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Abstract
As recognition of the roles and contributions of Instructional Design and Technology (IDT) professionals
has increased, so has the demand for their skills in the workplace whether in higher education institutions
or business entities. However, there remains some ambiguity, especially in higher education, about who
IDTs are and what they do. There are also questions about who is hiring them. This content analysis study
of 250 advertised higher education and corporate IDT positions found no fewer than 9 job titles, 13
academic programs, 5 degree levels, work experience from 1 to 10 years, and compensation that ranged
from an hourly pay to a six-digit annual salary. Required skillsets included not only technical and analytical
expertise but personal qualities. This study was conducted to provide a current look at the employment
opportunities for Instructional Designers and Instructional Technologists.
Keywords: higher education, IDT employment, IDT graduates, careers in instructional design and
technology, IDT roles and responsibilities, IDT programs, instructional design, instructional technology

INTRODUCTION
The IDT field has continued to grow and so has the demand for IDTs in various work contexts, prompting this
study to look at the hiring trends in higher education and corporate settings based on the content analysis of
position announcements for instructional designers and instructional technologists. The increased need for
support in training, performance improvement, online learning, integration of technology into instruction,
and the application of appropriate pedagogy continue to fuel the growth of active learning approaches
(Kumar & Ritzhaupt, 2017) and the demand for the professionals who support the teaching and learning
process. As the field has continued to evolve, so has the increase in the roles and responsibilities of IDTs, as
well as the requirements by prospective employers. The increasing need to provide efficient instructional
interventions to improve employee performance as well as the quality of their services or products in
business, industry, government, military, and healthcare, and the need to improve teaching and learning in
online and classroom environments in educational organizations, calls for IDTs with commensurate skills and
abilities (Raynis, 2018). The need has been further boosted by developments in learning theories,
instructional design models, emerging technologies, growing interest in online learning, and advancements
in communication technologies, all of which multiply the diversity of instructional delivery methods. These
developments further call for new and enhanced skills and competencies of IDTs (Moallem, 1995).
Intentional Futures (2016) reported 13,000 instructional design professionals working in US colleges and
universities. That number is expected to continue to grow in coming years. IDTs play different roles in their
work settings and assume such functions as instructional designers, educational/instructional technologists,
curriculum designers, course developers, multimedia producers, unit managers, trainers, and more. The
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literature documents that IDTs varied skill sets are not stagnant. Their knowledge base includes instructional
design models and processes, project management, learning theories, pedagogy, multimedia, and
technology skills (Ritzhaupt & Kumar, 2015). The roles of IDTs are not restricted to integrating technology
and instruction, applying instructional design models, utilization of learning theories, or engaging in course
improvement efforts. Other endeavors they engage in include serving on committees, taking up the role of
project managers, researching and deploying new technologies and innovations, serving as unit heads,
managing budgets, managing schedules, supporting faculty, conducting workshops, and managing
professional development events (Kenny et al., 2005).
There is the awareness in higher education of the importance of preparing and supporting faculty in the
process of course improvement, integration of technology and pedagogy, and the application of instructional
design (Bickerstaff & Cormier, 2015; Chiasson et al., 2015; Elliott et al., 2015). Irlbeck (2011) recognizes IDT
as an evolving profession that welcomes some degree of technology expertise, an understanding of the
instructional design process, a capacity to communicate, and strong problem-solving skills.
Because of the different preferences and requirements by prospective employers, contextual considerations
are encouraged in the preparation and description of roles and clarity on positions for different specific
industries (Larson & Lockee, 2009; Sugar et al., 2011; Raynis, 2018). According to Sugar et al. (2011), “the
organizational culture within a corporation is radically different than that which is found within a college or
university setting” (p. 30). As IDTs are expected to have a plethora of skills to function in their roles, those
joining the field are equally expected to demonstrate a variety of competencies if they are to be successful
in the field (Ritzhaupt & Martin, 2014).
