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Abstract of the Dissertation 

The Modified Delphi Method to Analyze the Application of Instructional Design Theory 

to Online Graduate Education 

During the past several decades, the field of instructional design theory has 

experienced changes in what is mostly applied to traditional, on-ground education. While 

instructional design theory has been (and still is being) discussed, constructed, and 

deconstructed, there has been no agreement among prominent instructional design theory 

researchers concerning knowledge base, terminology, or application. These aspects of 

instructional design theory have yet to be defined clearly and agreed upon by leading 

researchers for distance education at any level of schooling. Online higher education, 

specifically at the graduate level, has seen little or no application of instructional design 

theory as student enrollment grows and online courses expand in number and academic 

area. This study attempted to achieve consensus among a group of experienced 

practitioners on the potential need for instructional design theory application in online 

graduate education. The study used a three-round Modified Delphi Method and a panel of 

instructional design experienced practitioners —among them designers, instructors and 

administrators— that were asked to comment on the research questions and subsequently 

analyze panel responses in light of her/his own answers. After the third round of the 

Modified Delphi Method, data are presented in the form of descriptive statistics and 

interquartile ranges, which are common to the Modified Delphi Method. 

 The data revealed that there is continued disagreement and lack of consensus on 

the use or even necessity of instructional design theory in online graduate education. 

Distinct disagreement became evident throughout Rounds Two and Three of the study 
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and, even among a group of experienced practitioners and thus, findings of other 

instructional design theory researchers were confirmed: there is no agreement on the need 

or implementation of instructional design theory in online education, here specifically, 

online graduate education. Instructional design researchers’ findings, as well as the 

findings in this study, reveal that the past three decades of instructional design theory 

research have not brought these experienced practitioners any closer to standardizing, 

understanding or applying instructional design theory in online graduate education. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the need for an instructional design 

theory and method in the context of completely online graduate degree programs. This 

study examined the lack of instructional design theory and method in online graduate 

education. A distinct gap is noted in research and literature in graduate online education 

and instructional design theory. Combined with the rapid increase of distance education 

programs in general in higher education, there is concern in the literature that online 

courses have become content-rich rather than learning-rich environments (Moore, 1973, 

1990, 1996; Moore & Kearsley, 1996; Reigeluth, 2009).  

This research study employed the three-round Modified Delphi Method. The 

attempt to bring a group of experienced practitioners to consensus on the need for 

instructional theory in graduate online education can be best supported by the Delphi 

Method. This method, first introduced and applied in the 1950’s, was developed to solve 

a specific problem within the United States Air Force (Linstone & Turoff, 1975, 2002). 

The technique has been modified from the original Delphi Method to maintain anonymity 

as well as reach consensus on the research questions among the panel participants.  

The research paradigm for this study was postpositivism through the 

constructivist lens of Dewey (1906) and subsequent educational philosophers including 

but not limited to von Glasersfeld (1995) and Piaget (1970). Constructivism also serves 

as a lens for this study and assists in examining the participants’ application of 

instructional design theory in her/his development of online environments. It has been 
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noted in literature that instructors become facilitators or guides and students are more in 

control of her/his learning in constructivist environments (Jonassen, 1992). 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem addressed in this study is the apparent lack of use of instructional 

design theory in the creation of online graduate courses. This study attempts to achieve 

consensus among experienced practitioners about the potential need for instructional 

design theory in creating online graduate courses.  

Distance education subsequently has grown quickly in student enrollment and 

course offerings to include students and schools from around the world. Allen and 

Seaman (2008) indicated that “online enrollments have continued to grow at rates far in 

excess of the total higher education student population, with the most recent data 

demonstrating no signs of slowing” (p. 1). The report also presents the following 

information on the increase in distance education in higher education: 

 Over 3.9 million students were taking at least one online course during the fall 
2007 term; a 12% increase over the number reported the previous year.  

 The 12.9% growth rate for online enrollments far exceeds the 1.2% growth of the 
overall higher education student population.  

 Over 20% of all U.S. higher education students were taking at least one online 
course in the fall of 2007. (p. 1) 
 
Allen and Seaman (2008) also indicated that faculty stress more student-centered 

issues concerning online education than their administrator counterparts. Student-

centeredness is the foundational principle in constructivism, the theoretical framework 

for this study, and Allen and Seaman’s work helps to confirm that student connections in 

coursework are essential.  

From correspondence schools to televised education classes to fully Internet-

based, online courses and entire degrees, distance education has certainly expanded and 
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changed the way learning environments are viewed. This move from conventional 

classroom to the Internet as a delivery method has certainly taken hold in higher 

education. 

Kurubacak (2007) has identified several research priorities in distance education. 

These research priorities include better teaching and learning systems, curriculum 

innovation, and reform in online systems. These broadly identified priorities were 

explored in this research study using the Modified Delphi Method. Kurubacak achieved 

consensus among a panel of experienced practitioners to determine the future research 

needs in online education. Kurubacak determined that there is a significant need for 

future research in distance education, particularly, the issue of technology as is evident in 

the following quote: “the distinguishing qualities and factors of technological change 

strongly affect the role and responsibilities of future research” (p. 225). The need to 

conduct research in graduate online education is evident as graduate programs increase. 

As online graduate education expands to accommodate changing student needs, it 

has become apparent that instructors must also move to alter and differentiate the way in 

which courses are presented to students to “achieve desired changes in student knowledge 

and skills for specific course content and a specific population” which is commonly 

known as instructional design (ID) (Reigeluth, 1983, p. 7). Moore (1973) has also 

indicated that course content could potentially become secondary in distance education to 

favor teaching students how to learn over what is contained in the course. 

In online education, the digital environment presents many challenges as a 

medium for student learning as well as for instructors. There is a lack of general theory 

outside of simple templates offered by online course management systems (Turoff, Hiltz, 
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Yao, Li, Wang, & Cho, 2004). The marked increase in online course enrollment (Allen & 

Seaman, 2008) has created an environment of course creation at a fast pace for colleges 

and universities offering graduate online education without necessary regard for 

instructional design techniques necessary for maximum learning (Reigeluth, 2009). 

Statement of Significance 

This study is significant because it contributes empirical data about instructional 

design theory in online graduate education, with an emphasis on the potential need for 

theory use in graduate course design. As stated earlier, there is a distinct need for 

consistency in definition, use, application, and creation of instructional design theory, 

especially in the area of distance education. Reigeluth (2009) has asked educational 

researchers to “think about a vision for the information-age paradigm of education … we 

need instructional theorists to contribute to a common knowledge base for the new 

paradigm, not of the paradigm of a bygone era” (p. 398). Lee, Driscoll and Nelson (2004) 

conducted a study that informed the past, present, and future of distance education 

research and concluded that “researchers will inevitably provide further data to inform 

the research community, and journals will inevitably demand more vibrant and robust 

interventions, data collection methods, analyses, and interpretations as the field evolves” 

(p. 240). Here, Lee, Driscoll and Nelson indicate that research in distance education will 

need to expand and utilize different research methodologies that will provide data and 

insights into the dynamic environments of online education. 

Through extensive searches of online databases services such as the Education 

Resources Information Center (ERIC), educational journal subscriptions via university 

subscription services, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), and other 
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scholarly journals and texts, a distinct lack of any instructional design theory research in 

the area of graduate-level, distance education became evident. This study not only added 

to the literature of instructional design, it also: 

1. aids scholars in the search for supporting literature and research in 

instructional design methods and theories in distance education, 

2.  informs at least two fields of study in education: distance education and 

instructional design theory, and, 

3. creates new knowledge in the growing area of distance education at the 

graduate level. 

Research Questions 

This research study addressed the following question:  

Among instructional designers, online instructors, and online graduate program 

administrators, what function if any, should instructional design theory have in the 

development and delivery of online graduate-level courses?  

Sub-questions for the study included: 

1a. What role, if any, do standards or guidelines have in the development and 

delivery of online graduate-level courses? (Standards and guidelines can be internal 

school policy standards, professional practice standards, and/or distance education 

program accreditation standards.) 

1b. What role, if any, does the use of course design templates play in the 

development and delivery of online graduate-level courses?  



6 
 

 

1c. Which, if any, instructional paradigms, theories, or theoretical constructs are 

most appropriate for the development, delivery, and conduct of online graduate-level 

courses? 

Overview of the Theoretical Framework 

Presenting a learner with a meaningful educational experience via the Internet is 

the reason that the constructivism theoretical framework was chosen for this study. 

Constructivism maintains that educators must make learning an active, experiential 

process in which learners create new ideas and think through problems while using and 

applying experiences of students’ outside-the-classroom lives (Bereiter, 1994; Dewey, 

1906; Phillips, 1995; Piaget, 1952; von Glasersfeld, 1995; Vygotsky, 1962). Due to the 

nature of online learning and the Internet-connected learner experience, including the 

recent emphasis on constructivism and constructivist environments in online learning 

(Ally, 2008; Anderson, 2008) constructivism was chosen as the framework for this study. 

Bruner (1966) and Dewey (1906) have described that theories of instruction must 

have elements of participatory and experiential learning incorporated into effective 

presentation of course materials. Jonassen (1999) supports this theory and describes the 

constructivist learning environment as a place where “multiple perspectives, themes, or 

interpretations on the problems or issues being examined by the learners” (p. 224) can be 

investigated and is connected to the design of instruction. Therefore, constructivism and 

instructional design can be connected in theory and practice.  

The constructivist framework includes ideas of the lesson goals and objectives 

being met, but the value added through this approach is a more meaningful educational 

process through active, engaged learning (von Glasersfeld, 1998). Among the many 
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educational philosophers, Piaget (1970) has also contributed to this framework by 

explaining learning as an active, real process connected to personal, lived experiences of 

the students. Phillips (1995) notes that von Glasersfeld’s (1995) view of radical 

constructivism emphasizes self-directed learning even more than Piaget did.  

 Constructivism serves as the framework for this study because of the distinct 

learner-driven and instructor-facilitated environment present in distance education 

(McNeil, Chernish, & Defranco, 2000). Regardless of course content, these researchers 

posit that college faculty and administrators need to account for the extracurricular, lived 

experiences and backgrounds of students because students are the major stakeholders of 

the distance education environment. This notion of student-centered education thus aligns 

itself with the constructivist ideas of past and current constructivist educators and 

philosophers. 

Summary of the Methodology 

This study used the Modified Delphi Method because it provides a vehicle for the 

systematic solicitation of opinion and potential consensus among experienced 

practitioners (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). The Modified Delphi Method was used in this 

study and is altered from the original Delphi Method which was created to solve a 

problem in the U.S. Air Force (Helmer, 1965). Modifications to the method can include a 

number of factors as the research situation and researcher dictates (Linstone & Turoff, 

1975). A major characteristic of the Modified Delphi Method is the search for consensus 

on a particular issue, in this case, instructional design theory in online graduate education. 

The original Delphi Method sought forecasting (future projections) for the original 

problem.  
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Consensus among experienced practitioners (rather than forecasting) is the major 

modification from the original Delphi Method for this study. Anonymity was used and 

provides the panel member with a non-threatening, non-pressured environment in which 

to express opinion freely and disagree with others in this field when a potentially 

controversial topic such as the use of a structured instructional design model emerges 

(Helmer, 1965; Linstone & Turoff, 1975).  

Major steps in the Modified Delphi Method for this study were: 

 Identify experienced practitioners in instructional design for graduate online 

education and determine her/his willingness to participate in this study. 

 Obtain declarative statements (via Internet-based survey software) from the 

experienced practitioners in response to the research questions. Note: Number of 

declarative responses depends on the responses of the panel. 

 Transcribe declarative responses when received from the panel and develop a 

Likert scale survey instruments for each of two subsequent rounds. 

 Analyze two rounds of Likert-scale responses.  

 Prepare data for feedback to panel for each round. 

 Announce each round of survey to panel (via email with survey hyperlink).  

 Results of the Third Round included interquartile ranges of the ratings. Any 

notations or comments in any round, if made by the panel, were analyzed for 

themes, patterns and commonalities to help determine consensus as well. 

These surveys were distributed via the Internet in the form Internet-based surveys (for 

all rounds). Answers to the Likert scale surveys and resulting statistics were analyzed for 

themes and patterns of consensus and reported in Chapter IV.  
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Within these surveys, experienced practitioners can then, re-rank responses or 

remain outside of the consensus of the other panel members. However, if a panel member 

changes her/his response, she/he was asked to explain the reluctance to come to 

consensus with the rest of the panel via comment fields provided in the Internet-based 

survey instrument.  

Selection of the experienced practitioner panel was chosen by the researcher using 

procedures outlined by Linstone and Turoff (1975). Panels can be anywhere from five or 

six to hundreds, but a small panel is recommended for most research. Experienced 

practitioners are defined in the Modified Delphi Method (as well as the original method) 

as those people who have experience in the field being studied that the researcher 

believes are most appropriate to be selected as panel members (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). 

Thus, justification of panel member selection is not needed as the researcher is given 

latitude in selecting experienced practitioners for a panel (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). 

However, the study used reputational sampling as a basis for panel selection. 

The Modified Delphi Method was used to achieve consensus among experienced 

practitioners on a topic in a given field of study or industry and researchers have 

modified the method in many ways since its creation in the 1950s at the RAND 

Corporation (Dalkey & Helmer, 1951; Helmer, 1963; Linstone & Turoff, 1975). Through 

solicitation of declarative statements and subsequent rounds of Likert-scale 

questionnaires, those experienced practitioners may come to consensus concerning an 

issue of debate in the field of instructional design theory and online education.  

Use of Human Subjects 
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The George Washington University Office of Human Research (GWU OHR), 

according to its regulations, maintains an exclusion status for certain kinds of research. 

The researcher has worked with the Office of Human Research to understand and provide 

information concerning this study to determine OHR review status. On July 13, 2009, the 

researcher received excluded status for this research study meaning that the study does 

not solicit any personally-identifiable information for reporting data, but only questions 

and thoughts on the work environment in which the participants are engaged.  

To obtain excluded status, the researcher, as suggested by The George 

Washington University Office of Human Research (GWU OHR), as well as the Graduate 

School of Education and Human Development, submitted a Determination Worksheet to 

one of the reviewers. The GWU OHR determined that this research “does not involve 

human subjects” as this study does not collect or use “identifiable private information.”  

Limitations and Assumptions 

 The Modified Delphi Method makes assumes that the expert panel selected by the 

researcher is valid and reliable based on certain criteria (outlined in Chapter III). The 

participants for this Delphi panel were researcher-identified experienced practitioners in 

the field of online graduate education at one accredited, United States university whose 

graduate programs are conducted solely online. The participants were selected using 

reputational sampling which is not a broad representation of individuals and cannot 

necessarily be generalized (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008). This sampling procedure 

follows the Delphi Method explained by Linstone and Turoff (1975) where they describe 

that the validity and reliability of the data is built into the Delphi process as identified 

experienced practitioners in the field are providing the data, thus, experienced 
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practitioners provide reliable data. Linstone and Turoff (1975) claim that a small group of 

informed participants (here, the panel’s experienced practitioners) is more desirable than 

a larger group of uninformed participants (random survey takers) and thus more capable 

of confronting a problem and coming to consensus. Additional research questions may 

emerge from the collected data and, because it is provided by experienced practitioners, it 

is valid and reliable to the problem at hand (Dalkey & Helmer, 1951; Helmer, 1965; 

Linstone & Turoff, 1975; Scheibe, Skutsch, & Schofer, 1975). 

A limitation of the study is the potential for generalizability. Because this study is 

conducted at one graduate school offering all of its graduate programs online, the results 

cannot be generalized to all distance education courses or programs granting graduate 

degrees. However, the results could be used in a best-practices scenario for other online 

graduate programs as a model for instructional design. 

Linstone (1975) has explained that there are pitfalls within the Delphi Method 

itself and researchers should be cautioned to avoid them. As this research study addresses 

a complex problem, instructional design theory in graduate online education, a pitfall or 

limitation could be the simplification urge. Linstone cautioned, 

As certainty is preferred to uncertainty, so simplicity is preferred to complexity. 
Flushed by the triumphs of science and technology we expect to use the same 
reductionist approach on social/behavioral systems as we have applied to 
technological one. We are convinced that the complexity of social systems can be 
reduced for purposes of analysis work without sacrificing realism (p. 564). 
 

Here, Linstone (1975) reminds researchers that over-simplifying the complex 

problem of research in a social, behavioral (even educational) environment should be 

avoided. When dealing with people and opinions, as this study does, each panel 

member’s perception of the problem at hand adds to the group reality or perception as 
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consensus is sought through the three rounds of this Modified Delphi study. “New means 

to communicate the gestalt of complex systems and to deal with patterns are needed for 

all aspects of Delphi” (Linstone, 1975, p. 565) and should be considered when addressing 

the issue in this study—exploring the potential use of instructional design theory in 

online graduation education. 

To overcome the pitfall of over-simplification of the problem for this study, the 

researcher engaged a panel of experienced practitioners chosen by reputation and not a 

random sampling of participants (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). Experienced practitioners 

selected in the field of online graduate education can provide meaningful and directed 

guidance on the research area. The expert panel is able to understand the problem at hand 

more directly than a random sample of participants potentially not involved in the design, 

development, or delivery of online graduate courses. 

Definition of Key Terms 

 For this study, the following terms are defined to add clarity to the contents of this 

document: 

Modified Delphi Method, Delphi, Delphi Method, Delphi Technique: Research 

methodology used to elicit opinions and subsequent consensus among a group of 

experienced practitioners in a particular field. For this study, a Modified Delphi Method 

was used. 

 

Distance Education: Learning delivered through the Internet and does not require the 

student or instructor to attend live, traditional classroom meetings. All coursework and 

interaction (i.e., discussion) is accomplished online either synchronously, 
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asynchronously, or a combination of both. Sometimes referred to as online learning or 

online education. 

 

Experienced Practitioners: Term used to identify the composition of the panel used in the 

course of this study. Know as experts within the literature for the Modified Delphi 

Method, experienced practitioners more aptly describes the panel composition for this 

study. 

 

Graduate Online Education: Any educational program that is offered totally online on the 

Internet and affords students the opportunity to gain a master’s degree that is post-

baccalaureate. Sometimes referred to as online graduate education. 

 

Instructional Design: Abbreviated as ID. A method by which courses are developed 

through structured processes such as the ADDIE model (Dick & Carey, 2006) that 

include analysis, design, development, implementation, and evaluation methods centered 

on the learning experience and content involved. Reigeluth (2009) explains that 

instructional design is, in short, a way to help people learn better. 

 

Instructional Designer: Individual in higher education who designs, administers, plans, 

oversees, and/or maintains online courses, regardless of content area, within an 

institution’s online course delivery system (e.g., Blackboard, Moodle, WebCT, etc.). 

These individuals are considered expert for purposes of this study based on the criteria 

outlined in Chapter III. 
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Modified Delphi Method: the research method driving this study that seeks consensus 

among a panel of experienced practitioners to solve a problem. For this study, the 

potential need for a distinct instructional design theory is explored among a group of 

experienced practitioners selected by reputational sampling. 

 

Online: connected to the Internet, existing on the Internet, used on the Internet. 
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

 The purpose of the literature review in research is to share results of other studies 

within the same area of the study at hand (Creswell, 2003). Creswell also describes that 

literature in qualitative research is used by inquirers “in a manner consistent with the 

assumptions of learning from the participant” (p. 30) in the study itself. As indicated in 

Chapter I, the Delphi Method lends itself to qualitative as well as quantitative inquiry, 

achieving consensus among subject matter experienced practitioners and Creswell’s 

notion of learning from the participant. These two aspects inform this study in online 

graduate education and instructional theory and have connections to the purpose of the 

literature review, the research methodology, and the subsequent findings that may form a 

consensus by the panel of participants. Schwandt (2007) describes the literature review as 

“analyzing and synthesizing multiple studies for the purpose of demonstrating their 

collective relevance to solving some problem” (p. 266). Literature in the review must also 

be relevant to the study at hand. Thus, the literature review plays a significant as well as a 

supportive role in the research study.  

For this study, the literature review is divided into three sections. The first section 

focuses on instructional design. The second section introduces the study’s theoretical 

framework of constructivism. The third section addresses the use of the Delphi Method in 

educational research.  

Boundaries for the Literature Review 
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 The focus of the literature review for this study is based on the criteria of recent 

and relevant research studies in the field of instructional design and online graduate 

education. Seminal literature and research on instructional design theory is also included.  

Additionally, the methodology used in this study, the Delphi Method and its use 

in educational research has been included in the literature review to clarify and support 

the need for additional consensus-gathering research in the field of education. The 

literature on the Delphi Method in educational research is bounded by historical 

information since its creation in the mid-1940s (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; Linstone & 

Turoff, 1975), as well as recent Delphi studies in education and additional information 

from researchers who use this method. 

During the literature search for this study, it became evident that the research 

literature in the area of instructional design theory in online graduate education 

environments was sparse and almost non-existent. The lack of research literature in 

instructional theory and use of technology (online or otherwise) is confirmed by 

Reigeluth (2009). He asserted that over twenty-five years of researching instructional 

theory in education, that  

instructional theorists seemed to be working in relative isolation from each other, 
building their own view of instruction with little regards to building on what 
knowledge already exists and what terminology has already been used for 
constructs they also describe (p. xi).  
 
It also became evident while conducting this literature search that the instructional 

approaches chosen for any given course, any content, any level of education, could be 

driven by the many different approaches there are to instruction. These approaches 

include direct instruction (Huitt, Monetti, & Hummel, 2009), discussion (Gibson, 2009), 

experiential (Lindsey & Berger, 2009), problem-based (Savery, 2009), and simulation 
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(Gibbons, McConkie, Seo, & Wiley, 2009). While different approaches to instructional 

design depend on the individual instructor, these approaches, among others, seem to have 

been set aside or even discarded in the area of online education (Reigeluth, 2009).  

Outcomes of the instructional design research described above can be 

characterized as imparting skill, imparting knowledge, or developing proficiency 

(Reigeluth, 2009). Depending on what aspect of instruction a theorist or researcher is 

intending to study or utilize depends on the approach given for the task at hand. Clearly, 

the implementation of instructional design theory could be dependent on the focus of the 

intent of the instruction or facet of instruction that is being employed and there is no 

standard approach to instructional design theory that theorists agree on. 

Tools for the Literature Search 

Literature searches for this study included common online criteria searches as 

described by Cooper (1998). Collection of this study’s literature was supported by using 

Educational Resource Information Clearinghouse (ERIC), EBSCOHOST Academic 

Search Premier, ProQuest, Google Scholar ™ and Google Books™. University library 

catalogs were also searched for print materials such as journals, periodicals and books 

relevant to this study. All of these resources provided solid, peer-reviewed literature on 

both related research for this study and historical materials for foundational information. 

Online Education 

Online Education Definition 

 Online education can be described as any educational course with goals and 

objectives conducted entirely or partially via the Internet where the student and instructor 

are separated by technology and place, but not necessarily by time as student and 
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instructor can interact online at the same time (Keegan, 1995; Means, et al., 2009). 

Online education definitions have also included learning environments where elements of 

face-to-face instruction and online instruction “are combined or blended (sometimes called 

“hybrid”) with face-to-face instruction to provide learning enhancement” (Means, et al., 

2009, p. 9).  

Online education should not be confused with distance education for this study as 

correspondence courses have been used for over 100 years (Moore, 2007) where teacher 

and student are separated by space as well as time. The researcher’s definition of online 

education is more aligned with Keegan’s definition where students and teachers are not 

necessarily separated by time. Therefore, the researcher’s definition of online education 

used for this study is 

Online education is any instruction designed to be delivered to learners 

completely via the Internet in synchronous and/or asynchronous modes where 

both student and teacher are not physically in the same location experiencing 

traditional, face-to-face learning at any time during the course offering (e.g., 

semester, term, seminar). 

Online Education Projections 

In the past two decades, there has been a marked increase in the number of 

graduate degree programs offered totally online. The National Center for Educational 

Statistics (NCES) projects that enrollment in postsecondary degree-granting institutions 

will increase 13% from the 2007 enrollment of 17.8 million to 20.6 million students by 

2018. However, these statistics do not take into account the impact of distance learning 

technologies on enrollment or degree completion.  
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Currently, 35% of private, for-profit, 4-year institutions (similar to the institution 

used in this study) reporting to the NCES offer graduate degree programs that are to be 

completed totally online. With an increase in graduate program enrollment combined 

with over one-third of 4-year institutions offering totally online graduate degrees, it can 

be expected that these enrollments and programs will increase over the years, even 

beyond the report’s projected year of 2018. These statistics confirm that online education 

is growing in programs and enrollment and should continue this trend for quite some 

time. 

With the continual increase in online programs, it seems to follow that there will 

also be a need for an increase in accreditation standards for these kinds of programs. 

Even with a marked increase in online education, Fawwaz (2008) indicates that 

credibility of such programs is of concern, as the the following demonstrates: 

Distance education is relatively new and there are those, including Scriven 
(1991), who have suggested that many traditional or classical educators do not 
believe that this type of programming is capable of delivering the same quality of 
content or instruction as is possible in traditional classroom settings. Be that as it 
may, the fact of the matter is that these programs are here to stay and Seldon 
(1960) has noted that an accreditation process has been used to review distance 
learning since the establishment of correspondence schools more than 100 years 
ago. (p. 36) 

Instructional Design 

Introduction 

To begin the discussion on instructional design, Turoff (2007) has stated that 

“instructional design especially with respect to online learning is quite a can of worms 

and there is much controversy in the literature” (personal communication). Turoff also 

stated that his “biggest concern is that administrative practices and policies may be the 

cause of decreasing educational effectiveness and opportunities by thinking online 
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learning allows larger classes by less expensive instructors and well designed educational 

materials to replace the need for better instructors or more expensive ones.” Here, Turoff 

is convinced that online instruction is hampered by administrator policies and practices 

by overloading classes, incorporating ready-made educational materials, and employing 

inferior instructors. This form of instructional design—driven by policy and not teaching 

practice—is problematic in delivering effective online education. 

Instructional Design Theory  

Definitions 

Instructional design theory (ID) has many definitions that are written based on 

researcher perspective. Reigeluth (1996) has defined instructional design theory as 

“explicit guidance on how to better help people learn” (p. 5). Molenda, Nelson and 

Reigeluth (2003) also offer a more detailed definition of instructional design as “that 

branch of knowledge concerned with theory and practice related to instructional 

strategies and systematic procedures for developing and implementing those strategies” 

(p. 2). Still another definition offered by Reigeluth and Carr-Chellam (2009) is “How to 

help people learn better” which is quite different from the 1996 definition “how to better 

help people learn” (p. 5). One statement by Reigeluth (2009) promotes assisting the 

learner in creating better tools to acquire new knowledge and the other statement (1996) 

is more instructionally-based (teacher imparts knowledge) than learning-based (student 

constructs knowledge). Reigeluth (2009) does not extend a definition to online education 

of any sort but asserts that researchers, in the future, should study the need for and 

development of instructional design theories in conjunction with current technologies. 

Reigeluth (2009) also cautions that a lack of instructional design theory, perhaps due to a 
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lack of proper definition, can present a lack of guidance for the conduct of teacher roles 

as mentor, designer, and facilitator. Reigeluth also states that online education and 

associated technology has grown so quickly that there may no longer be a need for theory 

or modeling.  

Another definition of instructional design theory is offered by Gustafson and 

Branch (2002) who decided that the term instructional development, for their purposes, 

will include instructional development and instructional design and make no distinction 

between the two terms. They stated that many researchers attempted to define the term 

instructional design but have only succeeded in convoluting definitions in this area of 

study. Their formal definition is “instructional design is a system of procedures for 

developing education and training programs in a consistent and reliable fashion. 

Instructional design is a complex process that is creative, active, and iterative” (p. 17). 

This definition is a change from their 1997 definition of instructional design as a 

“complex and purposeful process” (p. 18). However, Gustafson and Branch (1997) 

indicated that they agree with and promote the Seels and Richey (1994) definition that 

includes analysis, design, development, implementation, and evaluation as described by 

Dick, Carey, and Carey (2008) and the Analysis, Design, Development, Implementation 

and Evaluation model, known as the “ADDIE” model.  

