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Abstract

As more and more colleges and universtties offerses designed in the e-learning format, qual-
ity of instruction and student performance are b&ng, progressively more, issues that need to
be addressed. This study is an attempt to adkettiterature on student performance intradi-
tional and e-learning environments as well as expipstudent-centered and learner-centered as
an instructional strategy. A causal-comparativegiewas chosen for this study to examine the
effects of instructional strategies on studentgrenance in two upper-level core business courses
developed in both traditional and e-learning forsn& he study spanned 3 years, beginning fall
2004 through spring 2007 and participants inclli@8 declared business majors who were en-
rolled in various sections of Organizational Beloaxand International Management courses dur-
ing the study period. Data analyses revealed mgnifisant differences in student performance
based on delivery method and course. However, tuteeverse was found when examining
student performance against instructional strasegie

Keywords. e-leaming, student performance, instructor-agewtestudent-centered, instructional
strategy, traditional environment.

Introduction

As the institution of higher education repositiemsnove forward in the e-learning paradigm,
guality issues that directly impact student perfanee are of paramount importance (Husson &
Waterman, 2002; Sweat-Guy & Buzzetto-More; 2007b).

The most recent Sloan Consortium report confirmas émrollment in online courses have in-
creased to an estimated 2.4 million (Simonson, P0®@augh (2000) asserts that this online

trend is due to a variety of factors such as “teddgical advances in both course software and
computing capacity, competitive pressures fromrexlestakeholders and alternative sources of

education, and more flexibility for students”. $hiidespread increase of online courses in col
leges and universities across the globe
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increased student learning and satisfaction (Bnyrgt®6; Buzzetto-More & Sweat-Guy, 2006;
Kuo, 2005; Yip, 2004). In contragt, critics emplasigh dropout rates, absence of nonverbal
cues, insufficient levels of interaction, and desed student achievement as reasonsto censure

the online format (Hirschheim, 2005; Kock, Verviée Garza, 2007).

Despitethe popularity of online learning, relatyktle research has examined the influence of
teaching styles and methodology on objective measof student leaming (DeNeui & Dodge,
2006). Accordingly,this study was designed tamexe the effects of instructional strategies,
described by Sweat-Guy and Buzzetto-More (2007a)etbods or approaches used to achieve
learning objectives, on student performance in typper-level business courses developed in tra-
ditional and e-learning environments. T he follogviesearch questions were postulated for this
study:

= Arethere performance differences based on deliwesthod?
= Arethere performance differences based on course?
= Arethere performance differences based on insonat strategies?

Literature Review

Johnson and Aragon (2003) argue that student pedoce is directly impacted by the quality of
instructional design. When developing online cesrsohnson and Aragon recommend a con-
ceptual framework that represents a holistic petapewhich includes instructional strategies
that look beyond the traditional paradigm of instion.

Chen (2007) suggests that instructional designegjies should be modified in order to preserve
the quality of learming. Accordingly, she usedenlded approach combining objectivist and con-
structivist instructional strategies in her desigran intensive summer online course and found
that students had posttive learning experiencesvamne highly satisfied with their learning out-
comes. Chang(2007) investigatedthe effectssefifamonitoring strategy on student perform-
ance in a web-based language learning course and &imilar results. Students who applied
the self-monitoring strategy outperformed studevite did not apply the strategy.

In contrast, the study conducted by Sweat-Guy amt&to-More (2007a) examined the impact
of instructor-centered versus learner-centeredunsbnal strategy on student learning in two
online courses. The results revealed no signifiddftrence across treatment groups.

