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LEADING A COLLABORATIVE EFFORT: PROVIDING EFFECTIVE 
TRAINING AND SUPPORT FOR ONLINE ADJUNCT INSTRUCTORS
Victoria L. Lowell & Marisa E. Exter, Purdue University

This article describes the design and development of a set 
of interventions for the training and support of adjunct 
instructors in a rapidly growing online graduate program 
at a large, Midwestern research university. These interven-
tions were designed to improve teaching preparation and 
assistance provided to our adjuncts. During this effort, the 
online program administrator collaborated with the staff 
from a higher education partner (Wiley), full-time faculty, and 
experienced adjuncts to determine what interventions were 
necessary. The stakeholders were also involved to varying 
degrees in the design, development, and implementation of 
the interventions. The interventions include: modifications to 
the general instructor orientation; check-ins for newly hired 
adjuncts; creation of course expectation guides; formaliza-
tion of course orientation; opportunities for adjuncts to col-
laborate; a mentorship program for inexperienced adjuncts; 
monitoring and formative feedback for individual adjuncts; 
the creation of an executive committee and addition of a 
staff member; and a formative evaluation process to evaluate 
adjunct training and support. The goal of these changes was 
to improve the performance and satisfaction of adjuncts, 
leading to retention of talented online instructors and higher 
overall student satisfaction. This article addresses the unique 
design considerations made during the selection of training 
methods and support services and the related performance 
measures.
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INTRODUCTION
This article describes in detail the process and decisions 
made in designing, developing, implementing, and fine-tun-
ing a set of training and support interventions for online 
adjuncts within Purdue University’s Learning Design and 
Technology program. This process has taken four years, and 
we continue to adapt it in order to take into account what 
we have learned along the way.

Although our program began relatively small, it soon 
became clear that we simply did not have enough full-time 
faculty available to teach multiple online sections for all 
courses offered, especially as one of our guiding princi-
ples always has been to provide a high-quality learning 
experience equivalent to that given to our on-the-ground 
Master’s students. In order to maintain a high level of quality, 
we require ongoing instructor-student and facilitated 
student-student interaction as well as consistent teaching 
and assessment practices across course sections. At the 
time of this writing, the number of students enrolled and 
the low faculty-to-student ratio has led us to offer 35-45 
course sections each semester, many of which are taught by 
outstanding adjunct instructors. 

Most of our adjuncts currently work in the instructional de-
sign field or are faculty in other programs, and many publish 
their own research. They allow us to provide students the op-
portunity to learn from individuals with unique backgrounds 
and experiences who have a tremendous amount to share 
in the classroom. Online professional programs like this 
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one are often motivated to recruit in-practice professionals 
with experience, knowledge, and expertise, and who have 
demonstrated a desire to teach, have flexible schedules to 
meet the needs of non-traditional students, and are willing 
to work at a lower wage than full-time faculty (Rogers, 
McIntyre, & Jazzar, 2010; Stenerson et al., 2010; Tipple, 2010). 
Many prospective adjuncts teaching this kind of program are 
specialists in their domain and teach primarily for enjoyment 
and to give back to their field (Lyons, 2007). Although such 
professionals have a lot to offer a program like this one, 
locating and hiring appropriate adjunct instructors has not 
been a simple task for us. Even with a Ph.D. requirement, 
many enthusiastic individuals who have had domain exper-
tise proved to have little or no online teaching experience, 
or had experienced very different modes of online teaching 
(such as MOOCs or self-paced corporate training), leaving 
them unprepared to meet the expectations for teaching in 
our program. As we examined the complexities of sup-
porting a steadily growing pool of adjuncts, we found that 
existing literature supported our experiences and provided 
some insights into addressing the types of challenges we 
ourselves had begun to encounter.

As Larcara (2011) suggests, we have found training and 
supporting adjuncts instructors to be as important as the 
initial recruitment. Once an instructor has been hired, clearly 
communicating expectations and providing adequate 
training and support processes are key factors to an in-
structor’s success (Larcara, 2011). Without effective training 
and support, adjunct instructors may encounter a variety 
of issues both professional (i.e., account access, technical, 
pedagogical) and personal (i.e., psychological distance) that 
could have been avoided (Vinlove, 2011). Tallent-Runnels et 
al. (2006) argued that there is an ongoing need for training 
and course development assistance, which aligns with our 
own experience. Isolation has been shown to cause a myriad 
of issues that may leave adjuncts feeling separated from 
their teaching programs and potential support systems 
(Johnson, MacGreggor, & Watson, 2001). As discussed below, 
we were particularly interested in considering mentorship 
as a component of our training program (Pankowski, 2004). 
Mentoring provides instructors with an opportunity to 
connect with full-time or experienced adjunct faculty, 
helping adjuncts to feel less isolated. The informal instructor 
community that had developed between full time faculty 
and adjunct instructors early in our program’s history also 
inspired us. 

Clearly, when they begin teaching an online graduate 
program, adjunct instructors need training continued 
support, and sense of connection. In this article, we de-
scribe how the online program administrator and faculty at 
Purdue University’s Master’s of Science in Learning Design 
and Technology tackled these needs by improving overall 
communication, including the design, development and 
implementation of new training, support, and monitoring 

processes. This was accomplished with the help of an 
instructional designer from Wiley, a corporate higher educa-
tion partner. Full-time faculty and adjunct instructors in the 
program held key roles in identifying the needs, providing 
resources, collaborating in the process, and mentoring new 
adjuncts.

CONTEXT
In 2011, Purdue University’s College of Education partnered 
with a corporate higher education partner (Wiley) to create 
a new online Master’s of Science in Education (MSEd) in 
Learning Design and Technology (LDT). The LDT program 
had a long history of offering Master’s and doctoral de-
grees face-to-face, as well as arriving early to the game 
of creating and teaching online courses (Exter & Lehman, 
2016). However, LDT had not previously offered a fully-on-
line program. Scheduling within the program of the new 
online MSEd was deliberately designed to meet the needs 
of working professionals, offering largely asynchronous 
eight-week courses that could be taken one at a time and 
allowing students to complete the program in 20 months (5 
traditional semesters). 

Five full-time faculty members developed the initial 16 
courses and were initially responsible for teaching these. 
Applicant response was strong and enrollments grew 
steadily. We began to offer multiple sections of each 
course, leading to a need for additional instructors. Lead 
instructors, full-time faculty assigned to manage one or more 
specific courses, were responsible for designing courses 
and developing and updating online materials each term. 
Lead instructors were also expected to provide guidance 
to adjuncts to ensure that each section would be taught 
according to the intended course design. 

As the student body continued to grow, it soon became 
clear that additional full-time faculty were needed to 
administer the program and handle the many new issues 
that arose. During the second year, two new faculty mem-
bers were hired to teach and serve as administrators of the 
online program. Victoria Lowell was one of the two new 
administrators who eventually became the sole online 
program convener. Among other roles, Victoria took on the 
role for hiring, training, and overseeing the online instructors; 
handling student issues; and working with Wiley’s Higher 
Education partnering services (which at the time was a 
separate company known as Deltak) to grow the program. 
Initially, the other administrator worked with the online 
program’s course schedule, the program’s website, various 
program documents, and program guides and manuals. 
Both administrators dealt with student and instructor issues. 
When the second administrator took on a new position 
with new responsibilities within the department, Victoria, as 
the sole online program convener, acquired administrative 
responsibility while another staff member provided support 
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on more routine tasks and assisted with development of 
materials. For the remainder of this article, we shall refer to 
Victoria as online program administrator. 

The program continued to experience growing pains as the 
number of students concurrently enrolled had stabilized 
between 180-200 students, depending on the semester. 
Eight-week terms ran back-to-back, year-round with only 
a short break between December and January. Both of the 
new administrators as well as the full-time program faculty 
soon realized that the desired level of quality, frequency 
of interactions, and condensed schedule of the courses 
required a lower student to faculty ratio, which led to the 
need to offer more course sections with student enrollments 
no greater than 25 per section for some courses and a cap of 
15 for the most demanding courses. The program began to 
regularly provide between three and eight sections for each 
course offered. All of these factors led to the conclusion to 
hire additional instructors within a relatively short timeframe.

In 2012, 14 adjuncts were hired and added to the adjunct 
instructor pool. However, not all instructors taught all terms, 
and several were not actively teaching in any given term. In 
spring 2013, the online program administrator hired 30 new 
adjuncts during a large hiring initiative, increasing the total 
pool to 45 instructors who taught the majority of online 
course sections (although full-time faculty continued to 
teach as well). The new adjuncts gradually began to teach 
courses over a period of 12 months. These instructors had 
previously taught in a variety of formats (i.e., face-to-face, 
blended/hybrid, fully online) of different lengths (i.e., 3 
weeks, 7-8 weeks, 16 weeks). Their instructional technology 
experiences varied too, such as in course management 
systems (CMSs) and teleconferencing software. Some had 
well over ten years of teaching experience, while others 
had far less. Most of the adjuncts hired had specialized skills 
and industry experience, which enabled them to provide 
a unique perspective while teaching. Just prior to teaching 
our online courses, all newly hired adjuncts attended a short 
orientation provided by a Wiley instructional designer.

NEED FOR DESIGN INTERVENTION
As the program grew a number of issues arose and the 
online program administrator realized that we needed more 
systematic processes and supports. The following section 
summarizes the major challenges we encountered leading 
to the need for a design intervention. 

Performance Issues

The program expectations require a high level of respon-
siveness and teaching rigor from its instructors. For example, 
instructors were expected to respond to student questions 
within 24-48 hours, post announcements in the online 
courses several times per week, return graded assignments 
within 3-5 days, and actively participate in asynchronous 

online discussions. Assignments were to be graded quickly 
with detailed feedback provided to students. These policies 
were implicit and were communicated to the instructors 
during the orientation training they received prior to 
teaching.

Students had complained that some adjunct instructors 
were not providing the level of instruction, communication, 
and timeliness they expected. Students also complained 
about the lack of feedback on assignments and unclear 
grading criteria. We also were told that some adjunct 
instructors took too long to grade assignments, while others 
did not respond to student emails or questions in discussion 
forums. Sometimes students requested to change course 
sections to a different instructor, while others dropped the 
course, or even dropped out of the program.

We realized there were serious issues with one or more 
instructors each semester, and one adjunct instructor was 
fired due to serious repercussions from their performance 
issues. After further investigation, we became aware that 
some adjunct instructors did not clearly understand the pro-
gram’s expectations. Other performance issues were related 
to instructors who were new to teaching, new to teaching 
online, or new to teaching a particular course. 

Unclear Communication Processes

One problem quickly identified by the online program 
administrator was the adjunct instructors’ uncertainty 
regarding whom to contact with administrative, technical, 
and pedagogical questions. Both administrators were 
overwhelmed with the time spent responding to emails. 
Course lead instructors also expressed concerns about the 
number and types of questions they received. Ultimately, 
the new program administrators became involved in almost 
all issues in the communications around them. Often there 
were unnecessary delays in addressing the issues because 
it was not clear to whom the issues should be directed. 
Some questions that should have been posed to technical 
support, student services, human resources, or other services 
on campus were instead sent to program administrators or 
full-time faculty. 

