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Abstract 

In post-secondary education, online learning has grown and is anticipated to continue.  

The majority of higher educational institutions are including online learning within their 

planning strategies.  Currently, the majority of online courses are informational in nature, and not 

focused on hands-on skill based courses.  The purpose of this study was to understand learner 

and professor perceptions of studio-based courses and their ability to be delivered online.  

Barriers towards online learning and other contributing factors that may influence a learner’s 

decision to enroll in a studio-based course online are also explored. 

Through a mixed methods research approach, data was collected from learners and 

professors from two post-secondary institutions.  The data collected provides a framework for 

future curriculum planning and insights into delivery models to ensure studio-based online 

courses are effective.  Suggestions for online delivery of studio-based courses are also provided.   
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Chapter One: Introduction 

Over the past few years, online (OL) learning has experienced significant growth.  The 

number of students enrolled in at least one distance education course increased from 1.1 million 

in 2002 to 12.2 million in 2006 (Online Education Continues Rapid Growth, n.d., para. 2).  A 

2008 survey found OL learning growth rates of 12-14% per year over the past 5 years, compared 

to 2-5% for face to face (F2F) campus teaching (Bates & Sangra, 2011, p. 18).  OL learning is 

expected to continue to grow (Perry & Pilati, 2011, p. 96) and research has determined that in 

2013, 33.5% of higher education learners were taking at least one course OL (Allen & Seaman, 

2014, p. 4).  

  Technology mediated learning (TML) is learning in an environment that is facilitated 

through information technologies (Alavi & Leidner, 2001, p. 2).  In today’s educational 

landscape, TML has become a viable alternative to traditional F2F learning environments (Ally, 

2008, p. 17) with information technology providing many benefits.  As Shield (2008) states 

“TML, it is believed, can (1) address the needs of learners engaged in flexible, distance and open 

learning, (2) provide a wider outreach to more geographically and educationally disparate 

learners than 'traditional' face-to-face or distance courses, and (3) be cost-effective” (para. 6).   

Research has determined that for higher educational institutions in the United States “OL 

education is a critical component of their long-term strategy” (Allen & Seaman, 2014, p. 3).  

Interestingly, the number of education institutions whose focus on OL education in their long 

term strategies has increased from less than one-half to 70% over an 11 year period (p. 3).  

Highlighting the importance of this educational delivery platform, fewer than 10% of institutions 

report that “OL education is not critical to their long-term strategy” (p. 3).   It has been 
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established that there is a growing trend for post-secondary institutions to provide OL course 

offerings, in addition to traditional F2F courses (Mason, Hackathorn, Forrest, & Mandernach, 

2012, p. 203); hence, examining the ability for courses within all disciplines to be delivered 

effectively OL must be considered.  Given the nature of studio-based (SB) courses with their 

hands-on components compared to traditional academic courses that are text-based, this study 

focuses on learner and professor perceptions of SB courses and their ability to be delivered OL. 

While TML is quickly gaining acceptance among educational institutions, it is important 

to examine factors that enhance a participant’s learning experience.  In a traditional classroom 

setting, the educational experience of the learner is dependent on a variety of factors, including 

“community, timely feedback, clear expectations, and a reasonable chance of success” (Perry & 

Pilati, 2011, p. 98).  I believe that these factors are equally important for OL learning.   

The opinion that OL education is comparable to F2F delivery is not shared by all 

individuals.  Allen & Seaman (2014) determined that “two-thirds of academic leaders believe 

that OL is ‘just as good’ or better” (p. 13) than F2F.  However, this illustrates that one-third of 

academic leaders believe that learning outcomes for OL courses are not comparable to those F2F 

courses (p. 13).  The question of learning outcomes being equivalent between OL and F2F 

instruction precipitated this research and will be examined more thoroughly throughout this 

thesis. 

With educational institutions moving more towards OL delivery, there are concerns 

regarding whether all content is appropriate for e-learning and uncertainty surrounding the 

quality of work produced when learning in a technology mediated environment (Alavi & 

Leidner, 2001, p. 2).  With this potential inhibiting factor comes the topic of appropriateness of 
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course material for the OL learning environment.  While currently the majority of OL courses are 

informational in nature, this brings up the question of teaching hands-on skills in OL courses.  

Can they be delivered at the same comprehension level and effectiveness as traditional F2F 

studio courses?  

This chapter introduces the thesis by providing a background on SB learning, the 

advantages and disadvantages of OL learning, and the theoretical framework for the study.  Also 

addressed is the importance of the research, along with potential limitations and delimitations of 

the research.  The chapter concludes with an overview of the chapters within the thesis. 

Background of the Study 

Throughout this research, the terms technology mediated learning (TML), OL (OL) 

learning and OL education are used interchangeably to signify learning in an environment that 

can “include a combination of several remote methods of communication and education and 

could deploy video and audio technologies, email and other types of internet interaction” 

(Krishnan, 2012, p. 390).  Studio-based (SB) learning is an instructional technique that 

emphasizes collaborative, design-oriented learning (Hundhausen, Narayanan, & Crosby, 2008, p. 

392).  Advocates of SB learning believe that its learn-by-doing approach, its collaborative nature, 

and feedback provide many advantages to the learner (Hendrix, Myneni, Narayanan, & Ross, 

2010, p. 505). 

This SB learning paradigm is most commonly utilized in design fields, such as art, 

fashion, and architecture and is typically delivered in a F2F learning environment.  The 

appropriateness of the TML environment for SB learning is debatable by many (Hendrix et al., 

2010, p. 505).  Through the collaborative nature of SB learning, learners construct their own 
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product (e.g. designs, samples, renderings, illustrations) as guided by the professor.  Students 

then commonly present their products for review with their peers, and professors, which are 

sometimes called design critiques (p. 505).  Through the SB learning process, the product and 

review forms the basis for “a particular way of thinking and learning” (p. 505).  

The majority of courses within design programs at post-secondary institutions are 

focused on SB learning, and entail “hands-on” learning activities, such as visual 

communications, drafting and working with materials.  These SB learning techniques are most 

commonly offered in the traditional F2F learning environment, and post-secondary institutions 

that offer these courses OL are few and far between.  At present, only a few OL courses are 

being integrated into SB programs, specifically in fashion and interior design programs.  As OL 

learning continues to grow in popularity, the next few years will be a crucial period for 

instructional designers and educators to examine the ability for SB courses to be delivered OL.  

With the collaboration of learners and professors within Bachelor of Interior Design 

(BID) and Fashion Techniques and Design (FTD) post-secondary education departments, this 

study provides insight into perception, comprehension and delivery of “motor skills” in an OL 

learning environment compared to a F2F learning environment.  This paper also highlights 

learners who are currently enrolled in a SB program delivered via a traditional F2F environment, 

and explores their perceptions for the ability for courses to be delivered effectively via an OL 

learning platform.  This knowledge of perceptions between F2F and TML platforms will assist 

academic institutions with their planning process to better meet the needs of learners and to assist 

with future retention and graduation rates (Beard, 2001, p. 14).   
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Through OL learning platforms, learners usually interact with the course material, the 

professors, and other learners through a learning management system, which “have become the 

main driver of e-learning in postsecondary education” (Bates & Sangra, 2011, p. 32).  The 

learning platform utilized in the case study component of the research is Webcampus, an 

application for administering course content, reporting of course grades, and instructional 

content.   

Many benefits are associated with OL learning, including the ability for learning to take 

place anywhere, at any time and at any pace (Muir, 2001, p. 7).  Flexibility remains an apparent 

benefit of OL learning, from both the learner and post-secondary institutions perspective (Allen 

& Seaman, 2014, p. 15).  Research has found that one of the driving factors as to why courses 

are offered OL is flexibility for not only the student in terms of studying at various times and 

locations, but for the institution as it assists with scheduling (p. 15).  In fact, a study found that 

“over 90 percent of all academic leaders rate the scheduling flexibility of OL as ‘superior’ or 

‘somewhat superior’” (p. 15) to F2F environments.  With these benefits of OL learning, potential 

barriers must be highlighted.  Retention of OL learners, lack of collaborative learning, and the 

amount of discipline required by learners to complete a course in a remote environment 

(Bigelow, 1999) cannot be disregarded in the appropriateness of OL learning.  Factors such as 

the lack of personal contact, and busy schedules can impede the learners’ ability to perform 

effectively in TML environments (Salmon, 2000).  Often professors are the main contact a 

learner has with the course material, and in some cases their only OL learning experience; 

therefore, faculty’s acceptance of TML must also be considered as it can influence the learners’ 
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experience.  Suitability for self-managed learning is also of consideration, as the OL learning 

environment is less structured, when compared to the F2F environment (Bigelow, 1999, p. 638). 

With the trend towards OL learning, educational institutions are looking to move many 

F2F courses to the OL learning environment for a multitude of reasons including a wider 

outreach to geographical locations and for cost efficiency (Shield, 2008, para. 6).  However, 

research to date has primarily focused on traditional academic courses, and not those that require 

hands-on transfer of learning.  The movement towards OL delivery has many advantages 

including access to learning materials at any time, real-time interaction between professors and 

learners, flexibility to work at one’s own pace, and the ability to access up-to-date and relevant 

learning materials (Ally, 2008, p. 17); however these are only advantages if the curriculum can 

be delivered effectively.  Opponents of OL learning counter that OL course delivery requires 

more time than a F2F environment, does not provide a collaborative learning environment, and 

may not be suitable for all learning styles (Mason, Hackathorn, Forrest, & Mandernach, 2012, p. 

203). 

Perceptions of both learners and faculty are important in understanding OL learning, its 

appropriateness and effectiveness.  Mason et al. (2012) highlight that faculty are instrumental to 

the successful delivery of a course, therefore it is imperative that faculty are onboard with 

technology and its place in the learning environment (p. 204).  As well, if faculty members have 

negative opinions towards OL learning overall, not to mention the suitability for their particular 

course, then they potentially will be less likely to recommend these course offerings to their 

students.  Similarly, if learners perceive OL learning as challenging, or believe course material is 

not appropriate for the TML environment, then they may be less likely to enroll in an OL course. 
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Relatively little literature exists on studio-based courses in the OL learning environment.  

The perspectives of learners and faculty who are involved in SB courses can provide assistance 

in future curriculum planning and insights into delivery models that may make an OL course 

effective. 

Problem Statement and Research Question 

This thesis research addressed the following question and was the basis for the study: 

What perceptions do learners and professors have of studio-based courses and their ability to be 

delivered in a technology mediated learning environment?   

To answer the research question, the following questions were examined: 

a) Are SB courses delivered through TML at the same comprehension level as in a F2F 

environment?   

b) What factors do learners in a SB course believe will influence the delivery of their course 

in a TML environment?  

c) What factors contribute to a learner’s ability to meet the desired outcomes of a SB course 

delivered in a TML environment? 

The objectives of the research questions were to: 

a) Determine the perceived feasibility of TML in a SB program, specifically if TML is an 

appropriate avenue for all courses in a SB program; 

b) Determine if the perceived outcome and quality of instruction in an OL learning 

environment is equivalent to that delivered in a F2F environment; 

c) Determine the factors that influence a learner’s decision to enroll in a SB course in the 

TML environment; 
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d) Determine what internal and external factors affect the ability of learners to meet course 

outcomes in a TML environment; 

e) Determine what internal and external factors affect the ability of professors to deliver 

course content in a TML environment. 

Variables such as age, gender, learning preferences and styles, and prior OL learning 

experience were investigated while answering the research questions.   

The Researcher 

The researcher is a Professor in the Fashion Studies Department at George Brown 

College (GBC), in Toronto, Canada and is currently a Master of Arts in Learning and 

Technology student at Royal Roads University in Victoria, BC.  She has always been intrigued 

by OL learning and facilitation.  As her Master’s program is delivered in the TML environment, 

this led her to consider if the courses she instructs within the fashion program could be delivered 

OL.  Courses within the Fashion Studies Department are currently being examined for OL 

expansion, as one of the college’s future strategies identifies e-learning and academic computing 

as one of the five top priorities for advancing the College’s strategic objectives (George Brown 

College (GBC), 2012, p. 5).  The foundation of GBC’s strategy is that TML should be “a core 

vehicle to support and expand student learning” (GBC, 2012, p. 5), aiming to engage learners 

through meaningful learning experiences, including fully OL teaching and learning relationships 

(p. 9).   The researcher would like to be at the forefront of this change, working to manage this 

expansion and be instrumental in the coordination and facilitation of OL offerings.  To 

effectively partake in future curriculum expansion, she believes it is imperative to identify the 
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appropriateness of this delivery method within a program that offers courses that are mainly 

studio-based.   

Theoretical Framework 

Some learners, professors, and post-secondary institutions are hesitant to deliver SB 

courses OL due to concerns for the ability for course material to be delivered effectively, 

limitations of feedback, lack of interaction, and the logistics surrounding the submission of work; 

therefore, the researcher focused on three complementary theoretical influences that related to 

this research: Experiential Learning and Kolb’s Experiential Theory, Constructivism, and 

Henri’s Interactivity Dimension.  As this research focused on perceptions of learners and 

professors relating to OL delivery and SB courses, the theoretical framework for learning was 

the same, regardless of an OL or F2F delivery platform.   

Experiential learning and Kolb’s experiential theory.  Kolb’s experiential theory is a 

theoretical framework surrounding the proposed research.  This learning theory “is based on the 

works of Kurt Lewin, John Dewey, Lev Vygotsky, and Jean Piaget” (Richmond & Cummings, 

2005, p. 45).  Based upon cognitive beliefs, the experiential learning model “provides the 

conceptual underpinning for the development of a more holistic interpretation of learning” 

(Beard, Wilson, & McCarter, 2007, p. 4) and has proven to provide a comprehensive foundation 

for e-learning (p. 4). 

Experiential learning is “a holistic philosophy where carefully chosen experiences 

supported by reflection, critical analysis, and synthesis, are structured to require the learner to 

take initiative, make decisions, and be accountable for the results” (Itin, 1999, p. 93).  By 

actively questioning, experimenting, investigating, assuming responsibility and constructing 
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meaning, experiential learning is performed (Itin, 1999, p. 93).  Experiential learning is often 

referred to as “learning by doing” (Herod, 2012, p. 13) or “hands-on learning” (p. 13).  Studio-

based courses require the use of motor skills; therefore learners are engaged in experimental 

learning throughout the duration of a course, regardless if delivered via a TML or F2F platform.  

While these learners are responsible for physically performing tasks in the courses, they must 

also be engaged in learning cognitively, by processing “knowledge and skills through 

experience, reflection, experimentation and application” (p. 13).  Alley and Jansak (2001) 

identify experiential learning as a critical element of effective OL learning. 

 Kolb identified four distinct stages of learning, all which must be completed for an 

individual to comprehend effectively: (Herod, 2012, p.12) concrete experience; reflective 

observation; abstract conceptualization; and active experimentation.  Within these four learning 

stages, these “immediate or concrete experiences” (Richmond & Cummings, 2005, p. 45), 

provide a basis for “observations and reflections” (p. 45). 

As “one way to insure quality of OL course design and positive student outcomes is 

through consideration of the relevance of student learning styles to design of instructional 

methods” (Richmond & Cummings, 2005, p. 45), Kolb describes four basic learning styles: 

accommodative, assimilative, divergent, and convergent (p. 45). 

The TML environment allows individual and group collaboration, providing experience 

with OL teams, with promotion of reflection, synthesis, and interaction - all elements of 

experiential learning.  The more that sensory tools and real contexts are utilized in experiential 

learning environments, the “greater the potential for learning” (Beard, Wilson, & McCarter, 

2007, p. 8).  As the content in TML environments is delivered via a variety of methods, learners 
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have the ability to receive a sensory experience via sound and sight.  As Beard et al. (2007) state 

“people interact with the world and learn from this experience by processing stimuli received 

through their senses” (p. 5).  

A study by Simpson and Du (as cited in Richmond & Cummings, 2005, p. 50) concluded 

that Kolb’s learning styles theory is a relevant theory for “designing OL distance education 

courses” (p. 50).  Further research finds that effective OL courses should accommodate multiple 

learning styles, in which Kolb’s learning theory provides “a solid framework for accomplishing 

this goal” (p. 50).  To apply Kolb’s Experiential Theory to the research, the stages of learning in 

the examined courses were sought and identified.  

Constructivism.  In recent years, there has been a greater focus on the constructivist 

learning paradigm, as the educational field has been heavily influenced by advancements in 

learning theories and computer technology (Unisa Institutional Repository (UIR), n.d., p. 182).  

These advances are changing education with new information regarding how individuals learn 

and communicate, and how technology can enhance learning and communication (p. 182).  The 

shift of learning as a contextual experience and the advent of the information age have called for 

a paradigm shift in the way education is delivered and learners are taught, both influencing and 

contributing to current constructivist and technology supported design approaches.  This 

paradigm shift has also evolved to focus on a learner centered environment.  Constructivism is 

geared towards learning rather than instruction (UIR, n.d., p. 239) as the constructivist 

perspective “describes learning as a change in meaning constructed from experience (Tam, 2000, 

p. 52).  The shift of focus towards a learning environment places the learner in charge of their 

educational goals and objectives and can encourage collaboration.   
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Constructivists believe that “learning is an active process” (Tam, 2000, p. 53) and 

“involves the linking/thinking of newly acquired knowledge with old internalized knowledge” 

(Saade, Buyukkurt, & Alkhori, 2011, p. 396).   Technology has impacted “constructivist theory 

by providing a wide range of technology mediated learning resources” (p. 396) and can include 

simulations.  This encourages construction of a social environment, creating a sense of 

community, where both facilitators and students are active in the learning process.  The 

opportunity for a social OL learning environment is possible as Kearsley (as cited in Brindley, 

Blaschke, & Walti, 2009) states, “online learning is as much a social activity as an individual 

one” (p.1).  In a collaborative learning environment, “knowledge is shared or transmitted among 

learners as they work towards common learning goals, for example, a shared understanding of 

the subject at hand or a solution to a problem” (p. 2). 

Since knowledge construction is context specific (UIR, n.d., p. 37), a rich learning 

environment is a major objective in constructivism.  Reeves states (as cited in UIR, n.d.) “prime 

emphasis is placed on the unique interest, styles, motivations and capabilities of individual 

learners so that learning environments can be tailored to them” (p. 37).  This also ties back to 

Kolb’s learning styles, and the relevance of student learning styles when designing instruction.  

To determine comprehension levels of SB courses that are delivered both OL and in a F2F 

learning environment, details surrounding the course design must be identified.  The courses that 

are utilized in the research allow for tasks to promote the transfer of learning, which is achieved 

through the motor skills that are required within the course.  These tasks enable the learner to 

generate their own meaning of the material, while collaborating with others.    
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Henri's interactivity dimension.  Many will agree that interaction is one of the most 

important factors that influences whether a learner is to succeed in a course, regardless of its 

mode of delivery (Anderson, 2003; Dewey, 1938; Moore, 1989).  When it comes to OL learning, 

interaction is a critical part of the educational process.  Interactions can be easily achieved in the 

F2F environment, as the learners and professor are present physically during the class period.  

However, in the OL environment, professors and learners may not have the chance to meet F2F, 

and therefore rely on OL interaction between one other to obtain feedback, and to maximize their 

learning experience (Prammanee, 2005, p. 25).  Henri's Interactivity Dimension (1992) 

framework was utilized to observe interactions in the TML environment.  Henri’s (1992) model 

promotes analysis of the nature of interaction among learners and professors, focusing on the 

level of participation and interaction in a discussion group (Ng & Murphy, 2005, p. 92).  This 

framework model specifically distinguishes between explicit versus implicit interaction.  These 

explicit and implicit interactions are a three step process and include: (a) communication of 

information; (b) a first response to this information; and (c) a second answer relating to the first 

(Hew & Cheung, 2003).  Explicit interactions are messages that are in response to a posed 

question, or commentary on another individual’s message.  The individual to whom the 

communication is directed to is indicated in the message (Hew & Cheung, 2003).  Implicit 

interactions “include a response to or a commentary on a prior message, but without indicating 

specifically to which message the contribution referred” (p. 246).  The differentiation between 

explicit and implicit OL interactions allows for observation of the communication patterns and 

relationship amongst participants.  
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In the TML environment, there are numerous ways to build OL interactions, also 

commonly referred to as virtual or learning communities.  According to Rheingold (1991), these 

communities are “cultural aggregations that emerge when enough people bump into each other 

often enough in cyberspace” (p. 1).  However, creation of these virtual communities is more 

complicated than meeting OL (Shaffer & Anundsen, 1993), as learning is an activity that 

requires an understanding of communication within the learning environment, and also requires 

thought, and structure (Laurillard, 1993; Palloff & Pratt, 1999).  A learning community can only 

exist when there is “an increased sense of knowing one another through the shared experiences 

of struggling with course material and the medium together…through conflict and through 

learning to learn in a new way” (Palloff & Pratt, 1999, p. 35). 

In the TML environment, “attention needs to be paid to the developing sense of 

community within the group of participants in order for the process of learning to be successful” 

(Palloff & Pratt, 1999, p. 29).  Without this interaction and engagement, a learning community 

cannot be built, and as Palloff & Pratt (1999) state, if there is no learning community, “there is 

no OL course” (p. 29).  Irani (1998) states that when students interact, they learn more 

effectively and are in turn, more satisfied with the course.   Bull, Kimball, and Stansberry (1998) 

(as cited in Prammanee, 2005) “assert that students gain a deeper understanding of the course’s 

subject matter when they are allowed to interact with one another” (p. 5).   

  As Garrison (1990) states, education is a “collaborative experience which necessitates 

mediation by others as well as recognition and validation of learning” (p. 41), drawing upon the 

importance of generating communities in learning, regardless of the delivery method.  Henri’s 
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(1992) model was utilized to analyze OL interaction for the SB courses that were being observed 

through the case study.   

Assumptions 

This research is based on the following assumptions: (a) learning communities within the 

TML environment are necessary to the transfer of learning; and (b) evidence of learning 

communities will be visible in the communication among learners in their course discussion 

boards, as they interact with one another and their professor. 

Importance of Research 

Prior to time, energy, and money being put forth to shift studio-based courses to OL 

delivery, conducting research to determine feasibility and comprehension levels is beneficial not 

only to instructional designers and professors, but to educational institutions as well.  This 

research may prove significant in future program planning of OL offerings and will be of interest 

to both Canadian and global post-secondary institutions.  As well, any post-secondary governing 

bodies will find this research of interest to assist with future program planning.  This research 

outlines strengths and weaknesses of TML platforms, highlights perceptions towards the OL 

environment, examines motivating factors for OL enrollment in a SB environment, and addresses 

the suitability for SB courses to be delivered in the OL learning environment.  

Overview of Methodology and Method Selection 

This research focused on a group of learners and professors in two programs: Bachelor of 

Interior Design (BID) and Fashion Techniques and Design (FTD).  The research took place at 

two post-secondary institutions: The Academy of Design (AODT) and George Brown College 

(GBC) during the Winter 2014 semester. 
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To undertake the data collection and analysis, the data was broken down into separate 

modules through the use of multiple lines of evidence.  The choice to utilize multiple lines of 

evidence was “to lend greater credibility to the evaluation findings” (Minister of Public Works 

and Government Services, n.d., p. 33).  Five lines of evidence were utilized, relying on various 

data sources.  

Limitations and Delimitations 

There are some limitations and delimitations to note with the research.  Due to the limited 

time factor and lack of resources, the researcher could not have the appropriate time required to 

investigate multiple SB programs.  Since the research focused only on two educational 

institutions, the uniqueness of the study within this particular context makes it difficult to 

replicate exactly in another context (Creswell, 2003).  As well, this research study is specific to 

SB courses, and generalizing the results to other courses may be limited.  In the future, the 

possibility of expanding the study to other educational institutions within Canada and globally 

will be considered to increase the validity of the findings.  