Gagne (2005) has defined instructional design as resources and procedures 

combined to promote learning. Tracey and Richey (2007) have equated theoretical 

foundations and model applications of instructional design to the multiple intelligences 

(Gardner, 1993) theory whereby “people learn in at least seven different ways” (p. 371). 

This addition of additional theory combined with the lack of (and a confusion of) uniform 
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definition of instructional design, theory and model, procedure and process, may lead to 

fewer studies of instructional design in the future (Reigeluth, 1996).  

Origins of Instructional Design 

 Additional disagreement in the field of instructional design surrounds its 

exact origins and historical underpinnings. Snelbecker (1983) also stated that theories of 

instruction and instructional design at that time were similar in nature as there was a lack 

of definition for either topic. Snelbecker, consequently, used these terms interchangeably 

in his writing. In another attempt to define the beginnings of instructional design theory, 

Reiser (2002) outlined the very beginnings of instructional design theory occuring in the 

1940s at the time of World War II. Gustafson and Branch (2002) mentioned that there is 

debate over the origins of instructional design and that Silvern (1965) could very well 

have published the first instructional design theory that grew from the general systems 

theory (GST) for military and aerospace training. As stated earlier, one of the problems 

plaguing the field is the lack of clear definition of the term instructional design. 

Gustafson and Branch (2002) themselves even stated that they use the terms instructional 

design and instructional development interchangeably for their purposes thus further 

complicating any progress toward clear definition, standards, and process in the 

knowledge base of instructional design theory.  

Gustafson and Branch (2002) mentioned that models drive the development of 

instruction, almost using the word model interchangeably with the word theory. They 

also offered a taxonomy of instructional design models to help further classify more 

detailed instructional design models. The taxonomy includes models of classroom-

oriented, product-oriented, and systems-oriented instructional design models. Gustafson 
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and Branch (2002) also stated that course developers should have several instructional 

design models in mind when working with teachers to develop courses as teachers may 

not know the concepts of instructional design modeling.  

 In contrast to the above approaches to instructional design, Gros, Elen, Kerres, 

Merrienboer, and Spector (1997) insisted that instructional design theory does not guide 

the instructional designer and that only the designer’s knowledge on content is the way 

the designer determines instructional design of a course or curriculum. This notion is in 

contrast to the ideas of Gustafson and Branch (2002) where models seem to supersede the 

need for overarching theories as a mode of classification. In still another approach, 

Gagne, et al. (2005) claimed that instructional design theory is necessary and design 

models are needed to obtain consistent learning outcomes. Gagne et al. also stated that 

good instructional design can increase student success and offer guiding principles for the 

designer as well as teacher. 

Reigeluth and Carr-Chellam (2009) recognized the interrelationships of 

instructional design theories and a “hybrid of several of these kinds of theories … is most 

helpful” (p. 11) in understanding the importance of these kinds of theories. They include 

Dewey, Skinner, Gagne, and Ausabel as pioneers in instructional design theory. Again, 

they also employ different terms for instructional theory calling it “instructional-event 

design theory” (p. 11) but use the more simple term of instructional theory for most of 

their recent work. 

Through conducting the literature review, it became apparent that the only 

agreement among these theorists is that there is no agreement on terminology or even 

function of instructional design theory and instructional design models in education. 
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Clearly, the actual need for, as well as the history and definition of, instructional design 

theory is in contention and there is no consensus on the usefulness or future use of 

instructional design theory and models. As technology and online education became an 

additional, accepted educational environment, the move from theory-based instructional 

design to practice-based instructional design became evident (Anderson, 2007). The lack 

of consensus on the use of instructional design theory among experienced practitioners in 

this field must be addressed (Reigeluth, 2009) and this dilemma in turn serves as the basis 

for this study. 

Moore (2007) has defined instructional design theory in the context of distance 

education as “planned learning that occurs in a different place from teaching requiring 

special techniques of course design and instruction” (p. x). Moore (1993) states that 

online education is pedagogy and not a simple separation of student and teacher by time 

and distance. Moore’s pedagogical statement also brings into play an instructional role in 

design and delivery. This definition was reiterated, without change, from the Moore and 

Kearsley (1995) statement offered two years before.  

As stated above, there is a clear lack of consensus among instructional theorists 

concerning instructional design theory definition, history, and function. Reigeluth and 

Carr-Chellman (2009) have couched instructional design theory as an area of knowledge. 

They purport that every area of knowledge, including instructional design theory, goes 

through an initial developmental phase where differences are evident among theorists—

just as instructional design theory is now. They also believe that the field of instructional 

design theory now is ready to begin the second phase of development of a common 

knowledge base with consistent terminology among theorists in this area.  
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Some researchers such as Lee and Paulus (2001) offered the definition 

“instructional design theories are prescriptive and design-oriented, identifying methods of 

instruction (including instructional strategies and tactics) and the situations in which 

these methods should and should not be used, based on instructional conditions and 

desired outcomes” (p. 245). They bring into play a complex set of components to a theory 

(methods, decision making) that are not as simple as the definition to help people learn, 

as offered by Reigeluth (1999). 

Terminology in the field of instructional design theory lacks consensus among 

theorists and researchers and the following terms have been used interchangeably in the 

literature: instructional design, instructional design theory, instructional strategy, 

instructional design model, instructional systems design, instructional model, 

instructional theory, and instructional technique. For this study, instructional design 

theory cannot be defined in definite terms.  

Due to a lack of consensus and literature on the matter of instructional design 

theory, specifically in online graduate education, the researcher has developed the 

following definition of instructional design theory: 

Instructional design theory in online graduate education is the systematic process 

by which Internet-based media is used to create an environment focused on learner 

characteristics, instructional techniques, and learning outcomes while addressing issues 

of the separation of time and space between learner and instructor. 

The researcher has come to appreciate that there is no standard terminology or 

definition (or even guidance) for instructional design theory in online graduate education 

and will follow the advice of Reigeluth (2009) to continue research and study in this area 
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especially in terms of distance education, specifically, online graduate education. After 

over 25 years of research, study and conjecture in the area of instructional design, it 

seems as if these theorists and researchers may now be ready to establish a common set 

of standards and terminology. Based on the number of theorists and length of time that no 

solid knowledge base, commonality of terminology, or consistent application of a 

standard system of instructional design theory has been established, it could be many 

more years before consistency in the field actually emerges. 

Instructional Design and Online Graduate Education 

The increase in demand for graduate degree study online has impacted the design 

and development of online courses. McNeil, Chernish, and Defranco (2000) stated that 

many “educational institutions are racing to move from conventional classrooms to 

online delivery of courses… the process of migration from the classroom to the web is 

simply taking the form, format and content of the traditional teacher –centered model and 

delivering it electronically” (p. 384). Their study of an approach to designing an online 

masters program was to present the faculty with the question, “What are the desired goals 

for the online masters program for the college?” (p.386).  

The study was conducted using the Modified Delphi Method (Linstone & Turoff, 

1975) and sought consensus of all program faculty who examined the design of the online 

program, its course, and student goals. Several of the goals that the faculty agreed on 

were learner-centered and they stated that the courses must be relevant to student needs, 

apply principles of critical thinking, and present interesting and satisfying learning 

experience. The stated goals that received consensus also align with concepts of 
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constructivism, which is the theoretical framework for this study, as the goals heavily 

stress student-related concepts and center on student success.  

Lee and Paulus (2001) sought to develop a new theory for instructional design for 

interactions within online graduate education. They attempted to create a new 

instructional design theory “to provide guidance for designers of Web-based graduate 

courses” (p. 246). The interactions of learner-to-self, learner-to-learner, learner-to-

instructor, and learner-to-resources were considered evaluative criteria for the study to 

determine learning outcomes in the online learning environment. They concluded that 

interaction on the learner-to-learner level was preferred among the students thus 

supporting the construct of community in the online environment. They also 

recommended further study into learner collaborative work in the online environment to 

more deeply explore “the learning outcomes and methods of evaluation specific to adult 

learners” (p. 250). 

Theoretical Framework 

Constructivism 

Among the many theoretical frameworks of educational research resulting from a 

variety of historical and cultural settings, constructivism has emerged as a popular 

framework for instructional design, development, and practice in education as it takes 

into account the student as a whole person, not merely a receptacle of teacher doled-out 

knowledge.  

In constructivism, educators must make learning an active, experiential process 

where learners create new ideas and thinking through the reconstruction and application 

of individual outside lived experiences (Dewey, 1912). The constructivist framework of 
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learning is founded on the concept that all students construct and reconstruct individual 

understandings of lessons through reflection on these experiences (Dewey, 1906). At the 

time of Dewey’s writing, classroom education consisted of teacher-centered pedagogy 

that was governed by teacher lectures for the entire class period (Pinar, Reynolds, 

Slattery, & Taubman, 1995). Dewey, an educational philosopher who is credited with the 

progressive education movement, stated that teachers must acknowledge that a student 

comes to the classroom as a complete person, not just one who brings academic-specific 

knowledge and experiences into the classroom but also a host of interactions and 

experiences with family, friends, and community. These experiences are then used to 

make connections within the class work. The constructivist’s main focus is on how the 

“everyday, intersubjective world…is constituted” (Schwandt, 2000, p. 192). In 

accordance with these student connections and experiences, the classroom environment 

(i.e., teaching technique) can also shift in strategy based on student responses and 

reactions thus creating a more student-focused and differentiated classroom that can 

address many learning styles. 

Presuming that instructors always know what each student needs in order to learn 

can appear entirely self-centered in nature thus making education a one-way relationship. 

How we teach and learn might be mismatched in some way when they should work in 

conjunction with one another (McDermott, 1993). The notion that teaching and learning 

are separate in practice can be an obstacle to creating and utilizing a constructivist 

framework in the classroom, according to McDermott. These notions create implications 

for learning and instruction while reflecting on educational practice through these 

questions: “1) what is the relationship between what I am trying to teach and students’ 
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past experience, and 2) what is the relationships between what I am trying to teach and 

my students’ personal purposes” (Pinar, et al., 1995, p. 752). These questions lead 

constructivist teachers to think and re-think—construct and reconstruct—unique teaching 

practices to ensure a learning environment that benefits all students and incorporates 

individual cultural and social setting experiences.  

To understand the composition of student-centered learning environments via 

constructivism, it is necessary to understand the components of the framework itself. 

Constructivist educators make learning an active process in which learners create new 

ideas and connections through the reconstruction of experiences (Bruner, 1960; von 

Glasersfeld, 1995). Because both student and teacher can be involved in creating the 

constructivist environment, constructivism can be seen as not just a learning framework, 

but also an instructional framework that includes both student and teacher in the 

educational process. 

In constructivism, lesson goals and objectives are met, but the value added 

through this approach is a more meaningful educational process through active, engaged 

learning. Oser and Baeriswyl (2001) remind us that Ernst von Glasersfeld as well as 

Piaget have the student learning in an active environment that does not exclude the 

outside, lived experiences. While von Glasersfeld (1995) spoke of a more radical 

constructivism within a more active learning setting, the student-centered theme is 

present and thus directly connects with the works of Dewey, Piaget and Vygotsky. 

Within this framework, a student gains a deeper, richer understanding of the lesson and 

not simply the memorization of facts for future testing.  
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Tyler (1949) also cautioned against pure lecture, teacher-centered learning by 

saying, “he has not acquired the objective when the teacher does the problem solving and 

the student only watches” (p. 70). The student’s passive activity Tyler described is the 

antithesis of constructivism and does not take into consideration student lived 

experiences as well as opinions and frames of reference that are incorporated into the 

constructivist learning and teaching. With all the topics teachers are required to cover in 

the time given, a lot of instruction can look like the undocumented model of copy-

memorize-regurgitate-purge processes that continue without truly addressing the subject 

of learning. In order to reach the student, it is essential to include the student and the 

outside experiences that come with that student. Engaging the student as an active 

participant in education provides a richer environment conducive to student-centered 

learning. As noted above, each individual brings her/his own experiences into the 

classroom that enriches learning and these unique experiences should be incorporated 

into the lessons for reconstruction of experience and more meaningful lessons (Dewey, 

1906).  

Constructivism and Instructional Design 

Connections to instructional design via the constructivist framework have been 

formalized since the time of Bruner (1966) according to Gustafson and Branch (1997). 

Bruner (1966) wrote about the importance of a structure for learning as well as a 

readiness for learning involving both teacher and student knowledge. Bruner stated that 

ordinary instructors must be ready to teach ordinary students and that conveying 

principles and tasks is only a small part of instruction.  

Mastery of the fundamental ideas of a field involves not only the grasping of 
general principles, but also the development of an attitude toward learning and 
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inquiry, toward guessing and hunches, toward the possibility of solving problems 
on one’s own (Bruner, 1966, p. 20). 
 
Still others insist that Kilpatrick (1918), a constructivist theorist and progressive 

educator, offers a theory of instruction via his Project Method, containing four major 

points that are aligned with constructivism: 1. Predisposition towards participatory 

learning, 2. Structured body of knowledge designed toward the learner, 3. Effective 

presentation of material, and 4. Distribution of rewards and punishments (Kilpatrick, 

1918). 

Kilpatrick’s description of instructional technique was expanded by Phillips 

(1995) who stated that constructivists do not believe that an individual comes into the 

world with her/his “cognitive data banks already pre-stocked with empirical knowledge” 

(p. 5). Phillips also explained that von Glasersfeld supported the idea of students as whole 

individuals when he reminds us they “belong to a real world of unquestionable objects, as 

real as the student” (p. 6).  

With regard to online education, Moore (2007) points out that  

the most notable statement in terms of the impact of constructivism on distance 
education came from Hawkridge (1999)... identified three challenges which 
remained to be met: First, educational technologists should understand and apply 
constructivism rather than behaviourism in their development of teaching and 
learning systems. Second they should develop systems for teaching and learning 
that match the opportunities offered by the hardware and software of modern 
computers and telecommunications, including the Web. Third, they should answer 
the moral and ethical challenges from those who criticize educational 
technologists for not caring enough about teachers and students, for not endorsing 
an emancipator view of education” (p. 654).  
 

Since that time, constructivism in distance education has been discussed in 

literature but not fully addressed in the area of instructional design theory in online 

graduate education. Thus, Moore’s views on Hawkridge and the call to constructivism in 
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distance education, constructivism has been chosen as the theoretical framework for this 

study. 

Summary 

Theoretical frameworks are used to identify concepts that guide research 

(Creswell, 1999). The theoretical framework chosen for this study is constructivism and, 

as defined, can benefit both instructor and student based on the following common 

criteria of the constructivist theory. The consensus among experienced practitioners, as 

sought by this study, also aligns with constructivism as new knowledge is being 

constructed based on the experience and opinions of the panel. 

Constructivism traditionally is focused on student-centered instruction and 

creating a deeper, more internalized understanding of the material for the student. 

Constructivism is a logical selection for this study as the need for a theory is explored. In 

turn, the potential need for a theory may inform instructors of better instructional 

techniques in online graduate education thus creating a better learning environment for 

students. 

Theoretical Framework Construct 

Theoretical constructs can be viewed as components of a larger theoretical 

framework for a research study. The theoretical framework chosen for this study is 

constructivism. Constructivism has been defined as a the recognition that a person’s 

learning process is individual and unique as influenced by his/her own outside, lived 

experiences (Bereiter, 2002; Bruner, 1966; Dewey, 1906; Piaget, 1970; Vygotsky, 1978 ). 

Constructivist learning, including constructivist instruction, is the key piece of the 

constructivist framework. Within this framework of constructivism, and specifically for 
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this research study, the construct of online learning communities is explored. This 

construct within the theoretical framework of constructivism guides the research 

methodology by presenting the realities of online education such as group interaction and 

dynamics, sense of community, and regard for separation of instructor and student by 

time, distance, and asynchronous communication. This construct demonstrates the 

realities that make up online education courses and classrooms and should be considered 

when studying instructional design theory in graduate online education. 

Constructivism and Online Learning Communities 

One aspect of learning that brings students together in a collective and 

collaborative mode of learning is the creation of online learning communities (OLC). 

Online learning community is defined by the researcher as learning environments 

delivered in a completely Internet-based environment that include collaborative and 

interactive activities allowing both teacher and student to establish a sense of belonging, 

purpose and presence in the classroom to reach learning outcomes. This definition is 

supported by Palloff and Pratt (2007) in their writing and research of online learning 

communities where they state that “students gather online, just as they do on the campus 

of a university. To accomplish this, they must establish a sense of presence online” 

(p.14). They found that in order to attain course goals, instructors must also not simply 

post discussion questions and assignments and expect students to act collaboratively or 

feel a sense of belonging in the online classroom. Additionally, Tu (2004) has also stated 

that instructors not involved in the process of online learning are detracting from a 

potential sense of community in the online classroom. He also mentions three constructs 

of online learning communities that include interactivity, social context, and 
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technologies. However, it is not enough to simply have these constructs in place in an 

online course. He also states that online learning community needs to be sustained 

through both instructor-student interaction and student-student interaction all culminating 

in course information as well as new knowledge and insights being shared in the online 

classroom. 

It is important to note the differences in traditional and online learning and 

teaching settings, but the online learning community setting should not be seen as 

necessarily inferior. Clark (1983) discovered that student achievement levels in 

computer-based courses versus traditional classroom courses are the same. Distance 

educators contend that traditional forms of education are inflexible and curriculum does 

not address the multitude of learning styles of students in her/his classroom (Fitzpatrick, 

2001). 

Cyberspace is an ideal place for learning and building those communities and this 

movement displays a shift in educational methods from teaching to more of a learning 

environment (Barr & Tagg, 1995). However, the aural cues of spoken language, 

intonation and visual cues of body language that are not evident in online learning 

communities could remain barriers to the effectiveness of the communication medium. 

This could also lead to difficulties with student learning through technology. While 

distance education may not be superior to traditional face-to-face education, it is not 

worse than traditional education and certainly is an alternative means of communication 

for valuable course information or group work projects.  

Palloff and Pratt (1999) stated that unlike face-to-face classrooms, a sense of community 

must be facilitated in online environments through online introductions within the online 
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classroom as well as including student opinions in the guidelines for the course (e.g., 

online chat meeting times, topics for asynchronous discussion). They also explained that 

Mezirow (1991) created the term transformative learning to describe knowledge based 

on reflections and interpretations of experiences thus aligning transformative learning to 

constructivism. Online coursework and discussions should be facilitated by the instructor 

and therefore, a sense of community is also fostered because “in distance education, 

attention needs to be paid to the developing sense of community within the group of 

participants in order for the learning process to be successful (Palloff & Pratt, 2007, p. 

29). As students embrace learning through technology, that learning metamorphoses into 

a give-and-take student learning group, or mini-classroom within the larger group 

context, learning communities online are formed by students in a constructivist fashion 

bringing individual experiences into the environment.  

Turoff, et al., (2004) also confirmed the relevance of the Delphi Method in online 

learning communities and studying asynchronous learning networks (e.g., message 

boards) within distance courses. They surmised that the area of content analysis for 

asynchronous communication and distance courses needs more study. This study also 

indicated that, beyond qualitative content analysis, quantitative analysis could be helpful 

in the area of knowledge transfer and learning.  

The Delphi Method and its many modifications have been used in educational 

research settings for many years and more recently have focused on online education, 

including group communication online (Kurubacak, 2007; Turoff, et al., 2004; Turoff, et 

al., 1995;). As student enrollment continues to expand in online education, it is 
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reasonable to believe that additional research among groups of experienced practitioners 

will increase as well. 

Research Paradigm 

“It is not surprising that most persons when asked to define the term paradigm are 

unable to offer any clear statement of its meaning” (Guba, 1990, p.17). Guba also states 

that Kuhn, responsible for the creation of the research paradigm use himself offered over 

21 definitions of paradigm and that having a term not cast in stone is most intellectually 

useful. With all of this uncertainty concerning even the definition of paradigm, and the 

uncertainty and controversy concerning distinctions between the theoretical framework, 

constructs and instructional design definition (lack of) for this study as explained earlier, 

it would appear that no specific paradigm would be appropriate. Schwandt (1998) stated 

that particular meanings of frameworks and paradigms are “shaped by the intent of their 

users” (p. 118) and that, in order to be a constructivist, “one need not be an antirealist” (p. 

119). He explains that ideas and concepts can be invented rather than discovered, which, 

is subjective in nature and cannot necessarily be quantified. Much like constructivism, the 

research paradigm of postpositivism has been chosen for this study as a non-traditional 

pairing with the constructivism theoretical framework because  “the whole paradigm was 

developed in part as an antidote to the positivism of quant methods” (T. Wright, personal 

communication, 2009). While Wright explains that “qualitative researchers would 

generally disagree on principal that you could identify as a postpositivist” (2009, p. 3), 

the mere rejection of the absolute answer to complex problems is a foundation of 

constructivism as well as postpositivism. The subjective nature of researchers’ and 
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theorists’ writings on constructivism and instructional design, the postpositivist research 

paradigm was used to guide this study.  

Postpositivism is an area of controversy and little consensus in the area of why 

researchers throw out old ideas and adapt new ones to the currently-accepted reality 

(Phillips, 1990). Phillips connects Dewey’s (1906) ideas of outside experiences as 

playing a role in the creation of new knowledge thus questioning what reality really is 

and what it is not based on subjective criteria. Phillips also states that most scientific 

study is “underdetermined” meaning all of the knowledge that may be available is not 

being used and only subjective criteria for a current theory or finding can be in place, all 

based on researcher-identified information. The mindset of postpositivists is that the only 

truth or knowledge is based on current reality of the researcher’s environment or “tribe” 

and distinctly connects this subjectivity to constructivism, as described by Phillips 

(1990). 

The postpositivist paradigm was used to guide the research design and analysis 

for this project. The postpositivist paradigm is a response to positivist views and asserts 

that empirical, irrefutable foundations of knowledge are not absolute nor do they indicate 

the one, true way of thinking (Guba & Lincoln, 2005). Rather, postpositivism allows for 

the changing of knowledge bases and that reality is constructed and yet imperfect based 

on values and traditions of the participants (Guba & Lincoln, 2005). This rejection of 

traditional scientific method is a main viewpoint of the philosopher, Karl Popper. 

Popper’s repudiation of the classical methods of inquiry fed the postpositivist research 

paradigm. Popper’s philosophy has indicated that our views of the world have improved 
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through time based on additional information gleaned through investigation (Popper, 

1963).  

 The postpositivism approach is shaped by the researcher’s own values, views, and 

perceptions of the world (Guba & Lincoln, 2005; May, 2002, Popper, 1963,). More 

succinctly, postpositivism has been defined by Guba and Lincoln (2005) as an extension 

of the positivist paradigm without the absolute conclusions of pure empirical inquiry. 

They claim that postpositivism is a more subjective process that is based on “nonfalsified 

hypotheses that are probable facts or laws” (p.196) rather than typically true-or-false 

findings with hypotheses. While Guba and Lincoln (2005) do not extensively elaborate 

on the distinctions of the postpositivist paradigm, they have labeled the postpositivist 

paradigm as critical evaluation. Other researchers who have commented on the paradigm 

have labeled postpositivism in different ways by calling it neopositivism (Fischer, 1998; 

Krauss, 2005), realist evaluation (Henry, Julnes, & Mark, 1998), postempiricism (Krauss, 

2005), and critical realism (May, 2001). Each label possesses the commonality of an 

evolving method of subjective, rather than objective, knowledge creation that seeks more 

of a context-driven mode for acquiring knowledge rather than a distinct scientific proof 

that concludes at a one-size-fits-all answer. 

Fischer (1998) has described postpositivism as neopositivism. Fischer further 

explains that neopositivism further informs the traditional scientific method and takes the 

objective, absolute answer to the level of constructed and subjective knowledge. Fischer 

claims that social scientists already engage in and have been engaging in discovering new 

truths through continued exploration of inquiry “for the postpositivist social scientist, the 

solution to this epistemological problem is to turn from the traditional understanding of 
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scientific proof or verification to a discursive, contextual understanding of social inquiry” 

(p.131). 

Fischer (1998) also agrees with Popper’s views in his definition of knowledge 

advancement by stating that it  

cannot be understood as a linear process driven by the better experiment. 
From this perspective, there can be no such thing as a "fact" as the term is 
conventionally understood. Facts, in the natural as well as the social 
world, depend upon underlying assumptions and meanings. What is taken 
to be a fact is in effect the decision of a particular community of inquirers 
who work within a set of theoretical presuppositions to which they 
subscribe (p. 137). 

 Henry, Julnes and Mark (1998) have connected postpositivism to the label of 

realist evaluation as a paradigm for the new construction of knowledge based on 

individual experiences, frames of reference, and values. They posit an emerging theory in 

support of practice for the research paradigm which aligns with the purpose of this study 

to document a potential need for instructional design theory in online graduate education.  

Postpositivism and Constructivism 

Traditionally, interpretivism and constructivism are associated with one another in 

educational research as the accepted paradigm/framework pair (Creswell, 2003, 2008; 

Schwandt, 2000;) in research. Although postpositivism is usually not connected with 

constructivism, parallels exist between this paradigm and the framework. It should be 

noted that Lee, Driscoll, and Nelson (2004) discuss the future of distance education 

research and stated that “new research methodology and paradigms are needed to 

advance distance education research” (2004, p. 239) which can include paradigms not 

used before in conjunction with other frameworks and methodologies or the creation of 

new paradigms specific to distance education. They also concluded that “in spite of the 

importance of research methodology and the inevitable concomitant shift in research 
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paradigm, how research methodology and the research paradigm should be used in 

distance education has been given relatively little concern among distance learning 

educators” (pp. 239-240). To explore new connections between paradigm, framework, 

and methodology has been suggested for research in online education and therefore is 

explored in this study. 

Both postpositivism and constructivism recognize that knowledge creation is an 

ongoing, evolving process that is subjective and influenced by individual and societal 

values, norms, and experiences (Dewey, 1906; Popper, 1963). Harlow, Cummings, and 

Aberasturi (2006) stated constructivism, like postpositivism, affects the “way one sees 

and approaches the learning process” (p. 1). Through this observation, constructivism 

also can be seen as aligned to the philosophy of Popper (1963), as a postpositivist, in 

conjunction with Bruner (1964), Piaget (1952) and Dewey (1906), as constructivists. This 

demonstrates that postpositivist and constructivist theorists all acknowledge the creation 

of subjective knowledge based on the participant’s world view and personal experiences. 

Harlow, Cummings, and Aberasturi (2006) concluded that  

Piaget and Popper both agree that the construction of knowledge occurs when the 
subjectivity of World Two intersects with the external reality of Worlds One and 
Three. Accordingly, these two theorists have enriched our understanding of an 
idea of constructivism that does not trap the learner into an imprisoned 
subjectivity (p. 48). 
 

The need for a theory applied to current practice in education is evident to Henry, 

Julnes and Mark (1998) in that defined themes of commonsense realism and views of 

reality in terms of conceptual dynamics happen on different levels for different people. 

This definition of the construction of knowledge further supports not only constructivist 

frameworks, but also the notions of Popper’s postpositivist paradigm. Henry, Julnes, and 
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Mark further explained these trends in postpositivism and theory in support of practice 

are based on derived knowledge that  

accepts the world the empiricists sought to understand while rejecting the 
presumed objectivity that constructivists appropriately criticized. Further, 
the framework can account for complex emergent phenomena that do not 
fit more positivist explanations without sacrificing the commonsense 
realism that some constructivists have abandoned (p. 38).   
 

Clearly, in this respect, the rejection of the absolute answer and the inclusion of 

constructivist theory are based on non-positivist thinking and non-objective realities. 

Phillips and Burbules (2000) also explain that human knowledge “is not based on 

unchallengeable, rock-solid foundations—it is conjectural” (p. 26). This view can be 

directly correlated to Popper’s conjecture-based research and refutation of single 

conclusion research.  