The online program administrator realized that many 
questions were asked repeatedly by different adjuncts, 
indicating that the number of questions could be greatly 
reduced with better training on where to go to find answers 
or whom to ask. The administrator identified the root cause 
to be a lack of consistency in communicating information 
and the absence of a formal location for the instructors to 
find information and resources when needed. Initially a static 
FAQ page placed on the program’s website was considered 
a simple way to direct adjuncts to information without any 
further training. However, given the obstacles in updating 
the college’s web-site and the limitations of a static web 
page, a public FAQ would not provide the level of support 
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the administrator was hoping to encourage. It also would 
not be regularly updated with information to resolve the 
major issues and the wide variety of questions the admin-
istrator spent most of her time dealing with. Therefore, a 
better training program was developed along with a stable 
but easy-to-update instructor resource site that included a 
knowledge base for adjuncts and other instructors to locate 
information and documents when needed. Inspiration for 
this new site came from viewing and using other higher 
education resource websites and developing such sites over 
the years.

Adjunct Instructor Workload

The workload of adjunct instructors was also a concern 
because of the demanding program schedule and rigorous 
course content. Most courses within the program are project 
based, which include multiple projects that must be graded 
quickly. Instructors were also expected to actively participate 
in discussions and other activities that occurred each week, 
including responding to and grading student discussions. In 
addition, some lead instructors provided access to a course 
only one to two weeks prior to the start of the term, which 
created an undue strain on adjunct instructors to learn the 
new course material, personalize the content within their 
course section(s), and prepare for the initial interactions with 
students. 

Consideration was given to the possibility that the demands 
were unrealistic, and the program’s full-time faculty consid-
ered redesigning the courses to provide a more reasonable 
workload for the instructors and students without reducing 
the quality of the course content. In particular, program ad-
ministrators and lead instructors discussed potential changes 
to the most time-consuming courses. Several of the most 
challenging courses were advanced courses in the program, 
complex for any instructor to teach. All lead instructors were 
asked to review their courses and reduce extraneous activi-
ties that added to the workload for instructors and students, 
while maintaining the quality of the course.

Consideration was also given to the schedule of the pro-
gram, since until this time, courses ended on Sunday of the 
8th week and the next session started the following day. 
This pace was exhausting for both instructors and students, 
and was especially difficult for instructors at the end of each 
term, since grades were due the following Tuesday. We con-
sidered compressing the courses down to 7 weeks, but since 
many courses are 3 credit-hours, this did not leave enough 
time to cover the material and provide adequate opportuni-
ties for practice and feedback. Based on discussions between 
the program administrators and full-time faculty, all of the 
courses were changed to a 7.5-week term. Therefore, all 
course sessions would end on a Wednesday, giving students 
four days off before the next session began. In addition, 
the online program administrator asked that the due date 

for major final assignments be set for the Sunday prior to 
course completion. This would give instructors a full week 
to grade final projects and discussion activities before new 
courses begin while students could participate in activities 
and discussions focused on reflection. These design changes 
were inspired by the need for time, allowing students to rest 
between courses and allowing instructors to complete final 
grading and prepare for their next courses. Planning for this 
change began in 2012, and the change was in place in 2013.

Although this schedule modification provided some relief 
to adjunct and lead instructors, it created other issues, 
especially for students attempting to master material in 
a very short amount of time. There was little flexibility for 
students who became sick or otherwise missed deadlines, 
creating an additional unexpected load on instructors. But 
as the courses were reviewed to remove extraneous material 
and activities, the extra burden on students and instructors 
was reduced. Based on our trial with this approach and from 
largely positive informal feedback from lead instructors and 
adjuncts, we felt that the trade-off was worth it. We then 
moved onto other ways to alleviate the burden on adjuncts 
and make teaching a more fulfilling experience through 
other mechanisms described in this article.

Increased Workload for Program Administrators and 
Lead Instructors

The workload was high for all involved due to the issues 
mentioned above and the overall “newness” of the pro-
gram. Full-time faculty members were not accustomed to 
mentoring adjuncts, as required in the lead instructor role. 
Faculty were given extra compensation in the form of addi-
tional travel funding each year, but this did not assist with 
the workload issues or the time taken away from research 
and face-to-face teaching. 

As the adjunct instructor pool grew, the processes for 
adjunct instructor account creation, proper account access, 
and procedures for working with international adjuncts hired 
for short contract periods needed to be worked out. This 
created additional work for the program administrators and 
confusion for adjuncts.

Other issues added to the workload of the administrators 
and lead instructors included the lack of appropriate training 
and orientation on the online program’s processes, proce-
dures, and expectations. For example, the lack of sufficient 
reminders led adjunct instructors to forget to do things such 
as submit student participation reports by the end of the 
second week or submit final grades by the correct day and 
time. 

These types of omissions caused administrators and lead 
instructors to spend hours filling out paperwork, writing 
letters, and generating reports. 
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LEADING THE DESIGN PROCESS
From 2012-2014, new policies were put into place, and ex-
isting practices and policies were refined to address difficult 
or reoccurring problems. These changes were most often a 
response to immediate or ongoing issues, i.e., the previously 
noted communication and process issues; absence of 
instructor presence in courses; and adjuncts’ lack of knowl-
edge about policies relating to teaching at the institution, 
expectations within the program, and expectations of lead 
instructors for individual courses. 

The program administrator realized that a more systematic 
process needed to be put into place. During her second 
year, she initiated a much more purposeful design-based 
planning process. This design was inspired by the need to 
develop a process that was clear, concise and understood 
by all parties involved. An integrated plan was made and 
discussed with other full-time faculty, a formative evaluation 
process was designed (in collaboration with Marisa Exter), 
and meetings were scheduled with Wiley to move forward 
on specific needs. This process began prior to the large 
hiring initiative that tripled the adjunct pool to 45 instructors 
in 2013.

The first stage in the planning process was to layout the 
goals.

Goals

The goals for the revisions were based on the current and 
expected future needs of the program. The high-level goals 
set were to:

•	 Clarify processes, procedures and policies among all 
stakeholders.

•	 Increase adjunct instructors’ level of preparedness prior to 
teaching for the online MSEd and prior to teaching each 
course.

•	 Increase the support provided to adjunct instructors at 
both program and course level.

•	 Improve the quality of the instruction the adjuncts 
provided to students.

•	 Retain high-quality adjunct instructors.

•	 Reduce the workload on lead instructors and 
administrators.

•	 Improve the experience for students.

Priority was given to the first three goals, with the expec-
tation that if these three goals were in place the latter four 
goals would follow.

Collaboration with Stakeholders throughout the 
Process

The design of the interventions was a collaborative process 
in several ways. The stakeholders included college adminis-
trators, program administrators, full-time faculty, Wiley staff, 
adjunct instructors, and students. The stakeholders that the 
online program administrator collaborated most closely with 
while leading this process were the full-time faculty, Wiley 
staff, and adjunct instructors. Input from other stakeholders 
such as students and college administrators was also consid-
ered during the process.

Collaboration with Wiley

A division of Wiley (formerly known as Deltak), a higher 
education partner, was contracted by the college to support 
the online MSEd program. Program administrators and 
full-time faculty regularly met with Wiley managers and 
staff through teleconferencing sessions, over the phone, 
or in face-to-face meetings on location at Purdue or at 
Wiley’s Chicago-area offices. Although the Wiley staff were 
not involved in teaching, their services involve many other 
aspects of the program, including marketing, recruitment, 
student services, some instructional design support services, 
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and data management. LDT program faculty designed and 
maintained their own courses, although Wiley instructional 
designers offered technical assistance. During the design 
process for the new adjunct training and support interven-
tions, the online program administrator met regularly with 
Wiley staff. Wiley’s operations manager for the LDT program 
was involved in the initial steps and participated in many of 
the meetings. An instructional designer was made available 
to assist in updating the adjunct training. Other Wiley staff 
offered to help with gathering data requested by the admin-
istrator for formative evaluation and research purposes. 

Wiley staff became involved with the redesign process 
in 2013 and met with the online program administrator 
periodically. The goal was to provide a vision of what was 
needed and to lead the Wiley staff in providing the products 
and resources needed. Typically, when we met, the online 
program administrator would describe the need and what 
was in place. A Wiley staff member, generally the instruc-
tional designer, would suggest one or more possible ways 
to implement the change. For example, as discussed below, 
a static PowerPoint was replaced by a Blackboard site full 
of resources and FAQ pages that could be updated and 
available for adjuncts to use after being referenced during 
an orientation session. The Wiley instructional designer 
suggested this approach and after discussing the possibil-
ities, she implemented this with content provided by the 
online program administrator. There were never any major 
disagreements about the ideas generated. However, as the 
process continued some items that were agreed on were 
not completed due to the overall workload of the Wiley staff 
at the writing of this article. Design conversations were held 
and several ideas for the instructor resource site remain as 
a plan for the future. Other ideas were scrapped due to the 
cost to complete them, such as the creation of videos for 
several course modules.

Collaboration among Full-time Faculty

In their role as lead instructors, full-time faculty also collabo-
rated in this process. Their experiences supporting adjuncts 
over the first few years of the program, often on a last-min-
ute basis, had led them to develop supports within their 
own courses individually.

Faculty meetings became an opportunity to discuss what 
was working well and where we were falling short of the 
program goals. The faculty identified the key problems 
that needed to be addressed. The online program admin-
istrator then took the lead on coming up with the set of 
interventions.

As the online program administrator began to design 
interventions and work with Wiley on developing them, she 
presented early versions at faculty meetings and invited 

them to attend early training sessions and provide feedback. 
This often resulted in extensive conversations and some-
times changed the design dramatically as faculty members 
provided their perspective. Often their previous experiences 
with the issues we were trying to address would include 
their critique of the designs and suggestions that would 
improve or enhance the materials. The full-time faculty 
members were also welcome to provide additional materials, 
such as articles to include in the Blackboard resource site. 
For example, the full-time faculty wanted to ensure that 
adjuncts were confident in preparing for teaching courses. 
In developing materials for the resource training, faculty 
assisted in developing a Dos and Don’ts list that is posted 
in the course and sent out each semester and a list of great 
reads for instructors new to online teaching. The Do’s and 
Don’ts list provides a concise list of things that the faculty 
wanted the adjuncts to be aware of that they felt leads to a 
successful online teaching and learning experience. Some 
things included in the list are sending a welcome announce-
ment to students, regularly posting in the discussion forums, 
and providing a lot of feedback to students assignments and 
grading assignments within 3-5 days. 

Collaboration with Adjuncts

The online program administrator considered the feedback 
received from adjuncts important for determining where 
processes and procedures could be improved. During the 
first two years of the program, these unprompted sugges-
tions were provided to full-time faculty members. Although 
these often resulted in changes, particularly within individual 
courses, there was no formal way to ensure that they were 
collected or acted upon. 

