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Abstract 

Emphasizing, obtaining, and utilizing a standardized guide for online instruction can never be overemphasized. The study 
sought to explore the degree to which an adapted and modified Quality Matters Review Standards; students’ engagement, 
student support, and student learning reflected on students’ perception of designed online courses. Convenience sampling 
was employed to access 542 participants through a link situated in Google Forms via the student listserv. Data was analyzed 
using descriptive statistics and multiple regression analysis. Participants reported high positive perceptions on all the 
independent latent variables: students' learning, engagement, and support based on QM-rubric-designed online courses. 
The study revealed that all three variables contributed to predicting students’ evaluation of the designed online course. 
Higher education institutions especially the one under study should develop coherent strategies to integrate the QM-rubric 
as a pedagogical standard for best practice in delivering online learning.   
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1. Introduction 

The appropriate use of ICTs for teaching and learning has always been a challenge (Unal & 
Ozturk, 2012; Zakaria & Khalid, 2016) as a result of the lack of infrastructure and human resources 
(Johnson et al., 2016) especially in developing countries (Antwi, et al., 2018; Onwuagboke et al., 2014; 
Ssekakubo et al., 2011). However, recent developments indicate that more higher education 
institutions have taken the initiative to complement traditional face-to-face instruction with online 
instruction (Mtebe & Kondoro, 2016; Naidoo, 2017). Thus, placing more emphasis on how these ICTs 
are operationalized into teaching and learning (Ghavifekr, et al., 2012; Ghavifekr & Mohammed, 2015; 
DeCoito & Estaiteyeh 2022). One such innovation in this case is the University of Cape Coast (UCC), a 
prominent University in Ghana's initiative to introduce a blended mode for teaching and learning. To 
achieve its ICT policy goals for effective and efficient instruction, learning, and research (Edumadze & 
Owusu, 2013), the University recently introduced and placed emphasis on the usage of a Learning 
Management System (LMS) for teaching and learning. The use of LMS at that point was in its infancy 
stage with some departments using diverse LMSs without the University having direct control (Bansah 
& Agyei, 2022). These fragmented initiatives were due to the personal interest of various department 
faculty or faculty prior knowledge of using an LMS elsewhere (Bansah & Agyei, 2022).  This 
necessitated the University to adopt the Moodle learning platform for unified University-wide usage 
(Bansah & Agyei, 2022).   

UCC was at its infancy stage of encouraging faculty to embrace the usage of the LMS for 
instruction with some basic training for members of faculty when the COVID-19 pandemic struck. 
Despite the COVID-19 pandemic, a series of training on the usage of the LMS were organized for 
members of the faculty of the University. While this effort was commendable, there was no emphasis 
on quality assurance issues such as the application of Quality Matters (QM) when developing or 
designing an online course. Faculty were only trained on how to use a few features of Moodle e.g., 
how to upload learning materials, conduct assignments, grade and archiving learning materials. 
Emphasizing the importance of QM for the facilitation of an effective and efficient utilization of an 
LMS cannot be overstated (Lowenthal & Hodges, 2015). QM focuses on three main concepts; course 
beginnings, course alignment, and course technology which are supported by a set of guidelines for 
flexible adaptation for diverse course levels and needs (MacGregor-Mendoza, 2017) that are easily 
accessible and tied to learning outcomes (Chand & Gabryszewska, 2021).  

As one of the current trends in educational delivery, the popularity of online education, 
obviously made so by the COVID-19 pandemic cannot be overstated. For instance, student registration 
for Coursera’s online courses saw a three-fold increase in new registration in 2021 with a 32% student 
enrolment estimated at 189 million (Wood, 2022). While there was less online presence in Africa, 
Africa recorded the highest growth in both student registrations and course enrolments (Wood, 2022). 
These outcomes reiterate the growing worldwide acceptance of online teaching and learning and, the 
growing competitive pressure on global universities to incorporate technological innovations into 
online education. Access to quality online learning is important for helping learners to future-proof 
their skills through well-designed online platforms or courses (Chand & Gabryszewska, 2021). The full 
potential of online education is yet to be attained. For instance, Protopsaltis and Baum (2019) 
reported consistent underperformance by students from low-income, under-represented 
backgrounds and with weak academic preparation in fully online environments.  

Furthermore, employers, students, faculty, academic leaders, and the public are reported to 
value classroom degrees over online degrees due to their lower success rates (Protopsaltis & Baum, 
2019). The integration of online education continues to transform traditional classroom course 
delivery methods (Turnbull et al., 2020). Reiterating the need for institutions to invest in online 
education best practices that can consistently emphasize the critical role of constant and productive 
interaction between students and instructors (Protopsaltis & Baum, 2019), by employing guidelines 
that can align course and technology (MacGregor-Mendoza, 2017) based on desired learning 
outcomes (Chand & Gabryszewska, 2021). Therefore, this study sought to explore the degree to which 
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slightly adapted QM-Review standards; student engagement, student support, and student learning 
reflected on students' perception of designed online courses. 

1.1. Theoretical framework 
1.1.1. The QM rubric standards 

Online education remains a vital component of human life, especially during the COVID-19 
pandemic. As such, promoting a standardized guide for online education is paramount. One such 
standard used for the designing of online courses is the Quality Matters (QM). Maryland Online Inc. 
has been at the forefront of the development of the QM rubric (Robinson, 2017) which is made up of 
a set of eight standards and 42 specific reviews. The QM rubric is used to appraise developed online 
courses (Delva et al., 2019; MarylandOnline, 2021) based on a scoring system that is employed to 
ascertain whether a developed course meets the standard or not.  

Of the 42 specific review standards, 23 are regarded as essential and are awarded 3 points. 
The remaining are either rated as very important or important with scores of 2 or 1 respectively (The 
Center for Teaching and Learning, 2021). For QM certification, a developed online course must achieve 
the essential standards and 85% of the total score (MarylandOnline, 2021). The concept of 
“alignment” forms the foundation of the QM rubric to elicit better learning outcomes 
(MarylandOnline, 2021). Based on research and feedback from QM user communities, the QM rubric 
regularly undertakes a revision process for updates (MarylandOnline, 2021). Table 1 summarizes the 
operationalized QM rubric with their respective score.  

1.1.2. Online course design in QM-certified courses 

There have been many different approaches to assess and evaluate quality in online learning 
(Martin, et al., 2017). Effective and efficient online course design creates an environment for both 
instructors and learners for independent and self-directed learning (Piña, 2018; Stephen & Rockinson-
Szapkiw 2021). The features or tools available on LMS provide a good pedagogical sense, be it from 
the behaviorist, cognitivist, or, constructivist perspectives (Hodges & Grant, 2015). These pedagogical 
perspectives can be captured in features of LMS through gradebook, evaluation and monitoring tools, 
learning materials, multimedia, information, and learner support tools, to mention a few (Walker et 
al., 2016). Data from interviewed online course designers described using LMS features as a medium 
to increase social presence (Baldwin, 2019) thus, suggesting its importance for both instructors and 
learners especially while on the go (Khan, et al., 2017). These features also aid learners with course 
information or direction to important course components (Ralston-Berg et al., 2015). The main aspect 
for consideration in designing an online course is to ensure that each related component within the 
LMS supports the achievement of a maximum learning experience (Surjono, 2011). For instance, 
components such as the quality of the technology and online learning tools are known to predict 
student satisfaction (Alizadeh et al., 2019; Kintu et al., 2017; Barber, 2020) and attainment of better 
learning outcomes (Alizadeh et al., 2019; Bayrak, 2022; Ren et al., 2023). The Sixth Edition of the QM 
rubric (2020) is summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Summary of the QM rubric Sixth Edition (2020). 

Standard 
No. 

 
Standard* 

 
Operational definition* 

 
Points 

 
1 

 
Course Overview and 
Introduction 

 
The overall design of the course is made clear to the learner at the 
beginning of the course. 

 

 
16 

         2 Learning Objectives 
(Competencies)  

Learning objectives or competencies describe what learners will be 
able to do upon completion of the course. 

      15 

3 Assessment and 
Measurement 

Assessments are integral to the learning process and are designed 
to evaluate learner progress in achieving the stated learning 
objectives or mastering the competencies.                                                                            

13 

4 Instructional 
Materials 

Instructional materials enable learners to achieve stated learning 
objectives or competencies.  

12 
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5 Learning Activities 
and Learner 
Interaction 

Course activities facilitate and support learner interaction and 
engagement. 
 

11 

6 Course Technology 
 

Course technologies support learners’ achievement of course 
objectives or competencies. 

08 

7 Learner Support  
 

The course facilitates learner access to institutional support services 
essential to learner success. 

10 

8 Accessibility and 
Usability  

The course design reflects a commitment to accessibility and 
usability for all learners. 

15 

Source: Adopted from The Quality Matters Rubric. (n.d.).  

1.1.3. Student learning in QM-certified courses 

Online learning continues to be adopted by most higher education institutions to facilitate teaching 
and learning as a complementary method to the traditional face-to-face approach (Araka et al., 2021). 
Online and hybrid/blended learning can be characterized by learning engagement in synchronous or 
asynchronous environments using diverse devices (Shivangi, 2020; Müller et al., 2023) and, blending 
of face-to-face and online learning (Potter, 2015) respectively. QM provides guidelines on what may 
constitute quality in online teaching (Martin et al., 2016). For instance, student learning and 
engagement have been reported to be impacted by course activities and learner interaction in a QM-
designed course (Sadaf et al., 2019). As such, online instructors have been encouraged to use these 
two standards of QM guidelines to encourage students to become active learners (Sadaf et al., 2019). 
Courses designed by following QM guidelines have been reported to improve students’ grades as well 
as interaction with course materials (Hollowell, et al., 2017). Furthermore, motivation with positive 
attitudes to gain knowledge has been reported in learners who enrolled in QM-designed 
hybrid/blended courses (Young, 2014). 

