Caffarella and Daffron (2013) describe skill in power relations is directly related to planner
effectiveness.

Caffarella and Daffron (2013) described technology as a way to increase efficiency,
increase access to resources, and reduce human error throughout the process. The authors
identify four types of technology tools that are useful to the program planning process. These
include (1) physical tools (e.g. telephones, computers, etc.), (2) supportive computer programs
(e.g., word processors or spreadsheets, presentation software, etc.), (3) educational programs
such as instructional technologies for building knowledge or tools that are used to reach a
learning objective, and (4) interactive platforms like social media platforms, online resource
centers, and online courses (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013).

Components of the Model

Caffarella and Daffron (2013) defined eleven components of the IMPP that speak to
specific areas and tasks the need to be addressed by the program planner at some point in the
planning process. The authors emphasize that planners can work through parts of the model in
the order that is relevant to their context. The eleven components are identified as (1) discerning
the context, (2) building a solid base of support, (3) identifying and prioritizing ideas and needs,
(4) developing program goals and objectives, (5) designing instruction, (6) devising transfer of
learning plans, (7) formulating program evaluation plans, (8) selecting formats, scheduling, and
staffing, (9) preparing and managing budgets (10) organizing marketing campaigns, and (11)
details, details, details (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013). The authors suggest six critical components
of the model as ones that elements that the planner is likely to deal with and ones that should be

addressed for the success of any course. For this reason, the study explored only those
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perceptions related to the six critical components. The six components and associated

recommended tasks are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Components of the Interactive Model of Program Planning and Associated Planning

Tasks
gg‘:r:%agnent Planning Tasks
e Become knowledgeable about the human, organizational, and wider
environmental contextual facets that affect decisions made throughout the
planning process.
e Know and be able to access sources of information about the context of the
Discerning planning situation.

The Context

¢ Be well informed about the issue of power that is present in most planning
situations and the influences that power relationships have in the planning
process.

e Cultivate or enhance negotiation skills required to navigate situations in
which power is a central issue.

¢ Decide what sources to use in identifying needs and ideas for education and
training programs.

e Generate ideas through a variety of techniques.

¢ Be aware that structured needs assessments are not the only way to identify
ideas and needs for education and training programs.

e Ensure that a structured needs assessment is warranted, and choose or develop
a model for conducting this assessment that is appropriate to the situation.

Lcif)gtrlgr:ng ¢ Consider contextual issues that might affect how ideas for programs are
ldeas & generated.
Needs o Select people for the prioritizing process.

e Develop criteria on which the priorities will be judged, and that will also
serve as the justification for the eventual choices.

¢ Select an approach, quantitative, qualitative or a combination of both, for how
the program priorities, grounded in the criteria chosen, will be determined.

e Determine as part of the prioritizing process whether the needs and ideas that
have been identified are appropriate for an education or training program, or
whether alternative interventions are needed.

Developing e Have a clear pi_cture to follow when develpping the program goal_s of the _
Clear changes t_hat will be made as a result of this program, and why this program is
Program worth doing. . _

Goals And  ® Ch(_)ose the process or processes to be used in d_e\_/eloplng.the program goals_..
Objectives  ® Write program objectives that reflect what participants will learn, the resulting

changes from that learning, and the operational aspects of the program.
e Ensure that both measurable and non-measurable program outcomes, as
appropriate, are included.

(table cont’d.)
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Critical
Component

Planning Tasks

¢ Check to see whether the program objectives are written clearly enough to be

understood by all parties involved.

¢ Use the program objectives as an internal consistency and achievability

checkpoint.

¢ Negotiate changes in program objectives, as appropriate, among the parties

involved with the planning process.

Designing
Instructional
Plans

Develop clear and understandable learning objectives for each instructional
session and ensure they match the proposed learning outcomes.

Select and organize the content on what participants “must learn,” which is
based on the learning objectives.

Choose instructional techniques that match the focus of the proposed learning
outcomes, that the instructor is capable of using, and that take into account the
backgrounds and experiences of the learners and the learning context.

Select instructional resources that enhance the learning effort.

Choose ways that instructional assessment data related to how the instruction
was delivered and the resources used can be evaluated.

Select appropriate assessment techniques for assessing the learning outcomes
or results of the instructional activity.