The online program administrator took many of the previous 
concerns and suggestions made by adjuncts into account as 
she designed the interventions. These concerns and sugges-
tions inspired the changes that were made. She was in direct 
communication with some of the most experienced and 
enthusiastic adjuncts, who provided detailed feedback on 
some interventions. As part of the interventions, we attempt-
ed to formalize the feedback loop through regular surveys of 
adjunct faculty. However, the informal feedback continued 
to be provided by enthusiastic adjuncts. For example, one 
adjunct shared materials used at another institution (includ-
ing surveys used for formative evaluation), which were used 
as a reference when developing our own materials. As the 
interventions began to be implemented, the experienced 
adjuncts shared resources, presented on special topics at 
orientation sessions, served as formal mentors, and contin-
ued to provide feedback on the process.

Because of a strong sense of faculty autonomy among the 
full-time tenured/tenure-track and clinical lead instructors, it 
was not possible to enforce a particular policy on how each 
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course was run. Differences among courses and between ad-
juncts resulted in varying needs for orientation and support 
materials (for example, a formal orientation may not be held 
if all adjuncts for a given semester had already taught this 
course several times and were known to be comfortable 
sharing concerns and questions with the lead). However, the 
online program administrator encouraged all lead instructors 
to collaborate directly with adjuncts, to treat their adjuncts 
as though they were part of a team and encourage them 
to offer their opinions and experiences. The online program 
administrator also encouraged collaboration by having all 
instructors teaching the same course in a term (full-time and 
adjunct) regularly communicate via email or other media, 
answering each other’s questions, and sharing resources. 
As a result of the design process, many lead instructors met 
synchronously with adjunct instructors to orient them to the 
course before the term began, during which experienced 
adjuncts sometimes offered suggestions to less experi-
enced adjuncts. The collaboration that has occurred at the 
course-level has resulted in continuous improvement of the 
course material and an increase in the subject knowledge of 
the instructors. During and after each course is run, adjuncts 
frequently make recommendations for revising course 
activities and materials. Each lead instructor is responsible for 
collecting recommendations, vetting them, and making the 
course design changes as they see fit. However, the recom-
mendations are generally used in revisions for subsequent 
offerings. 

DESIGN OF INTERVENTIONS
The interventions were chosen based on the constraints 
of the eight-week term, the online format, the feedback re-
ceived from stakeholders (as described in the “Collaboration 
with Stakeholders” section above), and the success with 
similar processes at other universities. The interventions 
include: 

•	 Modifications to the online instructor orientation training 

•	 Additional check-in sessions for the newest hired 
instructors 

•	 Course expectation guides (job aids)

•	 Individual course orientation 

•	 Opportunities for collaboration among the adjunct 
instructors 

•	 Mentoring (instructors new to teaching online participate 
in mentorship program, prior to independently teaching 
on their own)

•	 Weekly monitoring of the adjunct instructors and 
formative feedback

•	 Establish executive committee

•	 Staff growth

•	 Formative evaluation of interventions

The design and development of these modifications and 
additions were intended to provide a supportive and 
encouraging collaborative community while supporting and 
assessing the quality of the adjunct instructors’ instructional 
practices.

Modifications to Online Adjunct Instructor  
Orientation Training

During the first year of the program, new adjunct orientation 
training consisted of an online presentation using Adobe 
Connect™ and Microsoft PowerPoint™ (see Figure 2). The 
instructor orientation-training course, PowerPoint, and other 
materials were sent to instructors after the session. 

In the faculty meetings during the second year, full-time fac-
ulty discussed the concerns they had about adjuncts – par-
ticularly the lack of understanding of Purdue processes, lack 
of preparation, and especially concerns about adjuncts that 
did not appear to understand the expectations for teaching 
(including the frequency of communication required in our 
program). Based on these concerns, the online program 
administrator and instructional designer worked together 
to significantly expand and reorganize the PowerPoint 
presentation, increasing the focus on teaching expectations, 
program- and Purdue-wide policies, and other information 
about teaching in this unique program (see Figure 3).

However, issues with adjuncts continued to be reported 
by students and lead faculty. Although major issues, such 
as failure to appear to teach the course or disappearance 
of the instructor for a large chunk of the term, pointed to 
lack of responsibility or availability among adjuncts. The 
online program administrator felt that the majority of issues 
resulted from a lack of information or enculturation of the 
adjuncts. Therefore, her first response was to expand and 
grow the resources in the program, ensure that these were 
current, and provide additional resources to help adjuncts 
understand the type of instruction expected as well as 
the benefits that this type of instruction offers to online 
students. Additional resources relevant to the identified 
needs were located, and training materials were moved to a 
newly developed Instructor Resources Site, a course within 
Blackboard, the university’s Learning Management System 
(See Figure 4 - Figure 6). Instructors have access to this site 
and can find all resources in one central location. The new 
Instructor Resources Site provided more information than 
the previous orientation course. It was organized to provide 
the information and resources instructors needed in an easy 
to navigate format. The main content areas of the Instructor 
Resources Site were: a) Teaching in the LDT Program and b) 
LDT Resources.

The “Teaching in the LDT Program” section of the Instructor 
Resources Site provides information on the program, how to 
prepare to teach each semester, general information needed 
while teaching courses, program policies, and end-of-term 
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LDT Faculty

3

Dr.	Peg	Ertmer - http://www.edci.purdue.edu/faculty_profiles/ertmer/index.html

Dr.	Minchi Kim	- http://www.edci.purdue.edu/faculty_profiles/kim/index.html

Dr.	Jim	Lehman	- http://www.edci.purdue.edu/faculty_profiles/lehman/index.html

Dr.	Tim	Newby	- http://www.edci.purdue.edu/faculty_profiles/newby/index.html

Dr.	Jennifer	Richardson	- http://www.edci.purdue.edu/faculty_profiles/richardson/index.html

Dr.	Johannes	Strobel - http://www.edci.purdue.edu/faculty_profiles/Strobel/index.html

Dr.	Victoria	Walker	– Coming	Soon!

Dr.	Bill	Watson	- http://www.edci.purdue.edu/faculty_profiles/brwatson/index.html

Dr.	Sunnie Lee	Watson	- http://www.edci.purdue.edu/faculty_profiles/slwatson/index.html

Online Teaching Expectations
Overview

7

• Maintain	an	active	course	presence	throughout	the	duration	of	the	term.
• Abide	by	the	expectations	listed	in	this	session.
• Work	with	existing	faculty	for	continuous	course	improvement.

Online Teaching Expectations
Course Maintenance

10

• Lead	instructors	will	provide	support	to	all	instructors	teaching	a	particular	course.		See	the	
“Lead	Instructor”	document	that	accompanies	this	PowerPoint.
– You	will	have	access	to	the	lead	instructor’s	courses	(and	other	sections)	to	promote	

collegiality	and	improved	teaching	/	learning	experiences.
• Please	outwardly	communicate	with	students	at	least	two	times	per	week.

– This	can	be	done	with	course	announcements	or	email.	
– This	is	a	minimum	and	should	be	exceeded.

• Please	answer	all	student	questions	via	all	modalities	within	48	hours.
– This	includes	email,	telephone,	and	Blackboard.	

• If	applicable,	please	facilitate	virtual	teams	and	meet	with	students	as	needed.
• Please	have	24/7	broadband	access	to	the	Internet.
• Please	post	final	grades	within	4	days	after	the	last	day	of	the	class.		

– Your	course	will	end	on	Friday	in	Week	08.	Final	grades	must	be	posted	by	the	following	
Tuesday	at	5:00	EST.

• Course	content	modifications
– Course	content	may	be	modified	to	meet	teaching	styles	and	learner	needs	as	a	course	

proceeds.		Significant	modification	such	as	the	deletion	of	major	assignments	(projects	
and	tests)	and	grading	schemes	must	be	approved	by	the	Lead	Instructor

Online Teaching Expectations
Grading Expectations

11

• Discussion	forums	and	written/team	assignments	should	be	graded	within	5	days	of	the	due	
date.
– Please	provide	substantive	feedback	when	grading	all	assignments.

• Provide	timely	feedback.	The	faster	student	work	is	graded,	the	higher	the	score	on	final	
course	evaluations.
– Communicate	to	students	what	they	can	expect	on	turnaround	time

• It	is	crucial	that	final	grades	be	posted	on	time
• Final	Grade	Submission:

– At	the	MyPurdue portal,	select	the	faculty	tab	then	select	final	grade	entry	under	faculty	
tools	on	the	left	menu.		Then,	select	the	term	and	course	and	enter	your	student	grades

• End	of	Course	Date	– Final	Submissions	of	Assignments
– Will	always	be	at	the	latest	on	Friday	prior	to	final	grade	submission
– Update	the	assignment	due	dates	in	the	course	to	reflect	the	final	dates	assignments	can	

be	submitted
– Aggie	Ward	will	be	able	to	provide	these	dates	(email	aggie@purdue.edu)

FIGURE 2. Year One—Initial Orientation Materials.

3

LDT Faculty Profiles

Dr.	Peg	Ertmer
Professor

Dr.	Minchi Kim
Assistant	Professor

Dr.	Jim	Lehman
Professor

Associate	Dean	for	
Discovery	&	Faculty	

Development

Dr.	Tim	Newby
Department	Chair

Dr.	Jennifer	Richardson
Associate	Professor

Dr.	Johannes	Strobel
Assistant	Professor

Dr.	Victoria	Walker
Clinical	Assistant	Professor	
Online	Program	Convener

Dr.	Bill	Watson
Assistant	Professor

Dir.,	Purdue	Cntr for	Serious	
Games	and	Learning	in	
Virtual	Environments

Dr.	Sunnie	Lee	Watson
Clinical	Assistant	Professor	
Online	Program	Convener

5

Preparing for Your First LDT Course

8

Online Teaching Expectations

Design & Development

Course	Quality

• Each	course	has	been	designed	and	developed	by	a	LDT	faculty	member.		This	person	is	

the	Lead	Instructor

• Lead	instructors	will	provide	support	to	all	other	instructors	teaching	that	course	

o You	will	have	access	to	the	lead	instructor’s	courses	(and	other	sections)	to	

promote	collegiality	and	improved	teaching	/	learning	experiences

• Work	with	Lead	Instructors	and	existing	faculty	for	continuous	course	improvement

• Course	content	modifications:

o Modifications	to	your	course	to	meet	your	teaching	style	and	the	needs	of	the	

learner	are	encouraged!

o Fun	and	inspiring	instructional	strategies	are	also	enouraged!

o Significant	modification	such	as	the	deletion	of	major	assignments	(projects	and	

tests)	and	grading	schemes	must	be	approved	by	the	Lead	Instructor

6

Online Teaching Expectations

• Maintain	an	active	course	presence	throughout	the	duration	of	the	term.

o You	must	actively	participate	in	all	discussion	forums	during	the	time	they	are	open	

and	available	to	students

o See	additional	attachment	“Examples	of	Announcements	in	Blackboard”

o Communicate	with	your	students	at	least	twice	a	week	(at	minimum)

• Please	answer	all	student	questions	via	all	modalities	within	48	hours.

o This	includes	email,	telephone,	and	Blackboard.	

