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the coronavirus pandemic (Allen & Seaman, 2016; Arum & Stevens, KEYWORDS

2020; Garrison, 2011). Tenure-track and contingent faculty’s will- online teaching; higher
ingness to teach online serves students, but little research critiques education; faculty online
the forces that produce and constrain faculty’s efforts. Even the readiness; literature review;
most current discussions of faculty readiness lack a strong ground- equity

ing in criticality. Without such a critical orientation, the power and

equity issues involved in the higher education marketplace of

online teaching cannot be adequately examined. This critical inte-

grated literature review of 44 studies documents themes of the

affective dimensions and identity disruption surrounding faculty’s

readiness to teach online and explores their professional vulner-

ability. Structural and cultural forces that produce and constrain

faculty’s experiences transitioning to online teaching emerged from

the analysis. This conceptualization of faculty readiness provides

a foundation upon which to theorize faculty’s equitable experi-

ences of online teaching.

Introduction

Online courses are mainstream throughout higher education, and this pattern has been
accelerated, temporarily or permanently, due to the coronavirus pandemic (Allen &
Seaman, 2016; Arum & Stevens, 2020; Garrison, 2011). Many traditional tenure-track
faculty are new to online teaching and lack formal education in how to successfully
teach online (Gllbahar & Adnan, 2020; He et al,, 2014; Kyei-Blankson et al., 2019; Mohr,
& Shelton, 2017), but they are being asked to transition, create, and implement online
teaching (Allen & Seaman, 2016; Cutri & Whiting, 2018; Rennie & Morrison, 2013). Other
types of faculty, such as adjuncts, those specifically hired for online positions, and those
forced to move classes online due to university closures in response to the coronavirus
disease pandemic face no choice but to teach online even if they do not feel properly
prepared to do so (Elliott et al., 2015; Hechinger & Lorin, 2020; McMurtrie, 2020; Yates,
2017). Of course, there are some faculty who feel well prepared to teach online and enjoy
it or come to enjoy it. However, attention must be given to those faculty who are asked or
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mandated to teach online, temporarily or permanently, and who may not feel ready or are
not enthusiastic to do so.

Buckenmeyer et al. (2011) noted that faculty members believe that their willingness to
participate in online transitions has enabled universities to gain a competitive advantage
in today’s higher education marketplace. Budget cuts and decreasing population of
college-age students create enrollment and financial pressures for university administra-
tors (Crawford, 2010; Friga, 2020). Even if only temporarily, the coronavirus pandemic has
accelerated faculty's transition to online teaching, which has enabled higher education
institutions to remain functioning (Quintana, 2020). Essentially, online teaching in acade-
mia in the digital age, compounded by an era of a pandemic, can be seen as a productive
activity of a monetary economy.

Faculty members’ willingness to teach online profits institutions of higher education.
Certainly, this does not discount that such efforts also benefit students, but faculty
experiences in this exchange need to be critically examined. Yet, even the most current
discussions of faculty readiness lack a strong grounding in criticality capable of unpacking
the structural and cultural differentials involved in faculty readiness to teach online
(Martin et al.,, 2019; Phan & Dang, 2017; Stickney et al., 2019). Without such a critical
orientation, the power and equity issues involved in the symbolic economy inherent in
higher education online teaching cannot be adequately examined.

Stewards of online teaching need a nuanced conceptualization of faculty readiness
that critically considers the forces that produce and constrain faculty’s experiences
teaching online. Such a critical construct of readiness could serve as the foundation
upon which a theory about faculty readiness and equitable experiences with online
teaching could be built. In order to identify elements of a nuanced conceptualization of
faculty readiness, this integrated literature review pursued the research question “What
are the variables and overarching themes that arise in research literature specifically
focussed on non-expert faculty transitioning, developing, and teaching online courses?”

In this article, we first review traditional conceptualizations of faculty readiness for
teaching online. Second, we present the theoretical framework employed in this inte-
grated literature review. Third, we present the methods employed, and fourth we present
the findings. Finally, we discuss conclusions and implications for future research.

Traditional conceptions of readiness

The assessment of faculty readiness can be operationalized as a pre-assessment of
faculty’s preparedness (mental and physical) to develop and implement online teaching
(Adnan, 2018; Hashim & Tasir, 2014; Hoppe, 2015). Historically, research on faculty
integrating technology into their teaching has focussed on the adoption process of
faculty’s technology integration and its sustainability (Carbonell et al, 2013; Ertmer,
1999; Hew & Brush, 2007; Nicolle & Lou, 2008; Rogers, 1995). Garrison et al. (2003)
described faculty’s competencies needed in online teaching. They identified work that
had a focus on organizational issues and work examining transactional issues. When
reviewing literature 17 years after the work of Garrison et al. (2003), Gilbahar and
Adnan (2020) largely identified similar issues as markers of competencies.

Goodyear et al. (2001) critiqued the competency-based approach to understanding
online teaching competencies. They described this critique as a humanistic perspective
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and asserted “that it objects to the reduction of human activity and ability to a list of
descriptions of behaviors” (p. 67). However, they noted that not much work had been
done identifying the limitations of competency checklists.

In their review of the literature, Baran et al. (2011) also harshly critiqued the almost
exclusive use of competency-based teacher education models in online teacher educa-
tion. They called for analysis of online teaching that acknowledges faculty’s autonomy
and their meaning-making of structures related to online teaching. We responded to calls
in the literature for attention to the structural and cultural differentials inherent in faculty
readiness to teach online.

Theoretical framework

Attending to structural and cultural issues in faculty readiness to teach online, rather than
just seeking a checklist of competencies, requires applying a theoretical framework
capable of examining the topic beyond merely assessing faculty’s technological skills,
attitudes toward technology, or access to technology. We employed the theory of
professional vulnerability (Kelchtermans, 1996, 2009).

Kelchtermans (1996) explained professional vulnerability as “the basic structure in
vulnerability is always one of feeling that one’s professional identity and moral integrity,
as part of being ‘a proper teacher’, are questioned and that valued workplace conditions
are thereby threatened or lost” (p. 319). Attempting to develop, transition, and implement
online teaching can threaten some faculty members’ professional identities and valued
workplace conditions and can result in feelings of vulnerability. Yet, Kelchtermans (2009)
clarified that professional vulnerability is not merely about a feeling, but rather presents
a critical analysis to structural issues:

As a result, however, teaching is fundamentally characterised and constituted by vulnerabil-
ity ... Vulnerability in that sense is not so much to be understood as an emotional state or
experience (although the experience of being vulnerable definitely triggers intense emo-
tions), but as a structural characteristic of the profession. (p. 265)

The structure and culture of academia can exacerbate the professional vulnerability that
faculty experience when transitioning to online teaching.