1.1.4. Student engagement in QM-certified courses 

At the center of student engagement is learner to learner, instructor to learner and, learner 
to course content interactions (Dixon, 2015). Martin and Bolliger (2018) emphasized the importance 
of student engagement in learning and learner satisfaction. This is further reiterated by Muir et al., 
(2019) who linked online course student engagement to better learning outcomes, student retention, 
and completion times. Research suggests an alignment between the QM rubric and the majority of 
the principles for good teaching (Crews & Wilkinson, 2015). Such factors could include course activities 
and learner interaction and course technology applications of the QM (Martin, et al., 2016; Sadaf, et 
al., 2019). The benefits of QM cannot be overstated (Varonis, 2014) as studies continue to outline the 
usefulness of student engagement in online learning in terms of students’ cognitive development for 
the creation of knowledge for course success (Meyer, 2014) and improvement of learners’ GPA (Knapp 
& Paull, 2013). Hixon et al., (2015) are of the view that it is paramount for instructors to take advantage 
of QM to promote learner engagement.  

1.1.5. Student support in QM-certified courses 

The availability of technical support is vital in eliciting student satisfaction in an online 
education delivery (Young & Norgard, 2006). Other support could be captured as informing learners 
of services that are available in supporting the realization of course expectations, thereby promoting 
easy navigation of courses developed by an institution (Legon, 2015). QM advocates for the provision 
of multiple ways for students to access course information to promote students' understanding of the 
curriculum (Robinson & Wizer, 2016). A study that examined students' perception of the impact of 
QM-certified courses reveals that learner support is vital to students’ learning and engagement (Sadaf, 
et al., 2019). An assertion further reiterated by Elaasri and Bouziane (2019) and, Varonis (2014). 
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1.2. Conceptual framework 

The global disruption of education as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic cannot be overstated 
(UNESCO, 2020). As a result, educational institutions had to determine innovative ways of providing 
instructions and learning due to the full and temporary closure of schools. A complete application of 
educational technologies for these purposes became the ultimate alternative to face-to-face 
instruction and learning (Ayu & Pratiwi, 2021). Educational institutions that once did not consider 
online education had to commit to it to maintain their academic calendars. Teaching and learning 
using online delivery meant both instructors and learners had to adjust to methods for lesson delivery 
and learning respectively.  

Despite some outlined challenges associated with online education (Pandit & Agrawal, 2021), 
its advantages have also been reiterated (Afrouz & Crisp, 2021). Adjusting or effectively delivering 
online education requires skills that are obtained through training. To reiterate this assertion, Branch 
and Dousay (2015) are of the view that effective online delivery and learning encompass a well-
thought-of instructional design and planning and these are paramount for quality assurance for an 
online course design. This could be taken for granted if an institution does not have the services of 
instructional technologists/designers or an online course assessment office. As such, the processes 
involved in designing effective online courses cannot be ignored, especially in a challenging time like 
post CoVID-19 pandemic (Hodges, et al., 2020). 

For first-timers, designing an effective online can pose a unique challenge especially related 
to content development, engaging students, adapting to new teaching methodologies, and time 
management (Kebritchi, et al., 2017). While some studies have reported on challenges related to 
infrastructure and online delivery (Figueroa, et al., 2020) and cost (Demuyakor, 2020), the current 
study delves into only the instructional design processes involved in online course delivery. It is 
reported that about a thousand U.S. colleges and universities have adopted the Quality Matters (QM) 
rubric which has been reported to encompass the best practices suited for online education (Legon, 
2015).  However, not all educational institutions are aware of the QM-Rubric and its importance to 
online education design. The relationship between designed online courses (DOC), perceived student 
learning (PSL), perceived student engagement (PSE), and perceived student support (PSS) is presented 
in Figure 1. 
 
Figure 1 
Study Construct 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

From Figure 1, the study slightly adapted the QM-Rubric by comprising the 8 QM-Rubric 
standards into four composite variables designed online course (DOC), perceived student learning 
(PSL), perceived student engagement (PSE), and perceived student support (PSS).  Thus, the study 
hypothesized DOC (dependent variable) as a function of students' reported PSL, PSE, and PSS (the 
independent variables). The paper is of the view that participants' perception of designed online 

Designed Online Courses (QM 
Standards 1 & 2) 

Perceived Students Learning  
(QM Standards 3, 4 & 8) 

Perceived Students 
Engagement 

(QM Standards 5 & 6) 

Perceived Students Support  
(QM Standard 7) 
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courses should promote student engagement (Martin & Bolliger, 2018), support (Robinson & Wizer, 
2016) and subsequently learning (Sadaf, et al., 2019). Consequently, this study defined designed 
online courses (standards 1 & 2) as the levels of clarity to enable students to focus on things that 
matter to facilitate students' accomplishment of course requirements. Thus, it should enable students 
to connect with the various components of the course including course policies and netiquette to 
promote their capacity to prepare and respond to issues relevant to the course (Legon, 2015).   

PSE in the study referred to or enhanced overall satisfaction through activities used by 
instructors to engage students to promote active learning. In this case, both the instructor of the 
course and the student's interactions are aided through a variety of technologies to promote quality 
interventions in the course (Standards 5 & 6). PSL was also defined as the cognitive domain where 
students demonstrate varying levels of knowledge, understanding, analysis, and application of the 
subject matter (standards 3, 4 & 8). This is achieved through an instructor developing a course that is 
coherent and minimizes students’ challenges associated with overloaded course content, activities, 
and assessments (Legon, 2015). Finally, PSS was defined as student support services in the form of 
technical and academic, how they can be accessed, and policies that guide these accessibilities 
(standard 7). Thus, proactively informing students about services available to them to help them meet 
course expectations and smoothen their academic endeavors while in the institution (Legon, 2015).  

1.2.1. The online course design workshop at the Faculty of Social Science at UCC 

Most recently, due to the reported CoVID-19 and its related variants globally (Mahase, 2021), 
the Management of UCC had instructed faculty to provide instruction based on a blended mode, and, 
students of the University were enrolled in the LMS for the blended mode of learning (30% face-to-
face, 70% online). A blended mode instruction with 70% online suggested the majority of the 
instruction was to be conducted online and as such, raised quality assurance concerns when dealing 
with online delivery (Lowenthal & Hodges, 2015; Sadaf, et al., 2019). QM design is based on a set of 
standards developed to encourage best practices in designing online courses to enhance student 
learning through a peer-reviewed process that certifies the quality of an online course and its 
components (Sadaf, et al., 2019). To equip faculty with the necessary tools to effectively teach, a 
training program was organized for the faculty of the Social Sciences at UCC where one of the topics 
of the training program was “Designing online courses for higher education” which the author 
facilitated. This topic emphasized the role of QM standards in designing online courses.  

QM is a globally used standard for best practices for online education and as such faculty at 
FSS were encouraged to employ these standards to design their courses. UCC currently does not have 
an online course certification office nor is it connected in any way to the QM developers. In the 
absence of an online course certification office to verify the quality of designed online courses through 
peer review, it was assumed that the faculty of FSS would employ QM-Rubric for their course design 
since its importance was made known to them. In the absence of a certification office and, students 
as end product users of the designed courses students are in the best position to provide information 
related to the design of the courses, they have enrolled in. Assessing students’ perceptions of designed 
online courses would enable the institution under study and similar institutions, especially in Africa 
are engaged in online courses with no forms of quality assurance outlet to take steps to consider and 
provide effective and efficient strategies for the implementation of online course certification offices 
or departments. 

1.3. Purpose of study 

The paper advocated that since students participated in at least four online courses per 
semester via an LMS in the previous academic year, their prior experience qualified them to 
participate in the study. Based on this background, the study sought to explore the degree to which a 
slightly QM-Review standards; student engagement, support, and learning reflected on students' 
perception of designed online courses at the University of Cape Coast. Specifically, the study 
addressed the following research questions: 1) What were the levels of students’ perception of 
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designed online courses? 2) What were the levels of students’ perceived engagement, perceived 
learning, and perceived support of designed online courses? 3) To what extent does the relationship 
between perceived engagement, perceived learning, and perceived support reflect on students’ 
perception of designed online courses? 

2. Methods and Materials 
2.1. Participants 

Five hundred and forty-two (542) students from the Faculty of Social Sciences (FSS) at the 
College of Humanities and Legal Studies of the University of Cape Coast were accessed by convenience 
sampling method. This sampling method was employed because the author is a member of the faculty 
at the FSS and was also the facilitator in a workshop that emphasized the importance of the QM rubric 
at the faculty level. Faculty started online instructions during the 2019/2020 academic year during the 
onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. As a result, students had some experience with online education. 
The FSS enrolls students on a regular and sandwich basis. Data was obtained from only regular 
students while the pilot study was conducted among sandwich students for the validation of the 

instrument ( =0.887). A mean age of 23.9 years was recorded for respondents. All respondents 
owned some sort of electronic device suggesting a high increase in access to digital technologies and, 
the majority (n=293, 54.10%) were females.  Participants also reported spending an average of 6.6 
hours on their electronic devices daily. The rest of the demographic data of the participants are 
presented in Table 2.  