• Practice	good	communication	when	communicating	with	your	students

o Use	proper	English,	full	sentences,	no	spelling	/	grammar	/	punctuation	errors

o Use	quotes,	cite	authors,	and	reference	published	work

• If	applicable,	please	facilitate	virtual	teams	and	meet	with	students	as	needed

• Please	have	24/7	broadband	access	to	the	Internet

• Abide	by	the	expectations	listed	in	this	session

Requirements

FIGURE 3. Year Two—Redesigned Orientation Materials.
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FIGURE 4. Year 3—Redesigned Orientation & Reference Materials (Instructor Resources Site: Teaching Your Course). 

FIGURE 5. Year 3—Redesigned Orientation & Reference Materials (Instructor Resources Site: Program Information & Policies). 
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information. Readings on good online teaching practices 
were also provided. The content has answers to many 
general instructor questions. Program Information & Policies 
included LDT faculty and staff profiles and information on 
partnering with Wiley, and policy information. Other general 
information regarding addressing student concerns, includ-
ing incompletes, submission of final grades, lead instructor 
information, and other important information adjunct 
instructors may need, can also be found in this section of the 
resource site.

The “Purdue & LDT Resources” section of the Instructor 
Resources Site provided information about instructional 
technologies at Purdue, assistance available for working with 
instructional technologies, the various surveys and evalua-
tions the program and university collects each semester, and 
many of the documents and forms adjunct instructors may 
need. All instructor orientation-training sessions were also 
recorded and the recordings provided on the course site.

Instructors were added to the Blackboard course (Instructor 
Resources Site) prior to attending the orientation session 
and they remained enrolled in the course after attending 
the session. The training sessions were still presented by the 
Wiley instructional designer using Adobe Connect with a 
shared screen format. However, the presentation was much 

richer than the previous training provided to the adjuncts 
using PowerPoint because the presenter was presenting 
important information, answering questions, pulling up 
documents, and providing access to content on the fly 
that participants could access while they were enrolled in 
the Instructor Resources Site. The orientation session was 
also increased to a 1.5-hour session due to the significant 
increase in material and to add opportunities for questions 
throughout the session. 

The policy regarding attending the orientation training was 
also modified. All instructors are now required to attend an 
orientation training session prior to teaching. It is expected 
that they will attend the training as a group, hoping they will 
gain from the learning community. Other opportunities for 
such collaboration are discussed in the “Opportunities for 
Collaboration among Adjunct Instructors” section below.

Check-in Training Sessions 

Besides providing an improved orientation experience 
and materials that were available at all times (as discussed 
above), the online program administrator felt we needed 
a better way to check in and continue to develop adjuncts 
throughout the term. The online program administrator 
determined that the best way to do this was to begin with 

FIGURE 6. Year 3—Redesigned Orientation & Reference Materials (Instructor Resources Site: Preparing to Teach). 
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an opportunity for adjunct instructors to gather early in the 
term for a session, after their courses had started, where 
they could ask questions about any issues they had noticed. 
Beginning in spring of 2014, all adjuncts were invited to 
attend a workshop two weeks into each course term. The 
check-in session workshops were mandatory for the first 
semester for new instructors and mentees, but voluntary for 
all others. The purpose of the check-in sessions are two-
fold: 1) to offer instructors an opportunity to meet with the 
instructional designer, student services coordinator, and the 
curriculum coordinator or an administrator and to freely ask 
policy, technical, or pedagogical questions; and 2) to assist 
new instructors early with things they might struggle with 
during the term. The check-in sessions are designed to be 
welcoming and encourage all instructors to ask questions 
and share their experiences, ideas, and resources during 
the first half of the one-hour session. The second-half of the 
session is used for a short and useful training opportunity. 
Often a veteran adjunct instructor or technical staff member 
at the university will provide a brief training on a topic. The 
program administrator or the instructional designer who 
offers the training sessions contacts a prospective speaker 
based on a potential topic. Topics are selected based on 
recent questions from adjuncts or recent changes in tech-
nologies used within the program or university. For example, 
for one session, a veteran adjunct instructor presented how 
she used Blackboard rubrics. For another, a speaker from 
the university’s IT department (also an adjunct instructor) 
was invited to discuss SafeAssign™, a plagiarism detecting 
software solution recently added to all courses as a new 
requirement. The Check-in training sessions are advertised 
for several weeks and are usually well attended. 

Leading this effort meant developing an entirely new 
mindset about training and support for the adjuncts. They 
were now attending sessions during the term their classes 
were being held, during which they could get answers to 
technical questions, program policies, and other just-in-time 
information from attending staff members. And many ad-
juncts in attendance shared answers to the questions posed 
by other adjuncts. In addition, adjuncts were offered training 
during the check-in sessions on topics of relevant interest to 
most instructors that affected their teaching.

Although the overall attendance numbers pleased us, we 
were disappointed at the level of attendance at some of the 
check-in sessions, as some adjuncts do not regularly attend. 
Sessions are scheduled a year in advance. However, because 
our adjuncts are busy professionals with other jobs and 
home lives, it can be difficult for them to attend. We have 
experimented with how far in advance adjuncts are notified 
of these events and how many reminders to send. We have 
found that it is optimum to send the announcements two 
weeks before the courses start, with a reminder once the 
course starts (two weeks before the check-in session). This 

timing seems to balance giving enough notice for sched-
uling, while not sending something so far in advance that 
adjuncts will not have teaching a given course on their mind. 

Course Expectation Guides (Job Aids)

In addition to program-level expectations, each course 
is designed around a particular pedagogy and schedule. 
Therefore, lead instructors may have unique expectations for 
instructor practices within a course. We realized that here, 
too, expectations needed to be made explicit. 

To assist with the unique expectations a lead instructor may 
have, starting in Spring of 2014, the online program admin-
istrator requested all lead instructors create a document 
for each course that included the expectations for adjuncts 
(see Figure 7, for an example of two completed guides, see 
Appendices A and B). Leading this effort required encourag-
ing lead faculty to understand the benefits of the job aids for 
the adjunct instructors and the lead instructor. 

These job aids were meant to serve two purposes: provide 
adjuncts with clear expectations when teaching a particular 
course and allow for easier monitoring of adjunct instruc-
tor performance while teaching. The course expectation 
guides provided spaces for lead instructors to inform 
adjunct instructors of the goals for the course, the type and 
frequency of interactions expected, and tips for teaching 
the course. Lead instructors could modify the course guide 
template provided to them to meet their needs in providing 
an effective job aid for their adjunct instructors. The Wiley 
instructional designer provides a weekly report on adjunct 
activity levels, based on the guidelines set out within 
this document (e.g., if the course design requires higher 
discussion participation in one week and no discussion 
participation in another because of the type of topic or task 
the students were asked to tackle in a given week). 

The challenge for this intervention is encouraging all lead 
instructors to participate by creating and updating these 
expectation guides consistently. Because of the expectation 
for faculty autonomy among the full-time lead instructors as 
well as difficulty prioritizing a new task within their already 
busy schedule, faculty are requested, but not required, 
to complete these guides. By encouraging faculty to see 
the benefits of these tools for preparing adjuncts, most 
of the faculty have created these job aids and are readily 
using these tools with their instructors. The online program 
administrator also has found that individual lead instructors 
have filled out the guides in different ways, or even modified 
the template. Although this has been useful in personalizing 
expectations for the course and each lead instructor’s per-
sonal style, it has made it challenging to use these for other 
purposes, such as course monitoring (discussed below). We 
continue to consider ways to improve the process while 
maintaining individuality. 
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Course Orientation

The lead instructor of each course is expected to provide 
course orientation several weeks before the start of the 
term, in order to go over the course and offer advice about 
teaching the course. The expectation is that lead faculty will 
provide information on the course assignments, discussions, 
amount of interaction with students, and other pertinent 
information. Ideally, this should align well with the Course 
Expectation Guide (Job Aid), but may use a course walk-
through or interactive discussion to point out particular 
features of the course or strategies that have worked in var-
ious situations in the past. Lead instructors are expected to 
connect with their instructors 3-4 weeks prior to the course 
start date with the course syllabus and course orientation 
information. Then lead instructors are expected to provide 
a course orientation for instructors that will be teaching 
their course. Although the synchronous course orientation 
had been a regular practice for many lead instructors, lead 
instructors had often provided this session just prior to the 
course starting, and there were concerns that some instruc-
tors had not been providing significant course information 
and clearly communicating their expectations. Program 
policies put into place require that lead instructors provide 
more robust course orientation sessions and/or orientation 
material and offer these at least 2 weeks prior to a course 

start date. Program policies dictate that course orientation 
information must be provided in one of three ways: a) 
providing a synchronous course orientation session; b) a 
recorded video of the course orientation; and/or c) a written 
Course Expectation Guide (Job Aid). 

Although these materials and sessions generally go well, 
we have struggled to maintain the schedule we set out for 
ourselves; occasionally the orientation may occur as late 
as the week before a course begins. This is due to a variety 
of causes including last-minute course redesign changes, 
scheduling conflicts for everyone needing to attend the 
sessions, and technical issues within Blackboard. We contin-
ue to improve and are especially aware when new adjuncts 
are teaching a course.

Opportunities for Collaboration among Adjunct 
Instructors

Throughout the history of this program, adjuncts have been 
encouraged to send questions and ideas to all instructors 
teaching sections of a course and often have answered 
one-another’s questions or provided resources for all to use. 
Adjunct instructors were frequently enrolled in one-anoth-
er’s sections. This allowed them to receive one-another’s 
announcements and, if desired, enter other course sessions 
and observe modifications made to the course Blackboard 

FIGURE 6. Year 3—Redesigned Orientation & Reference Materials (Instructor Resources Site: Preparing to Teach). 
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site, course discussions, and additional resources provid-
ed. This allowed instructors to learn from one another. 
Instructors often borrowed and adapted announcements 
that were particularly well-written or provided links to useful 
resources. Perhaps more importantly, they learned strategies 
from one another. For example, one experienced instructor 
created weekly summaries at the end of each week; in-
cluding quotes from student discussions. Another created 
a weekly video summary. Once instructors began sharing 
their course sections, others copied these approaches, which 
were favorably received by students. Frequently, course 
leads or adjuncts themselves requested that all instructors 
for a course in a given term include all others on questions, 
concerns, or suggestions emailed to the lead. Often, adjuncts 
would address one-another’s questions before the lead 
instructor got to them. The entire group may also begin a 
lively discussion on particular concerns or events that took 
place across course sessions, coming up with strategies that 

worked for all. At times, an instructor may ask a trusted peer 
to take a look at a difficult question posed by a student or a 
student project that was particularly difficult to grade. 

