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2006-2007 Annual Report of the Ad Hoc Committee o®nline Learning
September 20, 2007

The Faculty Senate established an Ad Hoc Committe® Online Learning in
September 2004 with the charge to:
Oversee academic standards and issues of qualitysasance with respect to
all UMA undergraduate and graduate courses taught wline or in hybrid
format.
Research issues of comparative outcomes assessmitt respect to
traditional, hybrid, and online courses and prograns.
Recommend policy changes, as appropriate, to the @duate Council and the
Academic Matters Council.
Advise the campus administration with respect to th optimal technological
infrastructure appropriate to effective online andtechnologically assisted
instruction, including the University Library.
Advise the campus administration with respect to th provision of “how-to”
materials and instructional design assistance forew online instructors.
Advise the campus administration, the Graduate Coucail, the Academic
Matters Council, the General Education Council, andhe Undergraduate
Education Council with respect to issues of onlinkarning.

The Ad Hoc Committee on Online Learning met 5 timesluring AY 2006-2007.
September 19, 2006
Update on last year's document regarding the estaishment of a testing
center
Progress on the SPIRE classification document makgnits way through other
Faculty Senate committees
Beginning of comparative assessment study of onlirmad in-person classes
taught by same faculty member
Discussion of future of committee, given its ad hostatus
Discussion of University of Maryland’s guidelinedor online education
October 17, 2006
Update on SPIRE classification, subsequently passég the Faculty Senate
on October 19
(See Attachment A)
Discussion of formation of Provost Task Force on dme Learning to look at
best practices for online courses
Initial discussion of development of Talking Pointddocument for online
education
November 14, 2006



Guest speaker: Bill McClure, Continuing Education,gave a report on the
current enrollment trends in continuing education
Update on creation of Task Force
Ongoing discussion of Talking Points document
Instructional design subcommittee report on its wok on how-to guides for
online instruction

February 6, 2007
Guest speaker: Ted Djaferis, Chair of the Joint Tak Force on Online
Learning, discussed the charge to the Task Force tdress issues of best
practices in online courses and programs, the demdnand the resources
needed to implement and maintain them
Discussion of final draft of Talking Points documenwhich, after revisions,
Sara McComb would take to the Task Force
Approved Online Graduate Certificate in Public Policy and Administration
and the Online Graduate Certificate in Online Jourralism
Committee decided to go into hiatus while Task For met, subcommittees
would continue their work

March and April hiatus

May 1, 2007
Talking Points document additional revisions approed
Instructional Design subcommittee shared their workon pulling together a
table of contents and information to support faculy who teach online courses
with plans to release this document for Fall semest — ACOL will revisit in
the Fall
Comparative Outcomes subcommittee reported the re#is of their study of
online and face-to-face teaching, no difference bgeen students on exam
performance or course evaluations — more evaluationeeded including more
disciplines and courses
Discussion of future of Committee and motion to Fadty Senate to extend
charge one additional year to continue subcommittesawork and begin
outreach to other committees

The ACOL Committee has completed its third year ofa three-year charge. The
committee actively met in the fall semester (as stvm above). The significant
accomplishment during the Fall semester was the cqotetion of a list of talking
points (See Attachment B). They are intended to lginform faculty and
administrators about the strengths, challenges, andommon concerns associated
with online teaching and learning.

ACOL did not meet regularly during the Spring semeser because the Provost’s
Task Force on Online Learning (TFOL) was convened.The committee believed
that the charters of the two groups had significanbverlap and, therefore,
determined it would be the most effective use ofrtie to allow TFOL to complete its
work before continuing with ours. In this way, wecould avoid any duplication of
efforts that would have to be resolved at a later ate.



At the last meeting of the year, we agreed to recamend extending our charge for
two additional years. The intent for the fourth yer is to (1) react to the report
prepared by TFOL, which was completed during the spng semester, (2) continue
the ongoing work the committee has been accomplisig, namely the assessment of
F2F vs. online courses and the creation of instruicnal materials, and (3) prepare to
transition all online-related governance into the &anding Faculty Senate
Committees as appropriate. The fifth year would beised to complete the transition
of online-related into the appropriate Faculty Senge Committees.

The remainder of this report is a summary of the wdk completed during this
academic year by the four Subcommittees.



