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ABSTRACT 
 

 The unbundling of the faculty role occurs when e-learning course tasks normally 

performed by a single faculty member—such as course design, development, delivery, 

grading, interaction with students, course improvement, and advisement—are segmented 

or unbundled so that they can be performed by other personnel or with technologies.  

Using a qualitative methods approach, this study examines the unbundling and 

restructuring of the faculty professional role in large enrollment e-learning courses.  This 

study was conducted at three community colleges in a large, urban community college 

district, and presents three models of e-learning course production that affect the 

unbundling of the faculty role: craft, collegial, and virtual assembly line. This research 

also examines how e-learning faculty members seek to rebundle tasks associated with 

their professional role and identity, and the tasks they perceive as meeting student needs 

and demand.  This study contributes to professional and economic theories concerning 

faculty members in the e-learning context, and advances theories associated with 

academic labor, managed professionals, Academic Capitalism, and the globalization of 

the community college.  
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CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION 

Background and Rationale  

The rapid changes that have occurred in higher education over the last decade 

have been facilitated, in part, by new information technologies and new ways of 

organizing around these technologies.    Many institutions, including community 

colleges, offer what are referred to as distributed, distance, blended, hybrid, online, or e-

learning courses (hereafter referred to as e-learning).  The growth in e-learning courses 

reflects a strong trend in how the academy—and the roles within it—are organized.  As 

part of this change, the faculty role is being altered. It has been suggested in a growing 

body of literature that the faculty role is becoming unbundled in the e-learning context.  

The unbundling of the faculty role occurs when tasks that were all normally performed by 

a single faculty member--such as course design, course development, presentation of 

content, interaction, assessment, evaluation, and advisement--are unbundled so that they 

can be performed by others or through distributed technologies.  The unbundling is 

accomplished through capital for labor or labor for labor substitutions. This unbundling 

also suggests a process of reorganization, and restructuring of roles, especially that of the 

faculty member.   

Purpose and Objectives   

The purpose of this study is to better understand the phenomena of the unbundling 

and subsequent restructuring of the faculty role in the e-learning community college 

environment.  This research attempts to understand in a meaningful and rich context, how 

the faculty role is becoming unbundled.  It also seeks to understand to what extent the 
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unbundling is occurring and the impact and implications of those changes. It also seeks to 

better understand how the faculty role in this production process has altered, adapted, and 

transformed within the appropriate theoretical framework. 

Methods 

The unit/level of analysis will be e-learning courses in three different subject 

areas from three different community colleges.  These courses were delivered at different 

campuses in a large, multi-campus, urban community college district.   Qualitative 

methods of inquiry were utilized and validated. This approach called for semi-structured 

interviews with selected faculty subjects, including comparative case studies, and public 

document analysis to better understand and discuss these phenomena.  

Significance 

This study will provide a greater understanding of how the faculty role is evolving 

and transforming in the teaching and learning process. Because the role of the faculty 

member is at the heart of the knowledge production process, any significant alterations to 

that role will have strong effects throughout higher education.  Since most higher 

education students, especially minorities, in the United States will first enroll at a 

community college, any insights into how the faculty role is evolving may be 

generalizable within this context, and to other similar undergraduate courses and faculty. 

Introduction and Statement of Problem 

A majority of US higher education institutions offer what are referred to as 

distributed, distance, blended, hybrid, online, or e-learning courses (hereafter referred to 

as e-learning).  It was estimated that 90% of American universities would offer at least 
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one e-learning course by the year 2005 (Charp, 2002).  Indeed, enrollments in e-learning 

courses have surpassed by ten times the National Center for Education Statistics 

predicted growth rate with over 2.35 million students taking online courses in the US in 

2004 (Sloan-C, 2005). Whether the professed driving force is to increase flexibility and 

student access, for profit motives, or to generate additional revenues (Berg, 2002; 

Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) the growth in e-learning courses reflects a strong trend, and 

an emerging revolution in how the academy and the roles within it are organized.   

With pressures to increase student access while reducing costs—institutions are 

looking to IT and its promises in terms of new ways of organizing higher education.  The 

long-term impact of these changes with the accompanying new tasks and roles that are 

emerging will shape higher education for the next century.  Massey (2002) has noted that, 

“The changes that universities have weathered over the centuries did not upend their 

basic technology. Information technology does.”  Understanding how the “wired tower” 

(Pittinsky, 2003) works in higher education has important implications in terms of 

decision-making, policy, and how the classroom and e-learning environments will 

continue to evolve and be socially constructed.  Agents (Klein & Kleinman, 2002) within 

these institutions seek to move past the mere ability to offer e-learning courses. These 

agents are actively constructing, or seeking to construct, new ways of organizing and 

designing instruction and associated processes in this e-learning context (Bijker, 1995) 

that will permeate all of academia. In 2005 for example, seventy-two percent of Chief 

Academic Officers at Associates granting institutions believed e-learning “was critical to 

the long term strategy” of their institution, up from 58% in 2003 (Sloan-C, 2005).    
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Although there is abundant literature about the impetus to move to e-learning with 

its accompanying technologies and support infrastructure, very little is known about how, 

and to what extent, this is affecting and altering the fundamental role of faculty in this 

new context (Massey, 2002).  To a certain extent, the faculty role is changing.  There are 

many assumptions that accompany these new ways of organizing e-learning instruction—

especially in terms of the faculty role.  The relationship between the teacher and student 

anchored the traditional way of learning that has characterized the education process for 

millennia (Krause, 1996). This has been an effective practice for obvious reasons.  But in 

the context of the e-learning environment, both of these roles--teacher and student--are 

being reconfigured or restructured.  The student is now in the “learner” role (Wallhaus, 

2000), and can be viewed as a “customer” or client, selecting the most convenient and 

high-quality educational experience in order to increase her human capital.  This study 

will not concentrate on the student role per se, but acknowledges the reciprocal 

relationship that exists between teacher and student.  The faculty member, once perceived 

as the purveyor of knowledge, and held in high esteem for her or his expertise, is 

increasingly described as “content expert” or “learning facilitator” (Wallhaus, 2000). 

It has been suggested that the faculty role is becoming “disaggregated” (Croissant, 

Slaughter & Rhoades, 2002; Twigg, 1996), and “unbundled” (Boettcher, 2000; Jewett, 

2000; Levin, Kater & Wagoner, 2006; Paulson, 2002; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Troutt 

1979; Wang, 1975)—tasks that were all normally performed by a single faculty member 

such as course design, course creation and development, delivery and presentation of 

content, mediation, assessment, evaluation, and advisement are unbundled so that they 
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can be performed by others or through technologies.  This unbundling also suggests a 

process of reorganization, reengineering (Massey, 2002), and restructuring of roles, 

especially that of the faculty member.  Because the role of the faculty member is at the 

heart of the knowledge production process, any significant alterations to that role will 

have strong effects throughout higher education.   

It is important to note here that there is a limited amount of scholarly literature 

surrounding the unbundling of the faculty role.  The description of the unbundling 

process is not coherent, while having some general commonalities, it has tended to be 

abstract rather than specific. In the cases where the literature has been specific (Daniel, 

1996; Twigg, 1996; Paulson 2002), it has been based on single courses in single 

institution. The e-learning courses have existed on a large continuum from in-person, and 

hybrid, with some references to web-based delivery of courses.  It is clear that the 

literature surrounding the unbundling of the faculty role has been somewhat anecdotal, 

with relatively little supporting evidence that has not been grounded in theory. As such, 

the unbundling of the faculty role was ripe for a more focused and scholarly 

investigation.  Moreover, there has not been an adequate discussion of the rebundling of 

the faculty role. 

Theories including economic theory (Baumol & Blackman, 1995; Boettcher; 

2000; Jewett, 2000), professional theory (Abbott, 1988; Brint, 1994; Collins, 1979; 

Hughes, 1994; Krause, 1996), Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter 

& Rhoades, 2004), Informational Capitalism (Castells, 1996 ), and others could inform 

and enlighten the understanding of the unbundling and rebundling of the faculty role have 
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not been adequately addressed in the existing literature.  Good theory starts from a firm 

grasp and clear description of the phenomenon. Once the phenomenon is clearer, it can be 

categorized and differentiated.   From these categories one can start to build a framework 

and theoretical notions as to the cause of the phenomenon.  The basic phenomenology 

and characteristics of the unbundling and restructuring of the faculty role would serve to 

bolster and solidify what has been tossed about as “good practice” or the next “big thing” 

in higher education. 
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CHAPTER TWO:  REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 This chapter will review the relevant scholarly literature on the unbundling of the 

faculty role.  This chapter will first look at the larger context of the external forces of 

change that have facilitated the unbundling of the faculty role including the rise of 

Informational Capitalism, digitization, new means to control intellectual property, the 

emergence of Academic Capitalism, and new technologies. Next, this chapter will 

examine the internal forces that affect the faculty role which will be framed in terms of 

professional theory. Finally, the specific literature that has discussed the unbundling of 

the faculty role will be reviewed in order to articulate gaps in scholarly knowledge that 

this study will provide.  

Literature—External Forces of Change 

When discussing a changing role in an established occupation, it is important to 

start from the known literature and theories to cast light on the subject at hand.  Abbott 

(1988) notes that external and internal forces shape and change a profession.  External 

forces include natural facts, cultural facts, technologies, and organizations with the latter 

two being the “central destroyers of professional work” (pp. 91-92).  Internal forces 

include the acquisition of new abstract knowledge or skills, and the internal dynamics 

that stratify the profession itself.    

The unbundling and rebundling of the faculty role in higher education does not 

exist in a vacuum—it exists in a social, political, and economic context as well.  The 

process of unbundling the faculty role comes with its own set of actors, values, and 
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assumptions that are reinforced by an increasingly information-based, technology rich 

society. 

For the purposes of this proposal, the external forces that may be contributing to 

the unbundling and rebundling of the faculty role will be presented first, including the 

wider social and economic forces at play.  Next, technology’s influence, social 

construction, and disruptive nature that may contribute to understanding unbundling will 

be discussed.  The internal forces that change professions will be presented, as well as the 

specific academic literature related to the unbundling and rebundling of the faculty role.  

The Economics of Educational Production 

  At a basic level, the unbundling of the faculty role is a manifestation of the 

educational production process.  Educational production can be conceptualized as a series 

of inputs and outputs.  This input-output model can also be called a production function.  

In the educational context, time, effort and resources, both capital and labor, are spent 

with the hope for a yield of outputs that will be valuable in the future in terms of skills, 

knowledge, and financial benefits.  Becker and Baumol (1996) note, “In other words, the 

educational production function can be described as a listing of the set of variables that 

are assumed to be the prime determinants of the amount of human capital the student 

acquires as the result of schooling” (p. 4).  The end product hoped for is increased human 

capital, although the other outcomes are expected. The educational production function is 

also expected to produce contributions to society, and an appreciation of things such as 

art, music, history, etc. (Becker and Baumol).   
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 With the advent of the Internet and in conjunction with the development of the 

World-Wide-Web, the literature about economic efficiencies for e-learning courses over 

the last decade has fallen into, more or less, two camps.  Each has presented differing 

views as to whether true cost efficiencies can be obtained in the e-learning production 

process and throughout higher education.  There are two contrasting views as to whether 

true efficiencies can be obtained in the educational production function.   

 One camp argues that the production function is craftwork by nature, labor-

intensive, where only incremental improvements in productivity are possible.  The other 

argues that the production function can be transformed from a craft to a much more mass 

production process.  Baumol and Blackman (1995) argued that productivity in higher 

education is “persistently slow…relative to other economic activities” (p. 3) based on the 

assumption that it is a handicraft activity. Baumol and Blackman argue that handicraft 

activities are resistant to standardization, instead of requiring “highly skilled, human 

interaction to diagnose the problems and repair the damage” (p. 3), invoking the language 

of professional expertise.  They note great difficulty in capital for labor substitutions 

noting that higher education “services have labor requirements that are difficult to reduce 

to technology” (p. 4).  Teaching may be “complimented” by technologies that trim some 

expenses, however “live professors are still considered essential.  Moreover, their labor-

time cannot be reduced without cutting quality” (p. 4).   

 Using an example of a musical quartet, Baumol and Blackman (1995) insist that 

“it still takes as much labor-time to perform a half-hour Mozart quartet as it did when the 

music was composed 200 years ago” (p. 5).  While acknowledging some “snail’s pace” 
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productivity growth due to technology such as allowing the quartet to fly in a few hours 

to perform, the nature of the work is essentially handicraft with very slow productivity 

gains. 

 In the other camp—the scalability camp—Massey (2002) argues that 

“Information technology can shift higher education from the handicraft tradition if it is 

used to trigger reengineering” (p. 580).  By reengineering, Massey refers to a type of 

unbundling of the faculty role where “Technology substitutes for some of what has 

traditionally been viewed as faculty work, but faculty labor is redeployed to tasks that 

professors can do best” (p. 581).  

Evoking Baumol and Blackman’s (1995) same musical quartet metaphor, Massey 

(2002) argues that technology has the possibility to change the handicraft musical 

production into a much more efficient model because the musicians can record their 

music and distribute it to “thousands at low incremental cost” (p. 585).  The recording 

profits can then subsidize ticket process for live concerts—opening up new markets—

“As long as capital is a significant fraction of the total cost, and the cost of technology 

falls in real terms, the quartet will enjoy steady productivity gains” (p. 585).   

 In the higher education context, Massey (2002) noted that these technologies have 

not only the potential to create economies of scale, but they can also create economies of 

scope by wooing “new student groups and new settings” (p. 583).  It is interesting to note 

that Massey, like Baumol and Blackman (1995), did support the idea that technology 

could not completely replace the faculty member “without significant quality losses” (p. 

580).  It is also interesting to note that Massey, used language that would suggest that 



23 
 

technology would substitute for faculty tasks that he viewed as “routine drudgery,” 

degraded work, allowing faculty to concentrate time and efforts on “adapting educational 

strategy to learner needs,” “teaching,” and to “develop projects that map the knowledge 

base of the discipline” (pp. 585-586).  This language will become significant later on in 

this proposal when looking at how internal forces shape the faculty profession.  Finally, 

Baumol and Blackman identify standardization of inputs and outputs as an important 

evidence as to whether the unbundling is, in fact, happening. 

Massey’s (2002) view is what typifies the underlying economic assumptions 

claiming the unbundling of the faculty role is possible, but he qualifies his claim by 

noting that the models that he has used are “hypothetical” (p. 581).  This view is also 

based, at least theoretically, on two input substitution strategies:  capital for capital 

substitution, and labor for labor substitution.  Capital would include all inputs that can be 

transformed into assets.  Labor is precisely that, the labor performed by people.  For 

example, the use of technology as an input would be considered a capital for capital 

substitution.  By investing in these technologies, such as a musical recording system, the 

hope is to have a lower cost input that still produces the same learning outcomes 

(outputs).  But the cost savings are not the only benefit perceived.  The greater use of 

technology helps to standardize and automate processes.  Automation using technology 

leads to greater managerial control (Zuboff, 1988) a strong motivation in any complex 

organization. 

 Moving from music back to higher education, using adjunct faculty, graduate 

assistants, or other managed professionals (Rhoades, 1998) would be an example of a 
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labor for labor substitution.  It is safe to say that, on the surface, these workers produce 

similar outputs at a substantially lower cost than full-time, tenured faculty.  The full cost 

considerations of these substitutions will not be taken up here, except for the note that a 

complete accounting for all production costs may exceed traditional means of educational 

production (Jewett, 2000; Rhoades, 1998b; Rhoades & Sporn, 2002).  And again, the use 

of a temporary workforce that can be assembled and disassembled on demand also leads 

to greater managerial discretion and control. 

 After over a decade of experience, evidence, and the growing number of cases 

that have documented e-learning course production, the weight of the evidence supports 

the mass production camp over the handicraft tradition. Meyer (2006), who would fall 

into the scalability camp would concur. In an ASHE Higher Education Report on Cost 

Efficiencies in Online Learning Meyer stated that: 

 
[She has] presented research that documented how online learning can 
produce cost-efficiencies and cost effectiveness.  Online learning can 
improve student learning and reduce costs, but only under several 
conditions and through various techniques. (p. 95)   

 
 

While the educational production function—especially in the e-learning context—

sheds light into how the unbundling of the faculty role is possible, how, and what drives 

the capital for capital and labor for labor substitutions is vital to understanding the 

unbundling of the faculty role.  It needs to be understood in terms of scalability and 

handicraft production models.  It also needs to be placed in a larger, richer context in 

order to see the nuances, connections, and impact on higher education.   
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Informational Capitalism 

 The unbundling of the faculty role is a mode of production that calls to mind 

Marxian-based theory as useful in explaining the social, economic and political 

relationships driving it—especially in terms of capital for capital substitutions.  In 

industrial society, those that control capital extract the excess value from labor.  

Efficiencies are obtained when capital and labor costs (inputs) are reduced.  Lower cost 

capital and lower cost labor substitutions enable the extraction of greater value.  In a post-

industrial society (Bell, 1973), the relationships and economic structures have shifted.   

 Castells (1996) described the rise of Informational Capitalism in the post-

industrial, or the information age.  Those that control capital not only extract the excess 

value from labor in the traditional Marxian/Weberian sense, they also seek to extract the 

source of the value—human knowledge. The possession and control of knowledge 

becomes key to productivity, where “the action of knowledge upon knowledge itself 

[acts] as the main source of productivity” (p. 17).  Castells connected the use of 

information technology as a means for facilitating and enabling Informational Capitalism.   

Castells noted that “technological tools are programmed by minds…the human mind has 

always been, but more than ever now, the source of wealth, power, and control over 

everything” (2001). The theory of Informational Capitalism is useful in identifying 

information and the control of information as key productivity factors that lay the 

foundation for the rebundling of the unbundled faculty role.  Informational capital is a 

possible substitute as a capital for capital exchange in the knowledge production process. 
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One example that demonstrates Informational Capitalism in higher education, is 

the adoption of knowledge management principles and practices.  Taken into higher 

education from business and industry practices, knowledge management is described as 

“the process of transforming information and intellectual assets into enduring value” 

(Kidwell, Vander Linde, Johnson, 2000).  This breathes the spirit of life into 

Informational Capitalism and is an illustrative process of the capital for capital 

substitution of human knowledge.  Knowledge management calls for the conversion of 

knowledge to informational capital through the creation of knowledge repositories, 

portals and hubs of information for ease of access, and the protection of those assets 

(Rowley, 2000).  The faculty role can be unbundled when, under such a system, the 

knowledge can be extracted, exchanged and controlled—in other words commodified. 

Digitizing Knowledge 

 While Informational Capitalism (Castells, 1996) lays the foundation for 

understanding the creation and organization of post-industrial production relations, 

including knowledge management, it is the advent of digital technologies that incarnate 

it.  Digital technologies, at a more tangible level than that of knowledge management, are 

an embodiment of Informational Capitalism.  They have altered the way that information 

can be replicated, distributed and controlled.   

 The costs for producing and reproducing information in various types of media 

have been reduced substantially through digitization—where information is converted 

into binary code that can then be transmitted at the speed of light.  Digital is superior to 

analog reproduction.  A copy of a copy in analog media loses quality with each 
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replication.  An example would be to imagine making a photocopy of a document, and 

then making a copy of that copy.  The quality soon fades. A digital copy has the same 

integrity as the original and there is no danger of replicative fade that occurs in analog 

copies.  Negroponte (1995) noted that: 

 
In the digital world, not only the ease is at issue, but also the fact that the 
digital copy is perfect as the original and, with some fancy computing, 
even better.  In the same way that bit strings can be error-corrected, a copy 
can be cleaned up, enhanced, and have the noise removed.  The copy is 
perfect. (p. 58) 

 

 The extent to which something can be digitized it becomes information capital –a 

digital asset.  Once digitized, the costs of reproduction are extremely low, with perfect 

quality.      

 Through the internet and other computer networks, digital assets can be 

transmitted globally, at the speed of light.  Once information has been digitized, it 

potentially becomes a global commodity because time and space no longer matter—much 

like the concept of “timeless time” that Castells (1996) refers to as a characteristic of the 

networked society.   

 And it is precisely a network, both social and technical, that is needed to deliver 

and distribute informational capital.  Science writer and Executive Editor of Wired 

magazine Kevin Kelly (1994) outlined the characteristics of a “pure network” in which 

digital information will flow in Out of Control: The Rise of Neo-Biological Civilization.  

Kelly notes that it would be distributed, decentralized, collaborative, and adaptive.  

Distributed means that networked organizations will not exist in a single location.  They 
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will exist “among many places concurrently” (p. 189).  Locations will be the sites of 

teams working on a specific function that are simultaneously networked to the other 

functions at other locations.   

 Decentralized refers to using the efficiencies of the network infrastructure to 

subcontract and outsource essential functions.  Kelly (1994) observes: 

 
Extending outsourcing to its logical conclusion, a 100 percent networked 
company would consist solely of one office of professionals linked by 
network technology to other independent groups.  Many invisible million-
dollar businesses are being run from one office with two assistants.  And 
some don’t have an office at all.  The large advertising firm of Chiat/Day 
is working on dismantling its physical headquarters.  Project team 
members will rent hotel conference rooms for the duration of the project, 
working on portable computers and call-forwarding.  They’ll disband and 
regroup when the project is done.  Some of those groups might be 
“owned” by the office; others would be separately controlled and 
financed. (p. 191) 
 
 

 Kelly (1994) described the pure network as being collaborative in nature, building 

“Strategic Alliances” of symbiotic partners and symbiotic competitors.  Internal functions 

at one organization could be outsourced to the competitor who fulfills the same 

function—to the advantage of both organizations. Drawing on Weick’s (1979) notion of 

loosely coupled systems, Kelly noted that a metaphor for these types of networked 

organizations is “shifting from the tightly coupled tightly bounded organism to the 

loosely coupled loosely bounded ecosystem” (p. 193).   

 Finally, a pure network is adaptive in a simultaneous manner throughout the 

different nodes.  Kelly (1994) notes:   
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A network is a factory for information.  As the value of a product is 
increased by the amount of knowledge invested in it, the networks that 
engender the knowledge increase in value…The whole net happens at 
once.  Marketing, design, manufacturing, suppliers, buyers are all involved 
in the creation of the successful product.  Designing a product 
concurrently entails having marketing, legal, and engineering teams all 
design the product at once, instead of sequentially as in the past. (pp. 193-
194) 
 

 Simultaneous adaptation seems embody Castells’(1996) notion that productivity 

comes because of “the action of knowledge upon knowledge itself” (p. 17) which is 

foundational for Informational Capitalism.  The network itself can work on many 

processes at once using the digital assets concurrently—bringing to pass a type of 

organizational learning. 

 Through digitization, informational capital can be extracted and distributed in 

highly sophisticated networks that can disaggregate the modes of production by time and 

space.  Digitization also creates the need for and the means to control informational 

capital. 

Control of Informational Capital 

 Control of digitized information and knowledge, the informational capital that 

resides within these socio-technical networks, is paradoxical in nature.  The act of 

digitizing it, turning it from atoms to bits, makes it extremely easy to distribute.  At the 

same time, many technical and political forces have sought to control digitized 

informational capital.  Ownership is one way of trying to exert control over the 

distribution of informational capital over the new networks.  Intellectual property is 

informational capital that is owned.  Webster (2002) notes that “Intellectual property, 
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patenting and copyright are burgeoning areas of law in the ‘information age’:  they are 

testament of the weight of proprietorial principles in the day and age” (p. 152). 

 When the World Wide Web emerged in the 1990s, many techno-optimists 

predicted a more open-source model for intellectual property, hoping that the technology 

would make ownership pointless.  Negroponte (1995) proclaimed that “Copyright law is 

totally out of date.  It is a Gutenberg artifact.  Since it is a reactive process, it will 

probably have to break down completely before it is corrected” (p. 58).   John Perry 

Barlow, of the Electronic Frontier Foundation, stated in his Declaration of Independence 

of Cyberspace that: 

 
Cyberspace consists of transactions, relationships, and thought itself, 
arrayed like a standing wave in the web of our communications. Ours is a 
world that is both everywhere and nowhere, but it is not where bodies 
live…Your legal concepts of property, expression, identity, movement, 
and context do not apply to us. They are all based on matter, and there is 
no matter here. (1996) 

 

 Instead of moving intellectual property to the commons (Bollier, 2002), the 

current milieu is characterized by hyper-privatization behavior.  Boyle (1997) has noted 

that, while in times past, intellectual property laws were part of an esoteric and arcane 

field,  

 
In terms of ideology and rhetorical structure, no less than practical 
economic effect, intellectual property is the legal form of the information 
age. It is the locus of the most important decisions in information policy. It 
profoundly affects the distribution of political and economic power in the 
digital environment. It has impacts on issues ranging from education to 
free speech. The "value" protected by intellectual property in the world 
economy is in the hundreds of billions of dollars and growing all the time. 
(1997) 
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 The passage of the Uniform Computer Information Transaction Act (UCITA), the 

Digital Millennium Copyright Act (DCMA) and the Technology, Education, and 

Copyright Harmonization Act (TEACH Act) have all contributed to the expansion of 

ownership and means to control intellectual property.  Healy (2002) has noted that: 

 
The long-run trend has been towards greater copyright control over artistic 
works, continuing expansion of the scope of intellectual property, and the 
restricting of first-sale and fair-use rights, and the public domain in 
general. (p. 490) 
 

 
 Healy (2002) described an “emerging information regime” that will curtail free 

speech, stifle innovation, and expand intellectual property rights at the expense of the 

commons.  In terms of the higher education setting, Crews (2002) notes that the TEACH 

Act, in particular, will place a large number of conditions, limitations of uses of copyright 

“that may be desirable or essential for distance education” (p.12). 

 Mirroring the control and ownership trends that are already evident, expansion of 

ownership of intellectual property in higher education is not limited to the use of 

copyrighted materials that have been digitized.  After all, higher education is, by its very 

nature, a major producer of intellectual capital.  One way that higher education 

institutions are expanding their ownership is to claim that the faculty member’s 

intellectual property was created using substantial IT resources from the college or 

university.  This can allow the institution to claim the intellectual property as “work for 

hire” retaining ownership and control (Borrow, 1998).  
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Intellectual Property and Managed Professionals 
  
 McSherry (2001) traced the production of academic intellectual property and its 

ownership from historical and legal perspectives in Who Owns Academic Work?  Battling 

for Control of Intellectual Property.   Based mostly on research using the applied 

sciences, McSherry used a substantial number of case studies demonstrating the 

movement of intellectual property from the commons to the private domain and its 

commercialization through market processes. Conflicts and controversies that challenged 

the whole notion of knowledge production were cited in order to document the structural 

changes in the university to control intellectual property. McSherry presented the role of 

a faculty member as a knowledge worker rather than a knowledge owner, working for the 

benefit of society as a whole—imparting new knowledge as a gift to the commons.  

Control of the intellectual property of a faculty member makes it an asset or commodity 

that can then be exchanged. 

Like McSherry (2001), Noble (2001) presented a theory of the process of the 

conversion of intellectual activity into intellectual capital—which can be owned as 

property.  The first part of Digital Diploma Mills: The Automation of Higher Education 

described the effects when the hard and applied sciences created partnerships between 

business and higher education that were facilitated through changes in federal law, 

namely the Bayh-Dole Act.  The second part described the transformation of instruction 

itself into a commodity.  Colleges and universities become places of production and 

markets, especially for information technologies.  Noble suggested a coming decline in 

quality of higher education as e-learning replaces traditional forms, including the search 
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for profits before students and faculty.  Noble argued that higher education is 

experiencing a process where the control of intellectual capital through the use of IT 

(capital for capital) causes faculty to lose control over their work, and threatens their 

replacement by less trained workers (labor for labor)—including the loss of skills, 

knowledge, and increased monitoring by management. 

Years prior to Noble’s (2002) and McSherry’s (2001) findings,  Rhoades (1998) 

theorized and identified the factors involved in the e-learning context that would lead to 

the extraction of intellectual property, its control, and the deskilling of faculty as a 

profession.  Based in critical and professionalization theory, Rhoades examined faculty 

work contracts/labor agreements, and analyzed the rebundling of faculty as a workforce. 

He examined salary structures, retrenchment, part-time faculty, the use of educational 

technology in the e-learning context, outside employment, and intellectual property 

rights.  Rhoades concluded that faculty members are increasingly managed, and that they 

are being restructured and replaced with managerial professionals—a labor for labor 

substitution.  Rhoades’ contribution is not only in having presented the factors that 

explain capital for capital substitutions through the control of intellectual property; he 

also demonstrated the labor for labor substitutions that would be needed for the 

unbundling of the faculty role.   

 The contribution of Managed Professionals:  Unionized Faculty and 

Restructuring Academic Labor (Rhoades, 1998) will be discussed later in terms of 

internal forces that are shaping the profession, but it is important to note here the 

connection that was made between both strategies—capital for capital and labor for labor 
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substitutions.  Rhoades demonstrates that the control over the intellectual property that a 

faculty member produces, and the use of IT (capital for capital) can be obtained through 

the greater use of managed professionals (labor for labor) in an amplifying reciprocal 

relationship between these faculty substitutions.  This relationship tends to decrease the 

autonomy and skills of faculty while increasing the numbers of managed professionals, 

and the discretion and control of management.   

Academic Capitalism 
 

 While Castells (2001) presented Informational Capitalism as a theory that 

explains a system where knowledge can be extracted, exchanged and controlled, another 

theory, Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) 

sheds greater light on how these new economic relationships are transforming higher 

education into such a system that permits and promotes the unbundling of the faculty 

role.  

Based on a comparative study of public research universities in Australia, Canada, 

Great Britain, and the United States, Slaughter and Leslie (1997), in Academic 

Capitalism:  Politics, Policies and the Entrepreneurial University, tracked how 

institutions and faculty, faced with increasing resource dependency as a starting point for 

a theoretical base, began to seek external funding sources.  They noted that Academic 

Capitalism “deals with market and marketlike behaviors on the part of universities and 

faculty” (p. 11).  Market behavior has to do with external profit generation (patents, 

copyrights, spin-offs, corporate partnerships, etc.), and marketlike behavior has to do 

with the generation of resources from traditional sources (grants, contracts, tuition, fees, 
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etc.).  Slaughter and Leslie presented a critical view of the activities, motivations—such 

as the profit motive, and ethical implications within academe.  This initial presentation of 

the Theory of Academic Capitalism predicts the motivation for capital for capital and 

capital for labor substitutions that promote unbundling the faculty role in order to move 

to the market. 

In Academic Capitalism and the New Economy, Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) 

build upon Slaughter and Leslie’s (1997) original work.  Slaughter, co-author of the first 

book, and Rhoades further developed the Theory of Academic Capitalism with a focus on 

the disappearing organizational boundaries between markets, states, and higher 

education.  They showed the evolution of the policy climate, and the emergence of new 

networks of actors that organize for knowledge production and dissemination, and greater 

managerial control and capacity.  These “interstitial” organizations and networks link the 

professionals and the institutions from the public to the new global economy.   They 

documented the rise of an academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime found in 

faculty, departmental, and administrative behavior.   Slaughter and Rhoades noted that 

within the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime, “Information technology, as 

represented by online-education, whether on campus or at a distance, calls for greater use 

of managerial or support professionals who work with faculty to coproduce educational 

services for new economy markets” (p. 157) in order to pursue external revenues.  This 

increases managerial capacity and educational products for new markets.  Slaughter and 

Rhoades note: “Part of the strategy for using technologies to increase efficiency is to 

unbundle the faculty role….If the professor has a role, it is as a ‘content specialist’” (p. 
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169).  They further note that Academic Capitalism restructures the traditional role of 

faculty—“Faculty are not the only professionals responsible for education.  Rather, they 

are content specialists in teams of managerial professionals that produce instruction for 

an academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime” (p. 180). 

The contribution of Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) is that they have traced the 

social, political, and economic context that Academic Capitalism creates. They have 

identified the unbundling of the faculty role through the use of IT as a capital for capital 

substitution and managerial professionals as a labor for labor substitution, as a specific 

academic capitalistic strategy to generate revenue (output) and increase managerial 

discretion.  They have also noted the emergence of the knowledge networks that connect, 

distribute, and control intellectual property and informational capital involved in the 

unbundling process.  The theory of Academic Capitalism certainly informs and must be 

considered when trying to understand the phenomenon of unbundling the faculty role, 

and may have strong predictive powers as to how the role will be structured. 

Technology 

To this point in this study, some theoretical foundations of the economic, political 

and social forces—external forces—that can change a profession have been discussed.  

While digitization is at the heart of information age technologies, the notion of 

technology as a shaping force is broader than making perfect copies.  It is important to 

clarify that technology itself is not the focus of this research, rather its potential impact on 

unbundling and rebundling the faculty role.  In this context, technology can have a 

tremendous affect because it not only alters the knowledge base of a profession, it 
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changes the skill sets requisite for minimal competence (Brint, 1994).  Technology is 

often discussed as a deterministic force.  Other views challenge this view noting the 

social and power-relations associated with the shaping of any technology (Bjiker, 1995; 

Klien and Klienman, 2002).  It is safe to say that over the last decade, the determinists 

have had the ear and impetus in higher education. 

A quick glance at the articles found in the Chronicle for Higher Education will 

capture the importance given to the place of technology.  Massey and Zemsky (1995) 

have documented the “lure of new information technologies” (p. 1), claiming that IT 

would force higher education institutions to change because of the ability to produce 

economies of scale, mass customization, access to the internet and other data sources, as 

well as lower cost access to other information resources.   Warning that elite higher 

education would not be able to achieve the full potential and cost savings of IT, and that 

core values will be at risk “if more and more undergraduate education shifts to 

nontraditional providers” (p. 12),  Massey and Zemsky present a decision-making 

dilemma “between faculty control and educational cost” (p. 10).  In other words, 

technology is driving change in higher education in which institutions must adopt and 

adapt the new technology in order to benefit at the expense of faculty as a profession.  

The implicit assumption being that faculty can become a barrier to the adoption of 

technology in the educational production process.  This view has aspects of technological 

determinism—that change is inevitable because of the forces that technology has brought 

into play. 
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Technology – Socially Constructed 

 In contrast to IT as the predominant force for change, Bijker (1995) presents 

another view of technology as being more constructivist than determinist.   In Of 

Bicycles, Bakelites, and Bulbs: Toward a Theory of Sociotechnical Change, Bijker draws 

upon the systems approach, the actor-network approach, and the social construction of 

technology (SCOT) with three case studies that map out a more political process of 

technological progress.  Bijker observes how a “technical frame” exists where relevant 

social groups construct the meaning and value of technology through an interpretive 

flexibility process that leads to the adoption and success of a technology.  In other words, 

the social structure has a great impact on how and which technologies will be adopted, in 

many cases, whether or not the technology actually “works.”  It is not the technology 

itself.  The technology has a reciprocal relationship with the social milieu in which it 

exists. 

The processes of closure and stabilization are important aspects of Bijker’s (1995) 

theory of socially constructed technology.  He notes that “Closure leads to a decrease in 

interpretive flexibility—to one artifact becoming dominant and others ceasing to exist” 

(p. 87).  As part of the same movement, the dominant artifact will develop an increasing 

degree of stabilization within one (and possibly more) relevant social groups.  In other 

words, once a technology is adopted by powerful social groups, it becomes extremely 

difficult for that technology and the social processes that accompany it to reverse or 

change.  The existing power structures reinforce and shape the nature of the technology 

itself.  Once a technology is accepted and implemented, it has a great deal of “obduracy.”  
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The higher education IT monopolies such as Blackboard, PeopleSoft, and Microsoft are 

examples of this type closure and stabilization process.   

Technology – Sustaining and Disruptive 

Another view lies somewhere between the technological determinists and the 

social construction of the technology, disruption, a contingency theory of technology.   In 

The Innovator’s Dilemma, Christensen (1997) first presented a theoretical framework 

demonstrating the impact of disruptive technologies on traditional markets.  For the 

purposes of this proposal, it is important compare IT and e-learning as disruptive 

technologies on higher education, a traditional market.  In the sequel book, The 

Innovator’s Solution, Christensen and Raynor (2003) refined the Theory of Disruption 

that was previously based on the contingencies of time and performance by adding a new 

contingency factor of “new value networks” of new customers, new channels, and new 

contexts in which a technology--an innovation, product, or service—can be used.  The 

Theory of Disruption posits that technological innovations follow a sustaining or 

disruptive trajectory.  Sustaining technologies are incremental in nature, targeting “high-

end customers with better performance than what was previously available” (Christensen 

& Raynor, p. 34).  Sustaining technologies attempt to bring better products to an already 

existing market that are higher in quality, and therefore can be sold at a higher price to 

increase profit margins.  Disruptive technologies, in contrast, target the low-end of the 

market, with lower or worse performance, but oftentimes with more convenient features 

(Christensen, p. xviii). Disruptive technologies are typically lower in quality, cheaper, 

simpler, smaller, and more convenient than existing technologies.  These disruptive 
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technologies “appeal to new or less-demanding customers” (Christensen & Raynor, p. 

34).     

Christensen and Raynor (2003) further distinguished disruptions as “low-end” or 

“new market” in nature.   Low-end disruptions target low-tier customers of the 

mainstream market with “good enough” performance.    Simply put, the goal of the low-

end strategy is to capture the lower-end of the market that the higher-end competitors 

would like to dislodge or are happy to abandon if forced to compete.  When the existing 

competitors abandon the “least attractive of the established firms’ customers” (p. 46) the 

disruptive firm quickly improves processes and innovations to capture higher customer 

levels of the market.  This disruption and resulting competition causes, through “a 

number of iterations, the incumbent has been squeezed into successively smaller 

markets” (Disruptive technology, 2005).   The new market strategy is to capture new 

customers with new, disruptive products that  

 
are so much more affordable to own and simpler to use that they enable a 
whole new population of people to begin owning and using the product, 
and to do so in a more convenient setting. (Christensen & Raynor, p. 45) 
 
 
These new-market disruptions compete with “nonconsumption” initially until 

their performance improves and pulls “customers out of the original value network into a 

new one, starting with the least-demanding tier” (Christensen & Raynor, p. 45).     

A fate of all technologies over time is their obsolescence or movement to a 

commodity status.  Christensen and Raynor (2003) recognize that this commodification, 

which they refer to as “commoditization,” will “destroy a company’s ability to capture 
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profits by undermining differentiability” (p. 150).   Commoditization is a reciprocal 

process with de-commoditization happening simultaneously in other sectors of the value 

network.   Christensen and Raynor characterize disruption and commoditization as “two 

sides of the same coin” (p. 152).  Companies that can minimize the commoditization of 

their disruptive technologies by other firms will maintain their strategic advantage 

(Porter, 1985) and profits in a market.  Otherwise, disruptions will take greater market 

share until the firm is no longer a viable competitor, or the technology is so 

commoditized that it loses any viable profitability.  

Commodification—or in their words—“commoditization” of a disruptive 

technology is considered “natural and inescapable” (Christensen & Raynor, 2003, p. 

151), and stems from two sources:  surpassing the marginal utility that customers are 

willing to pay for improved functionality and reliability at the lower tiers of the market-- 

termed “overshooting” by Christensen and Raynor (p. 144), and the modularization of the 

architecture of the production process.  Christensen and Raynor note that the architecture 

or the way the production system’s components and subsystems interface, moves from a 

proprietary, interdependent architecture to a modular architecture that “specifies the fit 

and function of all elements so completely that it doesn’t matter who makes the 

components or subsystems, as long as they meet the specifications” (p. 128).  Beginning 

at the bottom tiers of the market, the modularization of the architecture, in turn, 

disintegrates the industry to the point that it is “very difficult to differentiate the 

performance or costs of the product versus those of competitors, who have access to the 
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same components and assemble according to the same standards” (p. 152).   This is very 

similar to Bijker’s (1995) concepts of closure and stabilization of a technology. 

Christensen and Raynor (2003) acknowledge that some disruptions are “hybrids” 

– a combination of both new market and low-end disruptions.   They also indicate that 

community colleges are disruptive to the higher education market, targeting traditional 

(low-end) and non-traditional (new-market) students in the lower-level general education 

courses—which causes the university to become an “unconscious” provider of upper-

division courses.  

If community colleges that offer general education courses is considered a 

disruptive technology, then surely offering general education courses in an e-learning 

context is an indication of the specific strategy employed to capture the market.  There 

are some quick parallels that can be drawn in the higher education context.  Two-year 

colleges, while approaching 50% of the higher education market (Carnegie Classification, 

2005), are still the low-tier in terms of prestige, influence and identity.   The general 

education e-learning course targets non-consumption and appears to be creating a new 

market.  Community colleges have been shown to be integrating into an increasingly 

global marketplace (Levin, 2001).  The commodification of the e-learning, general 

education course in a community college would fit the commoditization process 

described by Christensen and Raynor (2003), with the possibility that the unbundling of 

the faculty role is a manifestation of movement to a modular architecture in order to 

promote growth of market share through standardization. 
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Birnbaum in the January–February 2005 issue of Academe seems to agree that e-

learning, as a disruptive technology, seems to fit.  He notes: 

 
The growth of virtual education fits several aspects of the model. Both The 
Innovator's Dilemma and The Innovator's Solution note that disruptive 
technologies are frequently cheaper, simpler, smaller, and more 
convenient to use than original technologies, characteristics that give them 
a competitive advantage when their performance comes to match that of 
the original technologies. Virtual education can certainly claim to be 
simpler and more convenient than traditional education. (2005) 
 
 
While Birnbaum (2005) does not extend the comparison down to the level of the 

unbundling and rebundling of the faculty role within the e-learning context, he does note 

the validity of Christensen’s (1997) arguments as they apply to the commodification of 

higher learning.  When trying to better understand the unbundling and rebundling of the 

faculty role, the Theory of Disruption and inform and help to explain the external, socio-

technical aspects that may be driving this phenomenon.  

Literature—Internal Forces of Change 
 

Unbundling the Profession 

Internal forces of change that affect faculty as a profession and their role take on 

greater clarity when viewed through economic, professional, and critical theories, 

especially the theory of Academic Capitalism because all describe the conditions under 

which one would expect to encounter the unbundling of the faculty role.  Each theory 

informs, and builds upon the previous, moving from the very general condition to the 

specific context of e-learning courses within community colleges. The recap of these 

theories in the literature review that follows will not only discuss the relationship of 
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unbundling derived from each theoretical perspective, it will also discuss the conditions 

that predict where one would expect to find unbundling of the faculty role according to 

that framework. 

Professional Theories and Unbundling a Profession 

Theories of the professions address where unbundling of the faculty role occurs—

because of their descriptions of the internal and external dynamics upon a profession. 

Academic work has been characterized as the purest form of professional work (Abbott, 

1988). Hughes (1994) noted that professionals “profess to know better than others the 

nature of certain matters.  This is the essence of the professional idea and the professional 

claim” (p. 38).  

In academia, which is the focus of this study, the professorate had its origins in 

the scholars’ guild. And in contrast to other craft guilds, the scholars’ guild has survived 

since the Middle-Ages, establishing itself as a profession.  Krause (1996) notes that the 

“universitas magistribus et pupillorum,” meaning “guild of masters and students” (p. 9) 

retains many of its guild-like powers still exists in modern universities, which the 

community college, a lower status institution, has traditionally tried to emulate. Krause 

observes that:  

 
The university and scholars’ guilds held onto their power over 
membership, training, and workplace because early capitalism was not 
interested in it (there was no product that the capitalist wished to produce) 
…the cultural prestige of knowledge itself helped keep the scholars’ guild 
and the university alive while all other guilds failed. (pp. 14-15)  
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These guild-like powers comprise the heart or touchstone of a profession and are 

identified as: 1) the power and control by the profession to determine its membership and 

association; 2) control over the workplace—including the tools and means of production; 

and 3) control over the market through the relationship with the state in order to maintain 

a monopoly (Krause 1996). 

A profession begins its domain through jurisdictional claims based on the 

technical tasks that it performs.  Hughes (1994) noted that: 

 
Although an occupation may conceivably consist of but one activity in a 
narrow and mechanical sense, it takes an extremely rationalized 
organization to keep it so. Most occupations consist of a number, a 
bundle, of activities. Some may be bundled together because they require 
similar skills; others, simply because they can conveniently be done at one 
place, or because taken alone they do not occupy a man's full time; still 
others, because they are, or seem to be, natural parts of a certain role, 
office, or function. (p. 30, emphasis added) 

 
 

These task bundles or functions may be technical or symbolic.  The introduction 

of a new technology or technique can alter the rankings of a profession and roles of a 

profession (Hughes 1994) to produce a division of labor, stratification, or for the 

purposes of this proposal, unbundling.  Hughes points out that “the allocating and 

grouping of activities is itself a fundamental social process” (p. 32).  Changes in 

technology, economics, and organization can reshape this stratification or division of 

labor, but the greater force for change and continuity is the social structure of the 

profession. While the profession may appear to be technically rational on the public level, 

the profession hides its real internal structure—that may be related to the technical 
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functions or not.  The stratification of the profession is inwardly very heterogeneous  

according to its symbolic construction. 

In addition to the jurisdictional domain and the essential professional tasks, the 

power and control over association are of particular importance in looking at unbundling 

of the faculty role.  Using the guild metaphor, the guild masters owned the tools and the 

workshop, and controlled the number of journeymen and apprentices, thus creating a type 

of internal stratification that exists in the professorate today.  Brint (1994) explains that 

through an internal credentialing system, professionals are “presumed to meet at least 

minimal standards of technical competence” (p. 24).  It is through this process of 

demonstrating technical competence and the trust of the “masters”  that “professionals are 

granted control over how their work is to be accomplished” and that this “technical 

autonomy” is the sovereign sphere for work under “normal conditions” (p. 24).  Krause 

adds to this definition and (1996) comments that: 

 
The skill and the group possessing the skill are thus equated.  Without 
solidarity in the guild training system, the skill would no longer be a 
mystery.  Without sole possession of the skill and tools to use it…the guild 
had no power. (p. 5) 
 
 
In positive terms for the profession, the unbundling of the faculty role in e-

learning courses could be found where it is associated with the training and stratification 

of the profession.  This may be part of the professionalization process where apprentices 

are socialized and indoctrinated with the professional values as they perform their tasks 

in the production process. In more negative terms for the profession, unbundling of the 

faculty role could be found where it is associated with the demystification and loss of 
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control of the guild power and professional knowledge of the professorate, being instead 

controlled by other professions or subprofessions.  Professional theory would suggest that 

unbundling is either reinforcing the internal stratification of the faculty or is the result of 

a damaged professional domain.  

Hughes (1994) described the internal stratification of a profession through a 

bifurcation of tasks to be accomplished.  Higher prestige tasks are considered “honorable, 

respectable, clean and prestige-giving” (p. 53) and are performed by the higher status 

members of the profession.  Low-prestige tasks, especially those in which there is 

interaction with the public, are considered the “dirty work” of the profession—often 

associated with a rite of passage within the socialization process, reinforcing the 

hierarchy and mobility ladder.  Like new tools or technologies, the introduction of e-

learning courses could alter the rankings of a profession and roles of the faculty.  

Certainly, teaching students, even online where there is not face-to-face contact, could be 

considered dirty work.  From this framework, unbundling will be found as the result of 

the stratification of the profession, and positively associated with internal mobility and 

rites of passage.  