Another point of consideration is the interviews that were conducted consisted of 

participants’ opinions, thoughts, beliefs and non-verbal cues.  It is important to be aware that 

participants’ responses are reflections of the individual’s experience in their respective programs, 

creating the possibility of bias with the participants’ responses.   

Also, the participants’ comfort level with technology may have affected their responses.  

If a participant was not comfortable with technology, then they may have a perceived notion that 

a course cannot be successfully delivered OL.   
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Due to the nature of qualitative research, the data obtained during the study may be 

subject to different interpretations by different readers.  Therefore, due to the interpretative 

nature of the qualitative research, the researcher may have introduced her bias into the analysis 

of the findings based on previous experience with technology and instruction.  To eliminate this 

possibility of bias, the researcher utilized a semi-structured interview (Kawamura, 2011, p. 73), 

with questions that were in a pre-determined order, decreasing the possibility of the researcher 

expressing bias.   

Overview of the Thesis Structure 

This introduction has briefly explained the background for the research, the goals of the 

research, the importance of the research study, the limitations and delimitations, and the role of 

the researcher.   

This thesis is organized into five chapters.   

Chapter One: Introduction 

Chapter one is an overview of the research study, highlighting the research questions, 

significance of the study, and theoretical framework. 

Chapter Two: Literature Review 

The literature review provides an overview of factors that influence perceptions towards 

OL learning, OL learning acceptance and OL learning models. 

Chapter Three: Research Methodology 

This chapter discusses the research methodology, specifically the five lines of evidence, 

the mixed methods, data collection instruments, participants, and recruitment. 
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Chapter Four: Findings 

The results generated from the lines of evidence are discussed.  The results from the data 

are analyzed based on perceptions of SB courses and the OL learning environment.  Themes 

identified from the research are highlighted and explained. 

Chapter Five: Discussion 

New themes that emerged from analysis of the data collection are addressed. 

Recommendations and implications of the research are highlighted.  Further research 

possibilities are presented with a summary of the research.   

Definitions 

Technology Mediated Learning (TML) - an all-encompassing definition as per Alavi and 

Leidner (2001) which states “TML is learning within an environment in which learner 

interactions with learning materials, and/or peers, and/or instructors or facilitators are mediated 

through advanced information technologies” (p. 2).   

Learner - a full time student who is enrolled at a post-secondary educational institution. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

This review of literature is presented in the following categories: (a) technology mediated 

learning (TML) and its future; (b) benefits and drawbacks of the online (OL) educational 

experience; (c) perceptions of OL learning; (d) higher education studio-based (SB) programs; 

and (e) implementation of technology mediated learning into SB programs. 

Technology Mediated Learning (TML) and its Future 

The education system today has evolved over the years, expanding from the traditional 

face to face (F2F) in-class environment to new digital technologies where teaching can now be 

performed entirely OL (Saade, Buyukkurt, & Alkhori, 2011, p. 395).  Higher education, in 

particular as it relates to distance education (DE), looks very different today than it did a hundred 

years ago when DE first made its appearance (Daymont & Blau, 2008).  Bates (2008) suggests 

that technology has always been a defining feature of DE.   While DE began as correspondence 

courses, grew to educational television, and evolved into learning on the web (Perry & Pilati, 

2011, p. 95), today’s distance learning can be defined “as receiving education through web-based 

remote sources and can include both synchronous and asynchronous learning’’ (Hollenbeck, 

Zinkhan, & French, 2005, p. 39).   

In today’s educational system, information technology is driving both synchronous and 

asynchronous learning, creating new opportunities for access to information, delivery and 

sharing of content (Ministry of Training, Colleges & Universities (MTCU), 2012, p. 10).  Rather 

than solely accelerating access to information, technology can provide new ways for learners and 

faculty to interact with one another (p. 10).   
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Depending on the extent of technology that is used in the delivery of the course, this will 

influence and determine the definition for online (OL) learning.  Some educational institutions 

describe their courses as “‘distance,’ ‘web‐based,’ ‘standard web,’ ‘dynamic web,’ ‘technology 

enhanced,’ or ‘OL’” (Canadian Virtual University (CVU), 2012, p. 6), all at varying degrees of 

technology usage, depending on the specific educational institution and functionality of 

technology.  Anohina (2005) describes the use of technology in learning through an analysis of 

terms.  Throughout this research, the terms technology mediated learning (TML), online (OL) 

learning and online education are used interchangeably to signify learning in an environment that 

is facilitated through information technologies (Alavi & Leidner, 2001, p. 2).  Therefore, TML 

can “include a combination of several remote methods of communication and education and 

could deploy video and audio technologies, email and other types of internet interaction” 

(Krishnan, 2012, p. 390). 

The use of “technology is driving worldwide changes in education” (MTCU, 2012, p. 10) 

and as a result of technological advances over the past decade, many educational institutions 

have integrated technology within their instructional tools (Gulek & Demirtas, 2005, p. 3).  The 

ability for technology to enhance “student learning and educational outcomes” (p. 3), is causing 

today’s technology mediated learning (TML) environment to experience growth at a rapid pace.  

A 2008 survey saw OL learning growth rates of 12-14% per year over the past 5 years, compared 

to 2-5% for F2F campus teaching (Bates & Sangra, 2011, p. 18).  Recent research suggests the 

number of students enrolled in “at least one online course has surpassed 6.7 million” (Allen & 

Seaman, 2013, p. 4) and “thirty-two percent of higher education students now take at least one 

course online” (p. 4). 
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It is clear that TML is quickly gaining acceptance among both educational institutions 

and learners.  Higher educational institutions are including OL learning within their planning 

strategies, with Allen and Seaman (2013) stating that the “proportion of chief academic leaders 

who say online learning is critical to their long-term strategy is at a new high of 69.1 percent” (p  

16).  To further explore the possibility of courses being delivered successfully via a TML 

environment, benefits and limitations of the TML environment overall will be examined. 

Benefits and Drawbacks of the Online Educational Experience 

TML can be advantageous, as it can provide a wider outreach to geographical locations 

along with cost efficiency (Shield, 2008, para. 6).  When asynchronous, flexibility with TML 

also exists due to no imposed time constraints with this learning model.  Another benefit of TML 

is that it allows students and faculty to do much of their work anytime, anywhere (Canadian 

Virtual University (CVU), 2012, p. 17).  As well, Smith (2001) mentions that OL courses may be 

beneficial to those who prefer written communication, over F2F interactions and who prefer 

more time for preparation.   Interestingly, research has also found that in some cases, learners in 

OL courses were more active than in traditional F2F settings (Shea, Swan, Fredericksen, & 

Pickett, 2002). 

When the purpose of learning is to support cognition, computer technology (such as ipods 

and ebooks), has demonstrated its ability to increase learning (Tamim, Bernard, Borokhovski, 

Abrami, & Schmid, 2011, p. 5).  To comprehend TML, understanding the effects of technology 

in the classroom is beneficial.  Gulek & Demirtas (2005) note that “students who utilize laptops 

in the classroom spend more time involved in collaborative work, produce writing of higher 

quality and greater length, improve research analysis skills and spend more time doing 
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homework on computers” (p. 3).  Although Gulek and Demirtas’ (2005) research focused on F2F 

delivery in the classroom, the results demonstrate that technology can provide benefits to 

learners as “significantly higher achievement in areas of writing, mathematics and overall grade 

point average was visible among students utilizing laptop technology” (p. 3) after one year.  

Technology may motivate learners in their OL studies (York University, 1999) and these TML 

environments can encourage learners to spend more time on their courses, promote exploration, 

and facilitate interactive (CVU, 2012, p. 29) behaviors.   

The US Department of Education’s meta‐analysis of OL learning studies (as cited in 

CVU, 2012) discovered “students who took all or part of their class online performed better, on 

average, than those taking the same course through traditional F2F instruction” (p. 29).  

Challenging these findings, the California Legislative Analyst’s Office found that “the evidence 

to date suggests that fully online classes are on average equal to – but no better than – face to 

face instruction” (Taylor, 2010, p. 12).  This research paper examines perceptions of OL learning 

and the ability for SB courses to be delivered OL.  Leidner and Jarvenpaa (1995) suggest that 

learners who lack self-discipline may be more well suited to a traditional classroom environment.  

Moore (1993) also found that learners must have the motivation internally to be able to perform 

well in the TML environment.  The topic of motivation from the learner’s and professor’s 

perspective was explored within the research, specifically through the surveys and interviews 

that took place.   

While current research points to learning outcomes in the TML environment as being 

similar to those in the F2F environment, this can be attributed to the capabilities within the fast 

paced world of technology and the potential to improve learning outcomes in the future (CVU, 
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2012, p. 29).  The ability to devise diverse, unique and engaging OL curriculum is a possibility 

as Gold (2001) notes “one of the affordances of the new online learning movement is the 

opportunity it presents to re-examine the ways in which some aspects of traditional instruction 

can be re-conceived to operate effectively in the online asynchronous environment” (p. 35).  

Through a case study, methods of delivery and interaction were observed for seven SB courses in 

the OL environment.   

There are barriers to TML, in both its implementation and acceptance to note.  Financial 

considerations for TML, including the cost of program development, technological applications, 

and user training from both the educational institution and learner point of view can impact the 

learning experience, including quality of instruction and accessibility.  Smith Jaggers (as cited in 

CVU, 2012) discusses characteristics of the OL learner that may provide a challenge for 

completion and that includes “students whose needs, motivations, and aspirations are outside the 

‘norm’ will respond accordingly and they are more likely to experience personal and 

professional obligations that impact retention, and experience computer issues and other 

problems that extend beyond the reach of the provider to address” (p. 19). 

Research states that “Canadian public online university tuition and fees seem to be fairly 

close to on‐campus fees” (CVU, 2012, p. 18).  While these fees are similar, many individuals 

associate OL learning with cost savings, as there is less travel, no relocation fees and the ability 

to still work (p. 18).  According to the CVU report (2012), higher educational institutions with 

TML environments must serve “students who prefer or require more flexibility, 

individualization, and choice” (p.13).  While knowledge of this need for adaptability is required, 

these “learner-centric” features, including curriculum development, admissions processes, 
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disability support and technological requirements for TML environments can be costly to 

implement (p. 13).  The Council of Ontario Universities (as cited in CVU, 2012) noted “the 

development of innovative and effective technology‐enhanced courses and programs is 

costly…compared to more traditional approaches, a much higher investment of time and 

expertise is required” (p. 21).   

 Since financial support such as grants, bursaries and loans are still “designed to serve the 

traditional full‐time on‐campus student” (CVU, 2012, pp. 18-19), this can create a barrier for a 

potential learner.  Should lower income individuals be interested in OL learning, the cost of 

technology can also be a limitation.  As Smith Jaggers discusses (2011), if individuals who are 

considering OL education do not have access to up‐to‐date technology and it is not affordable, 

they may not consider OL education as an option for higher education. 

Berrett (2012) speaks of the educational tradeoffs when moving OL.  While there are 

many advantages, he also speaks of the benefit of being in the classroom to see firsthand the 

reaction of the students (para. 5).  Examining hands on courses at an OL arts academy, it is 

mentioned that “many people are skeptical that quality online art instruction could ever work” 

(Keller, 2010, para. 2).  Keller (2010) speaks of how the OL environment at the Academy of Art 

incorporates demonstration videos to illustrate hands on skills (para. 11).   

Petrides (2002) explored higher education using Web-based learning systems and 

discovered that participants had a tendency to think more deeply about the subject content when 

responding in writing, compared to providing verbal responses.   Due to the permanent display 

and accessibility of the material when OL, the participants felt they were able to reflect and refer 

to the material easily in this learning platform.  Convenience of the OL learning platform also 
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appealed to learners, as was shown in Poole’s (2000) study of student participat ion in an OL 

course where discussion occurred regularly.  Participants indicated that they were able to partake 

in discussions, and read through OL discussions (Murphy & Collins, 1997) when their schedules 

permitted, allowing for more flexibility and convenience. 

The importance of feedback was highlighted in a case study of OL learning conducted by 

Hara and Kling (1999).    A major drawback and frustration of learners was delayed feedback 

from professors in a TML environment.  Considering this finding, specific questions were asked 

in the research study to understand participants’ thoughts on feedback and how it would relate to 

SB courses in the OL environment.    

Perceptions of Online Learning 

To understand learner and professor perceptions of SB courses and their ability to be 

delivered OL, barriers and contributing factors towards OL learning that may influence a 

decision to enroll in a SB course OL were examined.  One of the barriers to implementation and 

acceptance of TML are perceptions.  Allen & Seaman (2013) found that “the perception of a 

majority of chief academic officers at all types of institutions is lower retention rates for online 

courses remain a barrier to the growth of online instruction” (p. 4).  However, these perceptions 

are challenged given the research from a survey regarding OL offerings in post-secondary 

institutions conducted by Ontario’s Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities (Bates, 

2011).  This research found that “high completion rates were recorded for online courses” (Bates, 

2011).  Twenty colleges that provided data on OL completion rates found a median of 76.1%, 

with the majority of institutions responding with between 70% and 79% (Bates, 2011).  As well, 

the “the median in the university sector for the 15 universities that responded was 89% with most 
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universities reporting results from 85% to 95%” (Bates, 2011), proving OL learning is not 

subject to lower completion rates than traditional F2F learning environments.     

Song, Singleton, Hill, & Koh (2004) examined insights into learners’ perceptions of OL 

learning (p. 58), identifying learner characteristics that can both enhance and impede learner 

success.  Song et al. (2004) indicate that most learners agreed that course design, learner 

motivation, time management, and comfortableness with OL technologies impact the success of 

an OL learning experience (p. 59).  There have been various studies that have highlighted 

benefits and barriers to OL learning.  From a learner’s perspective, studies have found the 

learning outcomes may be affected by one’s age, ethnicity (Chen, 1999; Owens: 1998), gender 

(Teo & Lim, 2000; Young, 2000), and comfort with technology (Hara & Kling, 1999).  One of 

the research methods focused on a survey where respondents were asked to consider each of 

these factors as it related to a SB course, through analysis of 66 survey questions.   

Feelings of isolation and lack of community were identified as challenges in the OL 

learning environment.  It was reported by Vonderwell (2003) that OL learners felt a lack of 

connection with their instructor, especially with the learner-teacher interactions and relationship.  

Isolation was also discovered by Woods (2002) when it was reported that OL learners 

experienced isolation from both faculty and classmates in the OL learning environment.  Palloff 

and Pratt (1999) have highlighted that the learning community within a TML environment is 

quite different compared to a traditional F2F environment.  Palloff and Pratt’s (1999) framework 

for Distance Education is a community-centered model that focuses on OL learning communities 

which identify four key elements of a learning community, one of them being collaborative 

learning.  Within the OL learning environment interaction is paramount as learners and 
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professors may not have an opportunity to interact F2F and OL interaction is the only way of 

contact.  Creating a sense of community assists with motivation and results in better learning 

experiences as interaction with other learners and professors occurs to share information and 

sharing of ideas (Garrison; 1990, Keegan: 1990).  Also, a study by Fulford and Zhang (1993) 

indicated that the more learners perceive a level of interaction, the more they are motivated to 

learn.  Henri's Interactivity Dimension (1992) framework was utilized to determine participant 

interaction in the Webcampus environment, where a case study was undertaken.   

The research by Song et al. (2004) indicated that technical problems, a perceived lack of 

sense of community, time constraints, and the difficulty in understanding the objectives of the 

OL courses were all challenges of OL learning (p. 59).  Senn’s (2008) research found that a 

course with a hands-on portion and technology skills development “was difficult to deliver in a 

hybrid format” (p. 267).  Furthermore, Senn (2008) discovered that to deliver this course in a 

hybrid format (a combination of both F2F and OL learning), “required much more effort from 

the instructor and created the perception by students that the course was more difficult” (p. 267).  

As the professors are responsible for delivering the material, becoming aware of experience, 

motivation and perceived barriers for professors is important in understanding TML and its 

delivery.  When implementing TML in an educational setting, “faculty resistance” (CVU, 2012, 

p. 49) is identified as a main barrier.  This resistance could be due to numerous components, 

including faculty’s “lack of understanding” (p. 49) of OL learning and its potential, “fear that it 

will cannibalize traditional education” (p. 49), and the perception that OL learning “goes against 

academic culture” (p. 49) as it is “perceived as revenue generating” (p. 49).  Instructors are also 

partial to hard copy textbooks and have the perception that OL learning is “more work to develop 
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and deliver” (p. 49).  Comparing two post-secondary institutions, one that offers SB courses OL 

and one that does not, allowed for an understanding of how these perceptions may vary.   

Gold’s (2001) research examined professors and their experience with OL learning (p. 

35) concluding that appropriate pedagogical training and OL experience would create best 

practices in the TML environment (p. 35).  Senn’s (2008) research also found that from the 

professors’ point of view, “providing instructional support in the online medium required much 

more time and effort than in a face-to-face setting” (p. 278).  Instructors felt that providing 

assistance to students through email and discussion boards required greater time investments by 

the instructor than supporting students in a face-to-face setting (p. 278).  Interestingly, in the 

study, Senn (2008) also found professors communication with learners “often took more time 

and resulted in increased frustration of both the student and the instructor” (p. 278).   

Higher Education Studio-Based (SB) Programs 

While many post-secondary institutions today offer some form of TML environment, the 

majority of programs or courses focus on theoretical content that does not involve hands on 

skills, which are most often taught in a SB environment.  While there are some hesitation and 

concerns regarding the appropriateness of hands on courses delivered via TML platforms, 

“research indicates that skills-based technology training can be successful through online 

delivery” (Basham, Palla, & Pianfetti, 2005).  However, Reeves, Baxter, & Jordan’s research (as 

cited in Senn, 2008) “indicates that courses requiring significant demonstration of skills by the 

instructor or hands-on practice by students are difficult to deliver in an online format” (p. 268).  

These two rivaling opinions demonstrate the need for further research.  This research paper 

focuses on SB courses within fashion and interior design disciplines.  In the fashion industry, 
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hands on skills can refer to SB courses, such as sewing, pattern drafting, and illustration.  

Similarly in the interior design industry, this can include design studio, and visual 

communications courses.  The ability for SB courses to successfully be delivered entirely in an 

OL environment is still under discussion with little research specifically targeted within the SB 

discipline.   

Kearsley (2002) suggests that in order to teach motor skills in an OL course, one must 

use simulations with appropriately designed input devices (p. 43).  Simulations can be an 

effective way to learn (Bosman, 2002) and are based on the premise that “practice makes 

perfect” (p. 4).  Depending on the content they are applied to and the context they are utilized in 

(p. 8), simulations in the learning environment can vary.  Procedural simulations, a commonly 

used method to teach step by step processes; and situational simulations to teach soft skills, such 

as negotiation and teamwork skills, are two of the most often utilized simulations in the OL 

learning environment (p. 10). 

Producing simulations provides “very good training results” (Kearsley, 2002, p. 43), and 

the ability for training to be delivered where learning by experimentation is required (Bosman, 

2002, p. 20).  Where the instructional strategy is learning by experimentation, Brandon Hall 

highlights (as cited in Bosman, 2002) the opportunity for learners to experiment with a variety of 

scenarios can be conducted via simulation based learning.  Simulations can also be beneficial 

where learners may require individual training, based on their previous knowledge and skills (p. 

9).  As well, when the learners must apply knowledge and skills, rather than “acquiring factual 

knowledge” (p. 9), simulations can be a viable option.   
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Many courses in the fashion and interior design discipline are SB, with instruction often 

including a series of steps to perform a task (such as sewing).  With these hands on skills, the 

learner needs to view the task in action through behavioural indicators (Phillips, 2012), which 

can be presented via a video demonstration, audio narrations or interactive elements, including 

animation (Phillips, 2012).  Considering instructional methods for SB courses, one may “expect 

they would be learned best in a traditional classroom setting with a ‘live’ instructor” (Kearsley, 

2002, p. 43), however a well-designed and delivered OL course can, in fact, involve interaction 

amongst participants and promote collaboration.    

After weighing the benefits and limitations of these design factors, Kearsley (2002) 

discusses how “any academic subject works well as an online course” (p. 43) and “apart from 

courses that involve hands-on skills…, there is no academic course that can’t be designed and 

delivered in an online format” (p. 43).  Kearsley’s findings both support and challenge viability 

for all courses in an OL environment.  Rosenkoetter’s (2007) findings are more definitive, as a 

radiography program was examined to determine the feasibility of the program being delivered 

entirely OL (p. 271) and concluded that that laboratory and clinical experience could not be 

eliminated and still must “be accomplished either in a campus laboratory or a clinical setting” (p. 

271).   

Today’s fashion student needs to be equipped with a multitude of skills to be ready for 

the fashion industry, including interpersonal and technical abilities.  However, Shields (2008) 

suggests that many graduates from fashion programs are not prepared with basic skills that are 

necessary (p. 28).  In fact, “leading fashion designers have warned that Britain is in danger of 

falling behind its international rivals if the Government does not pump more money into the 
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UK's fashion colleges” (p. 28).  Statistics find that “more than 3,000 fashion students graduate 

from UK universities each year, yet only 500 can expect to get jobs in their chosen field, with 

designers claiming that they could employ more graduates if they had the requisite technical 

skills” (p. 28).  But, can these skills be delivered in both the F2F and OL formats, and more 

importantly at the same comprehension level? 

Implementation of TML into Studio-Based (SB) Programs 

In both a F2F and TML environment, in order for courses to be effective, they must be 

well designed (Kearsley, 2002, p. 43).  To examine which courses can successfully be delivered 

via TML, one must understand potential barriers to implementing TML in an educational setting.  

CVU’s (2012) findings include shortage of expertise, organization barriers and lack of resources 

(pp. 49-50) can all impede the implementation of TML.  According to CVU (2012), there is a 

“shortage of instructional designers with expertise and experience specific to online learning” (p. 

49).  Ensuring learning material is not simply ‘dumped’ into a TML environment will provide a 

greater chance for program and learner success.  To ensure quality materials, as the CVU (2012) 

discusses, training both instructional designers and digital technology specialists is required (p. 

50).  In reality, many courses are developed by instructors who have little to no experience with 

the TML environment, which ultimately leads to courses that are not well designed (Kearsley, 

2002, p. 43), contributing to the perceptions that particular subjects are not appropriate for OL 

delivery.  Curriculum design requires a different pedagogy than a F2F environment.  In order to 

ensure quality learning materials, Berrett’s (2012) article explains the key to quality courses is 

“standardization” (para. 11).  At Rio Salado College, Kaplan U, and at Drexel U, their 

standardization assures “that its curriculum is up to date and well integrated with other courses” 
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(para. 11).  The curriculum for the technology mediated learner should be individualized, 

adapted to the learner’s needs, is engaging, linked to real life, and supported by digital tools 

(CVU, 2012, p. 30).   

Existing infrastructure policies should also be noted to gain a sense of TML’s acceptance 

at the educational institution.  Currently, many infrastructure policies focus on traditional F2F 

students, and not OL learners.  This lack of governing creates challenges for implementation.  As 

governance is critical for an effective program, "at a senior management level, it is essential to 

think holistically about management of technology" (Bates & Sangra, 2011, p. 214).  This 

agreement or “buy in” with an educational strategy means that the educational institution itself 

must be technology oriented.  As previously discussed, many institutions are including TML in 

their long term strategic plans, which signals acceptance.  However, if the institutional culture 

does not prioritize TML, or is “not technology-oriented” (Kearsley, 2002, p. 43) the chance of 

success of TML diminishes as employees and/or learners may lack the drive, comfort levels and 

computer literacy required for success (p. 43).   