A review of literature reports on a number of pnigneesearch studies that have provided compa-
rable data on student performance between tradit@md e-learning environments, citing the
latter with more promising results. Connolly, MattAur, Stansfield, and McLellan (2007) con-
ducted a quasi-experimental study to investigatéesit performance in 3 masters-level computer
courses that were developed and delivered in oalitketraditional formats. The study spanned 3
years and included 4,684 participants. Study restiow that online students consistently per-
formed betterthan face-to-face. Identical resutse found by Stansfield, McLellan, and Con-
nolly (2004) who examined the results of four medulrom the Masters of Science Management
of e-Business program with the purpose of compategverall performance of students en-
rolled in the modules online versus those intlefim-face. Analysis ofthe results during the
period 2000-2002 shows that online students ifoall modules, T echnologies for Global Com-
merce, Information Theory and Practice, Internatlorechnology Management, and Fundamen-
tals of Database Systems, consistently performidriiban the students enrolled in the face-to-
face modules.

DeNeui and Dodge (2006) examined the relationsbipwen the frequency of usage of Black-
board Learmning Management System and student peafure in a ten week general psychology
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hybrid class. The sample consisted of 80 studemtslled in two introductory psychology
courses at a medium-sized university in the Norghw&Results revealed a significant positive
partial correlation between overall usage and tévedim scores. The findings indicate that stu-
dents who use Blackboard performed better on etlaamsthose who used Blackboard less fre-
guently.

Opposing results were reported by Sapp and Simo®5f2nvhen comparing the grades students
received in online and face-to-face undergraduattng courses. The findings show a dispro-
portionately high percentage of students who falledonline courses comparedto conventional,
face-to-face courses.

Mixed results were achieved as Ellis, GoodyearsBan and O'Hara (2006) investigate student
learning experiences through discussions in ordimbface-to-face formats in a semester-long
psychology course. The participants were secomadymdergraduate students studying social
work at a metropolitan Australian University. Op&mded questionnaires, semi-structured inter-
views, and course grades were used to identifycasmns among conceptions, approaches, and
student performance. The study outcome yield miesdlts. There was no significant difference
between the face-to-face discussions and perforeyaiereas, discussions online were associ-
ated with higher level of performance.

A study conducted by Kock et al. (2007) supportt bbe significant- and no-significant-
difference perspectives after examining studergstgptions and grades at two points intime.
The study involved 70 undergraduate students eddatl a management information systems
course delivered face-to-face and online at a médsuniversity in the southem United States.
At the middle of the semester, students inthenendondition oltained lower grades; conversely,
by the end of the semester no significant diffeesngere found. Likewise, a similar study con-
ducted by Carbonaro, Dawber, and Arav (2006) costpandergraduate nursing students’
achievement using mid-term and final exam graddslbfand part-time students in face-to-face
and online sections. The study covered the 3rtraatt groups of students enrolled in a microbi-
ology course that ran concurrently for 16 weekbe Tesults revealed no significant statistical
difference of the midterm exam; on the other h&nltlfime students in the face-to-face environ-
ment outperformed students in the online envirortmen

A number of researchers have compared studentrpesifice in traditional versus online courses
and have found no significant difference betwearttdo modes of instruction. T he following
studies add to the literature that states studsnhing, as measured by performance, does not
appear to be different based on course delivenhotket The study conducted by McFarland and
Hamilton (2005) involved senior-level undergradudti& students who were enrolled in an E-
Business course during the fall 2003 andfall 26€&hesters. Students seff-selected into either
the traditional section or the online section. rigsChi-Square analysis, results found no signifi-
cant difference in the final course grade betwbenanline students and the traditional students.
Hoban, Neu, and Castle (2002) conducted a sintilaysfortwo academic semesters, which
comparedthe performance of student teacher camdidaeking state certification through the
educational administration program at National @nsity in both on-ground and online delivery
modes. Data collection included student survesesjas, and a comprehensive exit examination.
The results revealed that the students academeifprmed comparably in on-ground and
online courses and that established standardsmaseered by both groups.