Although this has happened from the very beginning of 
this program, we have become more aware of the value 
of these practices and more proactive about encouraging 
such collaboration. Many of the adjuncts have noted that 
they appreciate the learning community that has developed 
within the courses they are teaching, through sharing 
resources with other adjuncts, with the lead instructors, 
and with their students. Adjuncts often send questions 
to everyone teaching a given course as well as the lead 
instructor – and often the questions are answered or general 
advice given by other adjuncts. There is also an extended 
learning community that has developed through the sharing 
of ideas, experiences and resources which we see when the 
instructors come to the program orientation sessions, course 

    DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION	
	

	 	

Course	Number:	

Below	are	suggestions	for	instructing	this	course:	

General	recommendations	for	teaching	the	course:	 	

How	is	the	textbook	used	in	the	course?		How	are	
students	directed?	

	

What	is	the	purpose	of	the	assignments?		Any	areas	to	
watch	out	for?	Do	you	have	samples	of	excellent	
and/or	poor	work	you	can	share?	

	

What	is	the	expectation/purpose	of	the	discussions?		
What	are	examples	of	good	student	posts?	

	

List	any	discussion	prompts	or	questions	you	use.			 	

Which	areas	of	the	course	or	concepts	do	students	
struggle	with?		How	do	you	support	them?	

	

Are	there	any	resources	(websites,	videos,	etc.)	that	
would	extend	or	enrich	the	students’	learning?	
Provide	a	list.	

	

What	announcements	do	you	post?	List	them	and	
paste	sample	text.	

	

What	emails	or	reminders	do	you	send	students?	List	
them	and	paste	sample	text.	

	

	

Example:	

You	should	familiarize	yourself	with	the	textbook,	Analytical	Techniques	in	Financial	Management.	This	book	
has	evolved	out	of	my	experience	in	teaching	in	the	classroom.	The	students	that	I	have	met	were	uniformly	
hardworking	and	well	motivated.	For	online	teaching,	I	suggest	that	the	students	take	the	following	steps.		

1.	Reading.	The	textbook	has	fourteen	chapters.	Each	chapter	opens	with	a	list	of	objectives.	The	students	
should	read	the	assigned	reading	in	each	chapter.	They	should	understand	how	the	important	concepts	and	
formulas	are	developed.	Then	they	should	go	through	the	worked-out	examples.	The	examples	show	in	
considerable	detail	the	process	of	changing	a	word	problem	into	a	mathematical	equation.	The	students	
should	learn	this	procedure.	

	

FIGURE 7. Course Expectation Guide.
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orientation sessions, or the check-in sessions. All of these are 
highly encouraged, and through promoting the orientations, 
the events and adding the adjuncts into each other’s courses 
and encouraging sharing ideas and resources, this communi-
ty has continued to grow. 

Mentorship

Mentorship was implemented in two ways. First, as de-
scribed earlier, lead instructors were encouraged to mentor 
their adjunct instructors by providing course orientation 
training sessions and/or other course orientation materials 
including the course guides. The adjunct instructors who 
received course orientation training and additional mentor-
ing by their lead were more prepared to teach their courses, 
and they needed less assistance once the course started. 
Most lead instructors provided mentoring to new adjunct 
instructors teaching their courses and immediately saw the 
benefits of providing that mentoring. This not only helped 
their adjunct instructors, it also reduced the workload of the 
lead instructors during the semester and helped to prevent 
potential problems.

However, we realized this was not sufficient for new adjuncts 
who had little prior experience teaching in similar programs. 
Therefore, in 2014, the online program administrator 
proposed and trialed a formalized mentorship program 
designed for instructors new to the program who had little 
or no experience teaching online courses or courses that 
were offered in an accelerated format. In this program, men-
tees would be paid to co-teach a course under the direct 
supervision of a mentor for two semesters. This position 
allows the mentee to work closely with an experienced 

online instructor who will mentor and guide the trainee. 
Mentors were usually full-time faculty, though sometimes a 
highly skilled adjunct who had taught for the program for 
many semesters served as mentor. The mentor process has 
been fully adopted since.

Although the mentoring process is primarily intended to 
train mentees, it also serves as a vetting process. For exam-
ple, one mentee did not consistently respond to emails or 
other communications, did not appear to understand expec-
tations, and did not seem to be available when needed for 
grading, student support, and other crucial activities. Based 
on our experience with this individual across two terms, we 
did not feel she was a strong enough candidate to teach in 
our program, and the online program administrator had to 
remove her from the mentee program. 

Occasionally we have struggled to match a given mentee 
with a full-time faculty member willing to mentor a particu-
lar mentee. Full-time faculty find that working with mentees 
is relatively time-consuming and they may prefer to work 
alone or with a volunteer TA (typically a doctoral student or 
graduate of the MSEd program) they are familiar with. This 
has made it difficult to schedule mentees to work in the 
program. Pairing mentees with very experienced and highly 
respected existing adjuncts has helped to address this gap.

Weekly Monitoring and Formative Feedback for 
Adjuncts

Serious issues with adjuncts early in the program were nearly 
all due to a lack of timely communication and interaction 
with students. We knew from prior experience and literature 

FIGURE 8. Monitoring Spreadsheet Generated Weekly. 
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on distance education (Baker, 2010; Richardson et al., 2015) 
that instructor-to-student interaction and instructor pres-
ence (a sense that an instructor is “real,” visible, and active 
within the class environment) in a course play an important 
role in student success and satisfaction. Unlike face-to-face 
courses, the program administrator and lead instructors 
cannot see adjuncts arriving and leaving or hear students 
interacting with them. 

To prevent issues before they occurred, we needed a 
mechanism to determine whether adjuncts were interact-
ing with students as intended, and to respond quickly if 
not. We began monitoring adjuncts’ level of presence in a 
systematic way in order to provide quick formative feedback 
and remediation if necessary. Before beginning to teach, 
adjuncts receive a document that explains that the program 
sponsors will have access to their course sections and will be 
evaluating their performance. Another document provided 
to adjuncts outlines the rights of the university related to the 
performance of Limited Term Lecturer’s (which are used as 
adjuncts in our program).

Weekly monitoring involves opening each online course 
and checking the amount of, and variety of, interactions to 
ensure the adjunct instructors were actively participating 
in their courses. One of the program staff members who 
reports to the online program administrator collects this in-
formation and forwards to lead instructors each week using 
a spreadsheet listing the courses, the instructors, and the 
three main areas of review for each week during the term 
(see Figure 8). Generating the report takes approximately 
30 minutes each week. The areas reviewed and reported 
include participating in the discussion forums, actively 
sending announcements each week, and posting grades as 
expected. General program expectations were that instruc-
tors should be active in their discussion forums and posting 
3-5 days a week, sending 2-3 announcements per week, 
and grading small assignments within 3-5 days and larger 
assignments within 5 days, and discussion forums within 3 
days. However, since these expectations may vary by course, 
lead instructors would determine whether the levels were 
appropriate for a given course in a week. It was also up to 
the lead instructor to contact the adjunct instructor if there 
were any concerns.

Often, a quick clarification of expectations proved sufficient 
to resolve a problem that otherwise could have escalated. 
For example, one lead instructor contacted an adjunct who 
was very enthusiastic but did not realize that regular partici-
pation in ongoing student discussions was expected, as this 
approach differed greatly from what was done at another 
institution she had taught. In another instance, students 
reported that they were not getting feedback for major parts 
of the course, which was also reflected in the spreadsheet. 
Investigation by the lead instructor soon revealed that 
the adjunct had been giving feedback to students, but 

was having a technical issue with Blackboard, causing the 
feedback to be invisible to students.

We are happy with the first iteration of this process. The 
system has been working well, although it is not as custom-
ized to individual course designs as we had initially intended. 
Ideally, lead instructors’ expectations could be clarified both 
to adjuncts and to the instructional designer who monitors 
their sections through the course guide. This should result in 
different thresholds for expectations for each type of com-
munication within each course. We have recently recognized 
that we need to better communicate this additional purpose 
in the course guides and have updated the template for 
the next term. Once lead instructors fill in the new informa-
tion, the online program administrator will direct the staff 
member who monitors adjuncts to these course expectation 
guides. 

However, until this is in place, the current system is working 
well. Because the data sheets are directed to lead instructors, 
they determine whether there is actually an issue, and how 
to respond to it. If a lead instructor recognizes that a certain 
form of communication is not as important in a given week, 
he or she can determine if there is no issue, even if the cell 
for one or more adjuncts is yellow or red. For example, if 
there is no required discussion that week or the discussion 
activity could be better served by low instructor presence 
during a student debate.

Staff Growth

As the program grew, the online program administrator 
quickly became overwhelmed with the workload, and a 
staff member was hired as a “curriculum coordinator”. The 
curriculum coordinator was responsible for assisting with 
contracts for adjunct instructors, course scheduling, program 
manuals, development of an online student center, program 
website, interacting with Wiley staff regarding student issues, 
providing technical support for adjuncts, and other admin-
istrative and clerical tasks. This role has grown significantly 
since it was originally listed.

Executive Committee

During the early history of this online program, and con-
tinuing into the intervention period, decisions relating to 
the program were made either by the faculty as a whole or 
by individuals in isolation. Because the online program is 
relatively large, consistent monitoring and adjustments are 
required. We determined that a separate leadership group 
focused specifically on the online program was needed. 
An executive committee was formed, comprising three 
members: the area program convener (who oversees all of 
the LDT programs); the online program administrator, and 
the curriculum coordinator. This committee meets every two 
weeks to discuss online program needs, issues, and con-
cerns. The committee reports back to the program faculty 
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members and collaborates with them on major decision 
points. This alleviates some of the communication issues and 
inconsistencies that had previously hampered the overall 
process. 

Formative Evaluation

A formative evaluation process was designed in parallel with 
the development of the interventions. The primary goals of 
the evaluation process were to determine whether adjuncts 
were satisfied with the training and support they received, 
and whether this change has affected the outcomes of 
the program: student satisfaction, retention, and success. 
Adjunct instructors were surveyed every six months for one 
year and then two years later to determine the strengths 
or weakness of the training and support at a program level. 
Adjuncts were also surveyed after teaching each course to 
determine their perceptions of the course and the support 
they received specifically related to that course. We plan to 
add additional data sources, such as student drop statistics, 
in the future. Following best practices, the design and 
development process is expected to continue to iterate as 
the program and adjunct instructor needs change.  

The adjunct survey includes closed-ended, Likert scale 
questions regarding satisfaction with:

•	 program-level orientation and support (including orien-
tation sessions, supplemental meetings, and resources).

•	 course-level orientation and support (including the 
quality of materials provided/presented, the degree to 
which they felt prepared to teach the course, and the 
responsiveness of lead instructors to questions and 
concerns).

•	 support staff (including the program administrators 
and Wiley instructional designers and student support 
coordinator).

•	 technical resources (including Blackboard™ and tools 
such as the mid-term evaluation).

•	 frequency and value of interactions with lead instructors, 
other adjuncts, and support staff.

Adjuncts were asked to give open-ended feedback on each 
area.

In the future, this data can be combined with adjunct and 
mentee retention rates, average performance in the weekly 
monitoring spreadsheet, and measures of student satisfac-
tion, retention, and performance for a higher-level program 
evaluation.