Like Hughes (1994), Collins (1979) similarly described the internal stratification 

of professions in terms of “productive” and “political” divisions of labor.  The political 

labor controls the workplace and other conditions by which the positional status or wealth 

is controlled—including the entrance requirements and career ladders within the 

profession.    
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The productive members of the profession take responsibility for the concrete or 

material production.  Productive labor is subordinate to the political labor.  From Hughes’ 

(1994) and Collins’ (1979) descriptions of professions, unbundling will be found where 

there is evidence of the political dominance over the productive status of the profession, 

and positively associated with the internal mobility and status of faculty.  

Building on the Hughes (1994) tradition, Abbott (1988) conceptualizes the 

professions as an “interdependent system” with “jurisdictional boundaries perpetually in 

dispute” (p. 2).  Professions control their jurisdictional domain through profession’s 

technique and abstract knowledge—similar to the technical and symbolic concepts from 

Hughes.  This control over abstract knowledge--the symbolic (Hughes), social, political 

(Collins), and cultural aspects of the knowledge--embodies the profession.  

 
Here, practice skill grows out of an abstract system of knowledge, and the 
control of the occupation lies in control of the abstractions that generate 
the practical techniques.  The techniques themselves may be delegated to 
other workers.  For me this characteristic of abstraction is one that best 
identifies the professions. (Abbott, 1988, p. 8) 
 
 
Abbott (1988) notes that the stratification of tasks in a system of professions 

change and are divided and regrouped because of internal and external forces, especially 

technology, politics, and other societal forces.  Abbott states that “Internal status 

differences combine with differences in clients and work organizations to create wide 

disparities in income, power, and prestige within professions” (p. 120). Two identity and 

value systems are at play—one in the public view, and another within the profession 

itself and between similar or competing professions.  The public perception value system 
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does not always fit the reality of the hierarchy and internal stratification of the value 

system within the profession.   While the public may value and perceive a task as being 

essential to the profession, those same tasks may be avoided or have lower status 

implications for the professionals who do the work.  Abbott claims that a major 

contributor for stratification within the profession is driven by routine and nonroutine 

tasks.   

Some tasks within the profession maintain their status, and some tasks are 

degraded—much like Hughes’ (1994) notion of “dirty work.”  If the tasks are tied to 

career patterns, they maintain their status within the profession.  If tasks require direct 

client interaction, they are degrading (Abbott, 1988). Some tasks may be routine, but they 

also serve the functions of socialization and initiation rituals for the profession.  It is a rite 

of passage for the profession. For example, dentists are required to hygienically clean a 

patient’s teeth. Later on in the dentist’s career, when higher status is obtained, the high-

status dentist would not considered cleaning teeth.  A lower status profession, dental 

hygienists, would be relegated this task.  Abbott cites how medical students perform 

“scut work” such as giving shots and cleaning sores that they would never be required to 

do in their own practice.  Again, these routine tasks are demoted or degraded to different 

strata of the profession or to nonprofessionals.  Abbott shares that “In every case, the 

eventual result has been the degradation of what had been professional work to 

nonprofessional status, sometimes accompanied by the degradation of those who do the 

work” (p. 126).   This degradation is “an essential mechanism for absorbing shifts in 
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demand, in organizations, and in technologies that may affect a profession’s 

jurisdictions” (p. 126). Specifically, 

 
Successful degradation, when not based on career patters, generally leads 
to division between an upper, ‘truly professional’ group and a lower, 
subordinate one.  It inevitably leaves the lower group open to invasion by 
outsiders and paraprofessionals.  By contrast, it tends to enhance the 
jurisdiction of the superordinate group, which has rid itself of dangerously 
routine work. (p. 128) 
 
 
Referring to Hughes’ (1994) notion of dirty work, Abbott (1988) notes that the 

lower status professionals often do tasks in a “workplace that is professionally ‘dirty’” (p. 

120).  “Front line” and lower-status professionals are those who have to deal with the 

clients directly.  The “front-line service that is that is both their fundamental task and 

their basis for legitimacy becomes the province of low-status colleagues and 

paraprofessionals” (p. 119). As noted, dealing with clients directly is dirty work.    Client 

differentiation—treating different status client groups-- is also a source of stratification 

and division of labor in professions (Abbott). 

In Abbott’s (1988) view, some internal stratification may be caused by 

“professional regression” when professions withdraw into the more esoteric or pure 

domains and away from tasks that are associated with their claimed public jurisdiction. 

The higher the status, the more pure the work, the more that the profession will organize 

itself around the abstract knowledge system it controls. Abbott states that that “the most 

pure professional work is academic work, which has nothing to do with clients at all” (p. 

118).  He continues that “the mechanism of professional regression is irreversible” and 
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that “professions create divisions of labor in which some professionals are supported in 

purely professional environments by others who mediate with the client world” (p. 119). 

External factors such as technologies, market demand, interprofessional conflict, 

and social movements (Abbott, 1988) will open new areas of jurisdiction or destroy old 

jurisdictions.  Two of the most important external forces that have promoted or destroyed 

a profession are the rise of commodifying technologies and complex organizations 

(Abbott).   

Commodification removes expertise from the profession when “The commercial 

organizations and governments that invest in commodified professional knowledge 

compete directly with professionals for client fees, whether the commodities provide 

services directly or are simply used by professionals in practice” (Abbott, 1988, p. 324). 

 Organization is a “much more formidable alternative to professionalism” (Abbott, 

1988, p. 325).  Through division of labor, the team concept, and the bureaucratization of 

the organization, expertise or the professional knowledge is encoded into the structure of 

the organization itself.   Abbott notes that “These organizations clearly seek to maximize 

both the quantity of expertise…and the economic returns to that quantity” (p. 325). The 

rise of commodification of professional knowledge and the increase of bureaucratic, 

complex organizations can also propel co-optation strategies by professions to maintain 

their position, increasing the chances for interprofessional competition and conflict 

(Abbott). 

Taking into account Abbott’s (1988) conceptualization of the system of 

professions, commodification of knowledge, interprofessional competition, team-based 
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organizational structures, client selection and status, professional regression, degradation, 

professional autonomy, and related factors that lead to specialization and divisions of 

labor must be considered to better understand the phenomenon of the unbundling of the 

faculty role.  According to Abbott’s system of professions, unbundling of the faculty role 

will be found where it relates to the performance of routine tasks, and where it is 

positively associated with the stratification of the profession.  In contrast, unbundling will 

also be found as the result of the loss of control over the domain or jurisdiction to other 

professions and subprofessions, or where there is evidence of the commodification of 

professional knowledge and its deployment into organizational processes that create e-

learning courses in community colleges. 

Moving back into the professional context of academia associated with this study, 

Rhoades (1998) provides key insights into the context for faculty work based on 

professional theory. Rhoades documents the increasing stratification of faculty, and an 

increasing number of non-faculty professionals that are performing tasks that were once 

the exclusive domain of faculty.  Adding back the dimension of socially-based power 

structures, Rhoades observes that “technology not only can affect organizational and 

social structure, but it can also be structured by pre-existing social conditions” (p. 180). 

Drawing upon professional theories specifically related to the control of the workplace, 

Rhoades examines how the jurisdictional domains of academic professions are being 

increased, altered, or destroyed through the processes of enskilling, deskilling, and 

managerial extension of traditional faculty domains.  
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Rhoades (1998) shows that there is a commodification process of professional 

knowledge that is replaced by technologies and displaces faculty centrality in the 

production process, reducing their autonomy, and opening the door to increased 

monitoring and surveillance.  In other cases, the faculty is “bypassed by technological 

developments in the production process” leading to jurisdictional destruction and 

increased marginalization (p. 206-207).  The faculty role suffers a power-shift as the 

profession loses control of the tools and skills in the workplace including intellectual 

property which also reduces faculty control over the market. Finally, Rhoades describes a 

professional “marginalization” process that not only bypasses the faculty, placing them 

on the periphery of the production process, but also utilizes part-time and non-faculty 

professionals to increase managerial discretion.  

Using Rhoades’ (1998) conceptualization of the faculty role and its ongoing 

stratification, unbundling would be found as a means to restructure the faculty role in 

order to increase managerial discretion.  Markers for unbundling would be found where 

there are labor for labor substitutions using managed professionals, and especially 

associated with part-time faculty used in the production and delivery of e-learning 

courses.  Unbundling would also be found where technologies and the production process 

have been altered to commodify professional knowledge. 

Critical Theories and Unbundling a Profession 

Slaughter and Leslie (1997) and Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) presented the 

theory of Academic Capitalism as a means to describe and predict the integration and 

organizational behaviors of universities and community colleges in the new economy.  
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Driven by what is initially an effort to overcome resource dependency, colleges will 

engage in market and market-like organizational behaviors.  Extending into the new 

economy and using Neo-Fordist Manufacturing principles, Slaughter and Rhoades 

describe that the:  

 
Unbundling of professorial work is most dramatic with regard to on-line 
and distance education, for which curricula are often written by specialists 
and delivered by adjuncts. As with many market practices, unbundling 
varies somewhat by institution.  In some community colleges, a very small 
number of faculty serve as full-time managers of part-time, low-cost 
faculty who provide face-to-face interaction with students as well as 
internet contact. (p. 18) 
 
 
Academic Capitalism would suggest that the unbundling of faculty in high 

enrollment courses manifests an overt “move to the market” in a display of market and 

market-like behaviors.  Unbundling would be manifest as a production strategy in order 

to meet or increase market demand, or to enhance revenue streams.  Academic 

Capitalism would suggest that increased numbers of courses emerge though a more 

efficient and lower cost production mode--driven by a profit or revenue generation 

motive. The division of labor and specialization of functions produced by a strategy to 

unbundle the faculty role would also align with the actions of the emerging Academic 

Capitalistic Knowledge/Learning Regime to better control the human and intellectual 

capital, and to extract the surplus value in terms of revenues generated. Evidences 

supporting the unbundling of the faculty role as a part of an Academic Capitalistic 

Knowledge/Learning Regime would be found where there is the use of lower cost inputs, 

including labor over which there is greater managerial extension (Rhoades, 1998; 
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Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).  Unbundling would be found in e-learning courses where 

there are new, increased, or non-traditional market segments.  This could include the 

alteration of traditional patterns for course availability in order to reach more markets far 

beyond the normal scope and mission of a community college. 

According to Slaughter and Rhoades (2004), the unbundling of the faculty role 

would most likely be found where there are a number of existing conditions, including: 1) 

The use of technology as an opportunity to “restructure faculty work and cut costs” (p. 

168)—a different motivation than the use of technology to cut costs as a capital for 

capital or capital for labor substitution; 2) where there is the active pursuit of “new 

circuits of knowledge” in order to “generate external revenues” by “reaching new student 

markets” (p. 177) that would not be traditionally associated with community colleges; 3) 

where there is the creation of a “flexible workforce” accomplished “by increasing the 

numbers of part-time or contingent faculty” (p. 18) and managerial professionals (p. 178); 

4) Where there is “expanded managerial capacity” (p. 169) that marginalizes the faculty 

and controls the “new flows of external revenues” (p. 306); and 5) where courses and 

curriculum become standardized, commodified products where the intellectual property 

has been extracted and retained (p. 176-180).  

While the theory of Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) 

recognizes the economic drivers that encourage unbundling—to reduce costs—it is not 

necessarily limited by the drive to reach an economy of scale.  It is also driven by the 

creation of new circuits of knowledge and new market niches in the new economy that 

can be exploited; it is the control of the means and modes of production increasing 
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managerial control; it is the restructuring of education, and the commodification of the 

courses offered.   Managerial control over the means of production is paramount, in 

addition to cutting costs in order to further engage in market and market-like 

organizational behaviors.   

Levin (2001; 2005), and Levin, Kater & Wagoner (2006) view unbundling in e-

learning courses as a direct relation of community colleges becoming “inextricably tied to 

economic globalization” (p. 7).  In this view, complimentary to the Theory of Academic 

Capitalism (pp. 6, 30) and highly influenced by the professional work of Rhoades (pp. 

39-40), technologies are restructuring faculty work as a move toward neo-liberal 

ideologies of efficiency and integration with the new economy.   Drawing upon the work 

of Paulson (2002) and based on the research of Diaz (2004) and Diaz and Cheslock 

(2006), Levin, Kater, and Wagoner anticipate that “technology will continue to 

unbundled the role of faculty, creating a hierarchy of work, from curriculum design to 

delivery” (2006, p. 141).  Where the unbundling of the faculty role will occur, according 

to this perspective, is where there is a “movement toward a more managerial and 

business-like culture, [and] the pressure to reduce labor costs” with a “heavy reliance 

upon part-time faculty for on-line education” (p. 71).  The community college most likely 

to do so would be considered a “nouveau” as opposed to a comprehensive college with a 

traditional function, mission, and purpose (Levin et al., p. 134).  In other words, like 

Academic Capitalism predicts, the globalization perspective predicts that unbundling will 

occur where the labor costs can be reduced, primarily through the use of part-time faculty 

in the name of efficiency and integration into the new and globalizing economy. 
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While the literature about internal forces that shape the professional faculty role, 

there are still consistencies that begin to emerge that are in common with external forces 

as well.  A review of the specific academic literature shows that there is a large gap in the 

fundamental knowledge about the unbundling and rebundling of the faculty role in the e-

learning context. 

Literature—Specific Related Research 
 

Unbundling the Faculty Role 
 

While unbundling was first articulated by Wang (1975), the concept of 

unbundling  the faculty role may be also be viewed as a modern manifestation of 

Taylorism (Noble, 2002), where divisions of labor and specializations are developed that 

standardize the inputs and outputs needed to produce an e-learning course.  This division 

of labor and accompanying standardization simultaneously lower the technical skills 

needed and thus replace the expertise needed from the faculty member.  While not 

addressing the dehumanization of the workplace and the marginalization of workers at 

this point, like Taylorism, unbundling has been associated with organizational aspirations 

to concurrently reach production efficiencies and to increase managerial control (Levin, 

Kater & Wagoner, 2006; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Rhoades, 1998).   

Understanding how the faculty role is unbundled in e-learning community college 

courses must also address the nature of the professorate—the profession itself.   

Professional theory informs how the specialization, disaggregation (Diaz, 2004; Twigg, 

1996), or unbundling of the role occurs.  In many ways, unbundling can be equated with 

the stratification of a profession. Stratification is a normal occurrence when observed in 
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professions that still hold their guild-like powers (Krause, 1996).  The masters rely upon 

apprentices to help with the productive work.  There is a political and productive division 

of labor (Collins, 1979).  As Hughes (1994) and Abbott (1988) have noted—in 

professions there is always dirty work to perform. In exchange for the work the 

apprentice performs, the technical, artistic, and secret knowledge of the profession is 

obtained.  Stratification, in this sense, reinforces the power of the profession to determine 

its membership, its working conditions, and its markets (Brint, 1994; Krause). 

But unbundling of the faculty role not only stratifies the profession itself, it opens 

jurisdictional domains to other professions, sub-professions, and semi-professions.  

Abbott (1988) specifies that the jurisdictional domain opens or is destroyed when 

challenged by inter-professional conflicts, new technologies, market demand, and social 

movements.   

While some attempts to define and describe how unbundling occurs have taken 

place within the context of the profession itself (Troutt, 1979), additional attempts to 

describe it have taken place at the institutional level (Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006; 

Wang, 1975). Other descriptions of unbundling have expanded beyond the professorate 

and moved downward on the professional prestige scale into the specific tasks and work 

performed by other professions or sub-professions (Rhoades, 1998; Slaughter & Rhoades, 

2004).  

Viewing how unbundling occurs from these differing levels of analysis also helps 

to better understand each perspective’s emphasis and key issues addressed. How, and at 

what level, this unbundling occurs has been described anywhere from the institutional 



59 
 

level with the structural unbundling of the functions of higher education, to the 

professional tasks of the faculty, to the actual tasks that are unbundled which this study 

reveals.  Schuster has rightly commented that “‛Unbundling’ is a term we all hear more 

and more.  It’s not exactly a scientific term and may mean 10 different things to ten 

different people” (Rice, 2006, p. 33).  Nevertheless, always present in the many 

definitions of unbundling is a fundamental tension between new organizational 

possibilities and efficiencies that technologies promise (Massey, 2002) and the holistic 

integrity and sustainability of the profession (Rice 2006).   

Wang (1975) first identified unbundling as a way to separate the “four functions 

of traditional university systems” (p. 55), namely the impartation of information, 

accreditation, coercion, and club membership.  Wang suggested that “improved education 

could be provided to many more individuals throughout the world at much lower cost” 

(p. 90).  Specifically, these four functions started with the impartation of information, 

meaning the delivery of instruction described in terms of the traditional lecture format.  

Accreditation was described as the assessment of student work to assure proficiency in 

the subject.  Coercion was the power to pressure students into performing up to 

expectations by school administration and professors.  Finally, club membership referred 

to control over the exclusivity of access to the institution, and the social and intellectual 

interaction—especially in terms of social and business ties created at the institution 

(Wang).   

Following the separation of the four higher education functions, Wang (1975) 

described the emergence of profit oriented content providers or “Information Impartation 
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Firms” (pp. 79-80) that could create and produce books, video-cassettes, mimeographs, 

educational video tapes, and cable broadcasts.  The second function, in the form of 

accrediting agencies, could “grade papers and dissertations on much the same basis as 

essay examinations” (p.  81).  The third function could produce for-profit “Coercion 

Firms” with flexible examination schedules, and perhaps “contract in advance for 

harassment if they slacked off in their studies during certain periods” (p. 82). Finally, the 

forth function, “Clubs and Youth Centers” could provide the prestige, status, and 

intellectual interaction and social networking—some for profit and some that were not 

profit-oriented.   

Wang’s approach (1975) to unbundling describes specialization and division of 

labor at the institutional level and does not name faculty directly.  However, the first and 

third functions, impartation of information and coercion are clearly associated with the 

traditional faculty role.   

Building on Wang’s (1975) premise of specialization around education functions, 

Troutt (1979) identified two specific faculty roles that could be unbundled in community 

colleges:  1) teaching and assessment and 2) teaching and advising.  Troutt noted that 

“Unbundling teaching means separating it from other higher education services, and 

unbundling teaching also means distinguishing it from teaching and learning” (p. 254).  

Troutt reconstructed the responsibility for assessment that is normally associated with a 

traditional community college faculty role and described it as “a corporate rather than an 

individual responsibility” (p. 255).  Contending that there was a lack of sufficient 

incentives to adequately motivate community college faculty to perform student advising, 
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Troutt advanced the idea of “advisement centers” to assist students to reach their desired 

learning goals as “proficiencies rather than accumulation of courses” (p. 257).  In 

essence, Troutt suggested that “an advisor would assume a mentor or tutor role” (p. 258) 

to assess what the student’s needs are to guide them through their educational experience.  

In terms of the concept of unbundling of the faculty role, Troutt identified the possibility 

of unbundling community college faculty in terms of assessment and advisement.  

Further, Troutt recognizes non-faculty professionals as possible labor substitutions in 

order to create greater efficiencies at community colleges. 

Daniel (1996) described a type of unbundling of the faculty role in order to obtain 

economies of scale utilized at the British Open University.  Referring to a “tutoring 

model,” distance learning courses were initially designed and created as standard courses 

that were then “marked” by tutors, assessors, and other instructional support personnel 

other than a faculty member.  The courses had high initial capital costs to produce, but 

were able to be reused over time because of their standardized nature, and the lower cost 

labor substitutes from the tutoring model.  Daniel places unbundling of the faculty role as 

possible in a university distance learning venue—the model was a precursor to e-learning 

courses that would emerge within the next decade.   

Twigg (1996) essentially described unbundling of the faculty role as an essential 

process in the disaggregation and redesign of large enrollment courses.    As described, 

course redesign involved the use of e-learning course management systems, automated 

assessment of exercises, quizzes and tests, tutorials, shared resources, and would be 

staffed by lower-level labor in order to achieve greater learning efficiencies and cost 
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savings (Twigg, 2003).  Twigg (1996) also designated four general divisions of labor or 

unbundling of academic tasks in the course design process:  1) development, the creation 

of the course content, 2) delivery of instruction, 3) mediation, and 4) evaluation.  Twigg’s 

(1996; 2003) contribution to understanding the phenomena of how unbundling occurs lies 

in her description of these specific functions or tasks that could be disaggregated, the 

suggestion that technology and lower-level workers other than a faculty member could 

perform those tasks, and that greater learning and cost efficiencies were possible.    

Building on Twigg’s (1996; 2003) conceptualization of the disaggregated tasks in 

course redesign, Jewett (2000), presented an economic model with unbundled tasks in 

order to measure productivity in distance learning courses—which he called “distributed 

technology” (p. 103).  Jewett collapsed the tasks into three functions:  1) preparing 

instructional materials, 2) presenting the materials in the classroom, 3) and student-

related tasks such as “interaction regarding course content and evaluation of homework, 

quizzes, examination, projects, and papers, up to and including assignment of course 

grades” (p. 101).  Later, Jewett further divided the student-related tasks into “interaction” 

and “evaluation” (p. 117). Jewett commented that “This ‘unbundling’ of the components 

of faculty workload represents one of the key differences between distributed instruction 

and classroom instruction when the various instructional activities…have usually been 

performed by the individual faculty member teaching classroom courses” (p. 117).  

 The value of Jewett’s (2000) contribution to understanding unbundling is that he 

quantified the real costs associated with the different tasks or functions that the faculty 

member would normally perform in the distance learning context.  Additional tasks could 
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be added to represent the different functions (Jewett, pp. 101-108) when they could be 

sufficiently identified. 

Boettcher, (2000) in parallel effort with Jewett (2000), and citing the Open 

University model (Daniel, 1996), presented unbundling of the faculty role as a strategy to 

build a cost model for e-learning courses.  Boettcher suggested that tasks needed to create 

online learning programs “need to be ‘unbundled’” (p. 188). Boettcher described the 

same division of labor as Jewett did—with unbundling of the faculty role falling along 

design, development, and delivery tasks, but notes that there is a trade-off between 

“lower development costs and a smaller student audience (the bundled model) and higher 

development costs and a larger student audience (the unbundled model)” (p. 188).  

Boettcher’s contribution to unbundling of the faculty role was in the identification of the 

specific faculty tasks where cost savings could be obtained, and in the explanation and 

accompanying rational for the standardization and replication of the courses materials as 

a means to remove the need for a faculty member to deliver an e-learning course multiple 

times. 

Drawing heavily upon Twigg’s (1996; 2003) conceptualization of the 

disaggregated faculty tasks in the course redesign process,  Paulson (2002) suggested that 

instructional roles of faculty could be unbundled in order to increase productivity, control 

costs, and increase “student learning relative to the costs of instruction” (p. 125).   

Paulson conceptualized the instructional tasks of the faculty member as five functions 

essential for the teaching and learning process, but acknowledged that academic advising 

“could be included as a sixth activity, especially in baccalaureate institutions” (p. 126).  
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She identified these faculty tasks or functions as:  1) designing the course or curriculum, 

2)  developing the course or curriculum by selecting appropriate instructional methods 

and course materials, or creating those course materials, 3)  delivering the subject matter 

previously selected either in person (lectures, etc.) or through the use of various forms of 

media,  4)  mediating (also called “tutoring”) the learning process, which helps students 

understand materials in ways tailored to their individual learning styles and levels of 

understanding, and 5)  assessing individual student learning through appropriate methods 

and assignments designed to certify the attainment of a given level of competence.  In 

each of these five functions, Paulson noted that virtual environments allow for capital for 

capital and labor for labor substitutions, including outsourcing as a cost reduction 

strategy (pp. 126-127).  As evidence, Paulson described an “unbundled paradigm” (p. 

128) citing Western Governors University (WGU) and the University of Phoenix (UoP) 

as examples where “the founders use the distributed curriculum model to deliver quality 

education while controlling costs” (pp. 131-132).  Paulson also mixed cases of distance 

learning, e-learning, and in-person unbundling scenarios.  While Paulson did present a 

more specific task list of how the unbundling of the faculty could occur, it did not 

identify or discuss the specifics of how the unbundling occurred, to what extent, or what 

the impact was on the faculty role.  However, Paulson’s description of the unbundling of 

the faculty role was the most detailed, and contributed significantly to the framework for 

understanding how unbundling occurs. 

Noble (2002), in Digital Diploma Mills, described many of the outcomes that the 

unbundling of the faculty role would predictably bring.  He noted that instruction was 
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increasingly commodified and de-professionalized, and that the faculty tasks were 

handled “by an assortment of instructors, readers, associate readers, fellows, lecturers, 

associate lecturers, and assistants” (Noble, p. 11).  He also described those unbundled 

tasks as being divided by “a team of designated specialists in course design, 

development, content, delivery, and distribution” (p. 88).  Noble’s contribution was his 

specific discussion of how faculty tasks were being divided, outsourced, automated, and 

commodified. 

Croissant, Slaughter, and Rhoades (2002), in an NSF grant proposal entitled 

Virtual Values and Academic Work:  Research, Services and Teaching, identified an 

emergence of unbundling where the faculty role was transformed “from individual 

teachers acting independently to faculty delivering information with the assistance of 

non-faculty experts in a matrix organization that disaggregates instructional design, 

content and delivery” (p. 7).  This description suggested not only the unbundling process 

by means of labor for labor and capital for capital substitutions, but also related the 

unbundling to the professional or “virtual values” associated with the academic work and 

new technologies (p. 1).  Croissant, Slaughter, and Rhoades  identified the faculty tasks 

of design, content creation, and delivery of instruction as possible fissures where the role 

of the faculty could be unbundled, and introduced the notion of a team or “matrix” 

production mode that used non-faculty in a digital or virtual setting.  

From an institutional perspective like that of Wang (1975), Finkelstein (2003) 

noted how information technologies can become a “driver and instrument of structural 

realignment” (p. 10) that “disaggregate—or unbundled—educational activities and 
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processes and thus reconfigure the landscape of the industry” (p. 11).  Finkelstein 

described how “new providers” could re-aggregate activities and processes under new 

arrangements.  Citing possible future scenarios, Finkelstein named the outsourcing of 

course management systems, tutoring and remediation services, new business 

arrangements by media groups and publishers that will create technology enriched 

college textbooks as possible unbundled higher education functions.  Finkelstein’s 

contribution reaffirms the wider definition of unbundling in the larger context, placing 

unbundling in the context of societal transformations that have altered higher education 

as opposed to the specific activities involved in unbundling the faculty role.   

 Diaz (2004) while examining the digitization of instructional content and policies 

that controlled intellectual property in distributed learning environments, described how 

“In the digital setting, it is possible to unbundle course materials and realize the potential 

profit for each one separately or together as a package” (p. 31).  Diaz demonstrated that 

institutional efforts to expend “significant resources” in order to claim intellectual 

property rights increased the likelihood that functions and components of courses would 

be “disaggregated” or unbundled. 

Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) also noted that the control of the intellectual 

property and the commodification of courses were a means of unbundling the faculty 

role.  Specifically, Slaughter and Rhoades cited the use of specialists, part-time faculty 

and low-cost faculty as ways faculty tasks were unbundled in community college online 

course settings.  Slaughter and Rhoades present insight into unbundling at a micro-

level—where specific tasks are disaggregated along lines that reduce costs, control 
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intellectual property, and increase managerial control. They also present a macro-level 

analysis of unbundling as a manifestation of the integration of new technologies and the 

emergence of an Academic Capitalistic Knowledge/Learning regime as part of the 

restructuring of the new economy as reflected in higher education (Slaughter & Rhoades, 

2004). 

Rice (2006) described the unbundling of the faculty role as a manifestation of a 

growing tension between “managerial culture” associated with the market economy and 

“collegial culture” associated with the “complete scholars” that are part of the established 

prestige economy (p. 12).  Austin (2003) further developed possible future faculty roles 

as being either the “complete scholar” or the unbundled, “differentiated academic” (p. 

124).  Austin pointed to “technology-mediated learning” and the use part-time and 

temporary “term” appointed faculty as being selected exclusively for the teaching 

function and “the separation in the functions of instructional design, technological 

development, and instructional delivery” (p. 124). Schuster & Finkelstein (2006), 

drawing upon Jewett (2000) also pointed to the information technology “wildcard” as 

having the ability to unbundle the faculty role in terms of material preparation, 

presentation or delivery of the material, and assessment of student learning (pp.107-108).  

Both Rice, Austin, and Schuster & Finkelstein present unbundling of the faculty role in 

terms of the profession as a whole, but clearly link the incorporation of technologies and 

delivery methods as a context of how this unraveling of the professional fabric occurs. 

Levin, Kater and Wagoner (2006) linked unbundling in community colleges to 

corporatism, globalization, and the new economy. They draw upon Diaz and Cheslock’s 



68 
 

(2006) contention that “technology will continue to unbundle the role of faculty, creating 

a hierarchy of work, from curriculum design to delivery” (Levin et al., p. 141) including 

the possible outsourcing some instructional activities (p. 71).   While they rely upon 

Paulson’s (2002) construct of unbundling, Levin et al. clearly indicate that community 

college faculty also are unbundled in terms of the “loss of the professional identity as an 

autonomous expert” because of the utilization of part-time and contingent faculty, 

managers and technicians to perform traditional faculty tasks (p. 115, 141).  The 

contribution of Levin, Kater and Wagoner (2006) is the recognition of unbundling within 

the context of globalizing community colleges, and specifically, with the delivery of 

instruction through the use of technology.   

In summary, over the last forty years, the conceptualization of the unbundling of 

the faculty role has been presented in many contexts.  Some have been limited to the 

professional level dealing with the professorate; some have analyzed unbundling from the 

institutional level, and others have drilled down to distributed learning environments 

where e-learning courses can be found.   Even though the term “unbundling” has entered 

into the lexicon of higher education, there is a limited amount of scholarly literature 

surrounding the unbundling of the faculty role.  Table 2.1 summarizes scholarly 

references on the unbundling of the faculty role from the institutional to the professional 

to the e-learning course level.  Note the differing contexts that distinguish the 

conceptualization of unbundling. 



69 
 

 
Table 2.1 
Conceptualization of Unbundling 

Author(s) Context 
 
Conceptualization of Unbundling 

Wang (1975) 
 
Institutional 

 
Impartation Of Information, Accreditation,  
Coercion, Club Membership  
 
 

Finkelstein (2003) Institutional Course Management Systems, Tutoring and 
Remediation Services, Textbooks 
 
 

Austin (2003) 
Rice (2006)  

Schuster & 
Finkelstein (2006) 

 
Professional 
 
 
 
Professional 

 
Differentiated Academic 
 

 
IT driven materials preparation, delivery and 
assessment 
 
 

Troutt (1979) Professional -
Community Colleges 
 

Assessment and Advisement   



70 
 

Table 2.1 (Continued) 

Author(s) Context 
 
Conceptualization of Unbundling 

Daniel (1996) 
 
Distributed Learning -  
Open University 
 

 
Course Content, Tutoring, and Assessment  

Twigg (1996) Distributed Learning - 
SLOAN Course Redesign  

Course Content, Delivery, Mediation, and 
Evaluation  
 

Jewett (2000) and 
Boettcher (2000) 

 
Distributed Learning  
 

 
Course Content, Preparation, Presentation, 
Interaction, and Evaluation 
 

Paulson (2002) Distributed Learning - 
WGU and UoP “on-
ground” courses 

Course Content Design, Development, 
Delivery, Mediation, Assessment, and 
Advisement  
 

Croissant, 
Slaughter, and 
Rhoades (2002) 

 
 
Distributed Learning  
 

 
 
Design, Content, and Delivery 
Matrix, cross-functional teams 
 
 

Noble (2002) Distributed Learning  
 

Course Design, Development, Content, 
Delivery, and Distribution 
 

Diaz (2004) Distributed Learning  Course Content and Materials 

Slaughter and 
Rhoades (2004) 

 
Distributed Learning -
Community Colleges  

 
Curricula, Delivery, Interaction 

Levin, Kater, and 
Wagoner (2006) 

 
 
Distributed Learning -
Community Colleges 

 
 
Course Content Design, Development, 
Delivery, Mediation, Assessment, and 
Advisement - from Paulson (2002) 
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As related, the description of the unbundling process is not coherent, while having 

some general commonalities, the descriptions have tended to be abstract rather than 

specific, based on single courses at single institutions, uninformed by theory with little 

supporting evidence.  Until recently, the scholarly investigations into the unbundling of 

the faculty role have been at an institutional level and primarily describing it in the 

context of the university professorate.  While there have been general descriptions of the 

unbundling of the faculty role occurring in the community college context, there is a clear 

gap in the knowledge and understanding of this phenomenon, especially since at least 

44% of distance learning courses are being offered at community colleges, more than any 

other institutional type (Allen & Seaman, 2006).  This study is the first to thoroughly 

examine unbundling within the e-learning community college context. 

Schuster and Finkelstein (2006) argue that the faculty role is special in that: 

 
Academics are more strongly shaped by professional values and are 
among the most likely—given the relative autonomy they enjoy—to ‘act 
out’ their values in fulfilling their professional responsibilities.  That 
means that though faculty members must respond in their work behavior 
to organizational workload expectations…they are likely to gravitate to 
the ‘most valued’ activities…they are likely to experience considerable 
strain that may negatively affect their work—or, more problematically, 
they may find ways to passively circumvent organizational expectations. 
(p.87) 
 

 
This chapter has reviewed the relevant literature surrounding the unbundling and 

of the faculty role by examining external and internal forces of change that are altering 

the academic profession, and reviewing the literature available on the unbundling of the 

faculty role.  It is clear that there has been a gap in understanding these processes given 
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the growth of e-learning in higher education.  While theoretical frameworks to analyze 

unbundling have emerged, the specific literature has been hypothetical, normative, and 

grounded in a position of advocacy, and anecdotal references.  This study hopes to close 

this gap in the understanding and knowledge and to clarify which theoretical frameworks 

are most useful in predicting and explaining the unbundling and restructuring of the 

faculty role in e-learning community college courses.  
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CHAPTER THREE:  METHODOLOGY 

Theoretical Framework 

 The unbundling of the faculty role in e-learning courses crosses a complex array 

of theories that help to explain its existence and related professional and organizational 

behaviors. While drawing upon informational capitalism (Castells, 1996), the digitization 

of knowledge that has been made possible through technologies that have emerged over 

the last decade (Bjiker, 1995; Christensen, 1997; Christensen and Raynor, 2003; Kelly, 

1994; Klien & Klienman, 2002; Massey & Zemsky, 1995; Negroponte, 1997), and the 

control of intellectual property and the labor that creates it (McSherry, 2001; Noble, 

2002; Rhoades, 1998) —this study is  primarily framed with the theoretical concepts that 

are found in economic theory (Baumol & Blackman, 1995; Boettcher; 2000; Jewett, 

2000) and professional theory (Abbott, 1988; Brint, 1994; Collins, 1979; Hughes, 1994; 

Krause, 1996), and then enriched and broadened by the theoretical principles articulated 

in Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) and the 

corporatization (Levin, 2005) and globalization of the community college (Levin, 2001; 

Levin, Kater & Wagoner, 2006).  

Research Questions 

 Three principal research questions that would advance the understanding of the 

unbundling of the faculty role emerged from the literature review as connected to 

relevant theories that were described in chapter two: 

1.  Does unbundling of the faculty role necessarily occur in large enrollment e-

learning courses? 
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2. To what extent is the unbundling and restructuring of the faculty role 

occurring? 

3. What models of production contribute to the unbundling and restructuring of 

the faculty role? 

Related Propositions 

In addition to the primary research questions, there are related propositions that 

serve to synthesize the common elements found in the literature and provide support for 

(or do not support) the research questions.  These propositions were also used as a means 

to codify key findings in this study (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  An initial listing of each 

proposition and potential start codes (Miles & Huberman, 1994) are listed in Appendix B.  

Below are listed the propositions.  The presence or absence of these conditions would 

support or fail to support the theories associated with the propositions. 

Proposition 1:   

Unbundling is most likely to be found in high enrollment e-learning courses. 

Economic theory suggests that unbundling in large enrollment courses is an 

attempt to achieve economies of scale by lowering production costs (Boettcher, 2000; 

Jewett, 2000; Massey, 2002; Paulson, 2002) or through the automation of functions 

(Twigg, 1996; Twigg, 2005) through mediated technologies in e-learning courses.  There 

is an assumption running through the literature that it is the unbundling of the faculty role 

that is the necessary mechanism to achieve these economies of scale in the e-learning 

courses (Boettcher; Jewett; Massey; Paulson; Twigg). 
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From the perspective of professional theory, unbundling of the faculty role in 

large enrollment classes may indicate a subdivision of tasks and division of labor in order 

to meet external market demand (Abbott, 1988). Large enrollment courses may be 

considered “dirty work” (Hughes, 1994) that represents a rite of passage during the 

professional socialization process.  Like graduate assistants that teach lower-division 

courses as they work their way up the academic ladder, unbundling in large e-learning 

courses may represent an activity tied to professional development that aspiring faculty 

must pass through on their way to higher status positions.   

Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) 

would point to the commodification of educational products and a subsequent 

standardization of e-learning courses as a means to generate revenue. Large enrollment e-

learning courses generate student credit hours—as a source of funding that are used to 

subsidize other departments or programs. Unbundling of the faculty role would be 

present in large enrollment courses as an attempt to create the efficiencies in order to 

generate revenues.   

To confirm this proposition, there would need to be evidence that large 

enrollment e-learning courses were unbundled, contributed to economic scalability, and 

made the underlying conditions for scalability possible.  The presence of “dirty work” 

(Hughes, 1994) that was an expected part of the professionalization process would also 

be a possible indicator associated with this proposition. 
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Proposition 2:  

Traditional faculty functions will be performed by lower status professionals and  

non-professionals who will be increasingly managed. 

 This proposition was derived directly from professional theory.  Unbundling 

could be an indication of subdivision of tasks and division of labor in order to meet 

external market demand (Abbott, 1988). Like Hughes’ (1994) conceptualization of dirty 

work, unbundling may be the result of professional regression and degradation (Abbott). 

These could result from stripping away e-learning tasks from the faculty member and 

giving them to lower and non-professional status workers.  This preserves a type of 

sinecure (Collins, 1979) and status of the profession. The literature from professional 

theory suggests that if unbundling occurs, there would be evidence of the use of 

contingent, part-time or non-faculty that will perform traditional faculty functions 

(Abbott; Hughes; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Rhoades, 1998; Troutt, 1979; Wang, 

1975).  Additional evidence would be found in the mode of production (Abbott; 

Christensen & Raynor, 2003; Croissant, Slaughter & Rhoades, 2002; Massey, 2002; 

Slaughter & Rhoades) and how closely the tasks are related to the core identity and 

abstract knowledge system of the faculty as a profession (Abbott; Hughes; Rhoades).  

Croissant, Slaughter, and Rhoades (2002) suggest a matrix structure of cross-

functional teams used in the e-learning course production process that relegates the 

faculty to the position of “content expert.” (Christensen, 1997) suggests that there would 

be evidence of movement from a proprietary to a modular mode of production—

proprietary being similar in meaning to Baumol and Blackman’s (1995) notion of 
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handicraft production, and modular being similar to Croissant, Slaughter and Rhoades 

notion of matrix, cross-functional production. In support of this proposition there would 

be evidence of professional degradation (Abbott, 1988) through the codification of 

information into the organizational structure and out of the professional purview of 

faculty in e-learning courses.  Lower and non-professional status workers would be 

utilized to increase managerial domain. Finally Rhoades (1998) suggests that there would 

be evidence of increased managerial discretion and control over the production processes 

through the use of these lower status professionals and non-professionals in support of 

this proposition. 

Proposition 3:  

Faculty will have limited or altered jurisdictional domain over 

 functions that have been unbundled. 

 From professional theory, the ability to control the e-learning work, who does the 

work, and how the work is completed is at the core of the jurisdictional domain of faculty 

in e-learning courses (Abbott, 1988; Brint, 1994; Collins, 1979; Hughes, 1979; Krause 

1996; Rhoades, 1998). Division of labor and specialization are used by other professions 

to invade the functions/tasks considered to be a part of the faculty domain (Abbott).  

Within the faculty profession, conflicts may arise over which tasks should be performed 

by higher and lower status members (Abbott; Hughes). Conflicts between groups are 

heightened by opening jurisdictional domains (Collins; Abbott).  

 Rhoades’ (1998) conceptualization of managed professional in higher education 

suggests that faculty are becoming increasingly managed and monitored through 
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technologies.  There is a de-skilling of faculty who do not receive training needed to 

perform tasks. Instead, the tasks are performed by managed professionals.  This supports 

the theory of Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) which indicates the 

evolution of new organizational structures and processes that circumvent traditional 

domains of faculty in order to increase managerial discretion.  Intellectual property is 

systematically extracted in the production process and positioned for commodification 

through the use of non-faculty who produce work for hire which is wholly owned and 

claimed by the college. 

Evidence to confirm this proposition would include a loss of technical autonomy, 

the ability to control the membership of who performs the work, and the limited ability to 

influence how tasks could be performed.  Evidence would also include a loss in the 

professional skills or expertise developed, a loss of intellectual property rights, and 

possible jurisdictional conflicts with other lower-status professions (Abbott, 1988; 

Castells, 1996; Collins, 1979; McSherry, 2001; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Rhoades, 

1998). 

Proposition 4:   

There will be a standardization of outputs and content of e-learning courses 

 that can be duplicated and repurposed. 

 From economic theory, Baumol and Blackman (1995) have contended that 

educational production is a handicraft activity that resists standardization with labor 

requirements that are difficult to replace with technology. Twigg (1996) presents 

evidence that e-learning course redesign automates essential functions and outputs 
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including content, assessment of exercises, quizzes and tests, tutorials, etc. Automation 

suggests standardization of outputs and content.  

From the literature, professional theory offers the notion that e-learning faculty 

will actively seek to maintain control of domain and prevent the commodification of their 

professional knowledge (Abbott, 1988). A profession seeks to control its “secret 

knowledge” (Hughes, 1979).  A monopoly is sought over the use of field knowledge 

(Collins, 1979)—in this case, the use of the e-learning courses. 

Noble (2001) describes the transformation of instruction itself into a 

commodity—in other words, a standardized product that may have a decline in the 

quality of outputs.  Colleges and universities become places of production and markets, 

especially for information technologies.  Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 

2004) also describes the transformation of curriculum where intellectual property is 

systematically extracted in the production process and positioned for commodification.  

This commodification runs counter to the traditional notion of the production of 

knowledge for the public good. As a result, new circuits of knowledge and new structures 

are created.  

Proposition four assumes that e-learning courses will have a standardization of 

content and outputs (Abbott, 1988; Christensen, 1997; Christensen & Raynor, 2003; 

Massey, 2002; Noble, 2001; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Twigg, 1996).  Evidences 

supporting this proposition would include the sharing of content and outputs with the 

community of scholars, and possibly the standardization and commodification to targeted 

markets (Abbott; Nobel; Christensen & Raynor; Slaughter & Rhoades).  Finally, there 
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would be evidence of emerging organizational structures and capacity to encode and 

control processes (Abbott; Christensen & Raynor; Collins; Hughes; Slaughter & 

Rhoades).  

Research Approach 

Because this study sought to better understand the unbundling and restructuring of 

the faculty role within a specific social context, a qualitative research approach was 

deemed the most appropriate (Creswell, 2003).  A qualitative research design starting 

with a phenomenology that moved into comparative case studies was the approach 

selected as a starting point (Singleton & Straits, 1999). This initial research approach was 

critical to uncover the professional knowledge, experiences, feelings, and opinions of the 

faculty members involved in e-learning production and other individuals. The qualitative 

approach helped preserve the sense-making, concepts, and themes that were constructed 

by the participants, and was key to discovering the findings of this study.  To support the 

qualitative research, a document analysis of web-based and publically available databases 

was conducted (Singleton & Straits) in support of the qualitative discoveries and to 

validate the findings.  

Methodology 

This research followed a qualitative research strategy using semi-structured 

interviews as a basis for a multiple case study design and comparative methods (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994; Seidman, 1998; Singleton & Straits, 1999; Strauss & Corbin, 1998; 

Weiss, 1994; Wolcott, 1990). The points of comparison were examined as the following 

units of analysis: the common high-enrollment e-learning community college course, the 
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formal roles of the participants, their perceptions of their roles in terms of identity and 

status within a system of professions, the actual or latent tasks they perform in the 

production function of the e-learning course, the nature of the production architecture and 

it associated models, and the outputs produced.   

Data Collection and Organization 

My data collection procedures were divided into two major efforts.  The first was 

the need to identify and recruit faculty participants in order to conduct the semi-

structured interviews.  The second was the collection of public and institutional 

documents and data that provided descriptive statistics of the e-learning courses and the 

faculty members involved in the courses I was studying.  These processes occurred 

simultaneously. In the next sections, I will describe both processes and present the 

descriptive statistics that I gathered and organized for this study.   

Qualitative Methods – Semi-Structured Interviews 

I first identified subjects by selecting the faculty member teaching an e-learning 

format ENG101, Introduction to English Composition; CMP101, Introduction to 

Computers; and PSY101, Introduction to Psychology course from the public records 

available through the online or print semester schedule at Marble Mountain, Misty 

Mountain, and Thunder Mountain community colleges (all pseudonyms). These courses 

were all high-enrollment e-learning courses with the same learning objectives, 

competencies and outlines.  Additional descriptive background describing these e-

learning courses, the colleges that provided the courses and the community college 

district that they belong to, will be discussed later in this chapter. 
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Faculty subjects were contacted by email and phone call.  A copy of my 

recruitment email can be found in Appendix A. The email contact technique was the most 

effective in eliciting a response from potential faculty participants.  I was able to 

interview faculty from all campuses in all courses with the exception of PSY101 at 

Marble Mountain community college.  However, the nature of the course offering, the 

fact that only full-time faculty taught the course, the number of start dates and the online 

syllabi enabled me to correctly categorize the type of production process that was used to 

produce and teach the e-learning course.   

As I interviewed the subjects, I identified names of individuals who were 

involved in the e-learning production process.  I used referrals (Singleton & Straits, 1999) 

from the original faculty subjects to interview other faculty or staff members involved in 

the production process, or who were following a similar production mode.  This snowball 

type of sampling quickly developed into an appropriate pool of subjects. A list of the 

subjects interviewed and their positions can be found in Appendix D.   

I followed an adaptation of Seidman’s (1998) structure for in-depth, 

phenomenological interviewing.  Where possible or as needed, I attempted three 

encounters with each subject.  When a subject agreed to the interview, I then contacted 

her or him to introduce myself, set-up a meeting time and logistics for the interview, and 

then followed up by sending a copy of the consent form for review prior to the interview 

in order to assure that the experience was completely voluntary.  I then collected publicly 

available information about the online course such as online syllabi, course outlines, and 

assignments to help me contextualize my questions and prepare for the interview. 
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During the second meeting, I obtained the written consent of the subject and 

answered any questions before beginning the interview. Some interviews took place in 

the subjects’ offices; others took place in public settings such as coffee shops or cafés 

according to the desire or comfort of the subject.  I recorded the interviews which lasted 

about an hour-and-a-half on average.  One subject, an English Faculty at Marble 

Mountain Community College, would not agree to an in-person interview, but was 

willing to answer questions via email which I received after obtaining written consent. 

Start Codes 

During each interview, I asked questions based on initial “start codes” (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994).  The development of start codes was a lengthy process that proved 

very useful later on as I moved to the analysis phase of the research.  I created the start 

codes by looking at the frameworks suggested by the applicable theories, namely 

economic theory, professional theory and Academic Capitalism.  This creation of the start 

codes simultaneously helped me to develop the propositions that tied back to my research 

questions.  These propositions and their theoretical bases were discussed earlier in this 

chapter.  It is important to note that this was an evolutionary process that could be traced 

back to the theoretical framework: the theories suggested certain propositions that would 

support their foundational concepts, the propositions suggested supporting evidences, the 

supporting evidences pointed to valid start codes that would be directly connected back to 

their theoretical foundations.   