Kov&ti¢ and Green (2004) conducted an empirical studyeterchine the relationship between
student learning styles and academic achievemaeant internet-based computer concepts course.
Data collection for one academic semester incléickad grades and responses from the Kolb and
Felder-Soloman’s Index of Learning Styles quest@ires. The investigators found no relation-
ship between preferred learning styles and acadperformance. Inthe study conducted by Up-
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ton (2006) Speech and Language Therapy undergeathuabrs were enrolled in both a tradi-
tional and online health psychology/sociology medul which their performances were com-
pared. Results suggested that there was no samiifdifference between students taught through
an online medium comparedto those taught throraglittonal lectures.

As a final point, there is an abundance of litemthat investigates student performance in tradi-
tional and online courses which focuses on a owe-gloss sectional analysis of effects (Kéiva

& Green, 2004; Ellis et al., 2006; Stansfield ef 2004; Upton, 2006). Nevertheless, few longi-
tudinal studies of this nature exist that analyaa @t different points in time (Connolly et al.,
2007). Recent empirical evidence suggests thdests' attitude, perception, and performance
can differ over time (Kock et al.,, 2007; QureshiM&gel, 2000). Hence, the current study inves-
tigates the effects of student performance conduoter a 3-year period.

Background and Methodology

This study was conducted at Fayetteville Statastarically Black land-grant university founded
1867 in Fayetteville, North Carolina. A constitudrstitution of the University of North Caro-
lina, Fayetteville State University (FSU) is the@ed oldest public institution inthe state. It-cu
rently serves a growing population of approximateB00 of which 73% are African Americans,
18% Caucasians, 4% Hispanic, and 5% other radéig-sEven percent are between the ages of
17-24, while 43% are reported as non-traditionadeshts that are employed, commuting, single
parents, adults with families, and/or retired maitit personnel.

FSU is a teaching, research and doctoral instiutiat began offering Baccalaureate degrees in
business administration in 1971. Over the ensygags, the School of Business and Economics
expanded its program to include degrees in accogngconomics, banking and finance, man-
agement information systems, as well as the MasfdBsisiness Administration. In 2006,the
School of Business and Economics received acctieditfiom the Association to Advance Col-
legiate Schools of Business (AACSB) a distinguishecrediting institution for business pro-
grams in higher education.

A causal-comparative design was chosen for thdydta examine the effects of instructional
strategy on student performance in two upper-leged business courses developed intraditional
and e-leaming formats. The study spanned 3 ybagining fall 2004 through spring 2007.
Participants included 293 declared business majposwere enrolled in various sections of Or-
ganizational Behavior and International Managendering the study period. The courses are
requisites for all business majors toward graduawith further requirements to maintain at least
a GPA of 2.5 in all core courses. The traditicarad e-learning course sections ran concurrently
and were faciltated by the same instructor whalda@l Ph.D. in Organizational Behavior with
extensive research and consulting experience iatiermally. Additionally, the instructor re-
ceived training and support from the Universityen@r for Innovation in Teaching and Learning
through various workshops, seminars, webcasts abohars on the subject of online platforms,
specifically the Blackboard Learning Managementt&ys and online course design prior to the
development of both courses. The instructor suleseidy designed five undergraduate and
graduate online business courses for the Univetsity of which arethe focus of this study.

The traditional-based sections of both coursesfaret-to-face for 2.5 hours per week for a se-
mester long 16 weeks. The weekly sessions wergrised of lectures and discussions based on
assigned readings, which were comprised of boogtehgand related articles. Academic re-
guirements for both courses (as presented in Tlghbtecluded a variation of chapter quizzes, case
analysis, participation, and formative and sumneatixkaminations. Class participation was
measured by the guantity and quality of oral ctmitions.
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The Blackboard Learning Management System wastuséddliverthe e-learning courses with
teaching and learning tools that foster course ldpweent, course delivery, and course manage-
ment. Forthe courses designed in the e-leanimget, the instructor provided lecture notes and
PowerPoint slides in which the content of such videatical to the lectures and presentations
delivered orally inthe traditionalbased form@he course readings, aside fromthe adopted
textbook, were made available tothe e-learning@ex electronically as PDF files. The discus-
sion board was used to facilitate both collabosi@arning among students and open dialogue
with the instructor on the assigned readings araggter content. T he threaded discussions repre-
sented class patrticipation in the e-leaming emwirent and was measured by the quantity and
guality of electronic postings by each student efEhwere no face-to-face meetings ofthe e-
learning sections, all interactions took placerali Additionally, Blackboard was used for the
administration of all quizzes, examinations, anahsgsion of written assignments for the tradi-
tional and e-learning sections of both courses.