Higher education has embraced instructional technology as a means of supporting instruction in conventional
classroom settings and in delivering online instruction to geographically dispersed learners. This
phenomenon has contributed to the increased quest for instructional designers and instructional
technologists in higher education. IDTs are considered as specialists who can integrate computer technology
with appropriate pedagogies in the delivery of instruction in multiple modalities including online learning,
hybrid courses, assessment of student learning, and improved face-to-face instruction. Business, industry,
and the military have also found value in the employment of IDTs to create training programs (Raynis, 2018).
Technological innovations introduced in the early 21st century have redefined directions in distance learning
and classroom instruction (Sharif & Cho, 2015) and led to the demand for IDTs to support faculty and subject
matter experts in the process of improving classroom instruction and turning face-to-face instruction into
online courses. The range of their involvement includes development of instructional multimedia; support in
the use of electronic grade books, clickers, and course captures; introduction to learning management
systems and student learning assessments; and even broader endeavors such as deployment of massive
online courses and design of learning spaces. In these various roles, IDTs collaborate with faculty to advance
the learning experience of undergraduate students, returning adult learners, and those learning at a distance.
In 2001, Surry and Robinson documented an increase in the demand for instructional designers, instructional
technologists, course and curriculum specialists, and a variety of supporting administrative positions. Since
that report, there has been a continued and consistent search for professionals in this field. A search of jobposting sites, depending on the specific search terms, will yield hundreds or thousands of position
announcements for IDTs and related opportunities such as learning experience designers, instructional
developers, learning system designers, and educational technologists.
Instructional Design and Instructional Technology
Ongoing discussions have failed to reach a consensus about how to correctly refer to the instructional
designers and instructional technologists in the field and how to refer to the academic programs that prepare
them. In position announcements and in work settings, the instructional designers and instructional
technologists are also identified by different titles. The study by Raynis (2018) identified different titles that
are used for IDTs. The words “Instructional” and “Designer” were found in 78.5% and 83.9%, respectively, of
the job titles.
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As an academic field, “instructional design” has had a long history. While “instructional design” is the most
popular term presently used to refer to the field and the instructional design and instructional technology
(IDT) practitioners, some ideas have emerged urging a change of name (Da Silva, 2016; Kilgore, 2016;
Malamed, 2015). One suggested new term is “Learning Experience Design,” which is often shortened to “LX
design.” One of the arguments for this name change is that it “describes and encompasses current trends in
instructional design” (Kilgore, 2016). The titles of IDTs in their different work settings could suggest subtle
differences in their job roles, since different work experiences call on different IDT competencies (Hoard et
al., 2019) as well as their roles and titles.
In the process of their study titled “A Taxonomy of Instructional Technology Service Positions in Higher
Education,” Surry and Robinson (2001), found that no consistency existed in the title for IDTs. They then
proceeded to categorize the titles based on the stated responsibilities of the positions. In their report, they
noted that by doing so they were able to distinguish between an Instructional Technologist and Instructional
Designer. They concluded that an Instructional Technologist “helps faculty learn about technology, become
proficient with technology, and integrate technology into their teaching,” while Instructional Designers
engage in wider responsibilities that includes “leading the development of specific instructional products.”
Many instructional designers and instructional technologists are often the graduates of the same IDT
academic programs and share the same knowledge base but will inevitably wind up working in different
settings and performing different roles. Because those roles are often comparable, both practice areas are
often listed in job announcements titles as instructional designers, instructional technologists, learning
designers, instructional developers, and instructional systems designers, among others.
Individuals with degrees from academic programs outside of IDT or with related on-the-job training or
experience are known to have been employed as instructional designers or technologists, in which case the
job title may be unique to the employing organization rather than that associated with their academic
training or competencies. Beirne and Romanoski (2018) explored the reasons for a growing demand for IDTs
and noted that people enter the profession from different fields. The knowledge that there are multiple
unregulated paths to a career as an IDT professional led the authors to suggest the need for standardization
in the entry into the profession.