While using the aforementioned definitions, explanations, and positions on 

postpositivist thinking, the postpositivist researcher assumes the following: 

 That research outcomes change over time based on participant values, 

views, and discoveries and “that real objects are subject to value laden 

observation” (Krauss, 2005, p. 762); 

 That traditional scientific-method procedures could not produce all 

possible results of a research problem and there is no, purely objective 

reality (Fischer, 1998; Popper, 1963); and, 

 That the researcher who works from this perspective is cognizant of both 

the absolute, objective and the socially-conditioned, subjective knowledge 

creation process of both the researcher and participant thus positing “a 

reality that maybe considered real but fallible” (Wollin, 1995, p. 80). 
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Considering these three assumptions of postpositivist research, there are 

similarities of this paradigm that align with the theoretical framework of constructivism 

which also was chosen to guide this study.  

Other parallels of constructivism and postpositivism can be drawn based on 

Popper’s Worlds One, Two, and Three (Popper, 1978). Popper’s World One consists of 

the physical world of things such as energy, plants, and animals. His World Two consists 

of the mental or psychological world consisting of perceptions, observations and the 

subjective world of individual viewpoints. Popper’s World Three is the world of creation 

of the human mind such as scientific theories and conjectures that can then be falsified, 

refuted, or redefined (Popper, 1978). Bereiter (1994) explained that Popper’s Worlds 

“provide a useful schema for clarifying various issues having to do with knowledge, 

including the issue of relations between schooling and the scholarly disciplines” (1994, p. 

22). Bereiter also correlates constructivist values when stating that Popper’s World 3 

enables students “to become familiar with the World 3 objects that have already been 

produced and to learn to create new ones, to evaluate, interrelate, suggest improvements 

in, and produce representation of them” (p. 23). Through this view, it is clear that aspects 

of Popper’s World 3 and the notion of science as falsification (Popper, 1963) are also 

evident in the theoretical framework of constructivism.  

Educational research and its connections to constructivism and postpositivism 

have been supported by Phillips and Burbules (2000). They posited that all knowledge 

production whether in a social setting or a laboratory environment is subjective. Based on 

the prior experiences, knowledge, and values of any participant in any kind of inquiry, 

these experiences will influence the outcome of research, no matter what the hypotheses 
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may be. They also purported that multiple realities are created based on multiple beliefs 

and multiple truths. They remind us that both Dewey (1906) and Eisner (1971) embrace 

individual realities and construction of reality based on multi-dimensional, individual 

approaches, as does Popper (1963). One striking criticism of one-dimensional 

conclusions is that traditional “science gives a very limited account of a situation and 

does not attempt to capture the richness, the complex reality, of situation such as those 

that occur in classrooms” (Phillips & Burbules, 2000, p. 38). These apparent parallels 

between traditional constructivist educators, aligning with postpositivist ideals connects 

well with the research basis of consensus gathering for this research study as consensus 

gathering is subjective in nature and cannot be hypothesized or predicted (Turoff, 1975; 

2000). 

In conclusion, this study utilized the postpositivist research paradigm in light of 

the similarities drawn above with the constructivist theoretical framework in use for this 

study. Guba and Lincoln (2005) define the relationship of constructivism to foundations 

of truth and knowledge as “antifoundational” (p. 198) just as Popper rejects an absolute 

truth in his writings on knowledge acquisition and the postpositivist realm. Popper’s 

Worlds in the postpositivist paradigm combined with the commonalities drawn in the 

constructivist literature of Bereiter, Dewey, and Bruner certainly validate the use of the 

paradigm for this research. 

Postpositivism and Instructional Design 

 One compelling argument for the non-traditional use of the framework/paradigm 

pairing of constructivism/postpositivism has been noted by Snelbecker (1999) as explains 

that theories are “guidelines, not perfection” (p. 31) with regard to instructional design 
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theory in research and practice. He explored both Dewey (1929) and Popper (1957) in the 

same writing by drawing parallels between the two noting that “laws and facts… do not 

yield rules of practice. Their value for educational practice… is indirect; it consists in 

provision of intellectual instrumentalities to be used by the educator” (p. 31). Snelbecker 

stated that Popper noted “all theories are trials; they are tentative hypotheses…all 

experimental corroboration is simply the result of tests undertaken in a critical spirit, in 

an attempt to find out where our theories err” (p.31-32). Dewey and Popper see research 

and practice as subjective, rather than absolute and objective. Therefore, being marked as 

philosopher and scientist respectively, Dewey and Popper appreciate the means of 

instruction where no one theory exists and potentially never will.  

As Reigeluth (2009) and other researchers have encouraged the next generation of 

instructional design researchers to continue the search for commonality in instructional 

design theory, they believe that there is a distinct need for new paradigmatic lenses in 

research and practice as well as a need for the standardization of terminology and 

approaches, especially where technology and online education is concerned. Reigeluth 

(2009) implored instructional theorists to think about a vision for an information-age 

paradigm of education…we need instructional theorists to contribute to a common 

knowledge base for the new paradigm, not for the paradigm of a bygone era” (p. 398). By 

taking into consideration Reigeluth’s four main roles of technology in an information-age 

educational system, all student-learning based, he confirms that teachers can no longer 

achieve instructional goals without technology. Record keeping, planning, instruction, 

and assessment of student learning become more meaningful and easier to execute using 

technology. He has also cautioned that reliance on technology should not be seen as a 
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substitute for instructional theory. He saw evolving theory as “critical for technology to 

reach its potential contribution in this role” (p. 397) and supported a view into an 

information-age paradigm grounded in technology, which, in itself, cannot be viewed 

without the knowledge, influences, and perceptions of the individual researcher and 

practitioner. Whereas technology is, in itself, a more scientifically-based mode of study, 

Reigeluth states that there is no student-centered learning without it. Therefore, resolving 

the dilemmas of research approaches to science versus social science are continuing to 

blend to approaches of science and social science. 

This study uses the paradigmatic lens of postpositivism in the hopes that new 

relationships can be made to online graduate education research and instructional design 

theory. Snelbecker (1999, 1983) and Reigeluth (2009) have made connections to the 

subjective nature of knowledge, research, and influences of the outside lived world and 

values of both researchers and practitioners in the field of instructional design. It is hoped 

that this study informs the field of instructional design theory and encourages other 

researchers to make new connections in framework/paradigmatic pairings and that 

practitioners can easily apply a common knowledge base to online course design and 

instruction. 

The Delphi Method in Online Higher Education Research 

 As mentioned earlier, there is no standard definition or application of instructional 

design theory in general and, more specifically for this study, online graduate education. 

The Delphi Method was chosen as the methodology to attempt to come to a consensus on 

instructional design theory using a group of experienced practitioners.  
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Created in the 1950s by the RAND Corporation, the Delphi Method is a way to 

structure group communication to achieve consensus among experienced practitioners 

(Linstone & Turoff, 1975). This methodology is a repetitive and iterative process that 

achieves group consensus rapidly and results can be presented in almost real-time 

reporting (Landeta, 2006). Landeta reported on the general validity of the Delphi Method 

in social science research and discovered that “this technique can be adapted to different 

social realities and requirements, making a positive contribution to social progress 

provided it is applied with the necessary methodological rigour” (p. 472). He also 

mentioned the social validity of the study and indicated that use of the method in research 

was positive and the communication aspect of the process was the most enlightening (i.e., 

contacting the panel members through all the rounds of the Delphi). Moreover, Landeta 

(2006) stated that the use of the Delphi Method “in research has not fallen over the last 

30 years, and over the last 5 years there has been even a greater proliferation of articles 

using this technique” (p. 479). Landeta also offered evidence that the novelty of the 

Delphi Method had been overcome and the technique is now fully accepted by the 

scientific community with present-day validity and use. The number of articles and 

doctoral theses in the social sciences using the Delphi method has increased, as well, over 

the last two decades. 

To illustrate more specifically the use of the Delphi Method in educational 

research, Nash (1978) offered an historical review of the research in educational 

environments and concentrated on the need for and expert sampling of the panel 

members. Nash also discussed three areas of concentration in education where the Delphi 

has been useful: educational goals, curriculum planning, and effectiveness/cost-benefit 
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measures. Although Nash’s study is three decades old, most Delphi Method research 

conducted during the past fifty years is consistent in quoting the same developers and 

authors of the method including Dalkey & Helmer (1951), Delbecq, Van de Ven, & 

Gustafson, (1975), Linstone & Turoff (1975). 

Instructional design has also shown research using the Delphi Method, as 

Reigeluth and Carr-Chellam (2009) sought a common knowledge base for instructional 

theory. They mentioned that “it would be helpful to reach some consensus on constructs 

about the nature of instructional theory and terms for those constructs” (p. 17). They also 

used reputational sampling, as this study does, in his pursuit of the common knowledge 

base and terminology for instructional design theory. Admittedly, they found a low 

response rate for the first round because they attached “a 3-page preliminary version of 

terms and definitions to the email” (p. 17). They suspected the participants thought it 

would take an inordinate amount of time to complete and potentially became 

disinterested. One respondent even stated, “What you are hoping to achieve is consensus. 

That won’t happen” (p. 18).  

Subsequent rounds of the Delphi process revealed that the consensus for a 

common knowledge base and terms was that, among instructional design theorists, they 

need to recognize the evolutionary nature of definitions as technologies, goals and 

contexts change. This conclusion leads back to the original premise for this study and the 

study of instructional design theory in general—there is no common knowledge base or 

common terms that will endure to guide instructional designers and theorists in course 

creation. 
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Rockwell, Furgason and Marx (2000) conducted a Delphi study to identify 

research needs in the field of online education. They identified several needs for online 

education including cooperation and collaboration among institutions and designing the 

educational experience for the online learner. These were the top two research and 

evaluation priorities for distance education. They also indicated that as “more and more 

educators teach via distance, research and evaluation requirements will need to be 

monitored” (p. 10).  

Additional research was conducted by Kurubacak (2007) concerning research 

priorities in the area of online workers and mobile learning technologies. Kurubacak 

concluded that “A group of experts from distance education provided us with the 

opportunity for continuing explorations of problems, dilemmas and barriers” (p. 25). 

Utilizing the Modified Delphi Method, the Kurubacak study revealed the following areas 

for the results:  

1) the distinguishing qualities and factors of technological change strongly 
underline the role and responsibilities of the future researches; 2) the problems of 
social adjustments to technological change powerfully comprise the impacts on 
socio-cultural patterns and democratic way of life; and 3) the responsibilities and 
roles of online workers professionally generate new dimensions in the process of 
change (p. 25).  
 

Summary 

The use of the Delphi Technique in educational research has been in practice for 

several decades and provides valuable research conclusions based on expert advice and 

consensus. Instructional design theory research continues to conclude, based on expert 

opinion, that definitions continue to be vague and a common knowledge base still has not 

taken shape. The Delphi Method as used in educational research has increased over the 

last two decades and it is expected to continue (Landeta, 2006). 
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With regard to theory, Turoff (personal communication, 2009) has stated that 

there is a problem in online education of “what is necessary and what is sufficient for 

teaching”. He combined teaching theory, learning theory, instructional theory, and 

instruction itself into a complex view as “a teacher needs to know the subject and if they 

don’t they will never be able to teach it. However, if they do know the subject they might 

not still be able to teach it well because they don't know how to encourage and facilitate 

learning in a way that reaches all the learners or the majority of the ones you want to 

reach” (2009). Turoff then folded in learning theory by stating that “there is a place for 

learning theory and how to apply it in a given situation but only if a person first knows 

the subject well. Those in learning theory should be teaching the teachers and not the 

students” (2009). Learning theory, to Turoff, can be so closely related or even 

interchangeable with instructional theory as all aspects of the educational environment 

intersect to create the course experience. 

Summary of the Literature Review 

The lack of consensus as to definitions in the field of instructional design theory 

itself or even a common knowledge base lead this literature review to the conclusion that 

the literature is neither extensive nor specifically relevant to the topic of this study. 

Therefore, this literature review included a limited discussion of instructional theory as 

no theory is presented in literature that is considered standard practice in online graduate 

education. However, what was discovered in literature by the researcher is a consistent 

call by researchers and theorists to study instructional design theory in online 

environments and perhaps even develop a new theory for online education. 
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 This chapter presents the methodology for this study which is the 

Modified Delphi Method. The original Delphi Method was developed at the RAND 

Corporation in the 1940s to address a specific military issue and forecast potential 

military needs using a panel of experienced practitioners in that field (Linstone & Turoff, 

1975). Linstone and Turoff (1975) have described the method as having applicability in 

most “areas of human endeavor” (p. 4). The Modified Delphi Method emerged in the 

1970s and 1980s as a method to enhance consensus-building on a particular issue or 

research question (Custer, Scarcella, & Stewart, 1999). Modifications to the Delphi 

Method can be specific to a research project or can follow alternative modifications such 

as the Policy Delphi that aims at generating opposing opinions rather than consensus or 

forecasting (Turoff, 1975). 

This chapter also includes a description of the study’s research design including 

the sample size and instruments for the methodology. This chapter then details research 

procedures for data collection, data analysis, design issues, ethical considerations and 

consideration of human subjects for this research. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to explore the potential need for instructional design 

theory use in online graduate education through consensus-building among a panel of 

experienced practitioners who are involved in teaching, designing, and administering 

online graduate programs. 

Restatement of the Research Questions 
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This research study addressed the following question:  

Among instructional designers, online instructors, and online graduate program 

administrators, what function if any, should instructional design theory have in the 

development and delivery of online graduate-level courses?  

Sub-questions for the study include: 

1a. What role, if any, do standards or guidelines have in the development and 

delivery of online graduate-level courses? (Standards and guidelines can be internal 

school policy standards, professional practice standards, and/or distance education 

program accreditation standards.) 

1b. What role, if any, does the use of course design templates play in the 

development and delivery of online graduate-level courses?  

1c. Which, if any, instructional paradigms, theories, or theoretical constructs are 

most appropriate for the development, delivery, and conduct of online graduate-level 

courses? 

Research Design and Methodology 

This study applied the Modified Delphi Method as developed by the RAND 

Corporation in the 1970s and 1980s to further address consensus building rather than 

purely forecasting as in the original method. Originally developed in the 1950’s by 

Helmer and Dalkey (1951) at the RAND Corporation, the Delphi Method of inquiry was 

used as a forecasting tool (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). The initial project was entitled 

“Project Delphi” and addressed a complex problem within the U.S. Air Force (Helmer, 

1963; Helmer & Dalkey, 1951; Helmer & Rescher, 1963; Linstone & Turoff, 2002). The 

purpose of the original study was to "obtain the most reliable consensus of opinion of a 
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group of experts ... by a series of intensive questionnaires interspersed with controlled 

opinion feedback" (Linstone & Turoff, p. 10). The results of the initial Delphi Method 

study was to forecast needs for the U.S. Air Force and not come to consensus on an issue, 

thus the modification for this study. 

The Modified Delphi Method 

The purpose of this study is to achieve consensus among a group of experienced 

practitioners on the potential need for an instructional design theory in graduate online 

education. The best method known to achieve consensus in any field is the Delphi 

Method (Dalkey, 1967; Dalkey & Helmer, 1969; Helmer, 1963; Linstone & Turoff, 2002; 

Rescher, 1963). The Delphi Method is a way to structure group communication so that a 

group of individuals can address a complex problem (Linstone & Turoff, 2002). A pure 

Delphi method research project includes several group meetings (face-to-face) of the 

experienced practitioners to discuss the issue and reach a consensus. The method also 

uses several rounds of surveys, analyzing the panel members’ answers and using a 

feedback process to the panel to refine the answers (Linstone & Turoff, 1975).  

The Modified Delphi Method that was utilized in this study varies from the 

original Delphi Method in the following ways: 

 This study sought consensus on a need for a theory and does not forecast 

outcomes as the original Delphi study employed. 

 This study also employed technology by using online surveys and panel 

notifications via email. 

Face-to-face interaction of the Delphi panel has been said to cause negative 

effects on the responses to the questions at hand due to personality differences, differing 
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opinions, and even body language that are some of the problems of group dynamics 

(Adler & Ziglio, 1996). Group decisions can also be influenced by group dynamics and 

composition. Coordinating a time and place for a meeting where all panel members and 

the researcher can attend can also be problematic as considering the schedules and 

locations of panel members can be varied and distant. With anonymity, that is, no panel 

face-to-face or online meetings or communication between members, there is no potential 

hidden agenda, no member-to-member influence, or collective groupthink (Adler & 

Ziglio, 1996). In the face-to-face Delphi, the entire panel sees the results and comments 

from all other members. This interaction can be confusing and counter-productive as 

demonstrated by Bernstein, et al. (1992).  

It is important that the panel remain engaged and dedicated to the process. 

Therefore, removing the barrier of time and distance with no face-to-face meetings and 

all communication done via the Internet (e.g., email and online survey software), the 

panel members stayed involved through the three rounds proposed by this study. All 

panel members selected were asked to commit to the entire Delphi process of 

approximately three rounds so that there is no change in the participant sample 

throughout the study. 

Several rounds of surveys were distributed via online surveys with notifications 

and hyperlinks sent via email. Initially, the first survey is a request for declarative 

statements from the experienced practitioners concerning practice and methods in the 

online graduate program. Once declarative statements are collected, Round Two, a Likert 

scale survey, can be created. The third and final round is an additional Likert scale survey 

based on the answers collected from the second round. These surveys are a key element 
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in the information flow and feedback process of the Modified Delphi Method. All 

surveys were available on the Internet and notification of the survey availability was sent 

to the panel members via individual email.  

Turoff (2000) has also stated that the following aspects are essential in the design 

of Delphi research, including the Modified Delphi Method: 

1. The problem does not lend itself to precise analytical techniques but can 
benefit from subjective judgments on a collective basis; 

2. The individuals needed to contribute to the examination of a broad or complex 
problem have no history of adequate communication and may represent 
diverse backgrounds with respect to experience or expertise; 

3. More individuals are needed than can effectively interact in a face-to-face 
exchange; 

4. Time and cost make frequent group meetings infeasible; 
5. The efficiency of face-to-face meetings can be increased by a supplemental 

group communication process; 
6. Disagreements among individuals are so severe or politically unpalatable that 

the communication process must be refereed and/or anonymity assured; 
7. The heterogeneity of the participants must be preserved to assure validity of 

the results, i.e., avoidance of domination by quantity or by strength of 
personality (bandwagon effect). (p. 4) 
 

In order for the panel members to stay engaged throughout the study, the 

Modified Delphi Method was used and the data collection process was quick. The major 

focus of this study is consensus and not forecasting and this is the major modification on 

the traditional Delphi. The Modified Delphi Method also keeps panel members engaged 

in the process by making the three rounds of inquiry a quick turnaround process. It is also 

important to remove barriers of time and space and add the convenience of technology 

(email and online surveys) as well as remove the potential problems of group interaction. 

The data collection in the Modified Delphi Method is also a rapid process whereby 

responses are collected and then analyzed by the researcher shortly after receipt. 

Therefore, the length of time the panel members have to be involved is kept to a 
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minimum. Having a quick turnaround time in a three-round Modified Delphi study also 

assists in ensuring panel members involvement for the entire study (Linstone & Turoff, 

1975).  

Philosophical Foundations of the Delphi Method 

Simply put, the Modified Delphi Method is a participatory type of research 

method that takes individual opinions and attempts to achieve consensus. This method 

aligns itself with the postpositivist paradigm and the constructivist framework chosen for 

this study. Mitroff and Turoff (2002) have described a philosophical foundation of the 

outcomes of the Delphi Method as a constructed truth achieved by a group of experienced 

practitioners. They continue this thought by stating that  

Truth is experiential, i.e., the truth content of a system (or 
communication) is associated entirely with its empirical content. A model 
of a system is an empirical model and the truth of the model is measured 
in terms of our ability (a) to reduce every complex proposition down to 
its simple empirical referents (i.e., simple observations) and (b) to ensure 
the validity of each of the simple referents by means of the widespread, 
freely obtained agreement between different human observers. (p. 45) 
 

The Delphi Method foundation aligns with constructivism as well as 

postpositivism in that the research results create a truth that is individually experiential in 

nature and is based on individual influences of the panel members. Postpositivist 

influences can also be seen in the philosophical foundations of the Delphi Method. While 

Mitroff and Turoff (1975) and Scheele (1975) stated that the model of a system is an 

empirical model, the validity of each observation by consensus in the panel is constructed 

of different individuals. The paradigm of postpositivism states that there is no absolute 

truth (Popper, 1963) and outcomes (potential truths) vary based on the passage of time 

and the knowledge acquisition of those participating in the research. 
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Sampling Procedure 

To answer the research questions and provide a good sampling of opinions among 

the panel, three individuals from each group (i.e., instructor, instructional designer, or 

administrator) were invited to participate via email, telephone, or in-person asking for 

her/his participation and commitment to the entire Modified Delphi process for this 

study. The researcher sought nine individuals for the Delphi panel via email invitation. If 

the invitee was willing to participate, an initial email was sent to the member confirming 

her/his participation in the study for all three rounds (Appendix A). 

While diverse in their job functions, the panel shared common experiences and 

educational foundations and thus created a more targeted consensus. Solicited panel 

members met the criteria listed in this chapter and provided information on other 

potential panel members. This procedure is known as reputational sampling.  

Reputational Sampling 

 “Reputational or SNOWBALL SAMPLING [sic] is one of the most widely used 

nonprobability sampling techniques in qualitative research. It is helpful when a complete 

or unreliable sampling frame is unavailable” (Gray, Williamson, Karp, & Dalphin, 2007, 

p. 117). This sampling procedure is best used within a group of individuals with 

knowledge and experience in an area that is unknown to the researcher. Gray, et al. 

(2007) further describe that gaining access to other members of the same knowledge area 

might begin with an interview of one individual of known expertise in the area. This 

interview ends with the researcher asking the individual to recommend others with 

expertise in the given area of study. This type of reputational sampling was used in this 

study beginning with an individual known to the researcher to have the qualifications and 
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the criteria (listed below) to fit the needs of this study. The sampling continued as the 

researcher contacted the individuals suggested by the initial interviewee.  

Tashakorri and Teddlie (2008) described reputational sampling as one of the six 

methods of purposive sampling. Purposive sampling has two main goals of “sampling to 

find instances that are representative or typical of a particular type of case on a dimension 

of interest” (p. 175) and “sampling to achieve comparability across different types of 

cases on a dimension of interest” (p. 175). 

 More specifically, and for this study, Tashakorri and Teddlie (2008) stated that 

reputational sampling (also chain sampling) “is a well-known purposive sampling 

technique that involves using informant or participants to identify additional cases 

[participants] who may be included in the study” (p. 175). They also distinctly defined 

reputational sampling as “a sampling strategy that involves selecting cases on the 

recommendation of an expert or key informant… sampling occurs when researchers do 

not have the information necessary to select a sample and must depend on experts 

opinions” (p. 344). 

 Gray, et al. (2007) also cautioned researchers that reputational sampling “will not 

produce a broadly representative sample” (p. 117) but will be an invaluable tool for 

“gaining access to informed and experienced people who may provide in-depth 

information available nowhere else” (p. 118). The Modified Delphi Method chosen for 

this study is best suited to use reputational sampling for assembling a panel of 

experienced practitioners for solving the research problem--instructional design theory 

use in online graduate education. 

Participant Sample for the Delphi Panel 
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Linstone and Turoff (1975) explained that the researcher’s selection of the 

experienced practitioners for the Delphi Panel makes the population sample valid and 

reliable simply by the researcher selecting panel members, however, criteria should be 

established for panel selection. It is not necessary to select a large panel, as indicated by 

the developers of the method, Helmer and Dalkey (1953). While there have been many 

Delphi studies since the creation of the method, there have been none in the field of 

instructional design theory for online graduate education. Therefore it would be incorrect 

to compare the number of panel members in any other studies similar to this one. One 

criticism of the Delphi Method and its modification is that there are no standard selection 

criteria for the method (Hasson, 2000). However, Turoff (1975) has indicated that every 

consensus gathering endeavor is markedly different as to situation, problem, and context. 

Thus, it would be remiss to compare panel sizes between even somewhat similar studies. 

It has been stated by Helmer (1975), Dalkey (1975) and Turoff (1975) alike that 

there is no minimum amount of participants required for the Delphi panel. Helmer 

(1965), Delbecq et al. (1975) and Linstone and Turoff (1975) have all noted that a 

smaller, informed group on a particular topic (those familiar with the topic) can come to a 

better consensus than a larger, uninformed group of participants simply taking a survey. 

It is under this premise that for this study, a panel of nine individuals (N=9) was 

sufficient. 

Reputational sampling as described above was used in this study in conjunction 

with the criteria below. These criteria add to the validity of the panel (Linstone & Turoff, 

1975) and are well-suited for forming the panel of experienced practitioners for this 

study. With the concepts of the original guidelines of the Delphi Method in mind, more 



59 
 

 

specific sampling criteria was utilized to select the panel based on the goals of the study 

at hand. The following criteria determined the selection of the panel.  

All panel members met the criteria below and were: 

 employed at the same, accredited, United States 

university that offers all of its graduate programs 

online; 

 employed by that same graduate school in the 

capacity of administrator, instructor, or instructional 

designer for at least two years; 

 college-educated and possess a bachelor’s degree, at a 

minimum; 

 a current instructor, instructional designer, or 

administrator of online graduate courses or programs; 

and 

 engaged in course design, development, teaching, 

and/or administration of online graduate courses. 

These criteria become essential when addressing issues of instructional design and 

online education and, as stated by Linstone and Turoff (1975), heterogeneity of the panel 

is essential to maintaining validity. Clark and Creswell (2007) mention that reputational 

sampling is used to “achieve representativeness or comparability” (p. 204) in purposive 

sampling. The aforementioned definitions of purposive sampling directly correlate to the 

need for a panel of experienced practitioners in the search for consensus to explore a 

particular issue or solve a unique problem, as this study does. Both the Modified Delphi 
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Method and reputational sampling rely on a network of experienced practitioners that are 

qualified to give input to a particular area of interest or field of study and are best suited 

for this study’s use.  

Instrumentation 

This study used the Modified Delphi Method and used the Internet, an online 

survey application (Surveymonkey©, http://www.surveymonkey.com), and email as 

modes of collecting data and communicating with the individual panel members. All 

participants in the Delphi panel are known only to the researcher and not each other thus 

eliminating the bias than can occur in group communication (Dalkey, 1972). In the 

Modified Delphi Method, several rounds of information gathering and feedback are 

utilized to achieve consensus among the Delphi panel. This study employed three rounds 

of data gathering and feedback using an Internet-based survey application for all rounds 

of the Modified Delphi.  

First, panel members were contacted via email and given an Internet hyperlink to 

the first round of questions. This survey asked for declarative statements as responses to 

the study’s research questions. The statements were sent back to the researcher only via 

the Internet-based survey application. As previously stated the panel participants were 

unknown to each other and known only to the researcher. This technique preserves the 

anonymity of the participants and avoids data contamination as well as outside discussion 

among the panel members. Bias could occur if panel members discuss or collaborate with 

each other on the content of the questionnaires. Therefore, each participant cannot be 

influenced by another’s comments as there is no discussion amongst panel members. This 
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declarative statement request is commonly known as the first round of any Delphi 

process (Linstone & Turoff, 1975).  

Second, after the researcher received the declarative statements from the panel 

members, the researcher analyzed these first round statements and generated a Likert-

scale survey based on the declarative statements. In this survey round, the panel members 

were asked to rank her/his agreement with the statements based on a Likert-scale of 1 to 

4. A middle ground or ‘3’ response has been avoided to prevent complacency and 

uncertainty about any statement. This process is known as the second round of the 

Modified Delphi.  

Third, the responses to the Likert scale survey were compiled and analyzed by the 

researcher based on commonalities (consensus) among the rankings. Panel members were 

asked to review the list and provide additional Likert-scale responses. If individual panel 

members provide rankings or answers that are different than her/his second round 

responses, the researcher asked the panel members for an explanation in the change of 

her/his response.  