Lastly, lack of resources poses a challenge for TML implementation.  The costs of 

copyright for OL material, “ongoing costs to update digital infrastructure” (CMU, 2012, p. 50), 

the time and effort required to train learners, staff and professors in new technologies, can be 

impeding, along with the expertise and technology requirement to create quality content for 

effective OL learning (p. 50).   

Summary 

This review of literature has presented information on perceptions of learning in the TML 

delivery platform, benefits and limitations of TML, and barriers to implementation that have 
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guided the research process, providing evidence that TML is an area of both interest and growth 

in educational institutions.  The information presented indicates there are pre-existing 

perceptions as to the appropriateness of TML and in an educational setting.  The skepticism that 

surrounds the ability to deliver hands on instructional courses in an OL setting (Keller, 2010, 

para. 2) identifies a pre-existing mentality, which highlights an opportunity to perform further 

research.  Specifically, the effects these perceptions have on the delivery of courses within a SB 

program have not been addressed to date.     

Through the literature review, the use of technology in OL learning environments 

highlights dated methods, such as CD-Roms, illustrating the need for further exploration that 

identifies current technology (such as social media and collaborative opportunities.)  This 

indicates the need to explore not only the perception of OL learning, and SB courses and their 

ability to be delivered OL, but what methods are beneficial and yield the most favorable results 

for delivery and learner comprehension. 

The literature highlighted the growth of technology over the decades and its impact on 

the educational system.  This growth has introduced new platforms for delivery, providing many 

advantages for the learner along the way.  However, with this growth challenges must also be 

identified, not only for the learner and professor, but for the appropriateness of the course 

material.  While the majority of educational institutions view TML as being beneficial, many 

question if all subject is appropriate for this delivery method.  The traditional theoretical based 

courses seem to be easily translated to OL delivery however it is the hands on, SB courses where 

the course outcomes require learners perform tasks that are causing some areas of concern.  

Through research based inquiry, this research examined the perceptions of TML platforms, 
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addressed factors that influence the delivery, and enrollment of a SB course in a TML 

environment, as well as comprehension levels between learning platforms.   
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Chapter Three: Methodology 

One of the main purposes of this research was to determine the perceptions learners and 

professors have of studio-based (SB) courses and their ability to be delivered online (OL).  This 

chapter will outline the methodology selected for this research, the methods of data collection, 

data analysis, and explain the research design.   

Approach 

Utilizing multiple lines of evidence, this study applied a mixed methods design 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003) in which the researcher examined studio-based courses in post-

secondary institutions from two vantage points: (1) learner perceptions regarding the ability for 

SB courses to be delivered OL at the same comprehension level as face to face (F2F), and what 

factors contribute to effective delivery, and (2) professor perceptions regarding the ability for SB 

courses to be delivered OL at the same comprehension level as F2F, and what factors influence 

their perceptions.  This procedure for integrating both qualitative and quantitative research 

methods (Keele, 2011, p. 50) allowed for a more complete analysis (Ivankova & Stick, 2007, p. 

43).  As Keele (2011) points out, using a mixed methods approach may emphasize the strengths 

of each method and minimize their limitations (p. 50).  Using an inductive approach which 

“starts with the data and tries to find patterns in the data that can then be treated as theory” 

(Kalof, Dan, & Dietz, 2008, p. 60), the mixed methods approach was decided upon as this study 

focuses on exploratory research.  Qualitative data provided the opportunity to explain the 

numerical results by exploring the participants’ views in greater detail, allowing a chance for 

deeper meaning and explanation.  Quantitative data and results provided an overall view of 

comprehension levels through numerical grades and paired with interviews can be interpreted 
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more clearly.  Through this research, it was beneficial to not only understand perceptions of the 

F2F learning environment in relation to a technology mediated learning (TML) environment, but 

also consider contributing factors that form these perceptions. 

As Keele (2011) discusses, a “typical way to approach mixed methods design is by doing 

the study in phases” (p. 51), therefore the research process included two phases – (1) a 

qualitative portion utilizing surveys, and interviews to engage both departmental professors and 

learners using an interpretive view, a case study to examine seven OL courses in the Bachelor of 

Interior Design (BID) program through Webcampus, the post-secondary institution’s learning 

management system; and (2) a quantitative portion where learners course and assignment grades 

of five courses delivered F2F and OL simultaneously in the BID program were compiled.   

Relying on five lines of evidence from various data sources, the multiple lines related to 

this research include (1), surveys of learners and professors who are enrolled/instructing in a SB 

undergraduate BID program that is offered both OL and in a F2F environment, (2) surveys of 

learners and professors who are enrolled/instructing in a SB diploma Fashion Techniques and 

Design (FTD) program that is offered solely in a F2F environment, (3) semi-structured 

interviews with F2F learners in both the SB undergraduate and diploma programs, (4) a case 

study, in which the observation of seven courses in the OL learning environment for the SB 

undergraduate program took place, and (5) grades of learners who are enrolled in a SB 

undergraduate program that is offered both OL and in a F2F environment. 

Refer to Figures 1.1 and 1.2 for a breakdown of the sample groups by lines of evidence. 
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Participant Groups 

The research was conducted in the Winter 2014 semester in two SB programs within two 

post-secondary institutions in Toronto, Ontario.  Therefore, there were two sample groups.  The 

first group of participants included BID professors, and a group of learners enrolled full time in 

the BID program at AODT.  These learners participated in the following eight courses within the 

BID program: DIDV 124: Visual Communications Level 1, DIDV 125: Visual Communications 

Level 2, DIDV 222: Visual Communications Level 3, DIDV 223: Visual Communications Level 

4, DIDS 105 Design Studio 1: Residential, DIDS 106 Design Studio 2: Workspace, DIDS 200 

Design Studio 3: Retail, and DIDS 302 Design Studio 7: Hospitality.  The BID program offers 

their courses within both the OL and F2F environments.   

The second group of participants consisted of FTD learners and professors at GBC.  It is 

important to note that the FTD Program is solely offered in the F2F environment.  The learners 

and professors participated in the following four courses within the diploma program: 

FASH1115: Fundamental Pattern Drafting, FASH1083: Introduction to Sewing, FASH2046: 

Construction IV and, FASH2051: Advanced Torso Drafting.   

Surveys of Learners and Professors in both BID and FTD Programs 

According to Bickman and Rog (2009), surveys are an “efficient way to document the 

views of large groups in a short period of time” (p. 560).  To allow the researcher to view 

“relative direction” (G. Lamorie-Wallace, personal communication, May 22, 2013) the use of 7-

point Likert scaled questions were incorporated into the surveys (see Appendices A and B) and 

administered to participants.  The choice of a 7 point Likert scale allowed the researcher to code 

responses while analyzing the data (Flynn-Zaccagnini & Foster, 2009, p. 153).  
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BID survey participants.  The Chair of the BID program assisted the researcher in 

recruiting learners to participate in the research and granted approval to do so within the 

program.  To acquire volunteers for the research study, an invitation letter with a link to the OL 

survey via the FluidSurvey program was posted by professors on their course Webcampus page 

to all learners enrolled in the OL and F2F designated course.  Participants who are professors 

were recruited via an invitation letter, approved by the Chair of the BID program sent via email 

by the researcher.  The survey was open for response for a period of three weeks.  One week 

after the survey was sent out to learners, only two responses were received.  Interestingly, the 

researcher discovered that the response to the recruitment of research volunteers was not going 

as planned, and was finding it difficult to obtain participant response.  This precipitated the need 

for the researcher to re-examine the recruitment method.  The researcher incorporated a video 

introduction of herself to explain the research study two weeks after the invitation was sent out, 

in hopes of reaching the OL learners and creating her presence, especially with the OL learners.  

This did not generate any further results.  The researcher then decided to focus on those F2F 

learners where she would be able to meet in person.  This approach allowed the researcher to 

visit each of the classes and to explain the research study in person, specifically the research 

background, the researcher, and the data collection process.  Participant anonymity was also 

addressed.   

A total of 35 learner survey responses were received from the BID program with four 

agreeing to participate in a follow-up interview.   Approximately 97.1% were female and 2.9% 

were male with 57.1% of the learners falling within the 18-24 age bracket.  Almost half of the 
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respondents had taken an OL course (42.9%) with 57.2% having never taken a course OL 

previously.     

Three professors completed the survey from the BID program.  These professors all had 

experience instructing in the TML and F2F learning environments.   

FTD participants.  The Chair of the Fashion Studies program provided the researcher 

with approval to enter the classroom to recruit learners for research participation.  The researcher 

contacted the five professors within the four course subjects via email through an invitation letter 

with details of the survey, asking for permission to come into the F2F environment to reach the 

learners.  The researcher visited the F2F environment of the classes and introduced the research 

study to the learners.  This research introduction consisted of background regarding the research, 

the researcher, the data collection process and addressed participant anonymity.  The researcher 

then asked for volunteers to complete the survey in paper form, immediately. 

One-hundred and sixty-one learners participated in the survey with four agreeing to 

participate further in semi-structured interviews.   Respondents from the FTD program consisted 

of 92.1% females and 7.9% males.  More than two-thirds (39.7%) had taken a course OL 

previously.  Five Fashion Design and Techniques professors completed the survey with none 

having previous experience instructing in the TML environments.      

Survey format.  The survey was administered in paper form.  Participants were asked to 

participate further in a follow-up interview at a later date.  Those who were interested in 

participating in the interview were asked to provide an email address, so they could be contacted 

by the researcher to make further arrangements to be interviewed.   
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 The survey was developed utilizing Chickering and Gamson’s (2001) Seven Principles of 

Good Practice in Undergraduate Education.  Keeping in mind technology and the influence on 

the educational system, the survey was designed to obtain data on the perceptions of respondents 

with OL learning as a whole, and how it specifically could be transferred to their SB course they 

were currently enrolled in.  The seven principles defined by Chickering and Gamson (2001) 

indicate: (1) good practice encourages contact between students and faculty; (2) good practice 

develops reciprocity and cooperation among students; (3) good practice uses active learning 

techniques; (4) good practice gives prompt feedback; (5) good practice emphasizes time on task; 

(6) good practice communicates high expectations and; (7) good practice respects diverse talents 

and ways of learning (p. 9).  Taking into consideration the advantages and disadvantages of OL 

learning, along with the seven principles, the researcher focused on segments in which 

information could be extrapolated from the respondents. 

The survey consisted of two sections.  Section A sought background and demographic 

information of the participant.  This included gender, age, learner status, English as a first 

language, learning preferences, and OL learning experience.  Section B asked for responses to 

statements within five categories, based on a 7-point Likert scale (from “Strongly Agree” to 

“Strongly Disagree”).  These categories consisted of: (a) the learning experience; (b) OL 

delivery; (c) social interaction in the OL learning environment; (d) learning habits and skills; and 

(e) technology.   

Each category was measured with a closed, statement in which responses were recorded 

against a 7-point attitudinal Likert Scale.  There were 67 questions in total in the learner survey.  

The professor survey consisted of 70 questions.  Section B questions were all Likert scales and 
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each was coded with numbers as follows: 1- Strongly Agree, 2- Agree, 3- Somewhat Agree, 4- 

Neutral, 5- Somewhat Disagree, 6- Disagree, and 7-Strongly Disagree.  There was also an option 

for “do not know”.   

Data collection of surveys.  Data from the paper surveys that were collected was 

inputted into the FluidSurvey program.  This was then imported into SPSS (Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences).   This report is based on completed surveys from 161 learners from 

GBC and AODT.  Given that a total of 171 students from 10 classes were invited to respond to 

the survey, the response rate for the survey was 94.2%.  The sampling method used for the 

survey provides a reasonable and fair representation of students in SB courses at GBC and 

AODT.  Results for the survey overall are accurate within +/-4.94%, 19 times out of 20. 

The analysis focused on exploring results from two groups of learners: (1) GBC (n=126) 

and, (2) AODT (n=35).  Learners from AODT have the opportunity to take SB courses OL or 

F2F, while learners from GBC only have the option of taking courses F2F.  As such, analysis 

was conducted on these two specific groups to determine if differences emerged among learners 

with the opportunity to take a course OL or in-person compared to those who only have the 

opportunity to take the course F2F.   

The dataset was cleaned and reviewed to ensure consistency and to address missing and 

‘don't know’ responses.  Missing and ‘don’t know” responses were given a specific code.  The 

‘don’t know’ responses were included in the frequency and cross-tabulations, but excluded from 

more advanced analysis (including mean comparisons and factor analysis), given that their 

inclusion would skew the Likert scale results.  Missing responses were excluded from all 

analysis.  
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Several analysis techniques were used to inform the survey findings.  Descriptive 

statistics including frequency distributions, cross-tabulations and ANOVAs (Analysis of 

Variance) were used to describe the results and to identify statistically significant differences 

between participants groups, by post-secondary institution and individual course.  A more 

advanced statistical technique called factor analysis was used to determine specific elements that 

group together and that have a statistical impact on the likelihood to consider taking a class OL if 

it were offered. 

Frequency distributions can be defined as “counts of the number of responses associated 

with different values of the variable.  The relative occurrence, or frequency, of different values of 

the variable is then expressed in percentages” (Malhotra, 2010, p. 452).     

Cross-tabulations provide an analysis of the frequency distributions among specific 

audience groups and provide an indication of statistical differences in the frequency distributions 

among groups.   A cross-tabulation “describes two or more variables simultaneously” (Malhotra, 

2010, p. 462).  Chi-square statistics were used in order to determine statistically significant 

differences between cross-tabulations.  Malhotra (2010) defines the chi-square statistic as being 

“used to test the statistical significance of the observed association in a cross-tabulation.  It 

assists us in determining whether a systematic association exists between the two variables” (p. 

467).  Statistical conventions dictate that a 0.05 probability level can be used to determine 

statistical differences between groups.  Thus, where the calculated chi-square value is less than 

the 0.05 value, it was determined that an observed difference exists between the groups.   

Analysis of the mean values of specific scaled variables were also used to determine 

significant differences between the participant groups, by post-secondary institution, and 
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individual course.  ANOVAs are defined by Malhotra (2010) as “a test of means for two or more 

populations” (p. 499).  For this specific analysis of variance, a one-way ANOVA was run, using 

likelihood to enroll OL if offered as the dependent variable against all scaled Likert questions for 

learner groups and individual courses.  Statistical conventions dictate that a 0.05 probability level 

can be used to determine differences between the means among groups.    

Finally, an advanced statistical technique called factor analysis was used to determine 

specific elements that group together and that have a statistically significant relationship on the 

likelihood to consider taking a class OL if it were offered.  Factor analysis is a statistical 

technique that can be used to reduce a large number of variables (independent variables) into 

groupings of similar, related variables (factors).  This technique can then be used to determine 

the underlying elements (factors) that are influencing the likelihood to enroll OL if available 

(dependent variable) and the degree of the influence of these factors.  Malhotra (2010) defines 

factor analysis as “a class of procedures primarily used for data reduction and summarization” 

(p. 604).  Factors are defined as “an underlying dimension that explains the correlations among a 

set of variables” (p. 604).  In this analysis, 48 variables measuring various perceptions related to 

learning were analyzed using factor analysis. The factor analysis produced eight factors, of 

which two were significantly associated with likelihood to enroll OL. 

Semi-Structured Interviews with Learners  

The purpose of the interviews were to understand the interviewee’s experiences with 

technology, views on the learning environment in general, OL learning and capability of SB 

courses to be delivered OL.  Potential barriers to the delivery of SB OL courses were also 

discussed.   
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Interview participants.  The survey participants who volunteered to partake in an 

interview were contacted via email to set up a meeting time to conduct the interview.  

Respondents were given the option to complete the interview via Skype or F2F.  From the BID 

program, seven learners volunteered to participate in the interviews.  After the researcher 

emailed the seven individuals, four learners followed through with the interview.     

From the FTD Program, ten learners volunteered to participate with five responding to 

the researcher’s email to set an interview day and time.  Four ultimately participated.  

Interestingly, three respondents requested that the interview be conducted in person.  In total, 

there were eight learners who were interviewed from both post-secondary institutions.   

Professors within the BID program were also invited to be interviewed.  The six 

professors who were instructing the OL courses were contacted via email with an invitation letter 

to participate in the interview over Skype.  Two of the professors responded within the first week 

indicating their participation.  The other four responded within the next three weeks.  Two 

participants initially responded that time constraints would prevent them from being interviewed 

via Skype, however if the researcher was to be on-campus they would be willing to have a 

discussion.  The initial two participants were contacted via Skype during the second week of the 

term to conduct the interview.  These two participants reside in the United States, so 

geographically a F2F interview was not a viable option.  The remaining three participants were 

interviewed during week seven of the term F2F on campus.  Five professors were interviewed in 

total. 

Interview format.  Through these individual semi-structured interviews (Kawamura, 

2011, p. 73), the purpose of the interviews was to provide insight into the interviewee’s 
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experiences with technology, SB learning objectives, views on the learning environment and 

overall course experience (see Appendices C and D for the Interview Guides).  The interview 

questions were divided into five parts: (a) demographics; (b) motivators; (c) expectations; (d) 

learning objectives; and (e) barriers.  Demographic information provided the researcher with 

background information on the participants.  Motivators were discussed to examine and explore 

perceptions on OL versus F2F motivators.  Expectations addressed TML environments and what 

expectations learners and professors would have, including how they differ from traditional F2F 

environments.  Learning objectives were examined to determine if participants believed SB 

course learning objectives could be met in the F2F environment.  Participants were also asked to 

consider any barriers for a SB course to be delivered OL, both personally and technologically. 

As the researcher and interviewer, an active role was undertaken.  Utilizing a semi-

structured interview (Kawamura, 2011, p. 73), with questions that were in a pre-determined 

order, the interview was conducted in a manner to ensure the interviewer did not express their 

own view.  As “neutrality is the freedom from bias in the research process” (Keele, 2011, p. 50), 

this was achieved through establishment of validity and reliability with the use of semi-

structured interviews.  Although the intent was for the interview to begin in the information 

extraction mode with predetermined questions, encouraging participants to discuss and arrive at 

new areas of thought was not dismissed.  The use of the semi-structured interview provided a 

level of understanding to the case study, and the course the participant was enrolled/instructing 

in itself.   

Data collection of interviews.  According to Polit and Beck (2008), data analysis is 

utilized to organize, provide structure and find meaning from research data.   In the qualitative 
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analysis, investigation of the data was ongoing throughout data collection (Merriam, 1998) and 

consisted of interview transcripts, and field notes collected by the researcher.   

These interviews were audio taped and allowed the researcher to observe non-verbal 

cues, as well as provided both the interviewer and participant the ability to seek clarification if 

necessary.  The interviews lasted an estimated 25-45 minutes; however the participant’s 

responses ultimately dictated the length of the interview.  The audio recording was then replayed 

for transcribing analytic purposes (Rubin & Rubin, 1995, p. 101), with participant anonymity 

assured for the recording.   

Other data that was obtained throughout the study, such as feedback from professors and 

the course material was also incorporated into the data analysis.  To analyze the qualitative data, 

thematic analysis (Shank, 2002, p. 128) occurred by coding, categorizing and sorting the data 

(Flynn-Zaccagnini & Foster, 2009, p. 208).  The data collected was initially coded via “open 

coding” (p. 208) through line by line analysis of interview transcripts and field notes.  Meaning 

and identification of concepts were explored, while developing initial categories and labels (p. 

208) with the data.  After the initial core categories and concepts were identified, selective 

coding (Wiebe, Durepos, & Mills, 2010, p. 157) then occurred for analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 

1999).  In selective coding, the identified categories were further defined and developed to 

provide a vehicle for comparison and contrast of the collected data (Wiebe et al., 2010, p. 157).  

The goals of the interviews were to collect data that could be compared and quantified and to 

understand the content of interactions and to find meaning to these observations.  The 

constructivist learning principles were identified and analyzed with the findings that were 

evident in the interview.  Correlations were highlighted between the construction of a social 
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environment OL, the interviewees’ perceptions and tasks that learners had to complete during the 

course. 

Grades of Learners Enrolled in the BID Program 

Part of the second phase consisted of quantitative data, relying on numerical data in the 

form of grades from five courses in the BID program that were delivered OL and F2F 

simultaneously during the Winter 2014 semester. 

Grade participants.  There were five courses in which grades were examined and were 

both offered in the TML and F2F environment.  These included DIDV 124: Visual 

Communications Level 1, DIDV 125: Visual Communications Level 2, DIDV 223: Visual 

Communications Level 4, DIDS 105 Design Studio 1: Residential, and DIDS 302 Design Studio 

7: Hospitality.  In total there were 97 participants in all five courses within OL and F2F 

environments.  Forty-six were in the F2F environment, with 51 in the TML environment.   

Grade format.  Final assignment and course grades were provided to the researcher by 

the Program Chair, after the final grades for each course were entered.  The marks were provided 

on a grade sheet for each course, detailing the assignment and final grade breakdown.  The goal 

of this phase was to examine content comprehension levels in relation to assignment and course 

outcomes.   

Data collection of grades.  The data collection measures included the learner’s 

assignment grades and, end of course grades.  The grades were then examined to determine if 

there were any significant differences. To analyze the quantitative research, ordinal and interval 

scales (Flynn-Zaccagnini & Foster, 2009, p. 35) were used to analyze the numerical data that was 

collected.  Through the analysis of ordinal scales, ranking the order of median and percentiles 
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were completed for each interior design course, allowing for a comparison between TML and 

F2F environments.  Interval scales allowed for identification of differences amongst (p. 35) both 

the TML and F2F delivery platforms.  These descriptive statistics were then used to make 

inferences to the OL and F2F learners, specifically examining the grade average, means and 

quartiles (Vogt, 2005, p. 88).     

Case Study of Seven Courses in the BID Program 

A case study “is an in-depth look at an occurrence or phenomenon” (Flynn-Zaccagnini & 

Foster, 2009, p. 178).  A case study was utilized to examine seven SB courses that were 

delivered OL within the BID Program.  Creswell (2003) defines a case study as "an in-depth 

exploration of a bounded system (e.g., an activity, event, process, or individuals) based on 

extensive data collection" (p. 485).  As well, Creswell (2003) recommends a case study if the 

problem to be studied "relates to developing an in-depth understanding of a 'case' or bounded 

system" (p. 496) and if the purpose is to understand "an event, activity, process, or one or more 

individuals" (p. 496).  Creswell (2002) notes, "'bounded' means that the case is separated out for 

research in terms of time, place, or some physical boundaries" (p. 485).  The research took place 

over the Winter 2014 semester, illustrating a bounded system (Yin, 2009).  

  The choice of a case study methodology was utilized to examine participant interactions 

that took place in the OL learning environment, where Webcampus was the delivery platform.  

As the research consisted of "detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of 

information rich in context" (Creswell, 1998, p. 61), a case study was a viable choice to examine 

interactions amongst participants.  Specifically, Patton (1990) suggests utilizing case studies to 

create a detailed understanding of situations in a comprehensive manner.  This portion of the 
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research was conducted to understand the OL learning community and interaction within these 

courses.  As one of the intentions was for the research to determine participant interaction, along 

with what internal and external factors affect the ability of learners and professors to meet course 

outcomes in a TML environment, a case study provided insight to this interaction.  By examining 

the unique factors of this case, and attempting to understand any similar findings that may exist 

with other cases, patterns emerged that may point to a generalized understanding of the TML 

environment.  The choice of a case study allowed the researcher to view the benefits and 

advantages, and feasibility of TML in a SB environment, focusing on a specific context, prior to 

applying it to a broader context (Kalof, Dan, & Dietz, 2008), which may include future SB 

programs.   

