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Introduction

	Davis School District in Davis county, Utah, is requiring all teachers in the 2020-2021 school year to use one of two homepage templates in their LMS courses. With COVID-19, classes were all taught remotely from March 16, 2020, until the end of the school year. Each teacher had his or her way of setting up classes. Students who had more than one teacher (i.e., junior highs and high schools) had difficulty navigating each class because they were so different from each other. In 2018 at Brigham Young University-Idaho (BYU-I), the university changed LMSs. Instructors were given some background information and were strongly encouraged to use the homepage template for the same reasons Davis School District is moving to a homepage template. Instructors at BYU-I were posed this question, “Would you rather your students learn the content of your course, or how you organize your course?”  Instructors were informed that research showed that if courses were organized similarly, the cognitive load for students would be reduced and those students could focus on learning the content. But I had never seen this research. I want to know what online course design best practices are so I can speak authoritatively about this.
	I began my research by using the following keywords in Google Scholar: course design best practices, lms design best practices, course visual design best practices, course usability best practices, course consistency best practices. With the exception of three articles, all were published 2010 or later. To my consternation, I quickly discovered that there are no official guidelines for best practices when it comes to course design. There are a few evaluation instruments available that do address course navigation, but only briefly. One of the themes that ran through the majority of the studies I read was that a successful course is student-focused. Some of the studies actually took a look at students’ perceptions of the course in order to improve the course. I think my biggest takeaway from these is that an instructor has to know his audience. Business students are going to perceive that things should work in an LMS differently than students in an arts major. Another big takeaway from the students is that interactions with the instructor is highly valued. Students want timely feedback. They want instructors to participate in the discussions. They want to know how they can improve. 
	From this project, I have found that there is a need for consistent online best practices in course design. A place to start is one of the evaluation instruments available, such as Quality Matters, or The Open SUNY Course Quality Review. These evaluation rubrics have similar standards that are examined in courses. Once identified, validating these standards with multiple institutions across the nation is important. Finally, determining a way to make this list a standardized best practices list is a key element of this plan. People are looking for a best practices list. It needs to get into their hands. 

Annotations

1. Baldwin, S., Ching, Y.-H., & Hsu, Y.-C. (2018). Online course design in higher education: A review of national and statewide evaluation instruments. TechTrends, 62, 46-57. 

There are no official guidelines for online course best practices. However, Online Course Design in Higher Education, by Baldwin et al. (2018) laid a lot of groundwork for these standards to be developed. Baldwin et al.  reviewed  six evaluation tools. Baldwin et al. set five criteria that the evaluation tool must meet in order to be considered for this study: (a) evaluate the design of higher education online courses, (b) support student success, (c) have national or statewide influence, (d) were published after 2006, and (e) are currently in use. The six tools which met these criteria are: Blackboard’s Exemplary Course Program Rubric, California Community Colleges’ Online Education Initiative Course Design Rubric, The Open SUNY Course Quality Review Rubric, Quality Matters Higher Education Rubric, Illinois Online Network’s Quality Online Course Initiative, and California State University Quality Online Learning and Teaching. These tools were evaluated and compared with each other to determine what each group was looking for when performing an evaluation on a course. There were twelve elements that were found in all the evaluation tools. 
· Course objectives are easily found within the course.
· Course navigation is logical and consistent.
· A variety of technologies are used to promote learning.
· Opportunities for peer interaction and collaboration.
· Opportunities to build community and share open communication are available.
· Instructor’s contact information is available and easily found.
· Guidelines for student communication and online behavior are provided.
· Rubrics for graded assignments are provided.
· Assessments are aligned with the objectives.
· Links within to course to institutional services.
· Course is ADA compliant.
· Policies for online “netiquette” are explicitly stated.
As is recommended by the authors, these twelve elements would be a good starting place for creating a nationalized best practices standard in online learning. This is something I am very interested in pursuing.