Table 1: Course Requirements& Grading Criteria

Organizational Behavior International Management
16 Chapter Quizzes 20% 14 Chapter Quizzes 20%
Year 1 2 Case Analysis 75% 14 One Page Papers 25%
Participation 5% 2 Case Analysis 50%
Participation 5%
16 Chapter Quizzes 15% 14 Chapter Quizzes 15%
Year 2 2 Case Analysis 50% 14 One Page Papers 15%
4 Exams 30% 1 Case Analysis 25%
Participation 5% Midterm & Final Exams  40%
Participation 5%
16 Chapter Quizzes 15% 14 Chapter Quizzes 15%
Year 3 2 Case Analysis 50% 14 One Page Papers 15%
4 Exams 30% 1 Case Analysis 25%
Participation 5% Midterm & Final Exams 40%
Participation 5%

Throughout the three-year study period, the intbmuemployed various strategies and methods
in an attempt to improve final grades each yeartheé first year, the courses were designed using
the student centered approach to teaching anditggin which the students were responsible for
managing the pace and depth of their learning (S@est & Buzzetto-More, 2007c¢). The chap-
ter quizzes for both courses were made availatiledstudents on Blackboardto take attheir
own pace duringthe semester. They were primantisnded to be self-study tools, but also
served as a means of assessing student learniagyulzzes were comprised of fifteen multiple-
choice andtrue/false questions randomly selected & database of 120-150 questions that were
timed for completion in fiteen minutes. Additidlya students were allowed unlimited attempts
in taking the quizzes and were instructed to usatto both assess their reading comprehension
and self-determine their desired level of achiewarfer the course requirement. To demonstrate
the students’ working knowledge of the course cpteand promote analyticalthinking and
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writing skills, case analyses were used in lieexdminations, and as a result were weighted
heavily with a minimum requirement of 10 pages edche International Management courses
had an additional requirement of 14 one-page pdharsummarized current events inthe global
marketplace. The students were permitted to remiseresubmit their writing assignmentsto im-
prove their writing skills and self-determine thegsired level of achievement.

In year 2, the courses were redesigned using gteugtor-centered approach in which activities
(e.g. information dissemination and corrective feaxd) were guided by the instructor to provide
more structure and control overthe learning pe¢Baeat-Guy & Buzzetto-More, 2007¢). In as
much, deadlines were integrated into the courgdsile the chapter quizzes were similarly de-
signed and administered, they were due within tweks of the assigned readings as noted inthe
syllabus to ensure that the students kept up Withréadings. The writing assignments were re-
duced to no lessthan eight pages and similarknjiexd unlimited revision and resubmission,
continuing only until the due date of each assigntméate submissions of the written and dis-
cussion board assignments were not accepted. (Nilthoice exams were introduced to empiri-
cally and more adequately assess student compiehe$ie exams were comprised ofthirty
instructor-selected questions fromthe test bawkvare administered online with a one hour
time limit. The instructor not only changed thedleing strategy for year 2, from student-
centeredto instructor-centered, but also addemdtive and summative evaluations.