Case study participants.  As Merriam (1998) discusses, purposeful sampling is “based 

on the assumption that the investigator wants to discover, understand, and gain insight and, 

therefore, must select a sample from which the most can be learned” (p. 60).  The selection of the 

courses to be examined in the case study were guided by the following two criteria; (a) the 

course was offered in the OL learning environment, with no required F2F interactions and; (b) 

the course content was SB, and hands-on skills were necessary to complete the assignments. 

The Chair of the BID Program was contacted and asked for recommendations of courses 

that have proved to be challenging for learners in the past due to the nature of their content and 

requirement of hands-on skills.  Seven courses were recommended.  Access to seven courses 

through the Webcampus learning management system was given to the researcher by the Chair 

of the BID program.  Full access was provided to all of the public learner and professor areas for 

data collection.  The OL courses that were examined were DIDV 124: Visual Communications 
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Level 1, DIDV 125: Visual Communications Level 2, DIDV 222: Visual Communications Level 

3, DIDV 223: Visual Communications Level 4, DIDS 105 Design Studio 1: Residential, DIDS 

106 Design Studio 2: Workspace, and DIDS 302 Design Studio 7: Hospitality.  In total there 

were 60 OL learners.  Please Table 1 for a breakdown of the participants per course.   

Webcampus navigation.  There was a homepage in Webcampus, which allowed users to 

navigate their courses, access their profile, and discussion postings.  Once the user clicked on the 

course name that they wished to enter, there was a navigation block on the top left hand side of 

the course.  This is also known as “MyMoodle”, and allowed for the user to customize the area 

for their courses and files.  This navigation block provided the learner access to the units within 

the course, and all activities and resources within those units.  From the navigation block, access 

to “MyMoodle” allowed for the user to access and customize the area for their courses and files.  

Learners could access any unit in the course, and navigate to specific unit resources and activities 

by clicking on the appropriate link. 

The course information at the top of the page included the professor’s name and contact 

information, along with a link to the syllabus.  As well, descriptions of the course requirements, 

assignment due dates, technology and textbook requirements, and assessment and evaluations 

procedures were also available.   

There was a course bulletin and news area where the professor could post announcements 

for learners.  There was also an area for students to “ask questions” regarding the course, and a 

more informal area, known as the “student lounge” where learners could post comments on 

anything that was on their mind.  Weekly discussion forums for most courses existed as well, 

where this participation accounted towards their final grades.   
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  Participants also had the option to interact with other learners via a message system in 

Webcampus.  The participants could message the professor or any other students in the course 

privately using this function.  The messages exchanged between learners via this system was not 

included in the data collection.   

The grades area allowed learners to view their progress and track their assignment grades.  

The tech support helpdesk provided users with the opportunity to access technical support from 

the school’s help desk staff.  From here, users had the option to fill in a help desk ticket to have 

their question or issue examined.   

The link to Omnijoin gave participants access to two chat rooms.  One was a virtual 

studio, where official class interactions took place and were conducted by the professor at 

scheduled times.  The second was a virtual lounge, where participants could meet informally, to 

discuss, share ideas, work on presentations among many other things. 

Course materials.  Each course was broken down into weekly units with a clear outline 

of weekly learning objectives, lectures, readings and other resource materials, discussions, and 

assignments.   Each weekly unit included learning objectives, a link to a lecture, along with a 

reading list, discussion and assignment, if applicable.  Some of the weekly units provided links to 

other readings, or videos posted outside of Webcampus (ie. YouTube).  No interactive video 

with the instructor demonstrating step by step instructions was utilized.  Audio was utilized for 

some of the lectures that corresponded with the slides. 

Data collection of case study.  The data was collected through observation of the courses via 

WebCampus.  All data from the seven courses including email, learner forums, course content, and chats 

was analyzed to examine and identify the influence these interactions have on the course itself, and OL 

learning.  One of the main focuses of the case study was for the researcher to explore evidence that 
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interaction among the participants supported virtual communities and engagement with the SB course 

material, and assisted with the learning process.  To explore a sense of community through a visual 

connection with others, the number of participants who uploaded a user photo was noted.   

The researcher observed as a non-participant the role of the instructor, the role of the 

learner, the curriculum, and technology that was used throughout the course.  Henri’s (1992) 

model was utilized to analyze OL interaction for the SB courses that were being observed on 

Webcampus.  Discussion groups provided a context to examine the OL learning environment.  It 

was discovered by Hara and Kling (2002), that when learners were required to post to the OL 

discussion board, the messages more often than not, were detailed and completed with sufficient 

cognitive and metacognitive skills to assist with comprehension of the material, which was 

necessary for completion of their assignments.  This model determined that learners tend to be 

active participants, put more effort into their work, and were more participative in the course.  As 

a component of my research was to observe SB courses that were being delivered OL, Henri’s 

analytical model was utilized to examine the interaction and learning process. 

To manage the findings, the data was imported from Webcampus into a word document.  

It was then analyzed and sorted according to Henri’s Interactivity Dimension (1992) framework, 

specifically identifying explicit and implicit interaction.  To determine the OL interactions that 

took place, the pattern of interactions were examined on the discussion boards with the number 

of messages counted manually and type of interactions noted.    

Validity 

To ensure credibility of the research, both external and internal validity of the design are 

important (Keele, 2011, p. 51).  Internal validity was achieved through a diverse group of 

participants.  The diverse participants ensured the results of the study were not influenced by 
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predetermined learning styles, preferences and orientations, as participants had a variety of 

academic standings within their program.   

Within the BID program, in two of the examined courses for the case study and learner 

grades, the same professor instructed both platforms of the course (TML and F2F).   This 

independent variable also ensured consistency amongst the learning platforms. Different 

instructors may have varying instructional techniques, therefore this allowed for more accurate 

results that were controlled with the content delivery, providing all learners with consistency of 

course outcomes and content between both learning environments; hence strengthening internal 

validity.  For the remaining courses, there were different instructors for each platform; however 

instructors from both the F2F and OL platform were working from the identical learning 

outcomes for each course.   

The goal of the quantitative research was to generalize findings and put these towards the 

larger population of SB courses within the two post-secondary institutions.  While this research 

focused on a specific group of learners and professors, the researcher strongly feels that the 

diverse selection of participants ensured there was no bias, improving external validity of the 

study. 

Privacy, Confidentiality and Anonymity 

The researcher followed the Royal Roads University Research Ethics Policy (Royal 

Roads University, 2013) throughout this study.  Private information from participants was 

obtained, including interviews with written notes, and audio files, questionnaires, assignment 

grades and course grades. This information was utilized to collect data that could be compared 

and quantified to understand the subjective experience and, to find meaning to the observations.  
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To maintain participant confidentiality, participant names were not utilized during the research 

process and each participant was provided with a unique participant id number.  All information 

that was supplied during the research was held in confidence and unless participants specifically 

indicated consent, names do not appear in any report or publication of the research.  Electronic 

files with identifiable information that was stored on mobile devices was password protected and 

encrypted.  The paper data was safely stored in a locked facility and only the researcher had 

access to this information.  This data will be available for a period of three years, after which all 

audio, paper and electronic files will be deleted.  At the end of the research period, participants 

(learners and professors) will receive a brief summary of the research findings via an executive 

summary.  If participants are interested in greater detail, an electronic copy of the entire thesis 

will be made available to the participants. 

Summary 

This chapter provided a description of the research methodology of the five lines of 

evidence, including the data collection methods and analysis for each.  This information 

provided detail to address the research questions within this study.  The next chapter presents 

findings from the research obtained from the analysis of the data.   
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Chapter Four: Findings 

The purpose of this study was to determine perceptions of studio-based (SB) courses and 

their ability to be delivered online (OL) at the same comprehension level as face to face (F2F).  

Factors that would influence learners’ enrollment of SB courses were also examined.  Data 

collected from this research consisted of learners and professors at two-post secondary 

institutions that offer SB programs.  This chapter reports on the findings of the analysis gathered 

from the five lines of evidence.   

Learner Surveys 

 The learner survey sample size was 161 respondents.  Thirty-five respondents were from 

the Academy of Design’s (AODT) Bachelor of Interior Design (BID) program and 126 

respondents were from George Brown’s (GBC) Fashion Techniques and Design (FTD) program.  

Partially completed surveys were not utilized in the data analysis.   

Learner characteristics.  In total there were 126 female learners, and 35 males, 

accounting for 78.3% and 21.7%, respectively of the total learner group.  There were 68 

respondents whose first language was English at GBC, and 26 at AODT.  At GBC, there was 

almost an even division for those learners where English was their first language with 54.0% 

indicating English was their first language and 46.0% stating it was not.  There was a more 

noticeable difference at AODT with 74.3% learners stating English was their first language and 

25.7% indicating it was not.    

 The majority of learners were from the 18-24 age bracket with 64.6% of all learners 

falling within this range.  The highest level of education received achieved was a high school 

diploma for 64.6% of the learners. A college diploma and undergraduate degree was almost an 
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equal division of 17.4% and 14.9% respectively.  All of the respondents from GBC (n=126) are 

currently taking courses F2F, as the FTD program is solely offered F2F.  The learners from 

AODT have the choice to enroll in their SB course OL.  Currently within AODT, 65.7% are 

enrolled in courses solely F2F, with 31.4% taking some classes OL and F2F.  One respondent 

indicated that they are taking courses solely OL.  Out of the total respondents (N=161), 92.5% 

are currently taking classes exclusively F2F.  It was indicated that 40.4% of all learners have 

taken a course delivered entirely OL.  Surprisingly, 76.9% of these learners were from GBC, 

where no SB courses within the FTD program are offered OL.  These learners may have either 

taken an OL course within studies at another post-secondary institution, or could potentially have 

been a program elective, and not a SB course.  Not surprisingly, 23.1% of AODT learners had 

taken a course delivered OL before, since their BID program is offered OL, and learners have the 

option to enroll in a course either OL or F2F.  AODT learners had far more experience with OL 

courses, as 66.7% of respondents from AODT indicated they had taken more than three courses 

OL, compared to 33.3% at GBC.   

 The results indicated that 49.7% of learners prefer courses with some OL components, 

however not completely OL.  Forty-one percent of learners revealed that they prefer and learn 

most effectively when courses have some OL components, however only 2.5% indicated they 

learn most effectively when courses are completely OL.  Through analysis, a group also emerged 

which prefers to have no OL components (32.3%).  Table 2 illustrates the characteristics of 

learners.   

Learner perceptions.  Learners were asked to rank their perceptions on a Likert scale 

with 1 being “strongly agree” and 7 being “strongly disagree”.  Each of the 50 Likert scale 
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results were broken down by box scores.  To maintain precision, top and bottom boxes were 

tabulated with the middle box reported as individual boxes.  The top box consisted of 1=strongly 

agree, and 2=agree.  Individual boxes were reported as 3=somewhat agree, 4=neutral, and 

5=somewhat disagree.  Lastly, the bottom box included 6=disagree, and 7=strongly disagree 

responses.   

More than half (69.6%) of respondents indicated that support services were important to 

successful OL learning with 29.2% indicating top box scores, and 40.4% indicating they 

somewhat agree.  As well, 51.5% strongly agree and agree that real time feedback is important to 

completing their SB course successfully.  Results pointed to the use of visual feedback being 

necessary if the SB course were to be delivered OL, with 54.7% indicating they strongly agreed, 

or agreed with the statement.   

Results indicated that learners were concerned with quality of materials, and the 

instruction they would receive if their SB course was to be delivered OL, with 42.9% of total 

respondents indicating top box scores, and 29.2% indicating they somewhat agreed.   

The concept of community was explored through questions within the survey.  One-third 

(35.4%) of learners expressed top box scores that if they were to enroll in their course OL, 

isolation would be a concern.  Interaction within the SB course itself is of significance, as 65.2% 

strongly agreed and agreed that interaction between students and instructors is important within 

their SB course.  However, when asked if respondents believed interaction does occur in the 

TML environment, 25.5% were neutral, 17.4% somewhat agreed, and 14.3% somewhat 

disagreed.  Only 25.5% indicated top box scores.  Although 41.6% of respondents indicated top 
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box scores that collaboration was necessary in their course, only 13.7% strongly agreed and 

agreed that collaboration could occur in the OL environment.   

More than half (55.9%) strongly agreed and agreed that F2F contact with the instructor is 

necessary to complete their SB course.  Step by step demonstrations are helpful in assisting 

students in their studies, with a top box score of 70.8% indicating that they assist them with the 

learning process.  Almost two-thirds (62.8%) strongly agreed and agreed that learning F2F is 

more motivating than an OL course.  It did appear that learners were open to learning new digital 

software programs in their SB courses, with 37.7% indicating top box scores, and 26.7% having 

somewhat agreed.  Neutral responses accounted for 22.4%. A small percentage (5.6) indicated 

that they somewhat disagreed.  

Almost half of the respondents (49.1%) disagreed and strongly disagreed that their SB 

course can be completed OL without any difficulty.  Respondents also disagreed and strongly 

disagreed (45.3%) that learning is the same as in the F2F environment, as it is OL.   

OL courses are not perceived to be any easier than F2F, as only 13.2% were top box 

scores for this statement.  The perception that OL learning requires more responsibility than a 

F2F environment was evident with the majority of responses indicating top box (31.7%) scores, 

and 27.3% who somewhat agreed.  Language, communication and reading skills were all 

identified as being necessary to complete a SB course OL.     

Learners did not appear to feel confident that they would enroll in their SB course OL if 

given the option as 22.9% indicated bottom box scores, with 13.7% who were neutral, and 12.4% 

who somewhat disagreed.  There were some respondents (9.9%) who did not know if they would 

enroll, if they had to choice.  The box scores can be found in Table 3. 
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Likelihood of FTD course learners to enroll OL.  Analysis of the mean values of 

specific scaled variables were used to determine significant differences between courses offered 

at GBC within their FTD Program.  Learners were asked to rank their perceptions on a Likert 

scale with 1 being “strongly agree” and 7 being “strongly disagree”.  

A comparison of means was run between three courses that offer SB courses in a F2F 

environment.  These courses included FASH1115: Fundamental Pattern Drafting, FASH2046: 

Construction IV and, FASH2051: Advanced Torso Drafting.  Specifically, means were run to 

determine if the likelihood to enroll in their SB course if it were to be offered OL was different 

between the three courses.  It should be noted that learners do not have the option to enroll in 

their SB course in the OL learning environment; therefore this was to determine their perception.  

A significant difference between the three groups was noted with an ANOVA test indicating a 

significance of 0.080 (0.05 level of significance).  Table 4 highlights the findings. 

The results indicate that FASH1115: Fundamental Pattern Drafting learners were more 

likely to agree that they would enroll in their course if it were to be offered OL.  FASH2051: 

Advanced Torso Drafting was less likely to agree that they would enroll in the SB course if 

given the option to enroll OL.  Although the sample size is smaller for this group, this still 

indicated a significant difference.   

English as a first language.  A comparison of means was also run to determine if there 

was a difference in average by two groups.  Specifically, the researcher looked to determine if 

learners whose first language is not English are more likely to indicate that they would enroll OL 

if it were offered.  Based on an ANOVA test, a significance of 0.047 was highlighted on a 

significance test (0.05 level of significance).   
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The results indicate learners whose first language is not English are more likely to 

indicate they would be willing to enroll in their SB course OL, compared to those whose first 

language is English (mean 4.20 vs. mean 4.97).  Table 5 illustrates the findings.   

Summary of means.  The scaled Likert questions that address perceptions, attitudes and 

behaviours related to learning were run to determine the means of comparison between learners 

at the two post-secondary intuitions who are enrolled in the BID and FTD programs.  As 

previously mentioned the BID program at AODT is offered in both the OL and F2F learning 

environment, whereas GBC’s FTD program is solely F2F.  In examining the Likert questions 

from the survey, differences were identified utilizing a significant difference factor of 0.05.  

Table 6 illustrates the means of comparison. 

The perception that support services, such as tutoring are important to successful OL 

learning was more evident with GBC learners compared to AODT (mean 2.77 vs. mean 3.31).  

As well, these learners also felt that visual feedback was more necessary compared to the BID 

learners (mean 1.97 vs. mean 2.71).   

The BID learners were more likely to agree (mean 4.94 vs. mean 5.54) that their SB 

course can be completed OL without any difficulty.  Respondents from GBC were more likely to 

agree that they require collaboration and social cues within their SB course.   

Interestingly, the BID learners at AODT were more likely to agree with the statement that 

“I am able to manage my study time effectively” with a mean of 2.74 vs. GBC learners of 3.19.  

AODT learners also felt more strongly (mean 2.59) that OL learning requires more responsibility 

than a F2F environment compared to GBC learners (mean 3.12).  Similarly, the AODT learners 

also were more open (mean 2.12 vs. mean 3.10) to learning new digital software programs within 
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their SB courses.  Due to the nature of the BID program, learners are encouraged to work with 

specific interior design software such as AutoCAD Architecture, Autodesk Revit Architecture, 

and Google SketchUP7, which may account for their openness with technology and 

incorporating it into their SB course.   

Overall, learners felt that access to the instructor is important (mean 2.13) to successful 

OL learning.  There also was the perception that the quality of materials and instruction in their 

SB course would be lower OL than if delivered in a F2F environment (mean 2.67). 

Factor analysis.  Factor analysis is a statistical technique that can be used to reduce a 

large number of variables (independent variables) into groupings of similar, related variables 

(factors).  Factor analysis was used to determine specific elements that group together and have a 

statistically significant relationship with the likelihood impact to consider taking a SB course OL 

if it were offered.  A list of eight composite variables, or factors came out of the factor analysis 

of the 50 Likert scale questions.  These included: (1) OL experience, (2) skills and 

interaction/support, (3) pace, (4) more social, (5) discipline and time management, (6) lower 

course quality, (7) OL responsibility and time to learn, and (8) less social time with OL.  See 

Table 7 for composite variables that came out of the factor analysis.  

Out of these variables, two were significantly associated, using a correlation analysis, 

with likelihood to enroll OL – the OL experience, and lower course quality.  The OL experience 

variable consisted of questions that were largely related to the experience of taking a course OL 

and included enjoyment in the OL learning environment, timely feedback, expectations, and 

assignments.  Lower course quality consisted of one question, question #24: “the quality of 

materials and instruction in the SB course would be lower OL”.    
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Correlation analysis demonstrates that a relationship exists between elements.  It is 

important to note that a correlation does not imply causality, only that there is an association 

between the variables.  Correlation analysis was run to determine if there is a statistically 

significant association between the eight factors and the likelihood to enroll OL.   The correlation 

between OL experience and willingness to enroll was 0.633.  The 0.633 score is a moderate to 

strong positive correlation, meaning seeing a rise in one will coincide in a result with the 

other.  The lower course quality correlation was negative (meaning that the less perception that 

the quality of materials would be lower OL, the higher the willingness to enroll) but moderately 

strong at -0.432. 

The other factors were not significant with correlations generally under 0.2.  Thus, it can 

be concluded that attitudes toward the OL experience and perceived course quality have the 

biggest impact on the willingness to enroll in a SB course OL. 

Professor Surveys 

Eight professors from the post-secondary institutions participated in the survey.  

Respondents were from the BID and FTD programs. 

Professor characteristics.  Given the small sample size (n=8), interpretation should be 

with caution (G. Lamorie-Wallace, personal communication, April 28, 2014).  For the most part, 

results have been presented as counts, rather than percentages.  Five professors were from GBC, 

where their SB courses are currently not offered in the OL learning environment. The other three 

professors were from AODT where their BID program is offered both OL and in the F2F 

learning environments.  Seven respondents were female, and one male.  Five of the professors 

were from the 35+ age bracket, with two of the professors indicating English was not their first 
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language.  Part-time professors accounted for five respondents, with three being full-time 

employees of the college.  Length of time instructing varied with four respondents having 

answered that they have been teaching longer than 10 years in total, with two indicating they had 

been teaching between 1-3 years, and the other two indicating it had been between 4-5 years.  

Table 8 illustrates the demographic characteristics of the professors who participated in the 

survey.   

Professor perceptions.  Professors were asked to rank their perceptions on a Likert scale 

with 1 being “strongly agree” and 7 being “strongly disagree”.  Each of the 50 Likert scale 

results were broken down by box scores.  To maintain precision, top and bottom boxes were 

tabulated with the middle box reported as individual boxes.  Due to the fact that there were eight 

responses from professors, the researcher felt it did not represent a sample large enough to report 

in percentages, therefore frequencies were reported in Table 9.   

Survey analysis.  Analysis of the research pointed to a few key findings.  Question 18 

(“OL teaching would be significantly more enjoyable than teaching in a classroom”) produced a 

mean of 5.38, indicating the majority of respondents felt that they disagreed with this statement.   

Question 24 (“students could complete the SB course OL without any difficulty”) 

highlighted that professors disagreed with this statement as a mean of 5.38 was tabulated.  Five 

respondents selected a response that pointed to a bottom box score for this question.  The 

majority of professors felt that learning is not the same OL compared to the F2F environment 

(Question 26).  This was affirmed by no top box scores being recorded, and a mean of 5.75.  

Professors do believe that submitting work OL requires additional technical skills than in a F2F 

environment, with four respondents indicating a top box score, and four somewhat agreeing.  To 
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help to mitigate this potential concern, when asked if professors felt that a foundation course on 

how to present visual work in an OL learning environment would be beneficial to learners if they 

were to take their SB OL, three indicated a top box score, and three somewhat agreed, with two 

professors neutral. 

It would appear that professors do not feel that accessibility to digital software is 

necessary to successfully complete their SB course F2F.  Three professors indicated this as a 

bottom box score, with three reporting that they somewhat disagreed.  However, when asked if 

the professors felt accessibility to digital software would be necessary to successfully complete 

the course OL, three strongly agreed and agreed, while three somewhat agreed.   

Interestingly, professors felt that it is important that a course be delivered by the same 

instructor in both an OL and F2F environment (Question 31).  No bottom box scores were 

recorded for this question.   

Timely feedback and expectations (Questions 34-37) did not produce a large variance in 

perceptions, nor did the use of audio or visual feedback (Questions 38-41) in both OL and F2F 

environments.  Reading, communication and language skills did not appear to illustrate a 

dominance towards OL learning compared to F2F (Questions 54-59), as the means were 

relatively consistent.  Respondents do agree, however that real time feedback is important for 

students to complete their SB course successfully (mean 2.13). 

A mean of 5.13 indicated that professors did not feel that “OL assignments would be 

easier for students to complete in the SB course” (Question 61), with six respondents indicating 

they are neutral or somewhat disagree.  Professors appear to perceive that step by step 
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demonstrations can be carried out in the OL environment (Question 69).  This was evident as 

two respondents indicated a top box score, and 3 indicated they somewhat agreed.   

Professors agree with the statement “interaction between students and instructors is 

important in the SB course”, with a mean of 1.88.  As well, professors felt (mean 2.38) that 

interaction between students and instructors could occur in the OL learning environment.   

It is confirmed that professors do not feel confident that their SB course can be delivered 

OL with no difficulty, as only one respondent indicated this in the top box.  The majority of 

respondents (five) indicated this as a bottom box.  Question 70 asked if the professor would be 

interested in instructing their SB course OL, with four responding that they strongly agreed or 

agreed.  Three professors indicated that they felt neutral.  There does not appear to be any 

indication that they would not be interested. 

