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Abstract The rapid growth of online learning has led to the development of faculty
inservice evaluation models that are geared towards the demands of quality
improvement of degree programs. Based on the best practices of student online
assessment, the Online Faculty Development and Assessment System (OFDAS)
created at the Canary Islands was designed to serve the dual purpose of faculty
development and classroom learning environment assessment. Results of analyses
showed that OFDAS maximized the potential of online faculty development to
encourage staff to reflect on Curriculum and Teaching Capacities (CTC).
Implications were discussed in terms of emphasizing the process of online CTC
learning and incorporating perspectives to capture a comprehensive view of faculty
teaching attitudes and their association with student classroom learning perceptions.

Keywords Online faculty development - Curriculum and teaching capacities - Online
student learning environment assessment

1 Introduction

1.1 Online Faculty Development and Evaluation System

Essentially, the Online Faculty Development and Assessment System (OFDAS) was
a voluntary programme concerned with elaborating a continuous process for the
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advancement of specific disciplinary expertise. pedagogical competencies and
renewal designed to enhance personal awareness in individual faculty members. It
included factors such as strong teaching beliefs and values demanding pedagogical
excellence in the university profession (Caffarella and Zinn 1999). Additionally,
OFDAS encompassed three types of components: (1) online faculty learning
experiences in a multimedial platform from which to operate the Curriculum and
Teaching Capacities (CTC), (2) CTC learning assessments, and (3) student online
learning environment assessment. Thus, instructional design applied to OFDAS
was guided by the principles of instructional systems design (Oliver and
Herrington 2003).

Consequently, the critical issues in designing OFDAS included, among others,
planning, organizing, structuring, tracking, reporting, and communicating assess-
ments, which took time and required orderliness on the part of the online programme
advisers (Nijhuis and Collis 2003). As maintained by Fitzgibbon and Jones (2004), it
was also important to emphasize the social dimensions of the learning and contextual
factors. The authors’ experience had proved the following five-stage design process
to be an efficient strategy for conducting this study:

+ A face-to-to face mentors—participants four-hour workshop.

* A design of sequenced, structured and comprehensive lessons. The requirement
of learning activities to engage and direct the participant instructors in the
process of CTC knowledge acquisition. And also, the development of CTCs in
teaching and learning applied or transferred to practical classroom settings.

* A communication support system for faculty to scaffold the teaching—learning
process. Furthermore, to provide meaningful forms of feedback, and to share
ideas and problems with colleagues.

+ An arrangement of the leaming resources needed by faculty to successfully
complete the learning activities and to facilitate the guidance.

» A specific inventory of students’ assessment of the classroom learning
environment to provide faculty with feedback on matters relating to participant
instructors’ learning.

OFDAS recognizes the different objectives of faculty at various stages of their
academic careers regarding the advancement of academics, hence making it
necessary to create diverse training strategies. Accordingly, the amount of time
needed to complete the development programme was negotiated with higher
education institutions. As such, a workshop for a face-to-face induction into OFDAS
was developed and delivered before starting the online course. Lastly, it was deemed
necessary to include an official policy statement (i.e.. learning certificate as an
extrinsic reward), for faculty recognition, in an attempt o ensure internal motivation
and encouragement to participate in the course.

1.2 Faculty Competence

The authors developed a framework for training CTCs in higher education adjusted
to university organizations bracing a student-centred education (Villar 2004), that is,
those whose focus lay on student learning experiences and processes within the
university social context (Badley 2000). It was expected of instructors to have a deep
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understanding of their scientific field as well as pedagogical and didactic capacities
of a particular specialized aspect of their discipline. Accordingly, a CTC was defined
as an integrated set of knowledge, beliefs, abilities and attitudes that were basic for
good performance in various university teaching settings, Common elements in the
OFDAS programme were to develop competence in the design of curriculum and
course material, and to acquire didactic and guidance skills (Tigelaar et al. 2004). In
training towards a CTC approach, there were three basic principles that
predominated in OFDAS: helping faculty understand that (1) academics and
students are different, thus curriculum and implementation of classroom methods
should be designed respectful of diversity and identity; (2) Professoriate are
dependent on one another in social relationships and classroom interactions; and
(3) Online faculty development courses increase one's own decision-making processes
and leaming by online student assessment. Consequently, ten CTCs were proposed
consistent with the research findings on teaching problem solving (see Fig. 1).

1.3 Online Assessment and Feedback
Online assessment of classroom teaching—leamning processes has been the object of

numerous studies that have tried to discern whether this method of information
fosters changes within a learning organization. Bullock (2003), Hoffiman (2003) and
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Fig. 1 The OFDAS model and sample varables
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Felton et al. (2004) have followed this line of research. Online assessment
questionnaires contained student demographic information appertaining to age,
gender, and so on, as well as other items alluding to students’ opinion about the
quality of the course (McGhee and Lowell 2003: Lounsbury et al. 2005).
Recommendations for online classroom climate assessment had similar components
to conventional assessments. Nevertheless, some authors brought attention to grade
procedures and made them very explicit when tasks, projects and tests were assigned
{Summers et al. 2005),

