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Abstract This study identifies competencies specific and
beneficial to online high school teachers that are modifying
their own courses. Existing instructional design standards,
available to guide online teachers, are not only too numerous,
they are also inconsistent. Moreover, a lack of clarity exists
about which specific standards benefit this emerging profes-
sional group in the process of developing and revising their
courses. The Delphi design enabled participants in related
fields and separated by physical distance to make and refine
judgments without stress and with anonymity, to achieve con-
sensus on specific competencies. Based on this consensus,
online high school educators now have a clearly defined set
of instructional design competencies that will support modi-
fying learning objects within their classes.

Keywords Communication . Competencies . Delphi study .

High school . Instructional design . Online

Introduction

Twelve years ago, I taught my first online class. The online class
was simply a PDF of a correspondence or print course that the
school had been using. What I saw lacking in that first course
was and continues to be problematic: many online courses only
present information to students and they are educationally

ineffective (Merrill 2008). Moller et al. (2012) indicated that
distance learning should not just be driven by information pre-
sentations, but should also be driven by sound instructional ap-
proaches. Many online educational courses, including the first
one I taught, are difficult to endure for students because content
produced by online teachers do not follow instructional princi-
ples that are important for student learning (Merrill 2008).

This study identifies instructional principles, specifically in-
structional design competencies, that benefit teachers of online
high school courses as they modify learning objects (LO), that
are, self-contained, reusable smaller units of learning that can
be aggregated into larger collections of content. The article
concludes with a practical checklist of questions and sugges-
tions based on the competencies identified that should be con-
sidered when an online high school teacher is modifying a LO
in their own class. For the purposes of this study, a competency
is defined as Ba knowledge, skill or attitudes that enables one to
effectively perform the activities of a given occupation or func-
tion, to the standards expected in employment^ (Richey et al.
2001, p. 31). Standards are competencies that have been
adopted by an organization.

There is a plethora of research on creating and teaching on-
line courses; however, there is limited research on what instruc-
tional design competencies teachers need to employ to success-
fully modify LO within their online courses. Designing and
developing online courses is very different and more complicat-
ed than face-to-face courses (Wray et al. 2008; Siragusa 2000).
Modifying an online course is similarly complicated, as it in-
volves adapting content and assessment, using the correct tech-
nologies, and communicating effectively with students via these
technologies. Often, teachers of online courses will modify their
course content (Davis and Smith 2007) to suit the needs of their
students and their pedagogy; however, as Wray et al. (2008)
noted, few faculty have been taught the technical and pedagog-
ical proficiencies needed to develop quality content for the
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online environment. While teachers are content experts, without
awareness of eLearning tools and standards, they cannot devel-
op or edit online courses effectively (Cleveland-Innes and
Garrison 2012; Oliver et al. 2010). Furthermore, while Ferdig
et al. (2009) found support for successful practices related to
K-12 online schools, other evidence indicates that online
teachers need instructional design skills to develop or modify
their courses (Dawley et al. 2010). The competencies identified
below can guide online teachers toward this end.

It is clear, that online school teachers request professional
development on instructional design principles (Dawley et al.
2010) and that administrators indicate a need for teacher train-
ing (Day et al. 2012) that includes instructional design
principles and competencies. The present study addresses this
need and builds on work such as Major (2015) and Palloff and
Pratt (2013), which indicate that training is especially needed
when developing unique and educationally effective content
for online courses. Too often teachers are left to consult con-
flicting articles, books and organizations to help them modify
their courses for an online environment. This study makes
available a consistent and clear set of instructional design com-
petencies to guide both online high school educators and the
professionals responsible for preparing and hiring them.

Methods

This study employed a Delphi design to attain consensus
among 38 participants from five groups (high school online
practitioners, instructional design academics, university pre-
service instructors, online high school administrators and high
school online instructional designers) to determine which in-
structional design competencies from seven organizations (see
Table 1) are best suited for online high school teachers who
modify their own courses. A Delphi design is a robust method
for determining which policies, positions—or, in this case,
which instructional design competencies—are considered
the most essential (Scheibe et al. 1975).