Interviews 

Given the exploratory nature of the research, the one-on-one interview was qualitative 

and semi-structured, which allowed for probing of issues wherever relevant.  The interview 

guide was not a firm script (refer to Appendices C and D).  The researcher utilized this guide to 

ensure all the salient objectives of the research were covered to the best of the respondent’s 

ability.  Consequently, the guide was not read verbatim at the time of the interview; instead, the 

researcher conducted a conversation with the respondent.  If a topic was addressed spontaneously 

or voluntarily by the respondent, then the researcher may not have probed on it when prompted 

by the guide.  The actual flow of the interview was altered somewhat from the guide to maintain 

the conversational flow with the interviewees.   
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In total, there were eight learners who were interviewed from the BID program and the 

FTD program.  Five professors within the BID program also partook in the interviews.   Each 

interviewee was assigned a unique participant id number to ensure anonymity.  The interview 

questions were divided into five parts: (a) demographics; (b) motivators; (c) learning objectives; 

(d) benefits and; (e) barriers. 

Learner Interviews 

The learner interviews highlighted three areas of information: (a) motivators; (b) benefits; 

and (c) barriers.  

Motivators.  Participants were asked about their feelings towards community in the OL 

learning environment and if they thought there would be interaction that would occur.  

Respondents indicated that it is hard to visually see people OL, and that does not replace the 

classroom.  Each respondent stated that they felt that there is a stronger community in the 

traditional classroom compared to the TML environment.  One respondent indicated: 

Part of the reason I go to class is to see my friends.  I would miss this in an OL course. 

(FTD Student 1) 

 

Respondents felt that more motivation and self-discipline was required to take a course in 

an OL environment.  All respondents explained that they felt that the F2F environment had a 

routine where they were able to be reminded in person of upcoming tasks that were to be 

performed, or assignments that were due.  In the OL learning environment, it appeared that 

respondents felt that they would be more independent and on their own, which would make them 

more accountable for their timetables and schedule planning. 
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All of the respondents indicated that taking an OL course would save them time with 

their commute.  However the learners did not feel it would be any easier.  In fact, three of the 

interviewees thought it would be more difficult when enrolled in a SB course F2F.   

When asked if the respondents would be interested in taking their SB course OL, only 

one interviewee indicated they would.  Two others indicated it would depend on the instructor 

who was instructing, as they felt that some teachers had better teaching methods than others and 

would be able to perform more clearly in the OL learning environment.   

Benefits.  Two of the respondents indicated that English was not their first language.  

Both of these respondents indicated that a benefit of taking a SB course OL was that they would 

have the ability to watch an instructional video, and then pause, and then look at it again.  They 

both expressed that in the F2F environment, at times their instructors move at a quick pace and 

due to the language barrier, it is difficult for them to keep up and understand the instructions.  

They both felt that one of the major advantages is that they could refer back to this video at any 

given time, and spend as much time on one section as needed.  In the F2F environment, once the 

demonstration is complete, the class moves on.  The TML environment would provide them with 

the opportunity to use their videos as a reference tool at later dates.  They also felt that in the F2F 

environment the teacher provides a demo at a pace that is generalized to meet the needs of most 

learners, but OL it could be at your own pace due to the control to stop and pause a video. 

Flexibility and the ability to take the course on one’s own time and own pace was 

expressed as an advantage of OL learning.  One respondent indicated: 

With an OL course I do not have to worry about getting there, nor any of the logistics. 

(BID Student 3) 
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Barriers.  When asked to identify drawbacks to OL learning, respondents unanimously 

all said the inability to watch a “live” demonstration and not ask questions in real-time was one 

of their main concerns.  Learners felt that it was far easier to ask questions verbally, rather than 

to write it down, as explained below: 

If I have a question for my instructor during a demonstration in the OL environment, I 

cannot ask my question immediately.  I would have to either send an email, or wait and 

meet with my instructor at a specified time.  By this point, I may have lost one or two 

days of working time, if I have not been able to move forward.  (FTD Student 2) 

 

Respondents felt that the expectations and instructions for assignments could be clear, but 

this would be dependent on the language used.  As indicated by a participant: 

We have in-class demonstrations for a reason.  This is so we can view and ask questions.  

I don’t see how this could happen OL. (FTD Student 1) 

 

Another concern that was expressed was that faculty responses may not be adequate or in 

a timely manner.  The respondents felt that if they are delivering their questions in the form of an 

email, it could be misinterpreted by the instructor and the response may not be in relation to the 

question in the first place.  One of the respondents highlighted that fact that if you are 

communicating OL, you have to pay more attention to your communication skills to ensure your 

message is getting across clearly when asking for clarification on a topic. 

Respondents indicated: 

Email would be a detached conversation.  Your communication would not be immediate 

and you would have to spend more time being concise with your responses, rather than 

saying what you feel. (FTD Student 1) 

 

Communicating verbally is far easier to understand than the context of email.  For 

example, an email could read as though I was giving attitude to a teacher, when really I 

am not.  I think there is miscommunication without verbal communication.  I have to be 

very careful. (FTD Student 2) 
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Learning to utilize technology in an OL course did not appear to be of concern to the 

interviewees, however one participant brought up the following: 

Video chats can be stressful when they do not work.  The technology needs to work in 

order for clear communication to happen.  This potentially means that it would be twice 

the amount of work as a learner to try and reach my professor in an OL course if my 

technology is having issues. (FTD Student 3) 

 

The delivery methods that would be chosen were of concern to some of the respondents.  

It was stated that: 

Many instructors have their own method to perform a task.  My concern is that if an 

instructor is videotaped showing one method, then I may miss out on other ways to 

perform the skill.  In the classroom environment, my teacher will show us multiple ways 

to perform a task, which I appreciate. (BID Student 1) 

 

Participants did indicate that they would miss the tips and one on one interaction with 

professors.  As one respondent explained: 

I like that my professor can watch how I am performing a task and stop and give me 

individual feedback or tips on how to improve my skill.  In an OL course, no one is 

watching me to see how I am completing my pattern draft.  I would miss this interaction 

OL. (FTD Student 1) 

 

Five of the respondents mentioned that they would miss the interaction with others, and 

the inability to ask not only the professor, but other students’ questions.  One of the learners 

stated: 

In the OL learning environment, I cannot learn from others to see how they are 

approaching an assignment.  I like how in the classroom I can see what others are doing 

and we can discuss our different approaches. (FTD Student 2) 

 

As well, learners expressed the fact that they like in the classroom environment, they can 

learn from others mistakes in class.  Since they have studio time in the classroom, the teacher can 

highlight common areas of concern, and how to avoid these potential mistakes.  Respondents felt 

that this would be missing in the OL environment.  As well, students expressed concern if they 
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had to post their work OL for classroom critique.  They said they did not want others viewing 

their work, or offering feedback, as they feel they are not experienced and prefer to submit work 

to professors only.   

The comments regarding feedback were split.  Half of the respondents felt that the 

feedback received OL would not be at the same quality as in the F2F environment.  Others felt 

that the feedback would be the same, however no one stated it would be better.  Three of the 

respondents had experience in the OL environment previously and stated: 

The feedback that I have received in the past was in paper form.  The feedback sheet was 

way too long with too much text.  I would never take the time to read it.  (BID Student 2) 

 

As well, one respondent stated: 

The feedback needs to be F2F.  There are times that I choose to approach an assignment 

from a particular angle.  If my instructor does not know the background or what 

perspective this is coming from, this can potentially affect my grade.  This works both 

ways.  My instructor may not understand my perspective towards the assignment, and I 

may not understand why they chose to mark my assignment that way.  When I only 

receive a feedback sheet, I can’t see their perspective. (BID Student 4) 

 

Respondents did not appear to be concerned as to the quality of their work being difficult 

to view when submitting an assignment OL.  They felt comfortable with the thought of either 

taking a photo of their work, or scanning their assignment.  However, one interviewee 

mentioned: 

Since the quarter-scales we work with are small, if the professor does not understand a 

number, it may be marked wrong automatically. (FTD Student 4) 

 

Professor Interviews 

Five professors within the BID program were asked questions regarding their OL 

teaching experience within SB courses. The main themes that emerged from the interviews were 

(a) motivators; (b) learning objectives; (c) expectations; (d) benefits; and (e) barriers.    
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Motivators.  One point that was highlighted throughout the discussion was that there is a 

large gap between OL and F2F learners.  As stated: 

If students aren’t motivated in the OL environment, no one is there driving them (BID 

Professor 2)  

 

The respondent went on to say that an advantage of F2F is that there is motivation in the 

classroom.  The example was given if F2F students are not performing readings, it is apparent in 

the in class discussions that take place.  It was noted that in the OL environment then that is not 

as easy to spot. 

BID Professor 3 provides learners with the option to meet with their professor at the 

midterm point to discuss their progress to date to have a synchronous conversation.  

Approximately half of the OL learners take advantage of this opportunity.   

Learning objectives.  The need for strict rules, expectations and guidelines must be 

stated upfront in OL courses for it to run effectively, it was noted by participants.  OL there are 

many written discussions that take place.  It was surprisingly noted that discussion does not 

occur as often in the F2F environment, as it does OL.  As there are OL forums, good writing 

skills are required as there is so much text communication.   

Videos will be incorporated into the future for OL courses within the BID program, 

which will be helpful.  Currently OL learners do not have the ability to see real time what the 

instructor is doing and they are directed to YouTube for techniques.  The implementation of 

videos performed by the instructor is thought to be beneficial by the instructor and learners, 

based on their interview responses.  One professor explained: 

Having students view different video demonstrations allows them to be exposed to 

different techniques. (BID Professor 2) 
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However, from a learners’ point of view, does this provide them with different techniques 

or create confusion as to the accepted method?  Does this compromise the validity of one 

method? 

Another professor indicated that video demonstrations will also be implemented into their 

course, which will be beneficial to learners.  Interestingly, one professor encourages those OL 

students who live in the Toronto vicinity to come into the F2F studio class to video the 

demonstrations.  It has been found that most students who do live in the area do take advantage 

of this.  This brings to the forefront the thought that learners do prefer F2F interaction, and 

perhaps it cannot be replicated it the OL environment.  However, if video demonstrations of the 

actual instructors were incorporated into the OL learning environments in the future as planned, 

this may change this behaviour.   

As some of the feedback by learners through their interviews was that they are not 

comfortable with the performance of critiques in the OL environment the BID Professor 3 states 

that it has been noted, however since in the interior design industry critiques occur, this is a 

reality in the real world and to prepare them for this industry outcome, critiques are performed in 

the OL learning environment.   

All of the professors did not feel that it was any more difficult to identify or reach any 

students who may be at-risk in the OL learning environment.  All of the professors did not feel 

that there was an issue with the technical quality of the submissions.  As one participant 

explained: 

If the quality of a student’s submission is not good, I simply ask the student to re-scan or 

take a new photo of their work if I can’t see the details.  (BID Professor 5) 

 

One of the respondents did mention that: 
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Students need to be comfortable with a camera.  They also need to consider the lighting, 

and quality of their photo for assignment submissions.  This is a new set of sub-skills that 

F2F learners do not have to consider. (BID Professor 4) 

 

Expectations.  One of the respondents stated that learners require strong writing skills to 

perform well in the TML environment, as a major portion of the course contains communication 

that is performed textually.  All of the five professors agreed that strong communication skills 

are required OL.  The professors felt that communication is challenging for OL learners.  One 

professor stated: 

Students are not understanding the instructions of what they should do OL.  This is 

resulting in confusion and incorrect submission of assignments. Moving forward, 

guidelines and rules need to be upfront to lay boundaries.  (BID Professor 1) 

 

Benefits.  A benefit of OL learning is the possibility of multiple sources of collaboration.  

Respondents pointed out that this does not only refer to OL learners themselves, but other 

methods such as YouTube, TedTalks, websites.  Alternatively, BID Professor 2 felt that 

collaboration occurs more often in F2F environment and that it provides an opportunity for 

collaboration from other learners and external sources. 

One professor felt that OL learners were more motivated.  This was mainly due to the 

fact that learners need to research concepts and demonstrations pro-actively.   

As one respondent discussed, the feedback that is provided in the OL environment is 

more comprehensive compared to the F2F environment.  As explained in F2F studios, there is 

time for feedback to be done one on one during the workshops.  This does not happen in the OL 

environment, so the feedback that is provided OL is more detailed and can be upwards of three 

paragraphs.  BID Professor 3 discussed: 

Feedback is easier in the classroom as I can walk around and visit each student 

individually.  I do incorporate virtual studios into my OL courses to supplement the F2F 
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ability for feedback.  Feedback in the classroom is more instant.  With the OL 

environment, there is more time wasted with back and forth communication between the 

students and me.  (BID Professor 3) 

 

Barriers.  One respondent stated: 

Communication is a large issue OL.   Students need to have strong writing skills to 

convey their thoughts and ideas in a succinct manner.  Plagiarism is an area that tends to 

be more evident in the OL environment.  I think this is since many students are not 

comfortable with communicating via formal written words.  (BID Professor 3) 

 

Another professor indicated that cheating is an area that one must be aware of and is a 

downfall when instructing in the OL environment.  When discussing the concept of cheating, the 

respondent explained: 

The downfall of OL courses is cheating.   A student may submit an assignment that was 

not done by them.  I can normally tell though if it is not their own work, as the students’ 

experience would dictate the quality of the submission. (BID Professor 2) 

 

Overall, BID Professor 3 felt that learning SB courses OL was more challenging than 

F2F.   

The discussion of group work was highlighted in that it may pose a challenge OL as the 

learners have not met one another in many cases.  BID Professor 2 did mention that group work 

is often a challenge regardless of the learning platform, however since students cannot meet F2F 

it can be hard to address group issues should they arise.  It was noted that most students prefer 

F2F interactions from their perspective and experience.  BID Professor 5 finds that as there is in 

class time provided, learners are able to ask questions personally. While this is helpful to reach 

the professor, it was noted that these learners then do not collaborate with one another, and rely 

solely on the professor’s feedback.  In the OL environment, BID Professor 5 explained that there 

is more discussion amongst learners, mostly due to the weekly discussion boards.     
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Most professors noted that plagiarism is a large issue in the OL environment. This can 

include information taken from other sources, or directly from other’s work.  Specifically, BID 

Professor 3 has experienced issues with plagiarism with OL learners and feels that this is more 

prevalent with OL environments.  When this does occur, the professor does not address this via 

email, but employs a F2F approach and contacts the learner via the virtual studio to have a real-

time discussion.  

Learner Grades 

Final and assignment grades from five courses in the TML and F2F environment within 

the BID program at AODT were examined.  These five courses included DIDV 124: Visual 

Communications Level 1, DIDV 125: Visual Communications Level 2, DIDV: 223 Visual 

Communications Level 4, DIDS 105 Design Studio 1: Residential, and DIDS 302 Design Studio 

7: Hospitality.  In total there were 97 participants in all five courses within both learning 

platforms.  Forty-six were in the F2F environment, and 51 in the TML environment.  Three of 

the courses were taught by the same professor in both the OL and F2F environment (DIDS 302 

Design Studio 7: Hospitality, DIDV 124: Visual Communications Level 1, and DIDV 223 Visual 

Communications Level 4).  The other two courses (DIDS 105 Design Studio 1: Residential, and 

DIDV 125 Visual Communications Level 2) were taught by different professors. 

The assignment grades were examined to determine if there were any differences 

between the median and percentiles for the assignment and final course grades.  In most cases, 

assignments varied between the OL and F2F platform, therefore for the purpose of this research 

only final course grades in both platforms were measured. The course grade analysis indicated 

the F2F learners consistently had higher grades within four courses. 
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    In examining DIDV 125: Visual Communications Level 2 overall, the F2F learners 

had a higher course average (81.85%), compared to the OL learners (73.94%).  In examining the 

median grades, and quartiles, the F2F learners consistently had higher grades.  It is worth noting 

that there were two different instructors teaching these courses, which may have accounted for 

the difference.  See Table 10 for a breakdown of the grades by course. 

There were two different professors who instructed the DIDS 105 Design Studio 1: 

Residential, and DIDV 125: Visual Communications Level 2 courses.  The F2F learners 

achieved higher grades in both courses.  This can potentially be attributed to different 

instructional techniques, or simply the learning styles of the students enrolled. 

The same instructor did deliver the DIDV 223: Visual Communications Level 4 course, 

with the F2F learners achieving a final average of 79.36% within the entire course.  Although 

DIDV 124: Visual Communications Level 1 was taught by the same instructor, there was a 

difference of 11.35% between the F2F and OL overall average course grades, with F2F learners 

achieving an overall average of 85.94%.   

The OL and F2F DIDS 302 Design Studio 7: Hospitality course was taught by the same 

professor.  Interestingly, the OL learners in this particular course achieved a higher overall 

course average of 84.23% (2.25% higher).   

Case Study 

A case study was utilized to examine seven SB courses that were delivered OL within the 

BID Program through the Winter 2014 semester.  There were 60 learners in total.   

The purpose of the case study was to examine the interactions that took place in the OL 

learning environment, where Webcampus was the delivery platform.  The visual appearance of 
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all seven courses in Webcampus was the same.  Each learner had a homepage, which allowed 

users to navigate their courses, access their profile, and discussion postings.    Learners had the 

option to upload a user photo of themselves.  This practice is encouraged within many OL 

learning programs since learners and professors often do not have the opportunity to meet in the 

F2F environment when enrolled OL.  Palloff & Pratt (1999) recommend that learners post photos 

in the OL learning environment, to provide a visual face to their learner’s name.  To examine a 

sense of community through a visual connection with others, the number of participants who 

uploaded a user photo was noted.  The syllabi were posted in each course, along with a weekly 

breakdown of assignments. 

There were three forums that the researcher explored which included the “student 

lounge”, “course bulletin and news”, and “ask questions about this course”.  The “student 

lounge” was an area where learners were encouraged to dialogue in any topic.  The “course 

bulletin and news” forum was used by professors to post any general news and announcements 

to the class.  In the “ask questions about this course” forum, this was an area where learners 

could ask any questions or request clarification on any of the course components.     

During most weeks, Roundtable Discussion (RD) questions were posted and were to be 

answered by learners. These discussions were used to help students understand and explore 

course materials, as well as to engage with the professor and peers. 

  Henri’s Interactivity Dimension (1992) framework was utilized to analyze OL 

interaction and participation for the SB courses that were being observed on Webcampus.  The 

RD groups within the Webcampus platform allowed the researcher to examine the interactions 
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within the OL learning environment.  Participation frequency was noted, along with the pattern 

and type of interactions (explicit versus implicit interaction), according to Henri’s (1992) model.    

Explicit interactions are messages that are in response to a posed question, or 

commentary on another individual’s message.  The individual to whom the communication is 

directed to is indicated in the message (Hew & Cheung, 2003).  Implicit interactions “include a 

response to or a commentary on a prior message, but without indicating specifically to which 

message the contribution referred” (p. 246).   

DIDV 124: Visual communications level 1.  There were nine students enrolled in the 

course.  Four learners had posted a user picture.  Interestingly, the professor did not post a photo 

of herself.  Introductions were shared by six learners, with the instructor responding to each 

learner individually.   

The course bulletin and news section had one post throughout the ten weeks by the 

professor, providing learners with a step by step pdf to assist with one of their assignments.  

Weekly lecture notes were provided with audio. 

The student lounge area had five posts throughout the term.  There was one post that was 

interesting with regards to feedback.  The learner posed the following question: 

"I have a rather silly question but I was wondering, last semester I would know the 

assignment grade plus the professor's feedback by e-mail. Whereas this term the only way 

I got to know the first assignment had been graded was when I went to submit my second 

one. Plus no feedback. Am I missing something here or is everyone going through the 

same thing?” 

 

Interestingly, there was no response from either the professor or other students to this 

question by the learner.  This highlights that learners are looking for consistent feedback with 

their submissions. 
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There were 290 discussion postings in total by learners within the course.  More than half 

(65.9%) of the messages from the ten weekly roundtable discussions were explicit interactions.  

The remainder (34.1%) were implicit.  

DIDV 125: Visual communications level 2.  Nine learners were enrolled in this course, 

with seven learners posting a user picture, along with the professor.  Seven learners introduced 

themselves, with the professor replying to each learner individually to welcome them.  Within 

the “Ask Questions about the course” forum, three questions were posed with a response to each 

from the professor.  The professor provided an introduction of herself with an overview of her 

industry experience. The professor also provided clear guidelines at the beginning of the course 

which outlined her office hours and response times. 

Weekly lecture notes were posted, with no audio.  The professor communicated with 

learners through the course bulletin and news section frequently, with 18 posts throughout the 

term. 

Four RD’s took place, which accounted for 164 interactions from the learners.  There was 

a more even allocation, compared to other courses of explicit and implicit interactions with 

56.1% and 43.9% respectively.   

DIDV 222: Visual communications level 3.  Three learners were enrolled in the course, 

with only one posting an introduction of themself.  The professor replied to that individual.  One 

learner posted a user picture.  The professor posted an introduction to the course, however no 

user photo.  Learners were quiet within the course, as no one utilized the “Ask Questions about 

this course” forum, or the student lounge area.  The course bulletins and news area were used 

with five posts from the professor.  Lecture notes were posted, but with no audio.   
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There were four RD’s that took place throughout the term.  Within these four discussions, 

52 interactions were recorded.  Implicit interactions accounted for 46.2% of the posts, with 

explicit accounting for 53.8%. 

DIDV 223: Visual communications level 4.  Eight learners were enrolled in this course, 

with three including a user photo.  The professor also posted a user photo.  Half of the learners 

(4) introduced themselves with the professor welcoming each individual.  One student was active 

within the “Ask Questions about this course” forum, where they posted three times.  Each post 

was replied to by the professor.  The professor utilized the course bulletin and news section 

frequently with 21 posts throughout the term.  These posts included weekly wrap-ups for the 

learners to highlight material and concepts that were covered.  Weekly lectures were available 

with audio for learners.   

The RD forum was not open to the researcher for observation.  In order for one to see 

responses from others, you must first post your answer to the discussion.  While this did not 

allow for the researcher to view the interactions that took place, this is a good tactic for learners 

to engage in the discussion process.   

DIDS 105 Design studio 1: Residential.  There were seven students enrolled in the 

course. Five learners had posted a user picture.  Interestingly, the professor did not post a photo 

of herself, however the instructor did send an introduction email.  Within the “Introduce 

Yourself” section, only three students participated.  Furthermore, when the professor asked for 

further clarification in conversation, it was not continued by the student.  Each week was clearly 

labelled with lecture specifics, textbook readings and assignment submission boxes. 
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In the “Ask Questions about the course” forum, there were eight questions asked 

throughout the term, but they were by the same two students.  The replies consisted of the 

professor and same two students, indicating that two students in total were engaged in this 

forum.  There were two questions (out of the eight) that no response was provided at all.  Weekly 

discussions took place for all learners, drawing from course readings and content.  The course 

bulletin and news section was frequently used by the professor with 18 posts within the ten week 

period.  Lecture notes were posted, with no audio, however the slide notes were shown with the 

text available.   

Throughout the term, 245 postings were recorded from learners within ten roundtable 

discussions.  Almost all of the interactions (95.1%) were explicit in nature.   

DIDS 106 Design studio 2: Workspace.  All six enrolled learners posted a user photo, 

along with the professor.  The professor (the same one who was also instructing DIDV125) also 

posted an introduction of herself.  Four learners participated in the “Introduce Yourself” section, 

with the professor welcoming each learner individually.  

Two learners utilized the “Ask Questions about this course” forum, in which the 

professor responded to both.  The course bulletin and news section was utilized with 22 posts 

from the professor.  The instructor also made it a point to encourage any questions in the virtual 

studio.   

