 

4 
80% 

8.  The instructor gave useful feedback on assignments and 
exams. 

    5 
100% 

9.  The instructor consistently treated students with 
respect. 

    5 
100% 

10. The course improved my understanding of the subject.    2 
40% 

3 
60% 
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11. Please provide additional comments to support your responses above. 
o I really enjoyed this class! It was very different from my normal classes and it also has a 

long-lasting affect because I can actually carry the information I learned in this class 
forever. 

o Each student would benefit from this course, whether on campus or via 
telecommunication. 

o The instructor was very helpful throughout the course. She gave excellent feedback and 
advice. 

o This class was of great help academically and professionally. 
 
12. What were the strongest features of the course? 

o The instructor was very easy to get in touch with, and quick to respond to any questions. 
(This is not the case for many distance ed professors.) 

o I enjoyed the exercises that actually made me sit down and reflect on me. I don’t usually 
do that. I’m usually reflecting on someone else. I learned some things about myself. 

o Very effective in connecting personality development and career planning. 
o The instructor’s use of text information. The assignments, reading, and writing 

complimented each other very well for an overall informative and educational course. 
o I thought the text was wonderful. 

 
13. What were the least effective features of the course? 

o I felt the reflective writing assignments were often a bit redundant. 
o None. 
o A few less reflective writing assignments. I started the course with gusto but lost interest 

in “one more reflective writing assignment.” 
o Lack of interaction among students. It was not necessarily restricted, but it was not 

initiated by the students that much. 
o The NetForum didn’t help much. 

 
14. What recommendations for course improvements can you offer? 

o None. I think this class is well structured and should be a requirement. Believe it or not, 
it’s very effective! 

o I found the mid-term and some of the final exam options too similar. 
o None. I felt it was an excellent course, taught by a helpful and enjoyable professor. 
o Less NetForum. 
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APPENDIX G 
ECD 221: Career Planning and Personal Development 

Course Evaluation 
Fall 2001 

(Results for Traditional Course) 
 
I would appreciate your feedback on ECD 221. Please respond to the following questions, using 
the back if necessary. 
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1.  The course was organized effectively.    2 
9.5% 

19 
90.5% 

2.  The course readings and assignments (including the 
textbook) were valuable aids to learning. 

  1 
4.8% 

8 
38.1% 

12 
57.1% 

3.  The group presentation was a useful learning 
experience. 

 1 
4.8% 

4 
19.0% 

7 
33.3% 

9 
42.9% 

4.  The class discussions including small group 
interactions provided useful information. 

   5 
23.8% 

16 
76.2% 

5.  The instructor clearly informed students about course 
procedures. 

   4 
19.0% 

17 
81.0% 

6.  The instructor was available to students.    3 
14.3% 

18 
85.7% 

7.  The instructor gave useful feedback on assignments 
and exams. 

  1 
4.8% 

3 
14.3% 

17 
81.0% 

8.  The instructor consistently treated students with 
respect. 

   3 
14.3% 

18 
85.7% 

9.  The course improved my understanding of the 
subject. 

  1 
4.8% 

3 
14.3% 

17 
81.0% 
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11. Please provide additional comments to support your responses above. 
o The instructor seems to really care about the welfare and development of her students. 

She is a sincere and genuine person and great at what she does. 
o The group presentations were useful, but many students already have presentation 

experience from a variety of other courses. This is probably most helpful to the younger 
students. 

o I really enjoyed the course. I liked being able to voice my opinion on each topic. I also 
enjoyed hearing other people’s opinions. It gave me a chance to decide on a definite 
career. 

o Very helpful and useful or beneficial. 
o Excellent class for preparing students to enter the real world. 
o Really enjoyed the class, helped tons. 
o Very informative, good with causing interaction between students. 
o I feel this class was helpful and really outstanding. 
o I think the course went very smoothly. 
o The instructor gave clear expectations and assignments. The work and reading involved 

was appropriate for the class. I think I have a better understanding of my options for a 
career now. 

o I believe this is one of the nicest teachers I have ever had in my college experience. Not 
only was she enthusiastic toward learning but effective teacher. 

o This course prepared me for the real world, especially with interview tips. 
o I did not like the book. It seemed mostly common sense. Everything I learned came 

from the lectures. The use of examples were good though. 
o Felt some of the class discussions were aimed toward freshmen and sophomores while I 

needed more senior guidance information. Enjoyed the day we split up. 
o Small group and class discussions were very helpful. I think all students should be 

required to take this course first semester senior year. 
o I hate group work. 

 
12. What were the strongest features of the course? 

o I really felt like I learned about myself and what I want in a career. I feel informed about 
the process of acquiring interviews in order to get a job. This class opened my eyes to 
the many resources that are available to me in my job search. 

o Mock interviews and guest speakers 
o Group discussions 
o The class discussions 
o I loved the mock interviews. I am certain that I will be much more confident during 

interviews in the future. 
o Class discussions; be able to have options that we can write about ourself on the final 

exam; out of class activities and information interviews were helpful; panel coming in 
was very effective. 

o Everything; the job interviews. 
o The self learning aspect – finding my values and goals. 
o It was good and laid back. 
o Class discussions; interviews. 
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o Cleared my understanding of a career goal and how to go about attaining it. 
o The teacher was quite effective. 
o Learning how to get interviewed. 
o I think it was a laid back atmosphere in which students felt comfortable sharing 

information with each other and the instructor. 
o Interpersonal communication between students. 
o I felt like the class was extremely close because we learned and related to each other 

daily. 
o Resume tips, mock interviews, and the self-assessments. 
o Mock interviews! Group questions and answers. 
o Enjoyed lunch in. 
o It showed the students a way to put their life in perspective. 
o Resume builders, cover letters, interview tips. 
o Resume and interview help. 

 
13. What were the least effective features of the course? 

o Some of the assignments were a little redundant. 
o The book could have been better. 
o Group presentations 
o The bookwork 
o Some of the small group discussions were ineffective. They may have been better as 

class discussions with guidance from the teacher. 
o Some of the discussions could be more specific to give students a chance to put 

themselves in certain situations and how to deal with those situations. 
o None. 
o Outside activities. 
o Not sure. 
o The workbook, yes it was very helpful from the readings, just the activities seemed like 

busy work. 
o I think that the presentations were a good learning experience but probably least 

effective. Many students didn’t come to class those days and if they did I felt they didn’t 
pay attention to the material/information offered. 

o I can’t think of any. 
o Doing the exercises in the book. People just rush through them and do not really think 

about them. 
o Book, presentations—individual ones would be better I would think. You cannot rely 

on others to do the work for you. 
o Some of the stuff we talked about just seemed like common knowledge. Maybe because 

I’m older and wiser. ☺ 
o It did not go into all the subjects with very much detail. 
o Personality tests (only because I’ve already taken them); group presentation. 
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14. What recommendations for course improvements can you offer? 
o More classroom discussions on topics. 
o Show what different jobs are like. 
o A tour of the career center. 
o Have students take other kinds of tests that can help them choose a career and see what 

careers they would be good at. 
o Force us to go to the job shops. 
o Arrange actual one-on-one interview practice. 
o More free time out of class. 
o More insight for freshman/sophomores (there were times when even though 

juniors/seniors probably are more important, that I felt activities with 
freshman/sophomores were just passing time) 

o More class discussions, presentations, possible essays? 
o Maybe have some assignments different for underclassmen. 
o Nothing. It was very effective. 
o Everything was great! Thank you. 
o If using the same book more testing about the information. 
o Should show more examples of how the students can research their interests. 
o None. (3 different students) 
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