Use instructional assessment data in formative and summative ways for the
instructional aspects of the program as well as the program as a whole.
Prepare clear and concise instructional plans as guides that can assist
instructors and learners to stay focused as they move through the instructional
process.

Make the instructional process work by ensuring instructors know their
content, are competent learning facilitators, care about learners, use
instructional and assessment techniques appropriately and skillfully, and are
well prepared for each instructional event

Devising
Transfer-
Of-Learning
Plans

Be knowledgeable about the major barriers and enhancers that influence
transfer of learning.

¢ Decide when the transfer of learning strategies should be employed.
o Determine the key players who should be a part of the transfer of learning

process.
Provide information to learners, supervisors, and other stakeholders about
transfer of learning strategies and techniques so they know what strategies and
techniques are available and can select or assist in selecting appropriate ones
to use in the transfer process.

Select, with the assistance of learners, instructors, and others, transfer
strategies and techniques that are the most useful in assisting participants to
apply what they have learned.

Negotiate and change, where possible, the content, skills, or beliefs that are to
be transferred, based on barriers and enhancers to learning transfer in the
application site.

(table cont’d.)
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Critical

Component Planning Tasks

¢ Develop, as warranted, systematic program evaluation or developmental
evaluation approaches.
¢ Use informal and unplanned evaluation opportunities to collect formative and
summative evaluation data.
Formulating e Specify the evaluation type or types to be used.
Evaluation e Determine the techniques for how evaluation data are to be collected, or
Plans whether some evaluation data already exists.
¢ Think through how the data are to be analyzed, including how to integrate
data that are collected through any informal evaluation processes.
e Describe how judgments are made about the program, using predetermined or
emergent evaluation criteria for program success.

Note. The tasks are adapted from Planning Programs for Adult Learners: A Practical Guide, 3"
ed., Exhibit 15.1 (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013, pp. 371-374).

Assumptions

Caffarella and Daffron (2013) describe nine assumptions about the program planning process
for adult education programs. The authors contend that each of the nine assumptions must be
reflected upon as the program planner moves through each component of the model. The nine
assumptions and main concepts from the literature are described below.

1. Focusing on learning and change. “Educational programs focus on what the participants
actually learn and how this learning results in changes in participants, organizations, or
societal issues and norms” (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013, p. 33; Hall & Hord, 2011)

2. Applying what is known about adults as learners. “Having a clear understanding about
adult learning and the factors that affect their learning is fundamental to planning
programs for adults” (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013, p. 33).

3. Honoring and taking into account cultural differences. “People who plan programs for
adults need to be sensitive to cultural differences in their many forms” (Caffarella &

Daffron, 2013, p. 33; Merriam & Associates., 2007; Reagan, 2005).
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Discerning the importance of power and interests. “Program planning is contextual in
nature; that is, people plan programs within a social, economic, cultural, and political
climate” (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013, p. 34; Forester, 2009).

Building relationships. The importance of building working relationships throughout the
process of pro- gram planning and implementation has been highlighted by program
planners as a key part of the process” (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013, p. 34; Cervero &
Wilson, 2006; Sork, 2010).

Making use of technology. “Knowledge and familiarity with the technological tools and
programs available, as well as their potential uses, are fundamental to program planning
practice” (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013, p. 35).

Being ethical is fundamental. “It is critical that program planners act ethically in their
practice” (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013, p. 35; Cervero & Wilson, 2006).

. Accepting that program planners work in different ways. “Designing educational
programs is anything but an exacting practice as there is no single method of planning
educational programs that ensures success” (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013, p.35)
Understanding that program planners are learners. “Individuals, using one or more
planning models as guides, can learn to be more effective program planners through

practice” (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013, p. 35).