From an administrative point of view, there are enough reasons for which online
course evaluation should be used: lower cost, more class time for teaching, less
burden on the administration, etc. (Ballantyne 2003). The question remaining was
whether online student feedback gathered from questionnaires, led to an improve-
ment in the teaching quality, once accepted that these tools—inventories,
questionnaires, etc.—were reliable. Nevertheless, up until now, these tools have
been the basis through which to compare teachers, departments and even
universities. Although it has been proved that a correlation does exist between
teaching quality and online student feedback, it does not necessarily imply causality,
for it is likely that other factors also affect the quality of teaching over time (Kember
et al. 2002). Indeed, students’ perceptions of teaching-learning processes throughout
a one-year course varied: they were more intense at the beginning of the course and
fell as it progressed. Consequently, it would be beneficial to send online
questionnaires to students twice throughout a course (Doménech and Descals
2003), thus increasing faculty reflective thinking and communication processes with
students (Tucker et al, 2003).

1.4 Leaming Environments

The general literature regarding students’ assessments of classroom environments has
been on the rise for over a decade (Aldridge and Fraser 2000) and the field of learning
environments has undergone remarkable ‘diversification and internationalisation’
(Fraser 1998, p. 7). Evidence (derived largely from on-demand University teaching
quality assessment) has been accumulating regarding the potential of classroom
learning environment assessments to improve University teaching and learning as well
as staff development (Dallimore et al. 2004). Classroom climate questionnaires in a
field-specific class resulted in reflective changes in learning and instruction (Wildman
et al. 2000). Furthermore, researchers used questionnaires as dependent variables in
order to demonstrate student changes in leaming approaches and learning preferences
prior to and afier a curriculum innovation experience (Chung and Chow 2004). In
addition, some results showed that students” ‘sense of belonging® was an important
predictor of satisfaction measures (Thomas and Galambos 2004).

Thus, following is a list of the research assumptions that were maintained in this
study. First, perceptual assessment was associated with students’ demographic
characteristics and background factors (Worthington 2002; Barfield 2003). Second,
perceptual assessment outlined students” interpersonal relationships as a prelude to
enhancing their academic focus and, hence, satisfaction with the social environment
of the class (Lindblom-Ylinne et al. 2003). Third, perceptual assessment could be
used for feedback on instructors’ online leamning processes in the form of profiles
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(Schelfhout et al. 2004). Fourth, perceptual assessment of psychosocial character-
istics of classrooms was a relatively valid source of criterion variables of faculty
quality (Wierstra 1999). Fifth, perceptual assessment of a university classroom-
learning environment was targeted at ensuring a faculty development quality process
(Villar and Alegre 2004). Sixth and finally, perceptual assessment of classroom
climate was well supported by empirical research (Dorman 2000). In addition,
faculty were considered to be teaching researchers in charge of constructing and
interpreting activities, having beliefs and a voice of their own (Wildman et al,
2000; Marra 2005).

1.5 Designing Powerful Interactive Learning Environments: The Case of OFDAS

Following are some key features of the multimedial platform used in this study,
http:/gid.us.es:8083. According to this personal-designed web site, faculty:

(1) Used a CTC handbook (Villar 2004), which reviewed several sources on
college teaching and identified the critical CTCs related to class preparation,
classroom structure and organization, with a focus on teaching innovation and
student learning.

(2) Interpreted materials—CTCs which were segmented into ten weekly CTC
lessons and released on a weekly basis with ongoing updates revolving around
seven basic modules or dimensions similar to the teaching competencies
framework suggested by Tigelaar et al. (2004), The structure of a CTC had a
four-phase cycle: purpose, uses, educational setting and case study. All 156 pdf
and htlm documents, 114 Web sites, ten Microsoft Power Point presentations
and over 500 glossary educational concepts and references were hyperlinked.

(3) Discussed two topics in asynchronous forums: *European Convergence issues.”
and *Student mental effort to cope with the new European credit system’. These
were organized and released on a fortnight basis, but remained accessible
throughout the course. The last forum included postings positing reflective
questions (Socratic questions). Also. the authors believed that faculty
participation was crucial for learning in asynchronous online training courses.
Considering faculty postings to asynchronous discussions in online courses,
Blignaut and Trollip (2003: 152) had remarked: ‘Determining the elements of
faculty participation and involvement can lead to the development of improved
skills, which in tum may lead to improved learner satisfaction, instructor
satisfaction, and the lowering of attrition rates.’

(4) Accessed e-mail from the browser for one-on-one interactions with mentors or
other participant instructors.

(5) Browsed the curriculum materials containing URL links to related articles and
institutions, notes and grades from any location, at flexible time schedules.

(6) Downloaded Microsoft Power Point presentations, key concept maps and study
guides and resources onto their personal computer.

(7) Submitted online learning activity assignments using Web forms interface, or
via e-mail; these assignments were meaningful activities that had real-
university relevance and which presented complex teaching—leaming tasks to
be completed over a sustained period of time,
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(8) Assessed activities aimed to be realistic representations of the tasks the authors
wanted to assess capacity in; allowed faculty substantial freedom in selecting
activities, which were features of authentic assessment, according to Uhlenbeck
et al. (2002).
(9) Completed ten online tests using Web forms with answers recorded in the
appropriate database on the server. Each CTC test was programmed (random
selection) to be unique and to provide instant feedback to the participants with
the results. Also, they assessed the quality of materials and of the training
process as a formative evaluation for course revision. In other words, an
authentic assessment was included, which was seamlessly integrated into the
learning activity assignments, and which provided a formative assessment of
their understanding of basic concepts, aiding them to gain a sense of progress.
(10) OFDAS was also assessed with the Attitude Towards Cowrse Learning
Ouestionnaire (ACLQO).