The continuing interest and increase in the employment of IDTs prompted this study to document the
advertised job titles, the academic and work experience requirements of candidates, the work settings, the
skills employers are seeking, and available information on compensation. This will help to create an
understanding of the current job market and allay any lingering doubts about the role of IDTs in higher
education and other settings (Intentional Futures, 2016).
While there have been previous job announcement analyses focusing on the roles, competencies, places of
employment, preparation of IDTs, and experience of IDTs, this study follows along the tradition by
investigating the increase in the hiring of IDTs, exploring the competencies sought, and the background of
the IDTs. Engaging frequently in studies such as this is essential as the field is constantly evolving, the required
skills are increasing, processes employed are changing, and new technologies are being introduced. The
continuous analysis of the job announcements could shed more light on new competencies and identify
previous work experience required of applicants. The findings can benefit prospective graduates, academic
programs, and IDT professionals in the field.
For the purposes of this study, IDT(s) will be used as inclusive terms for Instructional Designers and
Instructional Technology practitioners and programs.
LITERATURE REVIEW
The professional field of IDT can be regarded as constantly evolving, dynamic, and complex as it is concerned
with different learning theories, emerging pedagogy, rapid developments in technology, a variety of
instructional delivery methods, a plethora of instructional design models, diverse learner characteristics, and
different demands in a wide array of work environments. The complexities and evolutionary nature of the
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field often poses a challenge to IDT faculty about how to prepare their students on the requisite
competencies to enable them find employment, and professionals in the field on how to keep abreast of
developments to remain relevant in the field or to advance in their career. However, there are resources that
help to mitigate the challenges in the preparation provided by academic IDT programs, professional
development opportunities offered by professional associations (Ritzhaupt et al., 2020), and researchers
have consistently explored the changing roles and responsibilities and evaluated the skills and competencies
that are essential for practitioners. The need to continually examine the competencies of IDT professionals
is predicated on the expectations of prospective employers (Wang et al., 2021).
Studies have been conducted on the competencies and roles of IDT professionals in the past several years
(Daniels et al., 2012; Ritzhaupt & Kumar, 2015; Ritzhaupt & Martin, 2014; Ritzhaupt et al., 2020; Ritzhaupt,
Martin et al., 2018; Rowland, 1992). Some of the studies focused on competencies associated with different
work settings such as higher education, corporate, government, K-12, and healthcare (Christensen &
Osguthorpe, 2004; Cox & Osguthorpe, 2003; Kenny et al., 2005; Kumar & Ritzhaupt, 2017; Litchfield, 2017;
Raynis, 2018; Ritzhaupt & Kumar, 2015). Other studies focused on the challenges, constraints, and contextual
issues that IDTs face in their places of employment (Gray et al., 2015; Hoard et al., 2017; Stefaniak et al.,
2018). Extant research studies conducted to identify IDT roles and competencies have applied different
methodologies. A content analysis methodology analyzed the job announcements from various job posting
sources (Kang & Ritzhaupt, 2015; Moallem, 1995; Raynis, 2018; Ritzhaupt et al., 2010; Sugar et al. 2012; Wang
et al., 2021). Other methodologies used include in-depth interviews, the Delphi method, survey-based
research, and mixed method (Irby & Strong, 2015; Kang & Ritzhaupt, 2015; Klein & Kelly, 2018; Ritzhaupt et
al., 2010, 2018; Ritzhaupt & Kumar, 2015; Rozitis, 2017; Sugar et al., 2007; Williams van Rooij, 2013).
This diversity of methodologies has enabled researchers approach the identification of the competencies of
IDT professionals from multiple angles and document different viewpoints.
In comparing the different research approaches used to examine the roles and competencies of IDTs, content
analysis is frequently used in job announcement analysis and seems to be the best approach to identifying
the most sought professional competencies in wide-ranging fields (Wang et al., 2021). Wang et al. further
assert that the inherent benefit of this approach is the level of data characteristics it presents, as the
qualitative nature of a job announcement necessitates that prospective employers use a constrained space
to present the skills they are seeking in candidates. The content analysis of job announcement makes it
possible to collect a large data base of consistent information in a relatively short period and at minimal
expense.