ACADEMIC STANDARDS AND SECURITY SUBCOMMITTEE
Subcommittee Members

Tony Butterfield (Management), Ann Cary-Chair (Nursing/Public Health and
Health Sciences), John Hird (Public Policy), and Jin McCarthy (Linguistics)

Subcommittee Charge

Oversee academic standards and issues of qualitysasance and security with
respect to all UMA undergraduate and graduate courss and programs taught
online or in hybrid form.

Inactive; No Report

The Subcommittee was inactive during the Spring seester at the request of the
committee-as-a-whole due to the activities of theFHOL. The committee felt that the
charge of TFOL significantly overlapped with the clarge of this sub-committee and
any work might be a duplication of efforts.

COMPARATIVE OUTCOMES SUBCOMMITTEE

Subcommittee Members

Rick Adrion (Professor, Computer Science), MarilynBlaustein (Director,
Institutional Research), Richard Rogers (Faculty Adisor for Undergraduate
Education, Provost’s Office), Mei-Yau Shih (Coordirator of Teaching Technologies,
Center for Teaching), and Martha Stassen, Chair (Dector of Academic Planning
and Assessment)

Subcommittee Charge
Research issues of comparative outcomes assessmtit respect to traditional,
hybrid, and online courses and programs.

Subcommittee Accomplishments this Year

In 2006-2007, the Subcommittee focused on condugagim comparative outcomes
assessment of online and face-to-face courses. éport describing their preliminary
findings is attached.

Subcommittee Goals for Next Year

The Subcommittee will continue to work through therecommendations made this
year, with a particular focus on increasing the samle size of their comparative
outcomes assessment.

INFRASTRUCTURE AND LIBRARY SUBCOMMITTEE

Subcommittee Members

Donna Baron (Five Colleges), Mike Davis (Library),Copper Giloth (OIT and Art),
Dave Hart (CESD), and Pam Trafford (Management)

Subcommittee Charge



Advise the campus administration with respect to th optimal technological
infrastructure appropriate to effective online andtechnologically-assisted
instruction, including the University Library.

Inactive; No Report

The Subcommittee was inactive during the Spring seester at the request of the
committee-as-a-whole due to the activities of theFHOL. The committee felt that the
charge of TFOL significantly overlapped with the clarge of this sub-committee and
any work might be a duplication of efforts.

INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN SUBCOMMITTEE

Subcommittee Members

Wayne Burleson (ECE), Victoria Dowling (UWW), Matt Mattingly (CESD),
Richard Yuretich (Geosciences), and Fred Zinn (OIT)

Subcommittee Charge
Advise the campus administration with respect to th provision of “how-to”
materials and instructional design assistance forew online instructors.

Topics under consideration:
Developing mechanisms for sharing best practices
Planning for improvements in communication about awilable resources
Identifying resources needed to do instructional dggn
Understanding faculty training and support needs
Recommending faculty training and support programs

Sub-Committee Accomplishments in 2006-2007
Completed a formal revision of the SPIRE “Instruction Mode” classifications
that are used to describe courses that incorporatenline activities. This five-
point scale provides a much clearer way to descrildde degrees of “online
teaching” that are being used on this campus. Fadyl Senate approved this
revision in Fall 2006 and the revisions were mad®tSPIRE in time for
Spring 2007 registration.
Drafted an overview of the kinds of support the comittee feels are most
effective for supporting faculty teaching online. Athough methods such as
handouts, Web sites, and workshops are included, é¢hcommittee continues to
see regular face-to-face, faculty-to-faculty eventsnd mentoring as the most
effective method of support. In the next year, wedpe to outline specific
actions that should be taken to implement these fars of support.
Using a wiki as a collaborative tool, the committeas drafted a table of
contents that would serve as a guide for the areas campus that support
faculty who are teaching online. The guide would cdain general
descriptions of technologies, support areas, and Sepractices for online



teaching. The committee sees that these topics agplicable across all forms
of support and that a central reference would helpnaintain a consistent
message. Once this initial draft is complete, maiehance of this document
would be the responsibility of the support areas. fie collaborative
maintenance of this document will facilitate commurcation between the
areas and the faculty that they serve.