Theoretical Structure of the Q Sample

Caffarella and Daffron (2013) identified six essential elements of the program planning

process: (1) discerning the context, (2) identifying program ideas, (3) developing clear program

goals and objectives, (4) designing instructional plans, (5) devising transfer-of-learning plans,

and (6) formulating evaluation plans. Caffarella and Daffron (2013) explained that the principal
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outcome variable of the IMPP is to facilitate a positive change in learners. As such, the study
used the six essential elements of program planning advanced by Caffarella and Daffron (2013)
as a theoretical structure to distill faculty members’ key design-thinking tools and processes. For
example, the theoretical structure created for this investigation consisted of two dimensions
(main effects): (1) tools, and (2) processes of design-thinking for online design and development

with six levels that aligned with IMPP elements (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013) (see Table 4).
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY

This chapter details the methodological approach used to fulfill this study’s purpose. The
chapter begins with a description of the research design followed by a detailed rationale for why
Q methodology was appropriate. Then, a thorough explanation is provided of the procedures
employed to develop the investigation’s instrument as well as data collection procedures. The
chapter concludes with a description of techniques used for data analysis and interpretation.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to explore the perspectives of faculty engaged in online
teaching and course development at a doctoral university (RU/VH) in the southern region of the
United States regarding their preferred design thinking approaches for planning and
implementing effective online learning experiences.

Research Question
1. What personas emerged for faculty regarding their preferred design thinking approaches
for online course design and development (i.e., Q-sort factor load and qualitative data)?
Research Design

This study used Q methodology, which employs both quantitative and qualitative
approaches, to illuminate key dimensions of the phenomenon. Specifically, a Q-sort was used to
examine faculty subjectivity regarding the design-thinking approaches they use to design and
develop their online course(s). In particular, emerging personas were distilled using IMPP
(Caffarella & Daffron, 2013) as a lens to interpret participants’ holistic design-thinking
approaches in an online context. Therefore, the study yielded rich data by describing how
variability among faculty’s perspectives can be correlated and reduced to a simple structure to

reveal latent factors, and interpreted using a comparative analysis of participants’ demographic
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and qualitative reflections of their beliefs and practices regarding design of online learning.
Before describing the study’s methodological procedures, however, it is critical to situate this
study contextually.

The Research Context—LSU Online

The study took place at a research-intensive university located in the southern portion of
the United States. In accord with recent trends in higher education (Dahlstrom & Bichsel, 2014;
Penta, 2019), the university has taken innovative steps to move to a student-centric support
structure. For example, the university has recently added new elements to its strategic plan to
ensure increased enrollment by supporting the development of high-quality learning experiences
and expanding the number of online programs offered (Louisiana State University, 2017). To
support such, the university recently restructured several departments to form a single academic
support and outreach unit, the Department of Online and Continuing Education (OCE), which is
responsible for managing the design and development, marketing and recruitment, and student
support for online programs. In many ways, therefore, the newly formed department, LSU
Online, operates similar to an in-house Online Program Manager (OPM) to ensure the university
has the infrastructure needed to scale high-quality teaching and learning experiences and
customer service using a sustainable model for the university.

Any academic program, whether online, face-to-face, or a variant of the two delivery
options, is faculty-driven and governed. LSU Online supports academic colleges and
departments interested in offering existing or new curricula in a fully-online format, by
managing strategic program launches and helping faculty navigate the various forces associated
with launching a fully-online program. As an illustration, LSU Online is integral to the design

and development of online courses that align with an academic program’s curriculum. To
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accomplish this, colleges and departments identify and assign faculty as subject matter experts
who work with LSU Online instructional designers to design and develop each course within the
program in a designated design cycle. Each design cycle lasts sixteen weeks and is scheduled
according to corresponding course offering schedule. Courses are expected to be fully developed
by the end of the sixteen-week cycle. Of note, only courses that are part of a fully online degree
program are required to engage in such activities. LSU Online provides two models of online
course design and development support, the first is a one-to-one model where an instructional
designer is paired with a faculty member to design and develop the online course, the second
model is cohort-based where faculty attend workshops and design and build their courses with
the guidance of instructional designers.

For one-to-one model, LSU Online uses an agile development framework and learning
experience design methods and tools, the instructional designers and faculty collaborate to
design course outcomes, instructional content, activities and assessments that are subsequently
developed, implemented within the online learning environment, and user tested by the end of
the sixteen week cycle. Students are not enrolled in the courses within this sixteen week period.

