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FROM THE EDITOR 

A Passion for Teaching Business Law & Ethics: Student Learning Through Case Studies 
 

Both awareness and knowledge of business law and ethics are crucial for success in business 
and everyday life. Application and analysis of business scenarios using this awareness and 
knowledge are even more important. As teachers, our passion is to facilitate student learning 
of all aspects of the business law and ethics disciplines. 

 
This issue of the Journal of Business Law & Ethics Pedagogy provides a variety of useful 
classroom ideas to help students learn. It also offers helpful information regarding online 
education and teaching modalities, as well as assistance for instructors in presenting their 
best cases in faculty evaluations for our unique discipline. 

 
In The Entrepreneurs with No Garage Project, Professor Perry Binder shares his class project 
in which students start a hypothetical business. The purpose is to show students the 
importance of law in business, especially business formation, contracts, and intellectual 
property. Students can benefit now, as well as when they are out in the working world 
because the focus is being entrepreneurial on a budget. To add greater flexibility and value, 
the author has separated the project into modules that can be used individually or as a whole. 

 
Professors Craig Barkacs and Linda Barkacs have developed a classroom exercise that uses 
experiential learning to help students understand several areas of business law and ethics, 
most prominently environmental law. In Citropolis: An Experiential Classroom Exercise in 
Environmental Justice, the authors have created a fictional city in which students serve as city 
planners and decide which proposed project they will accept. The article offers detailed 
information for each project, including revenues for the city, as well as possible negative 
issues. The exercise then moves on to coverage of real-world environmental cases, the facts 
of which are similar to issues students encountered as city planners in the fictional city. This 
unique learning exercise offers students a hands-on approach to applying law and other 
topics, while also incorporating real-world examples to show the impact of their decisions. 

 
Professor Carol Bast presents a valuable analysis of evaluations of business law faculty, 
especially in universities with few such faculty members. Because business law teaching and 
research is different than other business disciplines in many ways, faculty do not have as 
many mentors and successful tenure examples throughout the business school. They must 
educate colleagues, department chairs, and deans in how this work should be evaluated. Her 
article, Toward More Effective Faculty Evaluation, shares research and offers ideas about how 
to navigate the process of building a case for teaching and research in the business law 
discipline. 

 
In a study comparing performance in online and face-to-face classes, Professors Jill 
Jasperson, Ronald Mellado Miller, and Maureen Snow Andrade share data about the 
performance of 1,100 students taught over a six-year period. Speed of Light versus Speed of 
Sound offers statistical analysis of data to show the differences between these types of 
teaching modalities. The authors found business law students in face-to-face classes 
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outperform students in online sections. They suggest uses of technology and other resources 
to better address the needs and performance of online learners. 

 
In Teaching Business Law to Non-Lawyers, Professor Dawn Levy presents a three-pronged 
engagement approach which includes: addressing students’ prior beliefs about law; 
illustrating law with relatable real-world examples; and demonstrating the value of business 
law knowledge in strategy and decision-making. While her paper focuses on reaching 
community college students, this excellent and useful information is universally applicable 
for all students and would be valuable for business law and ethics faculty to consider. 

 
* * * 

 
This issue is my last as Editor in Chief. Starting this journal and publishing four issues has 
been a joy. Our business law and ethics disciplines are critical to creating well-rounded 
business majors and business professionals, and imparting knowledge about the same to 
students is our calling. This journal serves these purposes. Professors will be able to search 
this permanent and searchable archival tool and benefit from the fine work by truly gifted, 
hard-working educators (as well as from dedicated editors and reviewers). Many, many 
thanks to all who have helped build this valuable pedagogical resource. 

 

Linda Christiansen 
EDITOR IN CHIEF 
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Speed of Light versus Speed of Sound: 
Comparing Online and Face-to-Face Undergraduate 
Business Law Courses 

 
 
Jill Jasperson*, Ronald Mellado Miller†, and Maureen Snow Andrade‡ 

 
 

Abstract 
 

While undergraduate business law classes are taught around the world, there is scant literature comparing 
online and face-to-face versions of these courses. This study compared quiz scores, exam scores, final grades, 
and dropout rates across six years for over 1,100 online and face-to-face students enrolled in an upper division 
undergraduate business law course. The study also analyzed students’ comprehension of the legal topics 
covered. The differences in online and face-to-face modalities were significant, but more importantly, showed 
that face-to-face business law students outperformed those in the online sections. The study contributes to the 
growing empirical literature on the effectiveness of face-to-face and online modalities. First, it provided a direct 
comparison between online and traditional instruction with business law students in an undergraduate setting 
with the same instructor. Second, it identified topics that were problematic for both sets of students. 