Sub-Committee Goals for Next Year
Complete proposal of specific forms that faculty spport can take.
Complete an initial draft of the “Table of Contents’ for faculty support
materials.
Propose a specific structure for the further develpment and maintenance of
the “Table of Contents” document by a group involvhg representatives of
the faculty and the areas on campus that support taulty with their online
teaching.

Recommendations to Faculty Senate
As this committee completes its work on the “Tablef Contents” of support
topics. We recommend that Faculty Senate considend approve an ongoing
maintenance group that would consist of faculty andepresentatives of the
major technology support areas (OIT Academic Compuhg, Center for
Educational Software Development (CESD), Center fofeaching (CFT),
Office of Faculty Development (OFD), and the Libray to name a few). This
group would be charged with reviewing and updatingnaterials in this
document on a regular basis. While this would heleep this material up-to-
date, an even greater benefit would be the commuration and collaboration
that this requires between the groups. As this doenent will require updates
moments after the first draft is complete, having anaintenance plan in place
is essential.
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Proposed by the Instructional Design Subcommitteefdhe Faculty Senate Ad Hoc
Committee on Online Learning, University of Massachsetts Amherst
April 18, 2006



Committee:
Wayne Burleson, Victoria Dowling, Matt Mattingly, Richard Yuretich, Fred Zinn

Discussions in this committee and its focus groumdways began with “but what do
we mean by online learning?” When we looked at SPIR, the “Instruction Mode”
classification was split between “In Person,” “Worll Wide Web” and many subtle
variations on video-based teaching. Because “onlinkearning” can take many
different forms, we feel that a new classifications needed: for faculty who wish to
accurately describe their courses, for students whwant to select courses based on
accurate information about online components, anddr administrators and faculty
groups who want to more accurately track the waysHhat online learning is being
presented on campus.

This draft proposal contains descriptions of five mdes with possible nhames. After
discussions with the Registrar and SIS staff, thenty limitation appears to be a 30-
character limit for the “Instruction Mode” field in SPIRE. These proposed names
are the result of much discussion, if they need tbe changed, the resulting names
should be clearly recognizable to students and fatty (i.e., internal jargon or
cryptic acronyms should be avoided if possible.)

1. In-Person
Definition: May include optional online components.

2. In-Person Plus Some Onlig@ickname: “In-Person Plus”)
Definition: Somerequiredonline activities but most contact hours are in-peson.

3. Blended In-Person and Onliieckname: “Blended”)
Definition: A combination of requiredonline and in-person sessions with
approximately equal contact hours in each mode

4. Online Plus In-Persofnickname: “Online Plus”)
Definition: Somerequiredin-person activities but most contact hours are dime.

5. Online
Definition: May include optional in-person gatherings.

Note the significant use of fequired’ and “ optional’ when describing online and in-
person elements of a course. This is important teesexpectations for a student who
select courses based on their personal access tcht@ology, or the campus.



Doc. No. 07-007A

1
In-Person

2
In-Person Plus

3
Blended

4
Online Plus

Sen.

5
Online

Face-to-face Activities

and Instruction

Online Activities
and Instruction

All activities and
instruction
delivered in-
person. May
include optional
online activities.

Somerequired
online activities
but most contact
hours are in-
person.

A combination of
requiredonline
and in-person
sessions with
approximately

Somerequiredin-
person activities
but most contact
hours are online.

All activities and
instruction
delivered online.
May include
optional in-person
activities.

equal contact
hours in each
mode.

Class meets twice a week for traditional lecture ahdiscussion. Lecture notes and a
syllabus are posted on a public course Web site, buhese materials are also
provided in class, so access to the site is optidna

Class meets twice a week for demonstrations and labme. An online tool (such as
OWL) is used to deliver all graded homework assignents.

A large Gen-Ed class replaces its once-a-week larggecture with access to recorded
lectures via an online tool. In-person discussionestions are held once a week for
smaller groups. Online quizzes must be taken befor¢éhe discussion section to
demonstrate knowledge of recorded materials. Assigments are collected and
graded via online tool.

A class for adult learners provides most instructio and graded activities via an
online tool. However, at the beginning, middle, an@nd of the semester, students are
required to come to campus for hands-on projects ahgroup discussions.



A class for professionals provides all content andctivities through an online tool.
Once a semester, students in the online program aiavited to an optional meet-
and-greet with the faculty in New York, Minneapolis or Los Angeles (the location
rotates).