In year 3, the courses were designed again us@dttructor-centered approach, imposing
greater control over the students’ participatiod Braming process. The chapter quizzes were
similarly comprised of fiteen questions, but cobklattempted only three times, and were timed
for completion within ten minutes and one weekha aissigned reading. The writing assign-
ments remained at no lessthan eight pages, bisides were subject to one grade reduction.
The four exams were changedto comprise sixte¢rugier-selected multiple-choice questions
and eight short answer guestions, selected froooagh twenty-four chapter review questions
made available tothe students one week beforsaheduled exam. The review questions were
designed to demonstrate critical thinking and higlistegration of the course concepts. The stu-
dents were responsible for providing thorough answethese 24 review questions prior to the
exam date. Duringthe one hourtimed online exary were requiredto copy their answers into
the Blackboard exam file and respondto the sixtgin questions. A summary ofthe instruc-
tional strategies and methods used in each yaheodtudy is presented in Table 2.

Table 2: Study Design by Year

Format Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Traditional & | Student-Centered Instructor-Centered Instructor-Centered
e-Leaming »  Self study assess- [ = Self study assessment= Self study assess-

ment = Case studies ment

= Case studies «»  Discussions » Case studies

= Discussions = Writing—unlimited | Discussions

= Writing—unlimited revisions & submis- | =  Writing—limited
revisions & sub- sions revisions w/penaly
missions

=  Summative/ Forma- | = Summative/ For-
» Quizzes— tive (timed) mative (timed)
unlimited attempts

Final grade achieved was used to measure perfosnai®3 students enrolled in two core
courses of the Business Management concentratibatimtraditional and e-leaming formats.
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The data collected for the study were analyzedguSiross T abulations to determine whether
there were significant differences between vargblEor data analyses, the Statistical Package
for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used with the signife level set at a=0.05.

Findings
In the first phase ofthe data analysis, descrépshatistics were used to provide quantitative
summaries of grades by year (instructional strajtedglivery method, and course.

The findings of year 1, as represented in T abn8w that less than twenty percent (18.8%) of
the students earned grades below the required iretteé traditional format. Additionally, 41.3%
earned year-end grades between 92-100, 35% eaeheekm 91-83, and 5% earned between 82-
73. Inthe e-learning format, a significant petege of students failed below acceptable levels
(31.9%), while 29.8% earned between 100-92, 25.5%bexl between 91-83, and 12.8% eamed
between 82-73. Descriptive statistics indicatargdr percentage of year-end grades that aver-
aged between 100 and 73 (81.2%) inthe traditicovadat compared to (68.1%) in the e-leaming
format.

Table 3: Year 1 Fnal Grade Report

Traditional e-Leaming
Course Count % Count %
100-92 (A) 33 413 14 29.8
91-83 (B) 28 35.0 12 255
82-73(C) 4 5.0 6 12.8
72 and below (Failing) 15 188 15 31.9

Figure 1: Year 1Final Grade Report by Course
Figure 1 depicts a breakdown of year
by courses. The descriptive statistics % .., ]
illustrate that the Organizational Be- 80% 1
havior traditional course had a larger ~ 79%]

percentage of year-end grades betwet oy |

N
.1
|
.

Organizational
Behavior (e-
Learning)

100 and 73 (83.3%) comparedto 40%
(79.2%) in the e-learning course. o]
Similarly, the International Manage- 10%1
ment traditional course had a signifi- 0%

cantly larger percentage of year-end
averages between 100 and 73 (75%)
comparedto (56.5%) in the e-learning
course.

Organizatonal
Behavior
(Traditional)
I nternational
Management
(Traditiona)
I nternational
Managemen
(e-Learning)

|2100-02m 91-83 0 82-72 W72 Below|

Year 2, as displayed in Table 4, shows 21.3% edinataverages between 100-92, 19.1%
earned between 91-83, 27.7% earned between 8d31a9% fell below passing inthe tradi-
tional format. Comparable percentages were regdaiethe e-leaming courses with 18.2% earmn-
ing between 100-92, 29.5% between 91-83, 20.5%«waiv82-73, and 31.8% with averages fal-
ling below 73%. Quite the reverse from year 1 \thar-end grade averages of year 2 indicate a
minute difference (.01) in the percentage of scbedgreen 100 and 73 (68.2%) inthe e-learning
format comparedto (68.1%) inthe traditional fotrma
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Table 4: Year 2 Fina Grade Report