 

 
KEY WORDS: FACE-TO-FACE, DISTANCE EDUCATION, ONLINE EDUCATION, BUSINESS LAW, PEDAGOGY, 
TESTING, UNDERGRADUATE BUSINESS LAW, LEGAL EDUCATION, DROPOUT, LEGAL TOPICS, BUSINESS 
SCHOOL, RETENTION, MOTIVATION, LEARNING OUTCOMES, STUDENT SATISFACTION, MODE OF DELIVERY 

 

 

I. Introduction 
 

Instruction delivered at the speed of light, or in an online format, is taking higher education by storm. The 
market for online courses is increasing at a rate of 1% per year with estimates that 4 million students will be 
registered in online courses in the near future in spite of declining higher education enrollments overall 
(Seaman, Allen, & Seaman, 2018; Eduventures, 2016). Nearly one-third of all college students are enrolled in at 
least one online course and this number has been increasing for public institutions though not for for-profit 
institutions (Seaman et al., 2018). This increase in demand in traditional higher education institutions is 
creating the need for more faculty members to teach online and for more effective online course design 
strategies and pedagogies to create “high-quality, engaging online courses that increase the completion rates 
of graduates” (Magda, 2019, p. 6). 

However, instruction delivered with the speed of sound, or the face-to-face traditional lecture, is also alive 
and well and is not only preferred by many faculty members but believed to be a superior method of teaching 
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(e.g., only 9% of faculty surveyed strongly agreed that online courses could achieve learning outcomes 
equivalent to face-to-face courses; Jashik & Lederman, 2014), in spite of the fact that 67% of faculty represented 
in a large-scale survey were actively teaching online with 98% of them doing it as part of their regular workload 
(Magda, 2019). Of particular concern is that these faculty may not participate in any relevant training or 
development activities, and if they do, these tend to focus on learning management systems and technology 
rather than pedagogy (Magda, 2019). Additionally, feedback on teaching may be limited and policies governing 
interactions with students, particularly timely interaction, are uncommon (Magda, 2019). 

The debate continues regarding which delivery modality is most effective for learning although this may not 
be the right question to ask. Both types of courses can be designed and taught well or poorly, and one cannot 
assume that simply moving a traditional course to an online format will result in similar outcomes. Adjustments 
need to be made for the delivery method and appropriate support mechanisms in place to help both faculty 
and students make a successful transition to a different way of teaching and learning. The purpose of this study 
was to compare an undergraduate business law class taught in both online and face-to-face modalities to 
determine students’ levels of performance, and consequently, to identify potential changes that could improve 
student success in one or both formats. Although scholars have made such comparisons in a wide variety of 
subjects (e.g., Bernard, Abrami, Lou, Borokhovski, Wade, & Wozney, 2004; Cavanaugh & Jacquemin, 2015), this 
is a significant query in light of the fact that there is scant knowledge on this topic in business law. General 
trends in higher education circles are moving toward accelerated speeds (thus, the speed of light) to 
accommodate knowledge gaps in the world today. People want knowledge now. This means higher education 
educators need to equip themselves with the right tools to teach effectively. The research question addressed 
in this study was: How do students’ quiz scores, unit exam scores, final grades, and completion rates compare 
across the two modalities? 

 

II. Literature Review 

This literature review focuses on two main areas of relevance to the study. The first area involves studies 
comparing online or blended modalities with face-to-face instruction, including related studies on the impact 
of instructional technology on learning. The second area consists of studies examining learner individual 
differences and how these differences impact success in online and blended courses compared to traditional 
onsite courses. 