This study employed a three-round Modified Delphi Method. Modifications to the 

original, face-to-face Delphi panel is the anonymity of the panel members to each other 

thus creating a more pure data collection environment.  

Summary of the Method 

To establish consensus on the use of instructional design theory in online graduate 

education, a Modified Delphi Method was used in this research study to answer the 

research questions. The Delphi Method has been in use since the mid-20th century and is 

a common technique used for reaching consensus on an issue among a panel of 
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experienced practitioners. Achieving consensus via the Delphi Method is also a valid and 

useful technique in the social sciences, including education (Landeta, 2005; Turoff, 

2002). All Delphi Method-driven studies call for several rounds of questionnaires to a 

panel of experienced practitioners selected by the researcher. The experienced 

practitioners were asked to rank and respond to questionnaires at each round and the 

researcher analyzed and provided feedback to the panel based on the responses. This 

feedback was in the form of two rounds of questionnaires inviting each panel member to 

come closer to the group consensus by changing her/his Round Two ratings in the Round 

Three phase. Finally, the information gathered through three rounds of the Delphi 

Method assisted in achieving a consensus among the panel members as to the necessity 

for an instructional design theory in graduate online education. 

Data Collection Procedures 

Data collection for soliciting information from the panel was as follows: 

Round One of the Delphi 

1. Reputational sampling was employed and panel members were 

solicited directly by the researcher using reputational sampling. An 

email was sent to those consenting to the study via email confirming 

his/her participation in and commitment to the three rounds of this 

study (see Appendix A).  

2. Within three days after the initial contact email is sent, another email 

was sent to the panel with a link to the online survey (see Appendix B). 

The online survey contained the research questions as aforementioned 

including one additional question. The participants were asked to create 
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declarative statements concerning the research question. Instructions on 

creating declarative statements were included in the online survey. It 

should be noted that an additional question was added to the Round 

One questionnaire as requested by the Director of this research. This 

action can also be seen as a modification to the classical Delphi 

Method. 

3. Also included in the Round One questionnaire was a request for 

demographic information so that a portion of the data analysis can be 

conducted based on demographic and sub-group information (e.g., by 

job function, by years of experience, etc.). Here, the researcher only 

receives this information via the Internet-based survey and has no 

knowledge of who filled out the Round One questionnaire by name or 

other information that could identify the panel member. This 

anonymity is maintained throughout all three rounds of this Modified 

Delphi process. 

4. A deadline for the declarative statements was included. 

5. Those panel members not filling out the survey within three days of the 

deadline were sent a reminder email (see Appendix C). 

Round Two of the Delphi 

During Round Two of the Delphi for this study, the declarative statements 

received in Round One were used to create a Likert scale questionnaire for Round Two. 

The Delphi questionnaire is a Likert-scale questionnaire where participants were asked to 

rate each statement on a four point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 4 labeled as follows: 1 
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(not important), 2 (important), 3 (somewhat important), 4 (very important). The regularly 

used “neutral” response has not been included in order to force an opinion, called forced 

choice (Babbie, 1990) concerning the declarative statements of the panel members. This 

use of a 4-point Likert scale is valid when attempting to force respondents to take a stand 

on a question or statement (Babbie, 1990; Fowler, 2001). 

Notification that the Round Two questionnaire is ready for responses was sent via 

email to the panel members (see Appendix D). The notification contained a link for the 

survey as well as a reminder of a deadline set for 7 days after the email was sent. The 

website for the survey was a secure website and kept the participant’s identity and 

information anonymous to other panel members.  

To ensure a 100% response rate from the panel, a reminder was sent out to panel 

members via email through the survey website within 2 days of the deadline reminding 

them to complete the declarative statements (see Appendix E). 

Round Three of the Delphi: The Final Round 

The final round of this research study involved a slightly more complex step in 

the Modified Delphi process. The panel members were sent instructions for the final 

round as well as a copy of Round Two questionnaire via email (see Appendix F). This 

copy of the Round Two questionnaire contained 1) the mean responses of the panel, and, 

2) the panel member’s original responses from the Round Two questionnaire. 

Each panel member reviewed the mean responses as well as her/his own 

responses and had the opportunity to either change her/his Round Two response to 

concur with the mean consensus or to not change their responses at all. In each case, 
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however, panel members were asked to provide an explanation as to why the response 

was changed. 

Responses to Round Three were due seven days after distribution to the panel 

members. To ensure full participation of the panel members in Round Three, a reminder 

letter was sent 2 days before the deadline (Appendix G).  

Upon completion of all three rounds of the Modified Delphi process, a thank you 

letter was sent to all panel members in appreciation for participation in this research 

(Appendix H). Table 1 below shows the study’s timeline for data collection and analysis. 

Table 1 

Data Collection and Analysis Timeline  
Task Duration 
Researcher creates Internet-based survey containing 
research questions. 

1 day

Panel notified via email from researcher of availability of 
online Round One survey.

(same day as above 
task)

Panel members respond to Round One online survey 7 days 
Researcher downloads responses from online survey. 1 day
Researcher creates Round Two Likert-scale, Internet-
based survey based on declarative statements downloaded 
from Round One survey.

7 days 

Researcher notifies panel of availability of online Round 
Two survey. 

1 day

Panel members respond to Round Two online survey 7 days 
Researcher downloads responses from online survey. 1 day
Researcher analyzes responses and creates Round Three 
Likert-scale, Internet-based survey

7 days 

Researcher notifies panel of availability of online Round 
Three survey. 

1 day

Panel members respond to Round Three online survey 7 days 
Researcher analyzes responses and creates findings and 
conclusions based on the data received.

Remainder of research 
process 

 
Because panel members have individual thoughts, values, and experiences, data 

generated from the Modified Delphi three-round process was varied. Therefore, 

descriptive statistics and the interquartile range statistic were used to interpret the data.  

Round One 
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 For the demographic information solicited, descriptive statistics were generated 

for all variables asked for in the Round One questionnaire (see Appendix B). Further data 

analysis of the Round One information included content analysis of the collected 

declarative statements from the panel members. Any statements, by question, found to be 

similar in nature were combined into one, common statement in preparation for the 

Round Two questionnaire distribution. These declarative statements were categorized and 

coded into major concepts in order to separate panel members’ ideas concerning the 

research questions. This coding of data is supported by Coffey and Atkinson (1996) 

where the attaching of “codes to data and generating concepts have important functions 

in enabling us to review what our data are saying” (p. 27). While declarative statements 

were grouped into themes, consensus was being sought on each individual research 

question. Therefore, thematic analysis of the statements is provided in Chapter Five. 

Coffey and Atkinson (1996) explained that Miles and Huberman (1994) suggested 

that coding and analysis allow the researcher to “differentiate and combine the data you 

have retrieved” (p. 27). This statement creates an environment that affords the researcher 

the ability “to identify meaningful data and set the stage for interpreting and drawing 

conclusions” (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996, p. 27). In Round One of the Delphi, this type of 

analysis aided in the development of the Round Two Likert scale questionnaire. 

Round Two 

 Responses to the Round Two, Likert-scale questionnaire were distributed to the 

panel via an online survey. The questionnaire contained all of the declarative statements 

extracted from the Round One responses. The responses were tabulated to include mean 
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scores by statement on the questionnaire. These mean scores are prepared for Round 

Three (final round) of the Delphi process.  

Round Three 

 In Round Three, panel members received a list of the statements from Round Two 

and the mean score tabulated based on the Round Two responses. Each panel member 

received her/his individual Round Two responses. Panel members were instructed to 

compare her/his individual answers to the mean answers and do one of the following: 

1. Change the response to that statement to match the consensus, or, 

2. Not change the response. 

In either case, the panel member must explain their reasoning behind the 

response. 

 Potential consensus in Round Three was determined via mean scores and the use 

of interquartile ranging. Interquartile analysis determined how the Round Three 

responses differ from each other and which responses come closer to consensus. Also 

called spread or dispersion, interquartile analysis is the best method to determine 

consensus (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). While the mean may determine a single overall 

score, the spread shows a distribution of responses for a single item. Interquartile range 

statistic reveals whether the responses are more varied (spread out) or tighter (more 

consensus) in response rate. Comparison of dispersion of answers are included in the 

final round (Round Three) analysis. 

Validity 

 Validity of this research study is ensured through the heterogeneity of the panel 

members selected (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). While all panel members are familiar with 
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instructional design in graduate level online education, instructors, administrators, and 

instructional designers had differing points of view and perspectives that contribute to the 

consensus-building process. Mitroff and Turoff (2002) stated that “the validity of the 

resulting judgment of the entire group is typically measured in terms of the explicit 

"degree of consensus" among the experts.” (p. 22).  

 In any Delphi Method research, the researcher creates the instrument only after 

the panel of experienced practitioners has provided its input for the given Round. 

Therefore, generalizability (using internal and external validity) does not apply in this 

research project. The instrument for this project is derived from statements supplied by 

the experienced practitioners and is unique to the project through expert responses to the 

three rounds of questioning. 

It is important to note that the distinguishing characteristics of the Modified 

Delphi Method versus a simple polling method is “the feedback of the information 

gathered from the group and the opportunity of the individuals to modify or refine 

judgments based upon reaction to the collective views of the group” (Mitroff & Turoff, 

1975, p. 22). Additional feedback to the panel contains responses and enhances the 

participatory nature of consensus gathering to create a tighter degree of agreement and 

could decrease the interquartile ranges discussed earlier. 

Reliability 

 This study uses a panel of experienced practitioners and contains three types of 

participants—instructors, administrators, and instructional designers. Comparing the 

opinions and responses of the three groups within the panel could lead to additional 

information and deeper insight into instructional design theory and online graduate 
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education. Linstone and Turoff (1975) have explained that while consensus is the goal, 

comparing the sub-group opinions adds to the reliability of the study. Demonstrating 

similarities and dissimilarities in opinions among the three groups of panel members 

shows that the data analysis can produce repeatable results. 

Ethical Considerations for the Research Study 

 Millar, Thortensen, Tomkins, Mepham, Kaiser, and Matthias (2007) have 

identified the Delphi Method as an ethical framework through panels of experienced 

practitioners who can come to consensus on a particular, complex problem or issue. The 

classical and subsequent modifications to the Delphi process have been used and tested. 

One of those modifications that were used to guide the ethical considerations for this 

study is the Ethical Delphi (Miller, et al., 2006). The Ethical Delphi takes into 

consideration the panel members’ subjective knowledge and how it affects the outcomes 

of the study. The researcher is aware of the differences in opinion of subjective 

knowledge and takes that into consideration when considering the data and analyzing 

results (Creswell, 1997).  

This study used nine panel members directly involved with instructional design, 

administration, or instruction in an online graduate level education environment. Panel 

member identities were known only to the researcher. The panel members also were not 

identified or revealed to each other in this study. This is an IRB-excluded study according 

to guidelines set forth by The George Washington University, Office of Human Research, 

Institutional Review Board (OHR-IRB). The IRB-exclusion was granted to the researcher 

on July 13, 2009 meaning that no forms or research protocol need to be submitted for 

review by the Board. Additionally, The George Washington University Graduate School 
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of Education and Human Development (GSEHD) provides guidelines for excluded 

research via an exclusion form. This form was submitted to the GSEHD by the 

researcher.  

Panel members were not required to sign an informed consent form but were 

assured anonymity and privacy through the researcher’s actions as follows: 

 Identities of the panel members were known only to the researcher;  

 Any paper-based data (printouts) was kept in a locked cabinet in a locked 

room where the researcher has the only access; 

 All electronic data was collected and encrypted as well as protected by 

password known only to the researcher. This measure provided a layered 

method of information security for the digital data. A backup of the data 

was created (also encrypted and password-protected) and kept in the 

locked cabinet where any paper-based data was secured; 

 The online survey was deleted once data is downloaded from the site thus 

decreasing the chance of arbitrary access by anyone other than the 

researcher; 

 The online survey was only accessible to the researcher and panel 

members in a secure online environment; 

 Each online survey was individualized (personalized survey link) so that 

data was not overwritten or changed by another panel member; 

 Different participants were coded with random identifiers (codes were 

secured in the locked cabinet described above); 

 Only aggregate data was reported; 
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 All identifying personal information was kept confidential; and,  

 No personally identifiable information was reported in any data analysis 

report or findings narrative. 

The informed consent form, which is not indicated for this study, does not release 

the researcher from the duty of protecting and safeguarding study participants’ personally 

identifiable information and therefore, the aforementioned criteria for anonymity and 

privacy protection has been established. 

Researcher as Instrument 

 Creswell (2008) indicates that that research can involve a wide range of strategic, 

ethical and personal issues. As a professor of computer security as well as an information 

technology expert and former computer systems consultant, the researcher has become 

aware that certain computer knowledge, systems knowledge and distance education 

experience she has gained over approximately two decades could have biased the 

research process. Her knowledge of educational theory and master’s degree in 

educational technology leadership potentially could have biased this research as well.  

Bishop (2005) has discussed insider/outsider relationships in research by 

cautioning that “insiders are inherently biased, or that they are too close to the culture to 

ask critical questions” (p. 111). For this Modified Delphi Method study, the researcher is 

well aware of the bias created from both her technical knowledge and teaching and has 

taken the following steps to balance the inherent subjectivity in the process with 

objectivity: 
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 Keep the process anonymous. All survey responses do not contain 

personally-identifiable information, only information concerning the panel 

members’ job function. 

 Maintain objectivity through experience. The researcher has had no 

experience in designing online courses for graduate-level education. 

Approaches to graduate study at-a-distance can be distinctly different than 

undergraduate courses of study. 

 Use both qualitative analysis and quantitative statistics. The use of these 

common analyses in the Modified Delphi Method ensures that all data is 

considered and the panel members’ responses are properly represented. 

Being aware of a potential bias in conducting research was a step in the right 

direction for the researcher to maintain more objectivity than subjectivity in this study’s 

progress. While complete objectivity cannot be maintained (Bishop, 2005; Creswell, 

2008), bias was limited through researcher awareness of the insider/outsider issues that 

exist for this study.  

Summary 

This chapter explained the methodology applied in this study, the Modified 

Delphi Method. It also included a description of the original Delphi Method (Linstone & 

Turoff, 1975, 2002). The most noted modification of the Delphi Method applied in this 

study was the use of consensus gathering rather than forecasting as the original method 

employed. This chapter also described the research design using the Modified Delphi 

Method, the study’s theoretical framework, sampling procedures, instrumentation, data 

collection, data analysis, validity, reliability, and ethical considerations for the researcher 
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process. Notions of researcher-as-instrument were also discussed to explain any 

insider/outsider issues for the researcher. 
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CHAPTER IV: FINDINGS 

Introduction 

 This chapter includes the results of this study based on the data collected and 

analyzed as related to the research questions for the study. Those questions were: 

Among instructional designers, online instructors, and online graduate program 

administrators, what function if any, should instructional design theory have in the 

development and delivery of online graduate-level courses?  

Sub-questions for the study included: 

1a. What role, if any, do standards or guidelines have in the development and 

delivery of online graduate-level courses? (Standards and guidelines can be internal 

school policy standards, professional practice standards, and/or distance education 

program accreditation standards.) 

1b. What role, if any, does the use of course design templates play in the 

development and delivery of online graduate-level courses?  

1c. Which, if any, instructional paradigms, theories, or theoretical constructs are 

most appropriate for the development, delivery, and conduct of online graduate-level 

courses? 

An additional question was added into the survey at the request of the director of 

this research and it was included in all Rounds of the study. That question was: 

What is your reaction to the statement that online courses and program represent 

practice in the absence of theory? 

A panel of nine experienced practitioners responded to three rounds of the 

Modified Delphi study and the results are included in this chapter. Interquartile range is 
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also reported as indicated in chapter three. All panel members (N=9) participated in all 

three rounds of the Delphi Process thus ensuring consistency among responses. 

Presentation of these findings are described below and displayed for each round and in 

final findings for the study. Chapter Four is arranged as indicated in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Organization of Chapter IV 

Chapter Item Contents
Round One Results Demographic Data Results

Declarative Statements and Emergent Themes 
Themes in Question 1 
Theme in Question 1a 
Themes in Question 1b 
Themes in Question 1c 
Theme in Question 2

Round Two Results Panel Results
Group Results

Round Three Results Panel Results
 

Panel Comments  Any comments received from the panel (N=9) regarding the research 
study process, research questions, and comments on re-rating responses.

  

This study also utilized the theoretical framework of constructivism to guide the 

research and inform the findings. Constructivism is an educational theory that focuses on 

student-centered education, learning, and instruction and takes into account that students’ 

outside, lived experiences influence learning inside the classroom and need to be 

considered as part of the instructional process. It is hoped that the findings for this study 

improves online graduate education course design and in turn, enriches the learning 

experience of students in graduate courses and programs. Constructivism as a theoretical 

framework assisted in focusing the findings of the data on instructional issues that in turn 

could influence course design in a manner that is favorable to student-centric design. 

Round One Results 
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 Panel members (N=9) were asked to complete a short demographic survey that 

accompanied the Round One request for declarative statements in response to the 

research questions. All panel members met the criteria outlined in chapter three for 

participation in this Modified Delphi study.  

Demographic Data Results 

Demographic data solicited in Round One is displayed in Table 3 below. This 

table also contrasts the three groups of panel members and the overall demographic data 

associated with each group. It should be reiterated that the three groups of individual 

selected by reputational sampling are instructors (IN), administrators (AD), and 

instructional designers (ID). As outlined in Chapter Three, the panel members’ responses 

were coded so that anonymity was maintained.  

Table 3 

Round One Demographic Data 

Variable  Panel
(N=9)

IN 
(n=3)

AD 
 (n=3) 

ID
(n=3)

Gender Female 3 1 2 0
 Male 6 1 2 3

Highest Degree Attained Doctorate 6 3 2 1
 Masters 3 0 1 2

Years Experience (all 
careers) 

 
Mean 

 
26.55 

 

 
25.33 

 
29.67 

 
24.67 

 
Years in Online 

Education 
 

Mean
 

6.00 
 

6.33
 

5.67 
 

6.00
Years Designing Courses  

Mean
 

9.67
 

8.33
 

13.67 
 

7.00
Years Designing Online 

Courses 
 

Mean 
 

3.78 
 

 
3.33 

 
3.00 

 
5.00 

Years Teaching Online 
Courses 

 
Mean

 
3.22

 
5.67

 
2.00 

 
2.00

Years as an Administrator  
Mean 

 
3.89 

 

 
1.33 

 
10.00 

 
6.00 
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Years as Faculty  
Mean

 
9.56

 
10.00

 
12.67 

 
6.00

 

 It is customary to solicit declarative statements from the panel when employing 

the Modified Delphi Method as indicated in chapter 3. Declarative statements serve as the 

basis for the subsequent questionnaires in Rounds Two and Three. The research questions 

were presented to the panel during Round One and declarative statements were drawn 

directly from the responses. All nine panel members participated in Round One and 

responded to all of the research questions. A total of 102 declarative statements were 

collected as listed in Appendix J. The statement count, by research question, was: 

o Seventeen statements for Question 1: What function if any, should 

instructional design theory have in the development and delivery of online 

graduate-level courses? 

o Thirty seven statements for question 1a: What role, if any, do standards or 

guidelines have in the development and delivery of online graduate-level 

courses? (Standards and guidelines can be internal school policy 

standards, professional practice standards, and/or distance education 

program accreditation standards.) 

o Fifteen statements for Question 1b: What role, if any, does the use of 

course design templates play in the development and delivery of online 

graduate-level courses? 

o Nineteen statements for Question 1c: Which, if any, instructional 

paradigms, theories, or theoretical constructs are most appropriate for the 

development, delivery, and conduct of online graduate-level courses? 
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o Fourteen statements for the Question 2 (added): What is your reaction to 

the statement that online courses and programs represent practice in the 

absence of theory? 

These 102 statements were arranged according to research question and prepared 

for Round Two presentation to the panel. 

Declarative Statements and Emergent Themes 

Common themes among the Round One declarative statements can also be 

indicators of needs in future research of instructional design theory. For example, if 

panels of instructional design experienced practitioners indicate, through declarative 

statements, that templates have been driving the online course design and development, 

then instructional design theory has been largely ignored among this panel of experienced 

practitioners. A complete list of declarative statements can be found in Appendix I. For 

this study several themes emerged for each research question’s declarative statements. 

Table 4 below displays the research question, theme, and associated statement. 

Table 4 

Emerging Themes by Research Question 

Research 
Question 

Theme Associated Statements 

1 Learning Management 
Systems (LMS) 

13. The learning management system (Angel, Moodle, 
Blackboard, etc.) constrains the use of ID theory. 
14. Instructional design theory really does not have a 
function in development of courses, the learning 
management system constrains that. 

 ID Theory Use and 
Consistency  

2. Instructional design theory is crucial in the 
development and delivery of online graduate-level 
courses. 
3. It encourages consistency across modules and courses 
to ease student learning. 
4. It allows presentation of information in accordance 
with best practices for facilitating understanding. 
9. Synchronous vs. asynchronous instruction models are 
major factors in the applicability of theories. 
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Research 
Question 

Theme Associated Statements 

12. If online courses are changed during a semester, 
instructors should only make changes that make sense 
both in terms of instructional design and pedagogical 
considerations.

 Lack of Use of ID 
Theory in Course 
Design 

6. ID theory assumes levels of contact that are not 
relevant. 
11. Courses are designed with best-practices in mind as 
well as common sense. 
15. Instructors supply rough ideas of what he/she would 
like accomplished and instructional designers run with 
it. 
16. Instructional designers already have a strong 
knowledge as to what makes good course design sense.

1a Quality Control 19. They provide a crucial framework for developing 
high quality courses that focus on meeting student 
learning needs. 
20. Guidelines establish the boundaries within which 
instructors can make qualitative decisions (e.g., how 
should I assess this student’s work?). 
21. Guidelines establish the boundaries within which 
student support staff can make qualitative decisions 
(e.g., how should I respond to this student’s situation?) 
22. They provide a crucial framework so that developed 
courses meet the standards of the university and/or 
accrediting agencies. 
23. They provide a framework so that courses have a 
consistent look, feel, and navigation system which 
reduces time needed for students to engage in the 
material.

1b Consistency 3. Templates should be a structural guide for elements to 
include in a course and quality standards that should be 
met. 
4. Templates establish a consistent approach to content 
delivery (classroom structure). 
5. Templates create a consistent framework for course 
syllabi. 
7. They contain a set of built-in design preferences. 
8. Design options not incorporated in the template would 
be excluded or be difficult to employ. 
11. Templates allow students to take courses in other 
programs because they are not distracted by a change in 
design.

 Theoretical 
constructs/paradigms 
and templates 

1. The design template should reflect known theoretical 
constructs. 
2. The template should be based on a design paradigm. 
12. Templates can be adapted to any instructional 
paradigm like behaviorist, learning, constructivist 
learning, social learning, or a mixture of paradigms. 
13. Several educational theories can be used within a 
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Research 
Question 

Theme Associated Statements 

broad framework/template.
14. The current constructivist paradigm where students 
are actively engaged in the learning process is very 
effective in conducting online graduate courses. 
15. There is nothing to lose in using instructional design 
paradigms.

1c Learning Management 
System (LMS) 

12. Designers use templates not theories. 
16. The learning management system (LMS) (e.g., 
Angel, Moodle, Blackboard) does not allow for use of 
these things. 
17. What teachers do in the classroom is dictated by the 
learning management system.

 Recognition of a lack of 
knowledge in specific 
paradigms and 
constructs 

1. I am unaware of what paradigms, theories, or 
theoretical constructs are most appropriate for the 
development, delivery, and conduct of online graduate-
level courses. 
5. I am not familiar with a set of paradigms or 
constructs. 
7. We do not share instructional design paradigms. 
14. My knowledge of instructional design theory is 
limited. 
15. I obviously lack a background in formal educational 
theory. 
19. I have little time to consider theory, paradigms and 
constructs.

2 Practice versus Theory 
Differences 

Practice: 
1. Practice in the absence of theory is not education, it is 
training. 
7. This statement, while it may be true, is not 
appropriate. 
8. Theory does not drive practice in online education. 
11. In this medium (online), practice is ahead of theory. 
13. Course are prepared and conducted without a 
theoretical basis. 
14. Practice becomes theory in online education. 
 
Theory: 
2. Quality online courses and program include both 
theory and practice. 
3. A huge body of literature, many years of increasingly 
effective practice, and a plethora of quality guidelines 
published at all levels of the educational enterprise offer 
contradictory evidence. 
4. Theory is evolving in all instructional environments. 
5. Theory for online courses is in its early stages. 
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Themes in Question 1 

Question 1 of the study (the main question) was: What function, if any, should 

instructional design (ID) theory have in the development and delivery of online graduate-

level courses? The following themes emerged from the 17 declarative statements 

provided by the panel: 

 Learning Management Systems (LMS). Two of the 17 statements show 

that the LMS constrains instructional design theory application (statements #13 LMS 

constrains the use of ID theory and #14 ID theory really does not have a function in the 

development of courses because the LMS constrains that).  

 Instructional Design Theory Use and Consistency. This theme, as 

discussed, demonstrates that the use of ID theory must be accomplished with consistency 

across courses and modules of courses, consideration for the learning environment 

online, and even that some instructional design is not applicable. Statements #3, #4, #9, 

and #12 emphasize that there must be careful consideration to design, theory, and 

pedagogical environment with regard to course design thus involving the use of ID theory 

for consistency in course design and delivery. 

 Lack of Use of ID Theory in Course Design. This theme emerged in 

statements #11, #15 and #16 where panel members responded by saying course design is 

basically a combination of best-practices and common sense, instructional designers 

know what to do when given requirements, and instructional designers also know what is 

best for online course design. Statement #6 stated that ID theory assumes levels of 

contact that are not relevant. These 4 statements demonstrate, in light of the previous 

theme, that use as well as non-use of ID theory exists in online graduate course design. 
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Theme in Question 1a 

Question 1a of the study was: What role, if any, do standards or guidelines have 

in the development and delivery of online graduate level courses? (Standards and 

guidelines can be internal school policy standards, professional practice standards, and/or 

distance education program accreditation standards.). For the 37 statements created by 

the panel, the following common theme emerged: 

Quality Control: It was clear that a majority of the statements received 

demonstrated that standards and guidelines preserve quality control in online course 

design and also assist in the accreditation process and in school policy adherence. It was 

evident that high-quality course development is distinctly linked to standard and 

guidelines use in online course design and development. Specifically, statements #19, 

#20, #21, #22, and #23 are very clear in indicating that frameworks and boundaries for 

course quality are driven by standards or guidelines. 

Themes in Question 1b 

 Question 1b of the study was: What role, if any, does the use of course design 

templates play in the development and delivery of online graduate-level courses? From 

the 15 statements, the following themes were noted: 

  Consistency: Statements #3, #4, #5 and #11 emphasized that templates 

provide structure and framework for course design. Also, statement #7 showed that built-

in design preferences are a part of using templates and could aid in speed of course 

creation. Statement #8 also confirms that templates preclude theory: design options not 

incorporated in the template would be excluded or be difficult to employ. Thus, template-

driven course design (within the LMS) is what guides online course design.  
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  Theoretical constructs/paradigms within templates: This is in distinct 

contrast to a theme found in Question 1c below “Recognition of lack of knowledge in 

specific paradigms and constructs.” Several declarative statements indicated an actual 

connection between construct/paradigm knowledge and templates. Statement #10 even 

declares that lack of knowledge of constructs should not preclude the ability to generate a 

very effective course. Statements #1, 2, 12, 13 and 14 are specifically linked to the use of 

known paradigms, constructs and theories and even mentions the theoretical framework 

for this study, constructivism (student-centered education). 

Themes in Question 1c 

 Question 1c of the study was: Which, if any, instructional paradigms, theories, or 

theoretical constructs are most appropriate for the development, delivery, and conduct of 

online graduate-level courses? The following themes emerged from the 19 declarative 

statements: 

  Learning Management System (LMS). Statements #12, 16, 17 and 18 

showed that the use of an LMS dictates how a course is designed, not any particular 

paradigm, theory, or construct. This mimics the identical theme that emerged in the main 

research question (Question 1). 