2. Chao, I. T., Saj, T., & Hamilton, D. (2010). Using collaborative course development to achieve online course quality standards. International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, 11(3), 106-126. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v11i3.912

Chao et al. analyzed different courses that need redeveloping. The university was looking to improve courses more consistently. They created a university-wide peer curriculum review and approval process that every course had to go through every three years. For this study, one of the courses was a brand new course that needed to be developed; one course had been taught for a few years and the instructor wanted to revamp the course; two courses just needed some minor updates. Chao et al. (2010) opted, after doing a literature review, to follow the suggestion of having an instructional designer work with the instructor as a team for the redevelopment. Each person could bring his or her own expertise to the project. Each team was given a checklist of course quality standards to use in the redevelopment. After the process, but before the course launched, a short survey was given to each member of the study. At the end of the project, the instructional designer and instructor were interviewed together. There was much discussion about the use of the checklist. Some teams tried to follow it exactly throughout the development. Some teams used it as a guideline. It was determined from the interviews that it would be best to use the checklist as a guideline and be flexible as to the needs of the team and the course. However, working together as a team was determined to be an effective approach.
 	As I looked over the quality standard guidelines, these seem to match those that I have seen in other studies. Continuing to develop quality standards is imperative. These standards need to be specific enough that there is no guesswork as to what is meant, but flexible enough to adjust as needed. Also, collaboration and communication is a major part of the process.

3. Hollowell, G., Brooks, R., & Anderson, Y. (2017). Course design, Quality Matters training, and student outcomes. American Journal of Distance Education, 31(3), 207-216. DOI: 10.1080/08923647.2017.1301144	Comment by Patrick Lowenthal: APA prefers the URL formatting of this now

Courses do not  just magically improve on their own. In my experience, many professors have not been trained in any way to be a teacher, especially in course design. Having guidelines for the instructors to follow is important. At North Carolina Central University, ten instructors in the STEM program did go through a Quality Matters training to help improve their course in order to retain students and improve the learning. The authors focused on one course taught by one instructor over four semesters. Three sections were evaluated before the course training, and three sections for three semesters after the training. Immediately following the training, the instructor made adjustments to his course. This was not so that his course could undergo an official Quality Matters evaluation, but because he wanted to improve the learning experience for his students in certain areas. It was found that in most areas, scores improved after the Quality Matters training. However, three semesters after the training, scores were falling back to pre-Quality Matters in some areas.
At the beginning of the article, the authors referred to a statement by  Goldston and Bland (2002) that changing teaching practices is hard. It seems that this instructor wanted to change, but the challenge was taxing and he slipped back to old ways. In looking into Quality Matters a bit, I found that courses must be re-evaluated every three to five years in order to retain the certification. This seems reasonable, especially when the institution wants to maintain the benefits gained from going through the evaluation. The cost of the Quality Matters evaluation is pricey. As I read in Baldwin et al. (2018), there are other options. The concept of having the course evaluation as part of the LMS, like Blackboard does, seems to make the most sense.

Goldston, D., and Bland, J. (2002). Trailing Halley’s Comet: Transforming science, mathematics, and technology education through interdisciplinary collaborations in higher education. School Science and Mathematics 102(6), 241–44. doi:10.1111/j.1949-8594.2002.tb17882.x

4. Webster, J., & Hackley, P. (1997). Teaching effectiveness in technology-mediated distance learning. Academy of Management Journal, 40(6), 1282-1309. https://doi.org/10.5465/257034