There are multiple ways of conducting research using the
Delphi design, including the paper-and-pencil and computer-
based method (Linstone and Turoff 1975). The RAND
Corporation developed the Delphi design in the 1950s to
achieve trustworthy agreement in judgment of experts
(Dalkey and Helmer 1963). It is useful specifically for a group
communication process (Linstone and Turoff 1975) and for
minimizing conflict in studies for which disagreement among
participants is potentially high, as when participants come
from different professions and backgrounds (Melpignano
and Collins 2003). While a high attrition rate and participant
access to the Internet and other technology issues are disad-
vantages (Donohoe et al. 2012), the Delphi design allows
participants to make and refine decisions with anonymity
(Donohoe and Needham 2009; Edgren 2006), and thus with-
out pressure (Rowe and Wright 1999) from other participants
or from the researcher.

To reach a final consensus on competencies for online
high school teachers, this study used the Likert-type rating
scale, which Scheibe et al. (1975) describe as Bquick, easy to
comprehend, and psychologically comforting^ (p. 267) for
participants. Though challenging, choosing participants
who sufficiently understand the problem at hand is essential
in aDelphi design study (Linstone andTuroff 1975).Aswell,
there is a need to mitigate potential Bmisunderstanding…
from differences in language and logic if participants come
from diverse cultural backgrounds^ (Linstone and Turoff
1975, p. 7). Thus, this study targeted participants who not
only understood the problems facing online high school
teachers, but who were willing to work with each other to
come up with a solution.

I found the participants by several methods, including
conducting a systematic Internet search for online high
schools and post-secondary schools that taught pre-service
teachers and instructional design in Canada and the U.S. I
also used academic membership lists and listservs. I sent
over 800 individual questionnaires via email to potential
participants.

Table 1 Organizations that have produced instructional design competencies and/or standards

Organization Level # items in the
Initial Round

# items in the
Final Round

American Educational Communication
and Technology Standards (AECT 2012)

College and univeristy 25 2

International Board of Standards for Training,
Performance and Instruction – Instructional Design
Competencies (IBSTPI)( Richey et al. 2001; Koszalka et al. 2013)

University and business 23 1

International Association for K-12 Online Learning (iNACOL 2011) K-12 9 3

Standards for Digital Learning Content in British Columbia (BC 2010) K-12 18 2

Wilson (Wilson 2007) Corporate 6 0

National Education Association (NEA, 2006) K-University 9 0

Southern Regional Education Board (SREB, 2006) K-University 9 2
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Participants were drawn from five groups:

& Practitionerswith at least five years of online high school
experience, who worked full time in an online high school
environment and were directly involved in developing and
editing course content.

& Instructional design academics with a doctorate in in-
structional design or related field, who were up to date
with current instructional design standards.

& University pre-service instructorswhoworked with pre-
service teachers for at least five years, had online teaching
experience, and created online educational content.

& Online school administrators who had online teaching
experience and at least five years of experience in their
current administrative positions.

& Practicing instructional designers who created high
school online courses as a whole or in part.

I required participants to have at least five years of experi-
ence in their field, though most had over ten years of experi-
ence. Eighteen out of 31 participants held doctoral degrees, 11
held master’s degrees, and two had bachelor’s degrees.

The study had three rounds and took 41 days to complete.
The participants had ten days in each round to return a com-
pleted instrument, which was in PDF form to allow partici-
pants to save their answers and come back to them later if
needed. A one-week break followed each round to allow time
to compile results and create the next instrument. To increase
completion rates, I mailed reminder letters (via Postal Service)
the day after sending the instrument by email. I also sent a
reminder email two days prior and one day after the due date
for each round to any participant who had not yet submitted
the instrument. I also planned to telephone any participant
who had not submitted their instrument three days after it
was due.