 

A. Comparison Studies 

Meta-analysis is a common method for distinguishing the outcomes associated with online and face-to-face 
modalities. An analysis of 232 studies from 1985-2002 containing 688 distinct achievement, attitude, and 
retention outcomes demonstrated no differences in effect sizes between the two modalities, but wide 
variability with online learning outperforming face-to-face courses in some instances and underperforming 
them in other cases; additionally, synchronous online courses (those in which students connected remotely at 
specific set times) had better outcomes on all three measures (achievement, attitude, and retention) than 
asynchronous courses (those in which students did not connect remotely at set times) (Bernard et al., 2004). 
Other meta-analyses have also found that students achieved similarly whether they learned online or in a 
traditional classroom (Brown & Park, 2016; Lou, Bernard, & Abrami, 2006). 

A study consisting of a second-order-meta-analysis showed that the use of instructional technology in higher 
education had a slightly but significantly higher effect size than no technology use, but the authors urged 
caution in interpreting the results due to the wide variability of the studies (Tamim, Bernard, Borokhovski, 
Abrami, & Schmid, 2011). Similarly, other meta-analyses of studies on instructional technology have found 
significant positive effects of technology on students’ achievement and attitudes, and positive outcomes for the 
use of cognitive support tools as compared to the use of technology for the presentation of content (Schmid et 
al., 2009, 2014). Learning appears to be best supported when students are engaged in active, meaningful 
exercises using technology that provides cognitive support (Schmid et al., 2014). 

The majority of studies have found no differences in learning outcomes between online and face-to-face 
classes (Birkeland, Weinandt, & Carr, 2015; Howsen & Lile, 2008; Iverson, Colky, & Cyboran, 2005; Larson & 
Hsein-Chung, 2009; Tallent-Runnels, Thomas, Lan, Cooper, Ahern, & Shaw, 2006; VanPatten, Trego, & Hopkins, 
2015). In particular, a study using a dataset of more than 4,000 courses taught by over 100 faculty members 
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across 10 academic terms found that student performance and learning outcomes between the two modes was 
negligible (Cavanaugh & Jacquemin, 2015). Studies that have made specific comparisons using exam scores 
have also shown no differences across modalities in a variety of subject areas such as economics (Birkeland, 
Weinandt, & Carr, 2015; Larson & Hsein-Chung, 2009) and Spanish language (VanPatten, Trego, & Hopkins, 
2015). In some cases, students in online modalities have outperformed their face-to-face counterparts (e.g., 
microeconomics; Dendir, 2016). 

This being said, optimization of learning involves finely tuned knowledge of specific techniques and student 
needs even when online students perform equally as well as face-to-face students (Nemetz, Eager, & 
Limpaphayom, 2017). The effectiveness of technology will always depend on the degree to which it supports 
the achievement of educational goals (Tamim et al., 2011). 

 

B. Individual Differences 

One of the largest challenges of online learning for educational leaders is student retention (Heyman, 2010; 
Jaggars, 2011; Levy, 2004). With online education being one of the top industries in the world (Bawa, 2016), 
institutions need insights into the effectiveness of their approaches, and more importantly, how to address 
non-completion (Herbert, 2006). Individual differences and affective factors play a considerable role in 
learning and success in online environments. 

Motivation is significantly correlated to performance in both online and face-to face classes, but the 
relationship may be stronger in an online setting where students need a high level of motivation to complete a 
course successfully (Sankaran & Bui, 2001). Learners in blended courses who viewed environmental features 
(e.g., amount of time for study, internet access, access to advice, access to the instructor, social interaction) as 
enablers rather than barriers had higher motivation levels, which led to better course outcomes (satisfaction, 
metacognition, and grades) (Klein, Noe, & Wang 2006). 

In another study, female students had better performance than males in the online environment, but the 
two genders used different learning strategies (Lim & Kim, 2003). Males were more driven by interest in the 
topic and personal motivation while females emphasized instructional factors and learning opportunities. 
Being employed also impacted learning positively as it gave students more opportunities to apply course 
content. Overall, motivation variables, specifically reinforcement, course relevance, interest, self-efficacy, 
affect, and learner control had the biggest impact on learning (Lim & Kim 2003). 

Students’ levels of satisfaction may also differ based on modality; in one study, although overall feelings of 
satisfaction did not differ between students graduating from comparable online and onsite programs, those in 
the latter perceived high levels of interaction even though the online cohort had completed two summer 
sessions on campus (Iverson et al., 2005). It would seem that satisfaction would be high for online classes 
because of the accommodative style of learning; students can do the work however and wherever they choose. 
Studies show that is the case, but also that students in the two modalities have different backgrounds and 
characteristics (Dendir, 2016). Indeed, non-traditional students, sophomores, and non-Pell Grant-eligible 
students enrolled in online courses at a community college had greater success than other student populations 
even though these students tend to have more personal, employment, and financial obligations (Gregory & 
Lampley, 2016). This demonstrates the importance of not making generalizations about success in online 
courses based on background or individual characteristics. 