While  published in 1997, I found it interesting how many of the hypotheses were still valid concerns today. The researchers   looked at the effectiveness of distance education. They had 29 distance education classes during two semesters at six different universities. There were nine different hypotheses that these researchers were looking at.
The researchers found that the reliability of the technology related positively to the learning. If the technology worked, the students were able to get the information. The researchers also thought that students would feel that using technology would be less effective than face-to-face learning. This proved to be true. The students felt disconnected because the instructor often couldn't see students, and didn't know who was asking questions. The researchers believed, however, that the face-to-face students would have a better, richer experience than the distance learners. The students in the traditional classes did not like using the technology because the instructor was typically so focused on the technology, there was a barrier between them. The students did not feel connected with the instructor any more than the remote students did. The researchers also studied attitude. They found that the professors who had a better attitude about the technology were able to influence the attitudes of their students more positively. Also, the instructors that had a more interactive teaching style found ways to apply the interaction using the technology, which in turn, made a more engaging class for all students. The instructors that had a better attitude about technology were able to adjust to hiccups in the class. Students saw this and were able to accept those things. The instructors who were frustrated and gave up found that same attitude reflected back to them. As has always been the case in education, smaller class sizes improved the quality of education because the instructor could take the time to focus on students. There were some students who did worse in classes simply because they were camera shy so they would never speak up or sit where the instructor could read the body language. Finally, peer pressure had an influence on students' reactions to distance learning.
Especially this past few months, I have seen and heard many of these same complaints from our students. As I thought about the students being camera shy, my first thought was that it was dated because this is the selfie generation. But then I thought of comments from instructors about how their students do not like to turn on their cameras during Zoom meetings. They have to make it mandatory in order to see their students’ faces.

5. Cudney, E. A. (2017). Listening to the voice of the student in course design. The Journal for Quality & Participation, 40(2), 35-38. 

Cudney wanted to redevelop a course. She was concerned about her students. She wanted to know what technology and teaching techniques would be best for her students' motivation and learning preferences. She organized a focus group of students from different majors and different classes (senior, junior, sophomore, freshman). She gave the students a survey and found that the top four teaching methods were hands-on projects, group activities, traditional lectures and independent learning, which was the lowest of the four. These findings are surprising to me as the students I hear from would rather work by themselves than do a group project. Cudney also tried to determine the students' learning preferences. Self-reported preferences were verbal, interpersonal, visual-spatial, and logical-mathematical. Interestingly, the lowest learning preference (13.05%) was auditory-musical. With this information, Cudney redesigned a course, implementing three new educational tools that she had not used before. She implemented TED-Ed videos, activities from Quizlet, and Scoop.it. Each of these tools was designed to appeal to different learning styles.
At the end of the semester, students were surveyed to gather feedback on their experiences with the new tools. Feedback showed that students did not solely use tools that supported one learning style. Students reported that video solutions and TED-Ed lessons were the most helpful. Yet in recommending tools in the next semester's classes, the video solutions received the highest ratings, and TED-Ed received the lowest.
Cudney determined with this study that if students are given a variety of opportunities to learn that appeal to their learning styles, motivations and preferences, the curriculum and students’ engagement were positively enhanced, creating a better classroom experience. Cudney advocates that students know what they like and how they will react to things. If instructors take that information and apply appropriate technology, students will learn better. 

6. Jaggars, S. S., & Xu, D. (2016). How do online course design features influence student performance? Computers & Education, 95, 270-284. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.01.014	Comment by Patrick Lowenthal: I recommend reading more by her

In this research, Jaggars and Xu (2016) explored the effects of four design features in online courses on student success. There are many places that have some type of course evaluation, such as Quality Matters. Much of the literature that they explored suggested that the four most important aspects are course organization, clear objectives and rubrics, interpersonal interactions, and the effective use of technology. The researchers designed a study that involved 23 online freshmen classes at two community colleges. The two questions that the researchers had were the course design features that impact student performance, and which practices and techniques are typical of higher quality courses. Through student data provided by the colleges, and interviews conducted by the researchers, it was found that three of the features: organization, objectives and rubrics, and technology, did not have much of an impact on student performance. The one feature that did affect an impact was interaction. The students did not seem to care much about the interaction with other students. But the interaction with the teacher had a great impact on student success. It was shown that grades on average were C- without instructor interaction, but were on average a C+ with the instructor interaction.
	This information is very interesting to me. There are things that contradict what I have thought. According to this study, interaction between peers did not have an impact on student performance. Yet in my Masters program, there was a push to develop content that depended upon peer collaboration. Collaborative learning is supposed to be one of the most effective forms of learning. I am also a little concerned with the findings that course organization did not seem to have an effect on student performance. This is the direction my own studies and research are headed. I am curious to know how many other studies found that course organization had no effect. That seems to go against the Quality Matters initiative.	Comment by Patrick Lowenthal: I think there are actually few studies on this topic. It gets tough to compare two different designs b/c it would undoubtedly involve different students