Table 2 
 Demographic Information of Respondents 

Description N (542) Percentage (%) 

Gender   
Male 249 45.90 
Female 293 54.10 

Department 

  

Hospitality and Tourism Mgt. 161 29.71 
Geography and Regional Planning 129 23.80 
Population and Health 72 13.28 
Sociology and Anthropology 180 33.21 

Level 
  

Undergraduate  513 94.65 
Masters  17 3.14 
Doctoral  12 2.21 

Device Ownership 

  

Smart Phone 410 75.65 
Laptop 93 17.16 
Tablet 21 3.87 
Desktop Computer 6 1.11 
Internet Modem 12 2.21 

 

2.2. Data collection instrument 

Data from students who were involved in diverse courses at the end of the 2020/21 academic 
year (semesters 1 and 2) were obtained. A two-part questionnaire was employed for data collection. 
The first section sought demographic data information while the second part, a slightly adapted QM 
Higher Education Rubric, Sixth Edition (MarylandOnline, 2021) was used to measure the latent 
variables of the study. The QM contains 8 standards with each standard comprising of their sub-
standards. These sub-standards are 42 items in total. Of the 8 QM standards and depending on the 
standard’s operational definition (Table 1), the paper categorized a standard as the overall Designed 
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Online Courses (DOC) variable, a Perceived Students Learning (PSL) variable, or Perceived Students 
Engagement (PSE) variable or a Perceived Students Support (PSS).  Based on the operational 
definitions, the author categorized items under standards 1 and 2 as “Perceived Designed Online 
Course”, items under standards 3, 4, and 8 as “Perceived Students Learning”, items under standards 
5 and 6 as “Perceived Students Engagement” and, items under standards 7 as “Perceived Students 
Support”. The internal consistency reliability (from 0.884 to 0.923) of the measured latent variables is 
summarized in Table 3.   

2.3. Ethics 

The instrument as a survey link was administered to the participants of the study at the end 
of the 2020/21 academic calendar (semesters 1 and 2) through the Departmental Students listserv. 
The link to the survey was developed and situated in Google Forms. The participants did so voluntarily. 
The study did not harm any human or the environment.  

Participants for this study were human subjects. The author is influenced not only by academic 
honesty but also by respect for human lives. As such, the author believes in integrity, accountability, 
excellence in this work, and respect for the participants of this study. The author of this manuscript 
strongly recognizes the importance and role of institutional review boards to safeguard lives.  As such, 
before data collection, approval was sought from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of the author’s 
institution. 

2.4. Data analysis 

 Descriptive statistics and multiple regression analyses were used for data analysis. A mean 
score of 2.5 and above represented a positive perception and a mean score lesser than 2.5 
represented a lower perception. These were based on the 4-point Likert scale.  Subsequent sections 
presented the outcome of the analyses. 

3. Results 
3.1. Respondents reported levels of PSL, PSE, and PSS and designed online courses 

All the independent latent variables largely reported fairly high values for PSL (M= 3.12, SD= 
0.415), PSE (M= 3.11, SD= 0.450), and PSS (M= 3.07, SD= 0.500) as shown by the overall means. These 
results therefore suggested positive perceptions of learning, engagement, and support among 
students towards the designed online courses. The highest mean (PSL= 3.12) reported suggests a 
relatively large extent to which students deemed designed online courses to be driven by course 
activities and learner interaction. All recorded item mean scores of this variable except PSL16 
exceeded 3.0 (See PSL01–PSL16). A variable measure of M= 3.11 was also reported for PSE. Of the 
variable items for PSE, PSE07: A variety of technology was used in the course (M= 2.95) and PSE08: The 
course provided you with information on protecting their data and privacy (M= 2.91) reported the 
lowest mean values (Table 4). The lowest reported independent variable measured (PSS= 3.07) also 
showed that the respondents received diverse support that might have been incorporated into the 
designed online courses. However, all the items under this variable exceeded a mean score of 2.5. The 
highest mean scores (M=3.11) were recorded both to PSS03: Course instructions articulated or linked 
to the institution’s academic support services and resources that can help learners succeed in the 
course and, PSS04: Course instructions articulated or linked to the institution’s student services and 
resources that can help learners succeed.  These were followed by PSS02: Course instructions 
articulated or linked to the institution’s accessibility policies and services (M= 3.05) and PSS01: The 
course instructions articulated or linked to a clear description of the technical support offered and 
how to obtain it (M= 2.99). 

 

 

Table 3 
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 Standard Number, Latent Variables of the Study and Measured Items 
Standard 

No. 
Latent Variable Cronbach’s 

Alpha 
  

Measured Items 

 
1 & 2 

 
Designed Online 
Course (OCD) 

 
.917 

 
1DOC01 

 
Instructions by your lecturers made clear how to get 
started and where to find various course components. 

   1DOC02 You were introduced to the purpose and structure of 
the course. 

   1DOC03 Communication expectations for online 
discussions/forums, email, and other forms of 
interaction were clearly stated. 

   1DOC04 Course and institutional policies with which you were 
expected to comply were clearly stated within the 
course, or a link to current policies was provided. 

   1DOC05 Minimum technology requirements for the course were 
clearly stated, and information on how to obtain the 
technologies was provided.   

   1DOC06 Computer skills and digital information literacy skills 
expected of you were clearly stated. 

   1DOC07 Expectations for prerequisite knowledge in the 
discipline and/or any required competencies were 
clearly stated. 

   1DOC08 The self-introduction by the instructor was professional 
and was available online. 

   1DOC09 You were asked to introduce yourselves to the class. 
   2DOC10 The course learning objectives described measurable 

outcomes.    
   2DOC11 The module/unit-level learning objectives described 

outcomes that were measurable and consistent with 
the course-level objectives. 

   2DOC12 Learning objectives were stated clearly, were written 
from the learner’s perspective, and were prominently 
located in the course. 

   2DOC13 The relationship between learning objectives and 
learning activities was clearly stated. 

   2DOC14 The learning objectives were suited to the level of the 
course. 

 
3, 4 & 8 

 
Perceived 
Students 
Learning (PSL) 

 
.884 

 
3PSL01 

 
The assessments measure the achievement of the 
stated learning objectives.    

   3PSL02 The course grading policy was stated clearly at the 
beginning of the course. 

   3PSL03 Specific and descriptive criteria were provided for the 
evaluation of your work, and their connection to the 
course grading policy was clearly explained. 

   3PSL04 The assessments used were sequenced, varied, and 
suited to the level of the course. 

   3PSL05 The course provided you with multiple opportunities to 
track your learning progress with timely feedback. 

   4PSL06 The instructional materials contributed to the 
achievement of the stated learning objectives. 

   4PSL07 The relationship between the use of instructional 
materials in the course and completing learning 
activities was clearly explained. 

   4PSL08 The course models the academic integrity expected of 
you by providing both source references and 
permissions for the use of instructional materials. 

   4PSL09 The instructional materials represented up-to-date 
theory and practice in the discipline. 

   4PSL10 A variety of instructional materials was used in the 
course. 
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   8PSL11 Course navigation facilitated ease of use.   
   8PSL12 The course design facilitated readability. 
   8PSL13 The course provided accessible text and images in 

files, documents, LMS pages, and web pages to meet 
the needs of diverse learners. 

   8PSL14 The course provided alternative means of access to 
multimedia content in formats that met the needs of 
diverse learners. 

   8PSL15 Course multimedia facilitated ease of use. 
   8PSL16 Vendor accessibility statements were provided for all 

technologies required in the course. 
 
5 & 6 

 
Perceived Student 
Engagement (PSE) 

 
.892 

 
5PSE01 

 
The learning activities promoted the achievement of 
the stated learning objectives.    

   5PSE02 Learning activities provide opportunities for 
interaction that support active learning. 

   5PSE03 The lecturer’s plan for interacting with learners during 
the course was clearly stated. 

   5PSE04 The requirements for learner interaction were clearly 
stated. 

   6PSE05 The tools used in the course supported the learning 
objectives. 

   6PSE06 Course tools promoted learner engagement and 
active learning. 

   6PSE07 A variety of technology was used in the course. 
   6PSE08 The course provided you with information on 

protecting their data and privacy. 
 
7 

 
Perceived Students 
Support (PSS) 

 
.923 

 

7PSS01 

 
The course instructions articulated or linked to a clear 
description of the technical support offered and how 
to obtain it. 

   7PSS02 Course instructions articulated or linked to the 
institution’s accessibility policies and services. 

   7PSS03 Course instructions articulated or linked to the 
institution’s academic support services and resources 
can help learners succeed in the course 

   7PSS04 Course instructions are articulated or linked to the 
institution’s student services and resources that can 
help learners succeed. 

1, 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7 & 8 Quality matters standard 

The dependent variable (DOC), recorded the highest overall mean (Mean= 3.13, SD=0.415) 
amongst the four latent variables. This is a suggested indication of a high use of QM-rubric for the 
designed online courses. Consequently, the results suggested that participants had a high perception 
of effective design and instructional strategies for the online courses. Of all the measured items for 
the four variables, the dependent variable reported the highest measure item, DOC02: You were 
introduced to the purpose and structure of the course (M= 3.35) as well as the lowest measure item 
DOC09: You were asked to introduce yourselves to the class (M= 2.67). It is worth noting that the 
majority of mean scores for the items of the four latent variables reported mean scores of 3.0 or more 
as shown in Table 4.   

Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics of Latent Variables Measured 
 

Latent 
Variable 

  
 

Measured Item 

 
 
Mean 

 
 
SD 

Overall 
Mean (SD) 

 
Design 
Online 

 
1DOC01 

 
Instructions by your lecturers made clear how to get 
started and where to find various course components. 

 
3.25 

 
.596 

 
3.13(.415) 
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Courses 
(DOC) 

 1DOC02 You were introduced to the purpose and structure of 
the course. 

3.35 .627  

 1DOC03 Communication expectations for online 
discussions/forums, email, and other forms of 
interaction were clearly stated. 

3.21 .633  

 1DOC04 Course and institutional policies with which you were 
expected to comply were clearly stated within the 
course, or a link to current policies was provided. 

3.19 .610  

 1DOC05 Minimum technology requirements for the course were 
clearly stated, and information on how to obtain the 
technologies was provided.   