In addition to one-to-one design models, LSU Online offers online course design and
development support through a group professional development series called the Special Focus
Program. Over the course of 12 weeks, there are three professional development sessions that
focus on specific aspects of the online course design and development process, such as creating
learning objectives, assessments, curating content and learning resources, and building the course
structure in the learning management system (LMS). Throughout the program, faculty members

have opportunities to “discuss and learn with peers, receive guidance from a Learning
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Experience Designer (LXD), and engage in hands-on course design and development
experiences.” (Special Focus Program, n.d., para. 1)

After the professional development sessions conclude at 12 weeks, faculty have an
additional four weeks to complete the development of their course and prepare for final course
review. Once the faculty member indicates that their course is complete and ready for review, a
learning experience designer evaluates the course using a rubric validated by LSU Online. The
program is often utilized by faculty who desire to develop online courses for on-campus students
who desire additional scheduling flexibility. However, faculty who develop online courses for
on-campus students are not required to participate in the Special Focus Program. Many faculty
design and develop online courses without any direct support from LSU Online. Only courses
developed for fully-online degree programs must be developed through one of the two design
support models provided.

In this study, the perspectives of faculty that engage in online design and development in
various capacities through LSU online were investigated. In some cases, faculty have worked
individually with an instructional designer, while some have participated in a Special Focus
program that better aligned with their needs. In addition, some faculty have designed many
online course offerings while other faculty have only designed their first course and have yet to
teach it per the timing of the study. As a consequence, some of the faculty have been teaching
online courses for a number of years, while others have little to no experience.

Rationale for Q Methodology

Beyond the conceptualizations of teacher design, Bennett et al. (2017) identified the need

for further empirical studies to investigate the design processes, influences, decision-making of

faculty who design learning experiences. Further, current gaps in teacher design research in
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higher education include comprehensive investigations into the “personal characteristics of
teachers that influence design decisions, through to the influence of the institutional and
professional context” (Bennett et al., 2017, p. 6) on teacher design. As such, Q Methodology is
ideal because it is a self-referent unit of measurement in the study of subjectivity. This provides
an intact faculty perspective that is emergent and can be interpreted collectively with each
operant factor. In addition, Q Methodology allows for investigation into the nuances between
perspectives. Finally, as Q methodology investigates groups of people that share a similar
viewpoint, the study adds to the literature further by investigating across diverse faculty groups
(e.g., discipline, rank, years of experience, etc.).

Existing evidence has demonstrated that Q methodology is an appropriate approach to
emerge personas of faculty in regard to instructional design, teaching, and technology (Akhtar-
Danesh et al., 2009; Close, 2017; Kopcha et al., 2016; Morrison & Wagner, 2017; Walker et al.,
2018). For instance, Close (2017) reported that faculty held divergent viewpoints about
formative assessment and implementation practices. As a consequence, implications spoke to the
ways in which the instructional designers could use such insights to target faculty needs by
offering more tailored support and opportunities for professional development. Further, the use
of Q methodology to determine faculty perspectives toward the creation of a new academic
school was described by the faculty participants as being inclusive and democratic in nature
(Ramlo, 2012). Thus, Q methodology is a powerful and efficient approach to informing design
training processes that honor diversity of thought and academic freedom in the university. Q
methodology has also been used to study efficacy of course design and educational technology
use to illuminate key nuances among faculty (Callahan, 2019; Valenta & Wigger, 1997; Walker

et al., 2018). As a consequence, Q methodology served as an appropriate technique to interpret
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faculty members’ subjectivity regarding the relative importance of design thinking approaches to
their design of effective instruction and student learning in online courses at LSU.
Q Methodology

Q methodology has primarily been used to explore human subjectivity (Stephenson,
1953; 1977). For example, thorough use of the approach, researchers seek to understand the
ways in which patterns of thought emerge and how such reflects dominate and concealed
perspectives of a particular social group (Brown, 1993). To accomplish this, IMPP (Caffarella &
Daffron, 2013) was used as a lens to create statements, i.e., the concourse, that reflects the
various design-thinking approaches identified by faculty as critical to developing content and
experiences that facilitate student learning in online courses. Often, this process results in the
creation of a plethora of statements that represent the holistic views of participants on a
phenomenon (Watts & Stenner, 2013). However, due to time and resource constraints, it is
critical to reduce the number of statements through a sampling of the concourse (Brown, 1980).
As an illustration, many Q methodological studies typically sample from 30 to 45 statements to
make the data collection and analysis processes more manageable (Watts & Stenner, 2013).