  Recognition of a lack of knowledge in specific paradigms and 

constructs. While all of the participants claimed knowledge of instructional design and 

associated theory during the reputational sampling process, a distinct theme of a lack of 

specific knowledge (i.e., specifically identifying particular theories, paradigms and 

constructs). Statements #1, 5, 7, 14, 15, and 19 demonstrate that some of the panel 

members could have a lack of knowledge in ID theory. Statements #7 and #19 
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particularly show that there is no time to consider theories, paradigms, and constructs 

while developing online courses. 

Theme in Question 2 

 Question 2 was added during the research process at the suggestion of the 

research chair. This question provided a deeper look into the panel’s views on 

instructional design theory and online graduate education. Question 2 was: What is your 

reaction to the statement that online courses and programs represent practice in the 

absence of theory? Fourteen declarative statements received from this question produced 

strong opinions about the use of theory versus practice.  

 Practice versus Theory Differences: Three statements (#1, 11, and 14) 

demonstrate that online education practice becomes theory and not the other way around. 

These statements also indicated that training is equated with practice and theory use is 

education. Statement #3 is very adamant about literature in the field of instructional 

design theory indicates theory is the main factor in online education. Conversely, 

Statements #7 and #8 emphasize the veracity of the practice over theory in the online 

medium. Statement #13 confirms, for this study, that courses are prepared and conducted 

without a theoretical basis. Continuing the practice versus theory discussion, Statement 

#6 states that mature theories for traditional courses are ill-suited for online education.  

Common Themes across Research Questions 

 Throughout the course of data analysis for this study, several themes emerged 

across the research questions illustrating what Reigeluth (2009) has stated even after 

three decades of research: there is no common knowledge base for the use of instructional 

design theory and that online education needs further research. Combining themes into a 
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more comprehensive, overarching list can provide a deeper look into the issues 

surrounding the use of instructional design theory in online graduate education. 

Specifically for this study’s group of experienced practitioners, several themes were 

common among the research questions’ declarative statements. Some themes created a 

tension, or conflicting and contradictory environment, when the results were analyzed.  

 These tensions became evident in three common themes across the research 

questions. Those themes exhibiting tension among competing or conflicting views of 

instructional design theory were 1) a disconnect between ID practice and theory, 2) use of 

LMS templates and course design creativity, and, 3) knowledge and lack of knowledge of 

the proper use and components of instructional design theory. The tensions among the 

panel’s statements were demonstrated across research questions. 

Disconnect between Practice and Theory 

 Several conflicting declarative statements emerged within question 2: What is 

your reaction to the statement that online courses and programs represent practice in the 

absence of theory. Most notable was the disconnect between the opinions about ID 

practice and theory. It is clear that through not only question 2, but also in question 1, that 

ID theory is seen as both needed and not needed (useful/not useful) within online 

graduate course design. It is interesting to note that theory and practice were not limited 

to the pure “theory and practice” question number and that 4 statements within Question 

1 (the main research question) addressed theory and practice separately as well. Table 5 

illustrates the ID practice versus theory tension.  

Table 5 

ID Practice and Theory Statements 
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Research 
Question 

Statements  

1 Practice: 
11. Courses are designed with best-practices in mind as 
well as common sense. 
15. Instructors supply rough ideas of what he/she would 
like accomplished and instructional designers run with 
it. 
 

2 Practice:  
1. Practice in the absence of theory is not education, it is 
training. 
7. This statement, while it may be true, is not 
appropriate. 
8. Theory does not drive practice in online education. 
11. In this medium (online), practice is ahead of theory. 
13. Course are prepared and conducted without a 
theoretical basis. 
14. Practice becomes theory in online education. 
 
 

1 Theory: 
2. Instructional design theory is crucial in the 
development and delivery of online graduate-level  
courses. 
9. Synchronous vs. asynchronous instruction models are 
major factors in the applicability of theories. 
 
 

2 Theory: 
2. Quality online courses and program include both 
theory and practice. 
3. A huge body of literature, many years of increasingly 
effective practice, and a plethora of quality guidelines 
published at all levels of the educational enterprise offer 
contradictory evidence. 
4. Theory is evolving in all instructional environments. 
5. Theory for online courses is in its early stages.

 

LMS Template Use versus Course Design Creativity 

 Within online graduate course design, the panel of experienced practitioners 

indicate a distinct dichotomy between the use of templates within an LMS and use of 

creativity. Statements in several questions showed that there are competing paradigms for 

creating courses: templates or creativity, not templates and creativity. Most declarative 
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statements that commented on templates indicate that the template either restricts the use 

of ID theory or the use of creativity by the course designers. One statement in question 1b 

emphasized that templates should reflect known theoretical constructs, but there was no 

indication anywhere in the statements that this takes place in an LMS. The tension 

between the use of templates and creativity is most evident in the following statement 

within question 1c that simply says “instructional designers use templates not theories” 

and this statement did not come from the instructional designer sub-group within the 

panel. The general message in the statements below is that if a design option a designer 

wants is not in a template, that creative piece of the process cannot be incorporated. Table 

6 shows statements related to this theme. 

Table 6 

LMS Templates and Creativity 

Research 
Question 

Statements 

1 13. The learning management system (Angel, Moodle, 
Blackboard, etc.) constrains the use of ID theory. 
14. Instructional design theory really does not have a 
function in development of courses, the learning 
management system constrains that. 
16. Instructional designers already have a strong 
knowledge as to what makes good course design 
sense. 
 

1b 1. The design template should reflect known theoretical 
constructs. 
2. The template should be based on a design paradigm. 
12. Templates can be adapted to any instructional 
paradigm like behaviorist, learning, constructivist 
learning, social learning, or a mixture of paradigms. 
13. Several educational theories can be used within a 
broad framework/template. 
7. They (templates) contain a set of built-in design 
preferences. 

 8. Design options not incorporated in the template 
would be excluded or be difficult to employ. 

1c 12. Designers use templates not theories. 
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16. The learning management system (LMS)  
 

Knowledge versus Lack of Knowledge of Instructional Design Theory 

 During the sampling procedure for this study, panel members were asked about 

their knowledge of instructional design and its use in course design. All nine panel 

members responded that they were quite familiar with components of ID theory as well 

as its usage. However, what emerged from the declarative statements were confirmations 

of knowledge of ID theory use and components as well as lack of ID knowledge among 

the panel of experienced practitioners. 

Between questions 1b and 1c, a conflicting theme arose concerning knowledge of 

theoretical constructs and paradigms versus lack of knowledge of these components. 

There was also recognition among the panel that while some members may know about 

ID theory, they acknowledged that they have “little time to consider” ID theory 

constructs, as the following statement from question 1c shows: panel members “do not 

share instructional design paradigms”. Moreover, declarative statements in response to 

question 1b illustrated specific ID constructs and their possible use in online course 

design. However, in question 1c, the lack of knowledge of ID theory theme emerged. 

These conflicts in declarative statements, even among this nine-member panel, 

demonstrate that agreement concerning the use of ID (how to use it) is still needed. Table 

7 provides the statements associated with this theme.  

Table 7 

Knowledge v. Lack of Knowledge of Use and Components of ID Theory 

Research  
Question 

Statements

1b 1. The design template should reflect known 
theoretical constructs.
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2. The template should be based on a design 
paradigm. 
12. Templates can be adapted to any 
instructional paradigm like behaviorist, learning, 
constructivist learning, social learning, or a 
mixture of paradigms. 
13. Several educational theories can be used 
within a broad framework/template. 
14. The current constructivist paradigm where 
students are actively engaged in the learning 
process is very effective in conducting online 
graduate courses. 
15. There is nothing to lose in using instructional 
design paradigms. 
 

1c 1. I am unaware of what paradigms, theories, or 
theoretical constructs are most appropriate for 
the development, delivery, and conduct of online 
graduate-level courses. 
5. I am not familiar with a set of paradigms or 
constructs. 
7. We do not share instructional design 
paradigms. 
14. My knowledge of instructional design theory 
is limited. 
15. I obviously lack a background in formal 
educational theory. 
19. I have little time to consider theory, 
paradigms and constructs.

  
 

Round Two Results 

 Declarative statements in response to the research questions identified in Round 

One were compiled and sent to the panel for ranking on a four-point Likert scale and all 

nine panel members participated in this Round. The Likert scale was presented as the 

following four choices: Agree, Somewhat Agree, Somewhat Disagree, Disagree. As 

stated in Chapter Three, the four-point Likert scale was chosen to force a decision among 

the panel members and avoid neutral responses as a consensus was sought in this study. 

The mean scores and interquartile ranges reached for each statement (by research 

question and associated) is shown in Appendix K.  
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Round Two Panel Results 

 The panel reached a pure consensus on two items during Round Two. Full 

consensus is described as all panel members rating a statement ‘Agree’ and subsequently 

the mean score calculated for that statement is 1.000. There were no other statements that 

the panel rated as ‘Agree’ across all panel members.  

Full agreement among all nine panel members was achieved on the following 

statements for the following statements: 

Question 1b: What role, if any, does the use of course design templates play in the 

development and delivery of online graduate-level courses? 

 Statement 3: Templates should be a structural guide for elements to 

include in a course and quality standards that should be met. 

 Statement 4: Templates establish a consistent approach to content delivery 

(classroom structure). 

 No other statement received full consensus (1.00 = Agree) from all panel 

members or within any sub-group. Panel and group mean scores are displayed in 

Appendix L. 

 The mean score and interquartile range was computed by research question as 

well as statement. The ratings were calculated on all individual answers, for all 

statements, within each individual question. The data in Table 8 represent the panel mean 

score (PMS) and the interquartile range (IQR) respectively for each question. 

Table 8 

Round Two Panel Mean Score and Interquartile Range for All Research Questions 
 

Question PMS IQR
1 1.941 2.000
1a 1.772 1.000
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1b 1.578 1.000
1c 2.316 1.000
2 2.421 1.000

 

Round Two Group Results 

 Within the three groups identified in the panel—instructors, administrators, and 

instructional designers—the differences in the group mean score and interquartile ranges 

by statement are shown in Appendix L. The group mean scores (GMS) and interquartile 

ranges (IQR) for Round Two arranged by research question are found in Table 9. 

Table 9 

Round Two Group Mean Scores and Interquartile Ranges 

Question IN GMS 
(n=3) 

AD GMS
(n=3)

ID GMS
(n=3)

IN IQR
(n=3)

AD IQR 
(n=3) 

ID IQR
(n=3)

1 1.725 1.843 2.255 1.000 2.000 2.000
1a 1.649 1.685 1.982 1.000 1.000 1.000
1b 1.533 1.578 1.622 1.000 1.000 1.000
1c 2.246 2.456 2.246 1.000 1.000 2.000
2 2.238 2.690 2.333 0.750 1.000 2.000

 

 The above results show a distinct move toward lack of consensus on declarative 

statements for each research question. The most prominent interquartile range of 0.750 

was seen in the instructor group which indicates a tighter dispersion of ratings among this 

group. The above information was calculated on the individual panel member data and 

not on the mean score of the statements to ensure a more accurate mean score. 

Round Three Results 

 During Round Three of the Delphi Study, the Round Two declarative statement 

mean scores were calculated and prepared in questionnaire form for the panel. The 

statements were presented in the same way as Round Two but also included the mean 

score for the panel as well as the panel member’s original response next to the statement. 
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Each panel member was asked to review the statements, the mean score and her/his 

original rating. If they so desired, the panel member could then change her/his answer to 

more closely align with the panel’s mean score or not.  

Round Three Panel Results 

Full agreement among all nine panel members was once again achieved in Round 

Three on the following statements for the following question and statements: 

Question 1b: What role, if any, does the use of course design templates play in the 

development and delivery of online graduate-level courses? 

 Statement 3: Templates should be a structural guide for elements to 

include in a course and quality standards that should be met. 

 Statement 4: Templates establish a consistent approach to content delivery 

(classroom structure). 

Round Three Group Results 

Within the three groups identified in the panel—instructors (IN), administrators 

(AD), and instructional designers (ID)—the differences in the group mean score (GMS) 

and interquartile ranges (IQR) by statement are shown in Appendix N. The mean scores 

and interquartile ranges for Round Three arranged by each research question are 

displayed in Table 10 below. 

Table 10 

Round Three Group Mean Scores and Interquartile Ranges 

Question IN GMS 
(n=3) 

AD GMS
(n=3)

ID GMS
(n=3)

IN GMS
(n=3)

AD IQR 
(n=3) 

ID IQR
(n=3)

1 1.725 1.863 2.215 1.000 2.000 1.500
1a 1.649 1.631 1.955 1.000 1.000 1.000
1b 1.857 1.578 1.556 1.000 1.000 1.000
1c 2.246 2.368 2.105 1.000 1.000 2.000
2 2.238 2.643 2.333 0.750 1.000 1.000
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 The above results show no level of consensus (a GMS of 1.000 indicates full 

consensus) for Round Three for any of the research questions based on group mean 

scores. The closest to consensus on one question was the Administrator Group 

concerning Question 1b with a mean score of 1.578 and an interquartile range of 1.000. 

The above information was calculated on the individual panel member data and not on 

the mean score of the statements. 

Round Two and Round Three Comparison 

As this study sought consensus among a panel of nine experienced practitioners in 

the field of instructional design, this section discusses the panel data as a whole and its 

comparison between Rounds Two and Three. Panel mean score (PMS) data and 

interquartile range (IQR) calculations were completed to Compare Round Two and 

Round Three results and these results are shown in Appendix O. By question, the 

comparison between the two rounds is as follows in Table 11 for the entire panel (N=9): 

Table 11 

Round Two and Round Three Panel Mean Score and Interquartile Range 

Question Round Two
PMS

Round Two
Panel IQR

Round Three
PMS

Round Three
Panel IQR

 1  1.941 2.000 1.948 2.000 
1a 1.772 1.000 1.745 1.000 
1b 1.578 1.000 1.556 1.000 
1c 2.316 1.000 2.240 2.000 
2 2.421 1.000 2.405 1.000 

 

 Comparing the mean scores and interquartile ranges, there is little to no difference 

in the panel reaching consensus. In fact, Question1, the main research question, moved 

slightly further from pure consensus (PMS =1.00). There was also no change in the 
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interquartile range across rounds. For Question 4, while the PMS moved slightly closer to 

consensus, the interquartile range changed from 1.000 to 2.000 indicating a full quartile 

change in the rating dispersion. Appendix O delineates all Round Two and Round Three 

data by statement and by question for mean scores and interquartile ranges. 

Panel Comments 

 Throughout the research process, panel members were encouraged to comment on 

the research process, declarative statements and any other aspect of the study. Some 

panel members did not comment on the process or his/her changes in response to the 

Round Three questionnaire. Five panel members out of nine commented on aspects of the 

research process as well as declarative statements. This section represents the panel’s 

commentary. 

 When discussing templates, one instructor stated that templates are good to use, 

but stating absolutely that templates allow students to take courses in other programs 

without the distraction of new design was too strong a statement. This panel member also 

worried about confusion if too many theories are mixed together as a response to the 

statement ‘several educational theories can be used with a broad framework/template’. 

With regard to learning paradigms, this panel member was also uncomfortable with the 

word ‘very’ in the declarative statement ‘the current constructivist paradigm where 

students are actively engaged in the learning process is very effective in conducting 

online graduate courses’. Another instructor expressed amazement at how different the 

panel’s mean score rating was from her/his own, but did not change the ratings. 

 Within the administrator group, one panel member wondered why anyone would 

change individual answers from Round Two. Surprisingly, a second administrator was 
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very reticent to complete the questionnaire for Round Two as there was not a ‘neutral’ or 

‘neither agree nor disagree’ choice. It took some convincing to coax this administrator 

into participating in Round Two of this study, even though the member fully supported 

the study and agreed to full participation at the start of the research process, during the 

sampling procedure.  

When considering design templates within a learning management system, still 

another administrator explained that a delivery template encourages consistency, 

regardless of the use of theory. This administrator also indicated that there is no effect of 

standards on 24/7 access and availability of an online course. This same administrator 

commented that online education does not need to replicate face-to-face interaction, but 

include its own lively asynchronous equivalents as components of the courses. 

 Among instructional designers, these comments were focused on how courses are 

developed. For example, one instructional designer commented that courses should be 

flexible enough in design that it can accommodate additional learning so that learning is 

maximized. With regard to the statement ‘outcomes should trump rules (i.e., use what 

works), this designer also noted that if we use exclusively what works, we run the risk of 

straying from course outcomes. 

 Comments among the panel members in this study were sparse and did not have 

an effect on the study itself or the results. The comments have been reported as an 

accepted part of the Modified Delphi Method research process to demonstrate the panel’s 

participation level, commitment, confusion, and/or level of comfort with the method.  

Summary 
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 Findings for this research study revealed a lack of pure consensus or movement 

toward consensus among experienced practitioners in the field of instructional design 

theory. Declarative statements were solicited from the panel (N=9) in Round One. From 

these statements, several themes emerged that were important to understanding the 

findings in the Rounds Two and Three panel responses. The results of the second and 

third rounds of this study included panel and group mean scores, panel and group 

interquartile ranges, and comparisons among groups. Mean scores, interquartile ranges, 

and common themes among the Round One declarative statements provided data that 

determined the level of consensus or lack of consensus on the use of instructional design 

theory in online graduate education. 
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

This chapter includes discussion of the study data in light of the problem stated in 

chapter one, the apparent lack of use of instructional design theory in the creation of 

online graduate courses. This chapter focuses on discussion of the data including any 

conclusions emerging from the data, and recommendations for future study on the topic 

of instructional design theory and online graduate education. This chapter first discusses 

the findings by Round One and then Rounds Two and Three. Next, implications of this 

study are discussed and finally, recommendations for future study are presented directly 

before the summary of Chapter V. 

Discussion of the Findings 

 This study confirms what Reigeluth (1983, 1996, 2009) has purported for over 

thirty years: there is no consensus on the proper usage of instructional design theory nor 

is there consensus on what ID theory is best for which environment. Turoff (personal 

communication, 2008) has stated that consensus will never be achieved on this issue of a 

panel comprised of only academics. There is even argument in the field concerning the 

validity of online course development and if instructional design theory is even needed in 

this area, as was discussed in chapter two. This Modified Delphi Study attempted to 

achieve consensus utilizing a group of experienced practitioners in the field of 

instructional design and online graduate education (N=9). The panel also included sub-

sets of experienced practitioners in the area of online graduate education: instructors 

(n=3), administrators (n=3) and instructional designers (n=3).  
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This study can also be viewed as exploratory in nature as the panel is small, but 

could be expanded to include other universities of similar size resulting in data for 

comparison. It seems as though consensus among educators in the area of online graduate 

education and instructional design use should occur first in ID exploration among a larger 

group of experienced practitioners. Only then does it seem logical to begin study with 

data from all sizes of online programs, gender-specific ID theory selection, and types of 

programs with graduate study (e.g., history, computer science, business administration, 

etc.). 

Round One Discussion 

 Demographic data collected from the panel was used to qualify participants for 

the study. As stated in Chapter Three, the panel was selected using reputational sampling 

based on the established criteria. All panel members participated in all three rounds of 

this Modified Delphi study which added to the validity and consistency of the data. 

Demographic data was solicited in Round One and each panel member was asked to 

respond with declarative statements to all research questions. 

Declarative Statements Discussion 

Round One declarative statements were solicited from the panel in response to the 

research questions. Several major themes emerged from the 102 statements. Major 

Themes emerging from the declarative statements as described in Chapter IV 

demonstrates that the panel of experienced practitioners does not agree on the use of 

theory versus the use of templates as the guiding framework for online graduate course 

design, development and delivery. Literature in the instructional design theory, most 

notably the writings of Reigeluth over the past three-plus decades indicates no movement 
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toward common ground in knowledge base, approach, definition, or application of any 

specific instructional design theory.  Another theme emerging from the statements is the 

lack of deeper knowledge of the components of instructional design theory such as 

paradigms and constructs. While each panel member has been involved with online 

graduate education and the various components of course design, development, and 

delivery, when presented with specific questions on the subject, several statements 

revealed a lack of detailed knowledge in instructional design theory. Several statements 

across the research questions indicated a dichotomy between knowledge of instructional 

design theory and the need for the use of instructional design theory. Many panel 

members indicated the need to use theory while claiming a lack of deep knowledge of 

instructional design theory components. However, the realization of a lack of deeper 

knowledge in instructional design theory among some of the panel members may spark 

them to further their knowledge and study instructional design theory paradigms and 

constructs to improve online graduate education.   

It was also quite clear that Question 2 (What is your reaction to the statement that 

online courses and programs represent practice in the absence of theory) that two 

divergent thoughts among the panel were present: Practice drives online course design 

and Theory drives online course design.  

Rounds Two and Three Discussion 

 Rounds Two and Three mean scores and interquartile ranges revealed no 

significant difference in ratings between the rounds with the full panel or within the three 

expert groups. The only consistent response that reached full consensus (1.00 = Agree) in 

either round was shown in two statements for Question 1b: What role, if any, does the use 
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of course design templates play in the development and delivery of online graduate-level 

courses? Those statements were: 

 Statement 3: Templates should be a structural guide for elements to 

include in a course and quality standards that should be met. 

 Statement 4: Templates establish a consistent approach to content delivery 

(classroom structure). 

Templates are distinctly different than instructional design theory application. The 

full consensus on these two statements indicates that templates are guiding course 

development in online graduate education for this panel of experienced practitioners. 

Because Rounds Two and Three of this Modified Delphi study are similar in nature by 

attempting to come closer to consensus, the discussion has been combined in this section.  

Discussion by Research Question 

Question 1 

 The main research question for this study was: What function, if any, should 

instructional design (ID) theory have in the development and delivery of online graduate-

level courses? The results of the mean scores by panel as well as the interquartile ranges 

of the responses between Round Two and Round Three showed no significant difference 

in movement toward consensus. In fact, the Panel Mean Score for Question one moved 

farther from 1.00 (full consensus/agreement) by .007. The dispersion or interquartile 

range of responses did not change between Rounds Two and Three of the research 

process staying at 2.00 thus indicating that the panel remained mainly with their original 

answers from Round Two. This question did not reach consensus on any of the 
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declarative statements presented or on the question as a whole indicating a continued 

difference in opinion on instructional design theory. 

Question 1a 

 The first sub-question for this study was: What role, if any, do standards or 

guidelines have in the development and delivery of online graduate-level courses? 

(Standards and guidelines can be internal school policy standards, professional practice 

standards, and/or distance education program accreditation standards). No change in 

the interquartile range and a slight (.027) movement toward consensus in the mean score 

indicate that the panel did not change their responses from Round Two to Round Three 

thus remaining steadfast that there is no consensus on the role of standards and guidelines 

in online graduate-level course development and delivery.  

Question 1b 

 The second sub-question for this study was: What role if any does the use of 

course design templates play in the development and delivery of online graduate-level 

courses? Panel responses to this question and subsequent calculation of the mean score 

and interquartile range indicated a mere .022 change toward consensus and no change in 

the interquartile range. As in previous research questions, there was barely any movement 

toward consensus or change in dispersion of answers. 

 While panel consensus was maintained for two declarative statements generated 

from this question, the panel failed to reach consensus on the entire research question 

concerning the role of templates.  The statements where the panel achieved consensus on 

both Rounds Two and Round Three were: 
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Statement 3: Templates should be a structural guide for elements to include in a 

course and quality standards that should be met. 

Statement 4: Templates establish a consistent approach to content delivery 

(classroom structure). 

 These two statements indicate that quality standards and consistent approaches to 

course design must be met, but the question as a whole lacks a specific consensus on the 

role of templates in the overall course development process. 

Question 1c 

The third sub-question for this study was: Which, if any, instructional paradigms, 

theories or theoretical constructs are most appropriate for the development, delivery, and 

conduct of online graduate-level courses. As in the other questions established for this 

study, the panel again failed to reach consensus on this sub-question. This question data 

results indicated a slight difference in mean score (-.024) and a dispersion change from 

1.000 to 2.000. These changes, however, did not indicate that the panel was any closer to 

agreeing on instructional theories, paradigms, or constructs that are appropriate for the 

development, delivery, and conduct of online graduate-level courses.  

Question 2 

 An additional question (at the request of the research chair) was added during 

Round One of the research study and was: What is your reaction to the statement that 

online courses and programs represent practice in the absence of theory? The data 

gathered distinctly indicated a split between practice and theory as discussed earlier in the 

emerging themes section in Chapter IV. The Panel Mean Score moved slightly closer 

(.016) toward “somewhat agree” from Rounds Two to Three, but the dispersion of 
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responses remained the same. This indicates that the panel was not moving any closer to 

consensus on this question throughout the research process. 

Implications of the Results 

This study has opened up a new area of exploration for instructional design theory 

for study—online graduate education. There has been little to no examination of the use 

of theory in the design and development of online graduate courses and this study serves 

as a solid beginning to that research. During the literature search for this study and as 

stated in Chapter II, there are no consensus studies in the field of online graduation with a 

look at the use of instructional design theory. 

Adding to the body of literature on instructional design theory and its application 

to online graduate education, this study confirmed the findings of prior research that 

called for a deeper look into this area. Continued research and perhaps subsequent 

education of those involved in online graduate education course design and development 

will lead to the creation of a knowledge base and common terminology in the field. 

Moreover, the study confirmed that even experienced practitioners in the field of 

instructional design theory may not possess a deeper knowledge of the constructs and 

paradigms needed to create online graduate courses. In turn, these panel members may 

seek further study in this field to add to their current knowledge and gain a deeper 

understanding of instructional design theory and online graduate education. This lack of 

knowledge about instructional design theory versus the panel members’ self-perceived 

knowledge demonstrates a need for professional development and education in 

instructional design theory.  
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This study concluded that continued research is needed in the field of online 

graduate education with regard to instructional design theory and approaches to course 

design. While research is important, it should also be noted that the themes emerging 

from this study’s data indicate a need for education and professional development of 

those involved in designing, administering or teaching online graduate courses.  

While adding to the literature, this study also opened a new pathway into 

education technology and instructional design theory. Instructional design theory and 

graduate online education methods are certainly worth consideration based on the 

information gleaned from this study. 

Implications for Instructional Designers 

For instructional designers, the results of this study can inform them on how to 

proceed with course design in terms of a knowledge base for the entire course 

development team—administrators, instructors, and designers alike. By knowing there is 

no consensus on use of theory and assuming designers want to implement instructional 

design theory as a standard of practice, all members of the development team can come to 

agreement on a systematic method to create courses within their program or school. In 

turn, courses can be created and implemented more quickly and efficiently and 

potentially streamline the course development process. Being perhaps the most 

knowledgeable of instructional design theory in a team, instructional designers can better 

inform their colleagues on the use of theory in online graduate course development. This 

movement toward increased knowledge within a team also has implications for 

standardization of school or program policy as well as meeting accreditation standards for 

online programs. 
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Implications for Online Instructors 

Teaching courses online does not always mean the instructor has developed the 

course. Here, an instructor may be aware that a process or theory exists but not 

necessarily be informed as to the details of a specific instructional design theory. Again, 

being aware that there is no consensus in the use of instructional design theory in online 

graduate education could begin a discussion among administrators, designers, and 

instructors on the best way to develop courses—perhaps creating a standard framework 

of theory and reaching beyond the template prescribed by the learning management 

system. Instructors can benefit from the results of this study through understanding that 

course design currently does not follow one standard theory. This study’s data confirmed 

this and in turn could influence course design standardization. An increase in course 

design standardization could result in a decrease in instructor preparation time.. 

Recommendations for Future Study 

 This study attempted to achieve consensus among a panel of instructional design 

experienced practitioners concerning the use of instructional design theory in online 

graduate education. While no pure consensus was reached, the lack of consensus finding 

now provides an avenue for new discussion.  

Among the declarative statements, while not discussed as a theme, two statements 

stood out that could indicate a need for study of the workplace or team that is designing 

online courses. Question 1c, concerning instructional paradigm, theories and constructs, 

gained the following statements: 

 I have little time to consider theory, paradigms and constructs. 