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Recommated Revision of

Teaching Mode
05-07 Classification in SPIRE, as presented in SeBoc. No. 07-007A.

(ATTACHMENT B)
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University of Massachusetts Amherst Faculty Senate
Ad Hoc Committee on Online Learning

Report from the Comparative Outcomes Subcommittee

Martha L. A. Stassen, Academic Planning and Assesti@hair
Marilyn Blaustein, Institutional Research
Richard Rogers, Provost Office

Mei-Yau Shih, Center for Teaching



Introduction

One of the charges to the University of Massaclsigehherst's Ad Hoc Committee on
Online Learning (ACOL) was to pursue comparativiecomes assessment between online and
face-to-face courses. Activity of the Online Congiwe Outcomes Sub-Committee to date
includes the following:

1. Continuing and Professional Education (CPERbokated with the Office of Academic
Planning and Assessment (OAPA) and the Centdfdacational Software Development
(CESD) to develop an improved mechanism for agstgring the campus’ course
evaluation instrument (Student Response to lostno, or SRTI) in online courses. As a
result, it is now possible to compare SRTI cownsauation items across modes of
instruction with greatly improved response rates.

2. Two instructors who teach an online and factte version of the same course
volunteered to participate in a pilot comparate@ning outcomes study. This project
made it possible to compare student learningomoés while also “controlling” on
instructor.

The results from these analyses follow a summatgi@turrent literature on comparative
outcomes research.

Findings from the Literature

The growing popularity of online courses and proggdas been accompanied by an
interest in discovering the strengths and weaksesfsthis mode of instruction. Studies include
explorations into what elements of online learréhguld be assessed, issues of student
characteristics (and possible differences acragauctional methods), including demographics,
learning style, students’ fit with the online emnment, and the extent to which subject matter or
activities can be adapted to online instructiomafimnments. In addition, there have been
numerous small-scale studies that have focusedtljyien student outcomes, comparing student
satisfaction and student performance in traditigrdelivered courses and online courses across
numerous disciplinary fields. In this discussiom focus on the studies that directly address
comparative outcomes.

Comparative Outcomes: Student Satisfaction anchRafi Instruction

Surveys comparing the satisfaction levels of sttalenrolled in online courses and those
enrolled in the same course taught in a face-te-§&tting sometimes reveal patterns of
difference between the two populations. Studentmiine courses have been known to give
lower ratings for the amount of support they reedi(Lim, D. H., Morris, M. L. & Kupritz, V.

W. 2006) and the availability of the instructor (fBa, M. & Shepherd, M. 2001) than those
enrolled in traditional courses. These are sonth@tame areas of concern that have been
identified as crucial for successfully creatingease of belonging and engagement online
(Churchill 2004). Overall levels of student satidfon with online courses have been found to be
influenced by such things as the provision of profapdback, the amount of emphasis
instructors placed on interaction, and the usamdvative ways of teaching (Finlay, W., Desmet,
C. & Evans, L. 2004).

Comparative Outcomes: Student Performance and i@tudarning

It is well known among educational researcherstti@great majority of studies



comparing traditional and online courses have redithe same basic conclusion — that there is
no significant difference in the attainment of ldag outcomes for students enrolled in the two
types of classes (Russell 1999; Meyer 2002). This#es were conducted within a wide range
of disciplines, including English composition (Figl Desmet & Evans 2004), accounting (Gagne
& Shepherd 2001), and health education (Davies &déahall 1998). The general conclusion
from this research is that the two methods offeradlg viable environments for student learning.
As Churchill (2004) notes, proponents of onlinghéag urge moving past this finding, arguing
that innovative course design could provide a sapexperience to traditional classrooms; at the
same time, the validity and reliability of sometloése studies may be undermined because of the
inconsistent use of controlling for extraneous aales (e.g., student motivation, time on task,
variability in levels of maturity, differences imgderred learning styles & pedagogical
approaches, etc.).

While researchers often accede to the conclusitrthlere is often no significant
difference in the attainment of learning outcontkey have also presented evidence that
complicates the broadly drawn message, particulatigrms of the limitations or deficiencies in
the studies upon which the conclusion is baseda Agtable departure from the lack of rigor of
earlier studies, Collins and Pascarella (2003) samg assigned students to a traditional course
and its counterpart that was taught at a distaare found that students in both classes
demonstrated an equivalent degree of learning; ierva third group of students whtected to
take the course remotely performed significantlitdsehan either of the other two groups,
showing that self-selection for online courses dadriously confound the results of other studies
(Collins & Pascarella 2003).