Moallem (1995) conducted a content analysis study to analyze current job announcements in the field of
instructional design and technology. The study generated descriptive information that describes the
necessary skills and areas of knowledge associated with graduates of instructional design and technology
programs. The study examined 150 job announcements that were gathered over three years. The content
analysis results were reviewed and categorized to represent the organizations or institutions that advertised
the positions. Findings from the study show that job requirements for graduates with master’s degrees differ
from those with doctoral degrees. There is the expectation that IDT graduates with master’s degrees will be
knowledgeable about project management and instructional design and development, while holders of
doctoral degree are expected to have experience in teaching, conducting research, and writing grants, in
addition to maintaining proficiency in instructional design and development. All recipients of graduate
degrees are expected to be knowledgeable about computer technology and multimedia production
(Moallem, 1995). The results also suggest that while the area of focus for the IDT programs seem to be in
instructional design and development, additional electives and internships may be necessary to meet the
needs of students with different career interests.
Kang and Ritzhaupt (2015) conducted a job announcement analysis of educational technology professional
positions to identify the sought knowledge, skills, and abilities. The study involved a systematic process of
collection, documentation, and analysis of 400 job announcements collected from different online job
databases for more than five months. Over 150 knowledge, skill, and ability terms were found in those job
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announcements. The results of the study strongly demonstrate that in their roles, IDTs are expected to work
in a variety of settings with multiple constituents/stakeholders.
A study designed by Ritzhaupt et al. (2018) identified competencies of educational technology professionals
in the field. The four phases of the study included analysis of 400 job announcement postings from five
relevant databases. The study identified 176 knowledge, skill, and ability (KSA) competencies from the
process, which were organized into KSA statements. The findings reported competencies such as
instructional design, project management, learning theories, teamwork with diverse stakeholders, and 21st
century technology proficiencies.
Klein and Kelly (2018) conducted a job announcement analysis of 393 job announcements collected from
www.simplyhired.com and www.Indeed.com. Following the analysis, they interviewed 20 project managers.
From the findings they reported that half of the employers in industry preferred four competencies of IDTs:
using e-learning authoring software, effective collaboration, needs analysis, and the foundation of learning
theories and principles.
Wang et al. (2021) conducted a study that utilized qualitative and quantitative methodologies to examine job
announcements and identify core professional competencies for instructional designers. The researchers
collected 1870 job announcements removed 840 incomplete or duplicate entries and used the remaining
1030 job announcements for the study. Essential competencies were found to include soft skills (e.g., a
capacity to work with different stakeholders), and technical competencies (e.g., working knowledge of video
and audio production). The study presents a glimpse of current knowledge, skills, and abilities of instructional
designers in different work contexts.
Employers’ expectations regarding the roles and competencies of IDTs were identified in these studies: An
ability to stay abreast of developments in learning theories (Ritzhaupt et al., 2010; Ritzhaupt & Martin, 2014).
Project management capabilities (Ritzhaupt & Kumar 2015; Ritzhaupt & Martin 2014; Williams van Rooij
2013). Proficiency with technologies, multimedia tools, and learning management systems (Ritzhaupt et al.
2010; Ritzhaupt & Kumar 2015; Ritzhaupt & Martin 2014; Sugar et al., 2012). Working knowledge of
instructional design models and processes (Kang & Ritzhaupt 2015; Klein & Kelly, 2018; Ritzhaupt et al. 2010;
Ritzhaupt & Martin, 2014). ATD Research (2015) added that strong communication and collaboration skills
the ability to “think analytically” are essential IDT skills.