3.01 .674  

 1DOC06 Computer skills and digital information literacy skills 
expected of you were clearly stated. 

.298 .658  

 1DOC07 Expectations for prerequisite knowledge in the 
discipline and/or any required competencies were 
clearly stated. 

3.10 .604  

 1DOC08 The self-introduction by the instructor was professional 
and was available online. 

3.13 .681  

 1DOC09 You were asked to introduce yourselves to the class. 2.67 .838  
 2DOC10 The course learning objectives described measurable 

outcomes.    
3.14 .558  

 2DOC11 The module/unit-level learning objectives described 
outcomes that were measurable and consistent with 
the course-level objectives. 

3.16 .554  

 2ODOC2 Learning objectives were stated clearly, were written 
from the learner’s perspective, and were prominently 
located in the course. 

3.18 .553  

 2DOC13 The relationship between learning objectives and 
learning activities was clearly stated. 

3.19 .554  

 2DOC14 The learning objectives were suited to the level of the 
course. 

3.24 .553  

 
Perceived 
Students 
Learning 
(PSL) 

 
3PSL01 

 
The assessments measure the achievement of the 
stated learning objectives.    

 
3.22 

 
570 

 
3.12(.415) 

 3PSL02 The course grading policy was stated clearly at the 
beginning of the course. 

3.28 .591  

 3PSL03 Specific and descriptive criteria were provided for the 
evaluation of your work, and their connection to the 
course grading policy was clearly explained. 

3.13 .616  

 3PSL04 The assessments used were sequenced, varied, and 
suited to the level of the course. 

3.19 .554  

 3PSL05 The course provided you with multiple opportunities to 
track your learning progress with timely feedback. 

3.05 .660  

 4PSL06 The instructional materials contributed to the 
achievement of the stated learning objectives. 

3.14 .553  

 4PSL07 The relationship between the use of instructional materials 
in the course and completing learning activities was clearly 
explained. 

3.12 .567  

 4PSL08 The course models the academic integrity expected of you 
by providing both source references and permissions for 
the use of instructional materials. 

3.08 .586  

 4PSL09 The instructional materials represented up-to-date theory 
and practice in the discipline. 

3.11 .572  

 4PSL10 A variety of instructional materials was used in the course. 3.10 .632  
 8PSL11 Course navigation facilitated ease of use.   3.09 .546  
 8PSL12 The course design facilitated readability. 3.17 .563  
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 8PSL13 The course provided accessible text and images in files, 
documents, LMS pages, and web pages to meet the needs 
of diverse learners. 

3.20 .633  

 8PSL14 The course provided alternative means of access to 
multimedia content in formats that met the needs of 
diverse learners. 

3.10 .612  

 8PSL15 Course multimedia facilitated ease of use. 3.06 .643  
 8PSL16 Vendor accessibility statements were provided for all 

technologies required in the course. 
2.89 .698  

 
Perceived 
Student 
Engagemen
t (PSE) 

 
5PSE01 

 
The learning activities promoted the achievement of the 
stated learning objectives.    

 
3.19 

 
.540 

 
3.11(.450) 

 5PSE02 Learning activities provide opportunities for interaction 
that support active learning. 

3.18 .571  

 5PSE03 The lecturer’s plan for interacting with learners during the 
course was clearly stated. 

3.18 .629  

 5PSE04 The requirements for learner interaction were clearly 
stated. 

3.12 .607  

 6PSE05 The tools used in the course supported the learning 
objectives. 

3.17 .608  

 6PSE06 Course tools promoted learner engagement and active 
learning. 

3.17 .592  

 6PSE07 A variety of technology was used in the course. 2.95 .675  
 6PSE08 The course provided you with information on protecting 

their data and privacy. 
2.91 .714  

 
Perceived 
Students 
Support 
(PSS) 

 

7PSS01 

 
The course instructions articulated or linked to a clear 
description of the technical support offered and how to 
obtain it. 

 
2.99 

 
.625 

 
3.07(500) 

 7PSS02 Course instructions articulated or linked to the institution’s 
accessibility policies and services. 

3.05 .619  

 7PSS03 Course instructions articulated or linked to the institution’s 
academic support services and resources can help learners 
succeed in the course 

3.11 .595  

 7PSS04 Course instructions are articulated or linked to the 
institution’s student services and resources that can help 
learners succeed. 

3.11 .633  

1, 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7 & 8 Quality matters standard  

3.2. A predictive model for well-designed online courses using PSL, PSE, and PSS latent Variables 

The study hypothesized DOC (dependent variable) as related to students' reported PSL, PSE, 
and PSS (the independent variables).  The study also attempted to investigate the extent to which the 
relationships between PSL, PSE, and PSS reflected on participants’ levels of evaluation of the designed 
online courses. As a result, a predictive model of the designed online courses, using the latent 
variables: PSL, PSE, and PSS was conducted. A bivariate correlation was employed among PSL, PSE, 
PSS, and DOC to promote insight into their connections and the outcome of the model more 
accurately. Regression analysis was conducted after. Table 5 presents an overview of the results.  

Table 5  
Bi-variate correlation among latent variables 

Latent Variable OCD PSL PSE PSS 

OCD 1.00 
 

   

PSL 0.804 
(0.000) 

1.00 
 

  

PSE 0.753 0.849 1.00  
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(0.000) (0.000)  

PSS 0.656 
(0.000) 

0.778 
(0.000) 

0.760 
(0.000) 

1.00 
 

3.3. All correlations were significant at a 0.01 level of significance 

The outcome of the study revealed a direct, strong, and significant correlation among the 
independent latent variables. There was a significant correlation between PSS and PSE (r=0.760, p< 
0.001) and PSL (r=0.778, p<0.001) with the strongest recorded between PSE and PSL (r=0.849, 
p<0.001). This outcome thus suggests that PSS, PSE, and PSL are connected to a higher degree and 
function closely however the extent of the connection between PSE and PSL was much greater. The 
results also reported a significant correlation between the dependent variable, DOC and PSL (r =0.804, 
p < 0.001), PSE (r=0.753, p< 0.001), and, PSS (r=0.656, p< 0.001) at a significance level of 0.01. Evidence 
from Table 5 reveals a direct linear association between the independent variables and dependent 
variables. Thus, suggesting that, the strong correlation coefficients of PSS, PSL, and PSE as plausible 
predictors of an effectively designed online course. Further analyses were conducted to explore how 
well PSL, PSE, and PSS could predict an effectively designed online course using a regression analysis 
model.  The results are summarized in Table 6. 

The F test: F = (3,526) = 343.84 (p <0.001) related to PSL, PSE and PSS were significant. 
Suggesting that the PSL, PSE, and PSS predicted the DOC when all the items of the latent variables 
were taken into account in the model. The significant values of the independent variables (PSL= 0.000, 
PSE= 0.000; PSS=0.011) were all less than 0.05; suggesting that they had a significant effect on 
designed online courses and as a result can be employed in a predictive model. The analyzed R square 
of the study confirmed an estimated 77.6% of the variance in the effectively designed online courses 
was a result of all three independent variables: PSL, PSE, and PSS. This revealed that PSL, PSE, and PSS 
together accounted for almost 78 percent of the variance perceived in the student's evaluation of the 
designed online courses. Furthermore, the extent to which each of the three measures was reflected 
in the evaluation of the designed online courses was determined. The estimated standardized 
coefficients (PSL= 0.580, PSE= 0.249, PSS=0.216) provided the answers. These coefficients can be 
described as the degree of increase in students' evaluation of designed online courses when there is 
a unit gained in each of the three independent variables.  

Table 6 
 Coefficients of Predictor measures (PSL, PSE, PSS) against Level of Online Course Design (OCD) 

 Co-efficient F-test 

Model Unstandardized Standardized Sig. F Sig. 

(Constant) .567  .000 343.836 .000 
PSL .579 .580 .000   
PSE .230 .249 .000   
PSS .202 .216 .011   

Significant at P < 0.05; Multiple R =0.881; R2=0.776; Adjusted R2=0.743 

The output of the standardized coefficients revealed the regression model below: 

DOCpredicted = 0.58PSL + 0.25PSE + 0.22PSS 

With the above model, PSL seemed to be the most powerful predictor of student's evaluation of the 
designed online courses. The outcome implied that every unit gained in PSL will increase a student’s 
evaluation of the designed online courses by 0.58 units. PSE and PSS followed as second and third 
predictors respectively. 

4. Discussion 

The study attempted to gain an understanding of the degree to which a slightly adapted QM-
Review standard; students' engagement, support, and learning reflected on students' perception of 
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designed online courses. A practical approach for implementing instructional strategies to promote 
positive effects on the quality of online education for better learning outcomes through student 
engagement and support in designed online courses has been well documented (Fiock, 2020; 
Richardson, et al., 2017). While online education continues to evolve in developing countries, 
especially in Africa (Kotouaa, et al., 2015), understanding factors such as well-designed online courses 
for effective learning outcomes is paramount (Palvia, et al., 2018). Ghana has been cited as one of the 
most progressive countries in Africa with the availability of online accredited courses yet, doubt 
remains on its impact on better learning outcomes (Kotouaa et al., 2015). The study reported on one 
such online education initiative by a public university in Ghana due to the ravaging nature of the 
COVID-19 pandemic on the global education calendar. In the study, members of the faculty ced a 
workshop that emphasized standards (QM) for designing online courses. These faculty members were 
introduced to the QM standards for the first time. Consequently, the study hypothesized students’ 
perceptions of designed online courses (dependent variable) as a function of their perceived online 
learning, engagement, and support (the independent variables) which aimed to promote 
understanding of these four latent variables and the association that subsist between them. 