Another study, conducted at UMass Amherst, cordolor student interest in enrolling
in the online course by randomly assigning studen&sther the face to face or online section of
an introductory psychology course. Comparisonsdahat the two groups of students performed
equally well in written assignments, but studentthe online class performed better in the
examinations (Poirier & Feldman 2004). For bottinctional modes, exams were proctored.
Using the same method of examination administragteengthens the researchers’ findings by
removing possible differences in performance reladedifferent levels of monitoring.

There may be discipline-based variability in coweffectiveness as well. One large
scale, course-based (rather than student-basely) sthich examined the effectiveness of online
versus traditional courses for preparing for adednmourses, resulted in the finding that “the
relative advantage of online is negative for Mamaget enrollments and positive for non-
Management courses” (Dominguez, P. S. & RidleyRD2001: 18).

UMass Amherst Comparative Analysis Pilot Results

UMass Amherst Comparative Outcomes: Student Ratifitisstruction (SRTI)

In Fall 2006 a new method was developed for adtenigy the Student Response to
Instruction (SRTI) course evaluation instrumenitrsl Continuing and Professional Education
(CPE) worked with the Office of Academic PlanningiaAssessment (OAPA) and the Center for
Educational Software Development (CESD) to develonline SRTI administration method
that greatly improved response rates within ontioerses.

This change in survey administration has madessibe to conduct comparative
analyses of students’ ratings for online courseruicion and face-to-face instruction. The initial
set of comparisons is provided in this report aglastration of the kinds of analyses that will be
possible down the road. However, these results britdiken as very preliminabgcause they




reflect only one semester’s worth of SRTI datahwitsmall number of online and face-to-face
courses sponsored by CPE. In other SRTI comparsamducted by OAPA, a full year’s worth

of data (or, even more typically, a rolling thresay set of data) is used to guard against drawing
judgments based on the anomalies of a single semest

Tables 1A and 1B show the SRTI results for undergrduate Continuing and
Professional Education (CPE) courses (1A) and forrgduate CPE courses (1B), comparing
the results for CPE online and CPE face-to-face coses. These comparisons are made for
courses in two enrollment categories 20 or fewer d21-50. In addition to showing the
number of courses included in each analysis, thetsbles show the item mean and standard
deviation across the two groups and two indicatoref the extent of the differences between
the groups.

The first measure of the strength of the differsneehe statistical significance, or “p-
value.” This statistic indicates whether there gtaistically significant difference across thetw
groups (p-values of <05 are indicated in bold). Statistical significaralone, however, does not
guarantee that the difference is substantive oortapt. Large sample sizes (like those produced
by campus-wide SRTI results) can produce statistisaynificant results even though the
magnitude of the difference may be inconsequentiaéreas differences present in small sample
sizes (like the sample size we currently have ®T&esults for online courses) may not reach
statistical significance, but still reflect largeferences. To determine the magnitude of the effec
while taking small sample sizes into consideratioa,use Effect Sizes. Effect Sizes (ES) indicate
the “practical significance” of the mean differenttas calculated by dividing the mean
difference by the pooled standard deviation fohlgybups. In practice, an effect size of .2 is
often considered small, .5 moderate, and .8 ldngénese tables, statistically significant
differences and Effect Sizes of .5 or larger aredid. Together the statistical significance and
the Effect Size provide insight into the differea@nd similarities in ratings across online and
face-to-face courses.

A few general observations can be made in lookirey these preliminary comparisons.
First, it is important to note the relatively smalimber of courses that make up these analyses.
Again, these reflect only one semester’s worthatddFall 2006). Second, looking at the pattern
of difference, the Effect Sizes tend to be in thgative direction, indicating that the differences
that do exist reflect cases where online coursesaded lowethan traditional CPE courses.