(11) Data on student classroom learning environment was obtained with the
Assessment of University Teaching Activities Questionnaire (AUTAQ).

(12) Received student feedback with the AUTAQ system.

2 Research
2.1 Research Questions

The overall research question for this study was, how did the OFDAS elements
affect faculty opinions and activity learning, and what was its impact on teaching
attitudes and on the students’ classroom learning environment? This question was
examined in terms of three specific questions and directly based upon the OFDAS as
shown in Fig. 1. First, was there a difference in faculty opinion about the quality of
OFDAS? Second, did faculty learn CTCs? Third, was there a relationship between
faculty teaching attitudes and students’ learning environment perceptions after
OFDAS?

2.2 Sample

The authors attempted to understand the demographics of the online faculty and
student population of the two campuses. Participants in the study included
academics from twenty-four tenured and contracted participants enrolled in the
OFDAS. All participant instructors were volunteers and met the following selection
criteria: (a) university campus, (b) scientific field, and (c) professional merits. All of
the respondents were full-time faculty at the two public Canarian Universities: 11
from La Laguna (ULL) (45.8%) and 13 from Las Palmas de Gran Canaria (ULPGC)
(54.2%). Out of the 24 participants, 10 (41.7%) were men and 14 (58.3%) were
women. With regard to teaching experience, 19 (79.2%) participant instructors were
experts (more than five years of teaching experience). Most of them—14—had a
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Ph.D. (58.3%). When disciplines were broken down into scientific fields. eight
faculty members (33%) taught in the social sciences; five (20.8%) in experimental
sciences; four (16.7%) in health care sciences; three (12.5%) in humanities, and four
(16.7%) in technical sciences. The OFDAS programme took place during the spring
quarter of the 2006 academic year, and lasted 11 weeks.

The AUTAQ was administered to 78 students undertaking courses at the two
aforementioned universities. The sample was representative of gender, age, area of
study, level of study, and other academic and social characteristics. The classes
surveyed were comprised of those in which the faculty were the focus of study.

2.3 Measures, Data Collection and Analytical Methods

As previously emphasized by other researchers, there was, overall, no more widely
used source of data for judging CTC quality in the evaluation of university teaching
than faculty opinion and student perceptions, even across faculty groups, disciplines
or universities (Pratt 1997; Ellett et al. 1997; Supovitz 2002). Online scales used in
this article are briefly described underneath.

CTC Quality Scale 1t was used to measure participants” ability to understand the
CTCs and the degree to which individuals or groups wished to use them.
(Cronbach’s alpha=0.944). Consisting of ten items reflecting CTC structure,
conditions, technologies and teaching practices (for example, “The capacity was
relevant for my teaching™) designed to assess faculty’s perspectives on the extent to
which their personal CTC learning was enhanced, a five point scale was used: | =
strongly agree: 2 = agree; 3 = average; 4 = disagree: 5 = strongly disagree in items |
to 7. ltems 8 to 10 had specific five point scales. All ten items emphasized various
types of opinions during the course such as CTC relevance, usefulness,
appropriateness, adaptation, tips, structure, pertinence, reading, impact, and time-
consuming. The measure was developed for use in this study.

Attitude Towards Course Learning Questionnaire (ACLQ) Faculty were asked to
make attitude judgements towards teaching. (Cronbach’s alpha=0.950). The measure
consisted of 20 items (see Table I, and Appendix) scored on a 5-point Likert-type
rating scale from the row score | “strongly agree’ to row score 5 “strongly disagree.”
The measure was developed for use in this study.

Assessment of University Teaching Activities Questionnaire (AUT4Q) Appraisal of
students’ perceptions of the classroom environment. (Cronbach’s alpha=0.958).
This guestionnaire consisted of 22 items (see Table 2, and Appendix) scored on a
5-point Likert-type rating scale from the row score 1 ‘strongly agree’ to the row
score 5 ‘strongly disagree.” The initial development of the AUTAQ was guided by
relationship, personal growth and curriculum change dimensions for conceptualizing
university quality assurance (Villar et al. 2001).

Online data were collected during and after the OFDAS course. Regarding the
AUTAQ, faculty members explained the purpose of the study, assured students of
anonymity, and encouraged student online participation.
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Table 1 Description of scales and a sample item for each scale of the ACLQ)

Scale Dieseription Sample item

Understanding  Extent to which faculty are able to
reconceptualise, explain and use received
information about teaching

I take time 1o understand the aspects of my
teaching in which | am mistaken

Learning Extent to which faculty acquire knowledge, 1 discuss mistakes on authors” articles and
skills, attitudes, or values, through study, books that | read about teaching
experience, or teaching, which lead to
behaviorial changes that are persistent,
measurable, and specified

Discussion Extent to which faculty use a method of I point out my colleagues” teaching
interaction and position representational wenknesses o help them clarify their
argument regarding teaching educational rationale