The distinctions between tenure-track faculty and contingent faculty exemplify acade-
mia’s well-established structural procedures (Davis, 2017; Nica, 2018) and can be magni-
fied in online teaching situations (Luna, 2018; Ortagus & Stedrak, 2013). However, tenure-
track faculty are not immune to professional vulnerability as compounded by online
teaching. Crawford (2010) described the position of tenure-track faculty teaching online
as a “social and political transformation” in which expectations of faculty are significantly
shifting and could potentially impact their rank advancement (p. 203). Considerations of
the structural dimensions of faculty teaching online highlight their potential professional
vulnerability.

The shift away from brick-and-mortar-based instruction also impacts the cultural
milieu of both contingent and tenure-track faculty. House-Peters et al. (2017) described
the labor force needed in online education models as “fungible and contingent” (p. 82).
Considering and treating faculty as interchangeable and as subjects of a changing profes-
sional environment contrasts sharply with the cultural milieu of academia in which faculty
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are traditionally considered specialized experts with predictable professional trajectories.
Online teaching in this manner creates tension, and even professional vulnerability, as it
introduces new conditions into existing institutions with well-established structural and
cultural norms (Baran et al., 2011; Cutri et al., 2020; Mansbach & Austin, 2018).

Methods

An integrated literature review describes and synthesizes the knowledge about an
emergent area of study in an effort to develop new conceptual models and research
agendas (Torraco, 2005; Whittemore & Knafl, 2005). This approach is in contrast to
systematic literature reviews, which generally aim for a complete compilation of the
literature on a mature topic (Paré et al., 2015). The objective was to target representative
(rather than comprehensive) channels of research, consisting of journals, book chapters,
and dissertations, which, in our estimation, would have a high potential to examine
aspects of faculty readiness to transition or develop online teaching.

Sampling and data collection

The sampling time frame determined was from 2002 to 2018. The search strategies for this
review used the computerized databases ERIC, Scopus, Web of Science, Science Direct,
and Social Sciences. Suitable sources were initially identified by using the search combi-

"o " ou

nation of terms “online course”, “online programs”, “mobile learning”, “faculty readiness”,
“ staff readiness”, “instructor readiness” (in many international settings, the term staff is
used for faculty or instructor), “e-readiness”, followed by the Boolean operators AND, OR.
The inclusion and exclusion criteria for determining the pertinence of a source were if the
source focussed on the readiness of the faculty or instructor or staff perspective as
opposed to the readiness of students and if the source focussed on transitioning or
developing courses to online formats and/or implementing such courses.

This integrated literature review consisted of 44 sources. Quality was determined by
journal articles being peer reviewed and the number of citations and views that each
article received. During the literature search phase, various dissertations and book chap-
ters were also considered. The quality of these sources was determined by the quality of
the university or press by which they were published. Once an article, chapter, or
dissertation was identified as pertinent, Google Scholar was used to see where the
piece had been cited since its publication. The pieces citing the first source were then
evaluated using the same conditions. Identifying the number of times that each piece had
been cited helped determine which pieces were emerging as seminal works and how
ideas have been taken up and developed or not in the research literature (Whittemore &
Knafl, 2005).

Data reduction

The first step of data reduction was the creation of an Excel spreadsheet documenting
each source. (Please see Appendix A for items included on the spreadsheet. Due to space
constraints, only research topics and key concepts will be discussed in this article. Please
see Appendix B for list of references for each source.)
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Figure 1. Research topics on online teaching readiness found in the publications (2002-2018).

An analysis of the stated research topics of the sources revealed five major categories (see
Figure 1). The category of evaluation of online teaching learning (30.44%) was operationalized
as pieces that sought to evaluate faculty members’ teaching via examinations of students’
learning. The category of teachers’ beliefs and identity (26.09%) referred to pieces that high-
lighted the ways in which teachers’ beliefs and identity were impacted by transitioning their
course to online formats. The category of teaching transition to online (17.39%) focussed on
sources that most explicitly studied the transition process itself. The category of teachers’
online competences (13.04%) included pieces that examined aspects of faculty members’ skills
in online teaching formats. The category of effective teaching process (13.04%) referred to
sources that inquired into the actual teaching process.

The second step of data reduction was the creation of a concept matrix for each source.
A concept matrix synthesizes the key concepts for each source in a qualitative and descriptive
format (Webster & Watson, 2002). We read each source while employing an open coding
strategy to identify key concepts. We isolated key concepts by the unit of analysis that this
integrated literature review addressed (Webster & Watson, 2002) and documented on the
Excel spreadsheet. Please see Appendix C for a sample concept matrix, but note that, due to
space constraints, the concept matrices for each source are not included in this article.

The three key concepts that emerged from the open coding analytic phase were
affective considerations; pedagogical considerations; and organizational considerations.
Affective considerations was operationalized as affective dispositions involved in creating
online versions of existing courses, such as response to risk taking, response to change,
identity disruption, and stress. Pedagogical considerations was operationalized as peda-
gogical approaches involved in creating online versions of existing courses, such as lack of
sensory input, considerations about sharing power with students, apprehensions regard-
ing conveying personality online, and avoiding monologues. Organizational considera-
tions was operationalized as organizational orientations involved in creating online
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version of existing courses, such as time management, flexibility, and a tension between
planning ahead and spontaneity.

The key concept that emerged most often in the sources reviewed was affective
considerations (41.82%), but it was closely followed by pedagogical considerations
(40%). Organizational considerations came in third place (18.18%) (see Figure 2).

45.00%

41.82% 40.00%

40.00%

35.00%

30.00%

25.00%
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20.00%

15.00%

10.00%
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AFFECTIVE CONSIDERATIONS PEDAGOGICAL ORGANIZATIONAL
CONSIDERATIONS CONSIDERATIONS

Figure 2. Key concepts of online teaching readiness.

Analytic method

After the data reduction steps described above, a constant comparison method was
employed using the concept matrices for each source (Boeije, 2002; Charmaz, 2006;
Whittemore & Knafl, 2005). The first author looked across all concept matrices to identify
similarities. Then, the first author identified salient themes within the identified similarities
that spanned all of the sources. The two overarching themes that emerged were affective
characteristics and identity disruption.

At this stage, the second author read the selected sources and their corresponding
concept matrices to confirm agreement, or note disagreement, with the key concepts
identified. The second author then reviewed the themes identified across the sources to
determine their salience. General agreement was established between the first author’s
and second author’s analysis, thus contributing to the trustworthiness of both the key
concepts and the overarching themes identified.

Torraco (2005) asserted that an integrative literature review must offer a new perspec-
tive on the topic and challenge and extend current understanding of the topic. To this
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end, we critically examined the ways in which the key concepts and overarching themes
mapped onto the research question. This examination was executed by considering and
attending to structural and cultural differentials and employing the critical theoretical lens
of professional vulnerability (Kelchtermans, 2009).