One of the weaknesses of previous literature on the unbundling of the faculty role 

is that it has been taken a position of advocacy (Twigg, 1996; Paulson, 2002) that has 
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looked at single courses or has not been well-grounded in theory. The use of start codes 

that were well-connected to the applicable theories helped to structure and guide the 

design of my initial research.  I took great care in the initial creation of these codes 

because they would structure much of the subsequent research. The start codes were also 

designed to either support or not support the specific proposition by trying to foresee 

possible evidences that could emerge during the research process.  Start codes associated 

with the first proposition had to do with previously identified faculty tasks from the 

literature as capable of being unbundled and having to do with economic scalability.  The 

start codes from the second proposition dealt with the use of lower status and cheaper 

labor developed from the applicable theories.  The third set of start codes associated with 

the third proposition deal with professional domain issues, autonomy, and control as 

described in professional theory.  The start codes for the fourth proposition addressed the 

commodification and standardization of the intellectual property created in e-learning 

courses as derived from the associated theoretical frameworks.   

Because of the care in pre-identifying these codes, I was able to discover other 

codes, concepts, and themes associated with the propositions.  For example, the start 

codes from the first proposition appeared very early on as I conducted the interviews as 

missing a critical faculty task: improvement of the e-learning course was an important 

function in the mind of faculty.  Another example of the utility and effectiveness of using 

the start codes came from the fourth proposition.  IP- Craft, IP- Clone, IP- VAL (Virtual 

Assembly Line) that were associated with intellectual property planted the seeds for the 

concepts surrounding the models of e-learning course production that I developed and 
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that I will discuss in the next chapter.  I discovered that the IP-Clone start code was really 

a sub-code of IP-VAL and that there was a missing conceptualization that did not match 

the start codes:  collegial production. 

A detailed list of the start codes that includes the operational definition for this 

study can be found in Appendix B.  Table 3.1 shows the initial start codes in relation to 

the applicable propositions. 

Table 3.1  
Start Codes and Related Propositions 
Start Code by General Category Related Proposition 
 
High Enrollment Courses – Continuum of 
Unbundling 

HE- UBAdvise  
HE- UBDeliver  
HE- UBDesign  
HE- UBDevelop  
HE-UBEvaluate  
HE- UBMeditate 

 
High Enrollment Courses – Automation, Scalability, 
Capacity, and Socialization 

HE- Scale  
HE- Automate  
HE- Capacity  
HE- Scut 

 
Proposition 1. Unbundling is 

most likely to be found in high 

enrollment e-learning courses.   
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Table 3.1 (Continued) 
Start Code by General Category Related Proposition 
 
Traditional Faculty Functions – Full-time, Tenured  
and Part-time, Contingent Labor 

 
TFF- Full  
TFF- Mixed  
TFF- Part  
TFF- Non-Para  

 
Traditional Faculty Functions –Mode of Production 

TFF- Lone  
TFF- Assisted  
TFF- Matrix  

 
Traditional Faculty Functions – Pure, Mostly Pure,  
and Dirty Work 

TFF- Pure  
TFF- Mostly Pure  
TFF- Dirty 

 
Proposition 2: Traditional 

faculty functions will be 

performed by lower status 

professionals and non-

professionals who will be 

increasingly managed. 
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Table 3.1 (Continued) 
Start Code by General Category Related Proposition 
 
Jurisdictional Domain – Change and Control of 
Content/Outputs 
 

JD- Hands On  
JD- Helping Hands  
JD- Hands Off   

 
 Jurisdictional Domain – Locus of Quality Control 

 
JD- ProQuality  
JD- TeamQuality 
JD- MarketQuality  

 
 Jurisdictional Domain – Upgrading and Degradation 
of Function/Task Skills 

 
JD- Self-Train 
JD- Org-Train 
JD- No-Train  

 
Jurisdictional Domain – Monitoring, Surveillance 
and Professional Discretion 
 

JD- SpyFree  
JD- SpyFac 
JD- SpyAd  

 
 Jurisdictional Domain – Ownership and Control of 
Intellectual Property 
 

JD- CommonIP  
JD- TheirIP  
JD- OurIP  
JD- MyIP  

 
 Jurisdictional Domain – Inter and Intra Professional 
Conflict 

JD- IntraProConflict  
JD- InterProConflict  
JD- IntraProPeace  
JD- InterProPeace 

 
Proposition 3: Faculty will 

have limited or altered 

jurisdictional domain over 

functions that have been 

unbundled. 
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Table 3.1 (Continued) 
Start Code by General Category Related Proposition 
 
Intellectual Property – The Standardization and 
Customization of Outputs/Content  

IP- Craft  
IP- Clone 
IP- VAL (Virtual Assembly Line) 

 
Intellectual Property – The Public and Private 
Marketplace  

IP- Open  
IP- Hold  
IP- Sold 

 
Intellectual Property – Organizational Capacity 

IP- Existing  
IP- Emerging  
IP- Immersed 

 
Proposition 4: There will be a 

standardization of outputs and 

content of e-learning courses 

that can be duplicated and 

repurposed. 

 

  The initial interview questions and their alignment to the propositions and start 

codes are outlined in Appendix C. 

After the interview, I entered my impressions and field notes into an interview 

summary form.  I created this form based on the work of Miles and Huberman (1994), 

Strauss and Corbin, (1998), Singleton and Straits (1999) and Creswell (1998), for the 

purpose of capturing the overall tone of the interview including my thoughts and 

reactions.  I also used the interview summary form to identify new, in vivo, or emerging 

codes that I heard during the interview that I later used to restructure questions to target 

those codes or simply to improve my questions.   A sample of the interview summary 

form that was adapted over time is found in Appendix E.  

I contacted subjects a third time only if I needed to clarify meanings or to follow-

up on codes or themes that emerged from the process.  I would contact the subject by 
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email or phone call.  When possible, I tried to conduct the third contact after all the 

interviews were completed.  

Data Analysis and Synthesis of Semi-Structured Interviews 

Analysis is a process of capturing and breaking down data, concepts, or processes 

into their smallest parts in order to better understand the nature what is being studied.  

Synthesis is the reconfiguration of the parts in order to better demonstrate the underlying 

connections, themes, and stories that the data presents.  My analysis of the data collected 

from the semi-structured interviews was based on a combination of approaches (Creswell 

1998; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Seidman, 1998; Singleton & Straits, 1999; Straus & 

Corbin, 1998), but was heavily influenced by the Miles & Huberman pattern of data 

reduction, data display, and summation or conclusion.  Beginning with the “start codes” 

(Miles & Huberman) that were based in the theoretical perspectives, I conducted the 

interviews.  New, in vivo codes and themes emerged that were reinforced by the subjects.  

These codes (Creswell, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1998) were then incorporated into the 

interviews that followed.  

The interviews were first entered into a coding matrix that included the original 

start codes and the emerging codes.   This information was identified by the interview 

questionnaire and my notes.  I then transcribed or extracted data from interviews to 

confirm and determine the frequency of the codes (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Strauss & 

Corbin, 1998; Weiss, 1994).  I endeavored to strike a balance between using the exact 

words of the subjects, a preservationist approach, and staying true to the original 

meaning, a standardized approach (Weiss, 1994).  I also attempted to maintain the stories 
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and voice of e-learning faculty, including the variations of responses and the mundane 

aspects (Weesen & Wong, 2000). I removed the identifiers of the interview participants 

as soon as possible to preserve their anonymity. The digital recordings will be destroyed 

at the conclusion of this study to protect human subjects.  

The transcription process took many hours that spanned well over a year.  The 

work itself was very tedious.  As the full set of interviews was transcribed, the key 

patterns and more subtle means from the context emerged (Weis & Fine, 2000).  I used 

MS Word as my main tool to search for and identify key phrases, words and sentences 

related to the codes and themes.  In spite of the tedium and because I did the 

transcription, I became very familiar with the content and the themes of the transcript. I 

highlighted and commented on the relevant words and concepts associated with the codes 

described by the participants.  Through this process, three models of e-learning 

production were alluded to or described by the participants.  These models became the 

overarching framework to describe my findings.  This approach helped to preserve the 

voice of faculty and frame the concepts in a recognizable and meaningful form.  

Qualitative Methods – Document and Data Analysis 

Data Collection and Organization 

The primary sources of descriptive data for the e-learning courses taught and their 

associated full-time and part-time faculty came through document analysis of public 

records and institutional data. The public records and institutional data were identified 

and selected primarily to answer the research question “Does unbundling of the faculty 

role necessarily occur in large enrollment e-learning courses?” The numbers, percentages, 
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and other descriptive data on the e-learning courses are the physical artifacts that help to 

frame, define, and create the context to understand where unbundling is occurring at the 

individual college campuses in this study.   

I compiled the information and data through a number of public documents and 

databases at three community colleges in the Large Urban Community College District1 

(LUCCD) study site selected for this research:  Marble Mountain, Misty Mountain, and 

Thunder Mountain.  If I found that data existed in more than one source, I cross-checked 

and verified them for accuracy.  The sources, documents, and databases included:  1) 

Printed college and departmental documents, brochures, schedules, and catalogs; 2) 

Internet web-pages including online college schedules, departmental, faculty, and district 

level web-pages; 3) Course, enrollment, and staffing data from the Student Database 

System (SIS) database shared by all three colleges; 4) The Faculty Information Database 

(FID) developed and utilized at Thunder Mountain Community College; 5) E-Learning 

course syllabi and publicly accessible web-pages from Marble Mountain and Misty 

Mountain, and sample syllabi and course outlines from Thunder Mountain’s online 

schedule; and 6) Verification from professional staff or management at the three colleges, 

including information provided by participant interviews of faculty, management, and 

staff.  

The data and information from the study was organized, and systematically 

archived.  Web documents were analyzed and saved in digital format (.pdf or .html as 

appropriate).  Documents gathered using the SIS system were saved in digital format, or 

                                                 
1 A pseudonym—like the colleges described in this study. 
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on paper copy as well.  Non-digital documents were scanned and converted to digital 

format.  Audio recordings of the interviews were transcribed into a word-processor.  The 

interviews were then be coded and categorized (Miles and Huberman, 1994; Wiess, 

1994). 

Data analysis of E-learning Course Characteristics 

I extracted, cleaned, and entered the data into tables in order to present a holistic 

and easy to read representation of the number of sections, faculty, and unique 

characteristics of the e-learning courses at each college.   Data include the enrollment 

levels at each college, the proportion of e-learning sections that were opened, closed, or 

cancelled, and the number of dates a course was offered each semester.  I took special 

care to verify and cross-check the number of full-time and part-time faculty who taught 

the courses, including their percentages to give a better depiction of the types of labor 

utilized in the delivery and assessment phases of the e-learning course process. 

Role of Researcher 

I acted as a participant observer, visiting and observing the sites and participants 

in the field to gather data—on the ground and virtually.  Because I had over a decade of 

experience as a faculty member creating, developing, and teaching e-learning courses, I 

had a strong familiarity with the context, gained the trust of the faculty participants, and 

understood the language in terms of issues that arose whether they were technical, social, 

or professional in nature.  I employed strategies to assure trustworthiness and validity 

because of the “backyard” nature of this research (Creswell, 2003). Because I had tenured 

faculty status and had been on sabbatical leave at the time of this study, I had the status 
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described as somewhere between “active” and “complete membership,” (Singleton & 

Straits, 1999, pp. 342-342).   

Study Sites 

I selected the e-learning courses at Large Urban Community College District 

(LUCCD) for this study. The name of the community college district and all the colleges 

are pseudonyms. LUCCD is comprised of at least ten colleges:  Emerald Mountain, 

Granite Mountain, Marble Mountain, Pebble Mountain, Misty Mountain, Thunder 

Mountain, and Sand Mountain.  Established in the 1960s as part of the Junior College 

movement in US higher education, LUCCD has experienced significant growth over time 

with over 220,000 student enrollments annually. During the time this study was 

conducted, LUCCD had over 1,200 full-time faculty, with over 5,000 part-time faculty—

who taught over 60% of all courses. According to its mission and purposes, the district 

concentrates on transfer education, primarily to Mountain State the closest state 

university. It also encompasses the comprehensive community college purposes (Levin, 

Kater & Wagoner, 2006) of general education, workforce development, remedial 

education, comprehensive student development services, continuing and community 

education, and civic and global engagement. 

LUCCD was ideal for the purposes of this study.  Even though the colleges have 

separate regional accreditation, each college had made major or minor forays into the 

delivery of e-learning courses.  Each college shared a district-wide course bank with 

common competencies and course outlines.    Each college also shared common 

employment status—with comparable job descriptions—the employees (faculty, staff, 
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administration) falling under the same employment categories.  These factors help to 

maintain a solid foundation for comparison. 

Marble Mountain Community College 

Established in the mid-1960s, Marble Mountain is the flagship community college 

of LUCCD with the second largest number of enrollments in the district topping out at 

over 45,000 enrollments annually.  Over seventy-one percent of students attend on a part-

time basis.  The college has a globalized mission statement that fits a quasi “nouveau” 

classification (Levin, Kater & Wagoner, 2006) that includes preparing students for a 

global society, and emphasizing economic and career development in addition to general 

and transfer education. 

 Marble Mountain was an early adopter of web-based courses and offered what 

one faculty member claims to be the first e-learning English course at a community 

college in the mid-1990s as the world-wide-web appeared.  E-learning courses are 

developed at the departmental level with assistance from a teaching and learning center 

on campus.  The college offered over 100 e-learning courses at the time of this study.  

There were over 330 full-time faculty members with over 1100 part-time faculty 

members. Part-time faculty comprised 77% of the total number of faculty who taught at 

Marble Mountain during this study.   

 The Marble Mountain campus is located in a large city that is experiencing urban-

decline and degradation.  Household incomes within a ten mile service area are middle to 

lower class. 
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Misty Mountain Community College 

 Located in an affluent area where household incomes range from middle to upper 

class, Misty Mountain was constructed in the mid-1980s as a comprehensive community 

college.  Its mission reflects almost word-for-word the same purposes of LUCCD with 

the addition of values such as learning, excellence, integrity, partnerships, collaboration, 

and leadership.  Over seventy-five percent of the over 20,000 students who attend Misty 

Mountain have part-time status. 

 Misty Mountain put e-learning courses on the world-wide-web in the mid-1990s 

starting with Psychology.  At the time of this study, there were over 30 e-learning or 

hybrid courses available for students.  Most e-learning courses were housed in the 

corresponding academic department with the assistance of a distance learning committee 

and some instructional technologists available. There are over 100 full-time faculty at the 

college.  Part-time faculty comprised 81% of the total number of faculty who taught at 

Misty Mountain during this study.   

Thunder Mountain Community College 

The largest of the LUCCD colleges, Thunder Mountain had over 48,000 

traditional enrollments at the time of this study—90% of which were part-time students.  

Created in the late 1970s as a non-traditional campus, Thunder Mountain was originally 

designed to deliver correspondence classes. As such, the service area encompasses the 

entire Mountain County, state, and national student populations.  Also, the number of 

full-time faculty were purposely limited to less than 35.  Most instruction was conducted 

by over 1,000 part-time faculty who represented 97% of the faculty labor.  
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With the emergence of the world-wide-web in the 1990s, the college made the 

natural transition to e-learning by developing and deploying over 30 courses by 1996.  At 

the time of this study, over 400 e-learning courses had been developed by Thunder 

Mountain.  The e-learning courses were not housed in an academic department or 

division.  This is in contrast to all the other community college structures in the district.  

The college centralized e-learning as a core function or process with support elicited from 

all areas or departments of the college. 

The college mission explicitly mentioned the use of e-learning as a delivery 

format to local, national, and international audiences, and the vision statement referred to 

customer delight2 as a preferred service outcome, reflecting a very business-like and neo-

liberal orientation (Levin, Kater & Wagoner, 2006).  

E-Learning Courses 

In 1996, a Vice-Chancellor at LUCC District described a list of the top twenty-

five enrollment courses across the 10 college, multi-campus district as “cash cows.”  In 

2000, the district published an updated list, comparing it to 1994 data.  Table 3.2 displays 

the top-ten “Cash Cow” courses at three periods since 1993. 

                                                 
2 Customer Delight is not the actual wording, but a phrase that communicates the same concept found in 
Thunder Mountain Community College’s vision statement in order to better preserve anonymity.  See 
(Keiningham and Vavra, 2001) for this customer focused and business inspired notion. 
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Table 3.2   
Course Rank (Disaggregated) and Discipline Rank (Aggregated) of High Enrollment 
Courses at LUCC District 

Rank by 
Enrollment 

1993-1994 
By Course both Online 
and In-Person 

1999-2000  
By Course both Online 
and In-Person 

2003-2004 
By Discipline- Aggregated 
Enrollments- All Courses 
both Online and In-Person 

1. ENG101  
Intro to English 

ENG101  
Intro to English 

MAT101 
Mathematics 
 

2. PSY101  
Intro to Psychology 

ENG101  
Intro to English 

ENG101 
Intro to English 
 

3. MAT105 
Basic Algebra 

PSY101  
Intro to Psychology 

P ED101 
Physical Education 
 

4. ENG102  
Second Semester English 

CMP101 
Intro to Computers 

BIO150 
Biology for Majors 
 

5. MAT125 
Intermediate Algebra II 

MAT125 
Intermediate Algebra II 

ADJ210 
Administration of Justice 
 

6. SOC101  
Intro to Sociology 

MAT105 
Basic Algebra 

EMT150 
Emergency Medicine 
 

7. MAT130  
College Algebra 

MAT130  
College Algebra 

ESL095 
English as a Second 
Language 
 

8. CMP101 
Intro to Computers 

SPA101  
First Semester Spanish 

PSY101 
Intro to Psychology 
 

9. P ED101 
Physical Education 

SOC101  
Intro to Sociology 

CMP101 
Intro to Computers 
 

10. COM101  
First Semester 
Communications 

BSW110 
Business Software 
Applications 

CHM101 
Intro to Chemistry 
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The e-learning courses that I studied were:  ENG101, Introduction to English 

Composition; CMP101, Introduction to Computers; and PSY101, Introduction to 

Psychology.  These courses were chosen because they were the highest enrollment 

courses, or “cash cows.”  These courses were also chosen because they were offered in 

the e-learning format—meaning delivered via the internet and described in the student 

information system as either being online, web-based, internet, or e-learning.  Courses 

that fell under the hybrid notation in the student information system were omitted from 

the sample. Table 3.3 indicates courses were offered at the individual LUCC District 

colleges involved in the study. It is important to note that only Marble Mountain, Misty 

Mountain, and Thunder Mountain offered all three courses at the time of this study that 

met the criteria of being an e-learning course. 

Table 3.3  
E-learning Courses Offered in Common  
 
Course/Title Emerald 

Mountain 
Granite 

Mountain 
Marble 

Mountain 
Pebble 

Mountain 
Misty 

Mountain 
Thunder 
Mountain 

Sand 
Mountain 

 
ENG101 
 

 X X X X X  

 
PSY101 
 

X  X X X X X 

 
CMP101 
 

 
 
 

X X  X X X 

 

 
These courses were also identified because, while having similar expected course 

outlines and competencies, they also utilized different course management systems in the 



99 
 

delivery of the e-learning courses.  The Table 3.4 indicates the course management 

systems primarily used at each college. 

Table 3.4 
E-learning Course Management Systems Used for ENG, CMP, and PSY 

 
CMS Emerald 

Mountain 
Granite 

Mountain 
Marble 

Mountain 
Pebble 

Mountain 
Misty 

Mountain 
Thunder 
Mountain 

Sand 
Mountain 

Blackboard X X  X X  X 

WebCT   X X    

ThunderWeb      X  

 
Number of Enrollments 

The initial selection of the colleges and courses was designed to capture high 

enrollment courses that had high numbers of e-learning sections as well.  ENG101, 

Introduction to English Composition, and PSY101, Introduction to Psychology, are 

typical, first semester college courses that build upon most general education 

requirements.  CMP101, Introduction to Computers, is a high enrollment course that 

meets general education requirements—especially for students in a business track 

program.  Unlike ENG101 and PSY101, CMP101 falls under an occupational, rather than 

academic category—being considered more “applied” in terms of preparing students with 

basic computer skills that can be put to use in any business, industry, or government 

workplace.  CMP101would be a course that is considered closer to the market and new 

economy (Wagoner, 2004) than ENG101 or PSY101.   

During the period of this study ENG101, CMP101, and PSY101 held the same 

high enrollment pattern they maintained over the last decade with some internal 

movement.  CMP101, ENG101, and PSY101 were among the top four highest enrollment 
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courses at Large Urban Community College District (LUCCD), with ENG101 holding 

the number one ranking with 21,735 enrollments across the entire multi-campus district.  

ENG102, Introduction to English Composition II, held second place with 17,003 

enrollments.  PSY101 was the third largest district enrollment with 15,427 enrollments, 

and CMP101 held the fourth rank at 12,027 enrollments.  CMP101 had risen in the 

rankings from the ninth place ranking during the 2003-2004 academic year—a sign of 

increased demand for the skills and training this course provides. 

 While looking at the high enrollments in the aggregate—both in-person and e-

learning offerings of the courses—the ranking of high enrollment courses held to a 

similar pattern.  At the three college sites in this study, Marble Mountain and Misty 

Mountain followed the same rank order in enrollments for CMP101, ENG101, and 

PSY101 as the district.  Thunder Mountain had a slight variation with BIO201, Human 

Anatomy and Physiology I, taking the fourth spot and CMP101 slipping to the fifth rank 

of total college enrollments.   

Through participant interviews discussed in the next chapter, I found low 

unbundling of the faculty role in e-learning ENG101, 102 courses, as well as CMP101 at 

Marble Mountain Community College.  The PSY101 course at Marble Mountain had no 

unbundling of the faculty in e-learning Courses.  I found no unbundling of the faculty 

role in any of the Misty Mountain e-learning courses.  In contrast, I found high levels of 

unbundling of the faculty role in all e-learning courses at Thunder Mountain Community 

College.  The unbundling occurred primarily along four fissures:  1) the replacement of 

full-time faculty with part-time faculty; 2) the involvement of other professionals and 
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non-professionals to perform the faculty tasks; 3) the parsing of e-learning course tasks; 

and 4) the loss of control of full-time faculty over the production processes. The 

descriptive statistics that follow report only on the first directly—the use of part-time 

faculty versus full-time faculty, and the third by inference—multiple start dates indicate a 

parsing or specialization of tasks. Again, the extent and models of unbundling will be 

discussed in detail in chapter four. 

While Marble Mountain had higher enrollments in the aggregate (both in-person 

and e-learning enrollments) the English and Computer departments showed lower levels 

of unbundling.  This is noteworthy because of the relation to unbundling associated with 

the large number of enrollments where the substitution of capital for labor or labor for 

labor could potentially increase efficiencies.  There were low levels of unbundling in 

ENG101 and CMP101, and no unbundling in the PSY101 course.  Misty Mountain 

showed no unbundling even though Thunder Mountain, which had similar levels of 

overall enrollments as Misty Mountain, presented much higher levels of unbundling of 

the faculty role in the course production process.  Table 3.5 shows the rankings and 

enrollments for each course at the three colleges during the 2005-2006 academic year, 

including those courses that were identified as having no, low, or high levels of 

unbundling of the faculty role in the e-learning course that were offered by each of the 

colleges. 
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Table 3.5 
Highest Enrollment Courses by Rank 

Rank Institution Course Enrollments 
2005-2006 

 
1 Marble Mountain ENG101* 5061 

2 Marble Mountain ENG102* 4153 

3 Marble Mountain PSY101 3916 

4 Marble Mountain CMP101* 2386 

5 Marble Mountain MAT090 2385 

 
1 Misty Mountain ENG101 1604 

2 Misty Mountain ENG102 1246 

3 Misty Mountain PSY101 1238 

4 Misty Mountain CMP101 1109 

5 Misty Mountain MAT090 778 

 
1 Thunder Mountain ENG101** 3090 

2 Thunder Mountain ENG102** 2241 

3 Thunder Mountain PSY101** 1650 

4 Thunder Mountain BIO201** 1238 

5 Thunder Mountain CMP101** 1232 

*Low unbundling of the faculty role found 
**High unbundling of the faculty role found 
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Number of E-learning Sections 

E-Learning versions of CMP101, ENG101, and PSY101 were found “online” at 

all three community colleges. For the purposes of this study, they were defined as e-

learning, meaning they were web-based courses and listed in the public documents as 

“internet,” or “online,” or an abbreviated variation of these terms.  These courses were 

not categorized as “hybrid” or “blended.” 

 There were 72 sections of CMP101 taught in the Fall semester 2005 at Marble 

Mountain Community College and 70 sections taught Spring of 2006.  Of those sections, 

eleven e-learning sections were taught in the Fall 2005 semester, and nine e-learning 

sections taught Spring 2006.  Misty Mountain Community College had 33 sections of 

CMP101 during Fall 2005, and 29 sections Spring of 2006.  Of those sections, four e-

learning sections of CMP101 were taught Fall 2005 and again during Spring 2006 at 

Misty Mountain.  Thunder Mountain offered 22 CMP101 sections during the Fall 2005 

semester, with an increase of two sections to 24 sections during Spring 2006.  Of those 

total sections, 17 e-learning sections were taught in the Fall 2005, and 18 e-learning 

sections were taught during Spring 2006.  Marble Mountain had over three times the 

number of sections each semester for CMP101, but Thunder Mountain had the highest 

number of e-learning sections during the same time period. Misty Mountain had slightly 

more than a fourth the number of e-learning sections that Thunder Mountain did, but held 

a higher overall number of total sections. 

 ENG101 had a much higher number of sections than CMP101 at Marble 

Mountain Community College.  There were 178 ENG101 sections taught Fall 2005 with 
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a drop of 61 sections to 117 sections taught Spring 2006.  Sixteen e-learning ENG101 

sections were delivered Fall 2005 with 17 sections, an increase of one section, taught at 

Marble Mountain during the Spring of 2006.  Misty Mountain saw a jump of 26 ENG101 

sections from Fall 2005 to Spring 2006 growing from 31 to 57 sections taught.  Only one 

e-learning section was taught at Misty Mountain both semesters.  Thunder Mountain 

Community College taught 34, then 35 sections of ENG101 during Fall 2005 and Spring 

2006 respectively.  Of those ENG101 sections, 23 were e-learning in Fall 2005, and 24 e-

learning sections were taught Spring 2006.  Again, Marble Mountain Community College 

had the highest number of sections taught, but only offered slightly more than half the 

number of e-learning sections that were taught at Thunder Mountain Community College.  

Misty Mountain almost doubled the number of sections of ENG101 that it offered, but 

taught the same number of e-learning courses each semester:  one. 

 Marble Mountain Community College had the highest number of PSY101 courses 

in the Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 semesters, with 106 sections during Fall with a decrease 

to 89 during the Spring.  Marble Mountain taught five e-learning sections of PSY101 

both Fall and Spring.  Misty Mountain Community College had 25 PSY101 sections in 

Fall 2005, with a drop to 24 sections by Spring 2006.  Like the ENG101 course, Misty 

Mountain offered one PSY101 section both Fall and Spring semesters.  Thunder 

Mountain Community College increased from 25 PSY101 sections in Fall 2005 to 29 

sections by Spring 2006.  Sixteen e-learning sections of PSY101 were taught Fall 2005, 

with 18 sections being taught Spring 2006.  Thunder Mountain had the highest number of 

e-learning sections, while offering very similar overall numbers of PSY101 sections as 
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Misty Mountain.  Still, Marble Mountain offered only a fifth the number of e-learning 

sections as Thunder Mountain Community College, while still offering three to four 

times the number of PSY101 sections as Thunder Mountain overall. 

Table 3.6 indicates each college’s course offerings in terms of the total number of 

sections, including e-learning sections that were taught.  “Taught” in this context means 

that the section was not cancelled, and students received a final grade indicating their 

completion of the course.   

Table 3.6 
Traditional and E-learning Course Sections Taught- Fall 2005 - Spring 2006 

Courses 

Marble Mountain 
Community 

College 

Misty Mountain 
Community 

College 

Thunder 
Mountain  

Community 
College 

 
All Sections  
 
CMP101 
 

   

     Fall 2005 72 33 22 

     Spring 2006 70 29 24 

E-Learning only  

CMP101 

   

     Fall 2005 11* 4 17** 

     Spring 2006 9* 4 18** 

*Low unbundling of the faculty role found 
**High unbundling of the faculty role found 
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Table 3.6 (Continued) 

Courses 

Marble Mountain 
Community 

College 

Misty Mountain 
Community 

College 

Thunder 
Mountain  

Community 
College 

 
All Sections  
 
ENG101 
 

   

     Fall 2005 178 31 34 

     Spring 2006 117 57 35 

E-Learning only 

ENG101 

   

     Fall 2005 16 1 23** 

     Spring 2006 17* 1 24** 

 
All Sections  
 
PSY101 
 

   

     Fall 2005 106 25 25** 

     Spring 2006 89 24 29** 

E-Learning only 

PSY101 

   

     Fall 2005 5 1 16** 

     Spring 2006 5 1 18** 

*Low unbundling of the faculty role found 
**High unbundling of the faculty role found 
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Percentage of E-learning Sections 

Examining the courses taught at the three community colleges, Thunder Mountain 

had the highest percentages of e-learning sections overall.  During the Fall 2005 

semester, 77.3% of CMP101 courses were e-learning sections.  Marble Mountain offered 

15.3% of its courses in the e-learning format, and Misty Mountain offered 12.1 %.  In 

Spring 2005, the pattern continued—75% of Thunder Mountain’s CMP101 sections were 

e-learning, 13.8% e-learning sections at Misty Mountain, and 12.9 % at Marble 

Mountain.  The Spring 2006 semester was the only semester that Misty Mountain edged 

out Marble Mountain with a higher percentage of e-learning sections taught—but it was 

only in CMP101, and there were only four out of 29 sections that were e-learning.  

Otherwise, the pattern continued of Thunder Mountain offering the highest percentage of 

e-learning sections, then Marble Mountain, with Misty Mountain offering the lowest 

percentage of e-learning sections. 

 During Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 semesters, Thunder Mountain Community 

College’s percentage of e-learning sections held steady at 67.6% and 68.6% for ENG101.  

Marble Mountain’s e-learning sections increased from 8.9% to 14.5% from the Fall 2005 

to the Spring 2006 semesters, but this percentage increase was attributable to the decline 

in the total number of ENG101 sections taught at Marble Mountain.  Misty Mountain’s e-

learning ENG101 sections declined slightly from 3.2% during Fall 2005 to 1.8% of the 

total number of sections taught—but, in reality, only one section was an e-learning each 

semester. 
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 Sixty-four percent of Thunder Mountain’s PSY101 courses were e-learning 

sections in Fall 2005 with 62.1% being taught Spring 2006.  Fall 2005, 4.7% of Marble 

Mountain’s PSY101 sections were in the e-learning format and 5.6% in Spring 2006.  

Four percent of Misty Mountain’s PSY101 sections were e-learning sections in Fall 2005 

and 4.2% were e-learning sections in Spring 2006.  Again—only one section of PSY101 

was offered each semester at Misty Mountain.   

 Table 3.7 shows the percentages of e-learning sections taught for CMP101, 

ENG101, and PSY101 at Marble Mountain, Misty Mountain, and Thunder Mountain 

Community Colleges.  Of the number of sections taught at the three colleges, I found that 

Thunder Mountain Community College consistently taught the highest percentage of e-

learning sections from a low of 62.1%, which is a clear majority of all sections offered, to 

a high of 77.3%.  The highest percentage of e-learning sections were associated with the 

Introduction to Computers sections. 
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Table 3.7 
Percentage of E-learning Sections Taught - Fall 2005 - Spring 2006 

E-Learning 
Courses 

Marble Mountain 
Community 

College 

Misty Mountain  
Community 

College 

Thunder 
Mountain  

Community 
College 

 

CMP101 

   

     Fall 2005 15.3% * 12.1% 77.3% ** 

     Spring 2006 12.9% * 13.8% 75.0% ** 

ENG101    

     Fall 2005 8.9% 3.2% 67.6% ** 

     Spring 2006 14.5% * 1.8% 68.6% ** 

PSY101    

     Fall 2005 4.7% 4.0% 64.0% ** 

     Spring 2006 5.6% 4.2% 62.1% ** 

*Low unbundling of the faculty role found 
**High unbundling of the faculty role found 
 
 
Start Dates 
 

I found a consistent pattern in number of start-dates that an e-learning course was 

offered each semester at the three colleges in the Large Urban Community College 

District.  Misty Mountain Community College was the most traditional, offering one 

start-date at the beginning of both the Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 semesters for the e-

learning sections of CMP101, ENG101, and PSY101.  Marble Mountain Community 

College had a slight variation, offering two start-dates both Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 
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semesters.  ENG101 at Marble Mountain increased from two start-dates in the Fall 2005 

semester to three start-dates in the Spring 2006 semester.  Lastly, Marble Mountain only 

offered the traditional single start-date for PSY101 for both the Fall 2005 and Spring 

2006 semesters. 

 Thunder Mountain Community College had the greatest number of start-dates per 

semester, spanning through the fourth month of the traditional semester timeframe.  

Thunder Mountain’s schedule, catalog, and promotional materials specifically 

highlighted the number of start-dates that were offered each semester.  This included the 

guarantee that there would be a new e-learning course sections opening approximately 

every two weeks throughout the semester. This “Flexible Start-Dates” format was 

consistent in all the e-learning courses at Thunder Mountain.  Introduction to Computers, 

CMP101, had six e-learning start-dates Fall 2005, and seven starts in Spring semester of 

2006.  There were nine e-learning start-dates for ENG101 both Fall 2005 and Spring 

2006, extending well into the semester.  The total number of start-dates increased from 

six to eight from Fall 2005 to Spring 2006 in the Thunder Mountain’s PSY101 e-learning 

sections. 

 There was a clear, consistent pattern for e-learning course start-dates at the three 

community colleges.  The traditional, single start-date was maintained at Misty 

Mountain, one to three start-dates per semester were found at Marble Mountain, and six 

to nine start-dates per semester at Thunder Mountain Community College.  As shown so 

far, the number, the percentage of e-learning sections, and the number of start-dates were 

far greater at Thunder Mountain. 
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Closed Sections 

If a college class is closed, it usually means that it reached its maximum 

enrollment.  However, a closed section of a course can indicate an imposed limit on the 

number of students permitted to enroll.  The best that can be said to describe what a 

“closed” course section means is that no more students are permitted to enroll without 

special permission from the faculty member or others who may have programmatic 

oversight over course enrollments.   

 I discovered that there were differences in the number of closed sections between 

the community colleges offering e-learning courses in this study.  Those differences were 

marked by a regular pattern distinguished by the college where the e-learning courses 

were offered.  At Marble Mountain Community College, five of the eleven CMP101 

sections were closed both Fall 2005 and Spring 2006.  Of those five sections, only one e-

learning section of CMP101 was closed, which happened during the Fall 2005 semester.   

Misty Mountain had one closed section of the four CMP101 offered, and it was not an e-

learning section.  Thunder Mountain, in contrast, had 17 closed sections of the 22 e-

learning sections of CMP101 offered in Fall 2005, all of which were e-learning sections.  

A slight variation occurred in Spring 2006 in the CMP101 courses—all 16 e-learning 

sections taught were designated as closed with two traditional courses being listed as 

closed also.  

 For ENG101 at Marble Mountain, only one e-learning section was closed the 

Spring of 2006 in contrast to the 29 sections closed in traditional courses during Fall 
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2005 and 25 traditional sections closed in Spring of 2006.  Misty Mountain had no e-

learning sections closed in the Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 semesters, with only one 

section of a traditional ENG101 course closed both semesters.  Thunder Mountain again 

had a high number of closed e-learning sections during the period of this study.  Of the 27 

ENG101 courses that were closed, all 25 of the e-learning sections were closed Fall 2005.  

In the Spring 2006 semester, 24 of the 28 closed sections were e-learning sections—

comprising every e-learning ENG101 section taught at Thunder Mountain. 

 Introduction to Psychology, PSY101, had ten closed sections at Marble Mountain 

Community College the Fall 2005 semester, none of which were e-learning sections.  No 

PSY101 e-learning sections were closed Spring 2006 the two that were closed were in the 

traditional delivery format.  At Misty Mountain, one traditional PSY101 section was 

closed in Fall semester 2005, with no closed e-learning sections then, and no closed 

traditional or e-learning sections during the Spring 2006 semester. At the other end of the 

continuum, Thunder Mountain had 16 out of 18 PSY101 e-learning sections closed Fall 

2005, and 18 of 20 total e-learning sections closed during the Spring 2006 semester.   

 I found a consistent pattern of closed e-learning course sections at Thunder 

Mountain Community College.  All e-learning sections taught were closed during the Fall 

2005 and Spring 2006 semesters.   In contrast, I encountered only one e-learning section 

of CMP101, Introduction to Computers, and one section of Introduction to English 

Composition, ENG101 that were closed at Marble Mountain Community College Fall 

2005 through Spring 2006.  No e-learning sections of Introduction to Psychology, 

PSY101, were closed at Marble Mountain both semesters.  Finally, I found no e-learning 
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sections closed in CMP101, ENG101, or PSY101 at Misty Mountain Community College 

both the Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 semesters. 

Cancelled Sections 

Under normal circumstances, a cancelled college class is the result of low 

enrollment, a lack of classroom meeting space, the inability to find a qualified faculty 

member, or some unforeseen circumstance.  A cancelled section of a course could be an 

indication of poor planning, poor advertising, or a failure to bring adequate resources to 

support the class.  Whatever the circumstance for the cancellation, what is sure is that a 

course section was opened, it was available to students, and then cancelled.   

 During the Fall 2005 to Spring 2006 time period, I observed that there were no e-

learning course sections cancelled at any of the three community colleges, with the 

exception of ENG101 at Marble Mountain Community College—where nine e-learning 

sections were cancelled in the Fall, and three sections were cancelled in the Spring.  This 

is a very large exception.  This overall pattern showing low or no cancellations of e-

learning courses is interesting in comparison to the number of sections cancelled in 

traditional classes.  At Marble Mountain’s English Department, the only place I found e-

learning sections that had been cancelled, 46 ENG101 sections were cancelled Fall 2005 

with only 24 sections being cancelled Spring 2006 when the overall number of sections 

also dropped.  PSY101 showed a similar pattern.  Eight sections were cancelled Fall 2005 

and nine sections were cancelled Spring 2006.  CMP101 had three sections cancelled in 

the Fall and four sections cancelled in the Spring at Marble Mountain during this same 

time period. 
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 At Misty Mountain Community College during the Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 

semesters, no traditional CMP101 sections were cancelled in the Fall, with four CMP101 

sections being cancelled in the Spring.  Three regular sections of ENG101 were cancelled 

Fall 2005 and ten sections of ENG101 were cancelled Spring 2006.  One traditional 

section of PSY101 was cancelled Fall 2005, with four sections cancelled Spring 2006 at 

Misty Mountain. 

 Thunder Mountain Community College had no cancellations of PSY101 sections 

during the Fall 2005 to Spring 2006 semesters, whether e-learning, as previously stated, 

or in the traditional format.  Two sections of the traditional format ENG101 courses were 

cancelled Fall 2005 with three sections being cancelled in the Spring at Thunder 

Mountain.  Only one traditional section of CMP101 was cancelled at Thunder Mountain, 

which occurred in the Fall of 2005. 

 Again, with the exception of ENG101 at Marble Mountain Community College, I 

found no cancellations of e-learning sections at all three colleges in the Large Urban 

Community College District during the Fall 2005 to Spring 2006 study period.  I found 

this pattern to be in contrast to the number of regular classes that were cancelled during 

the same semesters.   
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eArmyU Sections 

In my data collection process for the e-learning sections that were taught at the 

three community colleges, a new category and characteristic emerged:  eArmyU sections.  

From the eArmyU public website, this program describes:   

 …a large and robust online learning portal, eArmyU ranks among the 
most innovative and accessible distance-learning programs ever 
developed. Launched in January 2001, this program is among a series of 
dynamic changes to transform traditional Army Education by offering 
unprecedented access, choice, and flexibility in an online learning 
environment.  
(https://www.earmyu.com/public/public_earmyu_more_about_earmyu.asp
x April 3, 2007) 

 

Military students in this program benefit from free tuition, textbooks, online 

tutoring, free internet service, and until recently, free laptop computers for successfully 

participating and completing courses (https://www.earmyu.com/public/public_earmyu-

about_earmyu.aspx, April 3, 2007).  Colleges and universities that have entered into an 

educational services network act as “educational partners” to provide e-learning courses 

as subcontractors to IBM Business Consulting Services, the designated service provider 

to the US Army (https://www.earmyu.com/public/public_earmyu-earmyu_partners.aspx 

April 3, 2007).    

During the Fall 2005, Thunder Mountain Community College taught four sections 

of CMP101, Introduction to Computers that were designated as eArmyU sections—

meaning that military students were enrolled exclusively in these sections.  In the Spring 

of 2006, six eArmyU sections of CMP101 were taught.  Neither ENG101 nor PSY101 

had specially designated sections at the three colleges.  Though there were no special 
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sections for the eArmyU students, I found eArmyU students intermittently enrolled in the 

ENG101 and PSY101 e-learning courses at Thunder Mountain Community College 

during the academic year of this study, however, I was unable, given the data available, 

to disaggregate the out-of-county, out-of-state, and eArmyU student data. 

Table 3.8 shows the number of start-dates during a semester, closed sections, 

cancelled sections, and special sections at Marble Mountain, Misty Mountain, and 

Thunder Mountain both for all sections of CMP101, ENG101, and PSY101, as well as 

the e-learning sections that were taught during the Fall 2005 through Spring 2006 

semesters. 



117 
 

Table 3.8 
Start-Dates, Closed, Cancelled, and eArmyU Sections -Fall 2005 - Spring 2006 

Courses 

Marble  
Mountain  

Community 
College 

Misty  
Mountain  

Community 
College 

Thunder  
Mountain 

Community 
College 

 
CMP101 
 E-Learning Start Dates    
     Fall 2005 2 1 6 
     Spring 2006 2 1 7 
 
CMP101 
Total Sections Closed     
     Fall 2005 5 1 16 
     Spring 2006 5 0 18 
 
CMP101 
E-Learning Sections Closed 

   

     Fall 2005 1 0 16 ¤ 
     Spring 2006 0 0 16 ¤ 
 
CMP101 
Total Sections Cancelled    
     Fall 2005 3 0 1 
     Spring 2006 4 4 0 
 
CMP101 
E-Learning Sections Cancelled 

   

     Fall 2005 0 0 0 
     Spring 2006 0 0 0 
 
CMP101 
eArmyU Sections 

   

     Fall 2005 0 0 4 † 
     Spring 2006 0 0 6 †

 
¤All E-Learning sections were closed 
†All students were eArmyU Contract Enrollments 
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Table 3.8 (Continued) 

Courses 

Marble  
Mountain  

Community 
College 

Misty  
Mountain  

Community 
College 

Thunder  
Mountain 

Community 
College 

 
ENG101 
Number of Start Dates 

   

     Fall 2005 2 1 9 
     Spring 2006 3 1 9 
 
ENG101 
Total Sections Closed  

   

     Fall 2005 29 1 27 
     Spring 2006 25 1 28 
 
ENG101 
E-Learning Sections Closed 

   

     Fall 2005 0 0 25 ¤ 
     Spring 2006 1 0 24 ¤ 
 
ENG101 
Total Sections Cancelled 

   

     Fall 2005 46 3 2 
     Spring 2006 24 10 3 
 
ENG101 
E-Learning Sections Cancelled 

   

     Fall 2005 9 0 0 
     Spring 2006 3 0 0 
 
ENG101 
eArmyU Sections 

   

     Fall 2005 0 0 0 
     Spring 2006 0 0 0 

 
¤All E-Learning sections were closed 
†All students were eArmyU Contract Enrollments 
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Table 3.8 (Continued) 

Courses 

Marble  
Mountain  

Community 
College 

Misty  
Mountain  

Community 
College 

Thunder  
Mountain 

Community 
College 

 
PSY101 
Number of Start Dates 

   

     Fall 2005 1 1 6 
     Spring 2006 1 1 8 
 
PSY101 
Total Sections Closed  

   

     Fall 2005 10 1 18 
     Spring 2006 2 0 20 
 
PSY101 
E-Learning Sections Closed 

   

     Fall 2005 0 0 16 ¤ 
     Spring 2006 0 0 18 ¤ 
 
PSY101 
Total Sections Cancelled 

   

     Fall 2005 8 1 0 
     Spring 2006 9 3 0 
 
PSY101 
E-Learning Sections Cancelled 

   

     Fall 2005 0 0 0 
     Spring 2006 0 0 0 
 
PSY101 
eArmyU Sections 

   

     Fall 2005 0 0 0 
     Spring 2006 0 0 0 

 
¤All E-Learning sections were closed 
†All students were eArmyU Contract Enrollments 
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Who Teaches E-learning Courses 

 Closely related to where high enrollment e-learning sections are found in 

community colleges is the factor of who is teaching the courses.  Even in a virtual 

environment, who teaches the course can be an important data source for understanding 

where, and later, how e-learning courses function.   

In the course of my data collection, it became apparent that there was a clear 

variation in the practices between the three colleges in terms of who taught the e-learning 

sections.  This variation ranged on a continuum between courses being taught exclusively 

by full-time, meaning tenured or tenure track faculty—and part-time faculty who are 

employed on a contingent basis. 

Of the four CMP101 sections taught both the Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 

semesters at Misty Mountain Community College, all four were taught by a full-time 

faculty member.  No sections were taught by part-time faculty.  During the same time 

period, one e-learning section of ENG101 was taught by a full-time faculty both 

semesters.  No e-learning sections of ENG101 were taught by a part-time faculty 

member.  Both Fall 2005 and Spring 2006, the single section of PSY101 offered each 

semester was also taught by a full-time faculty member.  No e-learning sections were 

taught by part-time faculty.   

At Marble Mountain Community College, nine of the eleven e-learning sections 

of CMP101 were taught by full-time faculty the Fall 2005 semester, with eight of the nine 

sections being taught by the full-time faculty Spring 2006.  Two sections of CMP101, or 

18.2% were taught by part-time faculty during Fall 2005, and one section or 11.1% was 
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taught by a part-time faculty member Spring 2006.  Five full-time faculty taught 81.8% 

of the CMP101 e-learning sections during Fall 2005, and four full-time faculty handled 

88.9% of the sections in Spring 2006.   

I observed that English courses followed a similar pattern at Marble Mountain.  In 

Fall 2005, all sixteen ENG101 e-learning sections were taught by four full-time faculty 

members.  A slight change occurred the next semester.  Fifteen of the seventeen e-

learning ENG101 sections in Spring 2006 were taught by three of the full-time faculty, 

with two sections being taught by two part-time faculty members.  The percentage of 

full-time faculty teaching ENG101 courses fell from 100% during Fall 2005 to 88.2% by 

Spring 2006, with 11.8% of the e-learning sections being taught by part-time faculty 

members.  This percentage was similar in range to the number of CMP101 courses taught 

by full-time faculty during the same time period. 