EARLY EVALUATION & FEEDBACK
Adjunct instructors with prior experience in the program 
were invited to participate in an initial survey just before 
the new interventions were introduced. Only experienced 

participants were invited, as they had received the original 
training and had experience with our support systems. Eight 
adjuncts participated. A follow-up survey was conducted 
six months later, after the first round of changes had been 
introduced, and all adjuncts in good standing were invited 
to participate. Seventeen adjuncts participated. Although 
this data is included in a manuscript being prepared for 
publication, highlights are given below.

As discussed in Walker and Exter (2015), a comparison of 
data between the two surveys showed increased overall 
satisfaction levels. For example, when asked to respond to 
“Overall, my experience teaching in the program has been…” 
survey respondents can indicate from “poor” to “excellent” 
using a 5-point Likert scale. In the preliminary results, 58% 
(10 respondents) indicated their overall experience teaching 
in the program had been excellent, compared with 13% 
(1 respondent) in the follow-up survey. In the six-month 
follow-up survey, participants also indicated a statistically 
significantly higher level of satisfaction with the degree to 
which the program orientation prepared them to teach, 
including the extent to which they felt they know where to 
look or who to ask for additional information, the usefulness 
of course orientation and materials, and the responsiveness 
of ID staff. There was also a small, but statistically significant, 
increase in their satisfaction with lead instructors, includ-
ing the sense that the lead instructor provides adequate 
information, that their instructions are understood, and that 
they respond to questions and concerns. Unsurprisingly, 
there were no significant changes in responsiveness and 
helpfulness from the student service coordinator and LDT 
program administrators since there was no change to their 
roles or interactions.

Although the trends are positive, we could see there was 
more work to do in several of these areas. For example, 
the average scores in the follow-up survey were between 
3.0 and 3.5 on the five-point Likert scale for the degree to 
which the program orientation prepared them to teach and 
for some aspects of the lead instructors’ roles. These lead 
instructor roles included preparing adjuncts to understand 
the overall course content and flow and general information 
received from course instructors (likely due, at least in part, 
to a variation between lead instructors). As one adjunct 
indicated, “Some lead [instructors] are more hands-on [than 
others] with the instructors, share more clear expectations, 
and are more responsive to questions.” However, most 
participants were much more satisfied with their relationship 
with lead instructors and their overall responsiveness. As 
one indicated, “My lead instructors have been fantastic! 
Responsive, reaching out, in fact -- and sharing every exam-
ple, sample possible including opening up their courses for 
me to shadow.” 

In addition to survey data, the program administrator and 
faculty who played lead instructor roles have noticed a 
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decrease in the need for lead instructors to intervene in 
problems arising from a lack of adjunct preparation or 
understanding of expectations and a decrease in last-minute 
emergencies (as reported by the program administrators 
and support staff ). A two-year follow-up survey is planned 
for next fall. This will allow us to determine how adjuncts 
perceive the training and support interventions now that 
they have matured.

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
It appears that the use of adjunct faculty, particularly in 
online programs, will continue to rise. In our program, 
we intentionally hire skilled adjuncts currently working in 
industry to increase the number of instructors available 
and to bring in different perspectives and experiences. 
Although exposing students to instructors with diverse 
backgrounds and instructional styles can be beneficial to 
students, our online students expect to receive an adequate 
and consistent level of interaction with faculty across courses 
and course sections. When this is not the case, we have 
seen student learning suffer and complaints are likely to 
rise. Adjunct faculty satisfaction also depends on receiving 
adequate preparation and support. Early in our program, 
a lack of preparation, support, and consistency led to a signif-
icant workload for full-time faculty, especially for the online 
program administrator and course lead instructors. 

As the program grew, the program faculty realized that 
they could not continue handling these issues on a just-
in-time response basis. The newly hired online program 
administrator collaborated with full-time faculty, dedicated 
experienced adjuncts, and Wiley staff to design and lead an 
initiative to implement the set of interventions described in 
this article. We realized that training alone was not sufficient. 
Therefore, in addition to expanding our instructor orienta-
tion and formalizing course orientation sessions, we added 
check-in sessions, course expectation guides, opportunities 
for collaboration, a mentor program for less prepared 
adjuncts, weekly monitoring and formative feedback for 
adjuncts, and a formative evaluation process. Adding an 
executive committee and a dedicated staff member helped 
to streamline the work of the online program administrator 
and faculty. Our processes remain collaborative. In addition 
to the formal formative evaluation, our collaborative rela-
tionship with adjuncts continues to grow, and we regularly 
get useful recommendations from adjuncts, which are 
then brought up to administrators or lead faculty and are 
discussed in program meetings. Often these suggestions are 
implemented or alternative resolutions are found in order to 
support and meet the needs of both the adjuncts and the 
larger program.

This article offers one model for providing adjunct training 
and support. We were inspired to make changes based on 
the needs of the adjuncts and students and the program. 

The model we used was customized to meet the needs of 
our program and will continue to be updated based on our 
ongoing formative evaluation. Early evaluation data and our 
own experiences appear to indicate that these interventions 
have had a positive effect. So far, it has been met with 
support by adjuncts, and there has been a reduction in the 
need for lead instructors to intervene in problems arising 
from the lack of adjunct preparation or understanding of 
expectations. It remains to be seen whether the interven-
tions will affect student graduation rates and overall success 
and satisfaction with the program. Ongoing data collection 
through our formative evaluation process will help us to 
continue to improve the adjunct training and support within 
this program.
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APPENDIX A
Adjunct Instructor Guide for EDCI 577: Strategic Assessment and Evaluation

    DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 
 	 	

Course	Number:		EDCI	577	–	Strategic	Assessment	and	Evaluation		

Below	are	suggestions	and	requirements	for	instructing	this	course:	

To	prepare	for	teaching	
this	course	instructors	
should	do	the	following:	

The	following	list	is	provided	to	assist	you	in	preparing	for	
opening	your	course.	
	
1. Order the course textbook and read prior to being the course. 

Kirkpatrick, D. L., & Kirkpatrick, J. D. (2006).  Evaluating
Training Programs.  Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc.:  San 
Francisco.
www.bkconnection.com

2. Review	the	EDCI	577	Blackboard	course	for	any	concerns	or	
questions.	These	can	be	forwarded	to	the	instructional	
designer	or	lead	instructor.	

3. Update	the	course	syllabus	with	your	information	and	
upload	to	the	Getting	Started	area	of	the	course.		

4. Add	your	instructor	information	in	the	Meet	Your	Instructor	
section	in	the	Getting	Started	area	(remove	example	
instructor	information)	

5. Add	your	introduction	in	the	Introduction	Discussion	forum	
6. Subscribe	to	the	Questions	and	Water	Cooler	discussion	

forums	
7. Add	your	Initial	discussion	threads	for	Week	1		discussion	1	

(3	Group	questions)	and	discussion	2		
8. There	are	group	activities	for	some	of	the	discussions	(Week	

1,	6,	&	7).	Carefully	read	these	week’s	discussions	and	set	up	
the	student	groupings.	
a. Assign	students	to	groups	where	assigning	occurs.	Make	

sure	that	there	is	an	equal	distribution	of	students	
among	the	groupings	based	on	their	last	names	or	
modify	as	needed.	

b. Carefully	read	the	directions	for	the	discussions	with	
groupings	to	be	certain	the	instructions	are	clear	based	
on	your	course	and	the	student	numbers	you	have	in	
your	course.	

c. For	week	7,	you	can	allow	students	to	sign	up	for	the	key	
step	they	want	to	work	on.	But	you	will	want	to	be	sure	
that	there	is	an	equal	distribution	of	students	working	on	
any	given	step	

9. Make	your	course	is	available	to	students	usually	by	the	
Friday	prior	to	the	week	courses	start	–	Scroll	down	in	the	
course	menu	on	the	left	>	select	“properties”>	select	
“customize”>	select	“yes”	next	to	make	course	available	

10. Post	your	welcome	announcement	
	

    DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 
Major	Assignments		 Project	1	– Jet	Blue – “After	reading	the	case,	write	a	3‐page	

single	spaced	summary	of	recommendations	you	would	make	to	
JetBlue	airlines	regarding	evaluation	of	their	leadership	training	
program.	Focused	primarily	on	what	you	think	you	should	
evaluate,	use	a	visual	framework	and	provide	a	rationale	for	
your	recommendations.”	
	
Project	2	–	An	Instructional	Product	Evaluation	–	“You	will	
evaluate	the	quality	of	an	instructional	product	(this	could	
include	an	e‐learning	or	EPSS	program)	using	one	of	the	tools	
reviewed	in	this	course	(or	one	that	you	are	familiar	with).	You	
should	evaluate	at	least	two	modules	of	your	selected	
instructional	product	and	write	a	2‐5	page	single	spaced	report	
that	provides	an	overview	of	the	product	that	was	evaluated,	a	
rationale	for	the	selection	of	the	tool	you	used	for	the	evaluation,	
and	your	judgment	of	the	overall	quality	of	the	program	based	
upon	the	modules	you	evaluated.”	
	
Project	3	‐	The	Evaluation	Plan	–	“You	will	research	and	plan	an	
evaluation	study	for	an	intervention	that	you	are	currently	
involved	with	or	one	in	which	you	may	be	involved	with	in	the	
future.	Create	an	evaluation	plan	and	construct	related	
assessment	tools	as	appropriate.	Prepare	a	brief	proposal	
describing	your	design.	This	includes	a	rationale	for	design	
decisions	and	recommendations	for	implementation.”		

Course	Discussions	 	
The	students	will	be	responding	to	two	discussion	prompts	
every	week,	except	week	5	and	week	8.	They	receive	points	
based	on	their	depth	of	understanding	of	the	material,	how	well	
they	can	express	it,	and	there	participation	with	other	students	
in	the	discussions.	Frequently,	they	will	look	at	outside	sources	
to	gain	new	insights	about	a	problem.	The	students	are	required	
to	comment	on	each	other's	postings.	The	procedure	emulates	a	
classroom	discussion.	There	is	a	discussion	rubric	in	the	Getting	
Started	area	of	the	course.	
	
The	discussions	are	used	to	assist	students	in	understanding:		

1. the	purpose	and	value	of	program	evaluation	
2. each	of	the	steps	in	the	Kirkpatrick	framework	
3. interacting	for	challenging	stakeholders	and	potential	

clients	
	

It	is	expected	that	instructors	will	be	interacting	in	the	course	
discussions	at	least	4	days	out	of	the	discussion	week.	
Instructors	should	be	actively	posting	feedback	to	multiple	
students	in	each	of	the	discussion	forums	each	week.	

	

    DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 
General	requirements	for	
teaching	this	course:	

1. Open	your	course	the	Friday	before	the	official	start	date	or	a	
little	earlier	so	students	can	explore	the	materials.		

2. Send	a	welcome	email	to	your	students	by	Friday	before	the	
course	starts	to	let	them	know	the	course	is	available.		

3. The	first	week’s	discussions	involve	a	group	activity.	It	is	
best	to	let	the	students	know	about	this	in	your	welcome	
message	so	they	can	be	prepared	to	make	connections.		