After sampling the concourse, participants in the study were asked to evaluate statements
about the design-thinking approaches that are most important to the design process by ranking
them on a forced distribution (Brown, 1980). After correlating participants’ sorts, factor analysis
procedures were used to reduce the data to a simple structure (Brown, 1980). To interpret the
structure, we analyzed how statements loaded on each resulting factor (Schmolck, 2014).
Thereafter, follow-up interviews were conducted with high and pure loaders from each factor,
which were individuals who loaded high on one factor, but did not load significantly on any

other factors. Finally, we employed Mauldin’s (2012) procedures by which we compared and
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contrasted factor arrays, distinguishing and consensus statements, eigenvalues, factor loadings,
demographic data, and qualitative responses to emerge the design-thinking personas of faculty
who teach through LSU Online.

As a result, Q methodology assisted in revealing key contextual factors and faculty
behaviors that most critically influence faculty design processes for the online environment.
Further, Q helped to reveal the key principles of IMPP (Caffarella & Daffron, 2013) that could
serve as a foundation for instructional designers to create meaningful interventions that better
support diverse faculty needs in the design and development process.

Institutional Review Board

In compliance with federal and university regulations regarding human-subject research,
the study was submitted for review by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Louisiana State
University. The solicitation letter, informed consent script, researcher script, Q-sort instrument,
demographic survey, and post-sort interview questions were submitted for formal review. The
study was granted approval and a copy of the approval letter can be found in Appendix A.

Selection of the Research Subjects
Sample Population

The sample population of this study included all faculty listed as the instructor of record
for LSU Online courses offered during the 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020 academic
years, faculty listed as the instructor of record for campus course offerings designated as 100%
web-based during the 2018-2019 academic year, faculty who participated in the LSU Online
Special Focus Program, and faculty who participated in the LSU Online one-to-one course

design and development process, but have not yet taught their course. A total of 211 faculty have
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been identified for the sample population. A breakdown of the number of faculty and
corresponding subpopulation category can be found in Table 2.

Table 2. Faculty Engaged in Online Course Design and Teaching

Category Number of Faculty
Instructor of LSU Online course (2017/18, 2018/19, 2019/20) 79
Instructor of 100% web-based campus course (2018/19) 59
Participated in the Special Focus Program (2018/19) 25
Participated in one-to-one design and development (2018/19) 76

Note. Categories are not exclusive.

It is important to note that faculty may fall in more than one of the subpopulations
described. For example, a faculty member may have participated in the LSU Online Special
Focus Program and is listed as an instructor of record for an LSU Online course and 100% web-
based campus course during the 2019-2020 academic year. The population included LSU faculty
from every academic college or school within the university, but varied in their experience
teaching online and working with academic support to design and develop their course.

The Study’s P-Set

In Q, the participant sample is known as the p-set (person-set) (Brown, 1993). To
accomplish this, the study used purposive sampling procedures to select 20 members from the
sample population who represented diverse personal and professional characteristics (Walker et
al., 2018) as obtaining a diverse sample will more likely produce findings that reflect the range
of views on the phenomenon. Existing literature (Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013;
Stephenson, 1977) has demonstrated that sample sizes can be small because participants are
purposefully selected to ensure representativeness in Q. To facilitate this, faculty members were
recruited based on whether they elected to provide naturalistic responses during the creation of
the concourse, which served as the foundation of the instrument used in this study. In addition,

faculty members were recruited based on their faculty rank, appointment, tenure status, and

52



academic college to promote diversity of discipline areas within the p-set. A copy of the
recruitment email request for participation in the study can be found in Appendix B. Of the 20
faculty participants recruited for the study, 18 participants held full-time appointments and two
participants were part-time, seven were tenured, four were tenure-track, and nine were non-
tenure track. Of the seven tenured faculty, three were full professor rank and four held the rank
of associate professor, while the four tenure-track faculty were assistant professors. Of the nine
faculty participants that were non-tenure track, there were eight instructors and one assistant
professor. Further, eight of the ten academic schools or colleges at the university were
represented in the study with participants from the College of Agriculture (n = 1), E.J. Ourso
College of Business (n = 3), the College of the Coast and the Environment (n = 2), the College of
Engineering (n = 3), the College of Human Sciences and Education (n = 1), the College of
Humanities and Social Sciences (n = 7), the College of Science (n = 2), and the School of
Veterinary Medicine (n=1). The faculty characteristics and associated academic college of the p-

set (N = 20) are found in Table 3.
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Table 3. Faculty Participant Rank, Appointment, and Tenure Status, and Academic College