Other studies show that although there were no significant grade differences across modalities, online 
students were less satisfied than their counterparts, particularly with learning aspects such as instructor 
explanations, enthusiasm, concern, and interest in students, which may be difficult to convey online (Summers, 
Waigandt, & Whittaker, 2005). In another study, traditional face-to-face students were more satisfied than 
online learners, but the online students scored significantly higher on performance measures (Kearns, Shoaf, 
& Summey, 2004). Once again, these findings point to the difficulty of making assumptions about the impact of 
delivery modality on learning. 

Learning outcomes in blended courses (partially online and partially face-to-face) can be predicted by 
individual differences such as age, prior online experience, preference for delivery format, and average study 
time (Lim & Morris, 2009). Applicability of content was the most critical in sustaining students’ interest and 
promoting learning in this study, however. A study examining variables such as team interaction, team 
leadership, instructor guidance, the ease of use of a simulation tool, and previous software experience found 
that team interaction, previous software experience, instructor guidance and the simulation tool’s ease of use 
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affected comprehension for face-to-face students while online students were only impacted the simulation 
tool’s ease of use and instructor guidance (Riley, Ellegood, Solomon, & Baker, 2017). 

Overall, the studies reviewed indicate few differences in learning outcomes based solely on delivery 
modality. Rather, a large variety of factors impact student success. Studies on individual differences and 
affective factors in online learning demonstrate the need to focus on learners within a specific context and 
design courses and approaches appropriate to those learners and to learning goals. 

 

III. Methodology 

The performance of two groups of students in an introductory business law class at a large, regional teaching 
institution in the western United States were compared over a six-year period. This upper-division elective 
class is taken predominantly by undergraduate business students. Statistics were measured from January to 
April (Spring semester) 2011 through August to December (Fall semester) 2017. A total of 1,192 students were 
involved, 349 females and 762 males, with 82 not reporting gender. The online students numbered 661 and 
the face-to face students numbered 531. Most students taking the class were juniors and seniors. 

 

A. Course Design 

The students in both classes had the same instructor, had the same textbook requirement, take the same 
chapter quizzes associated with the topics, and take the same unit tests. Both classes had access to PowerPoint 
slides based on the textbook content. Although the topics of study were the same, there were some contrasts 
between the two classes. First, in order to understand the material, online students completed worksheets and 
watched publisher videos explaining the topics in lieu of lectures whereas face-to-face students received 
lectures and videos directly from the professor in class. Second, the student-to-student interaction diverged. 
Face-to-face students participated in classroom discussions. Although online students had the capability of 
contacting fellow students on a discussion board, and occasionally did so, there were no required interaction 
assignments and these students never met their fellow students face-to-face. Lastly, face-to-face students 
completed an engaged learning component and online students did not. This was a component worth 15% of 
the grade where students volunteered, observed court, viewed films, or read legal topical books. This 
assignment was not considered for this study or in the statistics. 

 

B. Evaluation 
 

After study and review, students in both modalities completed a total of 13 quizzes in the learning management 
system. Quizzes were open during the window of unit study. Both online and face-to-face students could take 
the quizzes three times, with the highest grade recorded. There were twenty questions generated in the quiz 
with a 25-30 question test bank. The true/false quiz questions involved various business law scenarios. Both 
sets of students also completed a total of four unit tests in the learning management system. Usually, the 
campus testing center or a proctoring center administered these tests. However, because of testing center 
capacity, the fourth/final test for the face-to-face class was proctored in the classroom during the final exam 
period. The unit tests were multiple-choice and ranged from 50-80 questions each. The quizzes and tests 
covered the same topics for both delivery modalities throughout the years of the study. 