Over the course of three rounds, participants reduced 116
instructional design competencies, gathered from seven orga-
nizations, to 10 competencies that were most applicable for
online high school educators who modify their own courses.
Participants in this study acted as one whole group to move a
competency forward. Thus, during the first round, competen-
cies ranked as ‘Strongly Agree’ by 60% of participants or
more indicated agreement among participants in the first
round. A consensus of 60% was used in the first round to
make sure none of the items would be left out. The remaining
two rounds used a 75% ranking ‘Strongly Agree’ to indicate
consensus on an item. While the use of percentage has been
commonly used to indicate agreement among participants,
there is not an agreed upon definition of what constitutes con-
sensus in a Delphi study (Hasson et al. 2000). This study
followed the majority of studies in using a 75% ranking
‘Strongly Agree’ to indicate consensus on an item (Johnston
et al. 2014; Penciner et al. 2011; York and Ertmer 2011).

To complete each instrument, the participants were asked
to use their professional judgement to evaluate a list of com-
petencies using a Likert scale to indicate whether the online
high school teachers required the listed competency to alter
course content, assignments, LO and other elements:

& Strongly agree – The competency should be required;
& Agree – It is a suggested competency, but not required;
& Neutral – Do not have an opinion;
& Disagree – Probably should not be a competency;
& Strongly disagree – The competency should not be

required

The most important item on the Likert scale for this study
was ‘Strongly Agree’. This ranking determined whether a
competency moved to the next round.

Table 1 describes the different organizations that have cre-
ated competencies and/or standards. Only instructional design
competencies from these organizations were used in this
study.

Results

First Round

Of the 38 participants who initially agreed to participate, 32
participants from five different groups returned their surveys
(84% response rate). The first round included 116 instruction-
al design competencies from seven different organizations
(see Table 1). Competencies with 60% or higher ranked as
‘Strongly Agree’ indicated agreement among participants
and were moved to Round 2. Thirty-one (27%) of the original
116 competencies moved forward to Round 2. The last col-
umn of Table 1 presents the number of competencies from
each organization that moved through each of the three
rounds. I did not ask participants who failed to respond to
the first survey to participate further.

Second Round

Thirty-one participants responded to the second round of this
Delphi study (82% response rate). During the second round,
competencies with 75% or higher ranked as ‘Strongly Agree’
indicated agreement among participants and were moved to
Round 3. Twelve (10%) of the original 116 competencies
moved forward to Round 3.

Third Round

Round 3 finalized the list of instructional design competencies
for online high school teachers who were able to modify their
own courses. This round also had 31 participants responding
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to this Delphi study (82% response rate). During the third
round, competencies with 75% or higher ranked as ‘Strongly
Agree’ indicated agreement among participants and I moved
those to the final list. Two competencies did not move from
Round 3 to the final list. The final list has 10 competencies.

Final List of Competencies and Round three Consensus
Percentages

1. Communicate effectively in visual, oral and written
form. (Richey et al. 2001; Koszalka et al. 2013) (94%)

2. Information presented in the learning object is accurate.
(BC 2010) (94%)

3. The online teacher knows and understands appropriate
use of technologies to enhance learning. (iNACOL
2011) (87%)

4. Candidates demonstrate ethical behavior within the ap-
plicable cultural context during all aspects of their work
and with respect for the diversity of learners in each
setting. (AECT 2012) (87%)

5. The teacher models, guides and encourages legal, ethi-
cal, safe and healthy behavior related to technology use.
(SREB 2006) (87%)

6. The online teacher is able to arrange media and content
to help transfer knowledge most effectively in the online
environment. (iNACOL 2011) (84%)

7. Content is presented in a logical sequence based on the
learning outcomes. (BC 2010) (81%)

8. The teacher plans, designs and incorporates strategies to
encourage active learning, interaction, participation and
collaboration in the online environment. (SREB 2006)
(81%)

9. The online teacher is able to create and modify engaging
content and appropriate assessments in an online envi-
ronment. (iNACOL 2011) (81%)

10. Candidates demonstrate the ability to select and use tech-
nological resources and processes to support student
learning and to enhance their pedagogy. (AECT 2012)
(77%)

As was expected from other Delphi studies (Johnston et al.
2014; Penciner et al. 2011; and York and Ertmer 2011) with
this instrument, none of the 10 competencies that met the
criteria for the final list were rated ‘Strongly Agree’ by
100% of participants. As a group, pre-service instructors and
practitioners each rated ‘Strongly Agree’ on the highest num-
ber of competencies. Table 2 explains the competencies by
participant group and how each group selected ‘strongly
agree’ for each of the competencies.