Megotiation Extent to which faculty agree on courses ol I share odd opmions about teaching with
action o take in teaching collcagues

Evaluation Extent to which faculty determine the merit, | regard teaching as a problem situation

waorth, and significance of teaching because | carefully keep in mind results and

evidences of my subject

A variety of data analyses were completed on the measures and the demographic
information forms for faculty and students. These included descriptive statistical
summaries, Alpha reliabilities of subscales of ACLQ and AUTAQ, t-tests to
compare the means of participants (RQ1 and RQ2), analysis of variance (ANOVA)

Table 2 Description of scales and a sample item for each scale of the AUTAQ

Scale

Deseription

Sample item

Motivation

Extent to which university students are involved
inan innovative activity

Involvement  Student perception that university teaching is

student-centred and that hefshe has been
offered the opportunity to make decizsions on
his/her leaming

I am motivated to work in classroom leaming
activities

These activities have changed my views on the
role of university students

Seaffolding  Extent to which instructors demonstrate the These activities relate new information o what
steps or structure of a problem and provide I have previeusly leamnt
keys and help for successfully completing the
activities

Climate Extent to which conjecture, questioning. and These activitics encourage umversity students
discussion in activities are fostered, and to to ask questions and discuss answers given in
which students socially interaet with cach a book
other to give meanings to and reach
agreements on teaching activities and
VIEW NS

Clarification Extent to which university students are given  The instructor clarifies difficult aspects of these
explanations, examples and multiple forms of  activities
understanding 2 problem or difficult material

Use of Extent to which new technological tools and These activitics help o develop other study

resources other academic resources facilitate university capacities in university students (e.g. handling

students” generation of ideas and knowledge of twols, document search, library use)
construction
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to uncover the main and interactive effects of categorical independent variables
(demographic and professional measures) on interval dependent variables (RQ1),
and intercorrelations among scales (Pearson product moment correlation coefficient)
to measure the strength and the direction of a linear relationship between the ACLQ
and AUTAQ scales (RQ3).

3 Results
3.1 Research Question 1

Research Question 1 asked whether faculty opinion towards the quality of OFDAS
was positive. In terms of the CTC quality scale items, item means ranged from a
high 3.08 (item 8, Reading: I read Web sites and pdf documents which were linked
to the capacity™) to 1.33 (item 1, Relevance: “The capacily was relevant for my
teaching™). Standard deviations varied from 1.52 (item 8, Reading) to .76 (item 1,
Relevance). All item mean scores exceeded the midpoint scale (3.00, normal), and
item 8, Reading, exceeded the midpoint scale (3.00, frequently). A one-way within-
subjects ANOVA, or a ¢ test was conducted on each item.

T tests revealed significant ditferences with regard to genre in five CTC quality
items (usefulness, adaptation, tips. structure and pertinence). As to degrees, a
sigmificant difference was found in eight CTC quality items (relevance, usefulness,
appropriateness, adaptation, tips, structure, pertinence, and time-consuming). With
regard to the degree of teaching expertise, novel faculty (less than 4 years teaching
experience) and expert faculty (five years of experience and above) had different
opinions with respect to five CTC quality items (usefulness, appropriateness,
adaptation, tips, and structure). (See Table 3),

ANOVA results indicated effects surrounding the scientific field groups on all
CTC quality items (see Table 4).

3.2 Research Question 2

Research Question 2 asked whether OFDAS induced faculty learning, This question
was divided into two subcategories: facilitating leamming activities and assessing the
cognitive domain of CTC leaming.

3.2.1 Facilitating Learning Activities

As Oliver and Herrington (2003: 114) pointed out:

Designing a learning environment by commencing with the design of learning
activities creates a setting where the focus of the planning centres on
formulating the forms of learning outcome being sought rather than considering
what content will be covered.

The learning activities reflect the way in which the curriculum and didactic
knowledge will be used in real-life university environments. Descriptive summaries
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Table 3 Significant -test results for demographic and academic factor comparisons

Contrast Variable ! '
Male vs. female Usclulness 2,496 <0.021
Adaptation 2,56 <018
Tips 3382 <0,003
Structure 453 <0041
Pertinence 2452 <0023
Doctor vs. bachelor Relevance -3, 246 <(),003
Usefulness -2.572 <0021
Appropriatengss —-2.383 <0031
Adaptation —-2.456 <0.022
Tips -3.183 0,005
Structure =2.713 =0.016
Pertinence -2,432 <1030
Time-consurming =2499 =<0.022
Novel vs. expert Usefulness 2800 =0.015
Appropriatencss 2.947 =0.013
Adapation 2725 <0018
Tips 3.253 <0007
Structure 2.590 <0.037

provided information on the activities fulfilled by faculty in each of the ten CTCs.
The results show that participant instructors completed 1,587 learning activities
(see Fig. 2). In addition, a principle of the learning process was peer assistance and
review, which was provided through guidance and feedback to the participant
instructors in their learning process. Online help was often needed. Thus, coaching
and scaffolding of learning was done by the two OFDAS leaders, who diagnosed
the strengths and weaknesses of a given participant instructor and tailored support
accordingly. Figure 2 reported participant instructors™ changes in their interest in
and willingness to respond to learning activities as the course progressed. The
initial frequency of learning activities was, however, higher than final activity
responses. Data demonstrated that time commitment to CTCs was not equally
distributed. While CTC2 (awareness of students’ diversity in all its forms) took on
a high frequency dedication, CTC6 (knowledge of area being supervised [learning
tasks, research, assessment, etc.]) had a low or limited response frequency. The last
module regarding evaluation had two low rates of participation (CTCY9 and