7. Pretorius, M., & van Biljon, J. (2010). Learning management systems: ICT skills, usability and learnability. Interactive Technology and Smart Education, 7(1), 30-43. DOI 10.1108/17415651011031635	Comment by Patrick Lowenthal: same here

This study selected 10 students from an open-distance learning university. These students had to submit assignments online. The ages of these students ranged from Below 20 to Above 30, with the majority being between 21 and 25. The researchers used eye tracking software to see how participants did at submitting assignments in the LMS. Participants were given four different tasks to complete, submit a Word document, submit a pdf document, submit another Word document, then resubmit an assignment. Some participants had no problems submitting the first Word document, while one participant couldn’t finish the task. All participants had problems submitting the pdf document, although three received an error message only once. All participants had no problems submitting the second Word document. In fact, the speed at which they submitted increased from the first submission. In the final task, only two participants made errors resubmitting a document.	Comment by Patrick Lowenthal: try to avoid anthropomorphizing
One of the things I would want to know about is how much language played a part. Of the 10 participants, only two were native English speakers. In looking at the figures showing eye tracking, the documents were all in English. One of the biggest problems that participants had was that they did not understand the term "File Name". That seems like an English language hurdle to me.
As I have been reading about digital natives, this study did illustrate that just because they have grown up with computers, that didn't mean they knew all there was to know. I found it interesting that every single one of the users failed the task of submitting a pdf file. I laughed out loud when Pretorius and van Biljon (2010) said that eye tracking of an important message in red illustrated that expert and non-expert participants ignored instructions. I taught junior high for 23 years. I could have told them that.

8. D’Agustino, S. (2012). Toward a course conversion model for distance learning: a review of best practices. Journal of International Education in Business, 5(2), 145-162. DOI 10.1108/18363261211281753	Comment by Patrick Lowenthal: be sure to focus on the method more with your annotations. It will help you more down the road	Comment by Patrick Lowenthal: here too

In these interesting times, many people have had to quickly convert face-to-face courses to online. Creating an effective online course does not mean just scanning paper copies and recording your lectures in Loom or other such recording software. Creating an effective online course requires a design team: a content expert (usually the instructor), an instructional designer, and a media specialist. Once the team is gathered, they must develop an understanding of how the learning environment is going to be. This includes everything from the student to the LMS, to the institution itself. The team needs to understand these parameters in order to design the best course possible. The team must then determine the course objectives and learning outcomes for the class. These need to be clear and measurable. Content can then be determined and chunked. Students can become overwhelmed easily. Organizing the course into modules and user-friendly are things to remember when chunking. The team should pilot the material as quickly as possible in order to get student input and feedback for revisions before being fully implemented.
In creating the content, the focus of the course should be student-centered, not content-centered. The design team should also keep in mind that there are many different learning modalities and should create materials that will be affectual for each one. The design team also needs to appropriately choose media and technology. Just because there is a movie about that doesn't necessarily mean it will be the most effective element. Finally, the design team should be sure to include alternative assessments. Traditional assessment methods do not always provide sufficient evidence of understanding.
I was grateful that the author made an additional caution that the first thing that should be considered when designing a course is the outcomes. Then instructional activities and assessments should be aligned to those outcomes. Only after these things are decided upon should the design team consider materials. As an instructional designer, this is the process I try to take instructors through in redeveloping a course. So many times the instructors will say, “I’m using this book, so I need to figure out what to do.”  Instructors also don’t seem to understand the concept of chunking. Giving students the firehose will not make them understand and learn it better.