 We do not share instruction design paradigms. 
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 These two statements illustrate  a need for workplace communication and course 

planning in order to facilitate the application of instructional design theory in course 

creation. It is recommended that the workplace process of online graduate course creation 

be studied so that instructional design theory could be applied as the number of online 

graduate programs and courses increase. Studying workplace and process conditions 

most certainly could enhance or graduate course or program design and delivery. 

 It is recommended that a new Modified Delphi study delve into the need for a new 

instructional design theory for online graduate education. New theories can create new 

inroads for other graduate programs to follow. The underlying assumption for this 

research recommendation is that a new instructional design theory is actually needed. 

Seeing as no consensus can be reached in this area, investigation of a new theory would 

be innovative as well as beneficial to online graduate education. 

 Focusing on online graduate education was part of this study and therefore should 

be continued. Because the literature was sparse in this area with regard to instructional 

design theory, further research naturally is recommended. Replicating this study will 

expand and potentially achieve consensus among a group of experienced practitioners in 

the field. Replication of this study is recommended using: 

 a larger panel across several universities or colleges that offer online 

graduate programs; 

 only instructional designers across several universities of similar size. 

From this, large and small universities can benefit from the consensus 

gained at these institutions; 
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 a larger panel within the same university setting that would include 

instructional designers, administrators, and instructors across both 

graduate and undergraduate programs. Undergraduate programs are 

mentioned here as this study could lead to more specific instructional 

design theory choice and application as indicated by the current 

instructional design theory researchers. 

 a focus on the application of instructional design theory as it pertains to 

accreditation or school course development standards.  

Summary of the Study 

 The primary research question addressed in this study was: What function, if any, 

should instructional design theory have in the development and delivery of online 

graduate-level courses? The study employed a three-round Modified Delphi Method 

seeking to achieve consensus among a panel of nine instructional design specialists 

working at one university’s graduate school. Declarative statements were solicited from 

the panel in Round One. Rounds Two and Three utilized a questionnaire comprised of the 

declarative statements along with a four-point Likert scale rating. Round Two solicited 

individual ratings and Round Three attempted to achieve consensus based on prior ratings 

and the possible re-rating of statements by the panel members. The data were presented 

in demographic data, mean scores for the panel as well as the groups, interquartile ranges 

for the panel as well as the groups, and thematic information on the declarative 

statements. Consensus was not reached on any research question and on only two 

statements concerning template use.  

Conclusion 
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Throughout this study, it became increasingly obvious that the selected panel of 

experienced practitioners in instructional design theory have not been able to come to 

consensus on the use of instructional design theory in education let alone online graduate 

education. This mimics the writings of Reigeluth (2009) in that instructional design 

theory cannot be decided upon by experienced practitioners in the field and has not even 

begun to address the field of online graduate education 

 By attempting to achieve consensus among a group of experienced practitioners, 

this study concluded that, once again, there is no consensus on instructional design theory 

in online graduate education. This study reiterates the plea of Reigeluth (2009) that 

instructional design theory needs to be standardized in traditional education and further 

studied in distance education as the literature in online education and instructional design 

theory presents no consensus or rigorous research into theory application. Also, it shows 

that more research is needed in this area. 

Summary of Chapter V 

 This chapter discussed the findings of the data as presented in Chapter IV. Each 

round was discussed as well as the declarative statement themes and what they revealed 

during the research process. Discussion included implications of the research for 

instructional designers as well as online instructors and the study’s potential effect on 

course development standardization. Recommendations for future research in 

instructional design theory and online graduate education were presented and expanded 

research using the Modified Delphi Method to gain consensus in the area was suggested.  

A summary of the entire research study followed by the conclusion was also included.  
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Appendix A: Initial Email Letter to Panel Members 

 

Subject: Research Study in Instructional Design Theory and Online Graduate Education 

 

Dear <Panel Member Name>: 

 

Thank you so much for speaking with me and agreeing to participate in my study on 

instructional design theory and online graduate education.  Within three days, I will be 

sending you an email that contains an Internet link to an online survey where you will be 

able to enter your answers to a few questions.   

 

As I described in our brief meeting, this will be the first of three surveys.  The first will 

be a more open-ended survey and the other two will be rating surveys (“agree,” 

“somewhat agree,” “disagree,” etc.). These surveys will be sent to you over a period of 

several weeks and each one should take you approximately twenty minutes to complete. 

 

Again, thank you committing to all three surveys connected with this study and I look 

forward to your responses. 

 

Dannee Zeedick 

  



124 
 

 

 

Appendix B: Round One Email with Internet link to Declarative Statement Survey 

 

 

Subject Line: Survey for first round of research in instructional design theory and online 
graduate education. 

 

Dear <Panel Member Name>: 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my research study on instructional design theory 
and graduate online education.  Your involvement in these two areas makes your 
opinions vital to my research.  Please fill out the survey by <date>.   

For this part of the research, you can simply click this link <website link in online survey 
tool> and enter your answers online. I have provided the questions below as well in the 
event you would rather reply to this email and type your answers in below. 

There are two parts to this round of the study—questions to answer and demographic 
information. Please answer both parts.  

Thank you again for your participation and remember that all data reported will not 
personally identify you in anyway.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Dannee Zeedick 

 

Content of the Round One Survey 

 
RESEARCH STUDY FOR INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN THEORY IN ONLINE 

GRADUATE EDUCATION. 
 
PART I: Please respond to these questions by providing as many specific, 
DECLARATIVE statements as come to mind. Use as much space as you need. 
(Declarative statement example: 
Question: What are factors in selecting a dog? 
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Potential declarative statement responses: 
1. A dog bred for work 
2. A dog that is strong 
3. A dog that has shorthair. 
 
QUESTIONS FOR THIS STUDY 
 
1. What function, if any, should standards, templates, and guidelines play in designing 
online graduate courses? 
 
2. Why or why not does instructional design theory have a meaningful function in the 
development and delivery of online graduate-level courses? 
 
3. Why or why not does the use of course design templates exempt considerations of 
applying any known instructional design paradigms or theoretical constructs for online 
graduate-level courses?  
 
4. Which, if any, instructional paradigms or theoretical constructs are most appropriate 
for the development, delivery, and conducting of online graduate-level courses? 
 
5. What is your reaction to the statement that online courses and programs represent 
practice in the absence of theory? 
 
 
PART II: DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
 
Job function/title: 
Area(s) of expertise: 
Years in current position: 
Years experience (total for all jobs/careers): 
Years involved in online graduate education: 
Name and Location (Department) of current position: 
Gender: 
Educational Background (degrees and major fields): 
Please answer all that apply at any time during your career: 
Years designing courses: 
Years designing online courses: 
Years teaching online courses: 
Years as an administrator: 
Years as faculty: 
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT ALL ANSWERS WILL BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL, YOUR 
IDENTITY AND ANY PERSONAL INFORMATION WILL NEVER BE REVEALED. 
ONLY AGGREGATE DATA WILL BE REPORTED. 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIMELY RESPONSES!  
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Appendix C: Reminder Email sent within 2 days of the Round One Deadline 

 

 

Subject Line: Reminder to Take Survey for Instructional Design/Online Graduate 
Education Research Study 

 

Dear <Panel Member Name>: 

 

Thank you for your participation in my research study on instructional design theory and 
online graduate education. 

As a reminder, the first round of this research study is important to subsequent rounds. 
Please answer the attached questions according to the directions. 

 

Please respond to the survey located at <website link to online survey> to this email with 
your answers by <date>. 

 

Thank you for your participation. 

 

Dannee Zeedick 
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Appendix D: Round Two Email with Internet Link to Likert Scale Survey 

 

 

Subject Line: Survey for second round of research in instructional design theory and 
online graduate education. 

 

Dear <Panel Member Name>: 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my research study on instructional design theory 
and graduate online education.  Your involvement in these two areas makes your 
opinions vital to my research.  Please answer the questions below by <date>.   

For this part of the research, Round Two, you can simply click this link <website link in 
online survey tool> and enter your answers online.  

Thank you again for your participation and remember that all data reported will not 
personally identify you in anyway.  

 

Dannee Zeedick 
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Appendix E: Reminder Email sent within 2 days of Round Two Deadline 

 

 

Subject Line: Reminder to Take Survey for Instructional Design/Online Graduate 
Education Research Study 

 

Dear <Panel Member Name>: 

 

Thank you for your participation in my research study on instructional design theory and 
online graduate education. 

As a reminder, this is the second round of three rounds of this research study. 

The survey for this round is available at <website link to online survey for round three>.  

Please respond to the survey by <date>. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

Thank you for your participation! 

 

Dannee Zeedick 
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Appendix F: Round Three Email with Internet Link to Likert Scale Survey 

 

Subject Line: Survey for third (final) round of research in instructional design theory and 
online graduate education. 

 

Dear <Panel Member Name>: 

 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my research study on instructional design theory 
and graduate online education. Your involvement in online graduate education makes 
your opinions vital to my research.  

For this part of the research, Round Three (final round), you can simply click this link 
<website link in online survey tool> and enter your answers online. Please respond by 
<date> or earlier. 

There are two parts to this round of the study. Please answer both parts.  

Thank you again for your participation and remember that all data reported will not 
personally identify you in anyway.  

Your prompt attention is appreciated! 

 

Dannee Zeedick 
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Appendix G: Reminder Email sent within 2 days of Round Three Deadline 

 

 

Subject Line: Reminder to Take Survey for Instructional Design/Online Graduate 
Education Research Study 

 

Dear <Panel Member Name>: 

 

Thank you for your participation in my research study on instructional design theory and 
online graduate education. 

As a reminder, this is the third and final round of this research study. 

The survey for this round is available at <website link to online survey for round three>.   

Please respond to the survey by <date>. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

Thank you for your participation! 

 

Dannee Zeedick 
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Appendix H: Thank You Email to the Panel Members 

 

 

Dear <Panel Member Name>: 

 

I would like to thank you for taking part in my research on instructional design theory 

and online graduate education. Your involvement in my research because of your 

knowledge of online graduate education will certainly inform the field of instructional 

design and online education.   

 

I am grateful that you participated and provided me with valuable information based on 

your experience in the field of instructional design and online graduate education. 

 

Thank you again for assisting me with this research. 

 

Sincerely, 

Dannee Zeedick 
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Appendix I: Round One Results: List of Declarative Statements from Panel Members’ 

Responses to the Research Questions 

 

 

  

Q1: What function, if any, should instructional design (ID) theory have in the 
development and delivery of online graduate-level courses? 

1. The use of instructional design theory aids in maximizing learning. 
2. Instructional design theory is crucial in the development and delivery of online 

graduate-level courses. 
3. It encourages consistency across modules and courses to ease student learning. 
4. It allows presentation of information in accordance with best practices for 

facilitating understanding. 
5. Some instructional design theory is not applicable. 
6. ID theory assumes levels of contact that are not relevant. 
7. Courses that are completely built before students enroll must be carefully 

designed from start to finish so that learning is maximized. 
8. Any theory needs to be applied with careful attention to the teaching 

environment. 
9. Synchronous vs. asynchronous instruction models are major factors in the 

applicability of theories. 
10. Courses cannot be designed without considering instructional design. 
11. Courses are designed with best-practices in mind as well as common sense. 
12. If online courses are changed during a semester, instructors should only make 

changes that make sense both in terms of instructional design and pedagogical 
considerations. 

13. The learning management system (Angel, Moodle, Blackboard, etc.) constrains 
the use of ID theory. 

14. Instructional design theory really does not have a function in development of 
courses, the learning management system constrains that. 

15. Instructors supply rough ideas of what he/she would like accomplished and 
instructional designers run with it. 

16. Instructional designers already have a strong knowledge as to what makes good 
course design sense. 

17. Despite my many years of involvement with online education, my knowledge of 
theory is weak. 
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Q1a: What role, if any, do standards or guidelines have in the development and 
delivery of online graduate level courses? (Standards and guidelines can be internal 
school policy standards, professional practice standards, and/or distance education 

program accreditation standards.) 
1. They are crucial to online graduate work. 
2. In order to be an accredited course, you need certain elements like learning 

objectives. 
3. Guidelines establish the boundaries within which course developers can make 

qualitative decisions (e.g., How should I use this material?, What medium should 
I use to deliver it?, Have I applied learning taxonomies properly?) 

4. Incorporating school branding is a 'must have' standard. 
5. They provide a necessary quality control mechanism. 
6. They ensure that the appropriate material is being covered. 
7. They ensure that there is continuity across courses. 
8. They ensure that there is fairness across sections of individual courses. 
9. They encourage best practice usage. 
10. They help provide 24/7 access. 
11. Standards establish minimum performance standards for faculty and for those 

responsible for student support. 
12. Standards ensure that institutional policies are clearly articulated to students (e.g., 

late submission, academic integrity). 
13. Standards ensure accountability. 
14. They allow the use of industry professionals to enrich the academic content. 
15. They simplify the development process. 
16. They help meet accreditation guidelines. 
17. They ensure web useability. 
18. They allow the student to focus on the material without having to relearn a 

system. 
19. They provide a crucial framework for developing high quality courses that focus 

on meeting student learning needs. 
20. Guidelines establish the boundaries within which instructors can make qualitative 

decisions (e.g., how should I assess this student's work?). 
21. Guidelines establish the boundaries within which student support staff can make 

qualitative decisions (e.g., how should I respond to this student's situation?). 
22. They provide a crucial framework so that developed courses meet the standards 

of the university and/or accrediting agencies. 
23. They provide a framework so that courses have a consistent look, feel, and 

navigation system which reduces time needed for students to engage in the 
material. 

24. Standards that define expected outcomes are vital. 
25. They provide structure and commonality. 
26. Outcomes should trump rules (i.e., use what works). 
27. They save time for developers who do not have to reinvent the wheel each time 

they develop a course. 
28. Courses built before students enroll must be carefully designed from start to 

finish. 
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29. Design templates allow students to switch to other courses without the distraction 
of a change in design. 

30. In order to be an accredited course, requirements and elements vary by course. 
31. Incorporating school branding is important to the design of an online course. 
32. The look and feel of the course environment can be solely accomplished by 

looking at examples packaged with the learning management system. 
33. Direction on online course design criteria should be kept to a minimum. 
34. They provide clear expectations for students preparing their work for submission. 
35. They provide clear expectations for instructor grading. 
36. They provide clear expectations for evaluation of program by accreditation 

bodies. 
37. They provide clear expectations for evaluation of instructors by program 

managers. 
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Q1b: What role if any does the use of course design templates play in the 
development and delivery of online graduate-level courses? 

1. The design template should reflect known theoretical constructs. 
2. The template should be based on a design paradigm. 
3. Templates should be a structural guide for elements to include in a course and 

quality standards that should be met. 
4. Templates establish a consistent approach to content delivery (classroom 

structure). 
5. Templates create a consistent framework for course syllabi. 
6. Templates ensure consistent communication to students (letter about tuition 

increases, involuntary withdrawal, etc.). 
7. They contain a set of built-in design preferences. 
8. Design options not incorporated in the template would be excluded or be 

difficult to employ. 
9. They make navigation easier within a course. 
10. Lack of knowledge of constructs should not preclude the ability to generate a 

very effective course. 
11. Templates allow students to take courses in other programs because they are 

not distracted by a change in design. 
12. Templates can be adapted to any instructional paradigm like behaviorist 

learning, constructivist learning, social learning, or a mixture of paradigms. 
13. Several educational theories can be used within a broad framework/template. 
14. The current constructivist paradigm where students are actively engaged in the 

learning process is very effective in conducting online graduate courses. 
15. There is nothing to lose in using instructional design paradigms. 
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Q1c: Which, if any, instructional paradigms, theories, or theoretical constructs 
are most appropriate for the development, delivery, and conduct of online 

graduate-level courses?
1. I am unaware of what paradigms, theories, and constructs there are. 
2. The paradigm or theoretical construct for any course should take into 

consideration the learning goals of the particular course. 
3. Using Bloom's Taxonomy, development of online graduate-level courses 

should create outcomes at the level of the higher-order skills. 
4. Facilitation of student interaction with an active role for the instructor is vital 

for the day-to-day running of an online course. 
5. I am not familiar with a set of paradigms and constructs. 
6. They provide boundaries to grading and instruction. 
7. We do not share instructional design paradigms. 
8. The ADDIE method (Analysis, Design, Development, Implementation, and 

Evaluation) seems appropriate. 
9. Theory should follow practice. 
10. They provide cohesion to grading. 
11. Face-to-face interaction must be replicated somehow in the online 

classroom. 
12. Designers use templates not theories. 
13. They play a vital function in that instructors are spread over wide physical 

and metaphysical areas. 
14. My knowledge of instructional design theory is limited. 
15. I obviously lack a background in formal educational theory. 
16. The learning management system (LMS)(e.g., Angel, Moodle, Blackboard) 

does not allow for use of these things. 
17. What teachers do in the classroom is dictated by the learning management 

system design. 
18. We use the LMS design that is a best-fit for everyone. 
19. I have little time to consider theory, paradigms, and constructs. 
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Q2 (added): What is your reaction to the statement that online courses and 
programs represent practice in the absence of theory? 

1. Practice in the absence of theory is not education, it is training. 
2. Quality online courses and programs include both theory and practice 

(assuming they are professional degree programs). 
3. A huge body of literature, many years of increasingly effective practice, and 

a plethora of quality guidelines published at all levels of the educational 
enterprise offer contradictory evidence. 

4. Theory is evolving in all instructional environments. 
5. Theory for online courses is in its early stages. 
6. Online program designs are sometimes hampered by the application of ill-

fitting mature theories for traditional courses. 
7. This statement, while it may be true, is not appropriate. 
8. Theory does not drive practice in online education. 
9. This statement supposes that online courses only are capable of teaching a 

subject at the lower levels of Bloom's taxonomy. 
10. This statement is definitely true because students use (practice) the online 

courses without knowledge of instructional theory. 
11. In this medium (online), practice is ahead of theory. 
12. The nature of online education and cutting edge education put instructors and 

designers in the same boat. 
13. Courses are prepared and conducted without a theoretical basis. 
14. Practice becomes theory in online education. 
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Appendix J: Round Two Results: Full Panel Mean Scores and Interquartile Ranges by 

Statement  

 

Research 
Question 

Statement PMS IQR 
Question 

Mean 
Question 

IQR 

Q1 
The use of instructional 

design theory aids in 
maximizing learning. 

1.44 1.000   

 

Instructional design theory is 
crucial in the development 

and delivery of online 
graduate-level courses. 

1.89 1.000   

 
It encourages consistency 

across modules and courses 
to ease student learning. 

1.67 1.000   

 

It allows presentation of 
information in accordance 

with best practices for 
facilitating understanding. 

1.56 1.000   

 
Some instructional design 
theory is not applicable. 

1.78 1.000   

 
ID theory assumes levels of 
contact that are not relevant. 

2.67 1.000   

 

Courses that are completely 
built before students enroll 
must be carefully designed 
from start to finish so that 

learning is maximized. 

1.33 0   

 

Any theory needs to be 
applied with careful 

attention to the teaching 
environment. 

1.33 0   

 

Synchronous vs. 
asynchronous instruction 

models are major factors in 
the applicability of theories. 

1.78 2.000   

 
Courses cannot be designed 

without considering 
instructional design. 

2.22 2.000   

 
Courses are designed with 
best-practices in mind as 
well as common sense. 

1.22 0   

 

If online courses are 
changed during a semester, 

instructors should only make 
changes that make sense 

both in terms of instructional 
design and pedagogical 

considerations. 

1.33 0   
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Research 
Question 

Statement PMS IQR 
Question 

Mean 
Question 

IQR 

 

The learning management 
system (Angel, Moodle, 

Blackboard, etc.) constrains 
the use of ID theory. 

2.22 1.000   

 

Instructional design theory 
really does not have a 

function in development of 
courses, the learning 
management system 

constrains that. 

3.22 1.000   

 

Instructors supply rough 
ideas of what he/she would 

like accomplished and 
instructional designers run 

with it. 

3.33 1.000   

 

Instructional designers 
already have a strong 

knowledge as to what makes 
good course design sense. 

2.33 1.000   

 

Despite my many years of 
involvement with online 

education, my knowledge of 
theory is weak. 

1.67 1.000 1.941 2.000 

Q1a 
They are crucial to online 

graduate work. 
1.56 1.000   

 

In order to be an accredited 
course, you need certain 
elements like learning 

objectives. 

1.11 0   

 

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 

course developers can make 
qualitative decisions (e.g., 

How should I use this 
material?, What medium 
should I use to deliver it?, 
Have I applied learning 
taxonomies properly?) 

1.33 1.000   

 
Incorporating school 

branding is a 'must have' 
standard. 

2.56 1.000   

 
They provide a necessary 

quality control mechanism. 
1.67 1.000   

 
They ensure that the 

appropriate material is being 
covered. 

1.89 1.000   

 
They ensure that there is 
continuity across courses. 

1.78 1.000   

 
They ensure that there is 

fairness across sections of 
individual courses. 

1.89 1.000   

 
They encourage best 

practice usage. 
1.78 1.000   
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Research 
Question 

Statement PMS IQR 
Question 

Mean 
Question 

IQR 

 
They help provide 24/7 

access. 
2.11 2.000   

 

Standards establish 
minimum performance 

standards for faculty and for 
those responsible for student 

support. 

1.56 1.000   

 

Standards ensure that 
institutional policies are 

clearly articulated to 
students (e.g., late 

submission, academic 
integrity). 

1.44 1.000   

 
Standards ensure 
accountability. 

1.78 1.000   

 
They allow the use of 

industry professionals to 
enrich the academic content. 

1.78 1.000   

 
They simplify the 

development process. 
1.67 1.000   

 
They help meet accreditation 

guidelines. 
1.33 0   

 They ensure web useability. 1.78 1.000   

 

They allow the student to 
focus on the material 

without having to relearn a 
system. 

1.44 0   

 

They provide a crucial 
framework for developing 
high quality courses that 
focus on meeting student 

learning needs. 

1.44 1.000   

 

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 

instructors can make 
qualitative decisions (e.g., 
how should I assess this 

student's work?). 

1.56 1.000   

 

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 
student support staff can 

make qualitative decisions 
(e.g., how should I respond 
to this student's situation?). 

1.56 1.000   

 

They provide a crucial 
framework so that developed 
courses meet the standards 

of the university and/or 
accrediting agencies. 

1.56 1.000   
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Research 
Question 

Statement PMS IQR 
Question 

Mean 
Question 

IQR 

 

They provide a framework 
so that courses have a 

consistent look, feel, and 
navigation system which 
reduces time needed for 
students to engage in the 

material. 

1.33 1.000   

 
Standards that define 

expected outcomes are vital. 
1.22 0   

 
They provide structure and 

commonality. 
1.33 1.000   

 
Outcomes should trump 

rules (i.e., use what works). 
1.78 1.000   

 

They save time for 
developers who do not have 
to reinvent the wheel each 
time they develop a course. 

1.56 1.000   

 
Courses built before students 

enroll must be carefully 
designed from start to finish. 

1.22 0   

 

Design templates allow 
students to switch to other 

courses without the 
distraction of a change in 

design. 

1.67 1.000   

 
In order to be an accredited 
course, requirements and 
elements vary by course. 

2.22 2.000   

 
Incorporating school 

branding is important to the 
design of an online course. 

2.56 1.000   

 

The look and feel of the 
course environment can be 

solely accomplished by 
looking at examples 

packaged with the learning 
management system. 

3.00 2.000   

 
Direction on online course 
design criteria should be 

kept to a minimum. 
3.00 0   

 

They provide clear 
expectations for students 
preparing their work for 

submission. 

1.89 1.000   

 
They provide clear 

expectations for instructor 
grading. 

2.11 0   

 

They provide clear 
expectations for evaluation 
of program by accreditation 

bodies. 

2.00 1.000   
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Research 
Question 

Statement PMS IQR 
Question 

Mean 
Question 

IQR 

 

They provide clear 
expectations for evaluation 
of instructors by program 

managers. 

2.11 0 1.772 1.000 

Q1b 
The design template should 

reflect known theoretical 
constructs. 

1.44 1.000   

 
The template should be 

based on a design paradigm. 
1.56 1.000   

 

Templates should be a 
structural guide for elements 

to include in a course and 
quality standards that should 

be met. 

1.00 0   

 

Templates establish a 
consistent approach to 

content delivery (classroom 
structure). 

1.00 0   

 
Templates create a 

consistent framework for 
course syllabi. 

1.33 0   

 

Templates ensure consistent 
communication to students 

(letter about tuition 
increases, involuntary 

withdrawal, etc.). 

1.78 1.000   

 
They contain a set of built-in 

design preferences. 
1.67 1.000   

 

Design options not 
incorporated in the template 

would be excluded or be 
difficult to employ. 

2.89 2.000   

 
They make navigation easier 

within a course. 
1.22 0   

 

Lack of knowledge of 
constructs should not 
preclude the ability to 

generate a very effective 
course. 

2.00 1.000   

 

Templates allow students to 
take courses in other 

programs because they are 
not distracted by a change in 

design. 

1.56 1.000   

 

Templates can be adapted to 
any instructional paradigm 
like behaviorist learning, 
constructivist learning, 

social learning, or a mixture 
of paradigms. 

1.44 1.000   

 
Several educational theories 
can be used within a broad 

framework/template. 
1.78 1.000   
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Research 
Question 

Statement PMS IQR 
Question 

Mean 
Question 

IQR 

 

The current constructivist 
paradigm where students are 

actively engaged in the 
learning process is very 
effective in conducting 
online graduate courses. 

1.56 1.000   

 
There is nothing to lose in 
using instructional design 

paradigms. 
1.44 1.000 1.578 1.000 

Q1c 
I am unaware of what 

paradigms, theories, and 
constructs there are. 

2.00 1.000   

 

The paradigm or theoretical 
construct for any course 

should take into 
consideration the learning 

goals of the particular 
course. 

1.67 1.000   

 

Using Bloom's Taxonomy, 
development of online 
graduate-level courses 

should create outcomes at 
the level of the higher-order 

skills. 

1.44 1.000   

 

Facilitation of student 
interaction with an active 

role for the instructor is vital 
for the day-to-day running 

of an online course. 

1.78 1.000   

 
I am not familiar with a set 

of paradigms and constructs. 
2.11 2.000   

 
They provide boundaries to 

grading and instruction. 
2.22 2.000   

 
We do not share 

instructional design 
paradigms. 

2.44 1.000   

 

The ADDIE method 
(Analysis, Design, 

Development, 
Implementation, and 
Evaluation) seems 

appropriate. 

2.22 0   

 
Theory should follow 

practice. 
2.33 2.000   

 
They provide cohesion to 

grading. 
2.11 2.000   

 
Face-to-face interaction 

must be replicated somehow 
in the online classroom. 

2.78 1.000   

 
Designers use templates not 

theories. 
2.44 1.000   
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Research 
Question 

Statement PMS IQR 
Question 

Mean 
Question 

IQR 

 

They play a vital function in 
that instructors are spread 

over wide physical and 
metaphysical areas. 

2.89 0   

 
My knowledge of 

instructional design theory is 
limited. 

1.78 1.000   

 
I obviously lack a 

background in formal 
educational theory. 

2.00 1.000   

 

The learning management 
system (LMS)(e.g., Angel, 
Moodle, Blackboard) does 
not allow for use of these 

things. 

3.56 1.000   

 

What teachers do in the 
classroom is dictated by the 

learning management 
system design. 

3.22 1.000   

 
We use the LMS design that 

is a best-fit for everyone. 
2.33 1.000   

 
I have little time to consider 

theory, paradigms, and 
constructs. 

2.67 1.000 2.316 1.000 

Q2 
Practice in the absence of 

theory is not education, it is 
training. 

2.89 0   

 

Quality online courses and 
programs include both 

theory and practice 
(assuming they are 
professional degree 

programs). 

1.44 1.000   

 

A huge body of literature, 
many years of increasingly 

effective practice, and a 
plethora of quality 

guidelines published at all 
levels of the educational 

enterprise offer 
contradictory evidence. 