A high positive perception was reported on the three independent latent variables (learning, 
engagement, and support) of the designed online courses.  The most reported amongst participants 
students’ perceived learning. This outcome suggested that the designed online courses enhanced 
students' assessment and measurement, delivery of instructional materials, and, accessibility and 
usability due to easy navigation and interaction with courses’ components.  Next, the participants 
reported a high perceived engagement of the designed online courses; an indication that the designed 
online courses enhanced learner activities and interaction as well as enabling course technology for 
the various course components to facilitate better learning outcomes. Perceived support, though the 
lowest ranked amongst the three, was reported quite at a high level. The result therefore suggested 
students support in technical, accessibility, academic services, and student services when engaged in 
the designed online courses. The results, thus suggested that respondents did not have to struggle to 
obtain diverse support services for better learning outcomes.  

The above results reiterate several studies that emphasized that a well-designed online course 
(Castro & Tumibay, 2021; Duvall, et al., 2020) can result in student learning (Piña, 2018; Sadaf, et al., 
2019) by incorporating student engagement (Martin & Bolliger, 2018; Sadaf, et al., 2019) and support 
(Elaasri & Bouziane, 2019; Varonis, 2014). The findings of the study reiterated the importance of 
essential designed features and pedagogical applications that stimulate the construction of 
knowledge. For instance, Duvall, et al., (2020) emphasized that designed online course features must 
promote students working privately, sharing and discussing their work with the class. In line with the 
findings of the study also, Martin et al., (2019) purported that an effective designed online course not 
only considers learner needs and interaction but is driven by a quality assurance process.  
Furthermore, the study outcome does resonate with Martin et al., (2018) assertion on online 
facilitation strategies to include instructor presence, instructor connection, engagement, and learning. 
Castro and Tumibay (2021) also emphasized the importance of instructional design and the active role 
an institution plays in terms of infrastructure for educators and students in online courses.   

The extent to which the three independent variables; PSL, PSE, and PSS contributed to 
predicting participants' views on the designed online courses was further reported. The overall model 
of fit obtained revealed that the model explained approximately 78% of the total variance in students' 
views on the designed online courses; indicating a desired predictability and explanatory power for 
the designed online courses. The model’s comparatively noticeable R-Square reiterated the essential 
role of the independent variables. This suggests that instructors of online courses should use LMS 
features that promote engagement and support to elicit better learning outcomes.  The study further 
revealed that perceived learning is significant and the strongest predictor of students’ perceptions of 
the designed online courses. This outcome resounds the assertion that online learning complements 
the traditional face-to-face approach (Araka, et al., 2021), promotes more student-centered learning 
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(Shivangi, 2020), improves students’ grades as well as interaction with course materials (Hollowell, et 
al., 2017) and, motivation to gain knowledge (Young, 2014). A significant influence was also reported 
on students’ views on designed online courses as a result of perceived engagement and support.  

Additionally, the correlation analyses emphasized the dominance of learning over 
engagement and support. The output revealed that perceived learning had the strongest relationship 
to students' perception of the designed online courses compared to that of perceived engagement 
and support of the designed online courses. The stronger correlation analyses between PSL and PSE 
further reiterated Sadaf et al., (2019) assertion that the role of QM learner activities and interaction 
in promoting students learning and engagement cannot be overstated. These two variables appeared 
to be strong determinants of the perceived designed online courses and should not be disregarded by 
instructors. Another significant finding that was consistent with the works of Legon (2015) and, 
Robinson and Wizer (2016) was that perceived learning correlated positively with perceived support.  

Furthermore, perceived engagement was significantly linked to support. Thus, supporting the 
assertion that learner support is vital to students’ learning and engagement (Sadaf, et al., 2019). These 
results indicate that the more learning was perceived, the more students viewed the designed online 
courses to be engaging and supportive.  This finding, therefore, seems to suggest that the designed 
online courses will be successful if emphases are placed foremost on promoting student engagement 
and supportive systems. This result contradicts some studies that have overemphasized the 
disadvantages of online education (De Paepe, et al., 2018; Hiranrithikorn, 2019) but reiterated the role 
QM plays in effectively promoting an online course environment that rivals or complements 
traditional face-to-face instructions. For instance, a study conducted by Astani et al., (2010) reported 
students as rating the standard of online learning as useful as conventional classroom learning.   

5. Conclusion  

The students reported a high positive perception of the overall design of online courses based 
on a modified QM-Review standard; student engagement, support, and learning.  The strongest 
predictor of students' perceived designed online courses among the three independent variables was 
perceived learning. The study outcome also seemed to suggest that the success of designed online 
courses is dependent on the provision of student engagement and supportive systems. Thus, 
emphasizing that the designed online courses based on the modified QM-Review were highly 
perceived as beneficial for the students in terms of engagement, support, and learning. These results 
leave no doubt about the potential and benefits of adopting a QM-Review rubric for designing online 
courses. Considering that the majority of the participants (n=513, 97.5%) own smartphones, the 
institution under study's regular and distant programs could benefit from considering strategies for 
the implementation of guidelines or policies to promote the usage of the QM rubric for their 
online/blended instructions. 

With keeping up with pedagogical standards of best practices and current trends in delivering 
online learning, training of faculty of the various Colleges of the institution under study on how to 
incorporate QM-rubrics into teaching and learning would be vital. Further, having a clear online 
education policy in place that can sustain and keep pace with an evolving world of digital infrastructure 
that enhances pedagogical practices can assist faculty in effectively designing online courses. Policies 
that will progressively institute a quality assurance online learning office to monitor and support the 
application of these standards can promote instructors' course design capabilities.  

This study was not without limitations. First, the paper assumed that all the courses that 
participants took were designed following QM guidelines as providing training to the faculty does not 
guarantee that faculty followed the guidelines in designing their courses. Second, the paper could not 
inform whether students’ perceptions were low during the 2019/2020 academic. A longitudinal study 
could have provided a more valid insight into the differences in students’ perceptions. Third, the study 
was limited to only one faculty within a college or a university; thus, limiting the generalization of the 
study findings to the larger faculty population. Hence a need for a future longitudinal study among 
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the larger faculty population within the study area about the QM adoption for instructions. Finally, 
the self-reported nature of the study measured individuals’ beliefs which might been exaggerated or 
elicited based on social desirability bias. Despite these limitations, the outcome of the study draws 
attention to one of the best online pedagogical practices and strategies on how to implement 
guidelines for designing online courses for better learning outcomes, especially in the study’s 
institution of the study and other institutions within a similar context. 

References 
 

Afrouz, R., & Crisp, B. R. (2021). Online education in social work, effectiveness, benefits, and 
challenges: A scoping review. Australian Social Work, 74(1), 55-67. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2020.1808030  

Alizadeh, M., Mehran, P., Koguchi, I., & Takemura, H. (2019). Evaluating a blended course for Japanese 
learners of English: Why quality matters. International Journal of Educational Technology in 
Higher Education, 16(1), 6. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-019-0137-2  

Antwi, S., Bansah, A. K., & Franklin T. (2018). The information technology challenges in teaching Senior 
High School Geography in Ghana. Issues and Trends in Educational Technology, 6(1), 16-38. 
doi: https://doi.org/10.2458/azu_itet_v6i1_antwi  

Araka, E., Maina, E., Gitonga, R., Oboko, R., & Kihoro, J. (2021). University students' perception on the 
usefulness of learning management system features in promoting self-regulated learning in 
online learning. International Journal of Education and Development using Information and 
Communication Technology, 17(1), 45-64. 
http://erepository.uonbi.ac.ke/handle/11295/155566  

Astani, M., Ready, K. J., & Duplaga, E. A. (2010). Online course experience matters: Investigating 
students’ perceptions of online learning. Issues in Information Systems, 11(2), 14-21. 
https://www.academia.edu/download/89551322/14-21_LV2010_1526.pdf  

Ayu, M., & Pratiwi, Z. F. (2021). The implementation of online learning in English language teaching 
during pandemic: the teachers. Journal of Research on Language Education, 2(2), 93–99. 
https://ejurnal.teknokrat.ac.id/index.php/JoRLE/article/view/1316  

Baldwin, S. (2019). Assimilation in Online Course Design. American Journal of Distance 
Education, 33(3), 195-211. https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2019.1610304  

Bansah, A. K & Agyei, D. D. (2022). Perceived convenience, usefulness, effectiveness and user 
acceptance of information technology: Evaluating students’ experiences of a learning 
management system. Technology, Pedagogy & Education, 1-19. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2022.2027267  

Barber, W. (2020). Building Creative Critical Online Learning Communities through Digital 
Moments. Electronic Journal of e-Learning, 18(5), 387-396. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1276312  

Bayrak, F. (2022). Associations between university students' online learning preferences, readiness, 
and satisfaction. KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT & E-LEARNING-AN INTERNATIONAL 
JOURNAL, 14(2). https://avesis.hacettepe.edu.tr/yayin/cd048c40-44ad-48f3-bfd5-
004e00029e86/associations-between-university-students-online-learning-preferences-
readiness-and-satisfaction  

Branch, R. M., & Dousay, T. A. (2015). Welcome to Jacksonville and the 2014 AECT International 
Convention. Sat, 10, 9-15. 