9. Martin, F., Wang, C., & Sadaf, A. (2018). Student perception of helpfulness of facilitation strategies that enhance instructor presence, connectedness, engagement and learning in online courses. Internet and Higher Education 37, 52-65. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2018.01.003

When designing a course, people often look at the studies done on what instructors perceive to be best practices. But the people whose input should be considered are the students. This study asked for input from higher educational students from all levels (undergraduate, masters, and doctorate). Martin et al. (2018) asked these students to identify the most helpful strategies in creating instructor presence, instructor connection, engagement and learning in an online course. After doing a literature review, the authors narrowed the strategies down to twelve: (a) video introduction by the instructor, (b) video course introduction, (c) multiple ways to contact the instructor, (d) instructors responding to questions in a timely manner, (e) weekly announcements, (f) content created by the instructor using short videos/multimedia, (g) instructors participating in discussions, (h) timely feedback on assessments, (i) feedback delivered using a variety of modalities, (j) instructors responding to students' reflections, (k) the use of various multimedia features during synchronous meetings, and (l) an interactive visual syllabus for the course.
At this point, I stopped reading this article to rate what I thought would be the most valuable elements. I thought that two most important pieces, from a student's point of view, would be the timely response to questions, and the timely feedback. What I ranked at the lowest strategies were the visual syllabus, and the use of various multimedia features during a synchronous meeting.
As I continued reading the article, students reported that the most helpful strategies were the timely response to questions and timely feedback. Ranked right under those were using video for instruction and responding to reflections. The lowest-ranked strategy was an interactive visual syllabus, with the use of various multimedia functions in a synchronous meeting ranked only slightly higher.
This study shows that students want interaction with their instructors. They need that feedback. In my opinion, if all instructors made this a priority in their online classes, students would perform higher than they currently are.

10. Grant, M. R., & Thornton, H. R. (2007). Best practices in undergraduate adult-centered online learning: Mechanisms for course design and delivery. Journal of Online Learning and Teaching, 3(4), 346-356. 

Grant and Thornton (2007) were interested in discovering best practices in an online setting for instructors at Saint Louis University. They administered a survey to 12 faculty members that focused on best practices as described by Chickering and Ehrmann (1996). At the end of the semester, students were given an evaluation that aligned with the instructor survey. The survey was based upon eight principles.
· Principle 1. Encouraging staff-student contact: The instructors used email and online discussion to create a classroom community. Students responded that in an online class, there seemed to be more student-faculty interaction and immediate feedback from professors who were actively present in the courses.
· Principle 2. Encouraging cooperation among students: In face-to-face classes, there are plenty of opportunities to peer review and to work on group projects. In an online class, faculty were encouraged to use authentic experiences to promote the peer review process. Students commented on the fact that discussions were more meaningful.
· Principle 3. Encouraging active learning: Instructors made an effort to include more student self-reflection. Students felt that they had improved their critical thinking skills. They also had more self-assurance in their motivation.
· Principle 4. Giving prompt feedback: Instructors who scheduled time to give feedback made a greater impact on students. Students commented that they had more interaction and support specific to them from the instructor, which set a precedence for student interaction.
· Principle 5. Increased time on task: Students need frequent reminders of due dates. It takes some work, but students can then improve their time-management skills.
· Principle 6. Communicating high expectations: Most instructors stated their expectations right from the beginning in the syllabus. This allowed the instructors to reinforce those expectations from day one.
· Principle 7. Respecting diverse talents and ways of learning: Most of the instructors brought in different learning materials assessment formats. Students liked that there was more time to process learning, reflect and respond to that learning. This created an increase in confidence when participating in class.
Through this study, Grant and Thornton affirmed that instructors moving to the online environment need support. It is not an easy transition. In fact unless tenured instructors are compensated, they are happy to allow part-time faculty to take on these classes. However, according to the student end of course evaluations, online courses were more rigorous, yes, but more satisfying. The learning in online classes seemed to go deeper than in face-to-face courses.
As I was reading this article, which was published in 2007, I thought of how much has changed since this time. This article focuses on online course design and delivery. As more face-to-face courses incorporate different technology modalities in classes, these principles are just as valid for on-campus courses and students as online courses and students.