2.56 1.000   

 
Theory is evolving in all 

instructional environments. 
1.56 1.000   

 
Theory for online courses is 

in its early stages. 
1.89 1.000   

 

Online program designs are 
sometimes hampered by the 

application of ill-fitting 
mature theories for 
traditional courses. 

2.44 1.000   

 
This statement, while it may 
be true, is not appropriate. 

2.89 2.000   

 
Theory does not drive 

practice in online education. 
2.67 1.000   
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Research 
Question 

Statement PMS IQR 
Question 

Mean 
Question 

IQR 

 

This statement supposes that 
online courses only are 

capable of teaching a subject 
at the lower levels of 
Bloom's taxonomy. 

2.78 2.000   

 

This statement is definitely 
true because students use 

(practice) the online courses 
without knowledge of 
instructional theory. 

3.11 2.000   

 
In this medium (online), 

practice is ahead of theory. 
2.56 1.000   

 

The nature of online 
education and cutting edge 

education put instructors and 
designers in the same boat. 

2.22 0   

 
Courses are prepared and 

conducted without a 
theoretical basis. 

2.67 1.000   

 
Practice becomes theory in 

online education. 
2.22 1.000 2.421 1.000 
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Appendix K: Round Two Results: Group Mean Scores (GMS) and Interquartile Ranges 

by Statement 

Question Statement 
IN 

GMS 
(n=3) 

AD 
GMS 
(n=3) 

ID 
GMS 
(n=3) 

IN IQR 
(n=3) 

AD 
IQR  
(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 
(n=3) 

Q1 
The use of instructional design 

theory aids in maximizing 
learning. 

1.33 1.00 2.00 0.5 0 1 

 

Instructional design theory is 
crucial in the development and 

delivery of online graduate-level 
courses. 

1.67 1.33 2.67 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 
It encourages consistency across 

modules and courses to ease 
student learning. 

1.67 1.33 2.00 0.5 0.5 1 

  

It allows presentation of 
information in accordance with 

best practices for facilitating 
understanding. 

1.67 1.00 2.00 0.5 0 0 

  
Some instructional design theory 

is not applicable. 
1.33 1.67 2.33 0.5 1 0.5 

  
ID theory assumes levels of 
contact that are not relevant. 

2.33 3.67 2.00 0.5 0.5 0 

  

Courses that are completely 
built before students enroll must 
be carefully designed from start 

to finish so that learning is 
maximized. 

1.00 1.00 2.00 0 0 1 

  
Any theory needs to be applied 

with careful attention to the 
teaching environment. 

1.00 1.00 2.00 0 0 1.5 

  

Synchronous vs. asynchronous 
instruction models are major 
factors in the applicability of 

theories. 

1.00 1.67 2.67 0 1 1.5 

  
Courses cannot be designed 

without considering 
instructional design. 

2.00 2.00 2.67 1 1.5 1.5 

  
Courses are designed with best-

practices in mind as well as 
common sense. 

1.33 1.00 1.33 0.5 0 0.5 

  

If online courses are changed 
during a semester, instructors 

should only make changes that 
make sense both in terms of 

instructional design and 
pedagogical considerations. 

1.33 1.00 1.67 0.5 0 1 

  

The learning management 
system (Angel, Moodle, 

Blackboard, etc.) constrains the 
use of ID theory. 

2.00 2.00 2.67 1 1 1 
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Question Statement 
IN 

GMS 
(n=3) 

AD 
GMS 
(n=3) 

ID 
GMS 
(n=3) 

IN IQR 
(n=3) 

AD 
IQR  
(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 
(n=3) 

  

Instructional design theory 
really does not have a function 
in development of courses, the 
learning management system 

constrains that. 

2.67 3.67 3.33 1.5 0.5 1 

  

Instructors supply rough ideas of 
what he/she would like 

accomplished and instructional 
designers run with it. 

3.00 3.33 3.67 1.5 1 0.5 

  

Instructional designers already 
have a strong knowledge as to 

what makes good course design 
sense. 

2.33 2.33 2.33 1.5 1 0.5 

  

Despite my many years of 
involvement with online 

education, my knowledge of 
theory is weak. 

1.67 2.33 1.00 1 1.5 0 

Q1a 
They are crucial to online 

graduate work. 
1.33 1.67 1.67 0.5 0.5 0.5 

  

In order to be an accredited 
course, you need certain 
elements like learning 

objectives. 

1.33 1.00 1.00 0.5 0 0 

  

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which course 
developers can make qualitative 

decisions (e.g., How should I 
use this material?, What medium 
should I use to deliver it?, Have 
I applied learning taxonomies 

properly?) 

1.33 1.00 1.67 0.5 0 0.5 

  
Incorporating school branding is 

a 'must have' standard. 
2.00 2.33 3.33 0 1.5 0.5 

  
They provide a necessary 

quality control mechanism. 
1.33 1.00 2.67 0.5 0 1 

  
They ensure that the appropriate 

material is being covered. 
1.67 1.67 2.33 1 0.5 0.5 

  
They ensure that there is 
continuity across courses. 

1.33 1.67 2.33 0.5 1 0.5 

  
They ensure that there is fairness 

across sections of individual 
courses. 

1.67 2.00 2.00 1 1.5 0 

  
They encourage best practice 

usage. 
2.00 1.00 2.33 1 0 0.5 

  They help provide 24/7 access. 2.67 1.67 2.00 1.5 0.5 1 

 

Standards establish minimum 
performance standards for 

faculty and for those responsible 
for student support. 

2.33 1.00 1.33 1 0 0.5 

 

Standards ensure that 
institutional policies are clearly 
articulated to students (e.g., late 
submission, academic integrity). 

1.67 1.00 1.67 0.5 0 0.5 
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Question Statement 
IN 

GMS 
(n=3) 

AD 
GMS 
(n=3) 

ID 
GMS 
(n=3) 

IN IQR 
(n=3) 

AD 
IQR  
(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 
(n=3) 

 Standards ensure accountability. 2.00 1.67 1.67 1 0.5 0.5 

 
They allow the use of industry 

professionals to enrich the 
academic content. 

1.33 2.33 1.67 0.5 1.5 0.5 

 
They simplify the development 

process. 
1.33 2.00 1.67 0.5 1 1 

 
They help meet accreditation 

guidelines. 
1.67 1.33 1.00 1 0.5 0 

 They ensure web useability. 2.00 1.67 1.67 1.5 0.5 0.5 

 
They allow the student to focus 
on the material without having 

to relearn a system. 
1.00 2.00 1.33 0 1.5 0.5 

 

They provide a crucial 
framework for developing high 

quality courses that focus on 
meeting student learning needs. 

1.67 1.33 1.33 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 

instructors can make qualitative 
decisions (e.g., how should I 
assess this student's work?). 

1.33 1.00 2.33 0.5 0 0.5 

  

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which student 

support staff can make 
qualitative decisions (e.g., how 

should I respond to this student's 
situation?). 

1.33 1.33 2.00 0.5 0.5 1 

  

They provide a crucial 
framework so that developed 
courses meet the standards of 

the university and/or accrediting 
agencies. 

1.33 1.67 1.67 0.5 0.5 0.5 

  

They provide a framework so 
that courses have a consistent 

look, feel, and navigation 
system which reduces time 

needed for students to engage in 
the material. 

1.33 1.00 1.67 0.5 0 0.5 

  
Standards that define expected 

outcomes are vital. 
1.33 1.00 1.33 0.5 0 0.5 

  
They provide structure and 

commonality. 
1.00 1.33 1.67 0 0.5 0.5 

  
Outcomes should trump rules 

(i.e., use what works). 
1.33 2.00 2.00 0.5 0 1 

  

They save time for developers 
who do not have to reinvent the 
wheel each time they develop a 

course. 

1.67 1.00 2.00 0.5 0 0 

  
Courses built before students 

enroll must be carefully 
designed from start to finish. 

1.00 1.00 1.67 0 0 0.5 
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Question Statement 
IN 

GMS 
(n=3) 

AD 
GMS 
(n=3) 

ID 
GMS 
(n=3) 

IN IQR 
(n=3) 

AD 
IQR  
(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 
(n=3) 

  

Design templates allow students 
to switch to other courses 

without the distraction of a 
change in design. 

2.00 1.00 2.00 1 0 1 

  
In order to be an accredited 
course, requirements and 
elements vary by course. 

1.67 2.67 2.33 1 1.5 0.5 

  
Incorporating school branding is 

important to the design of an 
online course. 

2.00 2.33 3.33 1 1.5 0.5 

  

The look and feel of the course 
environment can be solely 

accomplished by looking at 
examples packaged with the 

learning management system. 

2.67 3.00 3.33 0.5 1 1 

  
Direction on online course 

design criteria should be kept to 
a minimum. 

2.67 3.33 3.00 0.5 0.5 1 

  
They provide clear expectations 
for students preparing their work 

for submission. 
1.67 2.33 1.67 0.5 1.5 0.5 

  
They provide clear expectations 

for instructor grading. 
1.67 2.33 2.33 0.5 1.5 0.5 

  
They provide clear expectations 

for evaluation of program by 
accreditation bodies. 

1.67 2.33 2.00 0.5 1.5 1 

  
They provide clear expectations 
for evaluation of instructors by 

program managers. 
1.67 2.33 2.33 0.5 1.5 0.5 

Q1b 
The design template should 

reflect known theoretical 
constructs. 

1.00 1.33 2.00 0 0.5 0 

  
The template should be based on 

a design paradigm. 
1.33 1.33 2.00 0.5 0.5 0 

  

Templates should be a structural 
guide for elements to include in 
a course and quality standards 

that should be met. 

1.00 1.00 1.00 0 0 0 

  
Templates establish a consistent 

approach to content delivery 
(classroom structure). 

1.00 1.00 1.00 0 0 0 

  
Templates create a consistent 
framework for course syllabi. 

1.00 1.00 2.00 0 0 1.5 

  

Templates ensure consistent 
communication to students 

(letter about tuition increases, 
involuntary withdrawal, etc.). 

1.67 1.33 2.33 0.5 0.5 1.5 

  
They contain a set of built-in 

design preferences. 
1.33 2.00 1.67 0.5 1.5 0.5 

  

Design options not incorporated 
in the template would be 

excluded or be difficult to 
employ. 

2.00 3.33 3.33 1 0.5 1 
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Question Statement 
IN 

GMS 
(n=3) 

AD 
GMS 
(n=3) 

ID 
GMS 
(n=3) 

IN IQR 
(n=3) 

AD 
IQR  
(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 
(n=3) 

  
They make navigation easier 

within a course. 
1.33 1.33 1.00 0.5 0.5 0 

  
Lack of knowledge of constructs 
should not preclude the ability to 
generate a very effective course. 

2.00 2.67 1.33 1 1 0.5 

  

Templates allow students to take 
courses in other programs 

because they are not distracted 
by a change in design. 

2.00 1.00 1.67 1 0 1 

  

Templates can be adapted to any 
instructional paradigm like 

behaviorist learning, 
constructivist learning, social 

learning, or a mixture of 
paradigms. 

1.67 1.33 1.33 0.5 0.5 0.5 

  
Several educational theories can 

be used within a broad 
framework/template. 

2.00 2.00 1.33 1 1 0.5 

  

The current constructivist 
paradigm where students are 

actively engaged in the learning 
process is very effective in 
conducting online graduate 

courses. 

2.00 1.67 1.00 1 0.5 0 

  
There is nothing to lose in using 
instructional design paradigms. 

1.67 1.33 1.33 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Q1c 
I am unaware of what 

paradigms, theories, and 
constructs there are. 

1.67 2.67 1.67 0.5 1 1 

  

The paradigm or theoretical 
construct for any course should 

take into consideration the 
learning goals of the particular 

course. 

1.33 1.67 2.00 0.5 0.5 1 

  

Using Bloom's Taxonomy, 
development of online graduate-

level courses should create 
outcomes at the level of the 

higher-order skills. 

1.67 1.33 1.33 0.5 0.5 0.5 

  

Facilitation of student 
interaction with an active role 

for the instructor is vital for the 
day-to-day running of an online 

course. 

2.33 1.33 1.67 1.5 0.5 0.5 

  
I am not familiar with a set of 

paradigms and constructs. 
1.67 3.00 1.67 0.5 1 1 

  
They provide boundaries to 

grading and instruction. 
2.33 2.00 2.33 1.5 1 1 

  
We do not share instructional 

design paradigms. 
2.67 2.00 2.67 0.5 0 1 
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Question Statement 
IN 

GMS 
(n=3) 

AD 
GMS 
(n=3) 

ID 
GMS 
(n=3) 

IN IQR 
(n=3) 

AD 
IQR  
(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 
(n=3) 

  

The ADDIE method (Analysis, 
Design, Development, 

Implementation, and Evaluation) 
seems appropriate. 

2.33 2.00 2.33 0.5 0 1.5 

  Theory should follow practice. 1.67 3.00 2.33 1 1 1 

  
They provide cohesion to 

grading. 
2.33 2.00 2.00 1.5 1 1 

  
Face-to-face interaction must be 

replicated somehow in the 
online classroom. 

2.67 2.67 3.00 1 0.5 1 

  
Designers use templates not 

theories. 
3.00 2.67 1.67 1 0.5 1 

  
They play a vital function in that 
instructors are spread over wide 
physical and metaphysical areas. 

3.00 3.00 2.67 1 0 0.5 

  
My knowledge of instructional 

design theory is limited. 
1.67 2.33 1.33 0.5 1.5 0.5 

  
I obviously lack a background in 

formal educational theory. 
1.67 2.33 2.00 0.5 1.5 1 

  

The learning management 
system (LMS)(e.g., Angel, 

Moodle, Blackboard) does not 
allow for use of these things. 

3.00 3.67 4.00 1 0.5 0 

  

What teachers do in the 
classroom is dictated by the 

learning management system 
design. 

2.67 3.67 3.33 0.5 0.5 0.5 

  
We use the LMS design that is a 

best-fit for everyone. 
2.33 2.33 2.33 0.5 1.5 1.5 

  
I have little time to consider 

theory, paradigms, and 
constructs. 

2.67 3.00 2.33 0.5 1 1.5 

Q2 
Practice in the absence of theory 

is not education, it is training. 
2.33 3.00 3.33 0.5 0 0.5 

  

Quality online courses and 
programs include both theory 

and practice (assuming they are 
professional degree programs). 

1.67 1.33 1.33 0.5 0.5 0.5 

  

A huge body of literature, many 
years of increasingly effective 

practice, and a plethora of 
quality guidelines published at 

all levels of the educational 
enterprise offer contradictory 

evidence. 

2.33 2.00 3.33 0.5 1 0.5 

  
Theory is evolving in all 

instructional environments. 
1.67 1.33 1.67 0.5 0.5 0.5 

  
Theory for online courses is in 

its early stages. 
1.67 2.33 1.67 0.5 1 0.5 

  

Online program designs are 
sometimes hampered by the 

application of ill-fitting mature 
theories for traditional courses. 

2.00 2.33 3.00 0 1.5 1 
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Question Statement 
IN 

GMS 
(n=3) 

AD 
GMS 
(n=3) 

ID 
GMS 
(n=3) 

IN IQR 
(n=3) 

AD 
IQR  
(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 
(n=3) 

  
This statement, while it may be 

true, is not appropriate. 
2.33 3.67 2.67 0.5 0.5 1 

  
Theory does not drive practice 

in online education. 
2.33 3.00 2.67 0.5 1 1 

  

This statement supposes that 
online courses only are capable 

of teaching a subject at the 
lower levels of Bloom's 

taxonomy. 

3.00 3.67 1.67 1 0.5 0.5 

  

This statement is definitely true 
because students use (practice) 

the online courses without 
knowledge of instructional 

theory. 

3.00 3.67 2.67 1 0.5 1 

  
In this medium (online), practice 

is ahead of theory. 
2.33 3.33 2.00 0.5 0.5 1 

  

The nature of online education 
and cutting edge education put 
instructors and designers in the 

same boat. 

1.67 2.33 2.67 0.5 0.5 1 

  
Courses are prepared and 

conducted without a theoretical 
basis. 

2.67 3.33 2.00 1 0.5 0 

  
Practice becomes theory in 

online education. 
2.33 2.33 2.00 0.5 1 0 

  



153 
 

 

Appendix L: Round Three Results: Panel Mean Score (PMS) and Interquartile Range 

(IQR) by Statement 

 

Question Statement PMS  IQR 
 

Question 
PMS 

Question 
IQR 

Q1 The use of instructional 
design theory aids in 
maximizing learning. 

1.444 1.000   

 Instructional design 
theory is crucial in the 

development and 
delivery of online 

graduate-level courses. 

1.889 1.000   

 It encourages 
consistency across 

modules and courses to 
ease student learning. 

1.889 1.000   

 It allows presentation of 
information in 

accordance with best 
practices for facilitating 

understanding. 

1.556 1.000   

 Some instructional 
design theory is not 

applicable. 

1.778 1.000   

 ID theory assumes levels 
of contact that are not 

relevant. 

2.556 1.000   

 Courses that are 
completely built before 
students enroll must be 
carefully designed from 

start to finish so that 
learning is maximized. 

1.222 0.000   

 Any theory needs to be 
applied with careful 

attention to the teaching 
environment. 

1.333 0.000   

 Synchronous vs. 
asynchronous instruction 
models are major factors 

in the applicability of 
theories. 

1.778 2.000   

 Courses cannot be 
designed without 

considering instructional 
design. 

2.222 2.000   

 Courses are designed 
with best-practices in 

mind as well as common 
sense. 

1.222 0.000   
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Question Statement PMS  IQR 
 

Question 
PMS 

Question 
IQR 

 If online courses are 
changed during a 

semester, instructors 
should only make 

changes that make sense 
both in terms of 

instructional design and 
pedagogical 

considerations. 

1.333 0.000   

 The learning 
management system 

(Angel, Moodle, 
Blackboard, etc.) 

constrains the use of ID 
theory. 

2.222 1.000   

 Instructional design 
theory really does not 

have a function in 
development of courses, 
the learning management 

system constrains that. 

3.222 1.000   

 Instructors supply rough 
ideas of what he/she 

would like accomplished 
and instructional 

designers run with it. 

3.333 1.000   

 Instructional designers 
already have a strong 
knowledge as to what 

makes good course 
design sense. 

2.333 1.000   

 Despite my many years 
of involvement with 
online education, my 

knowledge of theory is 
weak. 

1.778 1.000 MEAN 
Q1=1.948 

IQR 
Q1=2.000 

Q1a They are crucial to 
online graduate work. 

1.556 1.000   

 In order to be an 
accredited course, you 
need certain elements 

like learning objectives. 

1.111 0.000   

 Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 

course developers can 
make qualitative 

decisions (e.g., How 
should I use this 

material?, What medium 
should I use to deliver 

it?, Have I applied 
learning taxonomies 

properly?) 

1.333 1.000   
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Question Statement PMS  IQR 
 

Question 
PMS 

Question 
IQR 

 Incorporating school 
branding is a 'must have' 

standard. 

2.556 1.000   

 They provide a 
necessary quality control 

mechanism. 

1.667 1.000   

 They ensure that the 
appropriate material is 

being covered. 

1.889 1.000   

 They ensure that there is 
continuity across 

courses. 

1.778 1.000   

 They ensure that there is 
fairness across sections 
of individual courses. 

1.889 1.000   

 They encourage best 
practice usage. 

1.778 1.000   

 They help provide 24/7 
access. 

2.333 2.000   

 Standards establish 
minimum performance 

standards for faculty and 
for those responsible for 

student support. 

1.556 1.000   

 Standards ensure that 
institutional policies are 

clearly articulated to 
students (e.g., late 

submission, academic 
integrity). 

1.444 1.000   

 Standards ensure 
accountability. 

1.778 1.000   

 They allow the use of 
industry professionals to 

enrich the academic 
content. 

1.778 1.000   

 They simplify the 
development process. 

1.667 1.000   

 They help meet 
accreditation guidelines. 

1.333 0.000   

 They ensure web 
useability. 

1.778 1.000   

 They allow the student 
to focus on the material 

without having to relearn 
a system. 

1.444 0.000   

 They provide a crucial 
framework for 

developing high quality 
courses that focus on 

meeting student learning 
needs. 

1.444 1.000   
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Question Statement PMS  IQR 
 

Question 
PMS 

Question 
IQR 

 Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 

instructors can make 
qualitative decisions 
(e.g., how should I 
assess this student's 

work?). 

1.556 1.000   

 Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 
student support staff can 

make qualitative 
decisions (e.g., how 

should I respond to this 
student's situation?). 

1.556 1.000   

 They provide a crucial 
framework so that 

developed courses meet 
the standards of the 

university and/or 
accrediting agencies. 

1.556 1.000   

 They provide a 
framework so that 

courses have a consistent 
look, feel, and 

navigation system which 
reduces time needed for 
students to engage in the 

material. 

1.333 1.000   

 Standards that define 
expected outcomes are 

vital. 

1.222 0.000   

 They provide structure 
and commonality. 

1.333 1.000   

 Outcomes should trump 
rules (i.e., use what 

works). 

1.667 1.000   

 They save time for 
developers who do not 

have to reinvent the 
wheel each time they 

develop a course. 

1.556 1.000   

 Courses built before 
students enroll must be 
carefully designed from 

start to finish. 

1.222 0.000   

 Design templates allow 
students to switch to 

other courses without the 
distraction of a change in 

design. 

1.444 1.000   

 In order to be an 
accredited course, 
requirements and 

elements vary by course. 

2.222 2.000   
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Question Statement PMS  IQR 
 

Question 
PMS 

Question 
IQR 

 Incorporating school 
branding is important to 
the design of an online 

course. 

2.556 1.000   

 The look and feel of the 
course environment can 
be solely accomplished 
by looking at examples 

packaged with the 
learning management 

system. 

3.000 2.000   

 Direction on online 
course design criteria 
should be kept to a 

minimum. 

3.000 0.000   

 They provide clear 
expectations for students 
preparing their work for 

submission. 

1.667 1.000   

 They provide clear 
expectations for 

instructor grading. 

1.889 0.000   

 They provide clear 
expectations for 

evaluation of program 
by accreditation bodies. 

1.778 1.000   

 They provide clear 
expectations for 

evaluation of instructors 
by program managers. 

1.889 0.000 MEAN Q2 
=  1.745 

IQR Q2 =   
1.000 

Q1b The design template 
should reflect known 
theoretical constructs. 

1.444 1.000   

 The template should be 
based on a design 

paradigm. 

1.556 1.000   

 Templates should be a 
structural guide for 

elements to include in a 
course and quality 

standards that should be 
met. 

1.000 0.000   

 Templates establish a 
consistent approach to 

content delivery 
(classroom structure). 

1.000 0.000   

 Templates create a 
consistent framework for 

course syllabi. 

1.111 0.000   
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Question Statement PMS  IQR 
 

Question 
PMS 

Question 
IQR 

 Templates ensure 
consistent 

communication to 
students (letter about 

tuition increases, 
involuntary withdrawal, 

etc.). 

1.778 1.000   

 They contain a set of 
built-in design 
preferences. 

1.667 1.000   

 Design options not 
incorporated in the 
template would be 

excluded or be difficult 
to employ. 

2.889 2.000   

 They make navigation 
easier within a course. 

1.222 0.000   

 Lack of knowledge of 
constructs should not 
preclude the ability to 

generate a very effective 
course. 

2.000 1.000   

 Templates allow 
students to take courses 

in other programs 
because they are not 

distracted by a change in 
design. 

1.444 1.000   

 Templates can be 
adapted to any 

instructional paradigm 
like behaviorist learning, 
constructivist learning, 

social learning, or a 
mixture of paradigms. 

1.444 1.000   

 Several educational 
theories can be used 

within a broad 
framework/template. 

1.778 1.000   

 The current 
constructivist paradigm 

where students are 
actively engaged in the 
learning process is very 
effective in conducting 
online graduate courses. 

1.556 1.000 mean for q3 iqr for q3 

 There is nothing to lose 
in using instructional 

design paradigms. 

1.444 1.000 1.556 1.000 

Q1c I am unaware of what 
paradigms, theories, and 

constructs there are. 

1.667 1.000   
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Question Statement PMS  IQR 
 

Question 
PMS 

Question 
IQR 

 The paradigm or 
theoretical construct for 
any course should take 
into consideration the 
learning goals of the 

particular course. 

1.667 1.000   

 Using Bloom's 
Taxonomy, development 
of online graduate-level 
courses should create 

outcomes at the level of 
the higher-order skills. 

1.444 1.000   

 Facilitation of student 
interaction with an 
active role for the 

instructor is vital for the 
day-to-day running of an 

online course. 

1.778 1.000   

 I am not familiar with a 
set of paradigms and 

constructs. 

1.778 1.000   

 They provide boundaries 
to grading and 

instruction. 

2.222 2.000   

 We do not share 
instructional design 

paradigms. 

2.444 1.000   

 The ADDIE method 
(Analysis, Design, 

Development, 
Implementation, and 
Evaluation) seems 

appropriate. 

1.889 0.000   

 Theory should follow 
practice. 

2.333 2.000   

 They provide cohesion 
to grading. 

2.111 2.000   

 Face-to-face interaction 
must be replicated 

somehow in the online 
classroom. 

2.667 1.000   

 Designers use templates 
not theories. 

2.444 1.000   

 They play a vital 
function in that 

instructors are spread 
over wide physical and 

metaphysical areas. 

2.889 0.000   

 My knowledge of 
instructional design 

theory is limited. 

1.778 1.000   

 I obviously lack a 
background in formal 
educational theory. 

2.000 1.000   
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Question Statement PMS  IQR 
 

Question 
PMS 

Question 
IQR 

 The learning 
management system 
(LMS)(e.g., Angel, 

Moodle, Blackboard) 
does not allow for use of 

these things. 

3.556 1.000   

 What teachers do in the 
classroom is dictated by 
the learning management 

system design. 

3.222 1.000   

 We use the LMS design 
that is a best-fit for 

everyone. 

2.000 1.000 mean for q4 iqr for q4 

 I have little time to 
consider theory, 
paradigms, and 

constructs. 

2.667 1.000 2.240 2.000 

Q2 Practice in the absence 
of theory is not 

education, it is training. 

2.667 1.000   

 Quality online courses 
and programs include 

both theory and practice 
(assuming they are 
professional degree 

programs). 

1.333 1.000   

 A huge body of 
literature, many years of 

increasingly effective 
practice, and a plethora 

of quality guidelines 
published at all levels of 

the educational 
enterprise offer 

contradictory evidence. 

2.556 1.000   

 Theory is evolving in all 
instructional 

environments. 

1.556 1.000   

 Theory for online 
courses is in its early 

stages. 

1.889 1.000   

 Online program designs 
are sometimes hampered 
by the application of ill-
fitting mature theories 
for traditional courses. 

2.444 1.000   

 This statement, while it 
may be true, is not 

appropriate. 

2.889 2.000   

 Theory does not drive 
practice in online 

education. 

2.667 1.000   
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Question Statement PMS  IQR 
 

Question 
PMS 

Question 
IQR 

 This statement supposes 
that online courses only 
are capable of teaching a 

subject at the lower 
levels of Bloom's 

taxonomy. 

2.778 2.000   

 This statement is 
definitely true because 
students use (practice) 

the online courses 
without knowledge of 
instructional theory. 

3.111 2.000   

 In this medium (online), 
practice is ahead of 

theory. 

2.556 1.000   

 The nature of online 
education and cutting 

edge education put 
instructors and designers 

in the same boat. 

2.222 0.000   

 Courses are prepared 
and conducted without a 

theoretical basis. 

2.667 1.000   

 Practice becomes theory 
in online education. 