Undergraduate Course SRTI Results

Among undergraduate CPE courses, there are netigtally significant differences, but
for both enroliment categories there are a fewstémat show moderately large Effect Sizes. The
items reflecting these more substantial differeramsss the two modes of instruction seem to
mirror findings from the broader literature — th#atences that emerge between ratings for
online and face-to-face courses tend to reflecieisselated to the amount of support students
receive and the availability of the instructor (L.iBv H., Morris, M. L. & Kupritz, V. W. 2006;
Gagne, M. & Shepherd, M. 2001). This appears ttheease in these UMass Amherst analyses,
as well, where the items with the largest diffeeereflect instructor attention, feedback, and
student participation. As discussed in the liteateview, these findings highlight the particular
challenge of creating a sense of belonging andgergant in online environments (Churchill,
2004).

Graduate Course SRTI Results

The differences across the two instructional madegaduate CPE courses are more
persistent. While only a few reach statistical gigance, the majority of item comparisons show
Effect Sizes of -.50 or greater. With only one sst@eworth of data, it is impossible to know if
this is an anomaly, or a pattern that will maintaimen there is a larger pool of courses in the
analyses. However, the results clearly suggeshtpertance of continuing to conduct these
comparisons and monitor results.

UMass Amherst Comparative Outcomes: Student Pedoce

As a pilot project, we analyzed the differences sintlarities in student performance in
two courses that were each taught in both an oeliwgonment and in a face-to-face
environment by the same instructor. The two couasedrom a professional discipline, one is a
primarily graduate course, the other undergradigtdnaving the same instructor teaching both
the online and face-to-face version of the courgeare able to “control” on differences in course
content and instructor.

Comparisons on Background and Academic Statusieiffees

One of the challenges in conducting comparisorsstident performance across online
and face-to-face courses is that, in many caseswib student populations vary in important
ways. This is the case in the comparison populationthis study. Table 2A shows selected
background and demographic information for the twdergraduate course populations as well
as an indication of which differences reach statssignificance. For this group, there are no
significant differences on number of credits acdrweeimulative college GPA or in SAT scores.
However, the online student population has a Idvigih school GPA, is older, and has more non-
degree and transfer students.

Table 2B shows a similar analysis of relevant demaoigic and academic preparation
variables for the graduate course population. Meralso see no significant difference in
cumulative college GPA and the standardized teBtAT); there is also no significant difference
in age. However, with this population, the sigréfit differences are in the cumulative credits
(online students have collected fewer credits) agdijn, in academic status (more online students
are non-degree students).

These tables illustrate another complexity in catidg statistical comparisons across



these populations. Note the differences in thefén'various demographic and academic
preparation variables. Many fewer online studeatsehindicators of previous academic
performance (standardized test results, high sdB&@\, and in the case of the Undergraduate
course, cumulative College GPA). This is at leagiart a function of the larger number of non-
degree students who make up the online course gtigul The missing data complicates the task
of developing a multivariate statistical model thantrols on characteristics particularly relevant
to understanding the effect online course enroltrha@s on student performance because some
variables cannot be used without significantly dasing the number of students included in the
analysis.

Table 2. Demographic/Academic Preparation Variables
2A. Undergraduate Course: Online vs. Traditional

CONTINUOUS VARIABLES Online Traditional (n=46) p-value
(n=21)
n | Means n Means
Cumulative Credits 20 314 46 34.8 NS
Cumulative GPA 10 3.3 46 3.4 NS
Math SAT 7| 625.7 46 | 598.3 NS
Verbal SAT 7| 567.1 46 | 568.9 NS
High School GPA 13 3.3 46 3.7| 0.02
Age 21 27.6 46 19.8 | <.001
CATEGORICAL VARIABLES | Online Traditional (n=46) p-value
(n=21)
n Percent n| Perceft
Academic Undergraduate 13 61.9 | 46 100 <.00%L
Career
Non-degree g 38.1( O 0
Admit First-year 4 19.11| 46 100 <.00L
Type
Transfer 7 333 0 0
Other 10 476 O 0

2B. Graduate Course Online vs. Traditional

CONTINUOUS VARIABLES Online Traditional p-value
(n=33) (n=12)
n | Means n Means
Cumulative Credits 33 19.1 12 28.8| 0.002
Cumulative GPA 28 3.7 11 35 NS
GMAT 15| 558.7 10| 600.0 NS
AGE 33| 32.83 12 29.8 NS
CATEGORICAL VARIABLES | Online Traditional p-value
(n=33) (n=12)
n Percent n | Perce||1t
Academic Graduate 19 576 12 100 0.02.
Career
Undergraduate ] 30| O 0




[ | Non-degree | 13 394 o] o]

a Due to multiple cells with small N's, Chi-Square results may be unstable.
Comparing Student Performance: Course Outcomes

We pursue the question of whether there are diffszg in students’ performance across
the instructional methods in two ways: (1) simpleabate comparisons in student performance
on a number of indicators of student learning &)dultivariate analyses that explore the effect
of online instruction on student performance aftamtrolling on potentially relevant student
characteristics.