Final grades varied in accordance to the weight given to each component. Generally, online classes had three 
weighted elements: assignments (e.g., worksheets), quizzes, and tests. Face-to-face students also had three 
weighted elements, but the assignments included 15% for engaged learning activities (volunteering, observing 
at court, viewing films, or reading legal books) along with some worksheets. Students could earn two extra 
credit points by doing extra assignments in both online and face-to-face classes. There was also an additional 
point for completing the Student Rating of Instructor. These extra credit points could affect final grades and 
were valuable to all students. Note that the assignments were specifically not part of this study except as they 
impacted the final grade. Student performance in the study was measured by chapter quizzes, unit exams, final 
grades, and dropout rates. 
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IV. Results 

We next review the results based on the four identified measures of student performance: quizzes, unit exams, 
final grades, and dropout rates. A 2 (Gender: Male, Female) X 13 (Quiz: 1-13) X 2 (Modality: (Online, Face-to- 
Face) repeated measures ANOVA was run on the quiz data. While the Modality main effect reached marginal 
significance, F(1, 572)=2.3, p=.07, one-tailed, partial eta-squared= 0.004, of the other main effect and 
interactions, only the Quiz main effect, itself, was statistically significant, F(12, 6864)=28.90, p<0.001, partial 
eta-squared= 0.05. See Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Quiz comparisons face-to-face and online. 
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Tukey post hoc tests indicate that there seem to be groupings in the quiz data as all quizzes after 10 are 
statistically different from those before. See Figure 2. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2. Quiz data. 
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A Joining algorithm was run on the quiz data using Tree Clustering with complete linkage based on Euclidean 
distances. The results are shown in Figure 3: 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Quiz clusters. 

 
Distinct clusters for Quiz 1-6, 8-10, 11-13, and 16-18 are apparent. These fall into the following categories: Quiz 
1-6 consisted of the first exam and was in Unit 1. These chapters covered the following topics: sources of law 
and legal environment, the American Constitution, torts, and criminal law. Quizzes 8-10 covered the basic 
tenets of contracts. Quizzes 11-13 covered deeper subjects of contract law such as defenses, third party rights, 
and breach and remedies. Quizzes 16-18 covered agency and business entities. 
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A factor analysis was also run on the quiz data as shown (with loadings below 0.3 hidden). 
 
 

Factor Loadings 

Factor 

 
1 2 3 4 Uniqueness 

Quiz_1 0.809 
   

0.313 

Quiz_2 0.824    0.328 

Quiz_4 0.777    0.330 

Quiz_6 0.744    0.411 

Quiz_8    0.722 0.353 

Quiz_9    0.860 0.253 

Quiz_10    0.922 0.161 

Quiz_11   0.750  0.238 

Quiz_12   0.914  0.177 

Quiz_13   0.863  0.208 

Quiz_16  0.786   0.186 

Quiz_17  0.938   0.157 

Quiz_18  0.859   0.203 

Note. 'Minimum residual' extraction method was used in combination with a 'oblimin' rotation 

 
 

Figure 4. Factor loadings for quizzes. 

 
As can be seen in Figure 4, a very clear structure based on class content emerges from the analysis. 
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To examine performance across the exams, a 2 (Gender: Male, Female) X 2 (Modality: (Online, Face-to-Face) X 
4 (Exam:1-4) repeated measures ANOVA was run. See Figure 5. The Modality main effect was statistically 
significant with F(1, 1022)=8.42, p=0.004, partial eta-squared= 0.01. There was also a significant effect for 
exam 1 with F(3, 3066)=5.06, p=0.002, partial eta-squared= 0.01. All other main effects and interactions were 
non-significant. Tukey post hoc tests run on the exams main effect indicate that students scored best on the 
first exam which was significantly higher than the subsequent exam grades. The other exams did not differ 
significantly from each other. The narrower range for the scores for exams 2-4 may be due to students dropping 
out after exam 1. 

 

 

 
 

 
Figure 5. Exam performance comparison. 
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A Joining algorithm was run on the test data using Tree Clustering with complete linkage based on Euclidean 
distances. The results are shown in Figure 6: 

 
 

 
 

 
Figure 6. Cluster analysis. 