Traditional e-Leaming
Course Count % Count %
100-92 (A) 10 21.3 8 18.2
91-83 (B) 9 19.1 13 295
82-73(C) 13 27.7 9 205
72 and below (Failing) 15 319 14 31.8

Figure 2: Year 2 FinalGrade Report by Cour se

Mixed results were found in year 2 with a

larger percentage of year-end averages be: 100% 7
tween 100 and 73 in the Organizational Be- 5.,
havior course e-learning format (70%) com. 7% o
paredto (68.4%) inthe traditional format, &/ ]
and in the International Management cours: <% -
traditional format (67.9%) compared to o]

(66.7%) in the e-learning format (see Figure 1o
2). 0%

In year 3 of the study, a large percentage ¢
students (40.9%) earned year-end average:
between 100-92 in the traditional format [ST0052 =913 56272 = 72 6elow]
despite 31.8% earningfailing marks. T his
year also reported 11.4% earning scores betwed8@hd 15.9% eaming between 82-73. Inthe
e-learning format, the majority ofthe studentsedrgrades between 91 and 83 (35.5%), while
only 19.4% earmned between 100-92, 16.1% earneatbat®2-73, and 29% earned grades below
the acceptable average. The frequency distributismlepicted in Table 5, shows that in year 3
(reminiscent of year 2) a slightly larger perceetafyear-end grades averaged between 100 and
73 (71%) inthe e-leaming format comparedto (88.1 thetraditional format.

Table 5: Year 3 Final Grade Report

e

or

Behav
(Traditional)

Or ganizational|

Or ganizational
Behavior
Leaming)
International
Management|
(Traditional)
International
Management
(e-Le arning)

Traditional e-Learning
Course Count % Count %
100-92 (A) 18 40.9 6 194
91-83 (B) 5 114 11 355
82-73(C) 7 159 5 16.1
72 and below (Failing) 14 318 9 290
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Fgure 3: Year 3 F nal Grace Report by Course

0%

In the second phase of the data analysis, a E = £ E
. . = O < L
series of cross tabulations of category fre- S8 82 §
. . . c c ®©
guencies were computed to determine if co Sa g 582
@]

relation exist between final grades andthe

o| o

Manage ment
(Traditional)

Internatonal

study variables (delivery method, course, |

100-92 @ 91-83 0 82-72 @ 72 Below|

and instructional strategy).

Internatonal

Manage ment
(e-Learning)

The first cross tabulation examined the relatiom#etween final grades and delivery method.
The results are expressed in Table 6. A Chi-Sqliast was run to oltain a measure of statistical
significance with the significance level set at £#850 The Chi-Square Test indicatesthat p>.05
(.141) and cannot be regarded as significant (sdel7). Accordingly, we conclude that there is
not sufficient evidence to assert that a relatignaiists between final grade and delivery

method.
Table 6: Delivery Method Cross Tabulation

Final Grade Face-to-Face Online
100-92 (A) 20.8% 9.6%
91-83(B) 14.3% 12.3%
82-73(C) 8.2% 6.8%
72 and below (Failing) 15.0% 13.0%
Total 58.4% 41.6%

Table 7: Delivery Method Chi-Square Test
Asymp.
Value df Sig.
Pearson Chi-Square 5.458 3 141
Likelihood Ratio 5.565 3 135
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.383 1 .066
N of Valid Cases 293

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less tham8.minimum expected count is 18.32.
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The second cross tabulation correlated final gigdeourse (see Tables 8 and 9) and found re-
sults to be non significant, p>.05 (.221). As sweh conclude that there is not sufficient evi-
dence to assert that a correlation exits betwaeaal §rade and course.