Findings

Findings are organized according to the two overarching themes of affective dimensions
and identity disruption; examples from the sources illustrate the themes, and themes are
examined through the theoretical lens of professional vulnerability (Kelchtermans, 2009).

Affective dimensions of faculty readiness

The theme of affective dimensions of faculty readiness was operationalized as affective
characteristics involved in faculty efforts to transition, develop, or implement online
versions of courses. Kraglund-Gauthier et al. (2010) concluded that little research exists
that focuses specifically on the process of faculty transitioning from face-to-face teaching
to online teaching. They went on to assert that it is a process filled with a range of
emotions. Mitchell et al. (2015) asserted that a “source of faculty resistance to online
education is related to fears of the unknown, loss, and failure” (p. 358).

The research reviewed described faculty transitioning face-to-face courses to or devel-
oping online formats with phrases that indicate the strong presence of affective char-
acteristics. For example, Sockman and Sharma (2008) referred to faculty’s emotional
resistance toward transitioning courses online. Salmon (2011) documented the need for
faculty with characteristics such as empathy, creativity, confidence, and flexibility.
Redmond (2015) asserted that faculty must be willing to “try new ways of thinking and
acting” (pp. 107-108), which she concluded requires “intellectual courage” (p. 128). The
assertion to try new ways of thinking and acting illustrates that teaching online is
a departure from the traditional cultural norms of academia.

The emotional responses to teaching online documented characterize personal intense
emotions commonly associated with vulnerability. The cultural milieu of academia, which
usually privileges objective rationality over personal intense emotions, could certainly be
challenged by such emotions. These findings prompt questions regarding how faculty are
supported through such affective responses to the process of transitioning to and developing
online teaching. Also, such findings suggest the need for better understanding how such
intense emotions, and indeed vulnerability, impact faculty’s experience of online teaching.

Recognizing faculty’s potential intense emotional response to online teaching is not
enough. Kelchtermans (1996) reminded us that vulnerability exceeds mere intense emotion.
The structural nature of vulnerability must also be critically examined. Dyment et al. (2013)
argued that the first step to increase levels of personal engagement with teaching online is to
acknowledge faculty’s fears and concerns and encourage those feelings to be expressed in
a safe environment.

The competitive structure of tenure reviews and trends in hiring contingent faculty
does not create safe environments for faculty to publicly acknowledge their fears and
concerns. These findings urge us to interrogate how such structural vulnerability com-
pounds experiences of online teaching for faculty. For example, might some faculty shy
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away from online teaching because of rank and status concerns? What if faculty are
mandated to do it? In addition to issues of accessibility for pre-tenure and pre-full
professor status faculty, these findings highlight how being invited, or mandated, to do
online teaching could disproportionately impact the retention of earlier career faculty and
possible contingent faculty who might be required to solely teach online.

Identity disruption

The theme of identity disruption involved in faculty readiness was operationalized as the
time traditional faculty roles and sense of identity were disrupted as faculty transitioned
or developed and implemented online versions of courses. Johnson et al. (2014) argued
that moving courses online disrupts faculty’s identities.

Identity as experts disrupted

Golden (2016) emphasized that faculty transitioning to online teaching must be able to
resolve stress related to no longer being within one’s area of expertise. Golden and Brown
(2016) emphasized the affective and behavioral aspects of the comprehensive experience of
changing from a face-to-face teaching format to an online format. Johnson et al. (2014)
asserted that faculty face recognizing potential discontinuities between who they are as face-
to-face instructors and who and how they will be as online instructors. San Jose and Kelleher
(2009) unpacked these discontinuities as centered in a state of not yet having established
a comfortable way of working in the new e-learning environment and a strong desire to
return to the known teaching format. Poor teaching evaluations due to the steep learning
curve of transitioning courses to online formats could also compromise faculty members’
identity as seasoned experts.

Such identity disruption contrasts with the traditional structural and cultural milieus of
academia.

Another finding in this integrated literature review was shifting power dynamics involved in
increased student autonomy in online learning formats. Researchers described the power
shifts that can occur as faculty move away from teacher directed instruction in favor of
constructivist approaches to e-learning (Redmond, 2015; Reid, 2012). Of course, it must be
recognized that not all online teaching is learner centered. Sockman and Sharma (2008)
described professors’ emotional resistance to such pedagogical and implicit power shifts as
being a result of faculty’s distaste for feeling like novices again. They suggested that faculty
assume a humble stance toward online teaching. Such humility can contrast with the compe-
titive, peer review structure of academia. Additionally, a shift in power and authority could elicit
from faculty affective responses related to professional vulnerability and could impact the type
of support needed.

These findings of disrupted identity as expert can be considered cultural artifacts of
traditional faculty roles that are being challenged in the digital age of higher education
and as a source of professional vulnerability. Addressing such cultural discontinuities
should be included in professional development efforts to support faculty.

Identity as researchers disrupted
Considerations for rank and status toward tenure and full professor in academia rarely
privilege teaching innovations such as pursuing the development of online teaching (Tagg,
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2012). Rather, conducting and publishing research holds higher status. Indeed, Tagg (2012)
argued that faculty are de-incentivized to engage with online teaching not only due to fear
but also because institutions of academia only offer what he termed “anti-change endow-
ments” (p. 14). Thus, Tagg concluded that faculty are rewarded for maintaining the status
quo. Research has found that transitioning courses online also takes large amounts of time,
which is most often time away from research and writing (Bussmann et al., 2017; Hopewell,
2012; Raffo et al., 2015). These structural characteristics of academia could impact faculty
teaching online and represent a form of professional vulnerability.

Permanent and contingent faculty are often asked, or mandated, to teach online. Turning
down such opportunities could present professional vulnerability for faculty in terms of
evaluations of citizenship. Faculty could potentially be caught in a double bind between
their responsibilities for citizenship and scholarship and their online teaching efforts. Overall,
these types of structural vulnerability could negatively impact faculty’s experiences of online
teaching.

Conclusions and implications for future research

Through the theoretical lens of professional vulnerability (Kelchtermans, 1996, 2009), this
integrated literature review documents themes of affective dimensions and identity dis-
ruption associated with faculty readiness to teach online. Structural and cultural forces that
produce and constrain faculty’s experiences teaching online emerged from the analysis.

Identification of such structural and cultural forces responds to various concerns raised in
the literature. One concern raised is the contribution to universities’ financial profits that
permanent and contingent faculty make through their willingness to teach online
(Buckenmeyer et al., 2011; Crawford, 2010; Friga, 2020; House-Peters et al,, 2017). Select
structural forces identified promote a critique of how faculty’s experiences transitioning to
online teaching can be potentially constrained. For example, traditional rank and advance-
ment in academia are based on scholarship rather than teaching innovations (Tagg, 2012), and
transitioning to online teaching is time intensive, and permanent and contingent faculty can
find this time comes at the expense of other responsibilities such as citizenship and scholarship
(Bussmann et al., 2017; Hopewell, 2012; Raffo et al. 2015). Cultural forces that constrain faculty’s
experiences transitioning to online teaching were also identified, for example, the clash
between the traditional cultural milieu of academia and the intense emotional responses
that faculty can experience in this process (Mitchell et al., 2015; Redman, 2015; Salmon, 2011).
Critical consideration of these structural and cultural forces contributes to a more nuanced
understanding of faculty’s experiences transitioning to online teaching.