Table 4 ANOVA for academic lactors: scientific field

Variahle df F value P value
Relevance 4.23 4.181 <014

Usefulness 423 801 <(.000

Appropriatengss 4.23 4.365 =0.001

Tips 4.23 3.365 <(.029

Structure 4.23 5.210 <0,005

Pertinence 423 5210 <0003

Reading 4.23 3.036 <0.043

Time-consuming 423 3098 <0,022
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Fig. 2 Participant instructors’ responses 1o learning activities

CTC10). At any rate, learning was fluent and participant instructors became aware
of new possibilities concerning their teaching.

A ten-point scale was applied to all CTC activities based on an interpretation of
script expressions. Thus, content analysis was chosen as a methodology for
analysing the online faculty learning activities, which involved comparing,
contrasting, and scoring them. Therefore, the activity transcripts were scored. and
the scores were then actively discussed to arrive at a final version in which most
scored learning activities had been brought into alignment. Learning activitics were
scored as: “"Maximum distinction (9-10)," “Important for its intensity (7-8),"
“Suitable (5-6)." “Minimum qualification (3-4),” and “Differed the execution (0-2).”
Some highlights of the results are provided in Fig. 3, which demonstrates the ability
of participant instructors lo apply previously learnt solutions to learning activities.
All CTCs were approved by participants except for the evaluation module (CTCS9,
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Fig. 3 Leaming activity qualifications
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knowledge of formative and summative evaluation, and CTC10. capacity to conduct
own self-assessment process).

3.2.2 Assessing the Cognitive Domain of CTC Learning

Ten learning tests (ten multiple choice items) appraised participants™ knowledge and
understanding of CTCs. Test means varied from a high score of 7.4 (knowledge of
student motivation and ability to promote students” positive attitudes) to a very high
score of 10 (teaching and didactic skills for large groups). All ten test means
exceeded score 7 on the ten-point scale used.

Means and standard deviations on the ten self-assessment test scores are shown in
Fig. 4. It was found that participant instructors’ learning was effective. However,
objective testing of CTCs showed that participant instructors’ performance was more
cffective in the capacity of teaching and didactic skills for large groups than in the
capacity of knowledge of area being supervised (learning tasks, research,
assessment, etc.). There were significant differences in the learning of CTC3
{capacity to solve students’ problems) between participants in regards to genre
(t (15)=2.520, p=<.018). Also, significant differences were found between instructors
with and without previous educational knowledge in CTCI (knowledge of student
motivation and ability to promote students’ positive attitudes) (¢ (15)=—3.119, p<
0.008), CTC3 (capacity to solve students’ problems) (¢ (15)=-2.477, p=<0.027),
CTC4 (capacity to develop metacognitive skills in the trainee) (¢ (15)=-2.385, p<
0.032), CTC7T (teaching and didactic skills for large groups) (r (15)=-2.449, p<
0.028), and CTC8 (knowledge of questioning skills) (¢ (15)=-2.590, p<0.022).
Finally, with regard to teaching experience, significant differences in learning CTC3
(capacity to solve students’ problems) were found between novel and expert
participants (¢ (15)=2.800, p<0.015).

§
2
g
-]
Q
] 2 4 L] L 10 2
cTe =) [=F] cTC3y CTCa CTCS CTCE cTeT CTCH cTes £Tce
.0, 1,94 1,22 0,44 o,89 2,07 1,08 o 0,44 2,34 0,89
BMeans 7.4 3 9.8 8.4 8.4 7.4 10 9.8 B.4 L]

Fig. 4 Self-assessment test scores
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3.3 Research Question 3

Research Question 3 asked if was there a relationship between faculty teaching
attitudes and students” learning environment perceptions after OFDAS. The two
questionnaires used for this analysis had been validated. Also, a comparison was
made between the results from both AUTAQ forms.

3.3.1 Validation of AUTAQ

The student sample was composed of a total of 78 undergraduate students in a
variety of disciplines (including anatomy, engineering, history, etc.) from the two
Canarian universities. The first index of validity was scale reliability (see Table 5).
Estimates of the internal consistency of the actual and preferred forms of each
AUTAQ scale were calculated using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. Data were
reported separately for the two forms using the individual as the unit of analysis.
The scale values obtained for the alpha coefficient ranged from 0.083 to 0.830.
These data together suggested that each AUTAQ scale had adequate internal
consistency, except for Use of Resources in its actual form. Table 5 also reported
data about discriminant validity for each of the two forms. It appeared that the
AUTAQ measured distinct, although somewhat overlapping, aspects of classroom
environment.

3.3.2 Differences between Students’ Perceptions of Actual and Preferred
Environments

Table 6 shows means, standard deviations and a series of 1 tests used for comparison
between the two AUTAQ forms. The findings revealed some clear patterns of
differences in the suitability of the current classroom environments. The scale for
classroom climate showed the highest means in both forms.