Marble Mountain maintained one hundred percent full-time faculty in the PSY101 

e-learning sections taught both Fall 2005 and Spring 2006.  There were two full-time 

faculty members with no e-learning sections being taught by part-time faculty. 

Psychology did not utilize part-time faculty, while both English and Computers employed 

up to two part-time faculty members per semester. The use of part-time faculty to teach e-

learning sections ranged from zero to 18.2 percent at Marble Mountain Community 

College.   

Thunder Mountain Community College could almost be described as the reverse 

image of Marble Mountain in terms of who taught e-learning sections.  During Fall 2005, 

for example, one full-time faculty member only taught two sections of fifteen total 
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CMP101 sections.  Of the seventeen CMP101 e-learning sections taught Fall 2005, the 

full-time faculty member accounted for 11.8% of sections taught, with the remaining 

88.2% were taught by ten part-time faculty.   The percentage of part-time faculty teaching 

CMP101 sections increased to 94.4% by Spring 2006—spread among twelve part-time 

faculty teaching the e-learning courses—with the remaining 5.6% representing the single 

section that the full-time faculty taught. 

E-Learning English followed a similar trend.  One full-time faculty taught one e-

learning ENG101 section Fall 2005 and Spring 2006, representing 4.3% of 23 sections 

and 4.2% of 24 sections respectively.  Eighteen part-time faculty taught 95.7% of 

ENG101 e-learning sections Fall 2005 with thirteen part-time faculty teaching 95.8% of 

the sections during Spring 2006—the minor increase attributable to an additional section.  

The clear majority of ENG101 e-learning sections were taught by part-time faculty at 

Thunder Mountain. 

A majority in English and Computers became the entirety for PSY101 e-learning 

sections at Thunder Mountain Community College.  One hundred percent of e-learning 

sections were taught by part-time faculty, with sixteen sections taught by nine part-time 

faculty members in Fall 2005, and eighteen sections taught by twelve part-time faculty 

during Spring 2006.  No e-learning sections of PSY101 were taught by a full-time faculty 

member either semester. 

The type or status of the faculty member and the number of e-learning sections 

that were taught during the Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 semesters that I have discussed 

can be found displayed in Table 3.9. 
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Table 3.9 
Faculty Status and E-learning Sections Taught - Fall 2005 - Spring 2006 
Community 

College, 
Course, 

 Semester 

Number 
by Full-

Time 
Faculty 

 

Number
of Part-

Time 
Faculty 

 

Number 
of 

Sections
Taught 

Sections
Taught 
by Full-

Time 
Faculty 

Sections 
Taught 

by 
Part-
Time 

Faculty 

% 
Taught 

Full-
Time 

Faculty 

% 
Taught 
Part-
Time 

Faculty

Marble 
Mountain  

 
   

   

CMP101        
   Fall 2005 5 1 11* 9 2 81.8% 18.2% 

Spring 2006 4 1 9* 8 1 88.9% 11.1% 
ENG101        
    Fall 2005 4 0 16       16 0 100% 0.0% 
Spring 2006 3 2 17* 15 2 88.2% 11.8% 
PSY101        
    Fall 2005 2 0 5 5 0 100% 0.0% 
Spring 2006 2 0 5 5 0 100% 0.0% 
Misty  
Mountain  

       

CMP101        
    Fall 2005 2 0 4 4 0 100% 0.0% 
Spring 2006 2 0 4 4 0 100% 0.0% 
ENG101        
    Fall 2005 1 0 1 1 0 100% 0.0% 
Spring 2006 1 0 1 1 0 100% 0.0% 
PSY101        
    Fall 2005 1 0 1 1 0 100% 0.0% 
Spring 2006 1 0 1 1 0 100% 0.0% 
Thunder 
Mountain  

       

CMP101        
    Fall 2005 1 10 17** 2 15 11.8% 88.2% 
Spring 2006 1 12 18** 1 17 5.6% 94.4% 
ENG101        
    Fall 2005 1 18 23** 1 22 4.3% 95.7% 
Spring 2006 1 13 24** 1 23 4.2% 95.8% 
PSY101        
    Fall 2005 0 9 16** 0 16 0.0% 100% 
Spring 2006 0 12 18** 0 18 0.0% 100% 
*Low unbundling of the faculty role found 
**High unbundling of the faculty role found 
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While further discussion of the depth and breadth of the unbundling of the faculty 

role will be discussed in the next chapter, it is appropriate to note at this point that 

unbundling was not found in any Misty Mountain e-learning courses.  A mild form of 

unbundling of the teaching function was found in Marble Mountain where part-time 

faculty would be trained and “handed over” an internet class.  Extreme unbundling of the 

faculty role was present in all the Thunder Mountain e-learning courses.  

E-Learning Faculty 

 As previously discussed, I conducted data collection on e-learning faculty 

members through semi-structured interviews, document analysis, and observation.  In an 

adaptation of Seidman’s (1998) structure for in-depth, phenomenological interviewing, 

when possible I conducted three of these interviews with each participant.  The first 

interview had the purpose of allowing me to introduce myself and set-up logistics for the 

next interview.  The second contact was the semi-structured interview based on the 

questions found in Appendix C and later, Appendix E.  I recorded my field notes as well 

and relied on both my notes and the recorded interviews in order to not make my note-

taking a barrier or distraction to the process (Singleton and Straits, 1999, p. 346). A 

sample of my field notes summary form can be found in Appendix F. 

A third interview was conducted to clarify and follow-up on themes and emerging 

concepts from the process.  When possible, I transcribed the second interview before 

following up with a third interview.  

Initially, I identified all full-time faculty members at the three different colleges 

that are currently teaching ENG101, CMP101 and PSY101.  From the information 
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collected at these interviews, the course schedule, and the student information system, I 

continued on to conduct interviews with the participants that the faculty members 

indicated were part of the production process or accomplished faculty tasks in e-learning 

courses.  When there were multiple sections of a course, and other faculty members who 

were teaching the same course, I located and interviewed those faculty as well—when 

permitted.   I anticipated that there would be additional interviews as other professional 

staff and other managed professionals identified by the faculty as taking part in the e-

learning course production processes.  The study began with the nine initial interview 

participants and ended with 29 interviews.   

Table 3.10 
Interviews by Professional Category 

Faculty 17 

Managers/Administrators 6 

Managed Professionals 6 

 

Validity 

Throughout the data collection and analysis process, alternative explanations were 

entertained and explored (Seidman, 1998; Singleton & Straits, 1999).  Member checking 

was used in the third interview and with subsequent interviews as a means to assure 

validity.  During the third interview, interview participants were asked to review and 

clarify their thoughts.  When possible, alternate faculty members that taught the same e-

learning course at the college was used to member check as well. This was particularly 

helpful in understanding the collegial production model presented and discussed in 
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chapter four. Finally, the documents and data collected through the SIS system served as 

a validity check as well to confirm findings, codes, and concepts discovered from the 

semi-structured interviews.   

Security of Data and Records 

All digital files were then stored on compact disk, USB drive, or appropriate 

media and kept in a secure cabinet.  When not in my immediate possession or when the 

data collection has concluded, the digitized documents and recordings will be housed on 

an encryption-protected laptop computer, or in a personal locked cabinet at my home, or 

in the secure Higher Education Student Organization secure cabinet in room 321 at The 

Center for Higher Education at the University of Arizona for the prescribed time.  At the 

closure of this study, the original recordings will be destroyed to remove all possible 

participant identifiers. 

Ethical Considerations 

I obtained permissions and letters of institutional support from the Academic 

Vice-Chancellor at LUCC District.  I also received a human subjects determination by the 

Institutional Review Board at The University of Arizona as being Expedited under 45 

CFR Part 46.110(b)(1) under categories 5, 6, and 7. 

Throughout this study, the anonymity of subjects has been carefully guarded 

through the use of pseudonyms including pseudonyms for the college district, colleges, 

courses, and subjects in terms of status and gender as well.  All reasonable efforts to 

protect the confidentiality of the subjects will be used. 
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 Because I am an insider, there are other considerations that had to be kept in mind 

during this process.  There existed inter-campus competition for enrollments.  Sharing 

information by faculty was considered risky.  Information was disclosed that would not 

have been shared had I not gained and maintained the trust of other faculty, and if I had 

not been a faculty member myself. I do not believe I would have experienced the same 

level of candor and honesty if I did not have insider status. 

 There still exists a risk that the information and data I have collected may call into 

question the current social construction of how e-learning takes place, and may have 

unintended consequences not only for the subjects interviews, but for myself.  I will need 

to assure that learning and knowledge that is gleaned from this study are not used to 

exploit or harm myself or others.  

 Finally, there was the risk of my own assumptions and paradigms.  To a certain 

extent, I had “bought into” the notion of unbundling.  What I did not have a solid grasp 

on were the findings derived from the research questions in this study.  I have believed 

and continue to believe that education to be more than the transmission of knowledge and 

skills.  I believe education to be something that transmits knowledge and skills, but that 

also develops the mind and soul of the individual through experience.  True education, to 

me, is transformative, and opens up new possibilities.  The central concept of this study, 

the unbundling of the faculty role, came with certain assumptions that I still find 

problematic.  The first is that education can be reduced to its parts.  It also assumes a kind 

of tacit exclusion of students in the construction of their education. But by deconstructing 

the notion of unbundling and observing the rebundling of the faculty role, I feel that I 



128 
 

have gained greater insights because I am able to articulate these concepts from the point 

of view of a former full-time e-learning community college faculty member. I also feel 

that the new tools and variables for analysis will allow me to be a better scholar of this 

subject in the future.    

Limitations and Significance of Study 

The setting for this study took place at Large Urban Community College District.  

The faculty members in these research efforts were e-learning community college faculty 

with varying levels of experience and tenure. The e-learning courses were characterized 

by high enrollments, and like general education courses at universities, there may be 

some similarities across all levels of higher education. However, because this research 

takes place in a large, urban, and multi-campus community college district context that 

utilizes case studies as part of the qualitative methods of inquiry, there is an inherent 

inability to fully generalize these findings to other areas and strata of higher education.   

Because there is so little documented on the unbundling and restructuring of the 

faculty role in the e-learning production process, any findings that help to describe these 

phenomena may be useful in determining how, where, when, and under what optimal 

circumstances the unbundling of the faculty role should occur in order to inform practice. 

It is also hoped that as the outcomes of this study are communicated, other areas of 

inquiry will emerge that could lead to further investigation.  Finally, it is hoped to better 

describe the rebundling of the faculty role within a theoretical framework.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the unbundling of the faculty role in e-learning courses as it 

really occurred, in the light of actual cases at three community colleges in a large, urban, 

multi-campus community college district.  I will present three models of e-learning 

production that demonstrate and explain how e-learning courses are produced and how 

the unbundling of the faculty role is related to those production models in order to answer 

the research questions: Does unbundling of the faculty role necessarily occur in high 

enrollment e-learning courses?   To what extent is the unbundling and restructuring of the 

faculty role occurring? and What models of production contribute to the unbundling and 

restructuring of the faculty role? I will also present evidence of how the models have 

reinforced or weakened the professional role of faculty within the e-learning context, 

including the discovery of the tendency for faculty to rebundle role in e-learning courses.  

Theoretical Framework 

As discussed in chapter three, relevant ways of understanding the unbundling of 

the faculty role are derived through economic theory (Baumol & Blackman, 1995; 

Boettcher; 2000; Jewett, 2000), professional theory (Abbott, 1988; Brint, 1994; Collins, 

1979; Hughes, 1994; Krause, 1996), and then enriched and broadened by the theoretical 

principles articulated in Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & 

Rhoades, 2004) and the corporatization (Levin, 2005) and globalization of the 

community college (Levin, 2001; Levin, Kater & Wagoner, 2006).  Unbundling of the 

faculty role must be understood in terms of how e-learning courses are produced, but 
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what impact those production models have on faculty as a profession.  These theories 

were most pertinent and useful to arrive at the findings in this study. 

Definition of Unbundling of the Faculty Role 

Moving from the abstract to the concrete, the unbundling of the faculty role in e-

learning course occurs when tasks that were all normally performed by a single faculty 

member--such as course design, course development, presentation of content, interaction, 

assessment, evaluation, improvement and advisement--are unbundled so that they can be 

performed by others or through other technologies.  In essence, the mechanisms for the 

unbundling of the faculty role can occur through capital for labor substitutions, like using 

information technologies instead of a faculty member, or through labor for labor 

substitutions, like using a part-time faculty member instead of a full-time faculty 

member.  

Mechanisms for Unbundling 

 Capital for labor or labor for labor substitutions are the primary mechanisms, 

according to theory, for the unbundling of the faculty role to occur in e-learning courses.  

As described in chapter three, all the courses used sophisticated course management 

systems.  As the faculty who taught the courses described them, it was clear that there 

were no significant differences in the amount or level of technology used in each of the 

three production models.  The increased use of technology seems to have increased the 

number of tasks that the faculty member, or someone else, would have to perform to 

create, develop, and deliver an e-learning course in all cases.  Because the technology did 

not substitute the need for additional labor, the evidence from this study shows that 

capital for labor substitutions were not used as the primary means to unbundle the faculty 
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role. The notion that capital, in the form of technology, will act as a substitute for the 

faculty member was not supported by this study except for the auto-graded assessment 

features found present in all the course management systems and across all colleges. 

However, ample labor for labor substitutions were present when tasks were unbundled 

from the faculty at these community colleges.   

 The labor for labor substitutions to perform unbundled tasks took place four ways:  

Part-time faculty performing full-time faculty tasks, managed professionals and non-

professionals performing full-time faculty tasks, and new tasks created by technologies.  

In each case there was a parsing out of tasks to create task specialization whether it was 

performed by a part-time faculty, managed professional or non-professional.  When the 

unbundling of the tasks occurred, there was a shift of control away from the full-time 

faculty over the production process.  In the case of the collegial model that will be 

described later in this chapter, the control over the production process was returned to the 

faculty member.  In the case of the virtual assembly line model that will also be discussed 

in detail, the control over the production process was not returned to the faculty member.  

Instead, the control over the production process was retained by the managed 

professionals—solidifying the labor for labor substitution so that it could be characterized 

as labor replacement or restructuring rather than simple substitution.  Labor for labor 

substitutions were associated with the unbundling of the faculty role and capital for labor 

substitutions were absent—or better described as capital inputs increasing the need for 

greater labor inputs. 
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Findings 

All the e-learning courses at the three colleges in the Large, Urban Community 

College District in this study shared the same teaching and learning outcomes, 

competencies, outlines. They were all high-enrollment courses. They also shared very 

similar levels of embedded technologies and media rich course content.  Yet there were 

distinct models of production at each college with very different levels of unbundling 

associated with each.  During my analysis, there emerged three metaphors (Lakoff & 

Johnson, 2003) or models for e-learning production at these colleges.  The models were 

consistent and distinct, and helped to explain organizational and faculty behaviors—in 

other words, they helped to better tell the story of the extent to which the unbundling and 

restructuring of the faculty role was occurring.   

 The evidences found in the descriptive data found in chapter three and the 

qualitative data discovered in the production models found at each campus primarily 

address and answer the first research question: Does unbundling of the faculty role 

necessarily occur in large enrollment e-learning courses?   Concisely stated, the answer 

is no, the unbundling of the faculty role does not necessarily occur in large enrollment e-

learning courses.  E-learning courses with large enrollments and corresponding numbers 

of course sections could be produced with either fully bundled faculty or a fully 

unbundled faculty.  Whether or not the unbundling of the faculty role occurred depended 

on the e-learning production model adopted or adhered to by the college.  However, even 

though the large enrollment e-learning courses were not requisite for unbundling to 

occur, the unbundling of the faculty role is a specific strategy to deploy e-learning 

courses.  In this study, I found that when there was a concerted effort to deploy e-learning 
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courses by a community college—beyond the individual faculty member’s labors—

unbundling of the faculty role was found.  The next major section will describe the 

descriptive data and findings as they relate primarily to the first research question.  The 

following section will describe the findings of the three production models that I 

discovered in detail. Then, the findings surrounding the counter-balancing and resistance 

efforts of rebundling of the faculty role will be presented.  Finally, the results of this 

study showing factors that have reinforced or weakened the professional role of faculty in 

the e-learning context will be discussed. 

Findings Associated with Documents and Data Analysis 

The descriptive and statistical data presented in chapter three show a fundamental 

difference in e-learning courses at the various community colleges in this study, 

indicating a different underlying structure, working conditions, and production models.  

While the courses come from a common course-bank shared by the three colleges, and 

have the same competencies and expected student learning outcomes, the models and 

means pursued to offer these courses are contrasting in nature, especially when examined 

in light of the level of unbundling of the faculty role.   

The more interesting aspects of when the unbundling of the faculty role appears 

through the examination of these occurrences within the theoretical frameworks of 

Economic Theory, Professional Theory, and Academic Capitalism within the new and 

globalizing economy. 

Economic Theory and Large Enrollment Courses 

Starting with Economic Theory, the descriptive data show that production 

scalability is associated with unbundling, but not necessarily caused by unbundling.     
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The scalability at these community colleges—specifically Marble Mountain and 

Thunder Mountain—was achieved, in part, by repeating the same standardized course 

over a number of sections and semesters, and by utilizing lower cost labor in the form of 

part-time faculty members to teach the courses. 

Scalability, ideally, should also produce a greater number of units at a lower 

cost—in other words—more sections of e-learning courses available.  This was not the 

case at Marble Mountain Community College where the number of e-learning sections 

was more or less steady, with some declines as evidenced in Tables 3.6 and 3.7 found in 

chapter three.  Thunder Mountain Community College, however, had steady increases in 

the number of sections offered—showing more units (e-learning sections) produced and 

suggesting the possibility of lower unit costs.  The actual costs of the courses were 

unavailable through the institutional data that was publicly available. 

The evidence suggests that scalability may be an indirect outcome or by-product 

resulting from the deliberate attempt to unbundle the faculty role.  This is a different 

perspective from Jewett (2000), Twigg (1996) and Paulson (2002) in that economic 

efficiencies may be achieved through the unbundling of the faculty role.  The real 

efficiencies occur because of the commodified and standardized nature of the e-learning 

course combined with lower labor costs—not necessarily because the faculty role was 

unbundled. This finding calls into question the fundamental assumption that unbundling 

of the faculty role is necessary to obtain economic efficiencies to produce e-learning 

courses.  Standardization of the e-learning course and the utilization of lower cost labor 

may be the faster route to economic efficiency over the complicated and somewhat 

irreversible process of unbundling the professional role of the faculty member.  The point 
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being that unbundling is not necessarily a direct path or the only path to scalability 

and greater efficiencies, but this study supports the presence unbundling of the faculty 

role and the factors—lower cost labor through substitution and standardization of the e-

learning course—that contribute to scalability. 

This study does add to Twigg’s (2005) notion that costs can be reduced—but only 

in terms of labor for labor substitutions, primarily through the use of part-time faculty.  It 

contradicts claims that capital for labor substitutions are occurring.  As mentioned, each 

college had similar course management systems with very similar functions and 

capabilities.  The differences stood out in the use of lower-cost part-time faculty members 

to a low degree at Marble Mountain, and a higher degree at Thunder Mountain 

Community College as shown in Table 3.9 in chapter three.  

The presence of more than one start date per semester and the presence of 

eArmyU sections as demonstrated in Table 3.8 in chapter three support Massey’s (2002) 

contention that e-learning courses in the community colleges in this study have created 

not only the conditions for economic scale, but the creation of new markets.  The 

eArmyU sections are the prime evidence of a new market. Non-traditional and frequent 

start-dates for e-learning courses create new opportunities for students to enroll in courses 

that would otherwise not be available.  The fact that these courses rarely cancelled, as 

shown by the descriptive data, would be an attractive feature to many community college 

students.  These frequent and on-going start dates also provide additional opportunities 

for part-time faculty to teach if they were not able to secure a full teaching load at the 

traditional start of the semester.   This study on e-learning courses in the community 
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colleges supports Massey’s (2002) notion that technologies are creating new 

economies of scale and scope. 

Overall, economic theory was helpful in predicting where unbundling of the 

faculty role could occur, but all the conditions, such as capital for labor substitutions were 

not clearly present. Some conditions had better predictive value than others.  Labor for 

labor substitutions, standardization of outputs, and the association of new markets 

through new flexible start-dates were better markers to indicate where unbundling of the 

faculty role could be found. 

Professional Theory and Large Enrollment Courses 

The data I gathered from this study indicate a loss of power and control over 

professional membership, technical autonomy, marginalization of the full-time faculty, 

and increased managerial extension being associated with the unbundling of the faculty 

role in e-learning community college courses.  The story told in the ratio of the numbers 

of part-time versus full-time faculty as displayed in Table 3.9 in chapter three speaks 

volumes about the shift to the utilization of part-time faculty in e-learning courses—

especially at Thunder Mountain Community College.  Such a shift signifies a dramatic 

shift in the nature and power of the faculty role. 

Following Krause’s (1994) construct of the guild-like powers of the profession, 

the data show that control over membership in the profession, the workplace, and the 

market were diminished at Thunder Mountain Community College while maintained at 

Marble Mountain Community College, and especially at Misty Mountain Community 

College.  The clearest evidence is the number and configuration of faculty teaching the e-

learning courses.  Only full-time faculty taught e-learning courses at Misty Mountain 
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Community College, with a clear majority of full-time faculty teaching these courses 

at Marble Mountain—with very few part-time faculty utilized in ENG101 and CMP101 

courses.  No part-time faculty taught e-learning PSY101 courses at Marble Mountain 

during this study.  This is in absolute contrast to Psychology courses at Thunder 

Mountain Community College where one-hundred percent of courses were taught by 

part-time faculty.  Computer courses held highest proportion of full-time faculty who 

taught a course at 11.8% in Fall 2005, which dropped to only 5.6% by the next 

semester—leaving 94% of the courses taught by part-time faculty.  Ninety-six percent of 

the Large, Urban Community College District’s top enrolling English course, ENG101, 

were taught by part-time faculty. We can infer that the full-time faculty at Marble 

Mountain and Misty Mountain had tighter control over their membership and technical 

autonomy, and that Thunder Mountain Community College full-time faculty were 

without the “sole possession of the skill and tools” (Brint, 1996) to maintain the guild-

like powers.  Unbundling does not appear to be associated with the professional training 

system and the internal stratification of the profession as it is with the loss of control of 

the profession and its demystification from the descriptive data. 

The ratio of full-time to part-time faculty teaching e-learning courses as presented 

in Table 3.9 in chapter three does suggest a possible professional mentoring and training 

process, or internal stratification at Marble Mountain Community College, where very 

few part-time faculty taught the courses.  The overwhelming numbers of part-time faculty 

utilized at Thunder Mountain Community College suggests that teaching these e-learning 

sections is something beyond doing the “dirty work” (Hughes, 1994) required to progress 

through the profession.  The standardized, commodified, and routinized nature of the 
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numbers of e-learning courses offered at Thunder Mountain demonstrated by the 

frequent start dates, the part-time faculty percentages and the sheer number of e-learning 

course sections dismisses any notion that the unbundling of the faculty role could be 

anything but productive, rather than political labor (Collins, 1979).   If anything, the full-

time faculty will tend to withdraw from teaching the e-learning course all together if 

given the chance as evidenced by PSY101 at Thunder Mountain Community College—

another marker that teaching an e-learning course is not “honorable, respectable, clean 

and prestige-giving” (Hughes 1994)—at least in the academic discipline of Psychology. 

The unbundling of the faculty role in the e-learning course production process 

marks the loss of professional power and the destruction of the professional domain of 

community college faculty (Abbott, 1988).  Again, the many start dates, the part-time 

faculty utilized, and the large number of e-learning course sections point to an inherent 

commodification of professional knowledge, routinization of tasks, and degradation of 

the prestige of the tasks associated with full-time faculty.  E-learning courses are 

standardized, and thus commodified to enable flexible start dates throughout a traditional 

semester as demonstrated by the three to nine flexible start dates found at Thunder 

Mountain and Marble Mountain.  This commodification of professional knowledge 

allows for part-time faculty to facilitate the courses, and creates the conditions for more 

sections of the course to be taught. 

I found strong evidence to confirm Rhoades’ (1998) findings that faculty are 

increasingly stratified, marginalized, and falling under the control of greater managerial 

extension in the e-learning community college courses analyzed in this study.  In addition 

to the evidences of standardization, commodification of professional knowledge, 
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routinization of tasks, and the utilization of part-time faculty mentioned above, the 

contrast of working conditions associated with full-time versus part-time faculty speak to 

the degree and type of marginalization found. 

Professional theory was useful in predicting where one would find the 

stratification and subsequent unbundling of the faculty role in the community college 

environment.  I could not completely determine that unbundling was associated with the 

mentoring, status, or internal mobility of the profession in the public records and 

descriptive data that I examined.  In other words, unbundling of the faculty role does not 

seem to be “dirty work” that is required to progress through the status ranks of 

community college faculty (Hughes, 1994).  In contrast, it seems to represent productive 

work (Collins, 1979), with the loss of control of membership (Krause, 1994), and the loss 

of control and power over the domain (Brint, 1996) that has led to the commodification 

of professional knowledge and the marginalization of the full-time faculty member 

characterized by the heavy utilization of the lower-status part-time faculty member 

(Rhoades, 1998). 

Critical Theories and Large Enrollment Courses 

The data I gathered from the public documents and public records of the e-

learning courses at the three community colleges in chapter three show an orientation 

toward new student markets that would produce external revenue flows, new structures 

and circuits of knowledge,  the use of new technologies in order to be able to deliver e-

learning courses, overt efforts to reduce costs primarily through the utilization of lower 

cost labor, the standardization and commodification of the e-learning course, and the 

deliberate adoption of business and industry like behaviors by colleges—all consistent 
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with the rise of an Academic Capitalistic Knowledge/Learning Regime (Slaughter 

and Rhoades, 2004) within a new and globalizing economy (Levin, 2001, Levin, Kater & 

Wagoner, 2006)  

Of the three community colleges, Thunder Mountain was clearly the most 

oriented to the business-like culture in its mission, vision, and organizational practices.  

The emphasis at Thunder Mountain Community College on “Customer Delight” (Rust & 

Oliver, 2000) being an overt artifact of this shift toward a globalized and corporate 

orientation of a nouveau community college (Levin, Kater & Wagoner, 2006).  And as 

predicted, Thunder Mountain, acting as a nouveau community college demonstrated a 

clear strategy to reduce labor costs by the use of part-time faculty.  This was evidenced in 

this study by the overt use of part-time faculty. In contrast, the traditional mission, vision 

and organizational statements at Misty Mountain Community College and Marble 

Mountain Community College reflected the comprehensive orientation.  These colleges 

also had the highest proportion of full-time faculty teaching e-learning courses with no 

unbundling at the former and low-levels of unbundling at the latter.   

The existence of eArmyU Sections as shown in Table 3.8 of chapter three also 

supports the evolution of new circuits of knowledge in the pursuit of this new student 

market.  New relationships, intermediating organizations (Metcalf, 2004), and new 

organizational dynamics were created as Thunder Mountain met vendor requirements that 

the eArmyU contract obligates participant colleges to meet including the tracking of 

students, mobility of content, specialized reporting requirements, differing timelines for 

grading, standardized textbooks, and other new policies and procedures.  Participation in 

the eArmyU program created new processes, personnel, and new organizational learning 
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associated with new circuits of knowledge predicted by Academic Capitalism 

(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).   

Because of the impetus to increase efficiencies by lowering costs—particularly 

labor costs, Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004),  predicts that the 

unbundling of the faculty role would be accomplished through the deliberate use of part-

time faculty, the use of technology to restructure work and extend managerial control, 

and the standardization and commodification of the courses and curriculum.  I found that 

these predictions were supported by the public documents and data analyzed in this study.  

As examined earlier, part-time abounded at Thunder Mountain Community College with 

levels reaching one-hundred percent use of part-time faculty, it is safe to say that the 

orientation to new markets and market-like behaviors as described in Academic 

Capitalism and unbundling go hand-in-hand. 

The many start dates shown in Table 3.8 of chapter three indicate a restructuring 

of work that created the possibility to capture previously unavailable student markets.  

Additionally, the flexible start dates indicate the standardization and commodification of 

the e-learning courses offered.  This commodification process is also supported by the 

total number of e-learning sections taught and closed as presented in Table 3.8 because of 

the required changes in the normal production processes to be able to deliver the e-

learning courses at a sufficient scale that multiple sections created. 

In agreement with Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), Thunder 

Mountain Community College displayed the predicted markers as to where unbundling of 

the faculty role would occur.   Marble Mountain Community College displayed fewer 

markers—the use of part-time faculty, the increased number of start dates per semester, 
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and some closed sections of its e-learning courses.  It also displayed a lower level of 

unbundling in agreement with the prediction of Academic Capitalism.  Misty Mountain 

Community College, while incorporating the use of new technologies through e-learning 

courses, did not display the overt pursuit of Academic Capitalism—and the role of the 

faculty teaching those courses showed the greatest level of bundling and coherence as 

autonomous professionals. 

While the globalization of the community college (Levin, Kater & Wagoner, 

2006) was quite helpful in articulating some seemingly less apparent relationships of the 

theories presented, Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) had the greatest 

predictive value to understand and predict where the unbundling of the faculty role would 

occur in e-learning community college courses. Academic Capitalism moved to a similar 

level of utility in the analysis found in economic and professional theory to begin to 

describe new organizational behaviors in relation to the unbundling of the faculty role. 

Findings Associated with Qualitative Analysis:  

Models of Course Production 

When I would ask versions of the question: How many people (faculty, designers, 

staff, etc.) does it take to create an e-learning course? I would inevitably hear a chuckle, 

giggle, or snort.  More than once the question was compared to the riddle: How many 

(insert individual or group here) does it take to screw in a light bulb?  And after the 

chuckles subsided, very different responses came from the different subjects representing 

three archetypical models for e-learning course production in the three community 
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colleges called craft, collegial, and virtual assembly line.1  While the three colleges 

shared the same district curriculum, the same expected course competencies, and had 

very similar histories of when they first offered the e-learning courses, there were very 

different means of producing the e-learning course and completing all the tasks involved. 

In the following description of the models for e-learning course production in 

community colleges, I will also discuss who performs which tasks.  The qualitative 

findings in this study help to answer the research questions: To what extent is the 

unbundling and restructuring of the faculty role occurring? and What models of 

production contribute to the unbundling and restructuring of the faculty role? 

 In brief the craft model is characterized by a single faculty working in her or his 

role as the primary producer of all tasks.  In the collegial model, faculty members work 

collaboratively in groups to accomplish the e-learning course tasks.  The full unbundling 

of the faculty role is manifest in the virtual assembly line model as the e-learning course 

tasks are segmented, specialized, produced, and delivered by other professionals and 

semi-professionals.   

During my description of the craft model, I will outline the major tasks that are 

necessary to create and deploy an e-learning course.  These tasks will be referred to in the 

descriptions of the other models.  Additionally, I will present how the tasks and models to 

produce an e-learning course are accomplished, including course design, content, 

development, delivery, interaction, improvement, grading, and student advising.  With 

these essential tasks I will also discuss faculty roles both individually and collectively—

                                                 
1 An article, “Community College Faculty and Web-based Classes,” written by me and Gary Rhoades in 
Thought & Action, Volume XXII, Fall 2006, pp. 97-110, was very helpful in shaping and articulating these 
e-learning production models from the findings in this study. 
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and how the degree of unbundling that occurs affects those roles in terms of the 

professional autonomy and power of the control of work, the membership, the domain, 

the expertise, the intellectual property, and the identity associated with the profession. 

Craft Model Production 

 The craft model encompassed the many tasks required to produce an e-learning 

course as well as why these courses had their own unique character and associated pride 

of workmanship.  In essence, an individual faculty’s work was “bundled”—the 

completion of the essential tasks and processes being performed by the same person.  In 

the craft model, one faculty member performed all the tasks that take a course from its 

conceptual beginnings to its concrete interactions and learning outcomes with students.  

These tasks could be identified and clustered around recognizable processes that became 

more apparent as the interviews progressed.  While I did discover that Marble Mountain 

Community College had relied upon the craft model initially, Misty Mountain 

Community College truly embodied the craft model and the professional roles associated 

with it.  Figure 4.1 shows a graphical representation of the craft model including the 

bundled tasks that are performed by an individual faculty member in an e-learning 

community college course.  
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Course design was usually the first process or bundle of tasks performed by 

faculty members.  The faculty would select the pedagogical theories, instructional 

strategies, and methods that became the framework to structure the course, and how 

teaching and learning would be accomplished.  Oftentimes a faculty would put what they 

have created in the in-person classroom online--marking a starting point for an e-learning 

course.  A consistent goal was to make the e-learning course reflect, and many times, 

mirror the in-person course.  Misty Mountain faculty looked to previous faculty efforts 

for course design ideas, or relied upon what the course management system (CMS) 

offered.  It is not surprising that courses were conceptualized around a syllabus and 

lessons just like an in-person course, or that the course had a threaded discussion because 

the CMS had that particular technological feature.  However it was done, the faculty’s 

course design was primarily accomplished through their own efforts and expertise. It was 

described as an intuitive and iterative process in nature, and highly influenced by the 

individual faculty member’s identity and interests.  

 An English e-learning faculty described it as a process of trial and error: 

 
A lot of it is stuff that I use in class that I’ve just adapted for the internet.   
I had to learn that…so it was trial and error.  What makes sense to me 
doesn’t necessarily make sense to other people. And that took me four 
years to finally get that kind of organization… you’re just trying to figure 
out what makes sense. (personal communication, January 31, 2006)  
 

 
In a similar fashion, the Psychology e-learning faculty described the development 

of professional expertise in creating the course design, especially in terms of using the 

power of the internet as a tool: 
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We’ve always had the philosophy that whatever we do for the classroom, we 
should do for online. The first internet class I taught—I delivered the 
material in print—it hurt me—I had to learn the medium.  I had to learn 
the power of an image.  We were taking traditional stuff and putting it 
online because no one understood the medium…but once I got it…I can 
do this, this and this. (personal communication, March 10, 2006)  
 
 
There was a consistency at Misty Mountain Community College in the 

assumption expressed that the same faculty member who had created the e-learning 

course should also teach the course.  The Business and Computers faculty, who also 

served as the chair of the faculty online learning committee, expressed the philosophy of 

the college as a model of e-learning course production: 

 
We give a lot of freedom to the instructors. Our model also calls for 
people that develop the course to teach the course.  I am personally a very 
strong believer in that. I know there are some other models. I have worked 
in some other models where the course is already developed, but I think, 
and my online learning committee agrees, that it is far better for the person 
who develops the course to teach the course. (personal communication, 
February 23, 2006)  
 
 
These statements by the faculty members demonstrate that in the craft model, the 

faculty developed expertise and completed the tasks of instructional design through their 

own efforts.  Oftentimes this was initiated by the faculty member who had to learn the 

basics through increasing their knowledge and expertise, and by trial and error in an 

iterative process of learning over time.  In all cases, it was the faculty member who 

performed all the tasks associated with the design of the course in the craft model. 

The next process was clustered around the heart of the course—the content.  The 

course content is the curriculum or subject matter of the course, including the course 

objectives and outcomes.  The creation of the course content was highly individualized in 
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the craft model as the selection of texts, materials, and resources were organized and 

integrated by the faculty to achieve the desired curriculum goals.  While the curriculum 

goals were accomplished by meeting the prescribed course competencies, the individual 

learning objectives for each lesson and the means to reach those objectives were as 

individual as the faculty member.  

Although it may be considered a sub or separate process altogether, the craft 

model includes the intellectual property issues as well. In terms of existing course 

content, the Misty Mountain faculty obtained permissions for copyrighted content and 

materials used in the course on their own.  The individual faculty handled intellectual 

property issues on their own by finding available sources, communicating with the 

publishers, owner, or agents, and getting the written permissions.  

They also looked for more open content that was found in the public domain, in 

public digital repositories.  In the more frequent case, where the content did not exist to 

the level of quality that the faculty desired, they wrote and created the content themselves 

in order to assure that it fit the course needs exactly and was not superfluous.   The 

Business and Computers faculty summarized this trend: 

 
We make sure we are not in legal trouble using copyrighted material in a 
course.  I know I am not going to have a problem if I do my own video.  
That is why I encourage faculty—if you create it yourself—you are not 
going to have these problems. (personal communication, February 23, 
2006)  
 

 
And the English faculty echoed this same behavior: 
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I try to make sure that I am not using anything that I have to worry about.  
Images, stuff like that, they are mine, or they are things that I make, or 
they are not there. (personal communication, January 31, 2006)  

 
These previous statements indicate that the faculty at Misty Mountain expressed 

openness and sharing of the content of their e-learning courses, but clearly laid claim to 

the intellectual property they had created.  The Psychology faculty recounted: 

 
If a fellow faculty member requests access, I will give them access.  I have 
given access to someone at Mountain State University and other colleges 
in the District.  I have shared parts of my course, and have put them in the 
District learning object repository. Anyone on the planet can use it…I’m 
always willing to share.  I think no one would take my stuff because it is 
so individualized. (personal communication, March 10, 2006)  

 

  The Business and Computers faculty expressed a similar view on the ownership 

of his intellectual property: 

 
Here is the stuff I have, and I will give you a perfect copy on my website.  
I have articles I have written for publication.  And occasionally I will have 
people wanting to use it and I will say, “Well, of course. Sure. I don’t care. 
Just attribute it to me.  My name is on the thing. But if you put your name 
on it, I am going to have a problem.” (personal communication, February 
23, 2006)  
 
 
The English faculty expressed a sophisticated level of understanding surrounding 

the issues of maintaining and retaining her intellectual property.  She was clearly familiar 

with the policies and possible means to extract the intellectual property of a faculty 

member creating e-learning courses: 

 
Be careful.  If you are ever interested in creating something you are 
thinking about marketing in the future, be conscious that you cannot use 
the computer here on campus, or the people here to help you, or it ceases 
to be yours. (personal communication, January 31, 2006)  
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These quotations indicate a high level of understanding of the value and the issues 

surrounding intellectual property rights.  They also indicate a preference for open source 

content, or for the faculty to create the course content themselves. 

When asked, Who created the course content? the immediate answer was “me.”  

The Misty Mountain English faculty gave the response typifying the entire craft model 

faculty saying: 

 
Me.  Me, me, me, me.  It is content. It is the course content that is 
paramount.  Because we are the only ones that could know where it should 
be, and how it should be set up logically. We have reasons for doing it. 
(personal communication, January 31, 2006)   
 

 
Like the previous statement, faculty would consistently refer to the e-learning 

course as “my course” through the interviews, and wanted to shape and update the 

materials according to their own experience and expertise.  The Business and Computers 

faculty used similar language to describe this sense of ownership when he stated: “Like 

Introduction to Computers 101, everyone knows that is my online baby” (personal 

communication, February 23, 2006). 

  Just as faculty who teach the same college course teach it their own way, the 

craft model course quotations reflect the individual experience, insights, character, and 

passion of the faculty.  They also reflect a clear claim to the intellectual property that is 

created by the individual faculty member. 

Development is the term associated with the digitization and placement of course 

content and materials in a form that can be viewed and interacted with on the internet.  

The craft model was marked by the individual faculty creating the web pages, graphics, 
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links, java applets, and other features needed to place their course on the internet.  

The skills associated with course development were often seen as the first steps, rather 

than following other tasks in the course production process, and seemed to be a 

contributing factor in the faculty member’s decision to put their course online.  However, 

with the improvements in technology, knowing how to code html or other web pages was 

not as necessary since most course management systems would do it for the faculty. 

Nevertheless, a Misty Mountain faculty in the craft model would push the limits of the 

CMS to assure that the course maintained the look and feel they desired as in the case of 

the English faculty who wanted to improve the navigation of her course: 

 
I was trying to come up with a treasure map kind of thing where they (the 
students) went on a treasure hunt and found what was under the buttons. 
That was my original idea. I created an interactive thing that you click on.  
It mimics a button, and so when they run their mouse over it—over the 
fake button—it tells them what is under there.  It is always one of the first 
things they can look at.  So the first thing they can do when they go into 
(CMS) is to just look at what it is—what is under these buttons? (personal 
communication, January 31, 2006)  
 

 
Another example was how the Psychology faculty would host the course material 

outside the CMS altogether using her own internet resources: 

 
Sometimes I put stuff on outside of our server.  I will put stuff somewhere 
else. They can’t keep up.  I will just put it somewhere else, and then we 
will access it there.  The change is because there is something that came 
out that is different… In fact, I bought a server.  My computer at home is a 
server.  I don’t use it as a server, but I am ready to.  You can’t stop me 
because I am a teacher.  No one can really stop a teacher. (personal 
communication, March 10, 2006)  
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These statements expressed exercise of professional discretion and skill 

through the use of the existing technology was counter to the standardization of the 

presentation of the e-learning course that would be prescribed and shaped by the CMS.  

The faculty at Misty Mountain that built their e-learning courses, and had gone through 

the course development process, were intimately aware of how the course looked and 

even felt, as well as why the content was presented a certain way.   

Course delivery is the process by which the developed course is transmitted to the 

students.  This involves using the CMS to provide access to students.  In the craft model, 

the delivery of the course rested squarely on the shoulders of the faculty member.  A 

course was “mounted” into the CMS to be developed—on a development site on the 

server.  Once the course was ready, it would become “live” and available for students.  

But this was not an automatic process.  For the Misty Mountain faculty, this oftentimes 

involved doing the background logistics to assure that once a student was registered in an 

e-learning course, that the student information system data had been transferred to the 

CMS.  This allowed so that as students would log-in to the course website, the username 

and password would work, and the student could read the syllabus and start on the course 

lessons.  Other tasks were often involved like writing instructions for specific procedures, 

such as attaching a document, or how students could get technical support if needed.   

While course delivery is ideally an automated process through the CMS, the craft model 

faculty at Misty Mountain showed that there were many tasks involved in making 

technological systems integrate properly—and even more steps when systems failures or 

mistakes happened.  While the CMS servers were located at the Large Urban Community 

College District’s central office building, in the end, it was the faculty member that made 
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sure the student was in the course, and had access to all the features and functions.  

The Business and Computers faculty summarized it this way: 

 
I do everything. I time my announcements to come up for that week, and I 
have to check all these little check marks, I have got all my lectures done, 
I have got all my power points taken care of, videos, MP3s—I have to 
develop a whole course—before the course starts.  If I am smart, then 
week to week I can concentrate on the discussion that goes on and I don’t 
have to think that I have to do this other thing to prepare for the next 
week…A lot of times I had to educate my administrators here, that this is 
why you are paying us, OK? …It takes a tremendous amount of work and 
I am expected to know probably much more from beginning to end: 
development, instructional technology, use of technology, etcetera, 
etcetera—all the way to the end.  I am supposed to know more about that 
here. (personal communication, February 23, 2006)  
 
 
The interviews that I conducted at Misty Mountain had similar statements as the 

previous quotation, verifying that the single faculty member performed the delivery tasks 

involved in their course. In the craft model, these experiences related by the faculty 

members showed that they performed all these tasks associated with course delivery, 

including the incorporation of additional tasks associated with the technologies utilized in 

the e-learning course. 

Course grading is the process where learning assessments including quizzes, 

papers, exams, portfolios, etc. are evaluated.   Feedback is provided in both formative and 

summative forms.  Formative feedback grades the student work and provides 

suggestions, resources, and other strategies to improve the learning in an iterative 

process.  Summative feedback grades the student at a certain end point in the course such 

as the end of a lesson, or on the final exam.  This grading process certifies that the desired 

learning outcomes have been met.  While some course grading was automated through 
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the CMS or other web technologies, the craft model shows a heavy emphasis on 

individualized and formative feedback strategies.  Misty Mountain faculty used multiple-

choice or matching grading tools on the web for foundational concepts, but placed the 

greater time and weight of the learning activities on assignments, quizzes, papers, and 

exams that could not be computer graded and had to be done by a faculty member.  The 

English faculty noted: 

 
I don’t really care that much about the quizzes. I use discussion 
boards…and I am going to move more toward discussion and entries 
about some of these things I have them read, and less on quizzes. It was a 
way to make sure they were reading the assignments. (personal 
communication, January 31, 2006)  
 
Course grading was described as extremely time consuming and tedious, but the 

craft model showed a shared valuation of this task by faculty members across different 

academic disciplines at Misty Mountain Community College.   The Psychology faculty 

used medical treatment as a metaphor for how assessment and grading was approached: 

 
I (grade) them all except for when (the CMS) grades the multiple choices, 
and I always check everything—and all the assignments I do… It is almost 
like the difference between Western Medicine and Chinese Medicine.  
Western Medicine is: Take this pill and call me in the morning.  One pill 
heals all.  Chinese Medicine takes a very individualized approach:  I am 
going to have a treatment plan based on you as an individual.  I am not 
going to give you one aspirin. I am going to look at the whole.  I think that 
is what we do at Misty Mountain Community College, we take kind of 
that whole look at the individual…We don’t say one thing fits all. 
(personal communication, March 10, 2006)  

 

The English faculty, who had to grade a minimum of six compositions per student 

to meet the curricular requirements of the course, shared the rigor and individualized 

nature of the grading process: 
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I spend probably twice as much time grading an online course as I would a 
traditional course.  It is just not simple.  If you are sitting there holding a 
paper in your hand, you can circle something, make a little initial, or 
whatever.  But the only kind of contact they are going to get from me is 
whatever I decide to type. So I spend a lot of time typing up a lot of 
comments on their paper—giving them a lot of feedback so they know 
what I am looking for. (personal communication, January 31, 2006) 
 

In the craft model, the previous statements highlighted the ongoing theme that 

grading processes tended to be more formative, individualized, and were not reduced to 

standardized or automated assessments.   In all cases reported by the faculty members—

the tasks were performed by the faculty member and reflected a type of one-on-one 

relationship with the student where feedback was highly individualized and specific to 

that student. 

Course interaction embodies the processes of communicating, tutoring, and 

motivating students to increase their learning and to build a social relationship.  The 

faculty not only encouraged faculty to student interaction, but also student to student and 

student to the subject matter interactions.  Like other tasks, the course interaction 

processes were highly individualized based on the faculty in the craft model.  At Misty 

Mountain, each faculty determined the type, amount, and means of interaction.  While the 

Psychology faculty would use synchronous instant messaging and specified contact 

hours, the English and Business and Computers faculty would choose email or threaded 

discussions in a more asynchronous fashion.  The craft model showed that, in addition to 

the internet, the telephone was a frequent tool used for student communication.   Course 

interaction was an ongoing, continuous, and complex process that could be very time 

intensive. The craft model consistently revealed a very fast turnaround time for 
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communications such as instant messages and email.  The faculty would often talk 

with pride about their high personal standard—far beyond any organizational standard—

for answering emails and student questions as a sign of their commitment to the course 

interaction process.  Note the higher standard and consistency of professed performance 

from all three Misty Mountain faculty: 

 
Psychology faculty: Response time is 24 hours if they are asking me a 
question—except on the weekends.  We have an online faculty group that 
meets once a month and we talk about these standards as a group, and our 
standard is that we would answer within 48 hours—and mine is 24—just 
because. (personal communication, March 10, 2006)  
 
Business and Computers faculty: I set my office hours and I tell students, 
even online students, if you want to come in, my office hours are 9-10:15 
am Monday through Thursday, but online they can contact me at anytime.  
In fact, the online learning committee has a policy for turnaround, for 
requests, email requests, or questions, or whatever.  My personal 
turnaround time is within 24 hours. (personal communication, February 
23, 2006)  
 
English Faculty: (Interaction is) predominantly by email, some phone 
conversations, but is predominantly email. I don’t do a lot of online 
chatting. I usually get back to them the next day. (personal 
communication, January 31, 2006)  
 
 
The Misty Mountain faculty also engaged in a complex social-psychological 

dynamic where the quasi anonymous nature of web-based interactions opened students 

up in terms of their personal lives to the faculty that would not occur in a public setting 

such as an in-person classroom.  From this dynamic, the craft model faculty demonstrated 

not only the expertise in their academic field, but a developed set of skills associated with 

communicating in a new venue with new norms around personal disclosure and social 

intimacy.  The Psychology faculty expressed the new norms of intimacy that she 
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observed in students as being partly from the nature of the course itself, and partly 

from the e-learning context: 

 
I think there is a safety in electronic communication.  Even within that 
safety, people disclose things that take them out of that safe zone.  There is 
something psychological about interacting with a computer and feeling 
alone, that you would never do if you were in the classroom, or in a 
community situation—like in a ball-park or whatever—but when you are 
there just you and the computer—you tend to self-disclose. So I think that 
is part of it.  It’s the nature of the classes I teach. (personal 
communication, March 10, 2006)  
 
 
The course interaction to communicate, tutor, and motivate students was highly 

personal and influenced by the skills and expertise of the faculty member.  From the 

interviews and the quotations found above, it became clear that the single faculty member 

performed all aspects of the interaction tasks including the communication and 

motivational functions with students.  