The limitations of this integrated literature review involve the objective to target represen-
tative, rather than comprehensive, examples from the literature. However, this targeted
approach is appropriate given that the intent was to develop a new conceptual model of
faculty readiness (Torraco, 2005; Whittemore & Knafl, 2005). Additionally, the time frame
determined for the review (2002-2018) could have excluded other important work produced
after 2018.

Online learning in the digital age of higher education is expected to become main-
stream worldwide by 2025 (Lederman, 2018; Palvia et al., 2018), and the coronavirus
pandemic has the potential to accelerate this timeline (Lau et al., 2020). The pivot to
online teaching has reached the point at which faculty, most likely, cannot just opt out of
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it. Yet, recent research has still found that full professors (who are less professionally
vulnerable than more junior faculty) rate online course design and technical competency
for online teaching less important than do their more junior (and professionally vulner-
able) colleagues (Martin et al., 2019). Perhaps, not all faculty will be asked to develop
permanent online versions of their courses, but these structural issues, combined with the
cultural issues previously covered, need to be further understood as forces that produce
and constrain faculty’s experiences and readiness to teach online.

Future research must respond to calls in the literature to move beyond competency-
based assessments (Baran et al., 2011; Goodyear, et al., 2001). A scale capable of measur-
ing the affective and identity disruption variables involved in faculty readiness to teach
online is needed. Such an instrument should not be used as an evaluative tool to weed
out or shame faculty members regarding their readiness. Rather, such an instrument
could greatly inform faculty development efforts and actually help faculty members
negotiate the possibility of professional vulnerability.

Declaration of interest statement

In accordance with Taylor & Francis policy and my ethical obligation as a researcher, | am reporting that
I have no financial and/or business interests in this research. | am not a consultant to, nor have | received
any funding from any company that may be affected by the research reported in this manuscript.

Data availability statement

The authors confirm that the data supporting the findings of this study are available within the
article (please see Appendix A).

Notes on contributors

Ramona Maile Cutri is an associate professor at Brigham Young University’s Teacher Education
Department. Cutri’s research explores the complexities of technology integration into faculty’s daily
teaching practice and how technology can facilitate the pedagogical and dispositional goals of
critical multicultural teacher education.

Juanjo Mena is an associate professor in the Department of Education at the University of
Salamanca (Spain). His research focusses on mentoring and practicums, teacher education, and
information and communications technology. His work on this article was performed according to
the Russian Government Program of Competitive Growth of Kazan Federal University.

ORCID

Ramona Maile Cutri () http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4155-7898
Juanjo Mena ([2) http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6925-889X

References

Adnan, M. (2018). Professional development in the transition to online teaching: The voice of
entrant online instructors. ReCALL, 30(1), 88-111. https://doi.org/10.1017/
50958344017000106


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0958344017000106
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0958344017000106

DISTANCE EDUCATION e 371

Allen, I. E., & Seaman, J. (2016). Online report card: Tracking online education in the United States.
Babson Survey Research Group & Quahog Research Group. http://onlinelearningsurvey.com/
reports/onlinereportcard.pdf

Arum, R., & Stevens, M. L. (2020, March 18). What Is a college education in the time of coronavirus?
The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/18/opinion/college-education-
coronavirus.html

Baran, E., Correia, A. P, & Thompson, A. (2011). Transforming online teaching practice: Critical
analysis of the literature on the roles and competencies of online teachers. Distance Education,
32(3), 421-439. https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2011.610293

Boeije, H. (2002). A purposeful approach to the constant comparative method in the analysis of
qualitative interviews. Quality & Quantity, 36, 391-40. https://doi.org/10.1023/
A:1020909529486

Buckenmeyer, J., Hixon, E., Barczyk, C. C,, & Feldman, L. (2011). Invest in the success of online
programs at the university? Mentor professors. Contemporary Issues in Education Research, 4(6),
1-6. https://doi.org/10.19030/cier.v4i6.4380

Bussmann, S., Johnson, S. R, Oliver, R,, Forsythe, K., Grandjean, M., Lebsock, M., & Luster, T. (2017). On
the recognition of quality online course design in promotion and tenure: A survey of higher ed
institutions in the Western United States. Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 20
(1). https://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/spring201/bussmann_johnson%20_oliver_for
sythe_grandjean_lebsock_luster201.html

Carbonell, K. B., Dailey-Hebert, A., & Gijselaers, W. (2013). Unleashing the creative potential of faculty
to create blended learning. Internet and Higher Education, 18, 29-37. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
iheduc.2012.10.004

Charmaz, K. (2006). Constructing grounded theory: A practical guide through qualitative analysis. Sage.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17482620600881144

Crawford, C. M. (2010). Social and political transformation within a university environment frame-
work: The impact of” anytime” and” anywhere” virtual learning expectations upon the profes-
soriate and the altering views of time and effort expectations. International Journal of
Technology, Knowledge & Society, 6(1), 199-211. https://doi.org/10.18848/1832-3669/CGP/
v06i01/56071

Cutri, R. M., & Whiting, E.F. (2018). Opening spaces for teacher educator knowledge in a faculty
development program on blended learning course development. Studying Teacher Education:
A Journal of Self Study of Teacher Education Practices, 14(2), 125-140.

Cutri, R. M., Whiting, E. F., & Bybee, E. R. (2020). Knowledge production and power in an online critical
multicultural teacher education course. Educational Studies, 56(1), 54-65.

Davis, D. B. (2017). Contingent academic labor: Evaluating conditions to improve student outcomes.
Stylus Publishing, LLC.