Table 8: Course Cross Tabulation

Organizational Interational
Final Grade Behavior Management
100-92 (A) 17.49 13.0%
91-83(B) 18.19 8.5%
82-73(C) 7.89 7.2%
72 and below (Failing) 15.0¢ 13.0%
Total 58.4% 41.6%
Table 9: Course Chi-Square Test
Asymp.
Value of Sig.
Pearson Chi-Square 4.409 3 221
Likelihood Ratio 4.482 3 214
Linear-by-Linear Associatiory .888 .346
N of Valid Cases 293

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less tham8 minimum expected count is 18.32.

The third and final cross tabulation was run inesitd determine whether correlation exist be-
tween final grade and instructional strategy. Tdwelts, as revealed in Tables 10 and 11, were
foundto be datistically significant p<.05 (.008)ereby the authors support the claimthat in-
structional strategies impacted students finalgrad

Table 10: Instructional Strategy Cross Tabulation

158

Final Grade Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
100-92 (A) 16.09 6.1% 8.2%
91-83(B) 13.79 7.5°/F> 5.5%
82-73(C) 3.49 7.5% 4.1%
72 and below (Failing) 10.2% 9.9 7.8%
Total 43.3% 31.19 25.6°}F)
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Table 11 Instructional Strategy Chi-Square Test

Asymp.
Value df Sig.
Pearson Chi-Square 18.397 6 .005
Likelihood Ratio 18.879 6 .004
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.78[7 1 .052
N of Valid Cases 293

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less tham8.minimum expected count is 11.26.

Discussion

Throughout the first year, the instructor monitotteel course gradebooks on Blackboard, which
revealedthat few students were taking the quipzesibmitting discussion board assignments
with any regularity untilthe last month and weekshe semester. Despite numerous appeals
throughou the semester that they keep up withréhdings and the corresponding assignments,
only a few students remained current and were peeldar class. With busy work and school
schedules, the students indicated that they weoeitring course work for their other more de-
manding classes that had instructor imposed dessdimd severe penatties for failing to attend
class. Since both classes emphasized writtennassig s that could be revised and resubmitted
for evaluation, students benefited from improvihgit papers. The effort invested in the revi-
sions largely determinedtheir course grade. Thests were submitting up to three and four
revisions to improve their grade, in view ofthhte instructor recognized that time demands of
this method of assessment was unsustainable. Wilaily dedicated students achieved A’s and
B’s in the courses, there were also a dispropaatnumber of studentsthat failedto complete
the assignments and subsequently failed the class.

In the following year, the instructor sought toateemore structure by imposing deadlines for
submission of assignmentsto help students morguatiely control the pace of their leaming and
to limit the time commitment for instructor evaligat. The quizzes were due withintwo weeks
of the assigned readings and late submissionseoftiiten and discussion board assignments
were not accepted. While some students complbigeduizzes according to schedule, many
failed to complete the assignments on time. Cauesgty, the Blackboard quizzes were made
available to the students one week prior to thenex@® assist in their preparation. Unfortunately,
students disclosed that in the time allotted theyewising the book to look up the answers.

Recognizingthat students with comparatively pootimg skills were disadvantaged in the first
year,the instructor introduced multiple-choicerasaand reduced the weight and length of the
written assignments. Additionally, because of teeceived burden of written assignments inthe
International Management course, only one case/sisalas required in the second year. In
most cases, these results of the multiple-choiesnexmirrored the student’s performance onthe
guizzes. During thisyear, the results of stugemformance more closely resembled a normal
grade curve, yetthere remained a large numbdudésts that did not complete the course as-
signments and failed the courses.