 
The cluster analysis suggests that exams 2 and 3 are closest in similarity. This can be explained as the topic 
being tested on both is contracts. Exam 2 covered the basic theory of contracts including the nature and 
classification of contracts, agreement in traditional and e-contracts, and consideration, capacity and legality 
topics. Exam 3 delved deeper into contracts with third party rights, breach, and remedies. The final exam (exam 
4) was not comprehensive, but covered the final three chapters (agency, sole proprietorship, partnerships, 
LLCs, and corporations); as it was administered during finals week, the professor chose to call it a final. A factor 
analysis was run on the test results. 
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Factor Loadings   

Factor 

1 
 

Uniqueness 

Test 1 0.763 0.418 

Test 2 0.903 0.184 

Test 3 0.919 0.156 

FINAL 0.791 0.374 

Note. 'Minimum residual' extraction method was used in combination with a 'oblimin' rotation 

 
 
 
 

Figure 7. Factor analysis for test scores. 
 

The factor analysis of the test scores for the class indicates that a single factor, as would be assumed, does 
emerge from the data. See Figure 7. 

For the final grade score, a 2 (Gender: Male, Female) X 6 (Year: 2012-2017) X 2 (Modality: (Online, Face-to- 
Face) factorial ANOVA was run. See Figure 8. Only the Modality main effect was statistically significant with 
F(1, 1087)=12.68, p<0.0001, partial eta-squared= 0.01. All other main effects and interactions were non- 
significant. This suggests that the genders performed equally well across years and that the instruction was 
consistent, resulting in no changes in the final grades across years. 
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Figure 8. Final grade comparisons. 
 

Finally, dropout was defined as those who scored a zero on the final exam, subtracting out those who did not 
attempt the class, indicated by scoring a zero on exam 1. For the face-to-face class, the dropout rate was 
9.45% while for the online class, it was 9.49%. 

 

V. Discussion 
 

Overall, students in the face-to-face class performed significantly better than the online class in contrast to 
findings of large-scale meta-analyses and other studies cited in the literature review, which demonstrated 
minimal performance differences across modalities (Bernard et al., 2004; Brown & Park, 2016; Cavanaugh & 
Jacquemin, 2015; Lou et al., 2006). This study also found that male and female students performed equally 
well. Another finding was that students were more successful on the first exam than on subsequent exams. 
The professor attributes this to the familiarity of the students with topics covered on this exam such as law in 
general, constitutional issues, personal injury cases, and criminal law. The topics most difficult for students, 
based on exam scores, were contracts and business entities, which involved a greater learning curve due to 
their unfamiliarity; thus, this needs to be addressed through different pedagogical approaches. 

Another pedagogical issue was the use of scenarios and analysis in the quizzes. The true/false questions in 
the quizzes presented scenarios that were somewhat difficult to analyze. Anecdotally, the professor finds that 
legal analysis is difficult for undergraduate students. Students memorize the terms and vocabulary, but do not 
know what the terms mean when inserted into a scenario. The use of examples during class and lectures 
helps, but more examples are needed for business law students to grasp fully the legal principals discussed. 
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The online students did not have the benefit of in-class examples or discussion; thus, the instructor could 
adjust the design of the online course to provide students with required (not optional) opportunities to 
engage with each other in discussion forums or in teams to analyze scenarios. In both cases, different test 
formats might be considered that encourage students to provide written or verbal analyses to demonstrate 
their mastery of course concepts in ways other than with forced-choice testing formats. 

We acknowledge that performance differences in the two modalities could be due to reasons other than 
the delivery modality; future studies could examine student demographics and academic profiles to see if the 
different modalities are attracting a different type of student. Demographic information is not generally 
available to instructors nor was it collected for the current study. Also, institutional data shows that 
performance differences in courses identified as the most challenging in terms of performance, as measured 
by grades, are not impacted by student variables or by delivery modality, but by the instructor. Thus, the 
same may be true for the business law course but future research could explore this further. 

That being said, several design and pedagogical modifications could be made to the online course based on 
research demonstrating their effectiveness. Below, we provide a general listing of research-based best 
practices along with several specific examples for enhancements that could be made to the online sections of 
the business law course based on the findings of this study. 

 
 Clearly state goals, objectives, and expectations (Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Grandzol & Grandzol, 

2016). Focus on pedagogical principles such as offering multiple ways for students to learn content, 
designing assignments that promote active learning, giving frequent and useful feedback, offering 
students a range of options for meeting course objectives, and providing instructor guidance. In the 
business law course, for example, the instructor could present students with animated scenarios using 
the legal terms they find problematic. As they are led through an analysis of the scenario, they would 
have opportunities to respond to questions, make choices, and get feedback on their answers. 