4. Respond	to	student	emails	within	24	hours.	
5. Grade	student	work	within	5	days	of	submission.		

o Discussions	–	usually	1‐2	days	of	due	date	
o Projects	–	usually	3‐5	days	of	due	date	

6. Be	present	in	Blackboard	and	active	in	the	discussions.	
7. Subscribe	to	the	“Questions”	forum	so	you	can	monitor	

students'	questions/concerns	about	the	course	on	an	
ongoing	basis.	

8. Hold	weekly/bi‐weekly	office	hours.	(WebEx	is	the	
standard.)	

9. Be	positive!	Share	your	passion	for	the	course	content.		
		

Course	Textbook		 It	is	expected	that	instructors	will	read	the	course	textbook	and	
will	be	able	to	discuss	the	textbook	in	their	interactions	with	the	
students	in	the	course.	
Required	Text:			

Kirkpatrick,	D.	L.,	&	Kirkpatrick,	J.	D.	(2006).		Evaluating	
Training	Programs.		Berrett‐Koehler	Publishers,	
Inc.:		San	Francisco.	

Optional	Text:		
Shrock,	S.	A.	&	Coscarelli,	W.	C.	(2007).	Criterion‐referenced

test	development:	Technical	and	legal	guidelines	for	
corporate	training	and	certification.	(3rd.ed.).	San	
Francisco,	CA:	John	Wiley	and	Sons			

 For	the	Kirkpatrick	text,	there	are	online	chapters	and	
chapters	in	the	printed	book.	Both	can	be	accessed	in	
electronic	format	from	the	library’s	course	page	which	is	
linked	in	each	of	the	course	week	areas	and	the	resource	
is	noted	on	the	syllabus		

 There	are	chapters	to	read	each	week	from	the	textbook.	
 There	are	case	studies	to	read	during	most	of	the	later	

weeks	in	the	course.	These	case	studies	are	discussed	in	
the	discussion	forums.	

 The	framework	Kirkpatrick	proposes	will	be	the	
framework	the	students	will	use	for	all	three	of	their	
projects.	

 Students	are	informed	of	the	readings	in	the	syllabus,	the	
weekly	areas	and	in	the	discussion	area	

 
 
	

    DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 
	

These	are	areas	of	the	
course	students	tend	to	
struggle	with	and	ways	
you	can	assist	them.	

1. This	course	discussion	program	evaluation	–	which	is	
different	than	learner	assessment	students	tend	to	be	most	
familiar	with.	It	is	important	to	reiterate	this	from	the	
beginning	of	the	course	and	help	students	see	the	purpose	of	
value	of	this	type	of	evaluation.		

2. Students	who	work	as	teachers	in	K‐12	or	some	higher	
education	students	will	have	a	harder	time	understanding	
the	Kirkpatrick	framework	as	it	is	based	on	a	corporate	
model.		Through	the	discussions	and	assignments,	you	
should	provide	extra	scaffolding	to	assist	these	learners	in	
understanding	how	program	evaluation	can	be	applied	to	
their	roles.	It	is	most	important	that	you	are	active	in	the	
discussions	to	provide	this	type	of	scaffolding.	
	

Course	Announcements	 It	is	expected	that	instructors	will	be	sending	out	3‐4	
announcements	a	week.	These	announcements	should	be	used	
to	guide	the	students	on	weekly	activities,	provide	feedback	or	
resources,	and	they	can	serve	as	opportunities	for	clarification	
and	helpful	reminders.	
		
1. Welcome	announcement	
2. Weekly	announcements	–		

o Start	of	the	week	–	Overview	of	the	week	
o Mid‐week	–	discussions,	reminders,	feedback	
o End	of	week	–	overview	of	the	week’s	discussion	results,	

reminders,	etc.	
3. Announcements	sharing	great	resources	
4. Survey	reminder	announcements	

	
Typical	Course	Reminders	
Instructors	should	be	
sending	

1. Assignment	due	dates
2. Discussion	expectations		
3. Discussion	due	date	and	topic	reminders	
4. Office	hours	
5. Mid‐term	and	end	of	course	survey	reminders	

	
	

1

3

2

4
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APPENDIX B
Adjunct Instructor Guide for EDCI 528: Human Performance Technology

    DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 
 	 	

Course	Number:	EDCI	52800		‐	Human	Performance	Technology	

Below	are	suggestions	for	instructing	this	course:	

General	recommendations	for	
teaching	the	course:	

The	6	weeks	are	really	intense	and	students	panic	in	the	first	few	
weeks.		I	have	tried	to	lower	the	load	a	bit	this	semester	but	I	do	
remind	them	that	this	is	a	full	3	credit	hour	class.	The	purpose	of	the	
6	week	format	is	two‐fold:	for	those	who	are	taking	it	as	a	final	
course,	it	allows	them	to	graduate	on	time.	For	others,	it	gives	them	
a	2	week	break.			
The	course	is	also	front‐loaded,	especially	in	readings.		Please	try	to	
open	your	course	the	Friday	before	to	give	them	a	chance	to	get	
started.	
Inform	students	that	they	really	need	to	come	to	you	if	they	have	a	
personal	emergency	or	issue	as	soon	as	they	know	it,	not	AFTER	
they	have	already	missed	the	deadline.		Be	willing	to	work	things	out	
with	students	who	have	a	legitimate	issue.		If	you	see	students	start	
to	miss	things	(for	example,	not	participating	in	the	discussion	
forum	in	the	first	week),	reach	out	to	them.		This	will	help	you	
determine	if	there	is	a	real	issue	–	and	sometimes	is	enough	to	get	
students	going	by	itself.		
Encourage	students	to	post	their	questions	in	the	“Ask	a	Peer,	Ask	
the	instructor”	forum	so	other	students	will	benefit	from	the	
answers.	If	a	student	emails	you	a	question	that	seems	general,	ask	
them	to	please	post	it	there.		Encourage	students	to	respond	to	
peers’	questions	in	the	“As	a	Peer,	Ask	the	Instructor”	forum	as	well.	
This	will	help	build	community	and	get	them	answers	more	quickly.	

Textbook	 Students	are	required	to	read	the	main	textbook	(Stolovitch	&	
Keeps,	2004).	The	textbook	is	designed	to	be	interactive,	and	when	I	
do	my	course	intro	I	emphasize	that	they	need	to	actually	do	the	
exercises	to	get	the	most	out	of	the	book.		Tables	and	tools	in	the	
book	will	also	be	used	directly	in	the	assignments.	
The	optional	textbook	(van	Tiem,	2012)	is	much	more	theoretical.	I	
suggest	that	students	use	the	electronic	copy	first	and	see	if	they	
really	like	the	book	–	if	they	are	going	into	HPT	seriously	I	
recommend	they	buy	it.		Various	chapters	from	this	book	are	
“recommended”	for	each	week	–	realistically,	some	students	read	all	
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sessions	if	possible).		I	have	the	student’s	blog	on	the	speakers.		This	
year	in	order	to	reduce	the	total	number	of	different	things	due,	I	am	
having	them	blog	on	all	the	speakers	at	once	in	week	5.		They	have	
the	option	to	blog	multiple	times	or	just	once	(we	will	grade	all	at	
week	5).	I	hope	this	won’t	be	too	confusing.		Please	remind	students	
that	they	are	expected	to	attend	or	view	the	videos	‐‐‐	if	they	can	
attend	it	is	better	since	they	have	a	chance	at	Q&A	and	it	is	of	course	
nicer	for	our	speakers	if	many	students	attend.	

Expectation/Purpose	of	the	
Discussions		

Some	of	the	learning	objectives	are	only	covered	in	discussions;	for	
others,	discussions	are	a	practice	before	the	activity.	So,	they	are	
really	important	content‐wise.	They	are	also	very	important	to	
building	community.	Community	building	is	important	within	LDT	
online	courses.	In	addition	to	helping	students	to	learn	the	material,	
it	gives	them	moral	support	and	makes	it	easier	for	students	to	stick	
with	it	in	very	intense	courses,	especially	when	they	don’t	feel	as	
comfortable	with	the	material.	
The	rubric	gives	examples	of	good	posts.		I	would	suggest	grading	
following	the	rubric	especially	during	the	first	few	weeks	to	
encourage	active,	substantive	engagement.		I	also	encourage	
students	to	make	it	their	own	with	lots	of	real‐life	examples.	

Course	Discussions		 The	main	prompts	are	in	the	discussion	forum.	
Especially	earlier	in	the	week	I	tend	to	take	a	light	hand	in	the	
discussion	and	let	them	lead.		Questions	I	ask	are	generally	“could	
you	explain	further?”	“could	you	give	an	example?”	“why	do	you	
think	that	might	be?”.		Later	in	the	week	I	might	add	an	opinion	or	
personal	story	as	appropriate.	
I	try	to	especially	respond	to	students	who	are	not	getting	a	lot	of	
responses	from	others.		Often	I	find	that	the	strong	students	are	
keeping	each‐other	going	quite	well,	but	some	of	the	weaker	
students	need	to	be	drawn	out.		However,	I	do	try	to	make	sure	that	I	
respond	to	everyone	at	least	a	couple	of	times	during	the	semester.	I	
use	a	spreadsheet	to	keep	track	of	who	I	responded	to.		I	quote	
students	in	my	weekly	summaries	and	also	try	to	make	sure	to	get	to	
everyone	at	least	a	couple	of	times	during	the	semester	(also	using	
spreadsheet	to	keep	track).	

These	are	areas	of	the	course	
students	tend	to	struggle	with	and	

Many	students	are	weary	about	this	course	because	they	don’t	really	
know	what	HPT	is,	or	how	they	will	possibly	learn	all	of	it	in	one	
semester	(others	come	in	confident	they	will	become	a	performance	
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of	them	and	some	students	probably	do	not	read	them.
There	are	also	some	required	and	optional	articles	to	read	each	
week	which	add	to	the	material	and	are	generally	relevant	to	the	
discussion	and/or	blog	assignment.	

Assignments	‐	Purpose	of	the	
assignments	and	areas	to	watch	out	
for.	