In the third year, the instructor imposed furthestrictions upon the course assignmentsto pro-
vide more structure to the learning process. Thizzgs were due within one week of the as-
signed reading to provide a stricter deadline idezito keep the students current with reading
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assignments. Additionally, thetime allotted foe tquizzes was reduced to ten minutesto prevent
the use of their books and more accurately refemtling comprehension. Unfortunately, after

the first exam, the instructor discovered a disaney between the quiz and exam scores inthe
Organizational Behavior courses, in which studeviits failed the quizzes achieved high scores
on the exam. Investigation revealed that studeats taking the online exams collectively and
sharing answers. Consequently, eight short anguestions were included in the exams for the
remainder of the year. Asa result ofthe changexamination methods, a disproportionate
number of students withdrew or failed the Orgarozetl Behavior courses

A recent survey conducted by Sungard (2006) atiRSidated that students reported their over-
all experience with online courses as excellergamrd. Additionally, morethan 80% of the stu-
dents indicated that they felt comfortable withtfeir level of preparedness to take an online
course, (b) their level of computer skills and ktexlge, and (c) their ability to address any prob-
lems or issues they faced during the course. Whdesurvey results provided by Sungard (2006)
only offer a baseline assessment of students’ pgoces of proficiency and satisfaction with
FSU’s online program and do not assess the comyeaiiality of the traditional courses, they

do suggest that the students are capable of mapegan e-learning environment.

Contributions and Study Limitations

This study provides initial research on a populativat has previously been overlooked inthe
literature. The findings undoubtedly contributetie body of research conducted at majority in-
stitutions that focus on student performance is than traditional formats. Moreover, it pro-
vides initial research on adapting instructionedtstgies in orderto sustain student performance
in e-learning environments.

Interpretations of these findings are limited by tfelimitations of the present study; explicitly,
grades are used as a measure ofthe extent to theatudent successfully complies with the
academic requirements set forth by FayettevilleeSthiversity in conjunction with the UNC
Board of Regents. Secondly, the study focusedysoteparticipants attending a minority-
serving institution. Athird limitation regardirtge use of chat or synchronous communication
tools were absent inthe e-leaming format; thempry use of asynchronoustools (e-mail and dis-
cussion boards) were utilizedto conduct courseiaes and discussions. Lastly, the e-learning
courses were created and delivered using Blackbbamever, caution should be used in gener-
alizing the findings using different e-leamingtfdams.

Summary and Future Research

As more and more colleges and universtties offerses designed in the e-learning format, qual-
ity of instruction and student performance are b@og, progressively more, issues that need to

be addressed. Proponents of the online mediunogujpg convenience and web-based tools for
instruction and leaming; yet, at the same timeséhin opposition demand continuous investiga-

tionsto ensue quality and high-levels of studesfggmance.

This study sought to determine whether studenopaidince differs based on delivery method,
course, and instructional strategies. T he findireg®aled that the delivery method did not im-
pact student performance. However, the contingeataye 6 shows that students in the face-to-
face sections (58.4%) outperformed those in thimersections (41.6%). In likenessto the find-
ings of this study, the reviewed literature reveafgedominance of non significant differences
found between the two modes of delivery (Carbonetral, 2006; Hoban, et al., 2002; Kock et
al., 2007; McFarland & Hamilton, 2005; Upton, 2006)

A non-significant difference was found when examgfinal grade against course. Further
analysis revealed that students in the OrganizatiBehavior course (58.4%) performed better
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than students enrolled in the International Manas@noourse (41.6%) as illustrated in table 8.
Instructional strategies, methods, and assessmenesreviewed and modified each year based
on student performances in prior year. A statédggnificant difference was found when com-
paring final grades againgt instructional stratggi€he cross tabulation table 10 shows that stu-
dents in year 1 (43.3%) outperformedthose in 2g&1.1%) and year 3 (25.6%). The results of
the current study were inconsistent with the steolyducted by Sweat-Guy and Buzzetto-More
(2007a) who found a non-significant difference wiegamining student centered and instructor
centered instructional strategies against studeriopnance. The data gathered and findings of
this study can be used to inform future plannind e implementation of e-learning courses.

It is important to continue a careful and neveriegdtudy of e-leaming (web-based teaching
and learning) in orderto leverage its strengthendvoiding its limitations. To create quality
and effective courses using web-based technolog&spust challenge its ability to augment
what we cannot do in the traditional classroomeadtof tryingto imitate its model and/or con-
ceptual framework.
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