Dyment, J., Downing, J., & Budd, Y. (2013). Framing teacher educator engagement in an online
environment. Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 38(1), 134-149. https://doi.org/10.14221/
ajte.2013v38n1.6

Elliott, M., Rhoades, N., Jackson, C. M., & Mandernach, B. J. (2015). Professional development:
Designing initiatives to meet the needs of online faculty. Journal of Educators Online, 12(1),
160-188. https://doi.org/10.9743/JE0.2015.1.2

Ertmer, P. A. (1999). Addressing first- and second-order barriers to change: Strategies for technology
integration. Educational Technology Research and Development, 47(4), 47-61. https://doi.org/10.
1007/BF02299597

Friga, P. N. (2020, March 24). The great recession was bad for higher education: Coronavirus could be
worse. The Chronicle of Higher Education. https://www.chronicle.com/article/The-Great-Recession
-Was-Bad/248317

Garrison, D. R. (2011). E-learning in the 21st century: A framework for research and practice. (2nd
ed.). Routledge/Falmer. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203838761

Garrison, D. R, Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2003). A theory of critical inquiry in online distance
education. In M. Moore & G. Anderson (Eds.), Handbook of distance education (pp. 113-127).
Erlbaum.


http://onlinelearningsurvey.com/reports/onlinereportcard.pdf
http://onlinelearningsurvey.com/reports/onlinereportcard.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/18/opinion/college-education-coronavirus.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/18/opinion/college-education-coronavirus.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2011.610293
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020909529486
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020909529486
https://doi.org/10.19030/cier.v4i6.4380
https://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/spring201/bussmann_johnson%20_oliver_forsythe_grandjean_lebsock_luster201.html
https://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/spring201/bussmann_johnson%20_oliver_forsythe_grandjean_lebsock_luster201.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2012.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2012.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/17482620600881144
https://doi.org/10.18848/1832-3669/CGP/v06i01/56071
https://doi.org/10.18848/1832-3669/CGP/v06i01/56071
https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2013v38n1.6
https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2013v38n1.6
https://doi.org/10.9743/JEO.2015.1.2
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02299597
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02299597
https://www.chronicle.com/article/The-Great-Recession-Was-Bad/248317
https://www.chronicle.com/article/The-Great-Recession-Was-Bad/248317
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203838761

372 (&) R.M.CUTRIAND J. MENA

Golden, J. E. (2016). An exploration of faculty transition to online teaching: The impact of identity
disruption and participation in communities of practice on faculty satisfaction with online teaching
[Doctoral dissertation, Northeastern Universityl. http://hdl.handle.net/2047/D20207762

Golden, J. E,, & Brown, V. (2016). A holistic professional development model: A case study to support
faculty transition to online teaching. In C. Martin & D. Polly (Eds.), Handbook of research on teacher
education and professional development (pp. 259-284). I1GI Global. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-
1-5225-1067-3.ch014

Goodyear, P., Salmon, G., Spector, J. M., Steeples, C., & Tickner, S. (2001). Competences for online
teaching: A special report. Educational Technology Research and Development, 49(1),65-72.
https://www.learntechlib.org/p/92935/

Glilbahar, Y., & Adnan, M. (2020). Faculty professional development in creating significant teaching
and learning experiences online. In L. Kyei-Blankson, E. Ntuli, & J. Blankson (Eds.), Handbook of
research on creating meaningful experiences in online courses (pp. 37-58). IGl Global. https://doi.
org/10.4018/978-1-7998-0115-3.ch004

Hashim, H., & Tasir, Z. (2014). E-learning readiness: A literature review. In Proceedings of the 2014
International Conference on Teaching and Learning in Computing and Engineering (pp. 267-271).
IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/LaTiCE.2014.58

He, W., Xu, G., & Kruck, S. E. (2014). Online IS education for the 21st century. Journal of Information
Systems Education, 25(2), 101-105. https://aisel.aisnet.org/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1112&con
text=jise

Hechinger, J. & Lorin, J. (2020, March 19). Coronavirus forces $600 billion higher education industry
online. Bloomberg Businessweek. https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-03-19/col
leges-are-going-online-because-of-the-coronavirus

Hew, K. F., & Brush, T. (2007). Integrating technology into K-12 teaching and learning: Current
knowledge gaps and recommendations for future research. Educational Technology Research
and Development, 55(3),223-252. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-006-9022-5

Hopewell, T. M. (2012). Risks associated with the choice to teach online. Online Journal of Distance
Learning Administration, 15 (4). http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/winter154/hopewell154.
html

Hoppe, D. W. (2015). Addressing faculty readiness for online teaching. https://www.d2l.com/wp-
content/uploads/2015/02/Addressing-Faculty-Readiness_BestPracticesPaper_Final.pdf

House-Peters, L. A., Del Casino, V. J., & Brooks, C. F. (2017). Dialogue, inquiry, and encounter: Critical
geographies of online higher education. Progress in Human Geography, 43(1), 81-103. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0309132517735705

Johnson, H., Ehrlich, S., Watts-Taffe, S., & Williams, C. (2014). Who am | here? Disrupted identities and
gentle shifts when teaching in cyberspace. Journal of Instructional Research, 3, 43-54.

Kelchtermans, G. (1996). Teacher vulnerability: Understanding its moral and political roots.
Cambridge Journal of Education, 26(3), 307-323. https://doi.org/10.1080/0305764960260302

Kelchtermans, G. (2009). Who | am in how | teach is the message: Self-understanding, vulnerability
and reflection. Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice, 15(2), 257-272. https://doi.org/10.
1080/13540600902875332

Kraglund-Gauthier, W. L., Chareka, O., Murray Orr, A., & Foran, A. (2010). Teacher education in
online classrooms: An inquiry into instructors’ lived experiences. The Canadian Journal for the
Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, 1(2),1-13. https://doi.org/10.5206/cjsotl-rcacea.2010.2.4

Kyei-Blankson, L., Ntuli, E., & Blankson, J. (Eds.). (2019). Handbook of research on creating meaningful
experiences in online courses. |Gl Global. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-0115-3

Lau, J., Yang, B, & Dasgupta, R. (2020, March 12). Will the coronavirus make online education go
viral? The World University Rankings. https://www.timeshighereducation.com/features/will-
coronavirus-make-online-education-go-viral

Lederman, D. (2018, November 7). Online education ascends. Inside Higher Ed. https://www.inside
highered.com/digital-learning/article/2018/11/07/new-data-online-enroliments-grow-and-share
-overall-enrollment

Luna, G. (2018). Making visible our invisible faculty: Mentoring for contingent online faculty. Journal
of Higher Education Theory & Practice, 18(2). 52-65. https://doi.org/10.33423/jhetp.v18i2.546


http://hdl.handle.net/2047/D20207762
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-1067-3.ch014
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-1067-3.ch014
https://www.learntechlib.org/p/92935/
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-0115-3.ch004
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-0115-3.ch004
https://doi.org/10.1109/LaTiCE.2014.58
https://aisel.aisnet.org/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1112%26context=jise
https://aisel.aisnet.org/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1112%26context=jise
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-03-19/colleges-are-going-online-because-of-the-coronavirus
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-03-19/colleges-are-going-online-because-of-the-coronavirus
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-006-9022-5
http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/winter154/hopewell154.html
http://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/winter154/hopewell154.html
https://www.d2l.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/Addressing-Faculty-Readiness_BestPracticesPaper_Final.pdf
https://www.d2l.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/Addressing-Faculty-Readiness_BestPracticesPaper_Final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132517735705
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132517735705
https://doi.org/10.1080/0305764960260302
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540600902875332
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540600902875332
https://doi.org/10.5206/cjsotl-rcacea.2010.2.4
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-0115-3
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/features/will-coronavirus-make-online-education-go-viral
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/features/will-coronavirus-make-online-education-go-viral
https://www.insidehighered.com/digital-learning/article/2018/11/07/new-data-online-enrollments-grow-and-share-overall-enrollment
https://www.insidehighered.com/digital-learning/article/2018/11/07/new-data-online-enrollments-grow-and-share-overall-enrollment
https://www.insidehighered.com/digital-learning/article/2018/11/07/new-data-online-enrollments-grow-and-share-overall-enrollment
https://doi.org/10.33423/jhetp.v18i2.546