Table 2 illustrates how each of the participant groups rated
each of the competencies. Pre-service instructors had the most
unanimous ratings, with eight competencies (numbers 1–5, 7, 8
and 10) rated ‘Strongly Agree’ by all participants in the

category. The first four competencies were rated ‘Strongly
Agree’ by at least 75% of participants across all participant
categories. All the competencies increased in the number of
participants selecting ‘Strongly Agree’ throughout the three
rounds. Competencies 4 and 5 had the greatest changes from
round one to round three with 21% and 26% respectively, while
the remaining competencies increased anywhere from 4% to
12%. The application section of this article will further explain
the meanings of the competencies and how they can be used.

Twenty-six of the 31 participants made 136 comments
throughout the study. Most of the comments asserted the im-
portance of technology skills and professional development
for teachers modifying their own courses. Comments ranged
from the importance of online teachers having access to tech-
nicians for help with the learning management system to
teachers keeping up with technology changes themselves.

On one hand, technology was seen as an essential compe-
tency for teachers, as Participant 4 indicated: BCandidates
should have some knowledge of online technology infrastruc-
ture that they can use to better their course; however, knowl-
edge for maintaining the entire infrastructure is a plus but not a
necessity.^ On the other hand, requiring too many technology
skills was seen as a burden to instructors:

BThe pace of technology will require ongoing develop-
ment of the instructional skills to keep pace. These
courses should be developed to focus on specific instruc-
tional skills in a way that does not overburden the online
professional. Since connection with students will still be
a priority, for many reasons, not all-online instruction
should be conducted in the online environment! There
must still be a human element and face-to-face conversa-
tions within the professional realm.^ (Participant 3)

Several participants emphasized that many teachers simply
do not have the time, resources, ability, or the professional
obligation to keep up with technology. Many participants also
highlighted their concerns regarding online high school
teachers instructional design training. One participant noted
that there is limited professional development with respect to
instructional design that might lead to creativity and student
success in online courses. This concern is indicated in the
following comment:

BThe development and maintenance of all the associated
competencies may distance the teacher from the learner
and create a very regimented online environment, lack-
ing in the flexibility to create. Even the most highly
refined and detailed online class may be lacking in the
one key element that guides learning and creates the
'connections' that encourage success.^ (Participant 3)
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A few participants voiced that they did not believe a teacher
should edit their own courses. These participant comments
discussed the traditional role of the teacher, whose main job
is to interact with the students, versus the role of the instruc-
tional designer whose main task is to create an engaging
course. This uneasy movement between roles is shown in
the following observation by a participant:

Since the designer is also the instructor, as a matter of
usual skills and ability, I don't believe that high school
teachers should become designers. It would be nice for
teachers to have instructional design skills but it should
not be required that they do. They should have design
support when delivering online materials and not be
relied upon to also be the designer.^ (Participant 15)

Discussion

If online teachers are to take seriously what students need to
learn, then teachers will require professional development and
support. As I explained previously, research has shown there
is a need for professional development and teachers are asking

specifically for professional development that includes in-
structional design principles and competencies (Dawley
et al. 2010 and Day et al. 2012). Various organizations (see
Table 1) have developed competencies for online courses and
for the instructors who teach them that could be used for
professional development. It is unreasonable to expect a
teacher or an administrator to scrutinize these organizations
and assess hundreds of individual instructional design compe-
tencies to determine how to modify a single learning object.
Thus, the instructional design field needs to decide which
instructional design competencies to prioritize. This study
used participants to select from seven trusted organizations
the instructional design competencies most relevant and ben-
eficial for high school teachers who modify their own courses.
Online teachers should think about these competencies when
they modify a LO; I offer a concrete checklist (detailed below)
as one example of how a teacher might apply these
competencies.