Qutcomes Comparisons: Bivariate Analysis

Table 3 shows the bivariate comparisons of stugerformance on a number of different
outcomes. The analysis for the undergraduate clied#e 3A) uses five measures of student
performance: total exam score, score on online arle grades on two project-based
assignments, and the final course grade. As tredyes column indicates, there are no
statistically significant differences in studentfpemance between online and face-to-face
instruction on any of these outcomes.

For the graduate course (Table 3B) there are thwammes used: total exam score,
performance on a class presentation, and finalkegrBidere are no significant differences in
student performance on the exams or on the clasepration. However, differences do emerge
in the final grade, with students in the online rseuachieving a higher grade than those in the
face to face course. This difference is most likekated to the students’ grades in a project-based
assignment that is not included among the outcanebied here. For this assignment, the
instructor used different grading formulas acrd&sttvo modes of instruction (related to
differences in the assignment itself across theitstuctional modes). This difference in how
grades are calculated probably accounts for tHerdifices in final grade evident in Table 3B.

Table 3. Bivariate Comparisons of Undergraduate  Student Performance Outcomes

3A. Undergraduate Course: Online vs. Traditional

Online Traditional

(n=21) (n=46)

Means | Meanyg p-

value

Exam 77.83| 78.94| NS
Total 1Instructor indicates differences in grading formula for
Online 9552 9822 NS one assignment probably explains this difference in
Homework final grade across the two courses.
Project 1 0.86 0.90 NS
Project 2 0.96 0.95 NS
Final 83.92| 86.55| NS
Grade

3B. Graduate Course: Online vs. Traditional

Online Traditional
(n=33) (n=12)
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Outcomes Comparisons: Multivariate Analyses

Of course, given the differences in the online &aditional student populations, the simple bivierianalyses
may mask differences in performance across thartetouctional formats. To test for this, we ran tiplé regression
analyses, looking at the effect of online cours@mément on student performance after controllimgstudent
characteristics. It is important to note that capacity to conduct the most complete multivariatalgsis is hampered
by the reality and limits of this pilot project. &lproblem of missing data on key predictor varialblas already been
discussed. In addition, the relatively small numtifesubjects (students) in the study limits the banof variables we
can put in our model.

With this in mind, we developed fairly parsimoniausdels, selecting predictor variables using thieieng
criteria: variables that are moderately correlatét at least two of the outcome variables andaldes with fewer
missing data within the study population. One Ja@dastudent academic status (undergraduate, geydauranon-
degree), did not make the multivariate analysiepathough it was correlated with two outcomes, bseaf problems
with collinearity. Academic status is highly coatdd with online enrollment status (non degreeesitglare much
more likely to be in the online section than theeféo-face section, see Tables 2A and 2B). Asutrekis variable
was removed from the model.

The undergraduate course regression results asergesl in Table 4A. The Online Course effect (after
controlling on students’ ALANA status, Cumulativeli@ége GPA, and Cumulative College Credits) is showith
statistically significant effects highlighted inldoAs Table 4A indicates, online instruction hassignificant effect
on three of the four outcomes (Total Exam scorejelet 2, or Final Grade). However, it does showgaicant
positive effect on the Project 1 (meaning, aftertoms, students in online courses perform somewater on Project
1 than students in the non-online course).

Table 4. Multivariate Linear Regression Analyses of Learning Outcome Variables
4A. Undergraduate Courses: »

Multivariate Model: Online Course Estimates for Eac  h Outcome
(Controlling on ALANA status, Cumulative GPA, andifBulative Credits)
| Exam [ Project 1 | Project 2 |  Final Grade

Online Course Effect| 3.13 .04 | ** .02 .69
Summary
Statistics
R-Square 762 441 .553 .749
Number of
Observations (57) (57) (57) (57)

»Due to missing data on Cumulative GPA for Onlitedents, these models includes only 11 of the Zih@students and all 46
of the traditional students.
Significant at *p< .05, **p<.01; **p<.001.