DISTANCE EDUCATION e 373

Mansbach, J., & Austin, A. E. (2018). Nuanced perspectives about online teaching: Mid-career and
senior faculty voices reflecting on academic work in the digital age. Innovative Higher Education,
43(4), 257-272. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-018-9424-4

Martin, F., Wang, C., Jokiaho, A., May, B., & Griibmeyer, S. (2019). Examining faculty readiness to
teach online: A comparison of US and German educators. European Journal of Open, Distance and
E-learning, 22(1), 53-69. https://doi.org/10.2478/eurod|-2019-0004

McMurtrie, B. (2020, March 20). The coronavirus has pushed courses online. Professors are trying
hard to keep up. The Chronicle of Higher Education. https://www-chronicle-com.erl.lib.byu.edu/
article/The-Coronavirus-Has-Pushed/248299

Mitchell, L. D., Parlamis, J. D., & Claiborne, S. A. (2015). Overcoming faculty avoidance of online
education: From resistance to support to active participation. Journal of Management Education,
39(3), 350-371. https://doi.org/10.1177/1052562914547964

Mohr, S. C, & Shelton, K. (2017). Best practices framework for online faculty professional develop-
ment: A Delphi study. Online Learning Journal, 21(4), 123-140. https://doi.org/10.24059/0lj.v21i4.
1273

Nica, E. (2018). Has the shift to overworked and underpaid adjunct faculty helped education
outcomes? Educational Philosophy and Theory, 50(3), 213-216. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00131857.2017.1300026

Nicolle, P. S., & Lou, Y. (2008). Technology adoption into teaching and learning by mainstream
university faculty: A mixed methodology study revealing the “how, when, why, and why not.”
Journal of Educational Computing Research, 39(3), 235-265. https://doi.org/10.2190/EC.39.3.c

Ortagus, J. C, & Stedrak, L. J. (2013). Online education and contingent faculty: An exploratory analysis of
issues and challenges for higher education administrators (Perspectives on online education).
Educational Considerations, 40 (3),8, 30-33 https://doi.org/10.4148/0146-9282.1096

Palvia, S., Aeron, P., Gupta, P., Mahapatra, D., Parida, R, Rosner, R, & Sindhi, S. (2018). Online
education: Worldwide status, challenges, trends, and implications. Journal of Global Information
Technology Management, 21(4), 233-241. https://doi.org/10.1080/1097198X.2018.1542262

Paré, G., Trudel, M. C,, Jaana, M., & Kitsiou, S. (2015). Synthesizing information systems knowledge:
A typology of literature reviews. Information & Management, 52, 183-99. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.im.2014.08.008

Phan, T. T. N, & Dang, L. T. T. (2017). Teacher readiness for online teaching: A critical review.
International Journal on Open and Distance e-Learning (IJODel), 3(1), 1-16. http://ijodel.com/wp-
content/uploads/2017/12/001_Phan_Dang.pdf

Quintana, C. (2020, March 20). US colleges scrambled to react to the coronavirus pandemic. Now their
very existence is in jeopardy. USA TODAY. https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/education/2020/
03/20/coronavirus-college-students-online-class-graduation-commencement-refund/2876589001/

Raffo, D. M., Fisher, L. S., & Raffo, D. M. (2015). Balancing online teaching activities: Strategies for
optimizing efficiency and effectiveness. Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 18 (1).
https://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/spring181/raffo_brinthaupt_gardner_fisher181.html

Redmond, P. (2015). A pedagogical continuum: The journey from face-to-face to online teaching. In
P. Redmond, J. Lock, & P. A. Danaher (Eds.), Educational innovations and contemporary technolo-
gies (pp. 107-132). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137468611_7

Reid, S. (2012). The changed role of professor in online courses. International Journal of Online
Pedagogy and Course Design (IJOPCD), 2(1), 21-36. https://doi.org/10.4018/ijopcd.2012010102

Rennie, F., & Morrison, T. (2013). E-learning and social networking handbook: Resources for higher
education. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203120279

Rogers, E. M. (1995). Diffusion of innovations. Free Press.

Salmon, G. (2011). E-moder@ting: The key to teaching and learning online (3rd ed.). Routledge. https://
doi.org/10.4324/9780203816684

San Jose, D. L., & Kelleher, T. (2009). Measuring ecoshock and affective learning: A comparison of
student responses to online and face-to-face learning ecologies. MERLOT Journal of Online
Learning and Teaching, 5(3), 469-476. https://jolt.merlot.org/vol5no3/kelleher_0909.pdf


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-018-9424-4
https://doi.org/10.2478/eurodl-2019-0004
https://www-chronicle-com.erl.lib.byu.edu/article/The-Coronavirus-Has-Pushed/248299
https://www-chronicle-com.erl.lib.byu.edu/article/The-Coronavirus-Has-Pushed/248299
https://doi.org/10.1177/1052562914547964
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v21i4.1273
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v21i4.1273
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2017.1300026
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2017.1300026
https://doi.org/10.2190/EC.39.3.c
https://doi.org/10.4148/0146-9282.1096
https://doi.org/10.1080/1097198X.2018.1542262
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2014.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2014.08.008
http://ijodel.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/001_Phan_Dang.pdf
http://ijodel.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/001_Phan_Dang.pdf
https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/education/2020/03/20/coronavirus-college-students-online-class-graduation-commencement-refund/2876589001/
https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/education/2020/03/20/coronavirus-college-students-online-class-graduation-commencement-refund/2876589001/
https://www.westga.edu/~distance/ojdla/spring181/raffo_brinthaupt_gardner_fisher181.html
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137468611_7
https://doi.org/10.4018/ijopcd.2012010102
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203120279
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203816684
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203816684
https://jolt.merlot.org/vol5no3/kelleher_0909.pdf

374 R. M. CUTRI AND J. MENA

Sockman, B. R., & Sharma, P. (2008). Struggling toward a transformative model of instruction: It's not
so easy! Teaching and Teacher Education, 24(4), 1070-1082. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2007.11.
008

Stickney, L. T., Bento, R. F., Aggarwal, A., & Adlakha, V. (2019). Online higher education: Faculty
satisfaction and its antecedents. Journal of Management Education, 43(5), 509-542. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1052562919845022