Not surprisingly, many of the competencies fall under the
heading of Bcommunication^ in some way. Previous research
supports this emphasis on communication. Rice (2012) indi-
cates that for an online student to succeed the most important
element is teacher-student interaction, and for this reason, as
indicated in Competency #1, the online teacher must be adept
and skilled in both oral and written communication.

Table 2 How each participant group chose the final competenies

1 See the final list of competencies above.

indicates 100% of the participant group selected ‘strongly agree’

indicates 75% - 99% of the participant group selected ‘strongly agree’

indicates less than 50% of the participant group selected ‘strongly agree’
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Competency #8 indicates that the online teacher should en-
courage interactions, participation and collaboration. Oliver
et al. (2009) also found that students expect support and
guidance from their teacher in communicating with their
peers and the teacher. Dobson et al. (2011) emphasize that
teachers need to obtain and keep the attention of their students.
Competency # 9 indicates that the online teacher should be
able to modify content that engagingly focuses the attention of
the student. To grab the attention of students online or in the
classroom and direct them towards content requires effective
communication; for online courses, where distance in time
and space comes into play, effective communication relies
on effective use of technology. Competencies #3 and #10
indicate that the selection and appropriate use of
technologies to enhance learning is significant; this is also
identified in Palloff and Pratt (2011) of the criteria for an
excellent online teacher. Recent studies (Rice 2012; Palloff
and Pratt 2011; and Oliver et al. 2009) and the results of this
study indicate the primary importance of communication in
online courses. The online teacher must be able to substitute
the communicative value of facial cues or body language used
in traditional classrooms through the visual (video), oral (au-
dio; telephone), and written forms (digital content and email)
specific to the online environment.

Re-Wording

Consistent instructional design competencies for online high
school teachers are necessary for logic, accuracy, and main-
taining the message. I slightly reworded the final list of ten
competencies below from the instrument competency list to
help teachers understand what is being conveyed. For exam-
ple, competencies 4, 6 and 7 used the term Bonline teacher^; 5
and 9 used Bteacher^; and 8 and 10 used Bcandidates^. I
changed these to Bonline high school teacher .̂ The re-
wording ensures consistency among the competencies.

Application

Teachers are not trained as instructional designers. For exam-
ple, although they may be teaching online, teachers are not
trained to create LO such as graphics or videos for an online
environment. Whereas education programs tend to teach ped-
agogy for a face-to-face classroom, for online education,
teachers must become competent in making or revising more
complicated LO.

Consider a scenario in which an online teacher has a graph-
ic of a pamphlet that is difficult to read because the letters and
words are blurry. The graphic had been used in a previous
course taught by a different teacher many years ago. It is a
photocopy, of a photocopy, of a photocopy—something many
teachers often come across. As a LO, this graphic is problem-
atic and needs modifying for several reasons as the queries in

the checklist reveal. Most obviously, when looking at a graph-
ic such as this, teachers will realize that adaptive technology
cannot read it to a visually impaired student; the technology
text-to-voice cannot translate images, only text. The checklist
below guides us to understand several other problems with
this graphic.

From the checklist below, some items or questions the on-
line teacher modifying the above described LO should ponder
are: Is the LO written in a clear, concise and grammatically
correct form? Yes, the text on the graphic is correct, but quite
fuzzy and difficult to read even for a visually able student. Is
the source of the information credible? Yes, the pamphlet
came from a credible source. Can assistive technology be used
with the LO? No, because it is a copy of a copy and a poor
quality one at that, it could not be read by adaptive technology.
If the teacher typed out the graphic and recreated the pamphlet
textually, it would be easier to read and the adaptive technol-
ogy can be used. Does the LO comply with intellectual prop-
erty rights and fair use standards? No, permission was not
obtained to use the resource. There was not a letter in the
course for the teachers indicating that the course has the right
to use it. This alone may mean the graphic needs to be wholly
modified or replaced, although for educational purposes some
images may be used without copyright permission. Does the
new LO have breadth, depth and is it current? It is not up to
date with today’s information and therefore will have to be
made more current.

The list below does not work for every learning object.
For example, if the revised image does not have any text
then competencies that deal with text may not be applica-
ble. The online teacher will need to select which items are
applicable.