In the course of my interviews, I discovered a new e-learning course production 

function that had not been explicitly identified in the existing scholarly literature:  

improving the e-learning course.  Course improvement, as described by the faculty 

members in all production models, is the systematic and ongoing evaluation of the e-

learning course’s effectiveness, and includes the change process to document and make 

those improvements to the course.  Continuous improvement based on the faculty’s 

successes gained through trial and error characterizes the craft model.  The faculty 

member would constantly be making changes, as appropriate, to their course.  The 

English faculty talked of “constantly” making changes: 
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I am constantly changing and I finally feel like I have got (ENG101) to where 
it makes the most sense.  The devil is in the details in online. You start 
taking advantage of other things, and some of them work and some of 
them don’t.  The things that you like, you keep, and the things that you 
don’t--you need to chuck them.  If you are teaching you are going to 
revamp.  You are constantly trying new things and asking, “O.K., did that 
work? (personal communication, January 31, 2006)  
 

For example, typos or spelling errors were something that faculty members will 

change as soon as they were aware of the mistake. The Misty Mountain faculty would 

engage the students in this improvement process—building a certain type of ownership 

and community among the students in the courses to benefit students in future courses. 

Other course improvements such as new lessons, new content, or new assignments would 

take place as soon as it was possible—usually in time for the next course offering.  

The craft model was characterized by courses that were modified and radically 

changed at a moment’s notice if the faculty member felt that the course needed the 

change or that something didn’t produce the desired learning outcomes expected.    In the 

craft model, the individual faculty had all the tasks and process in their bundle, and could 

and would make modifications on a frequent basis.  Why those changes were made—the 

knowledge and history—resided in the faculty’s memory and were often based on 

pedagogical, logistical, political, and cultural reasons.  Course improvement was at the 

heart of the teaching and learning process and was highly valued by the Misty Mountain 

faculty as an important capability and professional duty.  The Psychology faculty termed 

making changes to a course “tweaking”. When asked, How important is it to be able to 

tweak your course to you? the answers were unambiguous:   
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I would not be a teacher if I could not tweak my course—any course.  I have 
tweaked my course from day one—every course using every medium—
any methodology.  I tweak it every semester—I don’t tweak it during the 
semester because I show them (the students) the course at a glance, and I 
want it to be solid for them there.  But I tweak it every semester. [What if 
you could not tweak? What if that ability was taken away?  What would 
that be like?]  It would be like making me blind.  It would be like poking 
me in the eyes. My world would change.  I would adapt…somehow… It is 
the heart of who we are…we have to fit within the course competency 
guidelines. That is why there is academic freedom.  That is why I teach at 
the community college level. (personal communication, March 10, 2006)  
 
 
The discovery of the course improvement function is an important contribution of 

this study and opened a line of inquiry that helped to examine the professional values of 

faculty associated with e-learning courses. The quotations from the interviews 

highlighted here demonstrate not only that craft model faculty not only identify the 

improvement tasks associated with an e-learning course, but see them as essential to their 

professional role and identity. 

 A final process performed by the craft model faculty was student advising.  

General advising tasks have been unbundled in the community college setting for a 

number of years.  The tasks and processes surrounding general student advising are 

oftentimes performed by staff hired as advisors in student service centers and the like.  

However, discipline and degree specific advising are still required for things such as 

information about the career field, transferability of courses within a major to a four-year 

institution, course substitutions, and so forth.  And while Misty Mountain did have a 

distance learning department to provide general information about programs and courses, 

students would contact the individual faculty member to better understand what their e-

learning course would be like, if they could start the course when they were ready, if they 
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really needed to buy the textbook, or if doing an e-learning course would work out for 

them given their specific circumstances, time constraints, and life issues.  The faculty at 

Misty Mountain was the source for these advisement questions and issues—and would 

perform these tasks on a regular basis.  The Business and Computers faculty noted the 

ongoing role of faculty as a first contact: 

 
Well, first line is that faculty member. Usually a student that has a favorite 
faculty member and will come to us first.  Otherwise, students will go 
directly to the advisors to get that information.  And of course we work 
with them to make sure they don’t put out bad information… It is like if 
you go to a Coke machine and put in a dollar for a Coke and it doesn’t 
come out—you know there is a procedure to go somewhere else, but you 
have the damn machine in front of you so you are going to smack it.  I am 
like the Coke machine for the students.  If something goes wrong, they are 
going to want to smack me first. (personal communication, February 23, 
2006)  
 

This quotation, while perhaps sounding mildly violent, demonstrates that the craft 

model faculty still perform the advising tasks even though there professional advisors at 

the college.  It also connotes an understanding and confidence that the faculty is truly the 

person that has the correct information and knowledge necessary to assist students. 

The craft model faculty role is highly bundled. As I discovered at Misty 

Mountain, the same faculty member will perform all aspects of the e-learning production 

process including the course design, content, development, delivery, grading, interaction, 

improvement, and advising.   The entire Misty Mountain faculty interviewed shared that 

new faculty job descriptions include the need to use technologies to create e-learning 

courses, giving part-time faculty and others an incentive to develop e-learning 

proficiencies to gain an advantage over other candidates.  The Psychology faculty shared: 
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All the new hires have those technology skills. We also now see 
departments, like the English Department, working on a strategy, and the 
Business Department is working on a strategy.  It will happen by faculty 
interest, but I think the big driver will be the departments. (personal 
communication, March 10, 2006)  
 
 
The English faculty described the new skills as an advantage for her professional 

standing within her academic department: 

 
All of a sudden, technology is coming up a lot more.  And my stock has 
risen with my department chair as he sees things that he didn’t even know 
were possible that I have done. That has been an amazing experience 
because nobody really cared that much about the online program.  No one 
really saw a lot of the value in it.  But now they are starting to see the 
value in it and so I can see that my stock is rising in the department. 
(personal communication, January 31, 2006)   
 
 
 As the interview unfolded, like the examples cited in the quotations above, the 

stories from these veteran e-learning faculty recounted their affinity for technologies, the 

desire to place their courses online, the pains and trials of moving their innovations 

forward, and the satisfaction of the results over time.  What was also clear, however, was 

that the individual faculty descriptions of feeling overwhelmed by the amount of work 

that must be accomplished to “do things right.”   The Business and Computers faculty 

shared: 

 
As an instructor in face-to-face [courses], you can be a little lazy in 
preparation.  I can read a chapter ahead of the students and just kind of 
develop it as I went along.  Online, to do it right, I have to develop an 
online course and do it right; I have to do it pretty much all right up to the 
first day of class.  I do everything. I time my announcements to come up 
for that week, and I have to check all these little check marks [in the 
CMS], I’ve got all my lectures done, I’ve got all my PowerPoints taken 
care of,  videos, MP3s.  I have to develop a whole course before the course 
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starts.  If I’m smart, then week to week I can concentrate on the discussion 
that goes on and I don’t have to think I’ve got this other thing to prepare 
for the next week.  So, I think it’s a totally different model.  A lot of times 
I had to educate my administrator here, that here is why you are paying 
us—to develop these courses, it takes a tremendous amount of work. 
(personal communication, February 23, 2006)  

 
 

The Psychology faculty lamented feeling overwhelmed with administrative tasks 

as opposed to having time for teaching: 

 
The hardest thing is all the administrative things I have to do as an online 
teacher.  In order to be on top of things, it takes a lot of upfront things for 
me to do. I have to do a lot of administrative things to make sure my 
students are successful by tracking them.  It takes a lot of time. (personal 
communication, March 10, 2006)  
 

In similar manner, the English faculty member shared her feelings about the 

ongoing feeling of being overwhelmed: 

 
I like teaching online, but it can be overwhelming. Grading takes a lot 
longer per student…a lot longer.  And so the time that I don’t spend in a 
classroom is spent either getting stuff up on the internet or predominantly 
grading.  Because I spend probably twice as much time grading an online 
course as I would a traditional course.  It’s just not simple… But 
sometimes it’s all that you can do to just deliver the material and try to 
come up with new things in class, let alone take on learning this—this 
other thing that seems so foreign to you.  I think what needs to happen is 
that there has to be help for faculty.  Not in terms of just, “O.K. we’re 
going to provide an instructional technologist,” but gives us some room to 
breathe so that we can learn it and not feel overwhelmed by it. (personal 
communication, January 31, 2006)     
 

The English faculty also commented that, after over four years of teaching e-

learning courses, the workload was still an overwhelming burden that the faculty member 

has to do herself: 
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I just inherited ENG101.  So instead of getting a year to feel out the CMS 
and learn how everything worked, I got thrown into it.  I had to take the 
class—I took the ENG101 class over that fall.  I had only been using the 
CMS that summer, so I was just frantically trying to figure out how it 
worked.  And at that point in time, students’ names weren’t automatically 
uploaded into the CMS, so you had to learn the SIS system, and then you 
had to physically enroll your student into the CMS. And we still have to 
create our front pages—the pages that are not in the CMS:  the syllabus 
and all that; we have to do that ourselves.  And I don’t know how common 
or not common that is, but I didn’t even know I was supposed to do that.  
And so it was like the week before class started, and I’m just finding out I 
had to make all these extra web pages and get everything else in that 
format too. So it was a real kind of mad scramble.  And I felt for a long 
time like I have been playing catch up in online learning ever since then.  I 
was really hired to do learning communities and under-prepared students, 
and I just inherited the online program in English. (personal 
communication, January 31, 2006)  
 

These quotations show a difficulty found in the craft model: the faculty member 

has a high level of control, but the workload is complex and has increased because of the 

use of the CMS and other technologies in the e-learning course. 

The craft model faculty did their own research and development on what would 

be best for the e-learning course in terms of pedagogy and technology.  Attendance at 

conferences or specialized workshops would trigger new possibilities for innovation. 

Craft model faculty often lamented the lack of time to learn or “play” with new 

technologies and teaching techniques to determine if they will work in their e-learning 

course context.  The Psychology faculty has a regular pattern for learning: “I take classes 

during summer fun week. I play in the summer; I try to learn something new every 

summer technology-wise” (personal communication, March 10, 2006).  The English 

faculty was delighted to have the time to play with the technologies stating: 
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Now this has been the first year that I have had time to play, and go to some 
of these places and look at what some other faculty have created, and play 
with some of those things that they have made that you can.  It still comes 
down to how much time you play with it and get used to it. And you have 
to play with it to figure out the nuances. If you didn’t play with it a lot you 
wouldn’t understand what is going on. (personal communication, January 
31, 2006)  
 

They also expressed frustration at not being able to get the technologies that they 

felt would serve their students best. They expressed high levels of frustration when 

technologies that they depended upon, such as the course management system, would 

frequently not work.  They were consistent in this expression of the desire for greater 

autonomy and reliability of the CMS and other information systems.  

Not surprisingly, organizational support ranged from none to low levels in the 

craft model.  At Misty Mountain Community College, there would be a contact for CMS 

initial set-ups and problems at the college or District.  General issue helpdesks were 

available to assist students as well as employees at the college.  A web designer or 

instructional technologist was available for faculty support that worked in a separate 

college department. While the opportunities to take advantage of support and resources 

were available, the faculty expressed a deep satisfaction that all aspects of the course 

were created and implemented by themselves.  The English faculty summarized it when 

she said:     “We pretty much have to do it all. The only thing we are out-of-control with, 

everybody is out-of-control with, are (CMS) issues” (personal communication, January 

31, 2006).    

I found a clear pattern of increased skills and professional expertise associated 

with the craft model. Faculty described the process of learning new technologies such as 
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html, java, Flash, xml, RSS, graphic design, web design, instructional design, 

technical troubleshooting, and so forth.  Additionally, the craft model faculty members 

described developing organizational and leadership skills by becoming aware of and 

working with individuals and groups at many levels on their college campus to assure 

that their e-learning course was successful.   

At the end of the production process, the craft model results in a handcrafted 

class—an heirloom quality creation.  An heirloom is not so much valued in itself—it is 

valued for the people and relationships associated with it.  An heirloom recalls and retells 

the stories and events that surround it—preserving traditions, invigorating the 

imagination, and connecting with the individual in meaningful ways. The faculty 

craftsmanship built a course where students experienced e-learning that was unique and 

individualized in content, context, and history.  The Misty Mountain faculty referred to 

their courses as “my course” and they were exactly that—e-learning courses that reflected 

the character and passion for learning of the individual faculty member.  The craft model 

reflects a highly bundled course production process with each task and process of the 

course custom fitted and handcrafted by a single faculty. 

Collegial Model Production 

 While maintaining many craft-like production characteristics, the collegial model 

for production utilized the professional and collegial relationships of faculty to 

accomplish all the tasks and processes needed to produce an e-learning community 

college course.  Marble Mountain Community College demonstrated the most developed 

and institutionalized application of the collegial model.  This existed in the English and 

Business and Computers departments, and was referenced  and confirmed in other 
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interviews as existing in the Foreign Languages, Nursing, and Mathematics 

departments as well. While I was unable to interview the faculty members who taught the 

e-learning PSY101, Introduction to Psychology, course, I was able to determine from the 

online course schedule and the student information system that the same faculty members 

were teaching the course each semester.  Moreover, the same faculty members taught 

PSY101 for the previous four semesters at a minimum.  From the online syllabi available 

to the public, I was able to examine the lessons, activities, and outlines of each faculty’s 

e-learning course.  I concluded from the many differences between the sections that the 

production mode for PSY101 best fit the craft model because I could not make a 

determination if collegial model production was utilized at some point in the evolution 

and creation of the two separate e-learning sections taught at Marble Mountain.   

In the other disciplines that I examined, there was a clear collegial model in the 

production function for e-learning courses at Marble Mountain. Consistently organized 

by department or with an occasional connection over time to the campus Teaching and 

Learning Center, faculty worked closely with other faculty to organize and perform all 

the tasks needed to create and deliver these e-learning courses.  

The history of the development of the collegial model in the Business and 

Computers department at Marble Mountain Community college began with an initial 

cluster of two faculty grew into a group of five full-time faculty to produce CMP101, 

Introduction to Computers.  

Lucinda Garrett (a pseudonym) who described as a “pioneer” of the collegial 

model described the CMP101 development process: 
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A former faculty who had taught online here said, “Here is my course.  Do 
whatever you want with it.”  Another faculty did the same thing. She said, 
“Use whatever you want.”  …It saved time to get up to speed right 
away… We did a lot of this together in the beginning —Christy Samuels 
(a pseudonym) took one class and I took CMP101.  We developed the 
classes and made them look really similar in look and feel—which was 
something new to this department.  Whenever we found assignments that 
would work, we just shared everything and it just made life so much 
easier. (personal communication, February 3, 2006)  
 
 
As other faculty joined the process, a culture of collaboration and sharing was 

manifest.  Frank Pulido (a pseudonym) joined the faculty shortly after the CMP101 

course had been offered online; he described the sharing that went on as he began to 

teach it. 

 
I would have to give credit mostly to Lucinda. She was one of the 
pioneers; we had another instructor who has since retired who was 
teaching online, but Lucinda was the one following after her.  So she was 
one of the pioneers in the 101 area. And since then we have added a lot of 
other faculty members. I adopted hers, refined it, and changed it to my 
own style—but the first semester I taught it—I tried to use the stuff that 
she had developed—her design. (personal communication, May 1, 2006)  
 

These two quotations show the collaborative nature of the development process 

and the fundamental approach to building e-learning courses in the collegial model. 

 Another pairing of two faculty eventually expanded into a group of four faculty 

in the English department to produce ENG101, Introduction to English Composition.  

Benjamin Stone (a pseudonym) was the self-described “pioneer” who acted as the mentor 

during the design, content creation, and development phases during the first iteration of 

the e-learning course described the faculty interaction and cooperation: 
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(ENG102) was successful, so other teachers started getting involved using that 
curriculum and teaching the same course.  Then we started thinking “Well, 
we ought to have an ENG101 to go with the ENG102.”  So I got Suzanne 
Bailey and Mildred Darnell (both pseudonyms), both old Marble 
Mountain High School teachers, by the way, all these people that I brought 
out because I knew that they were technologically savvy—that they 
believed that technology could help in education. Suzanne Bailey and 
Mildred Darnell and Ruth Eaton-Little (pseudonym) developed the first 
ENG101 course.  I helped them write it.  I helped them with the 
technology of it, but they did the curriculum of it. Sounds easy, but it 
really wasn’t. (personal communication, April 12, 2006)  
 

English faculty Mildred Darnell, in a previous interview, had described this 

creation and design process in a similar way: 

 
We were concentrating on using the technology, but instructional design 
was whatever seemed logical or intuitive to us. That is what we used.  We 
did do a lot of reading. I don’t want to diminish that.  We did a lot of 
reading, and we researched other models that seemed to be working at the 
time, but frankly, the other models were no better than the ones we were 
working with, because it was such a new idea…We had our offices in the 
same area, so for a while we did have meetings, formal meetings, a lot of 
them.  But when we were working we would be talking across the hall in 
this little area. So say if something went wrong, I would just go next door 
to Benjamin or he would come over to mine, or Suzanne would come 
over, or we would end up in somebody’s office—so it was really a kind of 
little community that developed around this as well.  It wasn’t just let’s get 
together and design assignments, it was, “What are your thought about 
this?” “Oh, that’s a good idea, care if I use it?” “No?” “OK.” (personal 
communication, February 28, 2006)  
 
 

  Suzanne Bailey confirmed this collaborative interaction when she described this 

pattern when creating ENG101: 

I originally worked with two other colleagues.  They supplied the majority 
of the course content.  I created the courses. I learned on my own and from 
other colleagues as I worked. (personal communication, May 31, 2006)  
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These quotes demonstrate the faculty members’ conceptualization of the 

model as being cooperative and collegial in character. The actual progress and 

development of a model was described in terms based in relationships with other faculty 

members, and not in terms of a final product.  The collaborative interaction was highly 

valued as described by the faculty. 

This same model was used to deploy the other e-learning English courses as well. 

These faculty members worked within their departments and through organizational 

structures that were cross-discipline and cross departmental through campus e-learning 

committees, distance learning committees, or in conjunction with a teaching and learning 

center.  These were informal, collegial networks that provided the support to create and 

collaborate on courses.  Much like the traditional guild model, faculty new to e-learning 

courses and pedagogy would work with colleagues who were experienced in the use of 

the course management systems and the types of pedagogical approaches that were most 

effective as determined by the technology or media. The new faculty would study the 

structure, format, and approaches that were found in previous e-learning courses and then 

consult with the experienced faculty to understand the reasons and history behind the 

syllabus, lessons, assignments, exams, etc of their courses.  Lucinda Garrett noted:  

 
We do mentoring with everyone.  We make sure they get into the CMS.  
They have to be really comfortable with that. They can meet with us a do 
that—the same thing with the in-class instructors.  We give them all these 
pieces, and then those of us who teach online work with them. (personal 
communication, February 3, 2006)  
 

There was openness and sharing of knowledge and best practices among the 

faculty throughout each step of the production process.  This collegial relationship 
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between colleagues continued through the course design, content, development, 

grading, interaction, and improvement phases. 

 Frank Pulido, from the Business and Computers Department described collegial 

interactions among faculty in these terms: 

 
As hard as it is to (work as colleagues), I thought it was pretty normal.  In 
our specialty courses, maybe one or two faculty will take a look at the 
textbook and decide. But for CMP101, we do it as a committee. And we 
try to share assignments, we try to share tests, at least use the same test 
bank as much as possible… Last year we had an end of semester meeting 
because some of us were getting complaints from students saying “There’s 
too much work; it’s taking me too much time to complete these labs.”  So 
we went back and looked at them—and said maybe we are having them do 
too much.  We went back to the assignment sheet and cut back on some 
things that were not really necessary and hit the essentials in each of the 
labs.  We did that as a group as well.  But in the end, some people said, “I 
still want them to learn how to use tables”—so they kept that assignment.  
That is OK.  This is the minimal and you can add more.  If students 
complain we will just send them to you (laughs)…you can do more or 
something different or create your own assignment that does the same 
thing.  That is OK.  But as a group we decide what goes in (the CMP101 
course). (personal communication, May 1, 2006)  

 
 

The English department worked by means of collegial process as well.  Mildred 

Darnell cited one example of how the interaction of faculty occurred in the ENG101 

course: 

 
I had an English faculty take my ENG101 a year ago this fall, and the 
reason she took the class was to see what it was like for her students to 
take the class.  She was just testing it out.  It was really interesting because 
we began not just working on the class content, but also having these 
conversations about what we were doing.  I am hoping to work with her a 
bit more this summer. (personal communication, February 28, 2006)  
 

Benjamin Stone described the process in terms of openness and sharing:   



 171
 

If they want to (use the course) or teach it, that is fine.  I do every once in 
a while have an adjunct faculty come to me and say, “Can I use your 
course?”  And I say, “That is fine.”   I just add their sections to the access 
file. (personal communication, April 12, 2006)  

 
 

The previous quotations indicated the openness and sharing of course content, 

ideas, and initiatives in the interaction among the faculty members.  

In the collegial model, the faculty’s work in creating an e-learning course was 

characterized as somewhat unbundled—but unbundled within a community of colleagues 

that included both part-time and full-time faculty.  In the collegial model, it was the full-

time faculty members who worked together to complete all the tasks of course 

production, with slight assistance from other personnel—mostly to grant access to 

development and the “live” course servers. There was collegial organization, cooperation, 

and specialization in the production process.  

During the time period of this study the e-learning courses reached a higher level 

of unbundling as one part-time faculty taught CMP101 and two part-time faculty taught 

ENG101 during the Fall 2005 – Spring 2006 semesters. This same pattern was similar to 

the early development of the CMP101 course.  Full-time faculty developed the course in 

a collegial fashion—sharing content and information, and specializing when needed.  

After the e-learning course was stable or complete, the full-time faculty would offer it to 

students.  After time, and after a trusted part-time faculty would express interest and had 

taught CMP101 in the classroom, that faculty member would be given access and control 

to the e-learning course and allowed to teach it online in the department. 
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The English department had a similar history with a slight variation—the 

ENG101 course was initially developed by the full-time faculty with the help of part-time 

colleagues that were selected from the English department at the high school where he 

had previously worked as a part-time faculty for Marble Mountain.  These part-time 

faculty helped design, develop, and later teach the e-learning course.  Over time, all of 

these part-time faculty members became full-time faculty at the college. 

This relationship of the full-time and part-time faculty is important.  The part-time 

Business and Computer faculty that performed the unbundled tasks of delivery, grading, 

and interaction with the students in the e-learning courses were highly trusted by the full-

time faculty.  The part-time faculty in the English department worked collaboratively on 

all the e-learning tasks, but also performed the delivery, grading, and interaction in the 

course.  They also moved to a status of full-time—demonstrating a high degree of trust 

and the obvious ability to convince their full-time colleagues to join them at an equal 

status.  The unbundling in this latter case, shows a professional pathway toward full 

status as described by Hughes (1994).  As stated, there were part-time faculty doing the 

delivery, grading, and interaction tasks in both CMP101 and ENG101 at the time of this 

study in an unbundled role.  It was the full-time faculty who still controlled the 

production processes, but they seemed highly influence by a collegial and collaborative 

approach. 

The collegial model produces a collectively crafted course—a common or survey 

class—an e-learning course with variations depending on the faculty who teaches it.  

Students in different sections taking the course experienced many common elements such 

as common lessons, assignments, and exams, but there were differences found in the 
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presentation of content or themes that were emphasized depending on the faculty 

member teaching the course. This standardization allows for it to be shared with others, 

including part-time faculty, while maintaining a consistency and a sense of quality that is 

approved of by the full-time faculty. 

 Figure 4.2 shows a graphical representation of the collegial model including the 

bundled and unbundled tasks that are performed by the faculty members as a group and 

as individuals in an e-learning community college course. Note the collaborative 

approach to tasks at the beginning (design, content, development) and ending phases 

(improvement and advising) of e-learning course production, while interaction, grading, 

and delivery of the e-learning courses demonstrated a more bundled faculty role in terms 

of tasks and production characteristics—but could be unbundled to a certain degree by a 

part-time faculty member.   
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  At Marble Mountain Community College during the time of this study, over 

77 % of all faculty were part-time.  For the specific courses that followed a collegial 

model production, the use of part-time faculty dropped from 18.2% to 11.1% in the 

CMP101 course; the ENG101 increased from no part-time faculty to 11.8% by the end of 

the study period.   As an aggregate, the use of part-time faculty to teach e-learning 

courses for the Spring 2008 semester at Marble Mountain was 70% as an aggregate. Past 

data is not available on the specific CMP101 and ENG101 courses as a comparison, 

however, the use of part-time faculty in e-learning courses seems to mirror the number of 

part-time faculty used at Marble Mountain Community College in general. While the 

faculty would sometimes avail themselves of the support available to help them create an 

e-learning course, an interesting behavior emerged—the faculty members would 

specialize in different aspects of the course production process.  In the collegial model, 

different faculty members specialized in different tasks needed in the production process 

at Marble Mountain Community College.   For example, of the three faculty working on 

the ENG101 course, Benjamin Stone became the contact and expert on CMS logistics.  

He shared, “I became for like the IT department was for me (when creating ENG102) for 

the other faculty members. I became the support. They decided what curriculum they 

wanted” (personal communication, April 12, 2006).  I found that for ENG101 Benjamin 

Stone worked with the student information system; Suzanne Bailey, Mildred Darnell, and 

Ruth Eaton-Little became the webpage specialists.    

There was a very collaborative process of content creation in the collegial model 

in both departments.  One faculty would design a new lesson, assignment, or other course 

content and then share it with the other faculty members to elicit suggestions for 
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improvement. Once the new content had gone through a peer-review process, it was 

implemented in the e-learning course.  The content was also evaluated for its 

effectiveness in reaching the pedagogical goals.  One faculty took on the tasks of 

obtaining necessary copyright permissions.  Lucinda Garrett described her role in 

obtaining copyright permissions for the CMP101 course: 

 
We would have to do it ourselves. So we don’t use a lot of outside, extra 
stuff.  We do have the permission to use anything with the textbook inside 
our course.  We would request it ourselves—if we have to request it.  We 
do it ourselves in this department. (personal communication, February 3, 
2006)  

 
 

The faculty at Marble Mountain interacted, as needed, with Web designers and 

instructional technologists at the campus Teaching and Learning Center—though it was 

often the lead person who acted as the primary contact for the interaction—who would 

then disseminate the information to his or her colleagues.  Once the course was 

developed, I found evidence of specialization and collegial sharing of knowledge in the 

grading and interaction processes.  An example of this specialization was done by faculty 

members at Marble Mountain who implemented a student testing software in the sections 

of the CMP101.  The testing software was piloted in a single section, by one faculty 

member, where the “bugs” were worked out and the effectiveness of the software was 

demonstrated.  Then the faculty member brought the testing software to the other faculty 

members with his recommendations to be implemented in the rest of the CMP101 

sections at the college—not just the e-learning sections. Frank Pulido described the 

motivation behind the collaboration and specialization of tasks: 
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Well the whole idea is to try to lighten our loads.  We are also busy and we 
are going to have to do something in that area anyway…A faculty member 
does all the Word labs, another one does all the Excel labs, and the other 
one does the Access and PowerPoint labs.  We just break it up that way. 
And then as they go through, they note any errors, how clear the steps 
were, how difficult it would be for a beginner, and we get back together 
and we share all that instead of having each faculty member go through 
the entire book. So that is the whole idea.  We are trying to help ourselves.  
We all have to do it, but if we just break it up and assign it—it may not be 
as bad. (personal communication, May 1, 2006)  

 
 

The specialization of tasks as demonstrated in the previous quotes shows the 

tendency to share and disseminate important knowledge and information with colleagues, 

saving time and not replicating efforts. 

There were shared discussions and shared understandings of general issues and 

approaches to the e-learning courses, and then individual faculty members applied their 

understanding to their course sections in distinctive ways.  All faculty members, 

regardless of discipline described an intimate understanding of all the functions and 

features of their e-learning courses.   Frank Pulido noted, “It is like a group consensus, 

and then you adopt it and refine it as you go until it is your own” (personal 

communication, May 1, 2006).  For example, while the “core” of the CMP101 was the 

same course, one faculty emphasized the creation of online community in her interactions 

with students with real-time activities such as instant messaging or web meetings.  

Another faculty emphasized the asynchronous aspects of the course, choosing to focus on 

threaded discussions and bulletin board postings.  Student advising also tended to be 

individualized by the particular professor.  While common policies existed at the college 

and in the departments, students preferred getting advice from the professor from whom 

they were taking the class.  Like the craft model, faculty in the collegial model also noted 
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that e-learning students would approach the faculty first for many unrelated issues to 

the e-learning courses—especially advising.  This citation by Benjamin Stone 

summarized this perception of the consistent behavior by students who preferred a 

bundled interaction with the faculty member: 

 
It is probably easier to ask a question with email than face to face. 
Students constantly confide in me about other teachers unfortunately—and 
I really don’t want to know this—but they ask questions.  I had a question 
today, I have a student that is dual enrollment at one of the high schools 
and she wanted to know if I could find out for her if she gets her papers 
done early—if she can get her grade early so there is not that last minute 
rush at graduation trying to get her MMCC grades because it counts 
toward her graduation at Marble City High School.  So they are always 
doing that.  They don’t know who else to write to. They are not on 
campus, they don’t really know the email address of the registrar and 
don’t figure that they will get an answer anyway and they probably 
won’t—so they email me and then I will usually forward it on to 
somebody that can help them. Question: They probably wouldn’t ask you 
a financial aid question then? Benjamin: Well, they do. And I refer them 
on to the financial aid department. (personal communication, April 12, 
2006)    
 

The faculty members like Benjamin Stone noted, applied their own experience 

and effort to complete tasks—even though there were other professionals (advisors) who 

could deal with the issues.  The collegial faculty maintained the status as a front-line 

contact for students—and would perform those tasks themselves.  

The CMP101 and ENG101 e-learning courses at Marble Mountain were regularly 

reviewed as part of the improvement process where the group members reported that they 

would regularly analyze the effectiveness of the class and make ongoing suggestions for 

improvement—collegially.   English faculty Suzanne Bailey noted, “I make the changes 

and updates.  I only consult others if they are using my course at the time” (personal 
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communication, May 31, 2006).  The faculty members would refer to synergistic 

outcomes and innovative breakthroughs in their approaches.  Lucinda Garrett shared how 

these behaviors played out as courses were changed: 

 
I really and truly ask the students, “What did you like? What should be 
changed?” And I look at that and the other faculty look at that, and we talk 
about it. Let’s change this—this didn’t work so well—let’s try this instead. 
And again, that gives us the ability to do that as a group if we are all 
teaching online or even individually…we talk about it and we do share 
and that is a really good thing in this department. (personal 
communication, February 3, 2006)  
 

 The improvement process was not only seen as important to the faculty, as noted 

in the previous quotations, but was additive in nature—with faculty members 

coordinating their improvement efforts on an ongoing basis.  When new tools and 

resources were created in one section, these same tools and resources would be shared 

with students in all sections.  Some improvements were done in the individual sections in 

a craft model approach, while the major improvements that restructured or reorganized 

the e-learning course was clearly based on the collegial model of interaction and 

collaboration among faculty.  The CMP101 faculty members were particularly skillful in 

sharing this additional content by building a course “Tool-Chest” web-site for each other 

where additional content modules or resources for specific types of remediation or 

adjustment of learning for students would be collected and shared.  Lucinda Garrett 

initiated the use of the Tool-Chest:  

 
I developed a CMP101 tool-chest for students and for the faculty.  Faculty 
can download suggested assignments, and all that stuff.  So adjunct can 
come in with the CMS and download the whole course and do it.  It is not 
required, and they can tweak it, or they can totally do it a different way if 
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they want to, but nobody does because it is so much work.  I did all the 
lectures online and everybody uses the same ones. I originally started that 
on my own for the online class, and now I have worked on making it a 
tool-chest for the whole department. (personal communication, February 
3, 2006)  
 

In the cooperative spirit that existed in the e-learning production process, the 

Tool-Chest was adopted and institutionalized in the department and at other departments 

at Marble Mountain Community College.  Frank Pulido elaborated: 

 
The Tool-Chest became the repository of where we tried to put things here 
that were sharable…I started building the faculty resource page, but it was 
mostly like FERPA rules and things like that—things that everyone needs 
to know. And then we said we should just put all these things up so people 
could just download it.  We shared it before, and this is why other 
departments do it…I think Lucinda shared that with you. It is the idea of 
sharing with new faculty and even existing faculty. Maybe they haven’t 
adopted the online submission, electronic submission, so we try to share 
online sections with them so they can just use the template and add to their 
assignments.  So that was the whole idea of the Tool-Chest, to make these 
tools available as options.  So if they didn’t have any idea, they could just 
adopt an assignment and their class could be doing it. (personal 
communication, May 1, 2006)  
 

The excerpts surrounding the Tool-Chest demonstrate a practice of utilizing 

common tools and resources with colleagues for the benefit of each other.  

In the collegial model, there was a moderate to high degree of bundling. 

Individual faculty members performed much of the work. Even when some aspects of the 

course were collectively determined, faculty members adapted their sections of the e-

learning course to their particular tastes and preferences. Nevertheless, there is a strong 

dimension of collegial interaction in this model, with groups of faculty involved in 

developing the course. The tangible outcome was a common, collegially developed 
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course. Although individual faculty members did much of the work themselves, they 

also sought support and feedback from members of their faculty group, in which 

divisions of labor emerge, with different faculty taking the lead to complete different 

tasks. The collective dimension is powerful in the collegial model. It is important to note 

that the part-time faculty members who taught the courses were expected to contribute 

collegially to the quality and ongoing improvement of the courses demonstrating a high 

level of professional equality and consultation. However, this was not always the case. 

The full-time faculty demonstrated the greater level of participation and collaboration 

overall.  Frank Pulido related: 

 
I don’t know what it is about the adjuncts.  They don’t share as much.  Us 
full-timers, when we develop something, we share it:  “I like what you are 
doing with this assignment” or whatever.  Right now, we are coming to 
the end of the semester and we will query the adjuncts—anything you did 
this semester or assignment you have created that you can share so that 
everybody else can look at it…and we never get anything (laughs). 
(personal communication, May 1, 2006)  

 

  This quote reinforces the expectation of a higher level of trust that is involved in 

a professional and collegial relationship. It is interesting to restate that some of the part-

time faculty, Mildred Darnell and Ruth Eaton-Little, who were involved in the early 

versions of the ENG101 course when it was first offered in the e-learning format, were 

now full-time faculty at Marble Mountain Community College, with a strong sense of 

ownership of the courses—not distinguishing between their contributions as a part-time 

faculty and their contributions as full-time faculty.  These faculty members, while now 

teaching ENG101 and other e-learning courses in the English Department, attributed their 
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professional development to their collegial participation with their full-time faculty 

colleagues in teaching the e-learning ENG101 course. 

Faculty members talked about “our course” or “the course” that belonged not just 

to the individual, but also to the colleagues who developed it together.  And while openly 

sharing their claim to the intellectual property rights, the faculty at Marble Mountain 

Community College still saw it as their own.  As an example of the shared identity of the 

course, Lucinda Garrett noted: 

 
I just don’t understand why we just don’t share.  Why reinvent the wheel?  
The students benefit and for me that is the key.  Students need to benefit 
the most so…I wouldn’t put it out there if I cared about (intellectual 
property rights). Whatever I have put out… is out there for the world I 
suppose…so they should get permission because of copyright or whatever, 
but that is just me. I think it is important that we are able to share what we 
have. (personal communication, February 3, 2006)  
 

 Benjamin Stone described a similar position of maintaining ownership of 

intellectual property rights, but with a willingness to share: 

 
I have on the bottom of each page, a copyright indication.  It doesn’t mean 
much if they are not formally copyrighted—just as English normally 
copyrights their stuff with the date and copyright.  But I am sure a lot of it 
has been stolen over the years…I don’t really care. (personal 
communication, April 12, 2006)  
 
 
Frank Pulido echoed the same sentiments of his colleagues—expressing the 

balance between faculty versus institutional ownership, but with the value of freely 

sharing the e-learning course intellectual property rights:  

 
I would say the college owns it; some people might say the faculty 
member owns it…It is all developed in-house—it is consensus—we are 
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going to share already—so we are not too concerned about who owns it, who 
needs to give us permissions and such…I don’t know if it is just at our 
department.  You always hear at the district level about protecting your 
intellectual property rights, but here locally, we hardly hear about that. I 
am always wondering why they are making such a big issue over there–
and it might vary by discipline—in other disciplines maybe it is a big 
problem—it is not an issue. (personal communication, May 1, 2006)  

 

These quotes point out faculty engaged in the collegial model at Marble Mountain 

increased technology skills and professional expertise concerning intellectual property 

during all phases of the production process.  The faculty also demonstrated a 

sophistication and ease of interaction working as colleagues.  Professional relationships 

where mentoring and apprenticeships took place were reinforced and frequently 

described by the faculty members.   

In the collegial model that I found at Marble Mountain Community College, the 

faculty role became partially unbundled to utilize some part-time faculty, but to also 

utilize the full expertise that comes from a professional and collegial environment in 

order to produce e-learning community college courses. Each faculty builds upon 

another’s talents and efforts creating a synergistic e-learning course that has a common 

fabric, but where sections take on a character depending upon the faculty who teaches it.   
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Virtual Assembly Line Model Production 

 Unlike the craft and collegial models that reinforced the traditional role of faculty 

as a profession, the virtual assembly line model that I encountered at Thunder Mountain 

Community College revealed the extent to which the tasks and processes normally 

attributed to a faculty member can be unbundled.  While on a relative continuum—some 

courses were produced with the active participation of the full-time faculty role to a far 

more detached role where the full-time faculty granted approval or oversight of courses 

being produced and taught. A standardized, Neo-Tayloristic process that brought together 

multiple players who performed discrete tasks characterized the virtual assembly line 

model.  This model relied on labor substitutions to perform the tasks that a full-time 

faculty would normally do to create and teach an e-learning course. Labor for labor 

substitutions present in Thunder Mountain’s e-learning courses became obvious.  

Whenever possible, the faculty role was unbundled; tasks, functions, and processes 

became the domain of part-time faculty or other managed professionals.  A team was 

assembled virtually— in many cases never having face-to-face or synchronous meetings 

with all team members present.  The full-time faculty team member became a “content 

specialist” who performed additive tasks during most phases of the production process.  

And unlike a craft model, the virtual assembly line model was purposely designed to 

mass produce courses—maximizing efficiencies and revenues in a clear academic 

capitalistic strategy resulting in something resembling a new economy virtual assembly 

line. 

Figure 4.3 shows a graphical representation of the virtual assembly line model.   
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Take note of the first column of the figure with the instructional designer highlighted 

in the oval as the director, coordinator, and project manager.  Note in comparison to the 

craft and collegial models that the full-time faculty member is not central to the 

production functions, but serves as needed if a part-time faculty substitution is 

unavailable.  The figure also represents the estimated average of 18 to 20 individuals that 

were required to perform all the tasks or functions needed to create, design, and deliver 

an e-learning course.  More staff would be needed according to the complexity of the 

content and assessment of the e-learning course. The estimate of 18 to 20 individuals 

needed to create an e-learning course was expressed consistently across the production 

departments at Thunder Mountain Community College, with the exception of the longest-

tenured, full-time faculty members who had lower estimates, or did not express an exact 

awareness of how many individuals worked on the production tasks beyond their roles.  

One faculty member2 expressed this awareness in this manner: 

 
It begins with the faculty--to identify what course is needed or what course 
needs to be revised. Many times we work with adjunct faculty or an 
outside developer. For example for the 101 course that was recently 
revised, we got a group of adjunct faculty members who gave their 
opinion about what the course should include or what should be excluded, 
I believe there were five or six faculty members on that team.  We had two 
faculty members who kind of lead that effort…We had assistance from the 
Instructional Design area there are two full time people, and an editor. 
When the course was completely designed and ready to go up on to our or 
into our CMS site we have an E-learning Production area.  They are the 
word processing folks.  I don’t know how many people work on it.  I 
know that it is a huge department.  They are supported by our technology 
area, to make sure everything works well.  And we hope that course will 
be ready to offer to our students in time. (personal communication, 
January 30, 2006)  

                                                 
2 Because of the relatively small number of the full-time faculty members at Thunder Mountain 
Community College, I have withheld the department identifier in all faculty quotations in order protect 
them as human subjects. 
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Another faculty member estimated the number of individual involved this way: 

 
Now, after the course is created--moving from content to having it up 
online, I’m not sure how many people it takes. Because first of all, there is 
an individual who heads up Instructional Design that you meet with to 
discuss the new course and show it to that person.  There are technology 
people who are assigned to input the content of the course into the 
computer systems at Thunder Mountain.  So how many people involved 
there?  I don’t know.  It don’t imagine that many, but there will be some. 
(personal communication, January 25, 2006)  
 

Ironically, the faculty member with the shortest tenure at the college, and who had 

not put together an e-learning course had the best estimate of the number of individuals 

working on the virtual assembly line: 

 
I choose the textbook and the developer.  We started using an instructional 
design team which also works with the developer—that consists of three 
people.  And that instructional design team helps myself and the course 
developer, with copyright issues, gathering online resources to put into the 
class, interactivity, things of that nature.  Then there is always a tester, 
which is one person to go through the entire course and make sure there 
aren’t any bugs and that kind of thing, and then it goes to the E-Learning 
Production department which includes probably from five to fifteen 
people that could touch the class because they have it edited and put 
online, they have to convert it to html, then the quizzes and exams have to 
be put into the assessment tool. So I would say probably twenty—fifteen 
to twenty people. (personal communication, January 26, 2006)    
 

These quotations show a relative isolation in the model and a lack of awareness 

by the faculty members of all the steps involved in the e-learning course production 

process.  Clearly, the faculty members indicate by their statements that they are a part of 

a larger, more complex process. 
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In the virtual assembly line model, the entire production process, starting with 

the course design tasks, was directed and coordinated by instructional designers who 

reported directly to college administrators.  These instructional self-proclaimed learning 

experts laid claim to the pedagogy and learning design that were traditionally in the 

faculty domain.  This profession sees itself as the owner of the learning domain, and 

professes to do a superior job at creating learning by following its design processes, than 

that of faculty.  A standard textbook for the field of educational technology, the discipline 

that produces most instructional designers, related the following assertion: 

 
Perhaps the most important job on your team is that of instructional 
designer.  This is the person (or persons) responsible for researching, 
designing, and developing the instructional product (Litchfield & Keller, 
2002, p. 175) 
 

This statement clearly puts the instructional designer at the center of the 

production processes and asserts the domain over the learning—which is reconstructed as 

a product. 

In terms of power, meaning the ability to mobilize information, resources, and 

support (Kanter, 1997), the instructional designer welded much more power than that of 

the full-time faculty.  In terms of the professional power, meaning the control over who 

does the work, the how the work is completed, and who sets the working conditions 

Brint, 1994; Krause, 1996), the instructional designer claimed greater power. First, the 

instructional designer controlled the e-learning course budget process, including making 

determinations over how much would be paid to a part-time or full-time faculty member 

who acted as a developer or subject matter expert.  Second, the instructional designer 
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controlled the speed of the virtual assembly line conveyor belt.  It was the 

instructional designer who set the production schedule of when and how quickly e-

learning courses would be developed.  The instructional designer also determined where 

a course would be placed in the production queue to be digitized and uploaded to the 

internet.  Third, the instructional designer had considerable influence over the types of 

multimedia and technologies that would be invested in the course production process.  

Whether a course had animated graphics, Flash objects, or virtual simulations depended 

on the decision-making of the instructional designer.  Finally, the instructional designer 

was housed in a separate department and organizational silo from that of the faculty.  

While both the faculty and the instructional designer reported to the same college vice-

president, the instructional designer was a direct report to the vice-president—going 

around any barriers to the production process that might be imposed by faculty. 

 The role of the full-time faculty as the center of the production process shifted to 

a more hierarchical structure where the instructional designer became the project 

manager for the production of the e-learning course, and the full-time faculty had varying 

degrees of participation from the content creator and subject matter expert, to the 

ceremonial faculty (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) who granted approval that was then sent to 

the instructional designer for actual approval. And while domain disputes would arise on 

occasion, the instructional designers maintained control.  The full-time faculty, under the 

coordinating control of the instructional designers, became members of a virtual 

assembly team based on instructional design templates in order to accomplish the 

necessary tasks of course design. Over time, the instructional designer provided 
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standardized design templates that were reviewed and “approved” by full-time faculty 

members.  One faculty member noted: 

 
There was also a standard format regarding how to put the lesson together.  
The lesson was supposed to have an introductory piece.  It was supposed 
to have an instructional piece. It was supposed to have an assessment 
piece. It was supposed to have a summary piece to it.  So when I wrote out 
the lessons, I followed the four part guideline and what each section of the 
lesson was supposed to have in it and wrote out an introductory part, an 
instructional part, and identified different assignments and did the 
summary part.  I always had trouble with the sequencing of the four parts, 
thinking that the summary part should go before the assessment part, but I 
was told that that was the standard format that Thunder Mountain classes 
have and I couldn’t change it although it’s nonsensical and stupid to me to 
have the summary after the assessment.  They should summarize what 
they have learned and then do the assessment and not vice versa. (personal 
communication, January 25, 2006)  
 
 
This quote shows the ceremonial approval process that full-time faculty 

participated in, even though the faculty expressed direct misgivings about the 

pedagogical approach to the course templates. 