Çakıroğlu, Ü., Saylan, E., Çevik, İ., Mollamehmetoğlu, M. Z., & Timuçin, E. (2022). Faculty adoption of 
online teaching during the Covid-19 pandemic: A lens of diffusion of innovation 
theory. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 38(3), 87-103. 
https://ajet.org.au/index.php/AJET/article/view/7307  

Castro, M.D.B., & Tumibay, G.M. (2021). A literature review: efficacy of online learning courses for 
higher education institution using meta-analysis. Educ Inf Technol, 26, 1367–1385  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-019-10027-z  

https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v16i1.9080
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2020.1808030
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-019-0137-2
https://doi.org/10.2458/azu_itet_v6i1_antwi
http://erepository.uonbi.ac.ke/handle/11295/155566
https://www.academia.edu/download/89551322/14-21_LV2010_1526.pdf
https://ejurnal.teknokrat.ac.id/index.php/JoRLE/article/view/1316
https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2019.1610304
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2022.2027267
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1276312
https://avesis.hacettepe.edu.tr/yayin/cd048c40-44ad-48f3-bfd5-004e00029e86/associations-between-university-students-online-learning-preferences-readiness-and-satisfaction
https://avesis.hacettepe.edu.tr/yayin/cd048c40-44ad-48f3-bfd5-004e00029e86/associations-between-university-students-online-learning-preferences-readiness-and-satisfaction
https://avesis.hacettepe.edu.tr/yayin/cd048c40-44ad-48f3-bfd5-004e00029e86/associations-between-university-students-online-learning-preferences-readiness-and-satisfaction
https://ajet.org.au/index.php/AJET/article/view/7307
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-019-10027-z


Bansah, A.K. (2024). In search of quality: students’ perceptions of designed online courses. World Journal on 
Educational Technology: Current Issues. 16(1), 40-60.  https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v16i1.9080  

 

56 

 

Chand, B., & Gabryszewska, M. (2021). Implementing quality matters in the political science online 
classroom. Journal of Political Science Education, 17(sup1), 486-502. 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/15512169.2021.1921589  

Crews, T. B., & Wilkinson, K. (2015). Online quality course design vs. quality teaching: Aligning quality 
matters standards to principles for good teaching. The Journal of Research in Business 
Education, 57(1), 47. https://jrbe.nbea.org/index.php/jrbe/article/download/54/46  

De Paepe, L., Zhu, C., & Depryck, K. (2018). Online Dutch L2 learning in adult education: educators’ 
and providers’ viewpoints on needs, advantages and disadvantages. Open Learning: The 
Journal of Open, Distance and e-Learning, 33(1), 18-33. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680513.2017.1414586  

DeCoito, I., & Estaiteyeh, M. (2022). Online teaching during the COVID-19 pandemic: exploring 
science/STEM teachers’ curriculum and assessment practices in Canada. Disciplinary and 
Interdisciplinary Science Education Research, 4(1), 8. 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s43031-022-00048-z  

Delva, S., Nkimbeng, M., Chow, S., Renda, S., Han, H. R., & D'Aoust, R. (2019). Views of regulatory 
authorities on standards to assure quality in online nursing education. Nurs Outlook, 67(6), 
747-759. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.outlook.2019.06.011   

Demuyakor, J. (2020). Coronavirus (COVID-19) and online learning in higher institutions of education: 
a survey of the perceptions of Ghanaian international students in China. Online Journal of 
Communication and Media Technologies, 10(3). https://doi.org/10.29333/ojcmt/8286  

Dixson, M. D. (2015). Measuring student engagement in the online course: The Online Student 
Engagement Scale (OSE). Online Learning, 19(4), n4. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1079585  

Duvall, M., Matranga, A., & Silverman, J. (2020). Designing for and facilitating knowledge-building 
discourse in online courses. Information and Learning Sciences. 21(7/8), 487-501. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/ILS-04-2020-0081  

Edumadze, J. K. E., & Owusu, A. A. (2013). Use of Information and Communication Technology for 
teaching and learning in Ghanaian universities: Case of the University of Cape Coast. 
International Journal of Computing Academic Research (IJCAR), 2(6), 266-277. 

Elaasri, R., & Bouziane, A. (2019). Applying the Quality Matters (QM)™ rubric to analyze the quality of 
ENT platform courses. European Journal of Open Education and E-Learning Studies, 4(2), 12-
22. https://oapub.org/edu/index.php/ejoe/article/view/2727  

Figueroa, F., Figueroa, D., Calvo-Mena, F., Narvaez, F., Medina, N., & Prieto, J. (2020). A study carried 
out on orthopedic surgery residents’ perception of online education in their programs during 
the COVID-19 pandemic: Should it be maintained after the crisis? Acta Orthopaedica 91(5), 
543-546. https://doi.org/10.1080/17453674.2020.1776461  

Fiock, H. (2020). Designing a community of inquiry in online courses. The International Review of 
Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 21(1), 135-153. 
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v20i5.3985  

Garrels, V., & Zemliansky, P. (2022). Improving Student Engagement in Online Courses through 
Interactive and User-Centered Course Design: Practical Strategies. Nordic Journal of Digital 
Literacy, (2), 112-122. https://www.idunn.no/doi/abs/10.18261/njdl.17.2.3  

Ghavifekr, S., & Mohammed, I. (2015). Effectiveness of ICT Integration in Malaysian Schools: A 
Quantitative Analysis. International Research Journal for Quality in Education, 2(8), 1‐12.   

Ghavifekr, S., Afshari, M., & Amla, S. (2012). Management strategies for E‐Learning system as the core 
component of systemic change: A qualitative analysis. Life Science Journal, 9(3), 2190‐2196. 
http://www.lifesciencesite.com/lsj/life0903/316_10415life0903_2190_2196.pdf  

Hiranrithikorn, P. (2019). Advantages and disadvantages of online learning. In International Academic 
Multidisciplinary research conference in Berlin 2019, 14-17. 

Hixon, E., Buckenmeyer, J., & Barczyk, C. (2015). Closing the feedback loop: Hearing the student's voice 
in course quality. Quality Approaches in Higher Education, 6(1), 26-36. 

https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v16i1.9080
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/15512169.2021.1921589
https://jrbe.nbea.org/index.php/jrbe/article/download/54/46
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680513.2017.1414586
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s43031-022-00048-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.outlook.2019.06.011
https://doi.org/10.29333/ojcmt/8286
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1079585
https://doi.org/10.1108/ILS-04-2020-0081
https://oapub.org/edu/index.php/ejoe/article/view/2727
https://doi.org/10.1080/17453674.2020.1776461
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v20i5.3985
https://www.idunn.no/doi/abs/10.18261/njdl.17.2.3
http://www.lifesciencesite.com/lsj/life0903/316_10415life0903_2190_2196.pdf


Bansah, A.K. (2024). In search of quality: students’ perceptions of designed online courses. World Journal on 
Educational Technology: Current Issues. 16(1), 40-60.  https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v16i1.9080  

 

57 

 

https://www.academia.edu/download/37123056/quality-approaches-in-higher-education-
vol-6-no-1.pdf#page=26  

Hodges, C., & Grant, M. (2015). Theories to support you: Purposeful use of learning management 
system features. In T. Bastiaens, & G. Marks (Eds.), Proceedings of Global Learn 2015 (pp. 481–
486). Berlin, Germany: Association for the Advancement of Computing in Education (AACE). 

Hodges, C., Moore, S., Lockee, B., Trust, T. & Bond, A. (2020). The difference between emergency 
remote teaching and online learning. Retrieved from 
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2020/3/the-difference-between-emergency-remote-
teaching-andonline-learning . 

Hollowell, P. G., Brooks, M. R., & Anderson, B. Y. (2017).  Course design, quality matters training, and 
student outcomes. American Journal of Distance Education, 31(3), 207-216. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2017.1301144 

Johnson, A. M., Jacovina, M. E., Russell, D. G., & Soto, C. M. (2016). Challenges and solutions when 
using technologies in the classroom. In Adaptive educational technologies for literacy 
instruction (pp. 13-30). Routledge. 
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315647500-2/challenges-
solutions-using-technologies-classroom-amy-johnson-matthew-jacovina-devin-russell-
christian-soto  

Kebritchi, M., Lipschuetz, A., & Santiague, L. (2017). Issues and challenges for teaching successful 
online courses in higher education. Journal of Educational Technology Systems, 46(1), 4–2. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047239516661713  

Khan, A., Egbue, O., Palkie, B., & Madden, J. (2017). Active learning: Engaging students to maximize 
learning in an online course. Electronic Journal of E-Learning, 15(2), 107‑115. 
https://academic-publishing.org/index.php/ejel/article/view/1824  

Kintu, M. J., Zhu, C., & Kagambe, E. (2017). Blended learning effectiveness: the relationship between 
student characteristics, design features, and outcomes. International Journal of Educational 
Technology in Higher Education, 14(1), 1-20. 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s41239-017-0043-4  

Knapp, B., & Paull, J. (2013). Measuring the impact on learner engagement in the redesigned blended 
course using Quality Matters Standards. In 2013 QM Research Grant presentation at the 4th 
annual Quality Matters Conference, Nashville, TN. Retrieved from 
https://www.qualitymatters.org/measuring-impact-student-engagement-
redesignedblended-course-using-standards . 