 Consider how to develop a well-organized online classroom system (Dusing, Hosler, & Ragan, 2012; 
Wilson, 2018). This might involve having a standard look and feel for the course, making the course 
easy to navigate, structuring the course into modules with clear deliverables and due dates, providing 
tutorials for the learning management system and other technologies, using collaboration tools, 
requiring weekly interaction among students, ensuring appropriate pacing of activities, and offering 
multiple assessment opportunities (Dusing et al., 2012). The study identified challenges with T/F 
scenario-based tests. As such, an enhancement to the course might be the animated scenarios with 
multiple response opportunities described in the previous point. This would give students a different 
means of indicating what they know. 

 Create opportunities for social presence, especially at the beginning of the course (Arbaugh, 2014; 
Arbaugh, 2014a; Baker 2013; Collins, Weber, & Zambrano, 2014; Grandzol & Grandzol, 2016; Lindorff 
& McKeown, 2013). This entails helping students make social and emotional connections that may not 
be directly connected to course content but that increase confidence and comfort levels and provide 
personal systems of support. Discussion boards focused on course content can be made more 
manageable by dividing students into groups to prevent them from being overwhelmed by a large 
number of comments and also to encourage relationship building. 

 Foster a sense of community (Baker, 2013; Collins, Weber, & Zambrano, 2014). A common means of 
accomplishing this is the use of asynchronous online discussions. A growing body of work shows that 
this practice supports a variety of learning competencies such as self-direction, reflection, writing 
accuracy, synthesis and retention of knowledge, and of course, developing community among students 
and the instructor, particularly when instructors actively facilitate discussions. A possible application 
in business law might be to include a reflection element on the topics mentioned in the previous point 
and for the instructor to engage actively in the discussion to clarify legal issues and ask questions to 
prompt deeper thinking. 

 Create frequent opportunities for collaboration (Arbaugh, 2014a; Audet et al., 2018; Collins, Weber, & 
Zambrano, 2014; Devasagayam, Johns-Masten, & McCollum, 2012; d’Agustino, 2012). In some cases, 
students report greater learning when collaboration is present. Although students may have the 
expectation that they will be working independently in an online class, the use of virtual teams is 
becoming increasingly common and students will need to know how to communicate effectively 
through technology. Overall, teaching presence, social presence, and peer collaboration, as opposed to 
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just reading content and watching videos, are considered effective practices for learning in an online 
context. A possible assignment in the business law context would be for small groups of students to 
formulate a meme, jingle, song, or poem to remember the five Statute of Frauds areas and post it for 
other students to enjoy. This creates collegiality, originality, and creativity among students. 

 Communicate frequently and proactively to give feedback, facilitate discussions, and coach students 
through difficult content or tasks (Hunt, Smith, & Chen, 2010; Collins, Weber, & Zambrano, 2014; 
Devasagayam, Johns-Masten, & McCollum, 2012; Dusing, Hosler, & Ragan, 2012; d’Agustino, 2012; 
Grandzol & Grandzol, 2016). The course needs to accommodate a variety of different cognitive 
domains and learning styles (d’Agustino, 2012). Students need to know, in particular, that asking 
questions and seeking help are positive behaviors to be encouraged. They also need to receive timely 
responses to their work and clear feedback that indicates opportunities for improvement. Direct 
instructor facilitation of discussion boards, mentioned earlier, would help online students feel 
comfortable asking and answering questions, and increase their confidence, knowing that an involved 
instructor is there to help. 

 Incorporate scaffolding wherever possible (Arbaugh, 2014a; Bridgstock, 2016; Collins, Weber, & 
Zambrano, 2014; Devasagayam, Johns-Masten, & McCollum, 2012; Gedeon, 2014; Grandzol & 
Grandzol, 2016). Scaffolding can occur through peer mentoring or tutoring based on Vygotsky’s (1978) 
zone of proximal development—structuring interactions with someone just above the skill level of the 
student to help guide and support the learning process. Learning teams or groups could be formed 
within the class or led by a student or teaching assistant who has completed the course previously. 