The interpretation of the results in Fig. 5 in the comparison between the student
actual and preferred forms was that students were more satisfied with the actual
classroom environment scales than what they perceived from the other scales in the

Table 5 Internal consisiency : T :
{alpha reliability) and diserimi- ~ Seale Form Alpha  Reliability mean correlation

nant validity (mean correlation with other scales p=0.001
with other five scales) for actual

: ; 3 Motivation Actual  0.769 0460

::‘d— g;t;ﬁ:rrcd forms of AUTAQ Pref. 0960 0537
Involvement Actual 0625 (.399

Pref. 0830 0.541

Scaffolding Actual  0.671 0382

Pref. 0.730 0.581

Climate Actual  0.732 0.262

Pref. 0.732 0.298

Clarification Actual 0,741 0.413

Pref. 0.597 0.479

Use of resources  Actual 0083 0,437
Pref. 0.400) 0,469
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Table 6 Means, standard deviations and ¢ values for actual and preferred forms of AUTAQ

Scale Means Standard deviations '

Motivation Actial=4,53 0.637 63.21, p<0.000
Pref.=3.82 0.996

Involvement Actual=4.46 0.657 60448, p=<0.000
Pref.=3.83 1.01

Secaffolding Actual=4.39 0.657 43497, p<0.000
Pref.=3 83 1.01

Climate Actual=4.74 0.609 69.269, p<0.000
Pref.=4.74 0518

Clarification Actual=4.40 0,689 56,818, p<0.000
Pref.=3.93 0.99]

Use of resources Actual=3.784 1117 30113, p<0.000
Pref.=3.493 1.130

preferred form. Moreover, climate scale means were the same in the actual and
preferred forms.

3.3.3 Walidation of ACLQO

The scale values obtained for the alpha coefficient ranged from 0.739 to 0.911.
These data together suggested that each ACLQ scale had adequate internal
consistency. (See Table 7).

3.3.4 Correlation Analvses

Intercorrelations  show the association between university students’ perceptions
(AUTAQ scales) and faculty teaching attitudes (ACLQ scales) (Table 8). Only two
correlations were statistically significant (p<0.05), negative in direction, and
somewhat moderate (r=—0.548 Clarification, actual/Learning) and (r=-0.548
Clarification, actual/ Evaluation).
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Fig. 5 Significant differences between student actual and student preferred perceptions of the AUTAQ
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Table 7 Intermal consistency

{alpha reliability) and diserimi- ~ Scale Alpha reliability Mean correlation with other
nant validity {mean correlation seales p<0.001
with other five scales) for actual .
and preferred forms of ACLO Undc*rlblﬂndmg 0.867 0.914
(N=17) Learning 0.739 0.861
i Discussion {1.800 0.827
Negotiation 0,872 0,953
Evaluation 0.911 0.945

4 Discussion

This study was designed to explore multiple forms of online course-based faculty
development assessments believed to be useful for gaining a better understanding of
and improving virtual environments than the traditional staft development eval-
uations. The aim was to develop and validate a framework of curriculum and
teaching capacities (CTCs) in student-centred higher education. The three research
questions are discussed below.

4.1 Opinion towards the Quality of the OFDAS

Instructors agreed on the impact of all CTCs (“They produced a kind of learning in
my teaching which was very good”). The manner in which the leaders managed the
OFDAS had a direct impact on participants’ appreciation of the training course and
also on CTC learning results, as had been the case in other web-supported courses
(Nijhuis and Collis 2003), With respect to genre, degree, and teaching experience,
participant instructors had different opinions regarding the usefulness of CTCs for
programming their subject matter, the adaptation of the textual and iconic resources
and presentations for understanding each CTC, the tips of the leaders to find goals
for CTC improvement, and the structure of these CTCs (purpose. uses, educational
sefting and case study) for identifying, clarifying and exploring educational
situations. With regard to scientific field groups, differences were found on all
CTC quality items. Thus, the first research question was fully supported and

Table 8 Between-scale correlations caleulated on items grouped into their initial tentative scales

ACLO AUTAQ

Muotivation Involvement  Scaffolding Climaice Clarification Use of
FESOUMTEs

Actual Pref.  Actual Pref. Actual Pref.  Actwal Pref  Actual  Pref.  Actual Prefl

Understanding 0.000  0.076 —0.167 0.077 0.081 0,178 0.127 -0240 —0.292 —0.164 0.376 0306

Leamning -0.218 0.109 —0.075 0.21]1 -0.076 0.058 0090 (L004 -0.548* —0.084 —0.218 0.109
Discussion 0003 0202 —0.052 0,093 0,134 -0.071 0203 -(.195 -0.282 0050 -0.003 0,202
Negotiation  0.009 0348 —0.020 0.222 -0.201 0.040 0.108 -0.154 -0.286 0.042 0,009 0348
Evaluation 0218 0,109 -0.075 0.211 0076 0058 0190 0.004 -0.548* -0.084 0218 0.109

*Significanm at 0.05
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suggested that participants’ opinions were varied regarding the usage and ease of use
of CTCs in OFDAS.