I developed the checklist below drawing on my own expe-
riences as an online teacher and online course developer with
12 years of experience, and over 22 years of teaching and
mentoring. I also returned to the organization that first devel-
oped a particular competency to see if they had advanced the
competency in any useful manner for the teacher. For exam-
ple, the SREB, iNACOL, BC and IBSTPI (See Table 1 for
acronyms) competencies have suggestions for supporting
their competencies, whereas the AECT competencies do not.

The following is the checklist of instructional design com-
petencies for online high school teachers and questions which
they should ponder when modifying learning objects.

Checklist

The online high school teacher who is modifying their own
course should be able to:

1. Communicate effectively in visual, oral and written form.
(Richey et al. 2001; Koszalka et al. 2013)
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IBSTPI (Koszalka et al. 2013) suggestions for supporting
this competency:

& Is the LO written in a clear, concise and grammatically
correct form?

& Does the LO have a clear message or purpose?
& Does the visual (images, videos, simulations etc.) attract

and engage the students?

This study also suggests:

& Is the LO written in an age appropriate manner?
& Does the LO ensure screen readability (font, course, spac-

ing etc.) and has no distractions?
& Does the LO (video and audio) use dynamic voice and

appropriate pace?
& Is there enough white space, so that student is not

overwhelmed?
& Does the new LO make the course page load slowly?

2. Present accurate information in the learning objects.
(BC 2010)

BC (2010) suggestions for supporting this competency:

& Is the information in the LO accurate?
& Does the LO have accurate directions?
& Is the LO presented in a logical sequence?

This study also suggests:

& Is the source of the information credible?
& Did the information fact check? Or do you trust the source

of the information?
& Is there bias in the LO?
& Is the information in the LO age appropriate?
& Is there content in the LO that distracts the learner?
& Is the LO complete? Is there any missing information?
& Does the LO gain interest of the learner?

3. Know and understand appropriate use of technologies to
enhance learning. (iNACOL 2011)

iNACOL (2011) suggestions for supporting this
competency:

& Can the LO be incorporated into the Learning
Management System?

& Does the LO align with the course objectives and state or
provincial standards?

& Is the LO appropriate for the learner’s age group?
& Is the LO arranged to help transfer knowledge most effec-

tively in the online environment?

This study also suggests:

& Is the technology (both software and hardware) that is
being used for the LO best suited to enhance learning?

& Is the use of technology will be motivating?
& Can assistive technology can be used with the LO?
& Does the LO incorporate the existing course technology or

will the student need to download new software?

4. Demonstrate ethical behavior within the applicable
cultural context during all aspects of their work and
with respect for the diversity of learners in each set-
ting. (AECT 2012)

This study suggests:

& Does the learning objective or learning materials account
for the diversity of learners on the gender spectrum?

& Does the learning objective and learning materials ac-
knowledge the diversity of learners in the context of vary-
ing cultures, ethnicities, and social backgrounds?

& Do you have intellectual property rights to use or modify
the learning object?

& Assistive technology can be used with the learning object?
& All your learners will be able to use the learning object?
& Netiquette (respect and courtesy) expectations are being

followed?

5. Model, guide and encourage legal, ethical, safe, and
healthy behavior related to technology use. (SREB 2006)

SREB (2006) suggestions for supporting this competency:

& Does the LO comply with intellectual property rights and
fair use standards?

& Does the LO follow the school’s Acceptable Use Policy?
& Does the LO keep the student’s information private?

This study also suggests:

& Are the LOs cited properly?
& Is there an alternative way to show the LO when using

technology?
& Does the LO create a positive digital footprint?

6. Effectively arrange media and content to help transfer
knowledge. (iNACOL 2011)

iNACOL (2011) suggestions for supporting this
competency:

& Does the LO work with the Learning Management
System?
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& Is the LO arranged to help transfer knowledge effectively
in the online environment?

& Does the LO align with the course objectives, state and
local standards?

& Is the LO using developmentally appropriate
software?

This study also suggests:

& Is there a better LO that would help with learner under-
stand the learning objective?

& Are there parts of the content missing or is there too much
content?