11. Margolis, A. R., Porter, A. L., & Pitterle, M. E. (2017). Best practices for use of blended learning. American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 81(3), 49. https://doi.org/10.5688/ajpe81349	Comment by Patrick Lowenthal: only one page?

Margolis et al. (2017) were interested in feedback from students who were enrolled in blended learning courses at University of Wisconsin-Madison School of Pharmacy. At the time of writing, there were fourteen blended learning courses spread through the first three years of the program. The definition Margolis et al. use is courses incorporating both online and face-to-face activities. The description of the courses seemed to be a flipped classroom design in which students would watch lectures online before class, then attend class to participate in active learning techniques.
During the focus groups there were ten best practices that were identified. They are as follows: (a) Setting the stage for how the course will run. This includes providing a schedule of online activities and when they are due. (b) Consistency within team teaching. When there was more than one instructor in the class, their differences in doing things (communicating, posting materials) cause confusion and frustration. (c) Timeliness in posting materials with adequate time for students to complete. The consensus from all students was that two weeks lead time is reasonable. (d) Time on task. Students felt that instructors should consider in-class time compensation for the work they completed outside of class. This is a model within the blended learning concept. (e) Students wanted to be held accountable for completing online materials on time. They felt that if there was no accountability, they would fall behind and continue being behind. (f) Structured active learning in face-to-face time. Some instructors would spend the entire time reviewing online materials. Students wanted time spent learning how to apply the material learned. (g) Feedback on student preparation. An example was given where an instructor took quiz results and focused the in-class discussion on what was missed. Another instructor also had quiz results and reviewed everything, regardless of the scores. (h) Use student feedback in improving the course. Students wanted to know that their opinions mattered. They also requested that when changes were made, they were made aware. (i) Reviewing online material during class. Students appreciate when instructors review complicated topics in face-to-face sessions. However, these reviews should be short. The majority of the class focus should be on active learning and application of material. (j) Students appreciate technology that provides flexibility. 
Anything that can be done to assist students in their learning is a benefit. These suggestions given by students are just as applicable to any online course. These best practice recommendations by students match up with recommendations in other studies that do not include students.

12. Kleen, B., & Soule, L. (2010). Reflections on online course design - Quality MattersTM evaluation and student feedback: An exploratory study. Issues in Information Systems, 11(2), 152-161. https://iacis.org/iis/2010/152-161-LV2010_1511.pdf

Nicholls State University required all faculty who taught online courses to be trained in Quality Matters standards. They each chose one course that they taught to evaluate. Quality Matters uses a peer-based approach. In this course analysis, Kleen and Soule (2010) went through the course workshops in preparation for their courses to be peer-evaluated. They rated their own courses and felt that they had achieved the mandatory 85% on the Quality Matters rubric. Part of the individual course evaluation required the instructors to create an improvement plan. As part of this plan, the instructors elected to survey their students to find their evaluation of the Quality Matters standards in the classes. Overall, students rated "Instructions make clear how to get started and where to find various course components," the highest. The lowest ranked standard was, "Learning activities foster instructor-student, content-student, and if appropriate to the course, student-student interaction." Kleen and Soule felt that even though the lowest ranked standard was on the positive side of the scale, they could make enhancements to improve students' perception of this.	Comment by Patrick Lowenthal: For the study?
Having the instructors go through the workshop and apply its principles to their own courses allowed the instructors to really reflect on what was important in their courses. It also enhanced the instructors’ understanding of what was being looked for when their courses were evaluated by a peer. Kleen and Soule did express some disappointment in feedback from the facilitators of the course evaluation. They indicated that maybe the facilitators did give more feedback to instructors who were not ranking as highly as they did. They felt that if there could be some debriefing once the QM workshop was completed, there could be additional insight and suggestions for improvement.
I find it interesting that the instructors struggled with the lack of feedback from their instructors. Through much of my studies, this is a common element of struggle with students. One of the best practices in any course, online or otherwise, is timely feedback.