Kotouaa, S., Ilkana, M., & Kilicb, H. (2015). The growing of online education in sub-Saharan Africa: Case 
study Ghana. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 191, 2406–2411. 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1877042815029377  

Legon, R.  (2015). Measuring the impact of the Quality Matters rubric™: A discussion of possibilities. 
American Journal of Distance Education, 29(3), 166-173. 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/08923647.2015.1058114  

Lowenthal, R. P. & Hodges, B. C. (2015). In search of quality: using quality matters to analyze the 
quality of Massive, Open, Online Courses (MOOCs). International Review of Research in Open 
and Distributed Learning. 16(5), 83-100. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v16i5.2348  

MacGregor-Mendoza, P. (2017). Elements of good design: Applying the quality matters rubric to 
develop online language courses. In: Sanz-Sánchez, I, RiveraMills, S V and Morin, R. (eds.) 
Online language teaching research: Pedagogical, academic and institutional issues. Pp. 127–
149. Corvallis, OR: Trysting Tree Books. DOI: https://doi.org/10.5399/osu/ubi1.g.  License: CC-
BY 4.0 

Mahase, E. Covid-19. (2021). What new variants are emerging and how are they being investigated? 
BMJ, 372(158), 1-2. http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n158  

https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v16i1.9080
https://www.academia.edu/download/37123056/quality-approaches-in-higher-education-vol-6-no-1.pdf#page=26
https://www.academia.edu/download/37123056/quality-approaches-in-higher-education-vol-6-no-1.pdf#page=26
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2020/3/the-difference-between-emergency-remote-teaching-andonline-learning
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2020/3/the-difference-between-emergency-remote-teaching-andonline-learning
https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2017.1301144
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315647500-2/challenges-solutions-using-technologies-classroom-amy-johnson-matthew-jacovina-devin-russell-christian-soto
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315647500-2/challenges-solutions-using-technologies-classroom-amy-johnson-matthew-jacovina-devin-russell-christian-soto
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315647500-2/challenges-solutions-using-technologies-classroom-amy-johnson-matthew-jacovina-devin-russell-christian-soto
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047239516661713
https://academic-publishing.org/index.php/ejel/article/view/1824
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s41239-017-0043-4
https://www.qualitymatters.org/measuring-impact-student-engagement-redesignedblended-course-using-standards
https://www.qualitymatters.org/measuring-impact-student-engagement-redesignedblended-course-using-standards
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1877042815029377
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/08923647.2015.1058114
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v16i5.2348
https://doi.org/10.5399/osu/ubi1.g
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n158


Bansah, A.K. (2024). In search of quality: students’ perceptions of designed online courses. World Journal on 
Educational Technology: Current Issues. 16(1), 40-60.  https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v16i1.9080  

 

58 

 

Martin, F. & Bolliger, D.U. (2018). Engagement matters: Student perceptions on the importance of 
engagement strategies in the online learning environment. Online Learning 22(1), 205- 222. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1179659  

Martin, F., Ndoye, A., & Wilkins, P. (2016). Using learning analytics to enhance student learning in 
online courses based on quality matters standards. Journal of Educational Technology 
Systems, 45(2), 165-187. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047239516656369  

Martin, F., Polly, D., Jokiaho, A., & May, B. (2017). Global standards for enhancing quality in online 
learning. Quarterly Review of Distance Education, 18(2), 1-102. 
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Florence-Martin-
7/publication/320839797_GLOBAL_STANDARDS_FOR_ENHANCING_QUALITY_IN_ONLINE_L
EARNING/links/5d3322be4585153e59110158/GLOBAL-STANDARDS-FOR-ENHANCING-
QUALITY-IN-ONLINE-LEARNING.pdf  

Martin, F., Ritzhaupt, A., Kumar, S., & Budhrani, K. (2019). Award-winning faculty online teaching 
practices: Course design, assessment and evaluation, and facilitation. The Internet and Higher 
Education, 42, 34-43. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2019.04.001  

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. The Internet and Higher Education, 37, 52-65. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2018.01.003  

MarylandOnline (2021). Quality Matters: Course Design Rubric Standards.. 
https://www.qualitymatters.org/qa-resources/rubric-standards/higher-ed-rubric  

Meyer, K. A. (2014). An Analysis of the Cost and Cost-Effectiveness of Faculty Development for Online 
Teaching. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 18(1), n1. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1030531  

Mtebe, J. S., & Kondoro, A. W. (2016). Using Mobile Moodle to enhance Moodle LMS accessibility and 
usage at the University of Dar es Salaam. In 2016 IST-Africa Week Conference, 1-11. 
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/7530649/  

Muir, T., Milthorpe, N., Stone, C., Dyment, J., Freeman, E., & Hopwood, B. (2019). Chronicling 
engagement: Students’ experience of online learning over time. Distance Education, 40(2), 
262-277. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/01587919.2019.1600367  

Müller, C., Mildenberger, T., & Steingruber, D. (2023). Learning effectiveness of a flexible learning 
study programme in a blended learning design: why are some courses more effective than 
others? International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher Education, 20(1), 10. 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s41239-022-00379-x  

Naidoo, V. (2017). E-learning and management education at African universities. In Management 
education for global leadership (pp. 181-201). IGI Global. https://www.igi-
global.com/chapter/e-learning-and-management-education-at-african-universities/170292  

Onwuagboke, B. B. C., Singh, T. K. R., & Onwuagboke, J. N. (2014). Perceived challenges to effective 
ICT integration in teacher education in south-eastern Nigeria. In 3rd International Conference 
on Leadership and Learning in the Asian Century, November (pp. 17-19). 
https://www.academia.edu/download/68097252/PERCEIVED_CHALLENGES_TO_EFFECTIVE_
ICT_IN20210714-11666-1c9x80n.pdf  

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

Pandit, D., & Agrawal, S. (2021). Exploring challenges of online education in COVID times. FIIB Business 
Review. https://doi.org/10.1177/2319714520986254   

Piña, A. A. (2018). AECT Instructional Design Standards for Distance Learning. TechTrends, 62(3), 305-
307. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-018-0282-9   

https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v16i1.9080
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1179659
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047239516656369
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Florence-Martin-7/publication/320839797_GLOBAL_STANDARDS_FOR_ENHANCING_QUALITY_IN_ONLINE_LEARNING/links/5d3322be4585153e59110158/GLOBAL-STANDARDS-FOR-ENHANCING-QUALITY-IN-ONLINE-LEARNING.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Florence-Martin-7/publication/320839797_GLOBAL_STANDARDS_FOR_ENHANCING_QUALITY_IN_ONLINE_LEARNING/links/5d3322be4585153e59110158/GLOBAL-STANDARDS-FOR-ENHANCING-QUALITY-IN-ONLINE-LEARNING.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Florence-Martin-7/publication/320839797_GLOBAL_STANDARDS_FOR_ENHANCING_QUALITY_IN_ONLINE_LEARNING/links/5d3322be4585153e59110158/GLOBAL-STANDARDS-FOR-ENHANCING-QUALITY-IN-ONLINE-LEARNING.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Florence-Martin-7/publication/320839797_GLOBAL_STANDARDS_FOR_ENHANCING_QUALITY_IN_ONLINE_LEARNING/links/5d3322be4585153e59110158/GLOBAL-STANDARDS-FOR-ENHANCING-QUALITY-IN-ONLINE-LEARNING.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2019.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2018.01.003
https://www.qualitymatters.org/qa-resources/rubric-standards/higher-ed-rubric
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1030531
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/7530649/
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/01587919.2019.1600367
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s41239-022-00379-x
https://www.igi-global.com/chapter/e-learning-and-management-education-at-african-universities/170292
https://www.igi-global.com/chapter/e-learning-and-management-education-at-african-universities/170292
https://www.academia.edu/download/68097252/PERCEIVED_CHALLENGES_TO_EFFECTIVE_ICT_IN20210714-11666-1c9x80n.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/download/68097252/PERCEIVED_CHALLENGES_TO_EFFECTIVE_ICT_IN20210714-11666-1c9x80n.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/1097198X.2018.1542262
https://doi.org/10.1177/2319714520986254
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-018-0282-9


Bansah, A.K. (2024). In search of quality: students’ perceptions of designed online courses. World Journal on 
Educational Technology: Current Issues. 16(1), 40-60.  https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v16i1.9080  

 

59 

 

Potter, J. (2015). Applying a hybrid model: Can it enhance student learning outcomes? Journal of 
Instructional Pedagogies, 17, 1-11. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1102855  

Protopsaltis, S., & Baum, S. (2019). Does online education live up to its promise? A look at the evidence 
and implications for federal policy. Center for Educational Policy Evaluation, 1-50. 

Ralston-Berg, P., Buckenmeyer, J., Barczyk, C., & Hixon, E. (2015). Students’ perceptions of online 
course quality: How do they measure up to the research? Journal of Online Learning Research 
and Practice, 4(1), 26919. https://jolrap.scholasticahq.com/article/26919.pdf  

Ren, L., Fu, K., & Cao, R. (2023). Influence of Learning Intervention on Online Learners’ 
Performance. International Journal of Emerging Technologies in Learning, 18(16). 
https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&profile=ehost&scope=site&authtype=
crawler&jrnl=18630383&AN=171330592&h=rP0Zoi3%2BNaQNrhCutYfZiZLnD%2FUpPOqOPZ
dPVUs4g%2FDfCRxlNshDpMM%2Fd4jOKxcrduBHcQH%2BURM%2FEB2HaBddTQ%3D%3D&cr
l=c  

Richardson, J. C., Maeda, Y., Lv, J., & Caskurlu, S. (2017). Social presence in relation to students’ 
satisfaction and learning in the online environment: A meta-analysis. Computers in Human 
Behavior, 71, 402-417. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.02.001  

Robinson, D. E., & Wizer, D. R. (2016). Universal design for learning and the quality matter guidelines 
for the design and implementation of online learning events. International Journal of 
Technology in Teaching and Learning, 12(1), 17-32. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1213328  

Robinson, D. J. (2017). A Delphi study to examine the quality measurement standards by online 
instructors using the Quality Matters Rubric as a basis for creating instructional 
materials (Doctoral dissertation, Kent State University). 

Sadaf, A., Martin, F., & Ahlgrim-Delzell, L. (2019). Student perceptions of the impact of quality matters-
certified online courses on their learning and engagement. Online Learning, 23(4), 214-233. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1237792  

Shivangi, D. (2020). Online learning: A panacea in the time of COVID-19 crisis. J. Educ. Technol. Syst. 
49, 5–22. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047239520934018  

Ssekakubo, G., Suleman, H., & Marsden, G. (2011). Issues of adoption: have e-learning management 
systems fulfilled their potential in developing countries? In Proceedings of the South African 
Institute of Computer Scientists and Information Technologists conference on knowledge, 
innovation, and leadership in a diverse, multidisciplinary environment, 231-238. 
https://dl.acm.org/doi/abs/10.1145/2072221.2072248  

Stephen, J. S., & Rockinson-Szapkiw, A. J. (2021). A high-impact practice for online students: the use 
of a first-semester seminar course to promote self-regulation, self-direction, online learning 
self-efficacy. Smart Learning Environments, 8(1), 6. 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s40561-021-00151-0  

Surjono, H. D. (2011). The design of adaptive e-learning system based on student’s learning styles. 
International Journal of Computer Science and Information Technologies, 2(5), 2350-2353.  