7. Present content in a logical sequence based on the learn-
ing objectives. (BC 2010)

BC (2010) suggestions for supporting this competency:

& Are the LOs presented in a logical sequence and based on
the learning outcomes?

& Is the LO organized and content sequenced in a way that is
appropriate for the subject matter and age of the intended
audience?

This study also suggests:

& Is the content in the LO introduced gradually, versus see-
ing all the content right away?

8. Plan, design and incorporate strategies to encourage ac-
tive learning, interaction, participation and collaboration.
(SREB 2006)

SREB (2006) suggestions for supporting this competency:

& Does the LO acknowledge the cultural background and
learning needs of non-native English speakers?

& Does the LO encourage appropriate group interaction?
& Does the LO encourage interaction with other students?

This study also suggests:

& Does the LO incorporate scaffolding strategies to promote
or encourage interactions?

& Does the LO encourage interaction with the teacher or the
course?

9. Create and modify engaging content and appropriate as-
sessments. (iNACOL 2011)

iNACOL (2011) suggestions for supporting this
competency:

& Does the LO engage the student?
& Does the LO incorporate multimedia and visual

resources?
& Does the LO align with student’s different visual, auditory,

and hands-on ways of learning?

This study also suggests:

& Does the new LO provide interaction for the student?
& Does the assessment match the learning objective?
& Is the new assessment measurable?
& Is the LO content or assessment age appropriate?
& Is the new assessment consistent with the course content

and activities?
& Are there different types of LOs?
& Does the new LO have breadth, depth and currency?

10. Demonstrate the ability to select and use technology re-
sources and processes to support student learning and to
enhance their pedagogy. (AECT 2012)

This study suggests:

& Why did you use this technology? Did you use a logical
approach to decide which technology to use?

& Will the new technology resource be conducive to student
learning?

& Will the students have the technical skills needed and/or
possess access to the technologies to use the LO?

& Does the use of the technology resource follow with the
school’s technology use policies?

& Is the technology suitable for the LO?
& Does the teacher know the different software available to

edit LOs?
& Does the teacher know how to upload the new LO into the

course?

As the reader can see, each of the competencies should be
considered when a teacher is modifying a LO. Using the
checklist as I did in the example of a copy of a copy, the online
teacher now knows which instructional design competencies
to focus on when revising LOs in their own course. If com-
munication is important to online high school students, then
the following practical applications gives teachers some ques-
tions to ponder when the teacher is working on the LO.

Limitations

There are a few limitations with this study. First, the study
assumed that all available competencies were available on
the initial instrument. Second, the participants were assumed
to represent the whole population and to understand what each
item on the instruments meant. The final assumption is that all
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participants selected the correct definition from the Likert
Scale, based on their prior knowledge. The study was limited
by the limitations of the Delphi design, as well. This study was
limited to 38 participants from the following five groups:
practitioners, instructional design academics, university pre-
service instructors, online school administrators, and practic-
ing high school designers. The groups were not evenly dis-
tributed and were mostly from the United States and therefore
may not represent an international consensus. Limitations,
such as use of the Internet, attrition rates, consensus among
participants and participants themselves, exist with usage of
the Delphi design as a research method. The initial instrument
had 116 items and for some participants it was time-
consuming to complete. For this study, a 60% ranking
‘Strongly Agree’ was used to indicate consensus on an item
in the first round to make sure an item was not missed. Item
numbers 4, 5 and 10 would not have made it through round
one if 60% ranking on ‘Strongly Agree’ was not used.

Closing Considerations

The presented list of instructional design competencies and
questions targets practicing online high school teachers. This
checklist of questions is not all encompassing, of course, but it
is a place to begin applying the competencies that participants
in the study found to be most important when modifying LOs.
Since none of the competencies had 100% acceptance from all
participant groups, there is future work to be done, such as
clustering the groups differently. For example, if only using
instructional designer academics or only practicing teachers
are asked to rank competencies, will the final competencies be
similar to this study? Future research also needs to test the
competencies query checklist with online high school
teachers, to examine what is missing in the way the compe-
tencies. By doing so, the day-to-day application of these com-
petencies can be assessed.
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