The RD forum was not open to the researcher for observation.  In order for one to see 

responses from others, you must first post your answer to the discussion.  While this did not 

allow for the researcher to view the interactions that took place, this is a good tactic for learners 

to engage in the discussion process.   
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DIDS 302 Design studio 7: Hospitality.  Eighteen learners were enrolled in this course, 

with twelve posting user photos.  The instructor did post a general introduction to the course, 

however not a personal one, nor a user photo.  In total, 16 learners posted an introduction, with 

the professor responding to each.   

Learners were active in the “Ask Questions about this course” forum with 12 questions 

posed by learners.  The professor posted to the course bulletin and news 15 times throughout the 

term. 

The roundtable discussions took place all in one thread.  In total 354 posts were recorded 

within 5 different weekly discussions.  More than half (56.8%) of interactions were explicit.     

Case study summary.  Overall, the Webcampus environment was not actively utilized 

by learners for communication.  With only one learner out of 60 having utilized the student 

lounge, it appears that learners were utilizing the learning platform to obtain their course 

material, and not to socialize or engage in any other interaction.  Professors utilized the course 

bulletin and news section to communicate important points of information regarding course 

content and assignment details to learners.  It was discovered that in all courses where interaction 

was measured, explicit interaction took place more often than implicit within the RD’s.   

As explicit interactions took place more often than implicit (67.4%), this affirms that 

learners were engaged with their peers through the messages posted during the weekly 

roundtable discussions.   This illustrates that learners partook in interactions when it was part of 

their course grade.  When the option for interaction was present for learners without a course 

grade attached, learners did not take advantage of this communication medium.   
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Research Findings 

A summary of the research study’s findings are discussed according to the main research 

question, and three sub-questions. 

Main Research Question: What perceptions do learners and professors have of studio- 

based courses and their ability to be delivered in a technology mediated learning 

environment?   

Learners perceptions.  Overall, learners feel that visual feedback is necessary if a SB 

course were to be delivered OL.  Learners also indicated that they were concerned that the 

quality of instruction and materials OL would not be of the same caliber of quality when 

delivered via the F2F environment.  Learners expressed concern that they would feel isolated in 

the OL learning environment and would miss the F2F interactions that demonstrate the step-by-

step actions.  Learners felt that collaboration is necessary in their SB course, however were 

extremely doubtful that collaboration could occur in the TML environment.   

Learners where English was not their first language, felt strongly that the OL learning 

environment would be beneficial for SB courses.  It would allow the opportunity for video 

demonstrations to be paused and replayed if necessary, an option that is not available in the F2F 

environment.   

A large majority of respondents indicated that F2F contact with the professor is necessary 

to complete their SB course, indicating doubts that the OL learning environment is an 

appropriate learning platform.  Concerns regarding equivalency of feedback to the F2F 

environment were also noted.  Learners feel that the OL and F2F platforms are different delivery 
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models.  A large majority did not feel that their SB course can be completed OL without any 

difficulty.   

Professor perceptions.  Professors do not believe that teaching in the OL learning 

platform would be more enjoyable than in the F2F environment.  Nor do they believe that their 

SB course could be delivered OL without any difficulty.  Professors were hesitant that SB course 

learning objectives could be met in the OL environment.  They do not believe assignments would 

be easier for learners compared to the F2F environment.  Interestingly, professors felt that it is 

important that a SB course be taught by the same professor if delivered in both the OL and F2F 

environment.  Professors indicated that they felt that OL learning requires more responsibility for 

learners compared to the F2F learning environment.  They also felt support services for learners 

were important for successful delivery in the OL environment.  Professors believe there would 

be sufficient time to instruct a SB course in both an OL and F2F environment.   

Sub-Question 1: Are studio-based courses delivered through technology mediated learning 

at the same comprehension level as in a F2F environment?   

Learners expressed hesitation regarding the feedback that would be received on assignment 

when submitted in the OL learning environment.  As well, learners felt that since they could not 

engage in questions in real-time in the TML environment, they would not have the same level of 

understanding as the F2F environment.  Course grades indicated SB courses are not delivered at 

the same comprehension level in both platforms.  Only one OL course studied had a higher 

overall course average, compared to the F2F environment. 
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Sub-Question 2: What factors do learners in a studio-based course believe will influence 

the delivery of their course in a technology mediated learning environment?  

Learners believe that: (a) the level of interaction and collaboration amongst learners and 

professors; (b) the reliance of technology; (c) the ability for step-by-step demonstrations to be 

performed; (d) access to the professor and support services; and (e) the quality of materials will 

all influence the delivery of their SB course if offered OL. 

Sub-Question 3: What factors contribute to a learner’s ability to meet the desired outcomes 

of a studio-based course delivered in a TML learning environment? 

Self-discipline, time management, language, communication, and reading skills all 

contribute to a learner’s ability to meet the required outcomes in the OL learning environment.  

The level of interaction that occurs in the learning environment will also influence their ability.  

Summary 

This chapter has displayed and described the major findings from the five lines of 

evidence.  Data and analysis for surveys from two post-secondary institutions, interviews, 

grades, and a case study on seven courses in Webcampus was presented.   

Learner and professor perceptions regarding the OL learning environment and the ability 

for SB courses to be delivered OL were outlined.   A comparison of F2F and OL courses final 

grades and an OL learning environment, specifically focusing on interaction was also explored.  

The results will be of assistance to instructional designers and faculty who are involved with 

future OL course planning, specifically within SB courses.   

As these findings have now been established, a discussion and future research 

opportunities will be offered in the next chapter.   
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Chapter Five: Discussion 

Based on the findings in this study, learners are doubtful that studio-based (SB) courses 

can be delivered online (OL) at the same comprehension level as the face to face (F2F) 

environment.  Almost half of the respondents indicated they felt strongly that their SB course 

could not be completed OL without any difficulty.  This perception may be attributed to a variety 

of factors, including OL experience, learning styles, educational experience and openness to 

technology.  Learners felt that the instruction and quality of materials they would receive if their 

SB course was to be delivered OL would not be of the same caliber when delivered F2F.  These 

learners also felt strongly that learning overall is not the same in the OL environment, compared 

to F2F.    

The grades that were collected for the five Bachelor of Interior Design (BID) program 

courses indicated that overall, learners in the F2F environment achieved higher course grades.  

While this does affirm that learners did perform better in the F2F environment, other factors such 

as the experience of the professor, the learners’ experience, the learning styles, and delivery 

methods also must be explored more thoroughly to affirm this as a concrete finding.   

Learners identified the flexibility of OL learning as an advantage, allowing them to study 

anytime and anyplace with research by Papp (2000) acknowledging this finding.  It was also 

indicated that learners felt that OL learning required more responsibility.  Straumsheim (2014) 

discusses that students who are self-motivated and independent are more likely to take an OL 

course (para. 1).  Interviews affirmed this perception with respondents indicating that they would 

need to be more motivated and organized to keep themselves on track in a TML environment.  
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They felt that the F2F environment provides encouragement from professors and it is easier to 

stay on top of things.  Professors echoed this perception.   

Research data found that not only were learners hesitant to interact OL, but so were 

professors.   Just as learners need to have particular characteristics for the OL environment, so do 

professors.  Some personalities may simply not be suited for OL.   

A strong relationship between learners’ OL experience and likelihood to enroll if the 

course were to be offered OL was evident in the research data.  A research study found that 

students most interested in OL courses were those who frequently used OL instructional 

materials previously (Straumsheim, 2014, para. 9).  The BID program that was used in the study 

does offer their courses OL.  Overall, BID learners were more likely to agree that their SB course 

can be completed OL without any difficulty compared to learners in the Fashion Techniques and 

Design (FTD) program.  This may be due to the “unknown” and lack of experience FTD learners 

have with the OL learning environment.  As FTD learners are not accustomed to their courses 

being offered OL, or even presented as an option, this could potentially influence their 

perceptions.  Also, when the FTD learners were asked about their willingness to enroll in their 

SB course OL, the learners who were enrolled in their last semester were less likely to agree that 

they would enroll.  This result may be attributed to the fact that they have gone through the 

program with F2F interaction.  This may have become a comfortable method for learners; 

therefore the thought of changing the learning environment may not be appealing.  Alternatively, 

their perceptions may be guided by the experience of the program and the ability to ask questions 

in real-time and attend live step-by-step demonstrations. 
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The data also suggested that if English was the learner’s first language, they are less 

likely to enroll in their SB course OL, compared to learners who English is not their first 

language.  During the interview process, learners whose first language was not English indicated 

that they saw great value to have step-by-step demonstrations taped.  This would allow them to 

view the content as often as they wished, and to pause where necessary.  Learners communicated 

F2F professors can go too quickly at times and they find it difficult to keep up with the material. 

Overall, learners were open to learning new digital software programs within their SB 

courses, which would prove to be beneficial in a TML environment.  Again, BID learners did 

indicate they were more open than FTD learners, which may be as they are already accustomed 

to utilizing software in their courses.   

One key area that learners perceived to be a challenge was collaboration OL.  Learners 

were extremely hesitant that collaboration can occur in the TML environment.  Most learners 

indicated that collaboration is necessary within their SB course, but felt that it could not be 

carried out in the TML environment. Researchers (Weller, 2000; Jonassen, 2003, and Lamb, 

2003) all indicate that collaboration is necessary for learners, and is a component of the 

constructivist learning paradigm.  Constructivists believe the learning environment places the 

learner in charge of their educational goals and objectives, therefore encouraging collaboration.   

Many elements of the SB courses that were studied OL promote tasks that allow the 

transfer of learning, which is achieved through the motor skills that are required within the 

course.  These tasks enable the learner to generate their own meaning of the material, while 

collaborating with others.  OL learners were to complete assignments at specified dates 

throughout the course.  Learners participated in Roundtable Discussions to engage with their 
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peers and professor.  This was the main source of collaboration that occurred, with no group 

projects taking place.   

  While learners felt that collaboration is paramount to their course, it appeared that in the 

OL environment this element was lacking.  Learners did not appear to make use of the OL 

environment to interact with one another, other than if required.  Tam (2000) suggests that fellow 

learners are instrumental in encouraging learning.  The “student lounge” and the “ask questions 

about this course” forums were underused by learners.  The majority of posts that were recorded 

with the roundtable discussions amongst participants were explicit in nature, meaning that 

learners were interacting with their peers within the forum, however this was the only place 

interaction was taking place.  Interestingly, this forum had a grade portion to it, which may 

explain the activity amongst learners.  Research by Chew (2011) found that learners are not 

inclined to share their experiences and thoughts if professors are not encouraging them to do so.  

This encouragement may be through academic motivation with a grade or from peers.   

When learners construct a social environment, a sense of community is created.  

Identified by learners as a key element for a rich learning environment, this component appeared 

to be missing.  While the roundtable discussions allowed learners to share sharing knowledge 

with one another, the construction of a social environment did not appear to occur in any of the 

courses studied.   

Each course provided an opportunity for learners to introduce themselves.  Overall, 

68.3% of learners participated in this introduction activity.  As well, the option for users to 

upload a photo of themselves was present; however only 63.3% took advantage of this.  Two out 

of six professors uploaded a photo also, and two posted welcome introductions.  Researchers 
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recommend including an introduction and a user photo to create a sense of community.  As 

Palloff and Pratt (1999) suggest, professors should begin a course with introductions to allow 

learners to get to know one another, and “simply jumping into the course material without this 

creates an atmosphere that is dry and sterile, devoid of any sense that there are people engaged 

here” (p. 76).  

In this study, learners did not appear to develop an OL community, nor engage in 

interaction, even though survey respondents indicated that this was extremely important in SB 

courses.  Interaction is considered an advantage of OL learning (Cvetko, 2002, p. 165).  

Although there were forums available for learners to utilize in the OL platform, learners did not 

take advantage of them.   

Unexpected outcomes occurred as the initial methodology for this research was for the 

researcher to contact OL learners via the discussion forum on Webcampus.  This methodology 

did not work out as initially planned.   The researcher received only a 3.3% response from OL 

learners when asking them to participate in an OL survey.  As it was difficult to obtain 

participant response, the researcher incorporated a video for the learners to explain the research 

study “in-person” and to allow the learners to put a “face” to the researcher’s name.  This method 

still did not generate any further responses.  The professors and program chair also contacted the 

OL learners to explain the research project and to communicate their approval along with the 

benefits of the research, still not producing any results.  This illustrated that there was lack of 

engagement with the OL learners, regardless if the contact was through written or visual 

communication.  The researcher initially thought that since she was an outsider to the students 
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that they would not be interested, however the lack of response to the program chair and 

professor could also be an example of the lack of connection to the academic institution as well.    

The SB courses required the use of motor skills, where learners engaged in experiential 

learning, known as “learning by doing” (Herod, 2012, p. 13).  The roundtable discussions (RD) 

engaged learners cognitively through reflection.  Assignments allowed experimentation and 

application.  Black (2005) discusses how OL discussion forums can provide learners with the 

opportunity to be more effective in expressing their thoughts.  The RD’s then allowed them to 

build upon their skills, demonstrating experiential learning; a critical element of effective OL 

learning (Alley and Jansak, 2001).  

 Appropriate feedback for learners within SB courses was also perceived to be a 

challenge in the OL environment.  Learners indicated that they require real-time feedback on 

their assignments and questioned how this could be achieved OL.  Visual feedback methods (as 

learners would typically receive in-class as) were also a priority for learners within their SB 

course.  Learners who did have previous experience with a course OL indicated that receiving 

text feedback was too cumbersome and that one-on-one feedback allowed for a clear 

understanding through discussion.  Discussion allowed the thought process behind both the 

learner’s submission and professors marking to be communicated.   

  In today’s digital world, traditional education itself is old fashioned.  Education has 

experienced a paradigm shift where the focus is on a learner centered environment.  Courses 

must be developed by keeping the learner in mind.  This means that activities should be geared 

towards the digital learners, utilizing electronic communities, blogs, researching and connecting 

with like thinkers, or engaging in other electronically mediated activities.  Learners have 
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expectations of the learning environment today.  Online education must produce “experiences 

that are intuitive, engaging, and consistent with learners’ expectations” (Bergin, 2014, para. 9). 

Many elements of the learning process need to be reinvented.  The majority of research 

that has been conducted in the past focuses on text based OL learning with little research data on 

specific SB courses in the OL environment currently existing.  This lack of data can be attributed 

to that fact that SB courses are traditionally offered in the F2F environment.  Post-secondary 

institutions simply cannot take F2F studio curriculum and upload it to the OL environment, and 

expect consistent results.  Doing so is too generic for the SB learners, and limits the applicability 

to this unique learning environment.  The TML platform for SB courses requires a different 

learning model.  The technology and the processes exist; however based on the research 

currently it is difficult to replicate the hands-on activities that take place in the F2F environment.  

This untapped research area indicates the need for a new approach to be developed.  How can a 

learning model for SB courses be created and implemented in the OL learning environment?   

Professors indicated that plagiarism was more evident in the OL learning environment.  A 

study by McCabe and Trevino (1996) determined that academic misconduct is increasing.  Over 

40% of faculty believe that cheating is an issue in Canadian higher education (Christensen 

Hughes & McCabe, 2006).  In the OL environment, perhaps learners have not established a 

connection with the professor, so there is not the same sense of accountability as there would be 

in a F2F environment.  Without formal introductions, or the ability to meet F2F, discussions on 

the topic of cheating may be overlooked and the severity of the issue not understood.   Another 

reason that was addressed was that learners may not be comfortable with formal text 

communication.   
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This research indicated that learners require a different set of skills OL than F2F.  If post-

secondary institutions were to create a pre-semester prep course for OL learners in a SB 

environment, this would provide learners with a clear idea of what to expect and to determine if 

this is an appropriate platform for their learning styles.  It would also allow learners to become 

familiar with technological expectations.  This course should not be for a grade, but to 

demonstrate that learning can be enjoyable and engaging.  Not having an engaging course may 

detract from the perceived quality of the SB program and turn away potential learners.  Learners 

should see the activities as “fun” and have to want to participate.  The learning process can be 

exciting.  Learners in the research were provided a grade when they participated in the 

roundtable discussions.  This form of extrinsic motivation was evident as learners were only 

posting to Webcampus when there was an academic requirement to do so.   Intrinsic motivation 

should be focused upon.  The question is how do we get learners to perform because it is 

enjoyable or interesting to do so?   

The research identified motivation as being necessary in the OL environment. Motivation 

in the OL learning environment can be achieved through “regular, meaningful feedback 

throughout the learning experience” (Guyan, 2013, p. 2).  OL educational institutions have the 

ability to provide motivation for SB OL learners through consistent interaction.  Boyers (2013) 

defines OL learning as valuable when it “builds on an exchange of ideas by providing and 

encouraging regular, consistent interaction that is so vital to mastering new concepts” (p. 1).  In 

the SB OL environment, providing “high levels of interactivity” (p. 1) will provide a model 

where learners can bounce ideas off of one another, and provide design critiques.  The SB 

learning environment, regardless of OL or F2F, should foster dialogues.  Petre (2013) points out 
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that these dialogues should be between “learners and professors”, “design and criticism”, and 

“design and its intended audience” (p. 44).  The purpose of SB courses is “exposure” (p. 44).  

This exposure should include the designer, the process of the designer’s thinking, and the design 

process itself (p. 44).  The OL medium must provide a platform for learners to not only view 

lectures and learn about design principles in context (p. 44), but to allow them to engage them 

with multiple perspectives, evaluate other’s work, and demonstrate “application and relevance” 

(p. 44).   

Recommendations 

Since OL courses are media based, it is important to design them for that environment. 

Not every instructor is at ease in that arena, even though they may be familiar with the material.  

Studio-based courses are a specialized area as well and cannot be successfully taught by 

everyone. To offer SB courses that are interactive and educational, instructional designers must 

be well versed in the course content, and be open to new, emerging and ever changing 

technologies.   

There must be a system that is set in place to check hands-on components of work.  

Plagiarism may be avoided by having learners document their design process.  Hands-on courses 

require different checkpoints for authenticity and originality than the F2F environment.  This 

may be through an OL journal that is kept and submitted along with the assignment.  As well, a 

video presentation of the product and the progress at each of the stage of development could be 

completed, where the end result is a digital journal for their product.  The use of a virtual studio 

for learners to complete their assignment via a synchronous method may also be incorporated.  A 

digital storyboard would also promote interaction between learners for critiques, and 
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communication to take place.  There are many methods that professors and institutions could 

employ to ensure work is the learners’ own if they incorporate it in a new digital framework 

modeled on the game world.     

In a text based course, an answer is either correct or not. A mistake has a negative effect 

on a grade.  In the creative world, a mistake is seen as an opportunity to learn and grow.  One of 

the respondents in the interviews pointed out that this element is lacking in the OL environment.  

Part of the enjoyment of the F2F classroom was that she could learn from others mistakes, and 

see it as an opportunity to re-examine the design process, or expand upon an idea.  There are 

different criteria for creativity in hands-on courses, in which case mistakes should be celebrated 

in the OL learning environment.  Therefore, it is important that practice for SB courses is 

allowed and encouraged in the TML environment.  This may be through OL tools, practice 

studios, or class wide critiques.    

To make studio-based OL learning entertaining and engaging, a digital framework that 

incorporates games and Apps is suggested.  By having learners engage in activities through an 

OL tool that is appealing, they will be more involved in course material.  An example of a 

current, engaging OL training/learning tool is Lumosity.  Their short animated cognition games 

allow participants to “exercise core cognitive abilities” (About Lumosity, n.d., para. 1) while 

maintaining motivation and challenging themselves.  Participants are able to view their “position 

relative to other learners, motivating them to complete further activities, whilst increasing their 

engagement with the learning materials” (Training Zone, n.d., para. 4).  Songs2See is another 

tool that allows learners to learn to play a musical instrument in a gaming environment.  By 

providing participants with an interactive score, learning mode and fingering display, their 
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purpose is to teach participants how to play an instrument through an engaging learning 

experience  (Songs2See, n.d., para 1).  These are just two examples of how OL delivery of 

material can be made enjoyable.  Offering a tool that will intrinsically motivate learners may 

promote learners to engage, not because they must, but because they want to.  This will then 

encourage learners to like what they are learning, and will motivate them to continue to do so.   

Professors should introduce themselves via a professional video at the beginning of the 

course.  In the OL video environment a professor may be more effective by thinking of a lesson 

as a choreographed performance.  A professional video introduction that is engaging, excit ing 

and motivating needs to be implemented.  If this technological expertise is not something that 

comes easily to the professors, then there should be a professional videographer provided by the 

institution.  The attention of learners needs to be captured, and classroom lecture style needs to 

be adapted to the medium to engage the audience. 

The items below are provided as suggestions for professors, post-secondary institutions 

and instructional designers when creating SB programs in the OL environment.    

Professors  

 Create a professional, engaging video introduction to let learners know they are 

accessible.  Professors might consider adopting an OL ‘performance attitude’. 

 Implement a course guideline for user photos to be uploaded.   

 Include games, Apps, and learning tools to make learning exciting and engaging. 

 Incorporate audio into lecture notes.  This personal connection will mitigate feelings of 

isolation.   

 Provide immediate feedback on assignments with video and audio clips. 
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 State clear expectations to put learners at ease. 

 Offer virtual office hours as an alternative method to text communication. 

Post-Secondary Institutions/Instructional Designers 

 Create professor led professional demonstration videos. 

 Implement plagiarism checks into course design.  Short workshops on academic integrity 

and communication skills for faculty and learners may be helpful to mitigate this issue.   

 Create and use digital media activities such as games and Apps to encourage 

collaboration.  

 Offer an OL pre-semester prep course to expose learners to the OL learning environment. 

 Incorporate activities into OL courses that allow learners to practice demonstrations step 

by step.  These may include simulations.   

 Ensure material is of the same quality of instruction as the F2F environment through 

rigorous content checks and course framework. 

 Offer a foundation course on how to submit assignments in the OL learning environment.  

This will prepare the learner for any technological challenges OL. 

 Train faculty to meet a multitude of learning styles.   

Future Research 

The research suggests that the following areas could be explored to determine whether 

studio-based courses can be delivered online: 

 Integrate gaming into studio-based (SB) online courses.  Will the implementation of 

learning tools into SB learning enhance the learning process online?  How will they 

influence learner’s engagement and perceptions? 
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 Recruit professional, qualified SB online instructors. 

 Examine learning institutions acceptance of technology.  How can educational 

institutions keep up with the needs of the learner? 

 Adapt and re-examine curriculum in the OL learning environment.  Ensure it is 

relevant to today’s SB industry standards.   

 Determine professors’ perceptions of SB online learning further.  Are professors 

remunerated appropriately for their OL teaching?  How does this impact the quality 

of the course delivery? 

 Determine if SB courses are best delivered with a mixture of contact methods.  Is the 

key to successful TML a combination of contact methods for learners and professors? 

 Establish what drives SB OL learning communities and the effect group work has on 

communities within OL SB courses. 

 Highlight the concept of intellectual property within SB online courses.  If interactive 

tools are to be utilized, who owns this content? 

 Determine influences on plagiarism and where it is more likely to occur (F2F or OL 

learning environments).  

Summary 

The primary goal for the research was to explore SB courses and the perceived ability for 

them to be delivered effectively in the online learning platform.  The study also sought to 

determine if SB courses are delivered through TML at the same comprehension as those in a face 

to face environment.  Identification of factors that influence the delivery, enrollment and ability 

to meet the outcomes of a SB course were also communicated.   
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From the perspective of a post-secondary institution, the results of this study indicate the 

need for specially designed courses where SB content is to be delivered OL.  Feedback, isolation, 

the quality of materials, and OL experience were all identified areas which influence the 

perception of learners and professors regarding whether a SB course can be delivered OL.   