Tagg, J. (2012). Why does the faculty resist change? Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning, 44(1),
6-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2012.635987

Torraco, R. J. (2005). Writing integrative literature reviews: Guidelines and examples. Human
Resource Development Review, 4(3), 356-367. https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484305278283

Webster, J., & Watson, R. (2002). Analyzing the past to prepare for the future: Writing a literature
review. MIS Quarterly, 26(2), xiii-xxiii. http://www.jstor.org/stable/4132319

Whittemore, R, & Knafl, K. (2005). The integrative review: Updated methodology. Journal of
Advanced Nursing, 52(5), 546-553. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2005.03621.x

Yates, S. D. (2017). Love, honor, and “light bulbs”: Investigating adjunct faculty identity and preparation
for online teaching at a Southeastern research university [Doctoral dissertation, University of
Alabamal. https://ir.ua.edu/bitstream/handle/123456789/3357/file_1.pdf


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2007.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2007.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/1052562919845022
https://doi.org/10.1177/1052562919845022
https://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2012.635987
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484305278283
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4132319
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2005.03621.x
https://ir.ua.edu/bitstream/handle/123456789/3357/file_1.pdf

DISTANCE EDUCATION 375

(panuiuo))

(£100)
SI9Yded) oweuud)

1 € 4 X X 3y} Jo sanss| buuiesy pue uomdnisul buipnppul Abojouyday [euoldNIISUL JO 3d1deId 1 VSN 1 Jobuuds-sawer

weiboid ssauaseme Ajigesip duljuo ue paid|dwod oym siaydea

€ 1 € X X Jo saAadsIad 9y} WOl 1Xa1U0D duljuo Y} Jo sabejueapesip pue sabelueapy G ‘z A»pn]  (8107) PBF-IBY|

€ l € X Hujuies| auluo 1oy ssaulpeal ,syudpPNIS 9631|0d 10} JUSWNIISUI [RUOISUSWIPINIA S eulyd (0L0Z) ‘Je 32 buny
(8107) qeueys

€ l € X ‘bujules)-a jo uondope ayy bupusN|ul s10104 S uepIof -nqy % LNOWWeH
(9107

[4 L [4 X (sabe1s 9 :]spow (d dsl|oH) buiyseay Ayndey paseq-gam l VSN  umoig 3 uspjon

€ 1 4 X auluo adoesd Buiydesy 19y buiyiys usym uondnusip Auuapi ue paaiediad Aynde4 1 vsn (9107) uap|on
'sjooyds K1epuodas Jojun( up Abojouyda| pue duU3IAS jo bulules) (8107)

4 l [} X pue Huiydea) a9 Jo swajqoid ay3 Jo suondadiad syuspnis pue sisydes] ¥ elRbIN ‘e 19 equin
Kbobepad 119yy ojul Abojouyd) (8007) p10jsoH

£ l 4 X Jo uoneibaur ay1 ul bututesy A6ojouyday pue Aesdy Abojouyday Ayndey jo 1dedw) l vsn 3 euibloan

e l 4 X X SI9Yde3| "I JO SSAUIPRI-D JO S|IAIT] l sopeqgJeg (91L07) Aep
suoIN|os 3|qissod J19Y} pue JUSWUOIIAUS [eUDIp duljuo ue (5102)

% 4 L X ul spuapnls Buiydeal Jo SSaUBAIIAYD Y3 Jo Hulpueisiapun eI pue UoieAIRSqO l epeue) doj|ng B 19Y23a|4

19 b 4 X Amuapi |euoissajoid s,Andey uonesnps 4aybiy uo buiydeal suljuo jo pedw| 1 vsn (Z107) abmp3
(€102)

1 l L X Buiyoea) auijuo Joy ylomawely Juawabebud (7107) s,kemellid Jo asn € eljessny ‘e 19 BwAQ
(€107) wawAq

4 l L X X 9JUIPYU0I-3 pue uljuo s||ijs [ed1606epad € eljessny R bulumoq

S 4 4 X JUSWUOIIAUD dUljUO ue 0} Hujuonisuel| l vsn (SL07) ueay20)

¥ 4 4 X Buiyoeay suljuo 01 uomIsueI} |NYSSAINS 10} Bululel) SANIIYT l vsn (ZL0T) 49359YD
(L107) e 19

4 1 4 X weiboid e yym sasinod autjuo buiyoeay bunsissy l vsn Jaksawuaydng

l € L X X salbajelys buluies| enlip l vsn (0107) 1041eg

l € 4 X SI9Ydea} duljuo ul saduadwod pue sa|oy l epeue) (1107) ‘|e 19 ueleg

$35IN0> Hujuies| pue bulydeal ul SUIPNIS pue SISquIdW

4 l (4 X Ayndey Aq (pieogppe|g) asn $|00} pue swaisAs buluies|-a Jo Aujeas syl Ajuap| S eiqely 1pnes  (8107) Al % UISY
skanins uonoeysies pue £oueldadxa Jo synsas uo bupeloged (£102)

4 1 'l X ‘auljuo buiyoeay Joy weiboid Juswdolaasp Ayndey jeuorjeu}nw e JNOCe UOBULIO| G ‘7 Aaxpn] ‘e 19 ueupy

sisfleuy  poyisy  syuedpdiued €4y THOM  L#DM dido] uolbay Anunoy Apmig

Kbojopoys |y (D)) s3daduo) A3y uopewJojul aAnRduISaQ

(E¥ = N) M31A34 2anje43}l| pajeabajul 9y} ul $324n0s Jo }dayspeaids :y xipuaddy



376 R. M. CUTRI AND J. MENA

(panutjuo?)

(8107)
uonednpa Jaybiy ur bujuses| pue Huiyoeay jo Aljenb ay1 o1 uoneja. e|OYARWN

S 14 (4 X Ul URINSSE PUB JUSWdURYUS “JuswdojaAap Jo $1daduod a3 Jo siskjeue [ednud) % B2V YInos R ssepwey

L € L X X qof buibueyp e ur buiydea) 1oy sajos d|dnINW ued| 0) paaN L ¥SN  (SL0T) '[e 32 oyey
(8107)

€ l € X X S|9A3] UOIIDRJSIIES PUB SSaUIpeal ,siayded) aAndadsosd syl Jo uoneuiwdldg S’z Aaxany ‘e 39 Yin1zQ

€ 1 4 X uses pJeogyelg o} eisip buluiesTs woly uoiisuel] walsAs Juswabeuew Huiuies] 1 vsn (#102) mepnQ

JUBWUOIIAUS pue ABojouydal ‘sainyda)| ‘sJuspnis) uonednps Jaybiy ur Jsuuew

l € 4 X SA11D3Yd ue ul buluies|-s apnpul 03 sa3udladwod A1essadau Yy} Jo uollen|eay S eisejely  (9107) ‘|e 19 eSOl
Bujuies)-a spiemol sapnuile A1ndey buissasse Jo poyiaw [nuamod pue punos (£002)