For example, based on initial course assessments in the business law course, the instructor could 
form structured study groups for subsequent tests. The leader of these groups could rotate. A possible 
assignment might be for the teams to complete a template that covers key points on the next test. Once 
again, group discussion boards can be set up for this or students can use tools such as Google 
documents to collaborate. Completed templates could be shared with other groups. Students could 
take turns creating these study tools. 

 Incorporate active learning where possible (Klotz & Wright, 2017; Devasagayam, Johns-Masten, & 
McCollum, 2012; Grandzol & Grandzol, 2016) as well as experiential and real-world learning (Haskin 
& Krehbiel, 2012; Maguire, 2018; Navarro, 2008; Sheppard & Vibert, 2016). Consider that “student 
engagement with video content drops dramatically after only 6 minutes” (Klotz & Wright, 2017, p. 36), 
suggesting that shorter and more interactive video segments are optimal. Ensure that students have 
opportunities for experiential learning in which they can apply content and reinforce their knowledge 
(Devasagayam et al., 2018). Focus activities on the development of critical thinking, communication, 
collaboration, and community—important 21st century skills (Wilson, 2018). 

In this study, only the face-to-face students had engaged learning options. However, similar options 
could be extended to the online course and might include court observations, interviewing people 
about their experiences in court, shadowing lawyers, or analyzing relevant books and films. These 
could be peer-reviewed assignments, thus expanding students’ experiences, providing them with 
opportunities to develop their critical thinking skills, and encouraging them to engage with each other 
on business law topics. 

 Use a variety of delivery methods for content (Collins, Weber, & Zambrano, 2014; Sheppard & Vibert, 
2016). Multimedia can support real-world application of knowledge and also provide opportunities 
for students to understand better the nuances of communication such as tone and non-verbal 
variables. However, technology should be used for a purpose—to support course objectives. The 
instructor should ensure that the content is organized well and associated platforms are easy to use 
and do not create barriers for students. Gaming uses technology and can be highly motivating. A game 
such as Lemonade Stand (https://www.coolmathgames.com/0-lemonade-stand) could be used to 
help students understand business entities—a topic they find difficult based on test performance. The 
game requires students to set up a business, including learning how to obtain a business license, 
completing the license application with their business entity name and purpose, and competing to see 
how much money they can make in 7 days. 

 Make use of instructional design support (d’Agustino, 2012). Instructional designers have a plethora 
of ideas and resources focused on student learning and success. While the faculty member has content 
expertise, an instructional designer can provide a number of options for delivering content effectively. 

http://www.coolmathgames.com/0-lemonade-stand)could
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The instructor for this course could discuss the results of this study with an instructional designer to 
receive some suggestions for course redesign. 

 Consider peer review of the online course using a quality assurance rubric such as Quality Matters 
(MarylandOnline, Inc., 2018). Most institutions have a peer review quality system in place. Quality 
Matters focuses on eight standards—course overview/introduction, learning objectives, 
assessment/measurement, instructional materials, learner interaction/engagement, course 
technology, learner support, and accessibility. However, what this rubric is missing is any type of 
review of teaching itself, which has been noted as a general failing in many universities that have 
embraced online learning (Magda, 2019). In this case, a business law faculty member could review the 
teaching aspects of the course such as the instructor’s interaction patterns, turnaround time for 
grading, announcements, discussion board facilitation, and assignment feedback. 

 

VI. Conclusions 
 

A critical point to keep in mind when transitioning a face-to-face course to an online environment is to take 
advantage of the benefits of technology in an online environment and also anticipate potential student needs. 
The findings of this study indicate that the online sections of the business law class could benefit from different 
approaches in order to enhance student learning. This study was a first step—identifying a student 
performance gap. The next step is to address that gap. 

Future research could include investigating student needs and use the findings to re-design the course 
(d’Agustino, 2012). While this study focused on quantitative data, future studies could explore the student 
experience in both courses in order to determine student needs (e.g., technological expertise, access to 
technology, familiarity with the learning management system, the ability to be self-regulated, level of 
commitment, goals, and so forth). 

Demographic information could also be collected to determine if a different profile of student is enrolling 
in the online course compared to the face-to-face version (e.g., students in online courses may have scheduling 
difficulties, be balancing home responsibilities, be living out of the state, and so forth). These factors could have 
bearing on student performance and need to be considered apart from the modality itself. Overall, additional 
information about the student experience is needed in order to inform course design changes. 
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