Table 4B shows the graduate course regressiortgse$hle Online Course effect (after controllingdetnt Age
and Cumulative College Credits) is shown with statally significant effects highlighted in bolah this case, online
course status has no relationship with Total Exemnesor with students’ Class Presentation. Howeat/dges have a
significant relationship with students’ Final Grade indicated earlier, the significant differeriodinal grade is most
likely the function of the differential grading medure (and assignment structure) of the projes¢dbassignments in
this class.

4B. Graduate Course:

Multivariate Model: Online Course Estimates for Eac h Outcome
(Controlling on Age and Cumulative College GPA)
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| Exam Class Presentation Final Grade
Online Course Effect | -4.37 -.57 11.08 p**
Summary Statistics
R-Square
.389 .395 570
Number of Observationg
(39) (39) (39)

Significant at *p<. .05, **p< .01; ***p<.001.
Summary: Initial Findings

In this report, we have analyzed the similaritied differences between online and face-to-face
courses in two ways: (2) comparing students’ ratiogthe course and course instruction and (2) eoimg
student performance on common course outcomeseEmegyses represent an initial step in the
University’s capacity to conduct comparative anesyand, as a result, should be considered preliynata
best. As the availability of comparative data exgsmaver the next year, we will be able to make more
conclusive judgments about the similarities anfed#nces across these instructional modes.

The preliminary results from one semester’s woftStadent Response to Instruction (SRTI) course
evaluation data do suggest differences in studeatisigs of online and face-to-face courses, witline
courses generally receiving lower ratings on a nemolb SRTI items. Some of these differences (omste
related to support and instructor availability) acg particularly surprising since they echo diéieces found
in larger comparative studies found in the literattr hese differences, which are the only substhanti
differences found among undergraduate coursesctefbme of the particular pedagogical challenat t
instructors of online courses face.

The graduate course SRTI comparisons show moreasulad Effect Size differences (although most
do not reach statistical significance) and covetider range of SRTI items than is true for undedgete
courses. While the small number of courses maldiffitult to draw conclusions, these results dggest
the importance of continuing to pursue analysesdkplore the possibilities of differences in stodeatings
of courses taught in these two instructional mogasgjcularly with respect to graduate course arffgs.

The comparative analysis of student learning ouefacused on the differences and similarities in
student characteristics and performance in twosasuin a professional discipline, one an undergrizdu
course and one graduate course, that were eadft iaugpth an online and face-to-face environm&he
research design made it possible to control onmpertant factor in conducting course-based conspas
of student performance — differences in instrucdod course content. In this case, the online acel-fo-
face courses used in the comparisons were taughietsame instructor and used the same exams baswel
other course materials.

However, the pilot study results also illustratensoof the other complexities in conducting these
types of comparative analyses. Specifically, tlielasht populations across the two instructional readey
in some important ways. These differences affetttecextent to which some academic preparation lvigsa
(like standardized tests, previous GPA, and acadstanding) could be used as controls in testing fo
differences in academic performance.

In simple bivariate comparisons of student perfarogaon various outcomes across the two
instructional modes, only one statistically sigrafnt result emerged (final grades in the graduatiese).
And this difference can be explained by a diffeeemcgrading procedures on one set of assignmieats t
varied across the two instructional modes. In thétirrariate analyses that looked at the effectrdire
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instruction after controlling on relevant predicdaf performance, online instruction showed no ificant
effect on most of the outcomes. The two exceptweie, again, the final grade in the graduate coamske
in the undergraduate course, a difference in pexdioce on one of two project-based assignments. Wéth
limits inherent in this data set, it is difficulty determine what this second results might meparticularly
since so statistically significant differences ege&r in the simple bivariate analyses (see Table 3A)

While preliminary, these results generally supfiodings from the broader research on online
instruction — that there are few differences irdstu learning outcomes across the two instructiomales.
Of course, it would be beneficial to continue taioue this line of investigation and explore wlesth
differences exist in certain disciplines or certigipes of courses. With the limited sample of cears
available for this study, this type of more detismalysis is not possible. However, with moreringbrs
willing to volunteer their courses for this typeasfalysis, we could expand this study.
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