13. Crowther, M. S., Keller, C. C., & Waddoups, G. L. (2004). Improving the quality and effectiveness of computer-mediated instruction through usability evaluations. British Journal of Educational Technology, 35(3), 289-303. g/10.1111/j.0007-1013.2004.00390.x	Comment by Patrick Lowenthal: looks like it is missing info

In this case study, designers of a computer application intended to become an online course discovered that user testing early in the process, and that heeding suggestions of a usability expert, can improve the product and save lost time. The Center for Instructional Design at Brigham Young University was helping to develop a ChemLab that would eventually become the online iteration of CHEM 105. This development began before the center began using usability team members to help evaluate courses. The intent of the usability team is to work in conjunction with the design team from the beginning of a project. Since this was implemented after the development began, the usability team was not included in the original design of the application. They were involved during the low-fidelity prototype stage. The usability team went through the course and made many suggestions to improve the experience. At this point the design team did not have buy-in of the importance of a usability team. The suggestions were ignored and production continued as planned. At the high-fidelity production, the application was tested with actual students. Many of the problems that were identified by the students were the same concerns brought up by the usability team at the low-fidelity prototype testing. The team has learned to get more input earlier in the design process and to value information given by the usability team.
This case study took prior to the summer of 2003. The students who took part in the high-fidelity testing felt that this application would be a good supplement to the class, but did not see it as replacing the lecture class. However, I know that this project has been completed and is being used as a completely online course. The team took the information given by students throughout the project, and information from the usability team to create an effective online course. Many of the studies that I have read about do not take into account the student experience. Crowther et al. (2004) advocated that educational materials should be produced with the students as part of the team. 

14. Eom, S. B. (2012). Effects of LMS, self-efficacy, and self-regulated learning on LMS effectiveness in business education. Journal of International Education in Business, 5(2), 129-144. DOI 10.1108/18363261211281744

Eom (2012) investigated  the effects an LMS, self-efficacy and self-regulated learning had on learner satisfaction and system effectiveness. There were eleven hypotheses that were being tested. Through surveying 140 business students at one university, Eom found that only four of his hypotheses were supported: (a) The quality of the LMS will have a positive impact on users satisfaction. (b) The quality of the information in courses will have a positive influence on user satisfaction. (c) Learner perception of individual abilities to use computers will have a positive impact on system use. (d) Learner satisfaction will relate positively to the system use. Of these four findings, quality of the information is in the hands of the instructors. Administrators and IT have no control of this. The other three findings can be affected by administrators or IT. These findings would be important for administration and IT to guide decisions on maintenance of the system.
The seven hypotheses that were not supported by this study were: (a) The quality of the system is positively related to the system use. (b) The quality of the information will have an impact on the system use. (c) The system use will have a positive impact on the LMS’s effectiveness. (d) Learner perception of individual abilities to use computers will positively affect online learner satisfaction with the LMS. (e) Learner self-monitoring of learning will be positively related to system use. (f) Learner self-monitoring of learning will be positively related to the learner satisfaction with the LMS. (g) Learner satisfaction will have a positive relationship with the system use.
As I began reading this study, I questioned the testing of so many hypotheses at one time. They are all interrelated, but as Eom pointed out, instructors have control over the quality of content. If he were trying to find what has a positive effect on students for the instructors, this would be a valid question to ask. If he were trying to find what has a positive effect on students for IT, this question would not be applicable. There were too many explorations happening in the same place. 
To further this study, it would be interesting to find what students consider quality content. It would also be useful to note if the presentation of that content had any affect on the learners’ perceptions. 
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