Defining Roles and Competencies of IDTs
Computer-based technology has had a strong and continuing influence on instructional design, social media,
mobile learning, online learning, assessment of learning, big data, and analytics. The integration of
technologies and pedagogies has changed how teaching and learning has been reshaped to meet the varied
needs and preferences of students, many of whom are considered digital natives. Higher education embraced
technology in face-to-face classroom teaching, which became widely used in online learning in the 1990s
(Chao et al., 2010; Halupa, 2019; Kumar & Ritzhaupt, 2017). There has been a resurgence of interest in the
constructivist theory because of its perceived compatibility with emerging technologies (Dawson et al., 2008;
Gilakjani et al., 2013). These trends have affected the increase in employment of IDTs and also resulted in
changes in their roles and competencies. The benefit of the studies that track IDT competencies and skills is
in its ability to inform IDT programs on the preparation of students and enables students to exercise options
related to employment opportunities.
According to Beirne and Romanoski (2018), the roles of most IDTs fall within four categories: designing,
managing, training, and support. They add that the defined roles of IDTs may vary between institutions and
among academic departments and offices within the same institution. These variations are evident in higher
education and corporate position (job opening) announcements.
IDTs work in all sectors of the economy including education, industry, business, corporate, government, and
non-profit organizations. Most work in business and industry, followed by higher education, consulting, and
health care (Klein & Kelly, 2018). Klein and Kelly (2018) identified five primary skills for IDTs: instructional
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design, instructional technology, communication and interpersonal skills, management, and personal skills.
Some researchers suggest that different work experiences and environments influence the competencies of
IDTs (Hoard et al., 2019). Notably, IDTs who work in corporate, government and non-profit environments
require different competencies from those who work in education settings (Klein & Jun, 2014; Ritzhaupt &
Kumar, 2015; Wang et al., 2021). Sugar et al. (2011) argues that the organizational culture in corporate
settings differs fundamentally from the culture of college and university environments, and those settings
generate ambiguities in the roles and expectations of IDT professionals (Berrett, 2016).
Halupa’s (2019) study to identify the roles of IDTs and faculty members in online course development found
that when expectations were not clearly delineated, IDTs experienced conflicts and lack of respect by faculty.
Halupa suggests that to mediate the conflict or avoid it entirely, the roles of IDTs and faculty members should
be collaborative, defined unambiguously as a partnership, and documented in institutional policy and
procedures statements. In their study to identify the essential multimedia production knowledge and skills
of IDT professionals who work in higher education, Sugar et al. (2011) found that it is important for IDT
professionals to communicate to faculty or other development partners the extent of their multimedia
production skills and how those skills will be applied to a project.
Raynis’s (2018) content analysis study of 93 announcements for instructional design jobs documented the
key responsibilities and qualifications of IDTs in corporate, government/military, health, higher education,
and non-profit organizations. As in similar studies, the majority of the position announcements came from
higher education, corporate, and healthcare sectors. Corporate setting positions were found to offer a wider
range of responsibilities and qualifications than higher education and health industries where the need for
specific expertise was more common. Apart from the widely recognized IDT “design and development” and
“assessment and evaluation” skills, corporations were seeking project management, communication,
collaboration, and technical skills (Kang & Ritzhaupt, 2015; Raynis, 2016).
In an effort to understand how IDTs gained employment with institutions, Moskal (2012) studied higher
education environments to document the employment and academic backgrounds of IDTs and the
qualifications and expectations stated by their supervisors. An assumption was that understanding how IDTs
function in higher education would advance their roles in the support of teaching and learning experiences
of faculty and students. What emerged from Moskal’s study were five qualities beyond IDT program
preparation that were sought by higher education employers: flexibility, moral purpose, relationship
building, time and project management, and ongoing professional development. IDTs were encouraged to
go beyond designing instructional experiences to become leaders who could have an instantaneous and
empowering effect on the future of higher education institutions seeking to redefine teaching and learning,
distance education, and other support areas.
In their 2018 white paper, Beirne and Romanoski explored the reasons for a growing demand for IDTs: Who
is filling the IDT roles? What are their responsibilities? How do they face the challenges of their work? With
the realization that there is no defined pathway to a career in IDT, the authors reported that standardization,
in addition to degree and certificate programs, will facilitate entry into the profession. Emerging
developments, they argue, are vital to creating a rich vision of the IDT field. They surmise that the work of
IDTs will be more clearly defined as the field grows.