Post-secondary institutions should be encouraged to explore SB courses and their ability 

to be delivered OL through creative delivery methods.  By doing so, there is the potential to 

reach a more geographically diverse learning pool.  However, one must acknowledge the 

hesitations learners and professors have with regards to the ability for these courses to be 

delivered OL.  These hesitations include feelings of isolation, the inability for course material to 

be delivered OL at the same comprehension as F2F, lack of collaboration, and the quality of the 

materials in the OL environment.  Once these barriers are addressed, educational institutions will 

be able to communicate to learners that OL learning can be an appropriate platform for SB 

courses.   

It is imperative to recognize that OL course content requirements are quite different than 

traditional theoretical based courses due to real-time feedback and demonstrations that are 

required.  The ability to appropriately provide feedback on progress, design ideas, and to engage 

with critiques must be implemented and considered.  With technology that exists today, it can be 

achieved, but clear measures and exploration needs to be put into place to ensure an effective 

learning environment can exist for these SB courses.  The potential for OL delivery of SB 

courses is tremendous, but right now the realization and practice is at a very early stage.    
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The Academy of Design Lines of Evidence 

 

 
Figure 1.1. The Academy of Design (AODT) lines of evidence.  This figure illustrates the lines 

of evidence by learner and professor groups. 
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George Brown College Lines of Evidence 

 

Figure 1.2. George Brown College (GBC) lines of evidence.  This figure illustrates the lines of 

evidence by learner and professor groups. 
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Note. Learner enrollment in online studio-based courses within the BID Program is shown. 
 
  

Table 1  

Online Enrollment by Bachelor of Interior Design (BID) Course  

BID Course Enrollment 

DIDV 124: Visual Communications Level 1 9 

DIDV 125: Visual Communications Level 2 9 

DIDV 222: Visual Communications Level 3 3 

DIDV 223: Visual Communications Level 4 8 

DIDS 105 Design Studio 1: Residential 7 

DIDS 106 Design Studio 2: Workspace 6 

DIDS 302 Design Studio 7: Hospitality 18 

Total 60 
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Table 2 

Studio-Based Learner Characteristics 

Characteristic GBC 

% 

AODT 

% 

Gender (n=161)   
    Male 7.9 2.9 

    Female 92.1 97.1 

   
Age range (n=161)   

    18-24 66.7 57.1 

    25-29 21.4 25.7 

    30-34 5.6 5.7 
    35+ 6.3 11.4 

   

English as first language (n=161)   
    Yes 54.0 74.3 

    No 46.0 25.7 

   

Education level completed (n=161)   
    High School Diploma 67.5 54.3 

    College Diploma 15.1 25.7 

    Undergraduate Degree 13.5 20.0 
    Master’s Degree 4.0 0.0 

    Ph. D  0.0 0.0 

   
Current learner status (n=161)   

    Taking classes exclusively face-to-face 100.0 65.7 

    Take some classes online and some F2F 0.0 31.4 

    Taking classes exclusively online 0.0 2.9 
   

Previous online experience (n=161)   

    Yes 39.7 42.9 
    No 60.3 57.1 

   

Online course experience (n=66)   
    I have taken one online course. 66.0 25.0 

    I have taken two online courses. 24.0 12.5 

    I have taken three or more online courses. 10.0 62.5 

   
Learning environment preference (n=161)   

    Courses with no online components  19.0 22.9 

    Courses with some online components 49.2 51.4 
    Courses that are completely online 3.2 8.6 

  (Table Continues) 
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Note. Studio-based learner demographics were obtained from survey responses. GBC = George Brown 

College.  AODT = The Academy of Design. 
 
 
  

   

Characteristic GBC 

% 

AODT 

% 

    No preference  9.6 0.0 
    I do not know 9.6 0.0 

 

Effective learning environment (n=161) 

  

    Courses with no online components  31.0 37.1 

    Courses with some online components 42.1 37.1 

    Courses that are completely online 1.6 5.7 

    No preference  12.7 8.6 
    I do not know  12.7 11.4 

   

First time taking course (n=161)   

    Yes 80.2 97.1 

    No 19.8 2.9 

   

Number times taken course (n=26)   

    1 76.0 100.0 

    2 20.0 0.0 

    More than 2 times 4.0 0.0 

   

Computer skills (n=161)   

    I do not know how to utilize a computer.  0.8 0.0 

    I am uncomfortable utilizing a computer. 3.2 0.0 

    I am somewhat comfortable utilizing a computer. 11.9 14.3 

    I am comfortable utilizing a computer. 39.7 28.6 

    I am very comfortable utilizing a computer. 44.4 57.1 

   

Online access from home (n=161)   

    Highspeed 91.3 100.0 

    Dialup 0.8 0.0 

    No access from home 7.9 0.0 
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Table 3 

Learners Perceptions of Studio-Based Courses in the Online Environment  

 
 

Likert Question 

All Learners 

Top 

Box 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Neutral Somewhat 

Disagree 

Bottom 

Box 

Don't 

Know 

% % % % % % 

18. OL enjoyment (n=161) 10.6 5.0 24.8 24.8 32.9 1.9 

19. OL enjoyment same (n=161) 4.4 8.7 16.8 31.7 36.6 1.9 

20. Difficult contact OL (n=161) 20.5 19.3 19.3 30.4 8.6 1.9 

21. Support important (n=161) 29.2 40.4 16.8 5.0 3.1 5.6 

22. Access instructor important (n=161) 54.6 35.4 6.2 0.6 2.5 0.6 

23. Course OL no difficulty (n=161) 6.9 5.6 18.0 18.0 49.1 2.5 

24. Quality lower (n=161) 42.9 29.2 16.1 5.0 3.8 3.1 

25. Learning same (n=161) 5.0 3.1 11.2 32.3 45.3 3.1 

26. Expectations clear (n=161) 13.0 18.6 26.1 20.5 16.8 5.0 

27. Timely feedback (n=161) 15.0 31.1 24.2 13.0 9.3 7.5 

28. Feedback same (n=161) 8.7 11.2 19.9 26.7 27.9 5.6 

29. Feedback important (n=161) 51.5 33.5 12.4 0.6 0.0 1.9 

30. Audio feedback necessary (n=161) 36.7 25.5 26.7 5.6 1.2 4.3 

31. Visual feedback necessary (n=161) 54.7 32.3 10.6 0.0 1.2 1.2 

32. Creative methods F2F (n=161) 59.0 29.8 9.3 0.6 0.0 1.2 

33. Creative methods OL (n=161) 21.1 16.8 31.7 12.4 11.8 6.2 

34. Visual foundation course (n=161) 14.9 17.4 29.2 18.0 13.1 7.5 

35. Interaction important (n=161) 65.2 24.8 8.1 0.6 0.6 0.6 

36. Interaction occurs OL (n=161) 25.5 17.4 25.5 14.3 8.7 8.7 

37. Instructor accessed OL (n=161) 19.2 19.3 28.0 14.9 6.2 12.4 

38. Social cues necessary (n=161) 31.1 24.8 26.1 11.2 4.4 2.5 

39. Collaboration necessary (n=161) 41.6 31.1 18.6 3.1 0.6 5.0 

40. Collaboration possible OL (n=161) 13.7 14.9 28.0 18.6 9.3 15.5 

41. F2F necessary (n=161) 55.9 21.7 14.9 3.7 2.5 1.2 

42. Isolation concern (n=161) 35.4 18.0 24.2 9.9 7.5 5.0 

43. Self-discipline (n=161) 39.1 23.6 20.5 10.6 4.9 1.2 

44. Manage time (n=161) 37.8 19.3 24.8 14.3 3.1 0.6 

45. F2F motivating (n=161) 62.8 18.6 12.4 3.7 1.2 1.2 

46. Language skills F2F (n=161) 32.9 24.8 24.8 13.7 3.7 0.0 

47. Language skills OL (n=161) 34.8 26.1 23.6 6.8 5.6 3.1 

48. Reading skills F2F (n=161) 26.0 25.5 25.5 15.5 6.8 0.6 

(Table Continues) 
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Note. The results that were reported were by determining box scores.  The top box consisted of 

1=strongly agree, and 2=agree.  Individual boxes were reported as 3=somewhat agree, 4=neutral, and 

5=somewhat disagree.  The bottom box included 6=disagree, and 7=strongly disagree responses.   

 
  

 
 

Likert Question 

All Learners 

Top 

Box 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Neutral Somewhat 

Disagree 

Bottom 

Box 

Don't 

Know 

% % % % % % 

49. Reading skills OL (n=161) 47.2 28.0 15.5 5.0 1.8 2.5 

50. Communication skills F2F (n=161) 42.8 26.7 22.4 4.3 3.1 0.6 

51. Communication skills OL (n=161) 42.3 23.0 22.4 6.2 3.7 2.5 

52. Work submission OL (n=160) 45.0 25.0 17.5 8.5 2.5 1.3 

53. OL assignments easier (n=159) 13.2 7.5 21.4 27.7 22.0 8.2 

54. OL more responsibility (n=161) 31.7 27.3 21.1 11.2 3.7 5.0 

55. F2F less social time (n=161) 20.6 16.9 31.3 18.1 11.3 1.9 

56. OL less social time (n=161) 11.2 9.9 40.4 20.5 11.8 6.2 

57. Enough time F2F (n=161) 37.9 29.8 18.6 6.2 5.0 2.5 

58. Enough time OL (n=159) 18.2 17.6 30.8 13.2 10.7 9.4 

59. Own pace F2F (n=160) 19.4 25.6 24.4 19.4 9.4 1.9 

60. Own pace OL (n=160) 15.7 28.8 27.5 15.0 6.3 6.9 

61. Software access F2F (n=161) 21.2 18.6 22.4 24.2 12.4 1.2 

62. Software access OL (n=161) 54.6 27.3 10.6 2.5 2.4 2.5 

63. Step by step helpful (n=161) 70.8 19.3 8.1 0.6 1.2 0.0 

64. Step by step OL (n=161) 36.6 26.1 16.1 8.1 7.4 5.6 

65. Open to technology (n=161) 37.3 26.7 22.4 5.6 5.6 2.5 

66. Technology experience helpful (n=161) 37.9 26.1 23.6 6.8 2.5 3.1 

67. Would enroll online (n=161) 11.2 8.1 13.7 12.4 22.9 9.9 
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Note. ANOVA significance test with significance level of 0.05. Means were based on Question 

#67: I would enroll in this studio-based course if it were to be offered online.  Results were based 

on a 7-point Likert Scale where 1 was “strongly agree” and 7 was “strongly disagree”. 
 
  

Table 4 

Summary of Means by Fashion Techniques and Design Learners to Enroll Online 

Group n Mean 

FASH 2046  46 4.85 

FASH 2051  17 5.29 

FASH 1115  47 4.15 
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Note. ANOVA significance test with significance level of 0.05. Means were based on Question 

#3: Is English your first language? and Question #67: I would enroll in this studio-based course 

if it were to be offered online.  Results were based on a 7-point Likert Scale where 1 was 

“strongly agree” and 7 was “strongly disagree”. 
  

Table 5 

Summary of Means by English as a First Language 

 

Group n Mean 

English is first language  60 4.97 

English is not first language  50 4.20 
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Table 6 

Summary of Means by Likert Survey Question 

Question n Mean AODT Mean GBC Mean Total 

18. OL enjoyment 158 4.94 4.82 4.85 

19. OL enjoyment same  158 5.30 5.10 5.15 

20. Difficult contact OL  158 3.65 3.52 3.55 

21. Support important  152 3.31 2.77 2.88 

22. Access instructor important  160 2.00 2.17 2.13 

23. Course OL no difficulty  157 4.94 5.54 5.42 

24. Quality lower  156 2.85 2.62 2.67 

25. Learning same 156 5.64 5.44 5.48 

26. Expectations clear  153 3.94 4.28 4.20 

27. Timely feedback  149 3.64 3.68 3.67 

28. Feedback same  152 4.48 4.82 4.74 

29. Feedback important  158 2.24 2.14 2.16 

30. Audio feedback necessary  154 3.13 2.71 2.80 

31. Visual feedback necessary  159 2.71 1.97 2.13 

32. Creative methods F2F  159 1.91 2.00 1.98 

33. Creative methods OL  151 3.62 3.74 3.71 

34. Visual foundation course  149 3.97 3.97 3.97 

35. Interaction important  160 2.15 1.79 1.87 

36. Interaction occurs OL  147 3.67 3.48 3.52 

37. Instructor accessed OL  141 3.93 3.50 3.59 

38. Social cues necessary  157 3.72 2.98 3.13 

39. Collaboration necessary  153 2.87 2.46 2.54 

40. Collaboration possible OL  136 4.00 3.89 3.91 

41. F2F necessary 159 2.55 2.26 2.32 

42. Isolation concern  153 3.35 3.07 3.13 

43. Self-discipline  159 2.69 3.02 2.95 

44. Manage study time  160 2.74 3.19 3.09 

45. F2F motivating  159 2.03 2.09 2.08 

46. Language skills F2F  161 3.11 3.11 3.11 

47. Language skills OL  156 2.91 3.08 3.04 

48. Reading skills F2F  160 3.43 3.36 3.38 

49. Reading skills OL  157 2.64 2.42 2.46 

50. Communication skills F2F  160 2.83 2.66 2.69 

51. Communication skills OL  157 2.76 2.76 2.76 

52. Work submission OL 146 3.03 2.60 2.70 

(Table Continues) 
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Note. Questions have been abbreviated.  Those with significant difference greater than 0.005 are 
highlighted in bold.  Results were based on a 7-point Likert Scale where 1=Strongly Agree, 2=Agree, 

3=Somewhat Agree, 4=Neutral, 5=Somewhat Disagree, 6=Disagree, 7=Strongly Disagree. 
 
  

Question n Mean AODT Mean GBC Mean Total 

53. OL assignments easier  146 4.93 4.43 4.53 

54. OL more responsibility  153 2.59 3.12 3.01 

55. F2F less social time  157 3.88 3.76 3.78 

56. OL less social time  151 4.32 4.06 4.11 

57. Enough time F2F  157 2.89 2.88 2.88 

58. Enough time OL  144 3.32 3.92 3.81 

59. Own pace F2F  157 3.42 3.73 3.66 

60. Own pace OL  149 4.03 3.54 3.64 

61. Software access F2F  159 3.85 3.82 3.82 

62. Software access OL  157 2.23 2.27 2.26 

63. Step by step helpful  161 2.00 1.77 1.82 

64. Step by step OL  152 3.26 2.88 2.95 

65. Open to technology  157 2.12 3.10 2.90 

66. Technology experience helpful  156 2.58 2.84 2.78 

67. Would enroll online 110  4.62 4.62 
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 Table 7 

Composite Variables of Online Learning 

Online Experience 

18. Online learning is significantly more enjoyable than being in a classroom. 

19. My enjoyment in the online learning environment would be the same as a F2F environment. 

23. This studio-based course can be completed online without any difficulty. 

25. Learning is the same in the classroom as it is online. 

26. The expectations and instructions for assignments would be clear. 

27. Timely feedback would be given. 

28. The feedback delivered online would be the same as the feedback I would receive in a F2F environment. 

33. Creative teaching methods can be used in the online environment. 

34. I would be interested in taking a foundation course on how to present visual work in an OL environment. 

37. Instructors can be easily accessed in the online environment. 

40. Collaboration is possible in the online learning environment. 

53. Online assignments would be easier to complete in this studio-based course. 

58. There would be sufficient time to learn this studio-based course material in an OL environment. 

60. Material can be learned at one’s own pace in an online environment. 

65. I am open to learning new digital software programs in this studio-based course. 

 

Skills and Interaction/Support 

49. Strong reading skills are required to successfully complete this studio-based course online. 

50. Strong communication skills are required to successfully complete this studio-based course F2F. 

51. Strong communication skills are required to successfully complete this studio-based course online. 

21. Support services, such as tutoring are important to successful online learning. 

29. Real time feedback is important to completing this studio-based course successfully. 

35. Interaction between students and instructors is important in this studio-based course. 

30. Audio feedback would be necessary. 

41. Face to face contact with my instructor is necessary to complete this studio-based course. 

52. Submitting work online requires additional technical skills than in a face to face environment. 

 

Pace 

59. Material can be learned at one’s own pace in a face to face environment. 

 

More Social 

38. Social cues (facial expressions and tone of voice) are necessary in this studio-based course. 

42. Isolation is a concern of mine if I were to take an online course. 

 

(Table Continues) 
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Note. Results were based on a Factor Analysis. 
 

 
  

Discipline and Time Management 

43. I am self-disciplined in my studies. 

44. I am able to manage my study time effectively. 

 

Lower Course Quality 

24. The quality of materials and instruction in this studio-based course would be lower online. 

 

Online Responsibility and Time to Learn 

54. Online learning requires more responsibility than a face to face environment. 

57. There is sufficient time to learn this studio-based course material in a face to face learning environment. 

 

Less Social Time with Online 

56. Online learning leaves less time for a social life. 
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Table 8 

Studio-Based Professor Characteristics 

Characteristic n 

Gender   

    Male 1 

    Female 7 

  

Age range   

25-29 1 

30-34 2 

35+ 5 

  

English as first language  

    Yes 6 

    No 2 

  

Post-secondary Institution  

    George Brown College 5 

    The Academy of Design 3 

  

Current employment status  

    Full Time 3 

    Part Time 5 

  

Educational training?  

    Yes 7 

    No 1 

  

Length time teaching  

    Between 1-3 years 2 

    Between 4-5 years  2 

    Between 6-10 years 0 

    Longer than 10 years 4 

  

Length time teaching at institution  

    Between 1-3 years 3 

    Between 4-5 years 1 

    Between 6-10 years 1 

    Longer than 10 years 3 

    (Table Continues) 
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Note. Results were based on a 7-point Likert Scale where 1=Strongly Agree, 2=Agree, 3= 

Somewhat Agree, 4=Neutral, 5= Somewhat Disagree, 6= Disagree, 7=Strongly Disagree. 
 
  

Characteristic n 

Teaching environment preference   

    Courses with no online components  1 

    Courses with some online components 4 

  

    Courses that are completely online 0 

    No preference  1 

    I do not know  2 

  

Face to face instruction experience  

    I have never taught a course F2F. 0 

    I have taught one course F2F.  0 

    I have taught two courses F2F. 1 

    I have taught three or more courses F2F. 7 

  

Online Instruction experience  

    I have never taught a course online. 5 

    I have taught one online course. 1 

    I have taught two online courses. 0 

    I have taught three or more online courses. 2 

  

Taught same course face to face and online previously?  

    Yes 2 

    No 6 
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Table 9 

Professor Perceptions of Studio-Based Courses in the Online Environment 

Likert Question 

Top Box Somewhat 

Agree 

Neutral Somewhat 

Disagree 

Bottom 

Box 

Don't 

Know 

Mean 

n n n n n n  

18. OL enjoyment 0 0 2 3 3 0 5.38 

19. OL enjoyment same 1 0 3 4 0 0 4.88 

20. Difficult contact OL 1 1 1 2 3 0 4.63 

21. Support important 3 3 1 0 1 0 3.00 

22. Access instructor  6 1 0 0 1 0 2.13 

23. Course F2F no difficulty 6 1 0 0 1 0 2.00 

24. Course OL no difficulty 2 0 0 1 5 0 5.38 

25. Quality lower 3 0 1 2 2 0 3.88 

26. Learning same  0 0 0 4 4 0 5.75 

27. F2F meet LO’s 6 1 0 0 1 0 2.13 

28. OL meet LO’s 1 3 0 0 4 0 4.50 

29. F2F answer questions 5 3 0 0 0 0 1.75 

30. OL answer questions 2 2 1 1 2 0 3.88 

31. Same instructor 4 2 0 2 0 0 2.50 

32. Expectations clear F2F 5 3 0 0 0 0 1.75 

33. Expectations clear OL 4 3 0 0 1 0 2.63 

34. Timely feedback F2F 6 2 0 0 0 0 1.63 

35. Timely feedback OL 4 3 1 0 0 0 2.13 

36. Feedback same 1 2 0 3 2 0 4.50 

37. Real time feedback 5 2 0 1 0 0 2.13 

38. Audio feedback F2F 5 1 0 2 0 0 2.25 

39. Audio feedback OL 1 3 3 1 0 0 3.38 

40. Visual feedback F2F 5 3 0 0 0 0 1.75 

41. Visual feedback OL 4 3 1 0 0 0 2.13 

42. Creativity F2F 5 3 0 0 0 0 1.75 

43. Creativity OL 2 5 1 0 0 0 2.88 

44. Visual foundation course 3 3 2 0 0 0 2.75 

45. F2F reach at-risk  4 3 0 0 1 0 2.50 

46. OL reach at-risk 2 3 1 0 2 0 3.88 

47. Interaction important 5 3 0 0 0 0 1.88 

48. Interaction occur OL 4 2 2 0 0 0 2.38 

49. Access instructor OL  3 3 2 0 0 0 2.63 

50. Collaboration happen OL 3 3 2 0 0 0 2.75 

51. Collaboration necessary 3 2 2 1 0 0 3.00 

52. Social cues necessary 2 3 3 0 0 0 3.00 

53. F2F more motivating 3 2 1 1 1 0 3.13 

(Table Continues) 
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Note. The top box consisted of 1=strongly agree, and 2=agree.  Individual boxes were reported as 

3=somewhat agree, 4=neutral, and 5=somewhat disagree.  The bottom box included 6=disagree, and 
7=strongly disagree responses.   
 
  

Likert Question 
Top Box Somewhat 

Agree 
Neutral Somewhat 

Disagree 
Bottom 

Box 
Don't 
Know 

Mean 

 n n n n n n  

54. Language skills F2F 2 4 0 2 0 0 3.13 

55. Language skills OL  3 3 0 1 1 0 3.13 

56. Strong reading skills F2F 2 4 0 2 0 0 3.13 

57. Strong reading skills OL 3 4 0 1 0 0 2.63 

58. Communication F2F 3 4 0 1 0 0 2.63 

59. Communication OL  3 4 0 1 0 0 2.63 

60. OL submission skills 4 4 0 0 0 0 2.25 

61. OL assignments easier 0 0 3 3 2 0 5.13 

62. OL responsibility 3 4 1 0 0 0 2.50 

63. Sufficient time teach F2F 3 2 1 2 0 0 3.13 

64. Sufficient time teach OL 2 3 1 1 1 0 3.38 

65. Own pace F2F 2 2 1 2 1 0 3.88 

66. Own pace OL 0 4 1 1 2 0 4.38 

67. Technology F2F 1 0 1 3 3 0 4.88 

68. Technology OL  3 3 0 0 2 0 3.13 

69. Step by Step OL 2 3 1 1 1 0 3.50 

70. Would instruct OL 4 0 3 0 0 1 3.00 
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Note. The results are in percentages. 

  

 

Table 10 

Comparison of Face to Face and Online Grades by Course 

 

DIDV124 

 

DIDV125 

 

DIDV223 

 

DIDS105 

 

DIDS302 

 

OL F2F OL F2F OL F2F OL F2F OL F2F 

Average 74.59 85.94 73.94 81.85 69.71 79.36 75.40 79.98 84.23 81.98 

Median 84.30 92.15 74.40 88.5 79.60 76.45 74.10 84.00 86.30 86.75 

First Quartile 67.90 79.68 67.70 81.65 78.65 72.18 70.35 75.60 80.50 80.00 

Third Quartile 88.90 94.95 85.20 92.25 72.48 87.78 79.65 89.20 87.58 92.88 
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Appendix A – Learner Survey 

Perceptions of Studio-Based Online Learning Research Study 
 
Thank you for taking the time to assist with my master's thesis research study. Your input and responses 
will be valuable to this research and future curriculum planning. 
 