4.2 Learning Activitics

Usefulness of learning activities was found in instructors’ participation. They
completed 1,587 learning activities. As Caffarella and Zinn (1999: 253) queried: ‘Do
professional development activities assist in a faculty member’s professional
success?” As authors of this article, agreement was sustained: “Our feeling is that
they do.” All but two CTCs were approved by participants. The evaluation module
(CTCY, knowledge of formative and summative evaluation, and CTC10, capacity to
conduct own self-assessment process) was failed by participants. However, all ten
CTC test means exceeded seven on the ten-point scale used. This finding supported
the conclusion that instructors learnt the CTCs in the OFDAS programme.
Significant differences in CTC learning were found between participants in three
nominal variables: genre, previous educational knowledge and teaching experience.

4.3 Relationship between Faculty’s Teaching Attitudes and Students” Perceptions
of their Learning Environment

The results stressed two somewhat different but conceptually related measures and
brought about new perspectives on assessing learming environments in higher
education settings. The Climate scale, particularly, emphasized the importance of
developing mature, interpersonal relationships, notably friendships, social bonds,
and connections with other students, as a vector of behaviour of student
development (Lounsbury et al. 2005). Results from the AUTAQ went to each
instructor. as Kember et al. (2002) had done with the Student Feedback
Questionnaire in their study. Correlations between the two measures used suggested
that the attitudes of faculty towards teaching were not suggestively related to the
students’ perception of the classroom environment (constructivist-based), excepting
the Clarification with Learning and Evaluation scales. Although this line of research
had been provided by Fraser (1998}, findings in this study did not support the
conclusion of their being a close relationship between faculty teaching attitudes and
student classroom perceptions,

Overall, the findings of this study are encouraging for faculty, This research found
that all CTCs were perceived to be useful and easy to use, although at varying levels
depending on the elements employed for the course. such as, time-consumption. As
Fitzgibbon and Jones (2004) had previously considered, the coordination of the
online programme was crucial to its success, With directed and purposeful design
efforts, and by determining which activities were best suited for the scientific fields,
faculty could enhance their subject learning with CTCs that were truly useful, easy
to use, and used.

Finally, and following perspectives, (1) the Attitnude Towards Course Learning
Questionnaire (ACLQ), (2) the constructivist-based format of the Assessment of
University Teaching Activities Questionnaive (AUTAQ), and (3) the other faculty
demographic and academic variables explored in this study, seemed to directly
address ongoing concemns about the need to improve online training in higher
) Springer
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cducation as well as emphasizing newer ideas about important variables that might
be measured as alternatives to the more traditional approaches in the evaluation of
faculty development (Ellett et al. 1997). As referred to by Tucker et al. (2003)
regarding other questionnaires, the ACLQ and AUTAQ online systems facilitated
timely data collection, feedback, and evaluation using a Web-based interface.
Finally, the AUTAQ consisted of two sections, although however, only section 11
was used for this study. Section 1 collected student demographic, academic and
social information, but was not used, as had occurred in the Barfield (2003) study.

An issue arose from this study regarding student online evaluation: response rates
were low, which was a point in common with other studies, such as Ballantyne
(2003) had pointed out. In general, instructors reported that collecting feedback
online with the AUTAQ system was convenient, as had already been remarked by
researchers regarding other online systems (Bullock 2003). Based on this research, a
good starting point for this type of training, could be for faculty to enhance their
online faculty development courses by manifesting the specific information they
deem necessary within the face-to-face workshop announcements, in the CTC
documents and activities, quizzes and grades, and in the forums sections of OFDAS.
The selection of 110 learning activities was the organising element of the staff
development-design process of OFDAS. This focus on learning tasks had also been
already underlined by other researchers (Oliver and Herrington 2003).

One of the limitations found in this study was the fact that it examined solely one
faculty online course at just two public urban universities in the Canary Islands
during 11 weeks. Because instructors volunteered their classes, these were not
randomly selected, and furthermore, students were also volunteers. For these reasons
the study is not intended to be, nor should it be. generalized to other universities.

5 Conclusion

OFDAS is an effective tool to improve reflective practice on teaching and learning.
Furthermore, the online system is a mechanism to enhance online faculty
development programme management, and to provide evidence of a quality-
improvement process in online staff’ development. Because CTC framework had
been field-tested in this study, faculty knew the impact of CTCs. Finally, no
correlation was found between facully’s teaching attitudes and students’ leaming
environment at the conclusion of the course.

Appendix

Assessment of University Teaching Activities Questionnaire (AUTAQ)
lnstructions

This questionnaire is about your perception of the classroom learning environment,

Your opinion is required for each question. For each sentence select the score that
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best suits your perception. Please answer by circling the number with 1 = *strongly
disagree,” 2 = “disagree,” 3 = *neutral,” 4 = *agree’ and 5 = ‘strongly agree.’

Table 9 Questionnaire of AUTALQ

Dimension A. Motivation (extent to which University students are provided with explanations, examples and
multiple forms of understanding a4 problem or difficult material),

I, 1 am motivated 10 work in classreom learning activities, 12345

2, These activities improve my opinion about the content of the subject 12345
{practical vision).

3, 1 am more motivated in these activities than if' 1 siudied them in a theoretical way 12345
{useful vision).

4. | believe that these activities develop instructors” interest in teaching. 12345

5. 1 believe that activities like these would significantly improve the quality 12345

of University teaching.