2.333 1.000 MEAN FOR 
Q5 = 2.405 

IQR FOR 
Q5 = 
1.000 
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Appendix M: Round Three Results: Group Mean Scores and Interquartile Ranges by 

Statement 

 

Question Statement 
IN 

MEAN 
(n=3) 

AD 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

ID 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

IN 
IQR 

(n=3) 

AD 
IQR 

(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 

(n=3) 

Q1 

The use of instructional 
design theory aids in 
maximizing learning. 1.333 1.000 1.167 0.5 0 1 

 

Instructional design theory is 
crucial in the development 

and delivery of online 
graduate-level courses. 1.667 1.333 1.500 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 

It encourages consistency 
across modules and courses to 

ease student learning. 1.667 2.000 1.833 0.5 1 1 

 

It allows presentation of 
information in accordance 

with best practices for 
facilitating understanding. 1.667 1.000 1.333 0.5 0 0 

 
Some instructional design 
theory is not applicable. 1.333 1.667 1.500 0.5 1 0.5 

 
ID theory assumes levels of 
contact that are not relevant. 2.333 3.333 2.833 0.5 1 0 

 

Courses that are completely 
built before students enroll 
must be carefully designed 
from start to finish so that 

learning is maximized. 1.000 1.000 1.000 0 0 0.5 

 

Any theory needs to be 
applied with careful attention 
to the teaching environment. 1.000 1.000 1.000 0 0 1.5 

 

Synchronous vs. 
asynchronous instruction 

models are major factors in 
the applicability of theories. 1.000 1.667 1.333 0 1 1.5 

 

Courses cannot be designed 
without considering 
instructional design. 2.000 2.000 2.000 1 1.5 1.5 

 

Courses are designed with 
best-practices in mind as well 

as common sense. 1.333 1.000 1.167 0.5 0 0.5 

 

If online courses are changed 
during a semester, instructors 

should only make changes 
that make sense both in terms 

of instructional design and 
pedagogical considerations. 1.333 1.000 1.167 0.5 0 1 

 

The learning management 
system (Angel, Moodle, 

Blackboard, etc.) constrains 
the use of ID theory. 2.000 2.000 2.000 1 1 1 
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Question Statement 
IN 

MEAN 
(n=3) 

AD 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

ID 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

IN 
IQR 

(n=3) 

AD 
IQR 

(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 

(n=3) 

 

Instructional design theory 
really does not have a 

function in development of 
courses, the learning 
management system 

constrains that. 2.667 3.667 3.167 1.5 0.5 1 

 

Instructors supply rough ideas 
of what he/she would like 

accomplished and 
instructional designers run 

with it. 3.000 3.333 3.167 1.5 1 0.5 

 

Instructional designers already 
have a strong knowledge as to 

what makes good course 
design sense. 2.333 2.333 2.333 1.5 1 0.5 

 

Despite my many years of 
involvement with online 

education, my knowledge of 
theory is weak. 1.667 2.333 2.000 1 1.5 0.5 

Q1a 
They are crucial to online 

graduate work. 1.333 1.667 1.500 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 

In order to be an accredited 
course, you need certain 
elements like learning 

objectives. 1.333 1.000 1.167 0.5 0 0 

 

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 

course developers can make 
qualitative decisions (e.g., 

How should I use this 
material?, What medium 
should I use to deliver it?, 
Have I applied learning 
taxonomies properly?) 1.333 1.000 1.167 0.5 0 0.5 

 
Incorporating school branding 

is a 'must have' standard. 2.000 2.333 2.167 0 1.5 0.5 

 
They provide a necessary 

quality control mechanism. 1.333 1.000 1.167 0.5 0 1 

 

They ensure that the 
appropriate material is being 

covered. 1.667 1.667 1.667 1 0.5 0.5 

 
They ensure that there is 
continuity across courses. 1.333 1.667 1.500 0.5 1 0.5 

 

They ensure that there is 
fairness across sections of 

individual courses. 1.667 2.000 1.833 1 1.5 0 

 
They encourage best practice 

usage. 2.000 1.000 1.500 1 0 0.5 

 
They help provide 24/7 

access. 2.667 2.333 2.500 1.5 1.5 1 
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Question Statement 
IN 

MEAN 
(n=3) 

AD 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

ID 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

IN 
IQR 

(n=3) 

AD 
IQR 

(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 

(n=3) 

 

Standards establish minimum 
performance standards for 

faculty and for those 
responsible for student 

support. 2.333 1.000 1.667 1 0 0.5 

 

Standards ensure that 
institutional policies are 

clearly articulated to students 
(e.g., late submission, 
academic integrity). 1.667 1.000 1.333 0.5 0 0.5 

 
Standards ensure 
accountability. 2.000 1.667 1.833 1 0.5 0.5 

 

They allow the use of industry 
professionals to enrich the 

academic content. 1.333 2.333 1.833 0.5 1.5 0.5 

 
They simplify the 

development process. 1.333 2.000 1.667 0.5 1 1 

 
They help meet accreditation 

guidelines. 1.667 1.333 1.500 1 0.5 0 
 They ensure web useability. 2.000 1.667 1.833 1.5 0.5 0.5 

 

They allow the student to 
focus on the material without 
having to relearn a system. 1.000 2.000 1.500 0 1.5 0.5 

 

They provide a crucial 
framework for developing 

high quality courses that focus 
on meeting student learning 

needs. 1.667 1.333 1.500 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 

instructors can make 
qualitative decisions (e.g., 
how should I assess this 

student's work?). 1.333 1.000 1.167 0.5 0 0.5 

 

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 

student support staff can make 
qualitative decisions (e.g., 

how should I respond to this 
student's situation?). 1.333 1.333 1.333 0.5 0.5 1 

 

They provide a crucial 
framework so that developed 
courses meet the standards of 

the university and/or 
accrediting agencies. 1.333 1.667 1.500 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 

They provide a framework so 
that courses have a consistent 

look, feel, and navigation 
system which reduces time 

needed for students to engage 
in the material. 1.333 1.000 1.167 0.5 0 0.5 

 
Standards that define expected 

outcomes are vital. 1.333 1.000 1.167 0.5 0 0.5 
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Question Statement 
IN 

MEAN 
(n=3) 

AD 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

ID 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

IN 
IQR 

(n=3) 

AD 
IQR 

(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 

(n=3) 

 
They provide structure and 

commonality. 1.000 1.333 1.167 0 0.5 0.5 

 
Outcomes should trump rules 

(i.e., use what works). 1.333 2.000 1.667 0.5 0 0.5 

 

They save time for developers 
who do not have to reinvent 

the wheel each time they 
develop a course. 1.667 1.000 1.333 0.5 0 0 

 

Courses built before students 
enroll must be carefully 

designed from start to finish. 1.000 1.000 1.000 0 0 0.5 

 

Design templates allow 
students to switch to other 

courses without the distraction 
of a change in design. 2.000 1.000 1.500 1 0 0.5 

 

In order to be an accredited 
course, requirements and 
elements vary by course. 1.667 2.667 2.167 1 1.5 0.5 

 

Incorporating school branding 
is important to the design of 

an online course. 2.000 2.333 2.167 1 1.5 0.5 

 

The look and feel of the 
course environment can be 

solely accomplished by 
looking at examples packaged 
with the learning management 

system. 2.667 3.000 2.833 0.5 1 1 

 

Direction on online course 
design criteria should be kept 

to a minimum. 2.667 3.333 3.000 0.5 0.5 1 

 

They provide clear 
expectations for students 
preparing their work for 

submission. 1.667 1.667 1.667 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 

They provide clear 
expectations for instructor 

grading. 1.667 1.667 1.667 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 

They provide clear 
expectations for evaluation of 

program by accreditation 
bodies. 1.667 1.667 1.667 0.5 0.5 1 

 

They provide clear 
expectations for evaluation of 

instructors by program 
managers. 1.667 1.667 1.667 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Q1b 

The design template should 
reflect known theoretical 

constructs. 1.000 1.333 1.167 0 0.5 0 

 
The template should be based 

on a design paradigm. 1.333 1.333 1.333 0.5 0.5 0 
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Question Statement 
IN 

MEAN 
(n=3) 

AD 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

ID 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

IN 
IQR 

(n=3) 

AD 
IQR 

(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 

(n=3) 

 

Templates should be a 
structural guide for elements 

to include in a course and 
quality standards that should 

be met. 1.000 1.000 1.000 0 0 0 

 

Templates establish a 
consistent approach to content 
delivery (classroom structure). 1.000 1.000 1.000 0 0 0 

 
Templates create a consistent 
framework for course syllabi. 1.000 1.000 1.000 0 0 0.5 

 

Templates ensure consistent 
communication to students 

(letter about tuition increases, 
involuntary withdrawal, etc.). 1.667 1.333 1.500 0.5 0.5 1.5 

 
They contain a set of built-in 

design preferences. 1.333 2.000 1.667 0.5 1.5 0.5 

 

Design options not 
incorporated in the template 

would be excluded or be 
difficult to employ. 2.000 3.333 2.667 1 0.5 1 

 
They make navigation easier 

within a course. 1.333 1.333 1.333 0.5 0.5 0 

 

Lack of knowledge of 
constructs should not preclude 
the ability to generate a very 

effective course. 2.000 2.667 2.333 1 1 0.5 

 

Templates allow students to 
take courses in other programs 
because they are not distracted 

by a change in design. 2.000 1.000 1.500 1 0 0.5 

 

Templates can be adapted to 
any instructional paradigm 
like behaviorist learning, 

constructivist learning, social 
learning, or a mixture of 

paradigms. 1.667 1.333 1.500 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 

Several educational theories 
can be used within a broad 

framework/template. 2.000 2.000 2.000 1 1 0.5 

 

The current constructivist 
paradigm where students are 

actively engaged in the 
learning process is very 

effective in conducting online 
graduate courses. 2.000 1.667 1.833 1 0.5 0 

 

There is nothing to lose in 
using instructional design 

paradigms. 1.667 1.333 1.500 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Q1c 

I am unaware of what 
paradigms, theories, and 

constructs there are. 1.667 1.667 1.667 0.5 0.5 1 
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Question Statement 
IN 

MEAN 
(n=3) 

AD 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

ID 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

IN 
IQR 

(n=3) 

AD 
IQR 

(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 

(n=3) 

 

The paradigm or theoretical 
construct for any course 

should take into consideration 
the learning goals of the 

particular course. 1.333 1.667 1.500 0.5 0.5 1 

 

Using Bloom's Taxonomy, 
development of online 

graduate-level courses should 
create outcomes at the level of 

the higher-order skills. 1.667 1.333 1.500 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 

Facilitation of student 
interaction with an active role 
for the instructor is vital for 
the day-to-day running of an 

online course. 2.333 1.333 1.833 1.5 0.5 0.5 

 
I am not familiar with a set of 

paradigms and constructs. 1.667 2.000 1.833 0.5 1 1 

 
They provide boundaries to 

grading and instruction. 2.333 2.000 2.167 1.5 1 1 

 
We do not share instructional 

design paradigms. 2.667 2.000 2.333 0.5 0 1 

 

The ADDIE method 
(Analysis, Design, 

Development, 
Implementation, and 
Evaluation) seems 

appropriate. 2.333 2.000 2.167 0.5 0 0.5 

 
Theory should follow 

practice. 1.667 3.000 2.333 1 1 1 

 
They provide cohesion to 

grading. 2.333 2.000 2.167 1.5 1 1 

 

Face-to-face interaction must 
be replicated somehow in the 

online classroom. 2.667 3.000 2.833 1 0 0.5 

 
Designers use templates not 

theories. 3.000 2.667 2.833 1 0.5 1 

 

They play a vital function in 
that instructors are spread 

over wide physical and 
metaphysical areas. 3.000 3.000 3.000 1 0 0.5 

 

My knowledge of 
instructional design theory is 

limited. 1.667 2.333 2.000 0.5 1.5 0.5 

 
I obviously lack a background 
in formal educational theory. 1.667 2.333 2.000 0.5 1.5 1 

 

The learning management 
system (LMS)(e.g., Angel, 

Moodle, Blackboard) does not 
allow for use of these things. 3.000 3.667 3.333 1 0.5 0 

 

What teachers do in the 
classroom is dictated by the 

learning management system 
design. 2.667 3.667 3.167 0.5 0.5 0.5 



168 
 

 

Question Statement 
IN 

MEAN 
(n=3) 

AD 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

ID 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

IN 
IQR 

(n=3) 

AD 
IQR 

(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 

(n=3) 

 
We use the LMS design that is 

a best-fit for everyone. 2.333 2.333 2.333 0.5 1.5 0.5 

 

I have little time to consider 
theory, paradigms, and 

constructs. 2.667 3.000 2.833 0.5 1 1.5 

Q2 

Practice in the absence of 
theory is not education, it is 

training. 2.333 2.333 2.333 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 

Quality online courses and 
programs include both theory 
and practice (assuming they 

are professional degree 
programs). 1.667 1.000 1.333 0.5 0 0.5 

 

A huge body of literature, 
many years of increasingly 

effective practice, and a 
plethora of quality guidelines 
published at all levels of the 
educational enterprise offer 

contradictory evidence. 2.333 2.000 2.167 0.5 1 0.5 

 
Theory is evolving in all 

instructional environments. 1.667 1.333 1.500 0.5 0.5 0.5 

 
Theory for online courses is in 

its early stages. 1.667 2.333 2.000 0.5 1 0.5 

 

Online program designs are 
sometimes hampered by the 

application of ill-fitting 
mature theories for traditional 

courses. 2.000 2.333 2.167 0 1.5 1 

 
This statement, while it may 
be true, is not appropriate. 2.333 3.667 3.000 0.5 0.5 1 

 
Theory does not drive practice 

in online education. 2.333 3.000 2.667 0.5 1 1 

 

This statement supposes that 
online courses only are 

capable of teaching a subject 
at the lower levels of Bloom's 

taxonomy. 3.000 3.667 3.333 1 0.5 0.5 

 

This statement is definitely 
true because students use 

(practice) the online courses 
without knowledge of 
instructional theory. 3.000 3.667 3.333 1 0.5 1 

 
In this medium (online), 

practice is ahead of theory. 2.333 3.333 2.833 0.5 0.5 1 

 

The nature of online education 
and cutting edge education put 

instructors and designers in 
the same boat. 1.667 2.333 2.000 0.5 0.5 1 

 

Courses are prepared and 
conducted without a 

theoretical basis. 2.667 3.333 3.000 1 0.5 0 
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Question Statement 
IN 

MEAN 
(n=3) 

AD 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

ID 
MEAN 
(n=3) 

IN 
IQR 

(n=3) 

AD 
IQR 

(n=3) 

ID 
IQR 

(n=3) 

 
Practice becomes theory in 

online education. 2.333 2.667 2.500 0.5 0.5 0 
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Appendix N: Round Two and Round Three Full Panel Comparison of Mean Scores and 

Interquartile Ranges 

Question Statement 

Round 
Two 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Three 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Two 
IQR 

(N=9) 

 
Round 
Three 
IQR 

(N=9) 
 

Q1 
The use of instructional 

design theory aids in 
maximizing learning. 

1.444 1.444 1.000 1.000 

 

Instructional design theory is 
crucial in the development 

and delivery of online 
graduate-level courses. 

1.889 1.889 1.000 1.000 

 
It encourages consistency 

across modules and courses 
to ease student learning. 

1.667 1.889 1.000 1.000 

 

It allows presentation of 
information in accordance 

with best practices for 
facilitating understanding. 

1.556 1.556 1.000 1.000 

 
Some instructional design 
theory is not applicable. 

1.778 1.778 1.000 1.000 

 
ID theory assumes levels of 
contact that are not relevant. 

2.667 2.556 1.000 1.000 

 

Courses that are completely 
built before students enroll 
must be carefully designed 
from start to finish so that 

learning is maximized. 

1.333 1.222 0.000 0.000 

 

Any theory needs to be 
applied with careful 

attention to the teaching 
environment. 

1.333 1.333 0.000 0.000 

 

Synchronous vs. 
asynchronous instruction 

models are major factors in 
the applicability of theories. 

1.778 1.778 2.000 2.000 

 
Courses cannot be designed 

without considering 
instructional design. 

2.222 2.222 2.000 2.000 

 
Courses are designed with 
best-practices in mind as 
well as common sense. 

1.222 1.222 0.000 0.000 

 

If online courses are changed 
during a semester, 

instructors should only make 
changes that make sense 

both in terms of instructional 
design and pedagogical 

considerations. 

1.333 1.333 0.000 0.000 
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Question Statement 

Round 
Two 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Three 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Two 
IQR 

(N=9) 

 
Round 
Three 
IQR 

(N=9) 
 

 

The learning management 
system (Angel, Moodle, 

Blackboard, etc.) constrains 
the use of ID theory. 

2.222 2.222 1.000 1.000 

 

Instructional design theory 
really does not have a 

function in development of 
courses, the learning 
management system 

constrains that. 

3.222 3.222 1.000 1.000 

 

Instructors supply rough 
ideas of what he/she would 

like accomplished and 
instructional designers run 

with it. 

3.333 3.333 1.000 1.000 

 

Instructional designers 
already have a strong 

knowledge as to what makes 
good course design sense. 

2.333 2.333 1.000 1.000 

 

Despite my many years of 
involvement with online 

education, my knowledge of 
theory is weak. 

1.667 1.778 1.000 1.000 

Q1a 
They are crucial to online 

graduate work. 
1.556 1.556 1.000 1.000 

 

In order to be an accredited 
course, you need certain 
elements like learning 

objectives. 

1.111 1.111 0.000 0.000 

 

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 

course developers can make 
qualitative decisions (e.g., 

How should I use this 
material?, What medium 
should I use to deliver it?, 
Have I applied learning 
taxonomies properly?) 

1.333 1.333 1.000 1.000 

 
Incorporating school 

branding is a 'must have' 
standard. 

2.556 2.556 1.000 1.000 

 
They provide a necessary 

quality control mechanism. 
1.667 1.667 1.000 1.000 

 
They ensure that the 

appropriate material is being 
covered. 

1.889 1.889 1.000 1.000 

 
They ensure that there is 
continuity across courses. 

1.778 1.778 1.000 1.000 
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Question Statement 

Round 
Two 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Three 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Two 
IQR 

(N=9) 

 
Round 
Three 
IQR 

(N=9) 
 

 
They ensure that there is 

fairness across sections of 
individual courses. 

1.889 1.889 1.000 1.000 

 
They encourage best practice 

usage. 
1.778 1.778 1.000 1.000 

 
They help provide 24/7 

access. 
2.111 2.333 2.000 2.000 

 

Standards establish 
minimum performance 

standards for faculty and for 
those responsible for student 

support. 

1.556 1.556 1.000 1.000 

 

Standards ensure that 
institutional policies are 

clearly articulated to 
students (e.g., late 

submission, academic 
integrity). 

1.444 1.444 1.000 1.000 

 
Standards ensure 
accountability. 

1.778 1.778 1.000 1.000 

 
They allow the use of 

industry professionals to 
enrich the academic content. 

1.778 1.778 1.000 1.000 

 
They simplify the 

development process. 
1.667 1.667 1.000 1.000 

 
They help meet accreditation 

guidelines. 
1.333 1.333 0.000 0.000 

 They ensure web useability. 1.778 1.778 1.000 1.000 

 
They allow the student to 

focus on the material without 
having to relearn a system. 

1.444 1.444 0.000 0.000 

 

They provide a crucial 
framework for developing 
high quality courses that 
focus on meeting student 

learning needs. 

1.444 1.444 1.000 1.000 

 

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 

instructors can make 
qualitative decisions (e.g., 
how should I assess this 

student's work?). 

1.556 1.556 1.000 1.000 

 

Guidelines establish the 
boundaries within which 
student support staff can 

make qualitative decisions 
(e.g., how should I respond 
to this student's situation?). 

1.556 1.556 1.000 1.000 



173 
 

 

Question Statement 

Round 
Two 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Three 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Two 
IQR 

(N=9) 

 
Round 
Three 
IQR 

(N=9) 
 

 

They provide a crucial 
framework so that developed 
courses meet the standards 

of the university and/or 
accrediting agencies. 

1.556 1.556 1.000 1.000 

 

They provide a framework 
so that courses have a 

consistent look, feel, and 
navigation system which 
reduces time needed for 
students to engage in the 

material. 

1.333 1.333 1.000 1.000 

 
Standards that define 

expected outcomes are vital. 
1.222 1.222 0.000 0.000 

 
They provide structure and 

commonality. 
1.333 1.333 1.000 1.000 

 
Outcomes should trump 

rules (i.e., use what works). 
1.778 1.667 1.000 1.000 

 

They save time for 
developers who do not have 
to reinvent the wheel each 
time they develop a course. 

1.556 1.556 1.000 1.000 

 
Courses built before students 

enroll must be carefully 
designed from start to finish. 

1.222 1.222 0.000 0.000 

 

Design templates allow 
students to switch to other 

courses without the 
distraction of a change in 

design. 

1.667 1.444 1.000 1.000 

 
In order to be an accredited 
course, requirements and 
elements vary by course. 

2.222 2.222 2.000 2.000 

 
Incorporating school 

branding is important to the 
design of an online course. 

2.556 2.556 1.000 1.000 

 

The look and feel of the 
course environment can be 

solely accomplished by 
looking at examples 

packaged with the learning 
management system. 

3.000 3.000 2.000 2.000 

 
Direction on online course 
design criteria should be 

kept to a minimum. 
3.000 3.000 0.000 0.000 

 

They provide clear 
expectations for students 
preparing their work for 

submission. 

1.889 1.667 1.000 1.000 
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Question Statement 

Round 
Two 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Three 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Two 
IQR 

(N=9) 

 
Round 
Three 
IQR 

(N=9) 
 

 
They provide clear 

expectations for instructor 
grading. 

2.111 1.889 0.000 0.000 

 

They provide clear 
expectations for evaluation 
of program by accreditation 

bodies. 

2.000 1.778 1.000 1.000 

 

They provide clear 
expectations for evaluation 
of instructors by program 

managers. 

2.111 1.889 0.000 0.000 

Q1b 
The design template should 

reflect known theoretical 
constructs. 

1.444 1.444 1.000 1.000 

 
The template should be 

based on a design paradigm. 
1.556 1.556 1.000 1.000 

 

Templates should be a 
structural guide for elements 

to include in a course and 
quality standards that should 

be met. 

1.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 

 

Templates establish a 
consistent approach to 

content delivery (classroom 
structure). 

1.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 

 
Templates create a consistent 

framework for course 
syllabi. 

1.333 1.111 0.000 0.000 

 

Templates ensure consistent 
communication to students 

(letter about tuition 
increases, involuntary 

withdrawal, etc.). 

1.778 1.778 1.000 1.000 

 
They contain a set of built-in 

design preferences. 
1.667 1.667 1.000 1.000 

 

Design options not 
incorporated in the template 

would be excluded or be 
difficult to employ. 

2.889 2.889 2.000 2.000 

 
They make navigation easier 

within a course. 
1.222 1.222 0.000 0.000 

 

Lack of knowledge of 
constructs should not 
preclude the ability to 

generate a very effective 
course. 

2.000 2.000 1.000 1.000 
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Question Statement 

Round 
Two 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Three 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Two 
IQR 

(N=9) 

 
Round 
Three 
IQR 

(N=9) 
 

 

Templates allow students to 
take courses in other 

programs because they are 
not distracted by a change in 

design. 

1.556 1.444 1.000 1.000 

 

Templates can be adapted to 
any instructional paradigm 
like behaviorist learning, 
constructivist learning, 

social learning, or a mixture 
of paradigms. 

1.444 1.444 1.000 1.000 

 
Several educational theories 
can be used within a broad 

framework/template. 
1.778 1.778 1.000 1.000 

 

The current constructivist 
paradigm where students are 

actively engaged in the 
learning process is very 
effective in conducting 
online graduate courses. 

1.556 1.556 1.000 1.000 

 
There is nothing to lose in 
using instructional design 

paradigms. 
1.444 1.444 1.000 1.000 

Q1c 
I am unaware of what 

paradigms, theories, and 
constructs there are. 

2.000 1.667 1.000 1.000 

 

The paradigm or theoretical 
construct for any course 

should take into 
consideration the learning 

goals of the particular 
course. 

1.667 1.667 1.000 1.000 

 

Using Bloom's Taxonomy, 
development of online 
graduate-level courses 

should create outcomes at 
the level of the higher-order 

skills. 

1.444 1.444 1.000 1.000 

 

Facilitation of student 
interaction with an active 

role for the instructor is vital 
for the day-to-day running of 

an online course. 

1.778 1.778 1.000 1.000 

 
I am not familiar with a set 

of paradigms and constructs. 
2.111 1.778 2.000 1.000 

 
They provide boundaries to 

grading and instruction. 
2.222 2.222 2.000 2.000 

 
We do not share 

instructional design 
paradigms. 

2.444 2.444 1.000 1.000 
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Question Statement 

Round 
Two 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Three 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Two 
IQR 

(N=9) 

 
Round 
Three 
IQR 

(N=9) 
 

 

The ADDIE method 
(Analysis, Design, 

Development, 
Implementation, and 
Evaluation) seems 

appropriate. 

2.222 1.889 0.000 0.000 

 
Theory should follow 

practice. 
2.333 2.333 2.000 2.000 

 
They provide cohesion to 

grading. 
2.111 2.111 2.000 2.000 

 
Face-to-face interaction must 
be replicated somehow in the 

online classroom. 
2.778 2.667 1.000 1.000 

 
Designers use templates not 

theories. 
2.444 2.444 1.000 1.000 

 

They play a vital function in 
that instructors are spread 

over wide physical and 
metaphysical areas. 

2.889 2.889 0.000 0.000 

 
My knowledge of 

instructional design theory is 
limited. 

1.778 1.778 1.000 1.000 

 
I obviously lack a 

background in formal 
educational theory. 

2.000 2.000 1.000 1.000 

 

The learning management 
system (LMS)(e.g., Angel, 
Moodle, Blackboard) does 
not allow for use of these 

things. 

3.556 3.556 1.000 1.000 

 

What teachers do in the 
classroom is dictated by the 

learning management system 
design. 

3.222 3.222 1.000 1.000 

 
We use the LMS design that 

is a best-fit for everyone. 
2.333 2.000 1.000 1.000 

 
I have little time to consider 

theory, paradigms, and 
constructs. 

2.667 2.667 1.000 1.000 

Q2 
Practice in the absence of 

theory is not education, it is 
training. 

2.889 2.667 0.000 1.000 

 

Quality online courses and 
programs include both 

theory and practice 
(assuming they are 
professional degree 

programs). 

1.444 1.333 1.000 1.000 
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Question Statement 

Round 
Two 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Three 
PMS 
(N=9) 

Round 
Two 
IQR 

(N=9) 

 
Round 
Three 
IQR 

(N=9) 
 

 

A huge body of literature, 
many years of increasingly 

effective practice, and a 
plethora of quality 

guidelines published at all 
levels of the educational 

enterprise offer contradictory 
evidence. 

2.556 2.556 1.000 1.000 

 
Theory is evolving in all 

instructional environments. 
1.556 1.556 1.000 1.000 

 
Theory for online courses is 

in its early stages. 
1.889 1.889 1.000 1.000 

 

Online program designs are 
sometimes hampered by the 

application of ill-fitting 
mature theories for 
traditional courses. 

2.444 2.444 1.000 1.000 

 
This statement, while it may 
be true, is not appropriate. 

2.889 2.889 2.000 2.000 

 
Theory does not drive 

practice in online education. 
2.667 2.667 1.000 1.000 

 

This statement supposes that 
online courses only are 

capable of teaching a subject 
at the lower levels of 
Bloom's taxonomy. 

2.778 2.778 2.000 2.000 

 

This statement is definitely 
true because students use 

(practice) the online courses 
without knowledge of 
instructional theory. 

3.111 3.111 2.000 2.000 

 
In this medium (online), 

practice is ahead of theory. 
2.556 2.556 1.000 1.000 

 

The nature of online 
education and cutting edge 

education put instructors and 
designers in the same boat. 

2.222 2.222 0.000 0.000 

 
Courses are prepared and 

conducted without a 
theoretical basis. 

2.667 2.667 1.000 1.000 

 
Practice becomes theory in 

online education. 
2.222 2.333 1.000 1.000 

 