In terms of personnel and tasks involved in the instructional design phase of the 

virtual assembly line model, I found, on average, one faculty member with two 

instructional designers, one or more part time faculty, and possibly an editor who 

reported to the instructional designers.  Moreover, the instructional designers also 

controlled the budget and resources to develop courses.  Full-time faculty members were 

required to utilize the virtual assembly line model in order to obtain load hours or release 

time to work on e-learning courses. As such, the course design process was not fully 

controlled by the full-time faculty—even though most the faculty members expressed a 



 191
point of view that they controlled all instructional design processes.   One faculty 

expressed this sense of control this way: 

 
I think that we have the full control that we need.  I haven’t heard of any 
other faculty members saying that there was some piece of it that they 
wanted to do that they couldn’t do.  I think that for the most part here at 
Thunder Mountain, the course delivery system and the course 
development system is pretty much driven by the faculty. (personal 
communication, January 26, 2006)  
 
 
The same perspective was expressed by another faculty member who stated: 

 
Well as a full-time faculty I think that I can have as much or as little 
control as I want.  Now I like a lot of control, so all of these other areas 
and individuals and departments have made it clear, especially 
Instructional Design, they will do as much or as little as the faculty wants.  
So, I’m very involved.  That might be different from other areas.  But, no, 
I feel I have complete control and if I want more I can have it, if I want 
less I can have that too.  And I’m learning to give up the control a little bit, 
by kind-of the change we are doing for our next revision.  Letting some 
other people handle it. (personal communication, January 30, 2006)   
 
 
These quotes present a view of control over the instructional design processes, but 

they are in direct conflict with the view of control when the improvement processes are 

related—which involve essentially the same tasks.  The control is more ceremonial than 

actual—more political than productive (Collins, 1979). 

The content production tasks were outsourced to subject matter experts (SMEs) 

who, in a majority of cases, came from the part-time faculty ranks.  While for ENG101, 

CMP101, and PSY101, the principal subject matter expert (SME) or “developer” was the 

full-time faculty—other SMEs were part-time faculty members.  The most common 

practice was to utilize part-time faculty as developers.  The number of years that a high 
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enrollment e-learning course existed had a greater bearing as to whether a full-time 

faculty had been used as a SME. The longer the course had been offered in an e-learning 

format, the greater the likelihood that a full-time faculty worked in some capacity on the 

course content creation. The longer the full-time faculty member had been at Thunder 

Mountain Community College also had an influence on whether the full-time faculty 

member had developed the course.  In the case of CMP101, the full-time faculty had not 

developed the course, and in the case of ENG101, the course had been previously created 

by another full-time faculty member—and was undergoing a significant revision by the 

faculty member at the time of this study. 

In the flow of this virtual assembly line, the subject matter is very narrowly 

defined as easily recognizable content such as lessons or materials.  Since the content was 

narrowly defined, the role of full-time faculty as the SME was also minimized.  In the 

case of ENG101, for example, I found a team of experts that was utilized:  One full-time 

faculty, three part-time faculty members, and an editor.  The instructional designer, who 

directed the construction of ENG101, assigned one SME for lessons, another for quizzes 

and assignments, and yet another for exams in consultation with the faculty member.  

As I inquired about the SMEs used to create content, I found variation in terms of 

academic and vocational credentials.  Many of the vocational SMEs did not have 

traditional academic credentials; rather, they gained their expertise through practical 

work experience in the field.  This would reflect many vocational courses in all 

community colleges.  Part-time faculty members who served as SMEs for academic 

courses had the academic credentials required to teach the courses. Two full-time faculty 

explained their role working with the SMEs: 
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Well, the course is entirely written, the content of it, including all the 
lessons all the assignments, by one person--at least courses that I have 
either developed or supervised the development of, it’s been one person. I 
didn’t really contribute any content, I just simply reviewed it. (personal 
communication, January 25, 2006)   
 
(The part-time faculty) and I did the lesson by lesson overview with the 
help of our adjunct faculty team.  We decided what content we wanted. 
We identified learning objects that we would like created or video clips we 
would like included or PowerPoints that we would like included and the 
design area really put it all together. So content and ideas came from the 
faculty side and then making it happen came from the instructional design 
side. (personal communication, January 30, 2006)  
 
 
These examples quoted by the faculty members show how the content tasks can 

be outsourced to lower cost labor, and how the faculty role becomes ceremonial in nature 

(Meyer & Rowan, 1977) as the full-time faculty member blesses or legitimizes the course 

content. 

Because of the discrete and disaggregated approach of the virtual assembly line 

model, the production of content was considered “work for hire.”  While the full-time 

faculty had varied levels of awareness of their intellectual property rights—because of 

their participation in virtual assembly line production, they gave up their intellectual 

property rights as if they were part-time faculty.  All developers were required to sign a 

“copyright release” document that acknowledged that their products were work for hire, 

and gave all intellectual property rights to Thunder Mountain Community College. 

The faculty expressed an acceptance of the intellectual property rights structure—

attributing them to the college.  The matter-of-fact statements that follow by the full-time 

faculty members showed no ambiguity concerning who owned e-learning course content: 
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Thunder Mountain Community College owns the course—and the district.  By 
our contract, the course belongs to the college, or the district. (personal 
communication, January 30, 2006)   
 
Thunder Mountain owns it.  The course developer actually signs 
something when they write the course that says it will be Thunder 
Mountain’s course. We have paid them to develop the course.  That’s how 
that works. (personal communication, January 26, 2006)  
 

When asked if the faculty members ever felt the need to preserve their intellectual 

property rights, the answers were in the negative, expressing that it was not “an issue” 

(personal communication, January 26, 2006).  When asked if they knew of any potential 

intellectual property disputes that had occurred, two stories were shared with me.  The 

first was over the ability to use the course content at another institution.  The faculty 

member explained: 

 
The issue did come up in my mind. If I create something that is really 
unique, then I feel like it is just as much mine as it is the school’s.  I talked 
to the Dean about it to make sure it was O.K. to use the course someplace 
else--as long as I made minor modifications according legal services and 
the Dean, which I did. (personal communication, January 25, 2006)  
 

 The other story was that of a faculty member who had a dispute in the past: 

 
 I heard about one (dispute) but I believe it was a situation where a faculty 
member felt that they wanted payment for a course that had already been 
paid for and there was a dispute about it and I don’t know the outcome. 
(personal communication, January 30, 2006)  
 
 
In both stories, the faculty did not express a perception that they were the 

originators or owners of the intellectual property, rather, that the college had equal or 

greater claim to the rights. 
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When possible, the practice at Thunder Mountain Community College was to 

purchase course content off-the-shelf as course packs or online materials available from 

publishers and other e-learning providers.   This capital for labor substitution was utilized 

when there was a sufficiently commodified product available through publishers or other 

educational providers.  The stability of the course content was critical to maintain the 

standardized e-learning course. If needed, copyright librarians assisted in obtaining 

permissions and contacting owners and agents.   

It was during the course design process that I first discovered paradoxical 

professional domain conflicts between faculty members and the instructional designers.  

These domain disputes were paradoxical because the faculty simultaneously welcomed 

and resented the support and inputs of other staff members on the virtual assembly line. 

Because the resources and timelines for production were controlled by the instructional 

designer assigned to the e-learning course, conflicts over the “readiness” and 

“appropriateness” of the content were frequent areas of friction.  Editors that worked in 

the content sub-process in the virtual assembly line model had great discretion in shaping 

and determining the final “product” that emerged—at times to the frustration or relief of 

the faculty member. The difficulty and affinity for the content production tasks were 

identified by faculty members as the most important tasks that faculty members should be 

doing in the e-learning course process—yet many expressed the frustration of creating 

content—and saw this process as a very difficult task.  As a result, faculty expressed 

feelings of gratitude that they received assistance in performing routine or menial tasks 

such as editing text.  
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I would like to develop every course that we offer, but I don’t have the time 
because I’m busy managing all the courses…probably about six months 
ago, I started working with the instructional design team…and they gather 
the developer and the faculty, and work on a course outline, and develop 
the class from scratch. (personal communication, January 26, 2006)  
 
I revised 101 by myself..and realized that I can’t do that—it just killed me.  
So we are now identifying specialists..and then maybe have the 
subspecialisits fill in the content…Faculty (create) the content, the 
assessments; anything having to do with the instructional side—making 
sure that the competencies are met.  All of that stuff, it is all faculty 
driven.  That is why I’m glad the design department is there, e-learning 
production is there, the technical folks are there.  The mechanics I can 
give up.  No problem…I can hand it off, the menial things, absolutely. I 
don’t have to do any of that. (personal communication, January 30, 2006)  
 
 
These quotes from virtual assembly line faculty show a contrast to craft model 

faculty where content creation was identified by faculty members as being fundamentally 

necessary, at Thunder Mountain Community College, it was performed by instructional 

designers, editors, or part-time faculty members contracted to create the content. 

 Non-faculty support professionals and staff performed the course development 

tasks, the digitization and placement of course content and media that could be viewed 

and interacted with on the internet.  These support professionals and staff belonged to an 

organizational structure named E-Learning Production.  This structure resided in a 

hierarchy that was separate from any faculty supervision, and was characterized by three 

sub-processes:  content, assessment, and deployment.  The content specialists were 

organized into small teams of one to three specialists led by web designers who created 

the html, xml, or other code needed to place the materials on the internet.  Graphic 

designers created specialized media, graphics, and interactive web pages using 

sophisticated graphics programs including Flash for the e-learning courses.  



 197
Starting with the content in the course development process, the prevailing 

assumption and imperative at Thunder Mountain Community College was to produce 

courses with a Master Course—Cloned Sections3 template.  One master course was 

created that was standardized to the highest degree possible.  Courses across disciplines 

and departments also relied on a common course template.  Once a master course was 

created, sections of the course were replicated as clones of the master course.  When 

possible, the clone courses would be “pointed” to the master course in order to reduce 

duplication of efforts and increase efficiency. Also, changes made in the content of the 

master course were automatically incorporated into cloned sections that were “pointing” 

to it within the CMS. 

Assessment technology specialists led the sub-process to make full use of the 

online assessment and grading tools.  These assessment technology specialists would 

import tests quizzes into the assessment database, organize them into assignments and 

test banks and assure that these assessments could then be duplicated into other cloned 

sections.  When possible, the grading of assessments at Thunder Mountain, like the 

content, was off the shelf, “turn-key,” or from pre-created test banks and quizzes that 

could be graded by the grading tool software. Editors and proof-readers were contracted 

to catch textual errors. At Thunder Mountain Community College it took a minimum of 

18 people to design, build the content, and develop the course to this point in the virtual 

assembly line model.  The shortest tenured faculty summarized the course development 

process in these words: 

                                                 
3 “Master Course—Cloned Sections” is my term for a similar phrase frequently repeated by all the faculty 
and e-learning personnel at Thunder Mountain Community College.  Because the actual phrase appears in 
publication, a change was necessitated to preserve anonymity. 
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A whole team of people works on creating the class and creating the files.  
We use a site where developers upload all of their files to Instructional 
Design, and the Instructional Design Team works with the E-Learning 
Production and Development and Web Development Team to actually 
transfer those files, put them into html format and put those up on the web. 
It’s an automated process that new sections are linked to a particular 
version in the course in the course management system.  So when we 
create a new section, we have to make sure we double-check with a whole 
team of people.  You know it’s an entire department of--I think I said 
twenty people; it’s actually probably closer to thirty—thirty people. 
(personal communication, January 26, 2006)  
 

This quotation shows the acceptance of the virtual assembly line model and the 

faculty member’s marginalize place within that model. There was no indication of other 

models of production—just the model at the college. 

When the longest tenured faculty were asked about how the development tasks 

were accomplished their answers were much more abbreviated in contrast to the shorter 

tenured faculty:  “E-learning Production” (personal communication, January 25, 2006), 

and “The production area has a very standard procedure for getting the courses from the 

design phase into the course management system” (personal communication, January 30, 

2006). 

 Course delivery, meaning the transmission of the e-learning course through the 

internet, involved the interaction of E-Learning Production and the Information 

Technology (IT) departments.  The IT department would maintain the CMS servers and 

software needed for students to login and authorize their access to the course content, 

lessons, assessments, etc.  In the deployment sub-process E-Learning Production would 

place those course components on the servers and assure that all master and clone courses 

including content and assessments integrated into the CMS.  Full-time faculty were not 
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involved in this process and did not have direct access to the either the course content 

or assessments once the e-learning course was deployed.  Highly specialized IT teams 

and “helpdesks” assisted students with technology and troubleshooting or content 

questions and complaints.  Some aspects of technology assistance and tutoring were 

outsourced to external providers to assure a “24/7” availability to students, while others 

were available at traditional tutoring or learning centers. 

Course grading that was not sufficiently objective in nature to be computer graded 

was performed by part-time faculty members or course graders who followed 

standardized grading criteria or “rubrics” to ensure consistency.   The subjective grading 

tasks in the virtual assembly line model found at Thunder Mountain were carried out by 

many part-time faculty members with one full-time faculty assigned to a course section, 

in the case of ENG101 and CMP101.  Not only part-time faculty in PSY101 performed 

the grading tasks at Thunder Mountain Community College, other managed professionals 

assisted in the grading and assessment process by providing testing, proctoring and other 

services at testing centers or through the E-Learning Support office. The faculty at 

Thunder Mountain were consistent in their descriptions of utilizing objective and 

subjective grading practices—that were standardized for grading consistency and to 

mitigate variations by the part-time faculty: 

 
Well we have a set of assessments that are auto-graded. And then we have 
a set of subjective assessments…we use rubrics, and we are working on 
rubrics to make sure that the rubrics are appropriate. We will be 
conducting some more training on using the rubrics, but the rubrics are 
built into our delivery system. (personal communication, January 30 2006)    
 
Assessments that are quizzes, multiple-choice, true-false, the objective 
type stuff—are auto-graded by the system.  So when we develop a quiz, 
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we try to use the textbook publisher’s test bank for exams.  We enter the key 
into the online assessment software, and the system automatically grades it 
and gives immediate feedback to the students—which is nice.  And the 
feedback is detailed to where it tells them which ones they missed and 
what the correct answer was so they can immediately see on their quizzes 
what their score was and which questions they actually missed.  The same 
for the objective part of the final exams.  The assessments that are 
subjective essay or short answer—we have a grading matrix or rubric that 
basically splits it up into completeness, knowledge and application, or 
writing skills.  We actually have the course developer create sample 
(answers so) the instructor knows what it is supposed to look like. So that 
is how they are assessed and graded pretty consistently across all 
instructors.  And the feedback is given to the students through the online 
course delivery system. (personal communication, January 26, 2006)    
 
 
These quotes demonstrate the standardized nature of the virtual assembly line 

course in order for part-time faculty to perform the unbundled grading tasks in a more 

efficient manner.  They also demonstrate the only evidence in this study of capital for 

labor substitutions.  The auto-graded assessments represent a capital for labor 

substitution, but still required the use of part-time labor to manage the task. 

On the virtual assembly line, communicating, motivating, and interaction tasks 

were done largely by part-time faculty in conjunction with helpdesks that perform triage 

to retain students.  While the notion exists of the faculty as a guide on the side, facilitator, 

consultant or fellow learner, in the virtual assembly line model, there was a much more 

mechanized set of standards and deadlines for grading, communicating, and interacting 

with students.  Policies and procedures concerning the type, extent, and mode of 

communications to students were prescribed with variations by academic discipline.  At 

Thunder Mountain Community College, CMP courses had the highest expectation for a 

short turnaround time on communication and grading assignments, followed by ENG and 

then PSY e-learning courses. The prescribed standards for a faculty member’s 
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performance were assured through electronic monitoring and surveillance through the 

CMS.    When a part-time faculty was not in compliance with the turnaround time, an 

electronic message was automatically generated to the full-time faculty manager. 

 
The (interaction) standard in the my department and for myself and all of 
my adjunct faculty is at least within three days, although we strive for 
within twenty-four to forty-eight hours.  The system actually monitors that 
because we have alerts that are set up that are sent to the full-time faculty 
when an assessment has not been graded.  And we set the thresholds for 
that. As soon as a student takes an assignment the instructor is notified 
immediately that they have an assessment to be graded.  If it is not graded 
by day four which is a day past the three-day minimum, they get an alert 
that says the assessment is waiting to be graded, and then I also get an 
alert that it has been waiting to be graded.  I also get another one at day 
seven if it happens to go that long.  My job is to check in with that 
instructor if I get those alerts and to see what’s going on, or is something 
wrong?  Do they need assistance? Were they just busy? Did they go on 
vacation and forget to tell me? (personal communication, January 26, 
2006)  
 
The expected response time is on emails, they should respond back within 
a day; on the grading of assignments within three or four days.  I have 
gone in and checked different instructor’s mailboxes—and their 
communications with students… I monitor the adjunct faculty and their 
communications with students.  I don’t know if anyone monitors me. 
(personal communication, January 25, 2006)  
 
 
These statements indicate monitoring and surveillance of the part-time faculty 

members.  Fundamentally, the virtual conveyor-belt has been speeded up and is 

monitored.  The virtual classroom is far more transparent than the traditional one. 

 A stratified structure handled any issues or problems arising. Problems that fell 

out of the norm were handled by part-time faculty selected as “leads” in large enrollment 

e-learning courses that has a number of sections.  A lead’s role had varying tasks from 

handling student complaints about the course content or other part-time instructors—
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which included monitoring the performance of other part-time faculty, finding typos 

and other errors in course content or assessments, or making suggestions for course 

updates to the Instructional Designers.  All three disciplines, CPM, ENG, and PSY 

employed lead faculty.  These lead part-time faculty members would then report any 

issues that they could not handle to an Instructional Designer who managed the e-

learning course, or the designated full-time faculty that had responsibility for those 

courses.    In all cases reported, the lead faculty member was part-time, often paid under 

through the Instructional Design budget, and worked on an “as needed” basis.  The lead 

faculty member had relatively little autonomy or control over the work or the processes 

involved.  Rather than being compared to a foreman, master, or contractor, they served as 

a semi-permanent worker depending on the work available.  The lead performed tasks as 

required, much like an outsourced, temporary worker. Being a lead faculty had no 

relation to a tenure track career pathway like that found with teaching or research 

assistants at a university.  With student complaints being a type of unpleasant experience 

that full-time faculty would prefer to avoid, the lead faculty performed “dirty work” 

(Hughes, 1994), but was not afforded the control of the work, or access to full 

membership in the profession. One faculty described the tasks and rationale for leads: 

 
I have established lead faculty members in 101 and in 102. They will be 
kind of monitoring and encouraging faculty to really be responsive… 
They are going to monitor the shared website, and they will monitor the 
communication, and they will do more specific training if we have a 
faculty member who needs more training than that initial two hour training 
that the helpdesk conducts…They have a whole list of things, but it is 
almost like they are the team leader…Why do you think I set up the leads? 
Student complaints?  Here.  Let’s go to the leads first.  Sure. (personal 
communication, January 30, 2006)  
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This quotation demonstrates the further stratification of labor and the parsing of 

unpleasant tasks.  The dirty work was avoided, but did not lead to further professional 

status for the part-time faculty.  It did add some stability and an implicit agreement for a 

part-time lead to continue their employment beyond a single semester, but had no 

promise of full-time employment for the future. 

Issues that had to do with student counseling and student advising were directed 

to the offices and personnel devoted to counseling and advising in different college 

departments. E-learning course interaction was accomplished primarily through the part-

time faculty, with assistance from other college personnel. 

 At Thunder Mountain Community College, course improvement was directed and 

managed through the Instructional Design Team.  Like the course content process, the 

Instructional Design Team had control over the financial, technical, and human resource 

planning needed, thus improvements and changes in e-learning courses could not be 

carried out without the involvement of the Instructional Design Team and E-Learning 

Production departments.  The instructional designer managing the course would work 

with a full-time faculty member, in most cases, to select a developer or subject matter 

expert. This team would review student and part-time faculty feedback on the e-learning 

courses usability, effectiveness, and student satisfaction.  In stark contrast to the craft and 

collegial models, improvements were not done on an ongoing basis, with exception for 

minor typos or computer graded errors, and it could not be carried out by a single faculty 

member or group of faculty members.  In the virtual assembly line model, course 

improvement was characterized by a staged, discrete, and highly planned sequence of 
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tasks, rather than on ongoing process. Because of the standardized master-clone 

template and the rolling starts offered by Thunder Mountain, any changes affected many 

e-learning sections.  The result of this highly standardized format was a course 

improvement process characterized by stages and versions instead of ongoing and 

incremental improvements and innovations.   One full-time faculty explained: 

 
If adjunct faculty says, “I don’t agree with this in a lesson” or whatever, it 
comes to me, and I look at it. If it is a minor change just like to the 
content, it is made just-in-time as soon as we need it to be changed.  If it is 
a change to a published assessment or a grade-book item or something 
major, it may have to wait until the next section is created because some 
of the things that are created…cannot be changed for students who are 
already enrolled…You have to close down that section, open a new one; 
change it for that so all those students have the right information. 
(personal communication, January 26, 2006)  

 
 
 This passage shows the lack of power for the faculty to make changes.  Instead of 

a relatively instantaneous process as was described in the craft and collegial models, this 

description shows the bureaucratic and complex nature that was controlled by individuals 

other than the faculty member. 

The improvement process was also an area of friction between the few full-time 

faculty members and the rest of the virtual assembly line.  Faculty, although aware of the 

nature of the e-learning course production model, expressed dissatisfaction or a type of 

resignation about the ability to make ongoing improvements. The following lines express 

this sense of powerlessness and frustration: 

 
It would be much better if I wanted to modify a course that I could do so 
in a quick and simple fashion, as opposed to having to give any 
modifications in a course to Instructional Design and E-Learning 
Production and have to wait three or four months for them to get around to 
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doing it and putting it into the course. In fact, this last semester I was doing a 
class at another school where I could enter and modify whenever I wanted 
to any aspect of the course online. I had complete control over it. (personal 
communication, January 25, 2006)  
 
 
In the virtual assembly line model at Thunder Mountain, the role of full-time 

faculty was highly unbundled.  The faculty role was not central to the creation, 

production, and delivery of e-learning courses, and was increasingly pushed to the 

periphery.  Other personnel were involved in each stage of the creation, production, and 

delivery processes, most of them not full-time faculty.   Full-time faculty members were 

involved during the starting and stopping points in the production process--they would 

often start the project and be shown the final course product for their approval.   

This unbundling of the faculty role caused the full-time faculty to concentrate on 

the abstract and very academic tasks that they enjoy the most, leaving the “dirty-work”  

(Hughes, 1994) to others.  According to one faculty, there were e-learning courses in 

CMP and other disciplines where all tasks and processes to create, develop, and deliver 

an e-learning course were performed without anything but cursory, ceremonial (Meyer & 

Rowan, 1977) input from a full-time faculty member.    

The faculty described their roles in these general terms: 

 
So the essential pieces are selecting the textbook and the developer, but 
then also staying involved somewhat throughout the process just to make 
sure you get the class that you intended to get.  I’m responsible for making 
sure the competencies are taught.  So I have to make sure that as we sit in 
the review meetings that all the lessons do lead into the course 
competencies things like that. (personal communication, January 26, 
2006)  
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I do course development and supervise teachers and do research on the further 
development of the courses, and I don’t read any student essays 
anymore…at least not right now. (personal communication, January 25, 
2006)  
 
 (E-learning is) enabling me to have my job here. I feel that that is 90% of 
my responsibility is just to develop e-learning opportunities…That is a 
huge push and goal… My job here is to develop online courses and 
programs. (personal communication, January 30, 2006)  
 
 
These excerpts demonstrate the political (Collins, 1979) and ceremonial role 

(Meyer & Rowan, 1977) of the full-time in the virtual assembly line model.  Drawing on 

Meyer and Rowan’s description of myth and ceremony in organizations, I observed this 

gap between the unbundling of the faculty role and the attempt to maintain and promote 

the myth of bundling or wholeness.  In the virtual assembly line model, a full-time faculty 

must grant approval of the courses—whether the faculty member was involved in the 

production process or not, whether she or he has academic credentials in the subject area 

or not, and whether the course is of quality or not.  With less than thirty full-time faculty 

and over four hundred e-learning courses at Thunder Mountain Community College, the 

ceremonial role of the full-time faculty member has value in its “ritual significance” 

(Meyer & Rowan) in that it helps to keep up appearances and it validates the production 

model as being legitimate.  This unbundling was reinforced by administrators who 

reportedly asked the full-time faculty what the best use of faculty time and expertise 

should be since a full-time, tenured faculty was an easily recognized expense.  

The monotonous but necessary tasks such as grading, assessing student work, 

providing communication and interaction with students were done by the much less 

expensive part-timers who worked on a contingent and semester-based basis.  The part-
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time faculty members were the most marginalized in a virtual assembly line model.  

Except for those few part-time faculty that acted as SMEs or course leads, they had little 

to no ability to change or adapt a course beyond feedback they volunteered.  The result 

was a de facto loss of academic freedom and loss of control over other associated 

teaching and learning processes for which the faculty has traditionally held control and 

responsibility.  One faculty member described it concisely: 

 
The instructors do not personally interact with students in a synchronous 
fashion.  Students themselves do not interact with each other at all, 
although we’re trying to change that. There is not much of anything like 
classroom discussions facilitated by teachers.  And teachers, since the 
course has already been written for them, and the assignments have been 
created, and the grading criteria have been created, do not have anywhere 
near the autonomy and self-determination for the content of the course as 
say in an in-person class. (personal communication, January 25, 2006)  
 

These lines show a loss of professional power and status that is recognized by the 

faculty member who has been unbundled and no longer performs all the traditional 

faculty tasks. 

The virtual assembly line model was marked by large numbers of part-time 

faculty and managed professionals with an inverse ratio of full-time faculty.  The result 

was a very complex organizational structure that was highly specialized and bureaucratic 

in nature.  Because of the complexity and the limits on faculty numbers, research and 

development for improvement of courses was controlled by non-faculty team members 

such as the instructional and web designers.  These managed professionals acted as 

intermediaries between faculty and part-time faculty members in contrast to the collegial 

model for e-learning course production.  These technicians and staff worked to assure 
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their institutionalization and existence by claiming control and domain over the 

virtual assembly line production processes and tasks that were unbundled from the 

faculty role.  Disputes over domain existed throughout the virtual assembly line model, 

but were most apparent in professional domains that already had a clear history of 

professional closure and control such as advising and technology. The faculty related: 

 
There are (individuals) who are constantly trying to come up with rules 
and procedures for how to do everything…in the interest of 
standardization…everything...It seems almost everything. (personal 
communication, January 25, 2006)  

 
I think advising would like more control--especially with the course 
substitutions and equivalencies.  I think they would like to say yes to 
everything.  I think they think the faculty, at least me in particular, are too 
strict.  I know that technology would like to have more control.  Not over 
the course itself but the way that it is delivered.  Because some of the 
things that the faculty think are very important doesn’t seem to be as 
important to technology. (personal communication, January 30, 2006)  
 

The faculty quotes show inherent jurisdictional disputes and conflicts that come 

with the virtual assembly line. They also demonstrate the movement toward the 

commodification and standardization of the e-learning course as a product. 

The virtual assembly line model that I examined at Thunder Mountain 

Community College produced a cloned course—a common survey course with purposely 

minimized variations.  There was extreme standardization in as many aspects of the e-

learning course as possible to fit the production process and to assure little variation—

even in the hands of a part-time faculty.  Differences in a section of a course did not vary 

by lessons, assignments, quizzes, exams, etc.  The only minimal differences I found were 

in terms of the faculty interaction with students in communication, tutoring, and 
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mediation.  The Instructional Design Team and E-Learning production departments 

referred to the finished course as a “product.”   The cloned course reflected a process 

where this end product was commodified.  The product became the intellectual property 

that was owned by Thunder Mountain Community College, not by the course creators.   

The teaching and learning process, except to the extent that the faculty and 

students had created a meaningful social relationship or sense of virtual community--

became a type of transaction.  The faculty role became highly unbundled, marginalizing 

the faculty, and transforming the type of expertise that was expected and needed.  One 

faculty commented that when teaching courses online, it was more like being a “cog” 

than a teacher or leader: 

 
It severely diminishes and retards the sense of being an active, personal 
teacher who engages with students. There is less of a sense of leadership; 
there is more of a sense of feeling like part of a cog in a wheel.  Things get 
more repetitious with all of the procedures; there is less spontaneity and 
the continuing growth and development of a course…I think overall you 
don’t feel as much like a teacher anymore and more like somebody who 
grades and evaluates essays or assignments, and somebody who fits into a 
bigger scheme of things.  Yes.  That sense of individuality or that sense of 
educational leadership diminishes. (personal communication, January 25, 
2006) 
  

This passage, while demonstrating a clear sense of anomie, also conveys the 

ceremonial and ritualistic nature of the full-time faculty in the virtual assembly line 

model.  

A summary of the craft, collegial, and virtual assembly line models of e-learning 

course production can be found in Table 4.1.   I found exclusively craft production at 

Misty Mountain Community College.  I discovered craft and a strong collegial 
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production at Marble Mountain Community College.   At Thunder Mountain 

Community College, I encountered virtual assembly line production.  Table 4.1 indicates 

which unbundled faculty tasks were performed by whom, and it also indicates the labor 

for labor substitutions that enabled the unbundling if present. 
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Table 4.1 
Production Models for E-learning Courses 

Faculty Function Craft Collegial Virtual  
Assembly -Line 

Design 
The selection of 
teaching and learning 
pedagogies, strategies, 
and methods 

Single faculty 
member 
 

Small faculty 
group 
 

Instructional Design Team 
Instructional Designers 
 

Content 
The curriculum or 
subject matter including 
objectives and expected 
learning outcomes 

Single faculty 
member 
 

Small faculty 
group 
 

(SME) Subject Matter Expert 
Developers 
Leads 

Development 
The creation and 
placement of materials 
to be viewed digitally on 
the Internet 

Single faculty 
member 
 

Small faculty 
group 
Web Designers 
Instructional 
technologists 

Course Production Team 
Graphic Designers 
Web Designers  
Web Programmers 
Assessment Specialists 
Editors 
Proofreaders 

Delivery 
The transmission of the 
developed course to 
students 

Single faculty 
member 
CMS or 
Outside CMS 

Small faculty 
group 
CMS 

Course Production Team 
CMS 

Grading 
The evaluation and 
feedback of student 
assessments (quizzes, 
papers, exams, 
portfolios, etc.) 

Single faculty 
member 
 

Single faculty 
member* and 
Small faculty 
group 
 
 

Part-time Faculty 

Interaction 
The communication, 
mediation, and 
motivation with students 

Single faculty 
member 
Rapid 
response 

Single faculty 
member* and 
Small faculty 
group 
Rapid response 

Part-time Faculty 
Helpdesk Triage 
Outsourced Tutoring 
Prescribed response standards 
with monitoring 

Improvement 
The change process to 
improve course 
effectiveness including 
its documentation 

Single faculty 
member 
Ongoing 
Improvements 

Small faculty 
group  
Ongoing 
Improvements 

Instructional Design Team 
SMEs 
Developers 
Leads 
Periodic Improvements 

Advising 
Answering curricular, 
programmatic, college, 
and other questions from 
students 

Single faculty 
member 
 

Single faculty 
member 
 

Part-time Faculty 
Leads 
Advisement Assisted 

Level of Bundling 
 

High High to 
Moderate 

Low 

Type of Course Handcrafted 
(my course) 

Common 
(our course) 

Cloned 
(institutional product) 

*In some cases, a part-time faculty member performed this function. 
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Rebundling of the Faculty Role 

 Throughout my examination of the levels and extent to which the unbundling of 

the faculty role was occurring in e-learning courses at the three community colleges, I 

also discovered a counter-current or counter-trend.  At Marble Mountain Community 

College and at Thunder Mountain Community College, I found evidences of the 

rebundling of the faculty role in the e-learning production process.  Instead of greater 

division of labor and standardization that lowered the technical skills that the faculty 

needed, faculty members at both colleges became e-learning generalists who would 

perform the production functions that other personnel had been designated to perform.  

As such, the e-learning faculty did the tasks of the specialists and reestablished their 

domain over the function—and rebundled their role.  The tasks that were more likely to 

be rebundled by the faculty appeared to be driven by two general forces.  The first force 

reintegrated the e-learning tasks that were closely associated with the professional 

identity and “essential role” expressed the faculty members—namely, the course design, 

content creation, and improvement processes.  The second force was the faculty 

perception of student desires and needs that were regularly manifested during the 

advising, interaction, and grading processes of their e-learning course.  

Professed Professional Values 

 During the interviews I conducted, a consistent pattern and affinity emerged 

among the e-learning faculty members that expressed underlying professional values 

associated with the course design, content creation, development, and improvement 

processes—across all three study sites.  In essence, the e-learning faculty saw these 

functions as being “essential” that a faculty member should perform in the e-learning 



 213
course production process in all its phases.  A faculty at Misty Mountain Community 

College shared: 

 
It is the course content that is paramount.  Because we are the only ones 
that could know where it should be, how we think logically it should be 
set up…we have reasons for doing it. (personal communication, January 
31, 2006)   
 
 
A faculty member at Thunder Mountain Community College echoed the course 

design, and content creation functions: 

 
(The essential role of faculty is to do) the content, the assessments, 
anything having to do with the instructional side--making sure you know 
that the competencies are met.  All of that stuff, it is all faculty driven... I 
love the course design.  Part of it that is exciting; I love new things.  I love 
researching for the content. (personal communication, January 30, 2006)     
 
 
Another Thunder Mountain faculty noted the content creation and implicitly 

identified the course design processes as being essential for a faculty to do:  

 
The faculty member should be knowledgeable and stay knowledgeable of 
the content in the course. They should therefore read… A second thing 
would be to be familiar with developments in education and educational 
technology, and to try to incorporate new ideas; to be creative and a 
thinker, and to be a good writer. (personal communication, January 25, 
2006)  
 
 
Benjamin Stone, the “pioneer” e-learning faculty member at Marble Mountain 

Community College expressed a similar description of what he believed to be the 

essential role of the faculty in the production process steps.  In doing so, he compared the 

production model of the University of Phoenix to the production model at Thunder 

Mountain.  In his description, curriculum is more or less equivalent to content creation, 
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but he also mentions the ability to change and improve the course by affording 

professional autonomy to the faculty member: 

 
I think faculty should always be in charge of the curriculum—what is 
taught and how it is taught—but all the technical aspects of the course 
could be done by others…University of Phoenix is like Thunder 
Mountain. They produce the course and hire teachers to teach that course.  
I think Thunder Mountain pretty much does the same thing. It is easier that 
way. And they get taught what they want to be taught, but I’m not sure 
that is a college education. Part of being a college student is learning 
many, many different ideas-different ways and things are presented—it is 
not just learning material.  I think Thunder Mountain is losing some of 
that—and losing some of the intellectual integrity of college teaching.  I 
think they are depriving their students of many different ideas, opinions, 
and stuff that, to me, are part of a college education. Marble Mountain has 
not done that and I hope they never do.  They have allowed individuality 
in the online courses.  It takes more work because you have got a lot of 
different courses that have different curriculum in them.  They meet the 
same objectives, but get there in a little different way. (personal 
communication, April 12, 2006)  

 
 

Frank Pulido, at Marble Mountain, associated the essential role of the faculty in 

making course improvements with the course design, content, and development 

functions. In doing so, he also expressed his experiences with having part-time faculty 

perform these essential functions: 

 
I think the design and the content (are most essential for a faculty to 
perform).  We have had some adjuncts do some development for us—like 
a module—but like most of us, they don’t have the skills in creating these 
kinds of documents. If we handed it off, we end up having to fix it up a 
little bit. He left out steps, and some things were not as clear.  So for 
development—they can help us on as long as we get to review and hurt 
their feelings (laughs) because they do put time into it and it’s not quite 
right…I think the improvement should be done by the one that actually 
delivers the course—noting where there were problems issues, or even 
new ideas occasionally could be introduced by anyone. (personal 
communication, May 1, 2006) 
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 As demonstrated in the previous citations, I found that the e-learning faculty 

members at Thunder Mountain, who were at the most unbundled end of the continuum, 

did not mention the need for faculty to direct the improvement functions as explicitly as 

the faculty members at Misty Mountain and Marble Mountain, who were at the most 

bundled did.  The discussion in the previous craft model section of this chapter clearly 

demonstrated the high level of value that the Misty Mountain faculty placed on being 

able to control the improvement process and its relation to the faculty member’s 

professional identity and role.  The faculty at Marble Mountain expressed similar 

sentiments.  Lucinda Garrett described this professional value when relating a 

conversation she had with e-learning faculty at an undisclosed university: 

 
I went to a workshop at a university, and talking to the faculty there I 
asked, Can you change a course? “No.  We are not allowed.”  What do 
you mean you are not allowed to change the course?…How can you not 
be able to update it?  Otherwise you have to rely on someone else two 
years from now to find time to update it.  I just don’t understand 
that….every semester there are new things that you want to add a little 
blurb there—and yes, you could do it through a bulletin board.  I am 
guessing, and I could be wrong, at some colleges I know that they have to 
use the same discussion questions. And again, I know there is consistency 
in that and that is a good thing, but I think you have to have a little bit of 
flexibility within these constraints—you know? (personal communication, 
February 3, 2006)  
 
 

 This passage shows a clear association between the faculty professional identity 

and the ability to make course improvements at will. 

Even though Thunder Mountain did not clearly or consistently identify the 

improvement process as being an essential faculty function, when I asked about functions 

that they should have more control over, improvement emerged.  Referring to reviewing 
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courses, which implicitly includes the improvement functions, one Thunder Mountain 

faculty stated: 

 
I think we need to get more of a method or procedure down for how we 
review courses and when…We need to move onto other courses that 
haven’t been revised in a long time. (personal communication, January 30, 
2006)      
 
 

 Another Thunder Mountain faculty contrasted the lack of professional autonomy 

over the improvement function with what could be done while teaching online at a 

different university.  The faculty referred to improvement as “modifying” a course: 

 
It would be much better if I wanted to modify a course that I could do so 
in a quick and simple fashion, as opposed to having to give course 
modifications in a course to E-Learning Production and have to wait three 
or four months for them to get around to doing it and putting it into the 
course. In fact, this last semester I was doing it at another school where I 
could enter and modify whenever I wanted to any aspect of the course 
online. I had complete control over it… I liked that much better. I liked 
that much better. Yes. (personal communication, January 25, 2006)  

 

 The affirmation and repetition of the last sentence appears to express a greater 

level of satisfaction when able to exercise professional autonomy over the improvement 

function of an e-learning course.  While the Thunder Mountain faculty expressed an 

overall lower-level of their perception of control over the improvement process, it was 

clearly associated the professional role of the faculty.  The pattern was consistent except 

for one faculty member at Thunder Mountain who happened to be the newest and 

untenured faculty.  This faculty member did not report dissatisfaction with the 

improvement process, but reported that a manager had been hired to “assist (her) with 

several things” stating that: 
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Our classes are updated; it is pretty much a just-in-time revision.  Of 
course if we find an error or if an instruction is just not clear enough and 
students are going in the wrong direction, we make those changes 
immediately. The revisions, adjusted revisions, whether they come from a 
faculty—adjunct faculty member or student, come directly to me.   I 
review it to kind of make sure it needs to be done, and then I send it off to 
a manager in this department, and she works with E-Learning Production 
to make sure it gets changed. When she is told it is changed, she checks it 
and makes sure it is changed the way that we said we wanted it.  And then 
she emails me and the person who requested it to let them know that it was 
taken care of. So that process is actually pretty smooth. (personal 
communication, January 26, 2006)  

 

 This passage demonstrates a lower-level of professional control. This same 

faculty had also described the essential role of the faculty in e-learning courses as 

selecting a developer—meaning a part-time faculty and the textbook.  Course design, 

content, and development were mentioned as essential tasks the full-time faculty should 

perform. The essential tasks that a faculty performs were described in these terms: 

 
It is selecting the textbook, selecting the course developer to make sure 
that they are qualified to do the class; also reviewing at least the first 
several lessons. The way we have it set up now is after the developer and 
textbook is selected by me, we meet with Instructional Design to go over 
the course outline to see kind of how it is going to be mapped out.  Then 
we meet again after the first few lessons are written just to make sure 
everything is in line.  And then again when the class is just about finished 
to discuss exams and things like that. (personal communication, January 
26, 2006)  

   

 A lower level of satisfaction in influencing the improvement process was not 

mentioned, however design, content, and development were also omitted—indicating that 

the only contradictory faculty view was also the faculty member who was least 

experienced, not tenured, and utilized the unbundled process to the maximum degree.  
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The processes that other faculty saw as essential that faculty do at Thunder Mountain 

were not shared from the point of view of this faculty member which are attributable to 

the ability to influence the improvement process through the unbundled structure,  and by 

means of an additional manager assigned as a resource that other faculty did not have.  

Thunder Mountain faculty did not automatically identify the course improvement process 

as an essential function—but expressed dissatisfaction with their level of control over the 

process if they did not have unbundled structures created for this specific purpose.   

 I discovered in all three e-learning community college contexts that if the e-

learning faculty were able to rebundle their perceived faculty role associated with course 

design, content creation, development, and improvement, they did so.   The lesser the 

degree to which the faculty role was bundled, the less likely the faculty members were to 

mention the improvement process as being an essential function of a faculty member in e-

learning courses.  This behavior was influenced by the faculty members’ perceptions of 

their professional identity, duty, and role in the e-learning production functions.   

Faculty Perception of Student Demand 

The experiences that e-learning faculty members described with students tended 

to be very individualized in nature.  The faculty members’ recounted the students’ 

preferences and expectations that they, as the faculty member, rebundle their role—

especially in terms of the delivery, grading, interacting, and advising tasks that took place 

in the e-learning courses.  While the e-learning faculty at all three colleges did not 

associate these student related functions as closely to their professional role, they were 

consistent in describing the urgency of performing these tasks in order to satisfy students’ 
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desires and expectations.  These tasks were more associated with the notion of “dirty 

work” as described by Hughes (1994) and Abbott (1988). 

The e-learning faculty described serving as the first responders to student needs—

no matter what the task or function; as having to acquire new skills to respond to 

students; and as becoming a type of generalist to resolve many student issues—moving in 

a direction toward a rebundling of the faculty role rather than performing only the 

specialized and designated functions for faculty.   

I first discovered this aspect of rebundling as faculty described the most and least 

enjoyable aspects about doing e-learning courses.  Grading seemed to be the least 

enjoyable.  A Misty Mountain Community College faculty summed up the view of many 

faculty stating: 

 
The downside for me would have to be the grading, you ask any teacher, 
“What’s the hardest part about teaching?”—it is going to be the grading. It 
really is so much harder online…Most enjoyable is playing with the 
technology—finding some really neat stuff or finding a new program. 
(personal communication, January 31, 2006)  
 
 

 Frank Pulido, at Marble Mountain, saw the most enjoyable aspect as “flexibility” 

and the “least enjoyable is the actual grading” (personal communication, May 1, 2006).  

Likewise, Lucinda Garrett expressed “flexibility” as the most enjoyable aspect with 

“grading” and not “meet(ing) the students in person” as a “drawback” (personal 

communication, February 28, 2006).  

A Thunder Mountain faculty shared a similar reaction: 

 
The most enjoyable thing is being at my cabin with a computer on my lap, 
lying in bed teaching my class; having a cup of coffee right there, teaching 
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my class.  That is just fantastic.  (Laughs)  The least enjoyable is being at my 
cabin on a Saturday night teaching my class.  It is kind of a blessing and a 
curse at the same time-- that it is very difficult to get away from it. 
(personal communication, January 30, 2006)    
 
 

 Another Thunder Mountain faculty linked the grading to the need to rebundle in 

order to respond to student questions and to increase the learning: 

 
The most enjoyable part is actually working together with faculty in the 
development and creation of new features or ideas or themes in the 
courses, and researching those ideas or themes. The least enjoyable part of 
the course is monotonously reading over and over again answers to the 
same blasted questions coming from students. And in particular, it is 
having to read essays that are so poorly written that you end up trying to 
correct for grammar, and punctuation, and spelling. (personal 
communication, January 25, 2006)   
 
 

 These passages and quotations from faculty members show evidence of grading 

as a task that was perceived as important to students, but a less enjoyable, routine and 

monotonous task on the part of faculty. 

Closely related to the rebundling that occurs during the grading was that of 

technology assistance in the delivery functions of an e-learning course.  In the same way 

the faculty expressed grading as the least enjoyable of the tasks they performed, they also 

spoke of learning and performing that tasks of technology support.  At Marble Mountain, 

Lucinda Garrett noted that when students had technology issues with the delivery of the 

course: 

 
They usually come to me first, but there is a helpdesk available for 
that…If you don’t set some kind of (standard for response), students they 
expect you to answer.  And even with those postings—you get someone 
saying that you didn’t respond and you have five or ten emails from the 
same person.  I think that students forget that we are not on twenty-four 
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hours a day (laughs). There are times that I am on at midnight, and I will 
answer it. (personal communication, February 3, 2006)   

  

 Frank Pulido also went into very specific detail about the ways that he performed 

the technology and delivery tasks.  Note the number of additional tasks that have been 

rebundled to meet student needs and the perceived demand by students for the faculty 

member to do so:  

 
Most of the time they (students) don’t even know that we have a helpdesk.  
It is not very prominent anywhere to just contact them for help…It gets 
you involved in other areas that you were not really thinking about—
nothing to do with the course…You kind of learn some of these 
things…like pop-up blockers. Over time we learned, OK, you disable your 
popup blockers, and try to add those things into your course syllabus… 
But for example—if they can’t create their username, they won’t be able 
to log into the course—so then you try to troubleshoot it—“Well, make 
sure you’re using lower case, and I go through all the different rules.  And 
if it still doesn’t work, then there might be something wrong in SIS, it 
might be something wrong with the server.” So I help them call 
registration and make sure they have their pin number correctly because 
they need to know that to enter, and to make sure it’s correct and if that 
doesn’t work I usually forward a message to the helpdesk—I don’t send a 
student over there alone (laughs). (personal communication, May 1, 2006) 
 
 
At Misty Mountain, the feeling was the same, as evidence by the mentioned Coke 

Machine simile that was shared in the craft model section of this chapter: 

 
I am like the Coke machine for the students.  If something goes wrong, 
they are going to want to smack me first. (personal communication, 
February 23, 2006)  
 

  
 The faculty statements that I have cited concerning technology and delivery 

support indicate their perception of the student needs and demands that occur in the e-

learning course in spite of the production model utilized. 
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Thunder Mountain Community College had an extensive and highly complex 

helpdesk system.  The faculty in every instance spoke of referring delivery and 

technology needs to the correct helpdesk.  As such, I did not find evidences of rebundling 

of the faculty role for the delivery function at Thunder Mountain.  It was, however, 

perceived as something that students desired that the faculty members perform in their e-

learning courses—and there was evidence of faculty resistance even with the helpdesk 

support structure.  A faculty member stated: 

 
I know that technology would like to have more control.  Not over the 
course itself but the way that it is delivered.  Because some of the things 
that the faculty think are very important doesn’t seem to be as important to 
technology. (personal communication, January 30, 2006)      

 

 This quote shows that even when there are specialists and systems in place to do 

the task for the faculty—the faculty member feels compelled to perform the task in order 

to meet student needs.  It shows a sense that the faculty member as a professional with 

special knowledge, perceives more needs and demands than the technicians are able to, as 

well as valuation of which tasks are more important than others. 