Participant Faculty Appointment  Tenure Academic

Number Rank Status College

11 Full Professor F T Agriculture

07 Instructor F N Business

15 Instructor F N Business

17 Full Professor F T Business

09 Asst. Professor F TT Coast & Environment

10 Instructor P N Coast & Environment

01 Assoc. Professor F T Engineering

02 Asst. Professor F TT Engineering

16 Assoc. Professor F T Engineering

19 Asst. Professor F TT Human Sciences & Education
03 Instructor F N Humanities & Social Sciences
06 Assoc. Professor F T Humanities & Social Sciences
08 Instructor F N Humanities & Social Sciences
13 Instructor F N Humanities & Social Sciences
14 Asst. Professor F TT Humanities & Social Sciences
18 Instructor F N Humanities & Social Sciences
20 Assoc. Professor F T Humanities & Social Sciences
05 Instructor F N Science

12 Full Professor F T Science

04 Asst. Professor P N Veterinary Medicine

Note. F = full-time; P = part-time; T = tenured; TT = tenure-track; N = non-tenure-track.
Instrumentation

Development of the Concourse

In Q methodology, the concourse represents the full range statements regarding
participants’ opinions, attitudes, and other commentary (Brown, 1993). As a result, building a
representative concourse is critical to creating an instrument that can illuminate participants’
views on a phenomenon of interest, a concept known as validity in R (quantitative) methodology
(Watts & Stenner, 2013). In this study, | used the following techniques to ensure a representative
concourse: (1) a thorough review of the literature, (2) a synthesis of opinions expressed through
leading blogs regarding online teaching and learning, and (3) naturalistic responses obtained
from faculty engaged in online course design and teaching. Using this procedure, | generated a

collection of statements, which represented the concourse of the study. However, the large
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volume of statements necessitated that we engaged in sampling of the concourse to ensure that
participants would not be too overwhelmed during data collection.
Q Sample

The Q sample (also known as the Q-set) is the set of statements that participants will sort.
The primary goal of the Q sample is to ensure representative statements from the concourse. As a
consequence, it was critical to ensure the Q-set was selected in a way that emphasized
representativeness of the concourse (Brown, 1970). To accomplish this, I used IMPP (Caffarella
and Daffron, 2013) as a way to theoretically structure the sampling of the concourse.

Through use of the Fisherian structure (Brown, 1993) in Table 4, | sampled six
statements from each of the six cells to develop a Q sample of 36 statements based on their
perceived fit. A list of the 36 Q statements organized by theoretical category can be found in
Appendix C. Although the procedure helped structure the Q sample, no assumptions were made
about the statements’ ability to measure the identified category. Instead, emphasis was placed on
the meaning distilled from the patterns of thought that emerged from the Q sort process (Brown,
1993). As such, the intent of using the Fisherian structure was to ensure that a comprehensive Q
sample is attained (Brown, 1993). Further, this approach ensured that the Q sample promoted
homogeneity in each category as well as heterogeneity between categories (Brown, 1993).
Upholding these standards for quality in the instrument development phase ensured that quality

data would be collected.
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Table 4. Theoretical Structure of the Q Sample

Main Effect Levels
IMPP Discern Program  Goalsand Instructional Transfer Evaluation
N of
Component context Ideas Obijectives Plan . Plan
Learning
Design Tools Tools Tools Tools Tools Tools
Thinking
Approach Process Process Process Process Process Process

Note. IMPP components are adapted from the Interactive Model of Program Planning (Caffarella
& Daffron, 2013).

Data Collection

Three forms of data were collected from 20 p-set members for the study: (1) Q sorts, (2)
post-sort demographic data and oral reflections on their sorts, and (3) semi-structured interviews
with highest pure loaders. Participants were notified of their participation rights including the
ability to discontinue participation in the 