Assignments

The	purpose	of	the	two	major	assignments	is	to	practice	the	skills	
they	are	learning.			
The	first	focuses	on	performance	analysis	–	I	encourage	them	to	
work	on	a	problem	in	their	current	environment	(somewhere	they	
work	or	volunteer,	or	possibly	somewhere	a	friend	works	and	
volunteers,	but	only	if	they	have	access	to	enough	information	to	
actually	make	the	system	diagram	and	do	an	analysis).	
In	the	second	assignment,	they	carry	on	with	the	same	topic	and	
design	a	set	of	interventions.	
I	encourage	students	who	are	not	certain	if	they	have	an	appropriate	
topic	to	check	with	me.		For	some	students	it	is	sometimes	hard	to	
think	of	a	problem	that	is	not	a	knowledge	gap,	or	to	come	up	with	
non‐training	interventions.		Training	may	certainly	be	part	of	the	
suite	of	interventions,	but	if	they	can’t	come	up	with	several	other	
types	of	interventions	(or	the	problem	does	not	lend	itself	to	other	
types	of	interventions)	they	may	need	a	bit	of	help	thinking	it	
through.	
Blog	Posts	

The	other	main	thing	we	have	them	do	is	a	series	of	blog	posts.	The	
overall	goal	of	these	posts	is	to	give	them	another	chance	to	think	
through	or	practice	the	material,	while	tying	it	to	their	own	lives.		
Generally	students	do	pretty	well	on	this.			
They	generally	struggle	with	the	“extended	readings”	(in	which	they	
have	to	find	a	total	of	4	articles	to	review).		They	appear	to	struggle	
the	most	with	LOCATING	the	articles.		In	the	“course	readings”	page	
there	are	several	videos	made	by	our	librarian	about	searching	for	
articles	which	should	help.	I	also	get	the	impression	that	some	
students	over‐think	or	drive	themselves	to	find	an	article	exactly	in	
their	interest	area,	and	sometimes	they	are	unable	to	locate	these.	
I	also	have	invited	speakers	join	us	(I	encourage	you	to	join	in	these	
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ways	you	can	assist	them.	 technologist	and	get	a	job	in	PT	after	this	one	semester).	I	emphasize	

that	this	is	a	6	week	survey	course.		We	will	give	them	a	general	
understanding	of	what	HPT	is	and	a	chance	to	experience	working	
through	some	HPT	related	problems.		However,	HPT	is	itself	a	field	
of	study	that	someone	can	get	a	whole	degree	in.		If	they	are	
interested	in	going	further,	there	are	great	training	and	certification	
programs	offered	by	ISPI	and	other	organizations.		At	the	end	of	the	
semester,	they	will	reflect	on	what	they	have	learned	and	what	their	
own	personal	goals	are	moving	forward	(week	6	blog	post).		Telling	
them	this	at	the	beginning	seems	to	help	too.	
We	generally	get	a	few	k‐12	people	in	the	class	who	are	especially	
worried	they	will	not	understand	the	material	or	be	able	to	apply	it	
in	their	context.	Assure	them	that	we	have	had	k‐12	students	in	528	
before	who	have	done	really	interesting	projects.	The	approach	we	
will	learn	can	be	very	useful	in	any	context.		You	can	give	them	
examples	‐‐‐	a	very	simple	one	is	“imagine	you	have	a	1:1	laptop	
initiative	and	no‐one	is	using	the	laptops.		The	superintendent	and	
donors	of	the	laptops	want	to	know	why.		You	investigate	and	find	
out	that	no‐one	figured	out	where	or	how	to	conveniently	charge	the	
laptops	each	night/the	wifi	doesn’t	work	in	some	rooms/a	bunch	of	
rooms	are	down	a	hallway	with	a	very	uneven	floor	and	the	laptop	
cart	can’t	be	pushed	down	it/no	one	knows	how	to	schedule	or	
check‐out	the	lap‐top	cart”	(these	are	all	true	stories).		These	issues	
are	not	going	to	be	solved	by	training	someone	–	you	need	non‐
training	solutions.		And	as	an	educational	technologist,	this	is	exactly	
the	type	of	situation	they	will	have	to	deal	with.	

Resources	(websites,	videos,	etc.)	
that	would	extend	or	enrich	the	
students’	learning.	

I	have	given	a	lot	of	“recommended”	and	“optional”	readings	already	
in	the	site–	some	very	scholarly,	some	on	the	fun	side.	
As	things	come	up	during	the	semester,	reach	out	to	your	fellow	
instructors	–	often	we	come	up	with	useful	or	fun	additional	
resources	as	we	go.	
Students	will	also	come	up	with	resources	to	share.	If	there	are	
particularly	good	ones,	you	could	feature	them	in	an	announcement	
or	as	part	of	the	weekly	summary.	

Course	Announcement	 1. Course	welcome	(see	sample	below	table)	
2. Weekly	welcome	(see	sample	below	table)	
3. Weekly	discussion	summary	(could	be	combined	with	

weekly	welcome,	but	mine	tend	to	be	long	so	I	usually	
separate	them)	

1

3

2

4
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4. Reminder	posts	– remind	of	upcoming	events	such	as	

speakers,	assignment	due,	etc.	
5. Response	to	issues	that	are	arising	–	either	in	the	discussion	

forum	or	if	I	get	more	than	one	email	about	a	topic	that	
seems	like	it	could	be	a	general	issue	for	everyone	(e.g.	
misunderstanding	about	deadline	or	one	portion	of	an	
assignment).	I	like	to	nip	these	in	the	bud	and	it	is	possible	
that	not	all	students	are	watching	the	Ask	the	Instructor	
forum.	

Typical	Course	Reminders	
Instructors	should	be	sending	

I	use	announcements	for	reminders.	See	above.	
I	will	directly	email	a	student	only	if	there	is	something	personal	–	
such	as	checking	in	on	why	they	did	not	participate.		I	also	respond	
to	all	student	emails	in	a	timely	fashion	(within	1	day,	including	on	
weekends).	Students	generally	ask	questions	about	assignments	but	
may	also	ask	about	other	things,	including	personal	advice	for	job‐
search.		Students	may	also	express	concerns	about	the	class	or	
work‐load.	I	make	sure	to	send	a	polite	response	and	acknowledge	
their	concerns	and	consider	whether	to	make	any	changes	based	on	
the	student	concern.	

	

Instructor	checklist:	
 Personalize	your	site.	At	a	minimum:	

o Put	your	own	name,	image,	and	brief	bio	on	the	Getting	Started	page	
o Put	your	own	name,	email,	and	office	hours	policy	in	the	Syllabus	
o Create	a	bio	blog	post	for	yourself	

 Open	your	course	the	Friday	before	the	official	start	date	so	students	can	explore	the	materials.		
 Send	a	welcome	email	to	your	students	by	Friday	before	the	course	start.		
 Comment	on	student	introduction	blogs	(at	least	a	brief	comment	for	each	student).	
 Respond	to	student	emails	within	24	hours.		
 Be	present	in	Blackboard	daily.	
 Subscribe	to	the	“Ask	a	Peer,	Ask	the	Instructor”	forum	so	you	can	monitor	students'	

questions/concerns	about	the	course	on	an	ongoing	basis.	
 Hold	weekly	office	hours	OR	hold	gatherings	at	key	points,	such	as	once	before	each	assignment	is	

due.		
 Participate	in	weekly	discussion.	You	don’t	have	to	comment	on	everyone’s	post,	but	try	to	make	sure	

everyone	gets	a	comment	every	few	weeks.	
 Give	feedback	when	grading	student	work.	
 Use	rubrics	and	grading	sheets	while	grading	student	work	so	that	we	can	be	consistent	across	

sections.	
 Grade	student	work	within	one	week	of	submission.		Be	especially	sensitive	to	assignments	that	build	

on	one	another	and	try	to	grade	more	quickly,	if	possible	(while	still	giving	useful	feedback).	
 Remember	that	grades	are	due	by	the	Tuesday	after	the	last	week	of	class.		The	major	assignment	is	

due	during	week	5,	but	you	will	still	need	to	grade	discussion	and	blog	posts	for	week	6.	
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Welcome to Week 1! 

I look forward to seeing some of you in the introduction session at 8:30 EDT tonight 
([webEx link]  ).  If you cannot access a computer at this time, you may want to 
download the mobile app (IOS / Android). I will also be recording the session. 

Thank you to those who have posted introduction blog posts. It is nice to start to get to 
know some of you.  I can already see we will have a diverse group, with a lot to learn 
from one another.  Each of us is an expert in our own domain, and the examples each of 
you brings in to the discussions will help us all gain a richer understanding of the subject 
matter. 

The main goal this week is to start looking at things from an HPT perspective. For some 
of us, this may require thinking outside of the box to identify areas in which non-training 
solutions would be useful to improve the situations we see around us.  The textbook is 
designed to help you start thinking this way.  I think you will find it a quick and easy 
read, but it is designed around your active participation in the activities embedded in the 
text. Make sure to leave yourself time to engage in the activities!

Week 1 will be the busiest week this semester in term of number of things you need to 
turn in or do.

A few thoughts on these: 

1. Most of you probably have already taken the plagiarism tutorial. Feel free to 
submit the certificate from an earlier date. 

2. If you are having some difficulty thinking of things to write for discussion 1, here 
are some things to think about:  Can you think of any situation with a previous 
employer where things were just not as good as they could have been?  Bad or 
just inefficient choices made - at any level (could be by individuals, by 
management, by administration)?  Lack of motivation among employees or a 
generally bad atmosphere?  Customers feeling confused or disorganized?   

Your example does not necessarily need to be with a current or former employer.  
One student mentioned noticing inefficiencies at a doctor’s office she visited 
recently.  Or perhaps you can think of examples that occurred during your own 
formal education, a volunteer position, a religious institution, or some other sort 
of organization you are involved with.

3. This week there are two smaller blog assignments, including : 
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 Post	questions	or	ideas	to	all	528	instructors,	so	that	we	can	all	learn	from	one	another.	
 Be	positive!	Share	your	passion	for	the	course	content.			

Sample	Materials:	

Announcements:	

Welcome to 528: Human Performance Technology!

We will be covering a lot in this six week survey course, and will be getting a running 
start this first week, so please take the time now to review all of the course materials and 
familiarize yourself with the syllabus and the course schedule.  I will offer a course 
introduction on Monday evening at 8:30 EDT at [WebEx link] . If you cannot make it, I 
will be recording the session. 

A few things to think about as you begin the course: 

 On the Getting Started page you can find information about the goals and 
structure of the course along with the course schedule.  Please take note of the 
deadlines for each assignment.  

 In addition to two written papers and weekly discussion forums, a major activity 
this semester will be posting in your individual blog. Please review the blog 
assignments carefully so you can keep track of the due-dates for individual posts.
Although it is not required, you are strongly encouraged to review other students’ 
posts and comment on them. 

 I encourage you to start your readings early in the week. The main course 
textbook, Training ain’t Performance, is designed to be interactive. I found I 
learned a lot from walking through all of the built-in activities – I hope you will 
too!

 This course also includes an optional textbook, Fundamentals of Performance 
Improvement. Because this book is fairly expensive, it is not required and we have 
made a copy available through the library page.  However, if you decide to delve 
deeper into HPT in the future, you might want to consider purchasing this book. 

The more you put into this course, the more you will get out of it. The course activities 
have been designed to help you connect your own prior experiences with the new 
information you acquire from the course readings.  The discussion and blog post 
activities are also designed to allow you to gain from the experiences of your classmates. 

If you have any questions about the course, please put them in the “Ask a Peer, Ask the 
Instructor” discussion forum – if you have a question, I am sure others are wondering the 
same thing! 

I look forward to learning with you this summer! 

Marisa

    DEPARTMENT OF CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 
a. Your introduction blog post - please contribute soon so we can get to 

know one another! 
b. A Goals and Expectations post which will help you think through your 

own goals for the course 

Please visit the Week 1 page for details on all of the assignments and activities. 

If you have any questions, don’t hesitate to post them in the Ask a Peer, Ask the 
Instructor forum! 

Marisa

Communications with Students – Spreadsheet 
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Quote in 
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5

7

6

8