Please select the response you most closely relate to. You can put an “x” to select your response. 
 
1. What is your gender? 

 Male 

 Female 

 2. What age bracket do you fall under? 

 18-24 

 25-29 

 30-34 

 35+ 

3. Is English your first language? 

 Yes 

 No 

4. What is the highest level of education you have received? 

 High School Diploma 

 College Diploma 

 Undergraduate Degree 

 Master’s Degree 

 Ph. D 

5. Are you currently a full time or part time student? 

 Full Time 

 Part Time 
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6. What semester are you currently enrolled in? 

 Semester 1 

 Semester 2 

 Semester 3 

 Semester 4 

7. Have you ever taken a course delivered entirely face to face?  

 Yes 

 No 

8. Have you ever taken a course delivered entirely online?  

If you answer “no”, please proceed to question #10. 

 Yes 

 No 

9. How many courses have you taken entirely online?  

 I have taken one online course. 

 I have taken two online courses. 

 I have taken three or more online courses. 

10. What type of learning environment do you prefer? 

 Courses with no online components. 

 Courses with some online components.  

 Courses that are completely online.  

 No preference. 

 I do not know. 

11. In what type of learning environment do you tend to learn most effectively?  

 Courses with no online components.  

 Courses with some online components.  

 Courses that are completely online.  

 No preference. 

 I do not know. 
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12. Is this the first time you have taken this studio-based course?  

If you answer “yes”, please proceed to question #13. 

 Yes 

 No 

13. If this is not your first time taking this studio-based course, how many times have you taken it? 

 1 

 2 

 More than 2 times  

14. This studio-based course for me is 

 Required 

 Elective 

15. How would you describe your computer skills? 

 I do not know how to utilize a computer. 

 I am uncomfortable utilizing a computer. 

 I am somewhat comfortable utilizing a computer. 

 I am comfortable utilizing a computer. 

 I am very comfortable utilizing a computer. 

16. Have you utilized any of the following learning management systems before? 

 BlackBoard 

 WebCampus 

 Collaborate 

 OmniJoin 

 Other _____________________________________ 

17. What type of online access do you have from home? 

 Highspeed 

 Dialup 

 No access from home 
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Please read through the statements below and select the response you feel you most closely relate to 
with regards to this studio-based course. You can put an “x” to select your response. 

The Learning Experience  

Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

18. Online learning is 
significantly more 
enjoyable than being in 
a classroom. 

 

  

    

 

19. My enjoyment in 
the online learning 
environment would be 
the same as a face to 
face environment. 

 

  

    

 

20. It would be more 
difficult to contact 
academic or 
administrative staff in 
an online learning 
environment.   

 

  

    

 

21. Support services, 
such as tutoring are 
important to successful 
online learning.   

 

  

    

 

22. Access to my 
instructor is important 
to successful online 
learning. 

 

  

    

 

23. The Introduction to 
Sewing course can be 
completed online 
without any difficulty. 

 

  

    

 

24. The quality of 
materials and 
instruction in this 
studio-based course 
would be lower online 
than if delivered in a 
face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

25. Learning is the same 
in the classroom as it is 
online. 
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

Online Delivery.   If you were to take this studio-based course online, please put an “x” to select the response you feel you most 
closely relate to. 

26. The expectations 
and instructions for 
assignments would be 
clear. 

 

  

    

 

27. Timely feedback 
would be given. 

 
  

    
 

28. The feedback 
delivered online would 
be the same as the 
feedback I would 
receive in a face to face 
environment.  

 

  

    

 

29. Real time feedback 
is important to 
completing this studio-
based course 
successfully. 

 

  

    

 

30. Audio feedback 
would be necessary. 

        

31. Visual feedback 
would be necessary. 

 
  

    
 

32. Creative teaching 
methods can be used in 
the face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

33. Creative teaching 
methods can be used in 
the online environment. 

 
  

    
 

34. I would be 
interested in taking a 
foundation course on 
how to present visual 
work in an online 
learning environment. 

 

  

    

 

Social Interaction in the Online Learning Environment 

35. Interaction between 
students and instructors 
is important in this 
studio-based course. 
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

36. Interaction between 
students and 
instructors occurs in the 
online learning 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

37. Instructors can be 
easily accessed in the 
online environment. 

 
  

    
 

38. Social cues (facial 
expressions and tone of 
voice) are necessary in 
this studio-based 
course. 

 

  

    

 

39. Collaboration is 
necessary in this studio-
based course. 

 
  

    
 

40. Collaboration is 
possible in the online 
learning environment. 

 
  

    
 

41. Face to face contact 
with my instructor is 
necessary to complete 
this studio-based 
course. 

 

  

    

 

42. Isolation is a 
concern of mine if I 
were to take an online 
course. 

 

  

    

 

Learning Habits and Skills 

43. I am self-disciplined 
in my studies. 

        

44. I am able to manage 
my study time 
effectively.  

 
  

    
 

45. Learning face to 
face is more motivating 
than an online course. 
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

46. Strong language 
skills are required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course in a face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

47. Strong language 
skills are required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course online. 

 

  

    

 

48. Strong reading skills 
are required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course in a face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

49. Strong reading skills 
are required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course online. 

 

  

    

 

50. Strong 
communication skills 
are required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course in a face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

51. Strong 
communication skills 
are required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course online. 

 

  

    

 

52. Submitting work 
online requires 
additional technical 
skills than in a face to 
face environment. 
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

53. Online assignments 
would be easier to 
complete in this studio-
based course. 

 

  

    

 

54. Online learning 
requires more 
responsibility than a 
face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

55. Face to face 
learning leaves less 
time for a social life. 

 
  

    
 

56. Online learning 
leaves less time for a 
social life. 

 
  

    
 

57. There is sufficient 
time to learn this 
studio-based course 
material in a face to 
face learning 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

58. There would be 
sufficient time to learn 
this studio-based 
course material in an 
online learning 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

59. Material can be 
learned at one’s own 
pace in a face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

60. Material can be 
learned at one’s own 
pace in an online 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

Technology 

61. Accessibility to 
digital software is 
necessary to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based course 
face to face. 
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

62. Accessibility to 
digital software is 
necessary to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course online. 

 

  

    

 

63. Step by step 
demonstrations are 
helpful for me to learn. 

 
  

    
 

64. Step by step 
demonstrations for 
this studio-based 
course can be provided 
online. 

 

  

    

 

65. I am open to 
learning new digital 
software programs in 
this studio-based 
course. 

 

  

    

 

66. My prior 
experience with 
technology will be 
beneficial to my 
overall learning 
experience in this 
studio-based course. 

 

  

    

 

67. I would enroll in 
this studio-based 
course if it were to be 
offered online. 
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Interviews 
As well, there is an optional interview that you can participate in for this research. This interview will take 

approximately 30 minutes.   

Should you wish to participate in this interview, you will be invited to answer questions with regards to your 

learning objectives, perceptions, and experience within your studio-based course. 

 
Would you be interested in participating further in a one on one interview?  
Please note, if you are interested, the researcher will contact you to arrange a day and time to conduct the 

interview. 

 Yes 

 No 

If you are interested in participating in the interview, please provide your name and email address. 
  

NAME: ___________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

EMAIL ADDRESS: _________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Thank You for Your Participation! 

  



PERCEPTIONS OF STUDIO-BASED ONLINE LEARNING                              146 
 

Appendix B – Professor Survey 

Perceptions of Studio-Based Online Learning Research Study 
 
Thank you for taking the time to assist with my master's thesis research study. Your input and responses 
will be valuable to this research and future curriculum planning. 
 
Please select the response you most closely relate to. You can put an “x” to select your response. 
 
1. What is your gender? 

 Male 

 Female 

2. What age bracket do you fall under? 

 18-24 

 25-29 

 30-34 

 35+ 

3. Is English your first language? 

 Yes 

 No 

4. What is your current employment status the college? 

 Full Time 

 Part Time 

5. How long have you worked in the Industry? 

 Less than 6 months 

 Less than 1 year 

 Between 1-3 years 

 Between 4-5 years 

 Between 6-10 years 

 Longer than 10 years 
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6. Have you ever completed training in the field of education?  This may be in the form of a staff 

development course, a certificate, a diploma or a degree. 

If you answer “no”, please proceed to question #8. 

 Yes 

 No 

  

7. If you have received some form of educational training, what type of training did you receive? 

For example, this may be a teaching certificate, teaching degree or staff development course. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

8. How long have you been teaching in total? (Including other institutions) 

 Less than 6 months 

 Less than 1 year 

 Between 1-3 years 

 Between 4-5 years 

 Between 6-10 years 

 Longer than 10  years 

  

9. How long have you been teaching at the college? 

 Less than 6 months 

 Less than 1 year 

 Between 1-3 years 

 Between 4-5 years 

 Between 6-10 years 
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10. What type of teaching environment do you prefer? 
 

 Courses with no online components. 

 Courses with some online components.  

 Courses that are completely online.  

 No preference. 

 I do not know 
 

11. What is your experience with face to face instruction? 

 I have never taught a course in a face to face environment. 

 I have taught one course in a face to face environment. 

 I have taught two courses in a face to face environment. 

 I have taught three or more courses in a face to face environment. 

12. What is your experience with online instruction? 

 I have never taught an online course. 

 I have taught one online course. 

 I have taught two online courses. 

 I have taught three or more online courses. 

13. Have you ever taught the same course in both the face to face and online environment?  

If you answer “no”, please proceed to question #15. 

 Yes 

 No 
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14. If you have taught the same course in both the face to face and online environment, have you 

taught them at the same time? 

 Yes 

 No 

15. Is this the first time you are instructing this studio-based course?  

 Yes 

 No 

 
16. Have you utilized any of the following learning management systems before? 

 BlackBoard 

 WebCampus 

 Collaborate 

 Desire2Learn 

 OmniJoin 

 Other _____________________________________ 

  

17. What type of online access do you have from home? 

 Highspeed 

 Dialup 

 No Access from Home 
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Please read through the statements below and select the response you feel you most closely relate to 
with regards to instructing your studio-based course. You can put an “x” to select your response. 

The Learning Experience  

Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

18. Online teaching 
would be significantly 
more enjoyable than 
teaching in a classroom. 

 

  

    

 

19. My enjoyment 
teaching in the online 
learning environment 
would be the same as a 
face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

20. It is more difficult 
for students to contact 
academic or 
administrative staff in 
an online learning 
environment.   

 

  

    

 

21. Support services, 
such as tutoring are 
important to successful 
online learning.   

 

  

    

 

22. Access to the 
instructor is important 
to successful online 
learning. 

 

  

    

 

23. Students can 
complete this studio-
based course in the face 
to face environment 
without any difficulty. 

 

  

    

 

24. Students could 
complete this studio-
based course online 
without any difficulty. 
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

25. The quality of 
materials and 
instruction in this 
studio-based course 
would be lower online 
than when delivered in 
a face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

26. Learning is the same 
in the classroom as it is 
online. 

 
  

    
 

27. Face to face 
learning has the ability 
to meet the learning 
objectives for this 
studio-based course. 

 

  

    

 

28. Online learning has 
the ability to meet the 
learning objectives for 
this studio-based 
course. 

 

  

    

 

29. The face to face 
learning environment 
has the ability to 
answer student 
questions for this 
studio-based course. 

 

  

    

 

30. The online learning 
environment has the 
ability to answer 
student questions for 
this studio-based 
course. 

 

  

    

 

31.  It is important that 
this studio-based 
course be taught by the 
same instructor in both 
an online and face to 
face environment. 
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

Delivery 

32. In the face to face 
environment, the 
expectations and 
instructions for 
assignments are clear 
for this studio-based 
course. 

 

  

    

 

33. In the online 
environment, the 
expectations and 
instructions for 
assignments would be 
clear for this studio-
based course. 

 

  

    

 

34. Timely feedback is 
given for this studio-
based course in the 
face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

35. Timely feedback 
could be given for this 
studio-based course 
online. 

 

  

    

 

36. The feedback 
delivered online would 
be the same as the 
feedback provided in a 
face to face 
environment.  

 

  

    

 

37. Real time feedback 
is important for 
students to complete 
this studio-based 
course successfully. 

 

  

    

 

38. Audio feedback is 
necessary for this 
studio-based course in 
the face to face 
environment.  
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

39. Audio feedback 
would be necessary for 
this studio-based 
course online. 

 

  

    

 

40. Visual feedback is 
necessary for this 
studio-based course in 
the face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

41. Visual feedback 
would be necessary for 
this studio-based 
course online. 

 

  

    

 

42. Creative teaching 
methods can be used 
in the face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

43. Creative teaching 
methods can be used 
in the online 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

44. A foundation 
course on how to 
present visual work in 
an online learning 
environment would be 
beneficial to learners if 
they were to take this 
studio-based course 
online. 

 

  

    

 

45. The face to face 
learning environment 
has the ability to 
recognize and reach 
“at risk” students. 

 

  

    

 

46. The online learning 
environment has the 
ability to recognize and 
reach “at risk” 
students. 
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

Social Interaction in the Online Learning Environment 

47. Interaction 
between students and 
instructors is 
important in this 
studio-based course. 

 

  

    

 

48. Interaction 
between students and 
instructors could occur 
in the online learning 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

49. As the instructor, I 
could be easily 
accessed in the online 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

50. Collaboration is 
possible in the online 
learning environment. 

 
  

    
 

51. Collaboration is 
necessary in this 
studio-based course. 

 
  

    
 

52. Social cues (facial 
expressions and tone 
of voice) are necessary 
in the studio-based 
course. 

 

  

    

 

Learning Habits and Skills 

53. Learning face to 
face is more 
motivating for 
students compared to 
an online course. 

 

  

    

 

54. Strong language 
skills are required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course in a face to face 
environment. 
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

55. Strong language 
skills would be 
required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course online. 

 

  

    

 

56. Strong reading 
skills are required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course in a face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

57. Strong reading 
skills would be 
required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course online. 

 

  

    

 

58. Strong 
communication skills 
are required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course in a face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

59. Strong 
communication skills 
would be required to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course online. 

 

  

    

 

60. Submitting work 
online requires 
additional technical 
skills than in a face to 
face environment. 

 

  

    

 

61. Online assignments 
would be easier for 
students to complete 
in this studio-based 
course. 
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

62. Online learning for 
students requires 
more responsibility 
than a face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

63. There is sufficient 
time to teach this 
studio-based course 
material in a face to 
face learning 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

64. There would be 
sufficient time to teach 
this studio-based 
course material in an 
online learning 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

65. Material can be 
learned at one’s own 
pace in a face to face 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

66. Material can be 
learned at one’s own 
pace in an online 
environment. 

 

  

    

 

Technology 

67. Accessibility to 
digital software is 
necessary to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course face to face. 

 

  

    

 

68. Accessibility to 
digital software would 
be necessary to 
successfully complete 
this studio-based 
course online. 

 

  

    

 

69. Step by step 
demonstrations for 
this studio-based 
course can be provided 
online. 
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Statement 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

 

Neutral 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Do Not 
Know 

70. If this studio-based 
course were to be 
offered online, I would 
be interested in 
instructing. 
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Appendix C – Learner Interview Guide 

INTRODUCTION 
Hello my name is Kate Lamorie-Langley and I’d like to thank you for participating in this research initiative.  As you 
may recall from our initial communication, the purpose of this research is to understand your perceptions of online 
learning and studio-based courses.  This will assist with future curriculum planning processes. 
 
As a Master of Arts in Learning and Technology Candidate at Royal Roads University, I will be conducting the 
interviews. My credentials with Royal Roads University can be established by contacting Dr. Alice MacGillivray, 
Program Head, School of Education and Technology.  
 
As you may be aware, technology mediated learning has evolved, post-secondary institutions now offer a variety 
of courses online.  While technology mediated learning is gaining acceptance among educational institutions, it is 
important to examine factors that can enhance and shape the learning experience.  Your input today will assist 
within ensuring appropriate feasibility and comprehension levels are considered prior to the movement towards 
online delivery.  This will help to ensure that these online courses are designed to meet the needs of learners like 
you who are enrolled in a studio-based program.  The information you provide today will be summarized, in 
anonymous format, in the body of the final report.  At no time will any specific comments be attributed to any 
individual.  All data received will be kept confidential. 
 
If you want to know more about the interview and the research study, The Letter of Invitation and Informed 
Consent Form explains how confidentiality and anonymity will be handled, whether there are any associated risks 
or harms associated with the interview, withdrawal procedures, and how to obtain information about the research 
results. 
 
Our discussion today will focus on understanding your learning objectives, perceptions, and experience within a 
technology mediated learning environment while enrolled in the ____ course.   We are audio-taping the interviews 
(as long as you are comfortable).  These tapes will be used to create transcripts to analyze the information we 
gather.  The interview should take approximately 45-60 minutes to complete. 
 
This interview is part of a study that has been reviewed and approved by the Royal Roads University Research 
Ethics Board. 
 
You are not required to participate in this research project. If you do choose to participate, you are free to 
withdraw at any time without prejudice.  
 
Do you agree to participate in this study under the terms and conditions outlined above and in the Informed 
Consent Form?  Do you have any questions before we begin?   
 

LEARNER DEMOGRAPHICS (5 MINS) 
1. I would like to begin by having you introduce yourself.  Tell me a little about your educational background, 

and yourself.   

PROBE: 

 Is this your first post-secondary program that you are enrolled in? 

 Why did you choose to enroll in this program? 

PERCEPTIONS OF STUDIO-BASED ONLINE LEARNING RESEARCH  
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 Why did you choose to attend this post-secondary institution? 
 

MOTIVATORS (10 MINS) 
2. I would now like to discuss what your opinions on online learning are as a whole. Would these be the 

same positive and negative aspects for your studio-based courses you are currently enrolled in? What 
would be your motivators for enrolling in this course online?  

PROBE: 

 Was flexibility appealing to you? 

 Do you think it will be easier? 

 Do you prefer to work alone?  Do you feel there would be a sense of community and support in the online 
environment? 

 Do you think it will save you time, so you don’t have to commute? 

 How does this differ from the face to face learning environment? 

 Do you prefer the thought of learning in a face to face or technology mediated environment? 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES (10 MINS) 
3. I would like to examine your learning objectives for this studio-based course. 

PROBE: 

 What do you want to get out of this course? 

 What are your expectations of your learning experience? 

 How effective do you think you will be in achieving your objectives with online learning? 

 How will you know you have achieved these learning objectives? 

 What are signals of success? 

BENEFITS (10 MINS) 
4. I would like to understand what you believe to be benefits to online learning.   Can you tell me what the 

positive points of online learning are?  How do you think these would differ if your studio-based course 
was to be delivered online?  Would they be the same? 

PROBE: 

 Technology access 

 flexibility 

 Course management and instruction 

 Preparation 

 Instructor availability 

 Communication 

 Feedback  
 

BARRIERS (10 MINS) 
5. Can you tell me if you foresee any potential barriers that may impede your learning in the technology 

mediated environment?  How would this affect your studio-based course if you were to take it online? 
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PROBE: 

 Physical setting 

 Amount and use of time 

 Influence of family life, work or other social factors 

 Learning style 

 Technological background 

 What strategies will you use to overcome these potential barriers? 
 

CONCLUSION (5 MINS) 
6. Do you have any final thoughts or comments based on what we’ve talked about today? 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME. 
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Appendix D – Professor Interview Guide 

 
PERCEPTIONS OF STUDIO-BASED ONLINE LEARNING RESEARCH 

PROFESSOR INTERVIEW DISCUSSION GUIDE 
INTRODUCTION 

Hello my name is Kate Lamorie-Langley and I’d like to thank you for participating in this research initiative.  As you 
may recall from our initial communication, the purpose of this research is to understand your perceptions of online 
learning and studio-based courses.  This will assist with future curriculum planning processes. 
 
As a Master of Arts in Learning and Technology Candidate at Royal Roads University, I will be conducting the 
interviews. My credentials with Royal Roads University can be established by contacting Dr. Alice MacGillivray, 
Program Head, School of Education and Technology.  
 
As you may be aware, technology mediated learning has evolved, post-secondary institutions now offer a variety 
of courses online.  While technology mediated learning is gaining acceptance among educational institutions, it is 
important to examine factors that can enhance and shape the learning experience.  Your input today will assist 
within ensuring appropriate feasibility and comprehension levels are considered prior to the movement towards 
online delivery.  This will help to ensure that these online courses are designed to meet the needs of instructors 
like you who are instructing in a program which has studio-based courses.  The information you provide today will 
be summarized, in anonymous format, in the body of the final report.  At no time will any specific comments be 
attributed to any individual.  All data received will be kept confidential. 
 
If you want to know more about the interview and the research study, The Letter of Invitation and Informed 
Consent Form explains how confidentiality and anonymity will be handled, whether there are any associated risks 
or harms associated with the interview, withdrawal procedures, and how to obtain information about the research 
results. 
 
Our discussion today will focus on understanding your learning objectives, perceptions, and experience within a 
technology mediated learning environment while instructing the ____ course.   We are audio-taping the interviews 
(as long as you are comfortable).  These tapes will be used to create transcripts to analyze the information we 
gather.  The interview should take approximately 45-60 minutes to complete. 
This interview is part of a study that has been reviewed and approved by the Royal Roads University Research 
Ethics Board. 
 
You are not required to participate in this research project. If you do choose to participate, you are free to 
withdraw at any time without prejudice.  
 
Do you agree to participate in this study under the terms and conditions outlined above and in the Informed 
Consent Form?  Do you have any questions before we begin?   
 

PROFESSOR DEMOGRAPHICS (5 MINS) 
1. I would like to begin by having you introduce yourself.  Tell me a little about your professional 

background. 

PROBE: 

 How long have you held this position? 

 Do you instruct any other courses? 

 Have you instructed online courses before? 
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 Did you design this technology mediated course? 

 Do you have experience with technology mediated platforms? 
 

MOTIVATORS (10 MINS) 
2. I would now like to discuss your motivators for instructing this studio-based course.  Can you tell me what 

your motivators for instructing this course are?  

PROBE: 

 Were you assigned this course to instruct? 

 Was flexibility appealing to you? 

 Do you think it will be easier? 

 Do you prefer to interact with learners online? 

 Do you like to incorporate technology into your lessons? 

 Do you think it will save you time, so you don’t have to commute? 

 How do these motivators differ from the face to face learning environment? 

 Do you prefer the thought of teaching in a face to face or technology mediated environment? 

 

PERSONAL LEARNING OBJECTIVES (10 MINS) 
3. I would like to examine the learning objectives for this studio-based course.  Can you identify the learning 

objectives for the _____course?   

PROBE: 

 How effectively do you think you can teach your objectives in the face to face environment? 

 How will you know when these learning objectives have been achieved? 

 What are signals of success? 

 How do these relate to Essential Employability Skills for the program? 

 How do these learning objectives prepare learners for employment in the industry? 

 

BENEFITS (10 MINS) 
4. I would like to understand what you, as a professor believe are benefits to the online learning 

environment.  Can you tell me what benefits do you believe online learning has?   

PROBE: 

 Technology access 

 Course management and instruction 

 Preparation 

 Instructor availability 

 Communication 

 Feedback  

 How are these benefits different from those in a face to face teaching environment? 
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BARRIERS (10 MINS) 
5. Can you tell me if you foresee any potential barriers that may hinder learning in the technology mediated 

environment?   

PROBE: 

 Physical setting 

 Amount and use of time 

 Influence of family life, work or other social factors 

 Learning style 

 Technological background 
 

CONCLUSION (5 MINS) 
6. Do you have any final thoughts or comments based on what we’ve talked about today? 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME. 