€ l 4 X X AjjeoswoydAsd e siaydieasas pue sisyew Adijod uopeonpa sdueisip e uswdolaasq S BIpU|  epued g BIYSIA
Buiyoeay aujuo ui (£007)

l € 4 X sabueyd 0} uonesnps 3npe pue siaydes) jo uoneydepe pue Juswdolansp Jo 3a163Q l vsn uebbINDOW
Ayndey 3y} Jo uondeysizes qof auljuo ay) pue (1102) ybnd

€ l 4 X 9duaidaid/aihis bujuied) s,Joyniisul 9y} usamiaqg diysuolie|as 3y} Jo JusWysljgeIs] l vsn 13 uoyme PR
(9107) ‘e 39

€T € 4 X Buiuies|-3 ay1 spnpui 01 ANsisAIUN 3y jo uonesedaid Jo [9A3] ay3 Jo uondudsaq S elsauopu| Buiusmoyisye
KBojouyay (¥002)

1 € €Tl X pue ABobepad quaiuod saresbaiul 1eyy buiydesl auljuo jo [spow e dojaasg 1 vsn ‘e 19 13|ya0)Y
(0102)
‘|e 33 Ja1yinen

% 4 € X 4 UOIIBdNP3 Ul UOIEINPS 3UIJUO JO UONNIOAT  L'E  epeue) R eljesisny -punjbesy
siomawely [en}daduod e ojul 3d113eid [BUOIDNIISUL SUIJUO SAIDAYS UO (51L02)

l € 4 X diysiejoyds buljnsip pue buimalaal Aq 9ouasaid pue suonisodsip s,403ednpa uljuQ l VSN [[PWNOY 3 uemiry
(9007)

4 l 4 X X Buiyoea) auijuo Inoqe sjaijeg l vsn juog B Wiy
(¥107)

4 4 L X X Anuapi Jaydesy auljuo l vsn ‘e 33 uosuyor

sisfleuy  poyldy sjuedidiled 4D THDM  L#DM lle[e]} uoibay Anunoy Apms

Kbojopoyiapy (DY) sydaduo) A3y uonewlojul aAnduIsaQ

“(panunuod)



DISTANCE EDUCATION 377

'sased Apnis = § ‘sishjeue |euone.10) = € ‘$o1s11els aANRdLISIg = 7 ‘MIIARL 2InjeIdl| [edRLD) = | :Auinids Jo
|9A9] Jaybi1y 01 J9MO| w04 :sisheue Jo adA] *(MalAa1 |BD119103Y]1) SISK|eue JUSIUO0)) :SIUSWIND0( = € ‘S3SeD APNIS :UOIBAIDSQ = T {Y2Jeasal A3AINS :buiuoilsan = | (poyialy suapnis AlSIsAIUN
= ¢ /(s10ss3j01d 3b63|0> ‘s1aubisap |euondnIsul ‘sio1dnAIsuUl “69) siaquisw A}ndeq = g ‘si01ednps Jaydes] = | :syuedidined jo adA] "suonelapisuod jeuoneziuebiQ = g4I ‘SUONLIIPISUOD
|ed160bepad = g#D)Y ‘SUOIIRIBPISUOD SAIDIYY = L#D) (D)) S1dadu0d £3Y “I15e7 J|PPIN PUe BISY = G By = { ‘puejeaz MaN pue eljensny = ¢ ‘adoing = g ‘eduswy YUoN = | :uolbay ‘sajop

€ l 4 X Buiyoeay auijuo 03 Ayndey Jo uomisues| l vSn  (S107) 19qeuyMm
|edos ‘|edibobepad ‘|enia :(aeds #102)

4 L 4 X X Buiyoea] suonisodsiq |enuiA) UOIIdNIISUL SUIjUO SPIeMO) suolisodsip Buiydea) S VSN 1 salediwy NLERERTRIETTY
(8107)

€ 4 € X Buiyoeay wnndwInd oy (S1y) WwalsAs Huoinl aadaye ue ubisaq S eulyd ury g buep
$391A1S 9AINUDOD JUBIBYIP YHUM SJUSPNIS Ul JUSWAAIIYDE (6102) e 1@

€ l € X Bujuies| anoidwi pue Aded1Ja-49s J0AR) 1eY) BUIP|OYeIS [BUOIIBAIIOW JO S13Y] [4 uleds  ofg|ep-enusjep
(1107) l|wepzQ

€7 l L sI9yoea) Jo bulules|-a Jo uondadiad ay) sulwiSlep 01 djeds e padojPAsg  § ‘T Aaxan) 8 njfoqunzn

% 4 4 X X Buiyoeay suljuo 03 dUSUO wWolj uonisuesl Aynde4 l vsn (Z007) 49InS

% 4 L X JUSWUOIIAUD dUljUO Ue 0} $316alels bulydeal 3dey-03-9e) WO} Uolsuel | l VSN (£007) ‘|e 19 Jebng
(6007) 43y3|193

l € L X X (je1pos pue |edibobepad ‘aAubod) suonisodsip s,403edNP3 JUIUQ 1 vsn 1 9S0[ Ueg

SJUSWUOIIAUD
auljuo Ajjnj Uo ‘UdY} pue ‘papus|q 0} e}-0}-3384 A||N} Bulyde3} WO} WNNURUOD

¥ C 4 X |ed1bobepad ayy buoje Asuinof Aoyy se saiwapede omy Jo Asuinof ayy uondudsag € ellensny  (SL0Z) puowpay
sisfleuy  poylsy  sjuedidided €#DN THDOM  L#DM didoy uoibay Anuno) Apms
Kbojopoyiapy (DY) sydaduo) A3y uonewJojul aAnduIsaQ

“(Panunuo))



378 R. M. CUTRI AND J. MENA
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Organizational

Affective considerations Pedagogical considerations considerations
® faculty need to be flexible ® faculty often try to simply replicate their face-to-face  ® no major ones
® faculty need to be open to learn from course in an online format mentioned
others including students ® faculty need to shift from a teacher directed model of
® faculty need to be prepared to share teaching to a constructivist approach
control of the course ® faculty need to adjust their role from content provi-
® faculty need to be wiling to der to learning facilitator
collaborate

Notes: So many of these considerations that are identified in the Redmond piece relate to faculty dispositions and
orientations, even the pedagogical considerations. Both the affective and pedagogical considerations require that the
faculty member tolerate a lot of risk, ambiguity, and real shifts in their normal way of doing things—changes in their
identity as a professor. Transitioning one’s course into an online format (entirely online, blended, etc.) involves so much
more than just technological skills and access to technology or even attitude toward technology integration. The
conceptualization of faculty e-readiness needs to evolve to capture these dispositional elements that exceed the focus
of previous conceptualizations of faculty e-readiness.
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