The Center for Teaching and Learning. (2021, July 26). QM Rubric. https://teaching.uncc.edu/services-
programs/quality-matters/qm-rubric  

The Quality Matters Rubric. (n.d.). Quality matters at TAMIU. 
https://www.tamiu.edu/qm/about/qmrubric.shtml   

Turnbull, D., Chugh, R., & Luck, J. (2020). Learning Management Systems, An Overview. Encyclopedia 
of Education and Information Technologies, 1052-1058. 
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/978-3-030-10576-1_248.pdf  

Unal, S., & Ozturk, I. H. (2012). Barriers to ITC integration into teachers’ classroom practices: Lessons 
from a case study on social studies teachers in Turkey. World Applied Sciences Journal, 18(7), 
939-944. https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ibrahim-Oeztuerk-
6/publication/257420213_Barriers_to_ICT_Integration_into_Teachers'_Classroom_Practices
_Lessons_from_a_Case_Study_on_Social_Studies_Teachers_in_Turkey/links/004635253fe6

https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v16i1.9080
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1102855
https://jolrap.scholasticahq.com/article/26919.pdf
https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&profile=ehost&scope=site&authtype=crawler&jrnl=18630383&AN=171330592&h=rP0Zoi3%2BNaQNrhCutYfZiZLnD%2FUpPOqOPZdPVUs4g%2FDfCRxlNshDpMM%2Fd4jOKxcrduBHcQH%2BURM%2FEB2HaBddTQ%3D%3D&crl=c
https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&profile=ehost&scope=site&authtype=crawler&jrnl=18630383&AN=171330592&h=rP0Zoi3%2BNaQNrhCutYfZiZLnD%2FUpPOqOPZdPVUs4g%2FDfCRxlNshDpMM%2Fd4jOKxcrduBHcQH%2BURM%2FEB2HaBddTQ%3D%3D&crl=c
https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&profile=ehost&scope=site&authtype=crawler&jrnl=18630383&AN=171330592&h=rP0Zoi3%2BNaQNrhCutYfZiZLnD%2FUpPOqOPZdPVUs4g%2FDfCRxlNshDpMM%2Fd4jOKxcrduBHcQH%2BURM%2FEB2HaBddTQ%3D%3D&crl=c
https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&profile=ehost&scope=site&authtype=crawler&jrnl=18630383&AN=171330592&h=rP0Zoi3%2BNaQNrhCutYfZiZLnD%2FUpPOqOPZdPVUs4g%2FDfCRxlNshDpMM%2Fd4jOKxcrduBHcQH%2BURM%2FEB2HaBddTQ%3D%3D&crl=c
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.02.001
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1213328
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1237792
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047239520934018
https://dl.acm.org/doi/abs/10.1145/2072221.2072248
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s40561-021-00151-0
https://teaching.uncc.edu/services-programs/quality-matters/qm-rubric
https://teaching.uncc.edu/services-programs/quality-matters/qm-rubric
https://www.tamiu.edu/qm/about/qmrubric.shtml
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/978-3-030-10576-1_248.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ibrahim-Oeztuerk-6/publication/257420213_Barriers_to_ICT_Integration_into_Teachers'_Classroom_Practices_Lessons_from_a_Case_Study_on_Social_Studies_Teachers_in_Turkey/links/004635253fe6e6c16e000000/Barriers-to-ICT-Integration-into-Teachers-Classroom-Practices-Lessons-from-a-Case-Study-on-Social-Studies-Teachers-in-Turkey.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ibrahim-Oeztuerk-6/publication/257420213_Barriers_to_ICT_Integration_into_Teachers'_Classroom_Practices_Lessons_from_a_Case_Study_on_Social_Studies_Teachers_in_Turkey/links/004635253fe6e6c16e000000/Barriers-to-ICT-Integration-into-Teachers-Classroom-Practices-Lessons-from-a-Case-Study-on-Social-Studies-Teachers-in-Turkey.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ibrahim-Oeztuerk-6/publication/257420213_Barriers_to_ICT_Integration_into_Teachers'_Classroom_Practices_Lessons_from_a_Case_Study_on_Social_Studies_Teachers_in_Turkey/links/004635253fe6e6c16e000000/Barriers-to-ICT-Integration-into-Teachers-Classroom-Practices-Lessons-from-a-Case-Study-on-Social-Studies-Teachers-in-Turkey.pdf


Bansah, A.K. (2024). In search of quality: students’ perceptions of designed online courses. World Journal on 
Educational Technology: Current Issues. 16(1), 40-60.  https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v16i1.9080  

 

60 

 

e6c16e000000/Barriers-to-ICT-Integration-into-Teachers-Classroom-Practices-Lessons-from-
a-Case-Study-on-Social-Studies-Teachers-in-Turkey.pdf  

UNESCO. (2020, May 10). COVID-19 educational disruption and response. Retrieved from 
https://en.unesco.org/covid19/educationresponse  

Varonis, E. M. (2014). Most courses are not born digital: An overview of the Quality  Matters 
peer review process for online course design. Campus-Wide Information Systems, 3(4), 217-
229. https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/mcb/165/2014/00000031/00000004/art00
002  

Walker, D. S., Lindner, J. R., Murphrey, T. P., & Dooley, K. (2016). Learning management system 
usage. Quarterly Review of Distance Education, 17(2), 41-50. 
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=Fa5CDQAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA41&dq=Wal
ker,+D.+S.,+Lindner,+J.+R.,+Murphrey,+T.+P.,+%26+Dooley,+K.+(2016).+Learning+managem
ent+system+usage.+Quarterly+Review+of+Distance+Education,+17(2),+41-
50.&ots=3fXfWBRKca&sig=1wBrMxp9OOtvRpjbRzbgVzh2UdM  

Wood, J. (2022). The upward trend on online education. The World Economic Forum. The Center for 
New Economy and Society. https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2022/01/online-learning-
courses-reskill-skills-gap/    

Young, A., & Norgard, C. (2006). Assessing the quality of online courses from the student's 
perspective. The Internet and Higher Education, 9(2), 107-115. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2006.03.001  

Young, M. R. (2014). Integrating Quality Matters into Hybrid Course Design: A principles of marketing 
case study. Journal of Marketing Education, 36(3), 233-243. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475314547821  

Zakaria, N., & Khalid, F. (2016). The benefits and constraints of the use of information and 
communication technology (ICT) in teaching mathematics. Creative Education, 7(11), 1537-
1544. DOI: 10.4236/ce.2016.711158 

 
 

 
 
 

https://doi.org/10.18844/wjet.v16i1.9080
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ibrahim-Oeztuerk-6/publication/257420213_Barriers_to_ICT_Integration_into_Teachers'_Classroom_Practices_Lessons_from_a_Case_Study_on_Social_Studies_Teachers_in_Turkey/links/004635253fe6e6c16e000000/Barriers-to-ICT-Integration-into-Teachers-Classroom-Practices-Lessons-from-a-Case-Study-on-Social-Studies-Teachers-in-Turkey.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Ibrahim-Oeztuerk-6/publication/257420213_Barriers_to_ICT_Integration_into_Teachers'_Classroom_Practices_Lessons_from_a_Case_Study_on_Social_Studies_Teachers_in_Turkey/links/004635253fe6e6c16e000000/Barriers-to-ICT-Integration-into-Teachers-Classroom-Practices-Lessons-from-a-Case-Study-on-Social-Studies-Teachers-in-Turkey.pdf
https://en.unesco.org/covid19/educationresponse
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/mcb/165/2014/00000031/00000004/art00002
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/mcb/165/2014/00000031/00000004/art00002
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=Fa5CDQAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA41&dq=Walker,+D.+S.,+Lindner,+J.+R.,+Murphrey,+T.+P.,+%26+Dooley,+K.+(2016).+Learning+management+system+usage.+Quarterly+Review+of+Distance+Education,+17(2),+41-50.&ots=3fXfWBRKca&sig=1wBrMxp9OOtvRpjbRzbgVzh2UdM
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=Fa5CDQAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA41&dq=Walker,+D.+S.,+Lindner,+J.+R.,+Murphrey,+T.+P.,+%26+Dooley,+K.+(2016).+Learning+management+system+usage.+Quarterly+Review+of+Distance+Education,+17(2),+41-50.&ots=3fXfWBRKca&sig=1wBrMxp9OOtvRpjbRzbgVzh2UdM
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=Fa5CDQAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA41&dq=Walker,+D.+S.,+Lindner,+J.+R.,+Murphrey,+T.+P.,+%26+Dooley,+K.+(2016).+Learning+management+system+usage.+Quarterly+Review+of+Distance+Education,+17(2),+41-50.&ots=3fXfWBRKca&sig=1wBrMxp9OOtvRpjbRzbgVzh2UdM
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=Fa5CDQAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA41&dq=Walker,+D.+S.,+Lindner,+J.+R.,+Murphrey,+T.+P.,+%26+Dooley,+K.+(2016).+Learning+management+system+usage.+Quarterly+Review+of+Distance+Education,+17(2),+41-50.&ots=3fXfWBRKca&sig=1wBrMxp9OOtvRpjbRzbgVzh2UdM
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2022/01/online-learning-courses-reskill-skills-gap/
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2022/01/online-learning-courses-reskill-skills-gap/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2006.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475314547821