Beyond the grading and delivery tasks, a function that the faculty had rebundled 

across all three community colleges in the e-learning courses was advising.  While the 

faculty expressed their understanding of the role of an unbundled advisement function, 

they still perceived their students, especially in the e-learning context, to want the faculty 

member to give advice.  At Misty Mountain and Thunder Mountain, this tendency for 

students was explained as relating somewhat to the disciplines being taught.  For 
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example, a Thunder Mountain faculty shared that even the part-time faculty 

rebundling this role to a certain degree: 

 
All of my instructors will get into giving people personal advice too.  I 
think it has to do with the discipline…What does it all mean?  How do 
people work?  What is wrong and right with me? What should I do? Is 
there a God?  You know? All those deep, personal questions—What is 
wrong with my wife? How do I deal with my kids?  Or why do I hear 
voices in my head?--the existential issues of life. (personal 
communication, January 25, 2006)   

 

 Throughout the interviews, I discovered that the academic discipline did not 

matter—and that the advising role was rebundled in all courses and disciplines.  At 

Thunder Mountain, another faculty stated:  

 
(Students) will be sent over to the Advisors, and the Advisors can’t answer 
their detailed questions; then they will send the student to me to answer 
questions…the Advisors usually can’t answer those questions. (personal 
communication, January 26, 2006)  
 
 
At Marble Mountain, the same type of scenario was described by Lucinda Garrett 

and Frank Pulido:   

 
Although they can talk to any of us if it is for advising for their degrees, 
obviously we do that.  And I have done some of that online too—just 
answering questions and stuff. (personal communication, February 3, 
2006) 
 
A lot of students, even after they have been to the Advising center, they 
double-check.  “They told me to take this and this course”…so we double-
check it or give them other options that they can take in that area. 
(personal communication, May 1, 2006)  

 
 



 224
While the unbundling of the advisement function was adopted at community 

colleges over thirty years ago (Troutt, 1979), these previous quotations demonstrate that 

it was being performed consistently across disciplines and in all e-learning courses at the 

three community colleges in this study. 

When examining how the delivery, grading, interaction, and advisement functions 

were performed, I found that the e-learning faculty had consistently rebundled their 

faculty role—even though there were organizational structures and personnel available.  

The faculty acted as the first and key connection in responding to student needs.  In 

performing these rebundled tasks, the faculty acquired new skills and knowledge to 

respond to students, and served as generalists, rather than unbundled specialists.     

I found rebundling the faculty role in e-learning community college courses to be 

driven by the professed professional values associated with the design, content, 

development, and improvement processes.  I also encountered the faculty perception of 

student demand in the delivery, grading, interaction, and advisement as a force that was 

associated with the rebundling of the faculty role.  Table 4.2 details the tasks associated 

with the professional values and perception of student expectations by e-learning faculty. 
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Table 4.2 
E-learning Tasks Associated with Professional Values and Student Expectations 
 
Professional Values 

 
Perceived Student Expectations 

 
High Association 

 
High Association 

 
Design 
 
Content 

Development 

Improvement 

 
Advising 
 
Grading 

Delivery 

Interaction 

Lower Association Lower Association 
 
Advising 
 
Interaction 
 
Delivery 

Grading 

 
Improvement 

 
 
Rebundled E-learning courses 

 As I found the consistent rebundling of certain functions in e-learning courses, 

the antithetical question became important:  To what extent or at what level is the 

rebundling and restructuring of the faculty role occurring? The answer became apparent 

at Marble Mountain Community College.  The direction that unbundling of the faculty 

role had taken did not continue on to more unbundling or to what might be considered 

greater efficiencies. The opposite was true.  Over time, courses that were somewhat 

unbundled or that had a low level of unbundling moved in the direction of rebundling.    
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Frank Pulido talked of the rebundling over time as a natural and evolutionary 

path when he shared the outcomes of the collegial model: 

 
I think upfront—the design part is unbundled, and development, and 
content.  That is all unbundled.  At the end, we all have to agree and then 
take off from there…As time goes on, they refine it (the course) and 
change it to their style, their delivery, by what their expertise is. Maybe 
they don’t know so much about programming, so they will emphasize 
something else.  They still touch a program, but maybe not as deep as 
someone else… It is like a group consensus, and then you adopt that and 
you refine it as you go until it is your own. Again, if they have a test that 
they can edit it, change questions, whatever.  But the first semester they 
use the questions we give them.  And as they go through, they refine them; 
take out questions they don’t think are appropriate or fair or whatever. 
(personal communication, May 1, 2006)   
 

Suzanne Bailey had emphasized again and again that “Everyone teaches the 

competencies differently” (personal communication, May 31, 2006).  “Differently,” it 

seems, also meant rebundled.  Benjamin Stone, the first faculty to work on ENG102 and 

then with ENG101 then shared a key insight—that while ENG101 still existed as a 

collegial model production process, its predecessor, ENG102, had converted into craft 

production—where the faculty role had rebundled—for all faculty involved.  He 

recounted: 

 
In the early days, everyone was teaching that course. Gradually, they have 
gone off their own way which is the way it should be.  It started out 
everyone doing the same course, but not anymore. Everybody uses their 
own. I think my course and Lynette’s course has too much grading in it for 
a lot of the teachers…They wanted to teach it their way… Everyone is 
using their own materials and doing it their own way… John Goldstein (a 
pseudonym) started out teaching my curriculum and gradually moved off 
onto his own.  So did Ruth Eaton-Little, so did Suzanne Bailey so did 
Edward Browning (all pseudonyms) started teaching my curriculum and 
then moved off into their own which is the way it should be.  The ones 
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that stayed with my curriculum I suspect (are doing it right). (personal 
communication, April 12, 2006)  
 
 
These statements from the faculty showed that rebundling was a natural and 

expected behavior on their part and on the part of other faculty members—full-time or 

part-time. 

As I verified the rebundling of the faculty role, Edward Browning was very 

helpful in confirming the nature of this process. His narrative of how he moved from the 

collegial model back to the craft model highlights and demonstrates the professional 

values and development as important factors supporting the rebundling process: 

 
Benjamin Stone helped me with that because he was teaching online. He 
let me begin working with his course and afterwards I branched 
out…When it first started, Benjamin Stone had his course online for me 
and for other teachers that were interested in teaching online. He let us use 
his course.  Then, after four years, I started to want to do my own thing.  I 
borrowed some of Benjamin’s platform—I think he did some FrontPage 
initially—which is what I still do...I thought, I have the time, the 
flexibility and the incentive to build it the way I would like to.  So 
Benjamin didn’t use a textbook, and I decided that I wanted to use a 
textbook...So that is what I did.  And since then, over ten years, I have 
changed the course numerous times and I have changed textbooks 
numerous times. It has kind of evolved as my own graduate work in 
writing instruction evolved.  And so that is what I still do.  I still do it in 
FrontPage.  Every couple of years I rewrite the course with a new text.  
Ideally I’m making it better and better.  And it keeps me fresh also if I 
change it every couple of years…Because I was taking graduate work and 
learning what was exciting to me, I wanted to make sure that found a way 
into my teaching… it all becomes “me” again. (personal communication, 
June 12, 2006)  
 

During this time, Edward Browning actually started teaching ENG102 as a part-

time faculty member, but did not make that distinction.  His journey from an unbundled 

part-time faculty to a bundled and tenured full-time faculty was expressed as being 
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associated with his professional growth and values.  And when asked about the 

efficiencies that may have been lost in the process, Benjamin Stone gave a response that 

was consistent with the others: 

 
Marble Mountain has the largest FTE in the District…how far are you 
going to scale up?  We have 25,000 students here.  We are doing it.  We 
are scaled up.  In the English department, we must have ten or twelve 
distance learning teachers that are teaching three sections or so. That is 
pretty scaled up. That is a lot. (personal communication, April 12, 2006)  
 

As these quotations demonstrate, I discovered that the professional identity and 

values associated with the faculty role was the greatest factor driving the rebundling of 

the faculty role in e-learning courses, and while student expectations also had a strong 

influence—in these cases, the professional identity and role was prominent.  While levels 

of unbundling existed at differing levels at the three community colleges in this study, 

when possible, and if the profession identity and autonomy were present, the faculty 

reestablished their domain over the e-learning functions—and rebundled their role.   

Discussion 

The analysis and findings from the interviews that I conducted at Misty Mountain, 

Marble Mountain, and Thunder Mountain Community Colleges present strong evidences 

of unbundling of the faculty role in its actual context—communicated through the voices 

of experienced e-learning community college faculty.   The hands-on realities, the nuts 

and bolts, the frustrations, triumphs, and consequences depict a precise and coherent 

examination of unbundling as a phenomenon—and advance it from theory and anecdote 

to actuality and fact. Consequently, this is the first thorough study of the unbundling of 

the faculty role within higher education.   
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The faculty role can and has been unbundled to a very high degree. It is not 

necessarily found in large enrollment courses.  The best marker for discovering the level 

unbundling of the faculty role in e-learning courses has to do with the production model.  

The level of unbundling exists on a continuum that I have conceptualized into three 

models, or levels.  The craft model was characterized by a single faculty who 

accomplishes all the tasks needed for their e-learning course where faculty role is highly 

bundled.  In the collegial model, faculty members worked collaboratively in groups to 

accomplish the tasks.  Some specialization and unbundling of the faculty role occurred in 

the initial production stages, but was found more frequently in the grading and interaction 

phases that involved the use of part-time faculty.  The collegial model maintained the 

faculty role as mostly bundled, but accommodated low to moderate levels of unbundling.   

The virtual assembly line model embodied a high to extreme level of unbundling of the 

faculty role where the tasks were so divorced from the faculty role that all the e-learning 

course tasks were segmented, specialized, produced, and delivered by part-time faculty, 

professionals, and technicians.   

The findings also present evidences that support the theoretical frameworks that 

conceptualize the unbundling of the distributed or e-learning process as described by 

Daniels (1996), Twigg (1996), Jewett (2000), Boettcher (2000), Paulson (2002) 

Slaughter, Croissant, and Rhoades (2002), Noble (2002), Diaz (2004), Slaughter and 

Rhoades (2004), and Levin, Kater & Wagoner (2006). The findings present a more 

extensive unbundling of the faculty role that was described in the literature in general, 

with greater complexity of organization and use of non-faculty personnel to accomplish 

traditional faculty tasks. 
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New Unbundled Tasks Identified 

It is important to highlight that previously unidentified e-learning tasks associated 

with the unbundling of the faculty role were discovered in this study.  The faculty 

involvement and concerns with the improvement processes were clearly identified as 

essential faculty perceptions and an important reality of e-learning course production.  

The improvement function had not been clearly identified in the literature as an essential 

faculty role.  The findings establish improvement as an essential faculty role, as identified 

by faculty members, that can and has been unbundled.  In addition to identifying this 

overlooked task, I found evidences that the ability to control the revision and 

improvement processes was highly valued by the faculty members and associated with 

their professional values.  The value the faculty placed on controlling the improvement 

process was consistent across all three models—even though the actual control over 

improvement varied significantly. The faculty members held the importance of the 

improvement process at the same level as the creation of the course content, which was 

identified by other, non-faculty production workers, as clearly within the domain of 

faculty.  I also identified the tasks e-learning community college faculty performed, but 

did not consider as essential to their faculty role, namely, advising, grading, delivery, and 

interaction with students. 

Professional Power 

Power is the ability to mobilize information, resources, and support (Kanter, 

1997) in complex organizations like community colleges.  Professional power addresses 

how the profession maintains power and autonomy over its professed knowledge (Brint, 

1994; Hughes, 1994).  In academia and with the faculty, this has meant maintaining the 
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guild-like powers by determining who will be members and who will work with 

faculty, determining the means of production including the tools and technologies that 

will be utilized, and determining how the market will be served through monopolistic 

recognition granted by the state (Krause 1996).  In other words, who does the work, how 

the how the work is completed, and under what production model describes how 

profession power is deployed and maintained.  A change in these categories of 

professional power will alter the professional role.  In this study, the change of these 

professional powers manifest in the craft, collegial, and virtual assembly line models 

shows a continuum of a coherent, strong and autonomous professional power to a 

fragmented, weakened, and highly managed expression of professional power.  In the 

virtual assembly line model, the role of the faculty was more ceremonial and ritualistic 

(Meyer & Rowan, 1977) to provide legitimacy—in contrast to full welding professional 

power and influence. 

 The three models presented in these findings provide a framework to better 

conceptualize the behaviors, actors, conditions, and production models that contribute to 

the unbundling and restructuring of the faculty role—answering the third research 

question:  What models of production contribute to the unbundling and restructuring of 

the faculty role?   Each production model that I found in this study had an impact on how 

the tasks were performed and produced, the faculty member’s influence and control over 

the tasks, how claims were staked for the professional domain, the development of skills 

and technical expertise, the determination of membership, how intellectual property 

rights and faculty identity were conceptualized, and where courses were “housed” or 

placed in the organizational and political structures of the particular college.  All of these 
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areas are manifestations of some key aspect of the bundling or unbundling of faculty 

member’s professional role, and consequently, the faculty member’s professional power.   

The craft model characterized the high-level or full bundling of the faculty role in 

e-learning courses at the community colleges.  Both Misty Mountain and Marble 

Mountain practiced the craft model mode of production where a single faculty member 

performed all the functions of an e-learning course.  The faculty member had control and 

influence over all the tasks that were performed, but to a limited degree—due to the 

limitations of the technologies and technology support that faculty members were 

dependent upon in order to accomplish their work.  As a single voice, the craft model 

faculty was unable to exercise power or influence collectively to any great extent over the 

technology and the curriculum.  While being left alone to perform all the e-learning tasks, 

craft model faculty were also somewhat on their own in terms of support.  The craft 

model faculty expressed frustration at not being able to get the technologies they felt 

would best serve their students, and hoped for more autonomy over the CMS and other 

information systems. Unfortunately, as individual craftspersons, they lacked the 

collective clout to exercise greater influence over these issues. 

Craft model faculty increased their technical expertise and skills in many areas 

including instructional design, educational theory, and utilization of technologies.  While 

noting that new faculty positions had descriptions that required new technology skills in 

order to create e-learning courses, they also described feelings of being overwhelmed by 

the tremendous amount of work involved beyond an in-person classroom.  They also 

expressed the desire to learn or “play” with new technologies and teaching techniques, 

but were limited in their time to do so.   
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Membership and inclusion in creating e-learning courses had some guild-like 

aspects, but the craft model faculty noted a consistent pattern of having to learn the skills 

needed on their own, and that their affinity to the technology and persistence had 

distinguished them as the “online,” “internet,” or e-learning faculty member.  The faculty 

consulted other experienced faculty when available, but their efforts were mostly in 

isolation.  

Attitudes and behaviors surrounding intellectual property rights could be 

described as open—with a clear claim to the authorship of their courses, and with a 

graciousness and willingness to share their work with colleagues for the benefit of 

students.  When possible, craft model faculty sought content from intellectual property 

commons. The concern that was held in common was to create a high quality course that 

increased student engagement and learning.  

The craft model faculty clearly identified their e-learning courses as being an 

extension of themselves.  They did not distinguish their professional role in e-learning as 

being all that different from other aspects of their profession—merely as another mode of 

instruction.  Their identity as a professional remained whole and intact.   

The highly-bundled craft model production took place within the tradition 

boundary of an academic department, with some coordination with other campus 

resources and personnel.  It did not take place outside the purview of the faculty member 

or the department. Decisions about the number of e-learning sections or the creation of 

new courses relied upon willing faculty and not from external departments or 

committees. 
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The collegial model found at Marble Mountain community college showed a 

moderate to high-level of bundling in the e-learning course production processes.  

Faculty members utilized already existing professional and collegial relationships to 

produce e-learning courses—with specialization of tasks by different faculty members. 

Exercising a high level of control and influence over how the courses were created, the 

collegial model faculty were not on their own in interacting with personnel and support 

structures on campus.  Requesting resources and new technology tools were group 

activities, lending more leverage to the faculty.  Instead of a single faculty asking for a 

new software package—the faculty could instead rely on the power of the group to claim 

that the department or campus e-learning committee had chosen a software package as 

the campus standard. Even though collegial model faculty expressed frustration about 

technologies such as the CMS not working, they were more effectively able to address 

their concerns as a group of faculty or a department, rather than a single voice. 

Technical expertise developed by collegial model faculty increased, including 

skills in instructional design, assessment, content creation, and so forth.  Faculty pointed 

to specializing around areas of interest or experience and enhancing skills across all e-

learning course functions.  The pace of the development of new expertise and skills was 

also more moderate and manageable because learning could be shared between their 

faculty colleagues. 

The collegial faculty membership most closely resembled the traditional guild-

like nature of a profession.  Full-time and adjunct faculty worked collaboratively in 

master-apprentice like work patterns.  In several cases, full-time faculty teaching e-

learning courses were once adjunct faculty—showing a replication and continuation of 
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the membership of the profession.  The collegial model faculty described their e-

learning courses in the context of relationships to other faculty members—as a type of 

professional genealogy.  

Collegial faculty claimed their intellectual property rights, but like the craft model 

faculty, expressed an openness and willingness to share their work with other faculty.  

The common course that was created embodied the tradition of the maintaining the 

intellectual property rights for the public good.  Good ideas and efforts were refined and 

improved upon—with a clear acknowledgement that the intellectual property was 

available for anyone with internet access. 

 Like the craft model faculty, collegial model faculty identified their e-learning 

courses as being an extension of themselves and their colleagues—a synthesis of 

resources that they created and utilized to carry out their professional duties.  These 

faculty emphasized the professional values of preserving academic freedom and the need 

to control those functions that were essential for a faculty in order to maintain the highest 

quality of teaching and learning which was often described as “doing it right.”  Faculty 

identity was enhanced by participation in the collegial production of e-learning courses. 

The location of the e-learning production processes were bounded at the 

department level and within the small groups of faculty that worked on the e-learning 

courses.  While there was a high awareness level of campus-wide efforts and committees 

to coordinate and standardize across departments, the collegial model faculty expressed 

their preference to maintain the locus of control at the departmental level as opposed to a 

campus-wide initiative or separate organizational structure. 
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It is easier to describe the low to extremely low level of bundling of the 

virtual assembly line model faculty as unbundled rather than bundled at all.  The 

production of the e-learning course could be accomplished with or without a full-time or 

part-time faculty member.  Instead, the tasks were carried out by support professionals 

and staff that were outside the faculty ranks and supervisory structures.  Thunder 

Mountain Community College displayed this high level of unbundling of the faculty role 

at much higher levels of complexity and specialization than the literature surrounding it 

had previously described.   

The control and influence of the faculty member over the tasks—even the tasks 

that were considered essential that a faculty member perform—were limited and 

restructured to actually avoid the use of a full-time faculty member.  Content creation 

was the only function that the virtual assembly line model faculty could claim as being 

able to influence and control—but this was mitigated by the demonstrated and frequent 

use of part-time faculty as substitutes to perform this function. Faculty control and 

influence were weak to non-existent in all other e-learning production tasks. 

Technologies utilized, production processes, and the role of faculty was structured and 

pre-determined on the virtual assembly line. 

While virtual assembly line model developed new faculty skills and technical 

expertise, it diverged from promoting greater specialization and restructured the expertise 

toward non-faculty skills.  The virtual assembly line model faculty compensated for their 

severely restricted professional autonomy and academic freedom by becoming generalists 

in e-learning course services.  These faculty members become first responders and 

concierge-like service providers to students.  They developed expertise on college 
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services, retaining students, providing initial helpdesk support, and similar generalist 

skills.  While adapting to the social-technical structures, the expertise of the faculty was 

transformed and the traditional role was restructured in the unbundling process. 

Intellectual property rights were not placed in the public or professional commons 

in the virtual assembly line model.  At a minimum, faculty acknowledged that the college 

had equal or greater ownership rights—with a clear understanding that intellectual 

property created by part-time faculty and other professional staff was work for hire. This 

limited any possibility for sharing or openness of course content.  The e-learning course 

was transformed and taken from the hands of the faculty to become a “product” that was 

commodified in the interest of creating greater efficiencies, lowering costs, and 

generating enrollment revenues. 

Membership in the production processes were influenced by the full-time faculty, 

but determined by other professionals such as the instructional designers and 

administrators that controlled the resources and work processes. While the full-time 

faculty did have some influence over the selection of a part-time faculty as a content 

developer, this is a significantly reduced level of power and autonomy to determine 

professional membership. 

The virtual assembly line model faculty were highly unbundled, and 

marginalized—with the work of faculty restructured and redefined.  The unbundling was 

so complete that notions of rebundling seemed highly unlikely under the current 

production processes.  There was not a sense of identity associated with the e-learning 

course as I found in the craft and collegial models. Instead, the identity of the virtual 

assembly line model faculty could be described as suffering a sense of anomie—where 
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changes and the ability to choose and determine the faculty’s role was highly 

diminished.  Academic freedom was not only reduced in this model, but made irrelevant.  

The unbundling of the faculty role enhanced and extended managerial control over all 

aspects of e-learning course production—the key leverage point being the extensive use 

of part-time faculty who did not share the protections, rights, or professional conditions 

of employment that the full-time faculty had.  The virtual assembly line model redefined 

and restructured the very nature of faculty identity to the point that what was missing of 

the faculty role was not recognized. 

E-learning course processes were not housed in an academic department.  True to 

form, the tasks were performed on an assembly line that cross-cut many organizational 

lines and departments.  While academic departments existed, they were not the location 

for the production processes.  Unlike the craft and collegial models, the virtual assembly 

line production of courses did not happen within the traditional boundary of an academic 

department.  The control and direction of the courses existed, to the greatest extent, at the 

managerial levels. The traditional departmental governance and voice was also irrelevant 

to the virtual assembly line model. 

A comparison of the aspects of the professional role of the faculty by e-learning 

production model is reviewed in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3 
Professional Power and Level of Bundling 
Aspect of  
Professional Power Craft Collegial Virtual  

Assembly -Line 
 
Production of Tasks 

 
Single faculty 
member 
 

 
Small faculty 
group 
 

 
Team does not 
require a full-time 
faculty for tasks 
 

 
Control and Influence 
Over Essential Tasks 

 
Yes—but 
limited as a 
single voice 

 
Yes—group or 
departmental 
voice 
 

 
No—control is 
ceremonial; 
instructional 
designer has 
control 
 

  
Professional Domain 

 
Maintained 
 

 
Maintained 

 
Lost 

 
Professional and 
Technical Expertise 

 
Increased 

 
Increased 

 
Lost—performed 
by other 
professionals and 
technicians 
 

 
Determination of 
Membership 

 
Self-Selected 
 

 
Self-Selected 
with Collegial 
Mentoring 
 

 
Ability to 
recommend 
membership only 

 
Intellectual Property 
Rights 

 
Claimed—
Openness and 
Sharing 

 
Claimed—
Openness and 
Sharing 
 

 
Acquiescence as 
Work for Hire  

 
Faculty Identity 

 
Coherent 

 
Coherent 

 
Anomie 
 

 
Locus of Control 

 
Internal to 
Academic 
Department 
 

 
Internal to 
Academic 
Department 
 

 
External to 
Academic 
Department—
Cross Functional 
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Progression and Regression of E-Learning Production Model 

In addition to the affects of the level of bundling upon the faculty role in e-

learning community college courses, I also discovered that movement from one model to 

another was not evolutionary or progressive.  The evidence showed a more complex 

underlying organizational process.  The community colleges moved through the three 

models identified in this study in a progression, and regression over time. All three 

colleges started their e-learning courses at more or less the same time—in the mid 1990s. 

Marble Mountain was the first to “pioneer” English courses online, with Thunder 

Mountain close behind. Misty Mountain offered English about two years later. Computer 

and Business courses followed a similar order, though there was disagreement among the 

faculty over which campus was the first. Psychology was offered at Misty Mountain, then 

Thunder Mountain, and then Marble Mountain. In other words, it is not necessarily a 

historical, evolutionary trajectory.   

In the community colleges examined in this study, the key to the pattern of 

development seemed to lie in the underlying assumptions and motivations associated 

with Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) the organizing unit, and the 

values associated with unbundling the faculty’s work. The organizational unit at the 

department level was critical, as was the issue of whether there was a centralized unit 

early on that supported virtual assembly line course production.  

Thunder Mountain moved through the craft to virtual assembly line over several 

years. Essentially, the distance learning department was no longer separate. It became 

absorbed by the college—so that the mission and functions were supported cross-

functionally across the college—and not housed in a single department or unit. Misty 
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Mountain, by contrast, is still in the craft stage. While there is a coordinating body of 

faculty and administration, the impetus and control of how courses are produced is found 

in each academic department. Marble Mountain is still in the collegial stage with 

characteristics of the craft stage, again, determined mostly by the academic department.  

English has done some collegial course production, but the courses were rebundled back 

to craft production by the individual faculty members over time. Computers and business 

started out with craft, moved to collegial, and is now looking at offering an associate of 

arts degree, but still with the collegial model of production in mind. And though there 

were attempts to create one by the academic dean (who left for a college presidency), no 

coordinating structure ever emerged across academic departments. 

The evidence I have presented in this study suggests that the progression and 

regression through the different e-learning production models is highly influenced by the 

ability of the faculty to maintain all aspects of their professional role. This finding on the 

progression and regression speaks to the first research question as to whether the 

unbundling of the faculty role necessarily occurs in large enrollment e-learning courses.  

Again, it is not the large enrollment e-learning course that determines the production 

model, rather the history of these community colleges demonstrates that it is an 

institutional choice.   

As a final and major point, I have found a tendency for an e-learning faculty to 

rebundle their professional role—especially for tasks that are associated with what the 

faculty believes to be essential—or with what a faculty believes that students expect.  In 

the e-learning community colleges I have examined, if professional autonomy and 
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academic freedom have been maintained, the faculty member rebundled their role 

over time. 

I have presented evidences from e-learning faculty at three community colleges in 

a large, urban, multi-campus community college district. I have discussed these finding in 

order to address the research questions: Does unbundling of the faculty role necessarily 

occur in large enrollment e-learning courses?  To what extent is the unbundling and 

restructuring of the faculty role occurring? and What models of production contribute to 

the unbundling and restructuring of the faculty role?  I have presented the finding 

associated with the descriptive data derived from public documents and institutional data. 

I have presented three models that demonstrate and explain how e-learning courses are 

produced with differing levels of unbundling and rebundling. I have presented factors 

that have reinforced or weakened the professional role of faculty within the e-learning 

context.  Finally, I have shown that the e-learning production model is not evolutionary. 

All models utilized the same courses with similar life-spans, competencies, and 

outlines—and were highly complex and technologically rich—yet there were three 

distinct models of production.  The e-learning production model is an institutional choice 

that has major implications on the faculty professional role.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 

This study is the first systematic examination of the unbundling of the faculty role 

in e-learning courses. The research was conducted at three community colleges in a large, 

urban community college district.   Through this research, I have identified the tasks that 

have been unbundled from the faculty role as well as important variables positively 

associated with an unbundled e-learning course.  To this point, the theoretical literature 

was not so much theoretical as it was promotional—characterized by case studies of 

single courses at single institutions, and markedly uninformed by theory.  While it 

identified or alluded to potential tasks that could be unbundled, it was lacking an in-depth 

experience based in actual circumstances to ground it.  During this research process I 

have closed part of this theoretical gap.  I confirmed that many aspects of the faculty role 

had been unbundled, and have identified new tasks and variables that had been 

unconsidered or undiscovered previously in the literature.  I have presented the 

unbundling of the faculty role through theoretical constructs, and have advanced the 

knowledge and understanding of unbundling as a concept in higher education.  In 

particular, I have validated aspects from professional and economic theories concerning 

the unbundling of the faculty role, and have advanced and confirmed theoretical 

principles found in Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) and globalization 

of the community college (Levin, 2001; Levin, Kater & Wagoner, 2006).   

As a contribution from the analysis undertaken in this study, I have presented 

three models of e-learning course production that explain professional and organizational 

behaviors and their incorporation or destruction of professional power and values 
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associated with the faculty role.  Further, this study also reports the counter trends and 

evidences of faculty resistance and the rebundling of the highly valued aspects of the 

faculty members’ role in e-learning courses. 

 In this chapter I will overview this study’s findings through the research 

questions, related propositions, and axiomatic conclusions.  I will also discuss 

implications for policy and practice, and suggest future research directions and efforts 

that will result from this study. 

Research Questions 

 Three principal research questions were developed from the literature and relevant 

theories that were described in chapters one and two.  These questions were: 

1. Does unbundling of the faculty role necessarily occur in large enrollment e-

learning courses? 

2. To what extent is the unbundling and restructuring of the faculty role 

occurring? 

3. What models of production contribute to the unbundling and restructuring of 

the faculty role? 

I presented the findings for these questions in Chapter four.  This chapter will 

summarize these findings and discuss them in relation to the related propositions.   

Research Question One 

The data and evidences from this study indicate that unbundling does not 

necessarily occur in large enrollment e-learning courses.  Whether or not the unbundling 

of the faculty role occurs depended on the e-learning production model adopted or 
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adhered to by the college.  A key finding was that all production models utilized high 

levels of technology with sophisticated and rich course content.  These courses had 

similar life-spans, competencies and outlines, yet they were very different in nature.  

Unbundling occurred in high enrollment e-learning courses in virtual assembly line 

production—and to a certain extent with the collegial production model.  Unbundling in 

high enrollment e-learning courses did not occur in the craft model.   The opposite was 

true:  the faculty member rebundled all tasks of course production in the craft model in 

the high-enrollment, technology rich e-learning courses. 

 I was surprised to find that the unbundling of the faculty role could be found not 

only in large-scale e-learning efforts like virtual assembly line production that seemed 

most likely, but wherever there was a systematic organizational effort to offer e-learning 

courses--beyond the efforts of an individual faculty member.  As the e-learning effort 

ramped-up or developed at the individual college, unbundling was closely associated with 

it.  More professional staff and specialization of tasks that were not performed by the 

faculty became increasingly present as the level of unbundling increased. It was clear that 

where e-learning has been deployed beyond individual faculty efforts, unbundling of the 

faculty role begins. While both craft and collegial production models were characterized 

by a tighter bundling of the faculty role, when the model moved from craft to collegial 

production, the unbundling of the faculty role began to manifest itself in the form of 

labor-for-labor substitutions and the use of part-time faculty, the involvement of other 

managed professionals, where essential faculty tasks were parsed out, and when full-time 
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faculty were moved to the periphery of the production process, losing professional 

control over who, how, and what type of work was performed.   

This study confirmed that the level of bundling and unbundling of the faculty role 

was found with factors that contribute to economic scale, but does not support that 

unbundling enabled scalability.  Both collegial and virtual assembly line production 

models produced a standardized course.  Scalability appears to be a by-product of the 

commodification and standardization of the curriculum, course content, assessments, and 

interaction modes—all of which lower the cost for labor through substitutions.  In 

essence, the unbundling of the faculty role in e-learning courses is an example of a 

managerial strategy to create a standardized and commodified course.  This study showed 

that unbundling is a viable and successful strategy to create a stable, standardized, and 

commodified e-learning course, but that unbundling is not the only way to achieve 

scalability.  Unbundling as a strategy increases the discretion and control of management, 

converts the professional knowledge of faculty into a commodity, and captures the 

intellectual property rights.  As such, this study does not fully support the assumptions 

that unbundling is necessitated by the need to achieve economic scale as suggested by 

Twigg (1996), Jewett (2000), and Paulson (2002).  Unbundling is not necessary to create 

economic efficiencies, but it is a pathway and a viable and workable managerial strategy 

as is demonstrated in the existence of the virtual assembly line model.   

The findings in this study both confirm and contradict the argument by Baumol 

and Blackman (1995) that even with technologies, higher education is resistant to 

standardization and capital for labor substitutions.  While the handicraft nature (Baumol 
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& Blackman) of educational production is resistant to change, it has in fact been changed.  

Moreover, the e-learning courses where this fundamental change has occurred is now a 

common aspect of educational production that has spread throughout higher education 

(Allen & Seaman, 2007).  The multiple start-dates, the use of part-time subject matter 

experts, the standardized courses, and the asynchronous nature of delivery demonstrate 

that live professors are not considered essential in the e-learning context.  The faculty 

role can be unbundled to a high degree as evidenced by the complex nature of the virtual 

assembly line model.  The application of new technologies, especially web-based 

technologies, and the deployment of an unbundling strategy demonstrate that higher 

education is not so resistant to standardization given the opportunity to do so.  Both the 

virtual assembly line and collegial models discovered in this study showed that this was 

not the case. This study would support Meyer’s (2006) and Massey’s (2002) arguments 

that e-learning courses can produce economies of scale and scope--but only under the 

right conditions and through a virtual assembly line type production model. 

Still, one must struggle with the implicit assumptions that Baumol and Blackman 

(1995) have argued.  Yes, the handicraft nature of education is resistant to change; 

however, it is clear that there is also a higher input of labor to accomplish the same tasks.  

When it takes at least 18 to 20 workers to produce the same educational product that a 

single professor can do—Baumol and Blackman’s argument still holds true: “labor-time 

cannot be reduced without cutting quality” (Baumol and Blackman, p.4).  The labor-time 

is not performed by the faculty member—it is being performed by other managed 

professionals including instructional designers, graphic designers, part-time faculty acting 
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as subject matter experts, and so forth.  Capital for labor substitutions are present, but the 

labor for labor substitutions have actually turned into greater numbers of relatively lower 

cost, labor for labor substitutions. This study does not directly address the costs 

associated with craft, collegial, and virtual assembly line production.  As such, it is not 

clear that the virtual assembly line, where unbundling exists to the greatest degree, is less 

expensive or less labor intensive. As such, this study challenges Baumol and Blackman’s 

notion that education is exclusively handicraft by nature, while supporting their 

contention that educational production is labor intensive by nature. 

The findings in this study do not support the unbundling of the faculty role as a 

rite of passage or “dirty work” for faculty members as described by Hughes (1994).  Full-

time faculty with the greatest degree of professional autonomy engaged in craft or 

collegial production.  Full-time and part-time faculty characterized by a highly 

diminished degree of professional autonomy worked on the virtual assembly line.  

Unbundling was not associated with political work as Collins (1979) described.  

In contrast, I found that the unbundled faculty member was associated with the 

productive, lower-status work (Collins), an accompanying loss of control of the 

membership of the profession (Krause, 1994), and the opening of the professional domain 

that resulted in a loss of professional power and control (Abbott, 1988; Brint, 1996).  The 

effect was magnified if the faculty member had part-time status.  The virtual assembly 

line model showed the greatest degradation of faculty professional status and power.  

Ironically, the craft model also placed it at a lower professional power status for the 

faculty member due to the overwhelming nature of the tasks and duties to be performed.  
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The collegial model maintained professional status and power in terms of the 

determination of the work, the selection of membership, and the control over how work 

was performed. 

This study confirms and supports Rhoades’ (1998) description and theory of 

managerial professionals.  I encountered clear instances of the commodification of 

professional knowledge and the greater utilization of part-time faculty that marginalized 

the power and position of the faculty member.  Unbundling of the faculty role should be 

considered one manifestation of the marginalization of the faculty in the e-learning 

context and builds upon Rhoades’ predictions for this trend as technologies permeate 

higher education. 

Academic Capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) emerged as a powerful theory 

to help explain and predict the unbundling of the faculty role in e-learning courses.  In 

addition to indicating where unbundling might occur, Academic Capitalism pointed out 

the pursuit of external revenues, new markets, new circuits of knowledge, the use of 

digital technologies, and part-time faculty as markers associated with obtaining greater 

efficiencies associated with unbundling.  Academic Capitalism also informed this study 

around the deliberate managerial strategy to unbundle the faculty role that mirrored 

practices of business and industry—practices that have been adopted in academia and 

adopted at the community college level. The findings in this study advance and confirm 

Academic Capitalism as a relevant and valuable theory in higher education in the area of 

its greatest growth and the majority of its institutions in the United States:  e-learning 

course at community colleges. 
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Finally, in the process of researching question number one, this study examined 

specific cases where unbundling is occurring in community colleges.  This supports the 

suggested trajectory toward corporatization and globalization related to unbundling in 

support of Levin (2001), Levin (2005), and Levin, Kater, and Wagoner (2006).   This 

study confirmed the presence of unbundling in community colleges as institutions 

increasingly integrated into the new economy, and described the specific behaviors 

associated with those processes at close proximity.  Additionally, I found that unbundling 

was far more pervasive than had been previously suggested, indicating that a fast-moving 

and fundamental shift may be occurring in community colleges toward neoliberal 

practices and globalization—a shift that is deeper than formerly considered, and affecting 

institutional behaviors and structures associated with the faculty role at a more rapid rate 

than anticipated. The unbundling of the faculty role is occurring in more places than just 

high-enrollment e-learning courses—it is occurring where the adoption of the production 

model is aligned with an academic capitalistic trajectory in alignment with the integration 

into the new and globalizing economy. 

Research Questions Two and Three 

Through identification of e-learning faculty from publically available sources 

starting with websites, course schedules, and other documents, I identified full-time 

faculty members who taught ENG101, CMP101, and PSY101 at three different campuses 

in a large, urban community college district.  The e-learning courses had identical course 

competencies and outlines drawn from a common course-bank.  I recruited the faculty to 

participate in semi-structured interviews through emails and phone calls.  As additional 
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faculty members, staff, or others involved in the e-learning courses were identified by 

faculty, I expanded my contacts and recruitment of participants to understand the extent 

of unbundling—including the number of personnel involved in the production processes 

which served as a tangible measure of the level that unbundling had happened. 

I took field notes and digitally recorded the interviews with the participants.  I 

then transcribed the interviews.  Starting with a list of previously identified start codes, 

the interviews were further coded, summarized, and organized.  As coherent codes, 

themes, and metaphors emerged from my analysis, three models of e-learning course 

production were developed:  craft, collegial, and virtual assembly line. Each model 

described a different level or extent of unbundling of the faculty role with accompanying 

professional and organizational behaviors that reinforced and contributed to both 

unbundling and rebundling of the faculty role. 

Depending upon the e-learning production model, the faculty role has maintained 

its integrity or had unraveled at the seams—possibly to the threads—to become 

completely unbundled with a level of specialization and complexity that was 

unanticipated at the outset of this study.  The production functions or tasks involved 

helped to mark the extent and level of the unbundling of the faculty role.  I was surprised 

at the extent of unbundling that was occurring in terms of the number of personnel and 

technologies required, but also in terms of the extent of unbundling across models. 

I confirmed that fundamental e-learning course tasks of course design, content 

creation, course development, delivery, grading, and interaction that had been primarily 

identified by Twigg (1996), Jewett (2000), Boettcher (2000), Paulson (2002) Croissant, 
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Slaughter, and Rhoades (2002), Slaughter and Rhoades (2004), and Levin, Kater and 

Wagoner (2006) were indeed unbundled in the e-learning courses I examined.  I also 

identified an e-learning course task associated with the faculty role that had not been 

sufficiently articulated given its value to the faculty members:  improvement of the e-

learning course.  This study also confirmed that advisement tasks, while presumed to be 

handled by student service advisors or other professional staff (Troutt, 1979) were still 

very likely to be performed by the faculty member.  The discovery and description of the 

new tasks and how they were performed built upon the former conceptualizations of 

unbundling, and articulated a deeper and richer level of analysis and understanding of 

critical processes in terms of faculty roles, professional identity, and student interactions 

in e-learning courses. 

Three archetypical models of e-learning course production that I found were first, 

the craft model, where a single faculty member performs all the required e-learning tasks; 

the collegial model, where faculty members work collaboratively in faculty groups with 

some specialization of tasks when practical; and the virtual assembly line model where 

the e-learning course tasks are segmented, specialized, produced, and delivered by 

professionals and specialists other than faculty.  I confirmed that there were no e-learning 

course tasks that had not been, or could not be, unbundled from the faculty role. These 

three models of e-learning course production provide a means to describe and clarify the 

interaction of faculty with many staff professionals and e-learning specialists, how the 

tasks are accomplished, the relationships that have emerged, and the professional values, 

power, and autonomy that were supported or weakened in the process.   
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A major finding I established in this study was an underlying consistency across 

all three models for faculty to resist their marginalization and attempt to rebundle their 

professional role. At all the colleges, and in all models, over time the e-learning faculty 

became more bundled generalists rather than unbundled specialists. The professed values 

that were considered essential to the faculty role were a driver for this resistance to 

unbundling.  I found a consistent pattern by faculty who sought to rebundle tasks by 

exercising control and maintaining their jurisdictional domain over the e-learning course 

design, content creation, and course improvement processes, rather than handing those 

tasks over to others.  The faculty also rebundled tasks that they perceived as valuable to 

students by providing responsive advising, interaction, grading, and assessment 

processes—in an attempt to satisfy student demand.  This study found evidences that, 

whether the faculty role was more bundled than not, there was a strong tendency for the 

faculty member to orient toward and prefer rebundling as a professional behavior.  

Utilizing the three e-learning course production models, I also discovered how 

each model utilized at the community college affected the faculty role in terms of 

characteristics and tasks unique to the academic profession including: control and 

influence over how essential tasks would be performed, when professional domain would 

be asserted, what technical skills and expertise would be developed, who determined 

membership in the production processes, how intellectual property rights were 

conceptualized, how faculty identity was influenced, and where e-learning courses were 

housed organizationally.  This study found that the greater the level of unbundling 

present in the model, the more diminished the level of professional power and autonomy 
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associated with it.  It is clear that the faculty role in e-learning community colleges is 

becoming unbundled wherever there is a concerted effort to offer these types of courses.  

This level of unbundling exists on a continuum can be conceptualized by the craft, 

collegial, and virtual assembly line production models.  The level of unbundling is 

extensive and supported by the production model chosen by the department or college. 

While faculty attempted to rebundle their role, the characteristic structure of the model 

itself limited the ability of the faculty member to do so.  This reshaped how the faculty 

conceptualized their identity and the role of faculty as a profession. Faculty did not think 

of the faculty role in the same way, with the same assumptions of professional duty or 

where their domain would be unquestioned or unchallenged.   

Related Propositions 

 In relation to three research questions, four propositions were presented at the 

outset of this study that I derived from the applicable theories.   The four propositions 

were: 

1. Unbundling is most likely to be found in high enrollment e-learning courses.    

2. Traditional faculty functions will be performed by lower status 

professionals and non-professionals who will be increasingly 

managed. 

3. Faculty will have limited or altered jurisdictional domain over functions that 

have been unbundled. 

4. There will be a standardization of outputs and content of e-learning courses 

that can be duplicated and repurposed. 
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The evidence from this study does not support the first proposition that 

unbundling is most likely to be found in high enrollment e-learning courses.   Unbundling 

did, in fact, occur in high enrollment courses as was the case with CMP101, ENG101, 

and PSY101, but unbundling was just as likely to occur in low-enrollment courses.  I 

found that the production model was more associated with the unbundling than the level 

of enrollment.  All three study sites had high enrollment e-learning courses, yet three 

models of producing those courses existed.  Again, unbundling was one management 

strategy to accomplish economic scale.  The standardization and commodification of the 

e-learning course permitted multiple start dates and reusable course content to make it 

scalable. So while unbundling of the faculty role can be found in high enrollment courses, 

it is the result of the production model that commodified and standardized the course, not 

the enrollment level. 

The findings in this study support the second proposition that traditional faculty 

functions will be performed by lower status professionals and non-professionals who will 

be increasingly managed.  In the collegial model, I found the use of part-time faculty in 

the grading, interaction, and advisement tasks—a lower status professional that is more 

readily managed.  I found a minimum requirement of 18 professional and non-

professional staff required to build e-learning courses in the virtual assembly line model. 

None of these managed professionals (Rhoades, 1998) reported to the faculty in the 

organizational structure.  All reported to managers, directors, or other administrators and 

were highly managed in the course production processes. The instructional designer, part 

of an emerging profession, moved to the center of the power structure with control over 
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technology resources, productions schedules, professional staff, and budgets.  Full-time 

faculty members moved to the periphery of the power structure, but were included in the 

production processes as subject matter experts, or to perform ceremonial roles of 

approval and quality assurance. 

Proposition number three, positing that faculty would have limited or altered 

jurisdictional domain over functions that have been unbundled, was supported by the 

findings in this study. The part-time faculty involved in the collegial model and the full-

time and part-time faculty members involved in the virtual assembly line model had 

limited abilities to influence or alter how faculty tasks could be performed and who 

performed them, the type of skills and expertise developed, who owned intellectual 

property rights, or where e-learning courses would be produced.  Instead, the 

instructional designer and other professional staff gained jurisdictional domain over e-

learning faculty tasks. 

This study provided strong support that there will be a standardization of outputs 

and content of e-learning courses that can be duplicated and repurposed as stated in 

proposition four.  However, the standardization was not exclusively associated with the 

unbundling of the faculty role that I found in the virtual assembly line model. The 

common course with common content developed through a peer-review and consensus 

process in the collegial model also produced standardized outputs and content. The 

content of both models was repurposed and reused so that multiple sections of the course 

could be offered.  I did not find evidence that course content was repurposed beyond the 

department or college itself, but did encounter a willingness to share content liberally by 
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faculty involved in both craft and collegial model production.  The faculty involved in 

the virtual assembly line model did not share this same feeling of entitlement to share or 

reuse the content and outputs. 

Axioms and Corollaries 

 From the findings of this research, an axiom and corollaries—self-evident 

statements and related effects that follow—became apparent.  I developed the axiom to 

not only explain the nature of what I had analyzed, but to help predict behaviors that I 

derived from this study’s findings.  

Axiom:  Given the opportunity, faculty will attempt to rebundle their role in e-

learning courses.   

Corollaries: 

1. Faculty will rebundle tasks or functions associated with the perceived core of the 

faculty professional role and identity. 

2. Faculty will rebundle tasks or functions to meet their perception of student 

demand. 

3. Faculty will rebundle tasks or functions associated with the faculty professional 

role and identity over student demand tasks. 

4. Domain disputes and conflict between faculty and other managed professionals 

will be inherently manifested in e-learning production processes around 

unbundled tasks. 

I found this axiom and corollaries useful in explaining the reasons why the three 

models that I encountered evolved as they did over time, and why rebundling was 
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important as a means of maintaining autonomy and control of faculty work.  Craft 

production maintained the bundled role, collegial production also sought to maintain the 

bundled role while balancing the creation of economic efficiencies with the enhancement 

of the faculty member’s professional role and identity.  In essence, the virtual assembly 

line model sought to unbundle the role and influenced the conceptualization of faculty 

identity to avoid or prevent rebundling in order to maintain efficiencies.  All three models 

had greater descriptive depth and color when viewed through the lens of the drive to 

rebundle the faculty role as presented in the axiom and corollaries.  

Implications 

This study has provided greater insight into faculty members at community 

colleges who teach e-learning courses, as well as offering a greater understanding of how 

the faculty role is evolving and transforming the teaching and learning process of US 

higher education at the beginning of a new century.  The relationship between the faculty 

and the student is the primordial relationship of higher education.  Any alteration of this 

relationship will have significant impact on higher education at its very core. Although 

this study concentrated on community colleges, the findings are most likely generalizable 

to the general education tracks and online programs—graduate and undergraduate—of 

most colleges and universities that are pursuing e-learning strategies.   

More students, especially minorities, will be attending community colleges in 

higher education in the United States (Bailey, Jenkins, & Leinbach, 2005).  These two 

year institutions lead all other sectors in higher education in the growth of e-learning 

courses (Allen & Seaman, 2006).  This has strong implications for policy makers 
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regarding access to education given the correlation of unbundling with concerted e-

learning efforts.  Factors that are assumed to develop greater student engagement and 

success may not be as readily applicable in the e-learning context given this unbundling.   

The e-learning production model is not innocuous. The model pursued shaped the 

professional relationships and fundamental organizational structures by its very nature. 