Bimension B. Involvement (student perception that University teaching is student-centred and that he or she has
been offered the opportunity to make decisions concerning hisher leaming),

6, These activitics have changed my views on the University student’s role, 123435

7. These activities have changed my attitude towards the subject and the way 12345
of dealing with University studies,

8. | assume responsibilities in these activities. 12345

9. | suggest possible educational problems and tasks with peers. 12345

Dimension C, Scaffolding (extent to which instructors demonstrate the steps or structure of a problem and
provide keys and assistance for completing the activities with success).

10. These activities relate new information to what | have previously leamt. 1’2545
T 1 use wdeas and information that 1 already know to understand something new. 12345
12, T have developed other cognitive capacitics in these activities (e.g, analysis, 12345
svithesis, critical thinking).

13, These activitics help me 1o investigate, build and relate ideas and facts. 12345
14. 1 explore how information refates 1o other topics and subjects. 12345

Dimension . Climate (extent to which conjecture, questioning, and discussion in activities are fostered, and
students socially interact with cach other 1o give meanings 1o and reach agreements on teaching activities and

viewpoints).

15, These activitics encourage University students to ask questions and discuss 12345
answers given in a book,

16, 1 discuss cormect and incorrect solutions to problems, 12345
17, 1 share ideas, answers and visions with my instructor and peers in these 1234535
activitics,

18, 1 learn from peers how to think about a problem and 1o consider their points 12345
of view.

Dimension E. Clarification (extent to which University students arc given explanations, examples and multiple
forms of understanding a problem or difficult material)

19. Instructor clarifies difficult aspects of these activities. 12345

20. Instructor ¢laborates the most confusing information of these activities 12345
by means of outlines, diagrams or illustrations of the main ideas,

Dimension F. Use of resources (extent to which new technological wols gnd other academic resources facilitate
University students” generation of ideas and knowledge construction).

21. These activities help to develop other study capacitics in University students 12345
{e.g. handling of tools, document search, library use).

22,1 find new information about the topics and subjects using new technologics. 12345
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Attitude Towards Course Learning Questionnaire (ACLQ)

Instruetions

This questionnaire is about your attitude towards the online learning course. Your
opinion is required for each question. For each sentence select the score that best

suits your attitude. Please answer by circling the number with 1 = ‘strongly
disagree,” 2 = “disagree.” 3 = ‘neutral,” 4 = *agree’ and 5 = ‘strongly agree.

Table 10 Questionnaire of ACLOQ

Bimension A, Understanding (extent to which faculty ave able to reconceprualise, explain and use received
information on teaching).
I invest time in understanding the aspeets of my teaching in which | might be mistaken,

Strongly disagree Disagree Meutral Agnee Strongly agree
2,1 put myself in other colleagues” shoes in order 10 undersiand their thoughts on teaching and why.
Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

3. 1 am aware of colleagues’ opinions regarding teaching, although they might differ from mine, through
empathy.

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree
4. | enjoy thinking about how colleagues from different disciplines experience teaching.
Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

Dimension B, Learning {extent to which faculty acquire knowledge, skills, attitudes, or values, through study,
experience, or teaching, which bring about a behavioural change that is persistent, measurable, and specified),
5.1 discuss faults with authors” articles and books that | read regarding teaching.

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree
6. 1 am interested in knowing what colleagues say and belicve about pedagogic and teaching ideas.

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree
7. 1 enjoy listening to collcagues from other disciplines express their opinions on teaching.

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

8. Acquiring knowledge and skills from colleagues has been the most important aspect of my higher edueation
experience.
Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

Dimension C, Discussion (extent 1o which faculty use a method of interaction and position representational
arguments about teaching).

9. | point out my colleagues” teaching weaknesses to help them clarify their educational rationale,
Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

10. 1 strengthen my own teaching stance by discussing my ideas with colleagues who have different ideas from
mine.
Strongly disagree Disagree Meutral Agree Strongly agree

1 In evaluating what a colleague savs, 1 only consider what he or she says about teaching and not who he or she
is.
Strongly dispgree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

12. 1 enjoy being the devil’s advocate, arguing for the opposite viewpoint of what a colleague says about
teaching.
Strongly disagrec Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

Dimension D. Negotiation (extent to which faculty agree with others on courses of action to take for teaching).
13, 1 share odd opinions on teaching with colleagues,
Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree
14. | agree with colleagues when they talk about teaching instead of personally evaluating them,
Strongly disagree Disagree Meutral Agree Strongly agree
15. 1 reason and compromise with colleagues on teaching concepts instead of quarreling with them.
Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree
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Table 10 (continued)

16. | feel that the best way to get my own professional teaching identity is by interacting and bargaining with
colleagues from disciplines different 1o mine,
Strongly disagree Disagree Newtral Agree Strongly agree

Dimension E. Evaluation (extent 1o which faculty determine the men, worth, and sigmificance of waching).

17. 1 regard teaching as a problem sitvation becapse | carcfully keep in mind results and evidences of my subject,
Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

8. In examining teaching problems, | place more value on the use of logic and rationale than on my own
personal interests.

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree
19, 1 have pedagogic approaches and models that 1 use to assess arguments about teaching,

Strongly disagree Disngree Neutral Agree Strongly agree
20, | stay objective when | analyze and measure 1eaching,

Strongly disagree Disagree Meutral Agree Strongly agree
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