Implications for faculty include a pressing need to develop a greater awareness of the 

impact of e-learning upon their professional role, and to better understand the tasks 

involved in different production models.  In addition to the imperative for faculty to 

consider the inclusion of intellectual property rights, rights to course revisions, and 

compensation for the creation of content that will likely be repurposed and reused over 

time, faculty must also consider the model of e-learning course production when 

negotiating agreements over working conditions.  The model of e-learning production has 

direct implications over the control and character of the curriculum presented and the 

academic freedom to present the curriculum with the full level of variation and robust 

debate needed in a marketplace of ideas.  From this study it is clear that standardization 

and commodification are the outcomes of e-learning courses—however, the shelf-life of 

this educational commodity will depend on the model of production chosen to structure 

the cycle. 

The model of e-learning production will reinforce and rebundle, or disaggregate 

and unbundle the faculty role at an increasing rate.  Of the three models presented, the 

collegial model demonstrated the greatest potential to maintain faculty autonomy and co-

exist within the professional practices and the traditional home of faculty in the academic 
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department and college.  The virtual assembly line model has the potential to restructure 

academic boundaries across department silos as a faster route to economic efficiencies; 

however, there is a cost to the sustainability of faculty as a profession that may be 

irreversible.  The unbundled faculty may, if taken to the extreme, become its own 

species—so highly differentiated and stratified from other faculty that a new profession 

emerges—lower in status and professional power. This is a possible future when bearing 

in mind the loss of the research function from community college faculty that has already 

occurred.  Faculty professional associations and unions should consider and recommend 

professional standards and practices that surround e-learning production models if they 

hope to maintain their professional domain and influence in the future.  At a minimum, 

the findings from this study can serve as a starting point for faculty and others to frame a 

dialogue surrounding the production of e-learning courses. 

Administrators and managers that apply the findings from this study will have 

strategic choices to make about how they will pursue e-learning programs.  While the 

virtual assembly line model does present a scenario for economic efficiencies and 

increased managerial discretion and control—and there are some efficiencies in terms of 

replaced labor costs for full-time faculty—there are counterbalancing increased costs for 

part-time faculty, full-time managed professionals, initial capital, maintenance, refresh 

and upgrade costs associated with an unbundled e-learning production model.  It is far 

from clear whether, in net terms, this represents cost savings and economic efficiency or 

not. 
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The selection of the model may have long-term implications on labor and capital 

costs—and upon the relationship with faculty as individuals and as a profession. The 

potential alienation and disengagement of faculty resulting from the production model are 

risks that cannot be dismissed lightly. Administrators and managers would do well to 

explore ways to harness the energy, creativity, and natural tendency for faculty to try to 

rebundle their role.  Organizational strategies and structures that promote a less-

controlled, and looser coupled (Weick, 1979) production model could tap into the 

inherent desire of faculty to rebundle their role—thus paving the way to increasing the 

creativity, motivation, and engagement of faculty.  Even virtual assembly line production 

could benefit from the desire of faculty to rebundle their perceived essential tasks around 

course design, content, and improvement. Instead of blocking or preventing rebundling, 

encouraging rebundling of tasks that are performed by others could cut costs and save 

process steps while reinforcing the faculty autonomy and identity. 

The results of this study will resonate most with the managed professionals 

involved in the day-to-day work of creating, maintaining, and delivering e-learning 

courses.  Instructional designers, educational technologists and others will find immediate 

implications from the findings of this study in terms of faculty “buy-in” to e-learning 

imperatives.  As the de facto nemesis to the rebundling of the faculty role, instructional 

designers and others now have a means to analyze the model of e-learning production 

that is utilized or being considered, and make recommendations that can reduce faculty 

resistance and recalcitrance that typifies the rhetoric from this sector of higher education 

(Allen & Seaman, 2006; Habner & Mills, 2008). Like the administrators and managers, 
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the findings of this study present multiple pathways and strategies to implement e-

learning programs—which do not have to be at the expense of the faculty role.  Knowing 

the inherent need to rebundle and the changing nature of technology, instructional 

designers, administrators and others can conceptualize paths and strategies that reinforce 

the faculty role while still creating the productivity gains required in the e-learning 

environment. 

Finally, there are philosophical, psychological, and even spiritual implications to 

the unbundling of the faculty role.  Palmer (2004) has noted that the very soul is involved 

where “we must achieve a complex integration…that supports both personal integrity and 

the common good” (p. 21), but that “institutions have been known to punish people for 

living integral lives” (p. 20).  The rebundling of the faculty role is an attempt to 

reintegrate those needful things to overcome Tayloristic division (Brödner, 2007) and to 

become whole.  The anomie that emerged through unbundling should be a warning sign 

that contradicts the humanistic and non-economic driven values that higher education 

espouses.   

Faculty, administrators, managers, instructional designers, and policy makers 

should carefully consider the systematic and irreversible effects of the e-learning 

production model utilized and how it alters the faculty role.   

Recommendations for Future Research 

 The findings in this study suggest the lines of inquiry to be pursued to advance the 

understanding of unbundling, rebundling, e-learning, and its impact on this increasingly 

important sector of higher education.  The e-learning course characteristics and 
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production models associated with unbundling of the faculty role should be examined in 

other e-learning contexts in community colleges and universities in order to understand 

the extent and generalizable nature of this study’s findings.  A quantitative analysis might 

be helpful in determining if these characteristics matter, including the size of the course 

enrollment, the type of course—segmented by academic or occupational discipline, and 

whether there may be an institutional effect that is significant. A quantitative analysis to 

compare the cost structures of the craft, collegial, and virtual assembly line models 

would also be fruitful in understanding to what extent economic efficiencies are 

achieved.  

An analysis of higher education institutions that examines the extent of 

unbundling and rebundling at the graduate and undergraduate levels to understand if there 

are variations according to institutional category would be appropriate. Are there 

significant differences in e-learning production models through all strata of higher 

education?   Are the driving and restraining forces of unbundling and rebundling at play 

to the same extent that this study has shown at the community college level? 

 Because the primary course management systems (CMSs), Blackboard, 

Desire2Learn, Moodle, Angel and so forth, are characterized by an underlying 

predisposition toward the craft production model, further research should be conducted 

into the shaping and social construction of these technologies in terms of the faculty role 

and the production models described in this study.  Another line of inquiry should follow 

the development of CMSs in terms of the evolution of the technologies which occurred 

concurrently with the internet, digitization, and the evolution of e-learning.  As 
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technologies create more powerful interfaces, including Web 2.0, SecondLife, and others 

providing the faculty member more tools and ease of use, will this drive greater 

unbundling or bundling of the faculty role?   

 Theories from economics, the professions, informational and Academic 

Capitalism were used to frame this study.  The findings from this study could be further 

addressed and informed by institutional theory (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; DiMaggio & 

Powell, 1991) and other theoretical models (Metcalf, 2004) to provide additional insights 

into the organizational and individual behaviors encountered.   How are the e-learning 

production models considered and adopted by departments, colleges, and universities? 

Which actors and social networks have the greatest influence on selecting and developing 

an e-learning production model? 

 Finally, theoretical constructs, normative and cultural constructs from the field of 

educational technology could also provide additional insight into the diffusion of the e-

learning production models in higher education. 

Conclusion 

 This chapter discussed how the findings in this study addressed a gap in the 

understanding of unbundling and its tendency toward rebundling by summarizing the 

research questions answered and the propositions that were confirmed or refuted by this 

research.  An axiom, given the opportunity, faculty will attempt to rebundle their role in 

e-learning courses, was also presented with the corollaries that flowed from it.  

Implications for policy and practice were presented in terms of possible impacts on 

faculty, administrators, managers, instructional designers, professional staff, and policy 
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makers.  Potential future research and inquiry into the unbundling and rebundling of the 

faculty role were suggested as well.   

E-learning is increasing in higher education—especially in community colleges. 

As such, the faculty role is evolving and transforming, however, there are choices and 

options that are open to differing possible pathways and models. Given the importance 

and undeniable growth of e-learning, the emergence of a sustainable and coherent faculty 

identity and role will be a defining issue for higher education for the foreseeable future. 
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APPENDIX A: 

RECRUITMENT E-MAIL 

Project Title:  The Unbundling and Restructuring of the Faculty Role in eLearning 

Community College Courses 

 

The infusion of technology has had many impacts on higher education, especially on the 

growth of online or e-learning courses.  I am studying how online/e-learning courses are 

produced, and what the impact is, if any, on the faculty and the production process—

specifically in the community college setting.  By interviewing volunteers, I hope to learn 

more about these processes, what changes are happening, where they are happening, and 

to what extent.  I would like to ask you about your experiences, opinions, and thoughts 

about the production of online/e-learning courses, including your role and the tasks you 

perform.  This study is for my dissertation research and will be used toward completing 

my doctoral degree requirements. Participation is completely voluntary, and the interview 

can be ended at any time.  Your identity will be changed to a pseudonym to assure your 

complete anonymity. Any data you provide will be kept anonymous and confidential.  I 

appreciate your time and the information you would like to share. 

 

Thank you for your assistance, 

 

Vernon Smith 



267 
 

APPENDIX B: 

POTENTIAL START CODES AND PROPOSITIONS 

1. Unbundling is most likely to be found in high enrollment e-learning courses. 
 
1.1 High Enrollment Courses – Continuum of Unbundling 
 

1.1.1  HE- UBAdvise – Unbundling of the advising functions/tasks. 
 
1.1.1.1 HE- UBFacAdvise – the advising functions/tasks are performed by 

the faculty. 
 
1.1.1.2 HE- UBMixedAdvise– the advising functions/tasks are performed 

by the faculty and by other professionals or non-
professionals according to some constructed division of 
labor. 

 
1.1.1.3 HE- UBNonFacAdvise– the advising functions/tasks are 

performed by professionals or non-professionals according 
to some constructed division of labor. 

 
1.1.1.4 HE- UBTechAdvise– the advising functions/tasks are performed 

on a self-service basis by the student with the assistance of 
technology with some evaluation/approval by professionals 
or non-professionals. 

 
1.1.2  HE- UBDeliver – Unbundling of the delivery of functions/tasks. 

This includes the transmission of digitized content. 
 

1.1.2.1 HE- UBDeliverFAC – the digitization and delivery of course 
content is performed by the faculty. 
 

1.1.2.2 HE- UBDeliverCoursePack – the digitization of the course 
content is performed by the the owner or publisher (content 
expert) of the course content (e.g. a textbook company or 
Course Management Corporation) which.  The delivery of 
that digitized course content is then performed by the 
faculty. 
 

1.1.2.3 HE- UBDeliverMixed – the digitization and delivery of course 
content is performed by the faculty and other 
professionals/non-professionals at the college. 
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1.1.2.4 HE- UBDeliverCoursePackMixed – the digitization of the course 
content is performed by the owner or publisher (content 
expert) of the course content (e.g. a textbook company or 
Course Management Corporation) which.  The delivery of 
that digitized course content is then performed by the 
faculty in combination with other professionals/non-
professionals according to a division of labor.   
 

1.1.2.5 HE- UBDeliverNoFac – No faculty is directly involved in the 
digitization and delivery of course content.  The 
digitization of the course content is performed by the owner 
or publisher (content expert) of the course content (e.g. a 
textbook company or Course Management Corporation) 
which.  The delivery of that digitized course content is then 
performed by other professionals/non-professionals 
according to a division of labor. 

 
1.1.3  HE- UBDesign – Unbundling of the course content design 

functions/tasks.  This includes the selection of appropriate 
instructional methods. 

 
1.1.3.1  UBDesignFAC – The course content and instructional 

design is performed by the faculty member. 
 
1.1.3.2  UBDesignMixed – The course content and instructional 

design is performed by the faculty member with the 
assistance of other professional such as instructional 
designers and other non-professionals. 

 
1.1.3.3  UBDesignNoFac  – The course content and instructional 

design is performed by professional/non-professionals 
without faculty involvement. 

 
1.1.4  HE- UBDevelop – Unbundling of the course content development 

functions/tasks. This includes the placement of the digitized 
content into the CMS, LMS, etc. 

 
1.1.4.1  UBDevelop FAC – The course content is placed into the 

CMS (Course Management System) or LMS (Learning 
Management System) and maintained by the faculty 
member. 

 
1.1.4.2  UBDevelopMixed – The course content is placed into the 

CMS (Course Management System) or LMS (Learning 
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Management System) and maintained by the faculty 
member and other professionals/non-professionals. 

 
1.1.4.3  UBDevelopNoFAC – The course content is placed into the 

CMS (Course Management System) or LMS (Learning 
Management System) and maintained by 
professionals/non-professionals—without the faculty 
member. 

 
1.1.5  HE-UBEvaluate – Unbundling of the evaluation and assessment 

functions/tasks. 
 

1.1.5.1 UBEvaluateFAC – The evaluation and assessment functions are 
performed by the faculty member.  This would include 
technology or non-technology based assessments. 

 
1.1.5.2  UBEvaluateMixed – – The evaluation and assessment 

functions are performed by the faculty member and other 
professionals/non-professionals. This would include 
technology or non-technology based assessments. 

 
1.1.5.3  UBEvaluateNoFAC – The evaluation and assessment 

functions are performed by professionals/non-
professionals—without faculty member involvement. This 
would include technology or non-technology based 
assessments. 

 
1.1.6  HE- UBMediate – Unbundling of the mediation (interaction and 

tutoring) functions/tasks. 
 

1.1.6.1 UBMediateFAC – The interaction, communication, and tutoring 
functions are performed by the faculty member. 

 
1.1.6.2  UBMediateMixed – The interaction, communication, and 

tutoring functions are performed by the faculty member and 
other professionals/non-professionals. 

 
1.1.6.3  UBMediateNoFAC – The interaction, communication, and 

tutoring functions are performed by professionals/non-
professionals without the faculty. 
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1.2 High Enrollment Courses – Automation, Scalability, Capacity, and Socialization 
 

1.2.1  HE- Scale – Unbundling in high enrollment courses reflects an 
attempt to reach economies of scale by lowering costs through 
“distributed technologies” and reaching a “cross-over point” of 
learning outcomes over inputs.  Task specialization occurs across 
functions to increase productive output at a lower cost.   

 
1.2.2 HE- Automate – Unbundling in high enrollment courses reflects a 

large course redesign in multiple sections of a large enrollment 
course where technology and low-cost labor substitutions are 
implemented in to obtain efficiencies.  Task specialization occurs 
across functions to automate the teaching and learning process to 
the greatest extent possible. 

 
1.2.3 HE- Capacity – Unbundling in high enrollment courses reflects a 

“move to the market” displaying market and market-like behaviors 
in order to meet market demand or to enhance revenue streams.  
Task specialization occurs across functions to meet or create 
market demand by increasing capacity. 

 
1.2.4 HE-Slat – Unbundling in high enrollment courses reflects “slat,” 

or the lower-status work that is part of the initiation process to 
reach full professional status.  Task specialization occurs across 
functions to meet lower-status client needs, to let neophyte 
professionals do to the least amount of dirty work as needed, and 
to buffer the higher status professionals from the drudgery of their 
publicly professed service. 

 
1.2.5 HE-Convenience – Unbundling in high enrollment courses reflects 

an attempt to create ease of access in terms of space and time.  
Task specialization occurs across functions to enable higher levels 
of convenience for students and/or faculty as an organizing 
principle or organizational strategic driver. 

 
1.3 High Enrollment Courses – Task Bundles  
 

1.3.1 HE- NewTasks – Unbundling in high enrollment courses causes 
the creation of new tasks needed in the production of an elearning 
course.  Emphasis on new activities and who must complete the 
tasks. 
 

1.3.2 HE- AlteredTasks  – Unbundling in high enrollment courses alters 
the nature of the tasks needed in the production of an elearning 
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course. Emphasis on the perceived change, the altered activities, 
and who must/should complete the tasks. 
 

1.3.3 HE- DroppedTasks  – Through the unbundling and “repackaging” 
process in high enrollment courses, certain tasks, even those that 
may be considered essential to the essence or quality of the course 
are dropped or eliminated. Emphasis on the dropped tasks and the 
perception as to whether the tasks are essential or not. 
 

2. Traditional faculty functions will be performed by lower status professionals and 
non-professionals who will be increasingly managed. 

 
2.1 Traditional Faculty Functions – Full-time, Tenured and Part-time, Contingent 
Labor 
 

2.1.1 TFF- Full – full-time, tenured faculty are utilized in 
phases/functions of the elearning course. 
 

2.1.2 TFF- Contingent – Full-time contingent faculty (e.g. faculty with 
One-Year-Only or One-Semester-Only contracts) are utilized in 
the phases/functions of the elearning course. 
 

2.1.3 TFF- Mixed – a mixture of full-time, contingent, or part-time 
faculty are utilized in the phases/functions of the elearning course. 
 

2.1.4 TFF- Part – part-time faculty are utilized in the phases/functions 
of the elearning course. 
 

2.1.5 TFF- Non-Para – non-faculty or para/non-professionals are 
utilized in the phases/functions of the elearning course. 

 
2.2 Traditional Faculty Functions –Mode of Production 
 

2.2.1 TFF- Lone – a single faculty performs all the tasks/functions in 
the elearning course. 
 

2.2.2 TFF- Assisted – a faculty member performs the principal 
tasks/functions in the elearning course with the assistance of other 
professional and non-professionals. 
 

2.2.3 TFF- Matrix – the tasks/functions are performed by an identified 
team of professionals/non-professionals, with the faculty acting as 
a specialist in a designated role (e.g. content specialist) as part of 
the team. 
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2.3 Traditional Faculty Functions – Pure, Mostly Pure, and Dirty Work 
 

2.3.1 TFF- Pure Work – Tasks/functions are considered abstract and 
close to the identity of faculty as a profession.  Performing 
tasks/functions related to notions of professional regression 
reserved for the highest strata faculty.  Faculty retain the work 
because it is considered the most “academic” area of their 
profession. 
 

2.3.2 TFF- Mostly Pure Work – Tasks/functions, while considered 
necessary to the public jurisdictional claims and the public identity 
of the profession, but are still considered lower-status within the 
faculty profession. Performing tasks/functions accomplished 
through division of labor by lower strata faculty who are “paying 
their dues.” Faculty retain the work, but delegate it to lower status 
workers because it is considered a less “academic” area of their 
profession. 
 

2.3.3 TFF- Dirty Work – Tasks/functions, while considered necessary to 
the public jurisdictional claims and the public identity of the 
profession, are still considered menial, debasing, and dirty within 
the faculty profession. Performing tasks/functions accomplished 
through division of labor by lowest strata faculty, or other 
professionals and non-professionals. Faculty relinquish control to 
lower status workers because it is considered necessary, but 
“beneath” their profession. “Common dignifying rationalizations” 
are present and identified with the dirty work by those who 
perform it. 

 
 
3. Faculty will have limited or altered jurisdictional domain over functions that have 
been unbundled. 
 
3.1 Jurisdictional Domain – Change and Control of Content/Outputs 
 

3.1.1 JD- Hands On – faculty have the ability, on their own, to change 
the content/outputs of the elearning course. 
 

3.1.2 JD- Helping Hands– faculty have the ability, through the 
assistance of others, to change the content/outputs of the elearning 
course. 
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3.1.3 JD- Hands Off– faculty do not have the ability to change the 
content/outputs of the elearning course. 

 
3.2 Jurisdictional Domain – Locus of Quality Control 
 

3.2.1 JD- ProQuality – faculty construct and determine the quality of 
the elearning course. 
 

3.2.2 JD- TeamQuality – faculty and other professionals and non-
professionals construct and determine the quality of the elearning 
course. 
 

3.2.3 JD- MarketQuality – faculty and other professionals construct and 
determine the quality of the elearning course—with a heavy 
emphasis on the criterion that it meets market demand. 

3.3 Jurisdictional Domain – Upgrading and Degradation of Function/Task Skills 
 

3.3.1 JD- Self-Train – faculty take the initiative to upgrade skills in 
technologies and processes including training opportunities in 
order to maintain control over jurisdictional domain and to do the 
functions and accompanying tasks. 
 

3.3.2 JD- Org-Train – faculty are offered the opportunity/choice to 
upgrade skills in technologies and processes including training 
opportunities to do the functions and accompanying tasks. 
 

3.3.3 JD- No-Train – faculty do not upgrade skills in technologies and 
processes including training opportunities because other lower-
status professionals/non-professionals do the functions and 
accompanying tasks. 

 
3.4 Jurisdictional Domain – Monitoring, Surveillance and Professional Discretion 
 

3.4.1 JD- SpyFree – faculty are not monitored nor subject to 
surveillance measures, rather demonstrate the autonomy of 
professional discretion 
 

3.4.2 JD- SpyFac – faculty are increasingly monitored and subject to 
surveillance measures by other faculty, including peers, 
department heads, etc. 
 

3.4.3 JD- SpyAd – faculty are increasingly monitored and subject to 
surveillance measures by management/administration 
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3.5 Jurisdictional Domain – Ownership and Control of Intellectual Property 
 

3.5.1 JD- CommonIP – Intellectual property is considered a public good 
and shared with the community of scholars and others. 
 

3.5.2 JD- InstitutionIP – Intellectual property is considered “work for 
hire” or explicitly extracted from faculty through “extensive use of 
resources” policies or agreements.  The institution holds the 
intellectual property rights for its own uses. 
 

3.5.3 JD- InstitutionalUseIP – faculty maintain control of intellectual 
property rights while allowing full use of it by the institution. 
 

3.5.4 JD- FacultyIP – faculty are conscious of, and seek to maintain full 
control of intellectual property rights including ownership, version 
and editing rights 

 
3.6 Jurisdictional Domain – Inter and Intra Professional Conflict 
 

3.6.1 JD- IntraProConflict – jurisdictional conflicts over functions and 
tasks that have been unbundled by higher or lower status strata of 
faculty. 
 

3.6.2 JD- InterProConflict – jurisdictional conflicts over functions and 
tasks that have been unbundled by higher or lower status 
professionals outside of faculty. 
 

3.6.3 JD- IntraProPeace – absence of jurisdictional conflicts over 
functions and tasks that have been unbundled by higher or lower 
status strata of faculty. 
 

3.6.4 JD- InterProPeace – absence of jurisdictional conflicts over 
functions and tasks that have been unbundled by higher or lower 
status professionals outside of faculty. 

 
3.7 Jurisdictional Domain – Autonomy of Time – Locus of Control 
 

3.7.1 JD- SetTime – the faculty member sets her or his work time and 
office hours.  This may include a prescribed the number of office 
hours according to academic policies.  The emphasis is on the 
autonomy of the faculty to determine when her or his work and 
office hours will happen—if at all. 
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3.7.2 JD- FlexTime – the faculty member must complete work and 
office hours within a prescribed time period.  Emphasis is on a 
required “response time” or similar standard, but not on 
synchronous or scheduled times (e.g. faculty must respond within a 
4 day period—at their discretion when that will be). 
 

3.7.3 JD- InstitutionTime – the faculty member must complete work 
and office hours at a prescribed time period.  Emphasis is on a 
required “response time” or similar standard, and on synchronous 
or scheduled times for work to occur (e.g. faculty must do work 
and hold office hours at certain times that are set by the 
organization—not by the faculty member). 

 
 
 
4.  There will be a standardization of outputs and content of e-learning courses that 
can be duplicated and repurposed. 
 
4.1 Intellectual Property – The Standardization and Customization of 
Outputs/Content  
 

4.1.1 IP- Craft – course outputs/content is created and used for the 
specific context of a single course/section. 
 

4.1.2 IP- Clone – course outputs/content, while originating in one course 
context, has been adapted and replicated in another course/section. 
 

4.1.3 IP- VAL (Virtual Assembly Line) – course outputs/content 
(including syllabi, lessons, schedules, grading scales, exams, etc.) 
are purposely replicated and reused for multiple sections of a 
course. 

 
4.2 Intellectual Property – The Public and Private Marketplace  
 

4.2.1 IP- Open – sharing content/outputs with community of scholars 
including other colleges. 
 

4.2.2 IP- InternalUse – the content/outputs that are repurposed and/or 
shaped for internal use and for internal efficiencies within the 
college. 
 

4.2.3 IP- TargetMarket – the content/outputs of elearning courses that 
are purposed and/or shaped for target markets, in other words, non-
traditional community college markets and communities including 
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out-of-county, out-of-state, international, or other niche markets. 
 

4.2.4 IP- Sold – the commodification of the content/outputs of elearning 
courses that are repurposed and sold to external markets outside 
the college and/or district. 

 
4.3 Intellectual Property – Organizational Capacity 
 

4.3.1 IP- Existing – general policies that address “distance education,” 
but no specific policies and organizational structures created for 
the ownership, control, documentation, and shaping of elearning 
course outputs/content. 
 

4.3.2 IP- Emerging – emerging policies and organizational structures 
present for the ownership, control, documentation, and shaping of 
elearning course outputs/content—less than five years. 
 

4.3.3 IP- Immersed – institutionalized policies and organizational 
structures present for the ownership, control, documentation, and 
shaping of elearning course outputs/content—older than five years. 
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APPENDIX C: 

PROPOSITIONS, START CODES, AND INITIAL QUESTIONS 

Proposition Start Codes 
(Miles and 
Huberman) 

Corresponding Questions 

1. Unbundling 
is most likely to 
be found in high 
enrollment e-
learning 
courses.   

1.1 High 
Enrollment 
Courses – 
Continuum of 
Unbundling 
 
HE- UBAdvise  
HE- UBDeliver  
HE- UBDesign  
HE- UBDevelop  
HE-UBEvaluate  
HE- UBMeditate 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.  How many people does it take to put a course online?  Who is 
involved? (also P 2.2) 

 
7. Going back to the early days of your course, Who designed 

the course? How did that happen? (also P 2.2) 
 

8. How was the instructional design done for your course?  
Who did it? (also P 2.2) 
 

9. Who developed your course lessons, assignments, 
assessments, exams? How did that happen? (also P 2.2) 
 

10. What course materials were selected for your e-Learning 
course? How did that happen?  Who did that? (also P 2.2) 
 

11. Were there any special technologies used to deliver your 
course? (also P 2.2) 

o IF SPECIAL TECHNOLOGIES 
INCORPORATED… 

 How were they incorporated into it?  
 Who did it?  

 
12. How was your course placed into the course management 

system? Who did it? (also P 2.2) 
 

13. How is your course maintained in the course management 
system? (also P 2.2) 
 

14. How is your course tested for functionality and accuracy? 
(also P 2.2) 
 

15. If needed, who gets copyright clearance or permissions(also 
P 2.2, P 4.3) 
 

16. Who taught the course the first time it was offered? (also P 
2.2) 
 

22. How do students get into your course? Is there any  
advisement or placement that is needed? (also P 2.2) 
 

23. How do you interact with your students? (also P 2.2) 
 
 

24. What is your role when you are teaching your online course? 
How does that differ from a traditional course? (also P 2.2) 
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1.2 High 
Enrollment 
Courses – 
Automation, 
Scalability, 
Capacity, and 
Socialization 
 
HE- Scale  
HE- Automate  
HE- Capacity  
HE- Scut 
 

 
25. What types of assessments (tests, exams, quizzes, etc.) do 

students do in class? (also P 2.2, P 4.1) 
 

26. What types of assessments are done online? In-person? (also 
P 2.2) 
 

27. How are assessments graded and evaluated? (also P 2.2) 
 

28. How do students get help with technology issues? (also P 2.2) 
 
29. How do students get help with support issues such as 

tutoring, counseling, etc.? Who does that? (also P 2.2) 
 
30. What types of assistance are available to students 

(counseling, tutoring, etc.)? Who assists students (also P 2.2)
 

 
1.  Give me a little background on your (NAME and TYPE of 
Course) How long has your e-Learning been offered? 
 
2.  Who decided to put your course online? What was the driver?  
 
3.  What seems to be the current and future impetus to put 
courses online at your college?  Who and where does it come 
from?  
 
 
 

 
Proposition Start Codes 

(Miles and 
Huberman) 

Corresponding Questions 

2. Traditional 
faculty 
functions will 
be performed 
by lower status 
professionals 
and non-
professionals 
who will be 
increasingly 
managed. 

2.1 Traditional 
Faculty 
Functions – Full-
time, Tenured 
and Part-time, 
Contingent Labor 
 
TFF- Full  
TFF- Mixed  
TFF- Part  
TFF- Non-Para  
 
 
 
 
2.2 Traditional 
Faculty 
Functions –Mode 

5. How many sections of your e-Learning course are offered?  
How similar are sections in terms of content, activities, 
assessments, etc.? (also P 4.1) 

o IF THERE ARE MULTIPLE SECTIONS WITH 
OTHER INSTRUCTORS 

 Who teaches the other sections?  
 Are they full-time faculty, part-time faculty or 

other?  
 Do they teach it differently than you? 

 
6.  How is loading decided? Is it part of regular pay or outside of 
faculty load?  
 
 
 
7. Going back to the early days of your course, Who designed 

the course? How did that happen? (also P 1.1) 
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of Production 
TFF- Lone  
TFF- Assisted  
TFF- Matrix  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.3 Traditional 
Faculty 
Functions – 
Pure, Mostly 
Pure, and Dirty 
Work 
 
TFF- Pure  
TFF- Mostly 
Pure  
TFF- Dirty  

8. How was the instructional design done for your course?  
Who did it? (also P 1.1) 
 

9. Who developed your course lessons, assignments, 
assessments, exams? How did that happen? (also P 1.1) 
 

10. What course materials were selected for your e-Learning 
course? How did that happen?  Who did that? (also P 1.1) 
 

11. Were there any special technologies used to deliver your 
course? (also P 1.1) 

o IF SPECIAL TECHNOLOGIES 
INCORPORATED… 

 How were they incorporated into it?  
• Who did it?  

 
12. How was your course placed into the course management 

system? Who did it? (also P 1.1) 
 

13. How is your course maintained in the course management 
system? (also P 1.1) 
 

14. How is your course tested for functionality and accuracy? 
(also P 1.1) 
 

15. If needed, who gets copyright clearance or permissions? 
(also P 1.1, P 4.3) 
 

16. Who taught the course the first time it was offered? (also P 
1.1) 

 
22. How do students get into your course? Is there any 

advisement or placement that is needed? (P 1.1, P 2.2) 
 
 
31. We’ve talked about many aspects of your course, what 

would you consider the most enjoyable as a professional? 
What is the least enjoyable?  
 

32. If you could “hand-off” some of those least enjoyable tasks 
to someone else, which tasks would they be?  
 

33. Who would decide which tasks should be handed off? And 
who would do them?  
 

34. Have you ever “handed-off” any of these least enjoyable 
tasks to someone else?  

o IF TASKS HANDED OFF… 
• How did it make you feel to get rid of those 

tasks?  
 

35. Are there tasks that are performed by others that you feel 
that you should have more control or influence over?  
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36. Are there any menial or low-end tasks that you have to do 

now that you feel a faculty should not have to perform?  
 

37. Of the many steps that it takes to create and deliver your 
class, what tasks are essential that a faculty member 
perform?  

 
47. Sometimes there are mistakes or failures in the creation and 

delivery of courses, has that ever happened to you? (Also P 
3.1) 

o IF SO… 
 Tell me about it.  

 
 

Proposition Start Codes 
(Miles and 
Huberman) 

Corresponding Questions 

3. Faculty will 
have limited or 
altered 
jurisdictional 
domain over 
functions that 
have been 
unbundled. 

3.1 Jurisdictional 
Domain – 
Change and 
Control of 
Content/Outputs 
 
JD- Hands On  
JD- Helping 
Hands  
JD- Hands Off   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.2 Jurisdictional 
Domain – Locus 
of Quality 
Control 

 
JD- ProQuality  

40. Has your course ever been revised or updated? Who did it?  
 

41. How is the course content—lessons, syllabus, exams, etc.—
changed?  Who can change it?  
 

42. How are changes done once your course has been 
“published” or is “live?”  
 

43. Is your course or its contents ever used for another purpose 
like another section or course? (also P 3.5, P 4.1) 
 

44. Is your course or its contents ever used in other departments 
in your college or at other colleges in the district? (also P  
3.5, P 4.1) 
 

45. Who is able to see and use your course and its contents—is it 
open to anyone or are there some restrictions? (also P 3.5, P 
4.1) 
 

46. Have you ever shared or borrowed parts of your course? 
(also 3.5, P 4.1) 
 

47. Sometimes there are mistakes or failures in the creation and 
delivery of courses, has that ever happened to you? (also P 
2.3) 

o IF SO… 
 Tell me about it.  

 
48. Who determines the quality/lack of quality of your course?  

In other words, who has to be satisfied with the quality of 
your course?  

 
 
 



281 
 

JD- TeamQuality 
JD- 
MarketQuality  
 
 
 
 
3.3 Jurisdictional 
Domain – 
Upgrading and 
Degradation of 
Function/Task 
Skills 
 
JD- Self-Train 
JD- Org-Train 
JD- No-Train  
 
3.4 Jurisdictional 
Domain – 
Monitoring, 
Surveillance and 
Professional 
Discretion 
 
JD- SpyFree  
JD- SpyFac 
JD- SpyAd  
 
 
 
3.5 Jurisdictional 
Domain – 
Ownership and 
Control of 
Intellectual 
Property 
 
JD- CommonIP  
JD- TheirIP  
JD- OurIP  
JD- MyIP  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17. Please describe any training you had to receive or need to 

receive to do your course or some aspect of it.  
 

18. Who determines what type, when, and if someone gets 
training to do a course or some aspect of it?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
49. Are you or others ever tracked or monitored in your course? 

o IF SURVEILLANCE IS HAPPENING… 
 How is the monitoring done? 
 How do you feel about this 

monitoring?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
43. Is your course or its contents ever used for another purpose 

like another section or course? (also P 3.1, P 4.1) 
 

44. Is your course or its contents ever used in other 
departments in your college or at other colleges in the 
district? (also P  
3.1, P 4.1) 
 

45. Who is able to see and use your course and its contents—is 
it open to anyone or are there some restrictions? (also P 
3.1, P 4.1) 

 
46. Have you ever shared or borrowed parts of your course? 

(also 3.1, P 4.1) 
 
50. How do intellectual property rights work for your online 

course? Who owns your e-Learning course? (P 3.5) 
 

49. What policies or offices govern intellectual property 
rights? (also P 4.3) 
 

50. Have you ever felt the need to preserve your intellectual 
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3.6 Jurisdictional 
Domain – Inter 
and Intra 
Professional 
Conflict 
 
JD- 
IntraProConflict  
JD- 
InterProConflict  
JD- 
IntraProPeace  
JD- 
InterProPeace  
 

property rights? 
 

51. Are you aware of any intellectual property disputes at your 
college or in the district? 
 
 
 
 
 

39. Are you aware of any individual or group within the ranks 
of faculty that would like to have more say-so, control, or 
influence over which tasks are performed to deliver your 
course or other online courses? 

o IF SO… 
 Which tasks are in question?  

 
40. Are you aware of any other personnel, individuals or 

groups outside of the ranks of faculty that would like to 
have more say-so, control, or influence over which tasks 
are performed to deliver your course or other online 
courses? 

o IF SO… 
 Which tasks are in question? 

 
 

 
Proposition Start Codes 

(Miles and 
Huberman) 

Corresponding Questions 

4.  There will 
be a 
standardization 
of outputs and 
content of e-
learning courses 
that can be 
duplicated and 
repurposed. 

4.1 Intellectual 
Property – The 
Standardization 
and 
Customization of 
Outputs/Content 
 
IP- Craft  
IP- Clone 
IP- VAL (Virtual 
Assembly Line) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. How many sections of your e-Learning course are offered?  
How similar are sections in terms of content, activities, 
assessments, etc.? (Also P 2.1) 

o IF THERE ARE MULTIPLE SECTIONS WITH 
OTHER INSTRUCTORS 

 Who teaches the other sections?  
 Are they full-time faculty, part-time 

faculty or other?  
 Do they teach it differently than you? 

 
43. Is your course or its contents ever used for another purpose 

like another section or course? (also P 3.1, P 3.5) 
 

44. Is your course or its contents ever used in other departments 
in your college or at other colleges in the district? (also P  
3.1, P 3.5) 
 

45. Who is able to see and use your course and its contents—is it 
open to anyone or are there some restrictions? (also P 3.1, 
P 3.5) 
 

46. Have you ever shared or borrowed parts of your course? 
(also 3.1, P 3.5) 
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4.2 Intellectual 
Property – The 
Public and 
Private 
Marketplace  
 
IP- Open  
IP- Hold  
IP- Sold 
 
4.3 Intellectual 
Property – 
Organizational 
Capacity 
 
IP- Existing  
IP- Emerging  
IP- Immersed  
 

 
19. Why do students take your course?  

 
20. Where are your students? In county, out-of-county, out-of- 

state?  
 

21. Does your course serve a niche or special market that might 
not be considered a “typical” community college population? 

 
 
 
51. What policies or offices govern intellectual property rights? 
(also P 3.5) 
 
54. Have any people been hired to track intellectual property 
issues at your college? 
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APPENDIX D: 

LIST OF SUBJECTS INTERVIEWED 

 

 

Participant Site eLearning Course/Position 
English Faculty Misty Mountain ENG101 
Psychology Faculty Misty Mountain PSY101 
Computer Faculty Misty Mountain CMP101 
English Faculty1 Marble Mountain ENG101 
English Faculty2 Marble Mountain ENG101 
English Faculty3 Marble Mountain ENG101/ENG102 
English Faculty4 Marble Mountain ENG102 
Computer Faculty1 Marble Mountain CMP101 
Computer Faculty2 Marble Mountain CMP101 
Math Faculty Marble Mountain MAT101 – Teaching-Learning 

Center 
Language Faculty Marble Mountain SPA101/SPA102 
Computer Faculty Thunder Mountain CMP101 
Associate Dean/Adjunct Thunder Mountain E-Learning Production 
Graphic Designer Thunder Mountain E-Learning Production 
Production Specialist/Adjunct Thunder Mountain E-Learning Production 
Automation 
Specialist/Adjunct 

Thunder Mountain E-Learning Production 

Assessment Specialist Thunder Mountain E-Learning Production 
Content Specialist/Adjunct Thunder Mountain E-Learning Production 
Production Manager/Adjunct Thunder Mountain E E-Learning Production 
English Faculty1 Thunder Mountain ENG101 
English Faculty2 Thunder Mountain ENG101 
Instructional Design 
Manager/Lead/Adjunct 

Thunder Mountain Instructional Design 

Instructional Design Faculty Thunder Mountain Instructional Design 
Instructional Design 
Administrator 

Thunder Mountain Instructional Design 

Library Faculty Thunder Mountain Librarian – IP/Copyright 
Psychology Faculty Thunder Mountain PSY101 
TL Helpdesk 
Manager/Adjunct 

Thunder Mountain Teaching and Learning 
Helpdesk 

TL Helpdesk 
Specialist/Adjunct  

Thunder Mountain Teaching and Learning 
Helpdesk 

Tech Helpdesk Manager Thunder Mountain Technological Helpdesk 
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APPENDIX E: 

SAMPLE FACULTY QUESTIONAIRE 

The Unbundling and Restructuring of the Faculty Role 
in eLearning Community College Courses 

Basic Faculty Template 0.5 
(This template is for full or part-time faculty) 

Last Revised:  June 16, 2006 
 

Interview Number: # 

Interview BY: Vernon Smith 

Interview OF: Subject # 

Date:  

Location:  

 

A.  Demographic and other information 

Q-A. Job position: 

Q-B. Field/Discipline/Department: 

Q-C. Course(s): 

Q-D. Time in position: 

Q-E. Time at the College:  

Q-F. Tenured/Non-Tenured:  

Q-G. Educational Background and/or resumé: 

Q-H. Professional Memberships or Associations: 

Q-I. (Optional) Gender:  

Q-J. (Optional) Ethnicity:  

Q-K. (Optional) Age: 

B. Purpose of Research 

The purpose of this project is to better understand how online/e-learning courses are created, and what 
impact this production process has on the role of faculty members in a community college setting.   
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C. DO CONSENT FORMS 

D. TURN ON RECORDER 

E. Structured Questions 

Q1. Give me a little background on the motivation to put courses online.   What were your reasons, the 

Department’s reasons, and the College’s reasons? (P 1.2) 

A:   

Q2. Why do students take these e-learning/online courses? (P 4.2) 

A:   

Q3. Where are your students? In county, out-of-county, out-of-state? (P 4.2)  

A:   

Q4. Do your courses serve a targeted, niche, or special market that might not be considered a “typical” 

community college population? (P 4.2)   

Q5. Talk about putting SPA online.  How was it collaborative in nature and how was it an individual 

effort? 

Q6. Talk about how you worked/work with other faculty to create, design, deliver, and teach courses 

who did which tasks?  How did that happen? 

Q7. How do faculty members cooperate and collaborate once a course has been developed and taught 

the first time?  Do faculty members collaborate as a course is reviewed and updated?  

A:   

Q8. What are some of the advantages of collaborating with other faculty to work on a course? 

A: 

The following questions should use the FUNCTIONS Matrix.  

Show the subject the Production Function Matrix. 
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Production Tasks/Functions Involvement? Personnel/Technology Involved? Notes 
Design 
The selection of teaching and 
learning pedagogies, strategies, 
and methods 
 

   

Content 
The curriculum or subject 
matter including objectives and 
expected learning outcomes.  
Includes syllabus, lessons, 
assignments, assessments, 
exams, etc. 

   

Development  
The creation and placement of 
materials to be viewed digitally 
on the internet 
 

   

Delivery 
The transmission of the 
developed course to students 
 

   

Grading 
The evaluation and feedback of 
student assessments (quizzes, 
papers, exams, portfolios, etc.) 
 

   

Interaction 
The communication, 
mediation, and motivation with 
students 

   

Improvement 
The change process to improve 
course effectiveness including 
its documentation 

   

Advising 
Answering curricular, 
programmatic, college, and 
other questions from students 

   

 

Q9.      How is the instructional design done for a course?  Who is involved? (P 1.1.3, P 2.2) 

Q10. Who developed the course content including lessons, assignments, assessments, exams? How did 

that happen? Who is involved? (P 1.1.3, P 2.2) 

Q11. What course materials were selected for the eLearning course? How did that happen?  Who did 

that? Who is involved?  (P 1.1.3, P 2.2)  
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Q12. If needed, who gets copyright clearance or permissions? Who is involved? (P 1.1.4, P 2.2, P 4.3) 

Q13. Are there any special technologies used to deliver the course? (P 1.1.3, P 2.2) 

Q14. How is the course placed into the course management system? Who is involved? (P 1.1.4, P 2.2) 

Q15. How do students access the course? 

Q16. How is the course maintained in the course management system? Who is involved? (P 1.1.4, P 

2.2) 

Q17. How is the course tested for functionality and accuracy? Who is involved? (P 1.1.4, P 2.2) 

Q18. How are assessments (tests, exams, quizzes, etc.) created? Who is involved? (P 1.1.4, P 2.2) 

Q19. Primarily, how do you or others interact with students? (P 1.1.6, P 2.2) 

Q20. How are changes done once a course has been “published” or is “live?” (P 3.1) 

Q21. How important is it to you to be able to make changes, updates, or revisions to ENG02?  And how 

quickly do you need to be able to make such changes? 

Q22. How is advisement done for students? Who is involved? 

Q23. For a typical e-learning course, how many people does it take to put the course online?  Who is 

involved? (P 1.1.2, 1.1.3, 1.1.4, P 2.2)  

A:     

Q24. Compare how courses are designed, developed, delivered, taught at MCC across different 

departments and compared to other campuses around the District?  What would be major similarities and 

differences? 

Q25. How similar are sections in terms of content, activities, assessments, etc.? (P 2.1, P 4.1)  

A:   

o IF THERE ARE MULTIPLE SECTIONS WITH OTHER INSTRUCTORS 

� Who teaches the other sections?  

� Are they full-time faculty, part-time faculty or other?  

� Do they teach it differently than you? 

� How similar is it to in-person courses? 
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Q26. Were any assignments or requirements dropped from a course that are normally required in an in-

person setting? 

Q27. Has doing online/e-learning courses led to more skills development or training to do your course 

or some aspect of it. (P 3.3)  

 

Q28. Describe how you schedule your tasks. Do you have online office hours? (P 3.7)  

A:   

o IF FACULTY HAS ONLINE OFFICE HOURS… 

� Who set or sets your office hours?  

Q29. What is the expected response time for interacting with students?  How is it monitored; what is the 

standard? (P 3.7)  

A:    

Q30. How do students get help with technology issues? (P 1.1.6, P 2.2)  

A:   

Q31. We’ve talked about many aspects of your course, what would you consider the most enjoyable as 

a professional? What is the least enjoyable? (P 2.3)  

A:   

Q32. Have you ever “handed-off” any of these least enjoyable tasks to someone else? (P 2.3)  

A:   

o IF TASKS HANDED OFF… 

� How did it make you feel to get rid of those tasks? (P 2.3)   

Q33. Are there any menial or low-end tasks that you have to do now that you feel a faculty should not 

have to perform? (P 2.3)  

A:   

Q34. Of the many steps that it takes to create and deliver your class (refer to Production Function 

Matrix), which tasks are essential that a faculty member perform? (P 2.3)  

A:   
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Q35. Are you aware of any individual or group within the ranks of faculty that would like to have more 

say-so, control, or influence over which tasks are performed to deliver your course or other online courses? 

(P 3.6)  

A:   

o IF SO… 

� Which tasks are in question?  

Q36. Are you aware of any other personnel, individuals or groups outside of the ranks of faculty that 

would like to have more say-so, control, or influence over which tasks are performed to deliver your course 

or other online (p 3.6) courses?  

A:   

o IF SO… 

� Which tasks are in question? 

Q37. Is your course or its contents ever reused for another purpose like another section or course? (P 

3.1, P 3.5, P 4.1)  

A:   

Q38. Is your course or its contents ever reused at other colleges in the district? (P 3.1, P 3.5, P 4.1)  

A:   

Q39. Who is able to see and use your course and its contents—is it open to anyone or are there some 

restrictions? (P 3.1, P 3.5, P 4.1)  

A:   

Q40. Have you ever shared or borrowed parts of your course? (P 3.1, P 3.5, P 4.1)  

A:   

Q41. Who determines the quality/lack of quality of your course?  In other words, who has to be satisfied 

with the quality of your course? (P 3.2)  

A:   

Q42. Are you or others ever tracked or monitored in your course? (P 3.4, P 3.7)  

A:   
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o IF SURVEILLANCE IS HAPPENING… 

� How is the monitoring done? 

� How do you feel about this monitoring?  

Q43. How do intellectual property rights work for your online course? Who owns your e-Learning 

course? (P 3.5)  

A:   

Q44. What policies or offices govern intellectual property rights? (P 4.3)  

A:   

Q45. Have you ever felt the need to preserve your intellectual property rights? (P 3.5)  

A:   

Q46. Have any people been hired to track intellectual property issues at your college? (P 4.3)  

A:   

Q47. Look into the future five years.  What will e-learning/online courses look like and how will you be 

involved? 

A:   

Q48. In general, how do you think e-learning is affecting your role?  

A:   

Q49. Is there anything we haven’t covered or asked about that we should have?  

A:   
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APPENDIX F: 
 

INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM 
 
Subject Number:      Date: 
Total time of interview:  
 
What were the main issues or themes that struck you in this interview? 
 
 
 
 
Summarize the information you got (or failed to get) on each of the proposition target questions you had for 
this interviewee. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Any important issues noted in tone, environment, context? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Anything else that struck you as salient, interesting, illuminating, or important in this interview? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Any new (or remaining) codes, themes, or questions that were generated? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Any follow-up actions required? 
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