A survey of IDTs to learn the backgrounds, qualifications, and employment histories of instructional designers
who work in higher education in the U.S. was conducted by Intentional Futures in 2016. That survey found
that IDTs tend to hold advanced degrees and have a wide range of work experience:
• 87% of respondents had masters’ degrees, and 32% had doctoral degrees.
• 57% had 3 to 11+ years of work experience in higher education.
• 53% had 3 to 11+ years of experience in technology development.
• 53% had 3 to 11+ years of experience in academic research roles.
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• 42% had 3 to 11+ years of experience in graphic design.
The study revealed that despite the growing importance of IDTs in higher education, there remains some
uncertainty about their specific roles.
Position announcements for IDTs generally seek individuals who will perform the traditional roles of
instructional designers, but as expectations of expertise with an assortment of computer technologies have
increased, the roles and responsibilities of IDTs have expanded non-technology competencies to include
collaborative skills to authenticate their extensive work with faculty, content experts, and colleagues.
Though previous studies have focused on different aspects of IDTs’ employment, responsibilities,
competencies, and places of employment, there has been limited focus on their years of work experience,
academic program preparation, academic degrees, compensation and position titles. This paper reports the
findings of a study of position announcements by higher education institutions and corporate organizations
offering employment opportunities to IDTs. The study results fill an information gap created by the constant
and rapid changes in the field, changes in IDTs roles and responsibilities, and IDT hiring trends.
METHODOLOGY
Data Collection
A content analysis was done of 250 position announcements for instructional designers and instructional
technologists posted on the popular online job search engine Indeed.com between March and June of 2019.
Indeed.com was chosen as it is regarded as one of the topmost job sites in the world with the highest traffic
and widest range of employer types. The Indeed.com employment search engine aggregates job listings from
multiple sources: job boards, staffing firms’ listings, and organizations’ career websites. In a study that
scrutinized postings from different search engines including Indeed.com, Raynis (2018) reported that 53.9%
of posted jobs were found on Indeed, more than any other job search engine.
Because job search boards such as Indeed.com collect job postings from different platforms and databases,
they are a rich source of data on IDT position announcements. Job postings are succinct, accurate
descriptions of the employers’ expectations of potential applicants (Rios et al., 2020). The quantity of listings
found in Indeed.com and information it provides in the job advertisements make it one of the most used job
sites and a good source of data for this study.
For this study, the 250 announcements found on the Indeed.com website were selected after an initial
screening that removed duplicates, positions not related to instructional designer and instructional
technologist skills, and those that provided sketchy and incomplete information. Of those 250 postings, 125
announcements were derived from postings for instructional designers and 125 from postings for
instructional technologists. The search terms for instructional designers and instructional technologists
generated not only many job announcements, but other job titles for positions that matched their
qualifications and competencies.
Content analysis provided a suitable method for analyzing the position announcements by providing the
framework for coding words, word-phrase groups, themes, phrases, characters, or sentences within the
position announcements. Content analysis supports interpretation of explicit and non-explicit texts (Babbie,
2010; Graneheim & Lundman, 2004) and was deemed a good fit for this study as it expedited the conversion
of textual, qualitative data into the quantitative data used in the analyses.
The content analysis of the announcements for instructional designer and instructional technologist positions
in higher education and corporate settings in the United States followed a six-step process: (1) collection of
position announcements from Indeed.com; (2) reviewing the announcements to remove duplicates and
irrelevant posts (e.g., positions not related to instructional designer and instructional technologist positions);
(3) develop categories for the identification of data and classification; (4) create code sets for the qualitative
data; (5) code and combine the qualitative and descriptive data (e.g., words, word-phrase groups, themes,
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Table 1. Which organizations are hiring IDTs?
Field
Higher Education
Corporate

Frequency
137
113

Percentage
54.8%
45.2%

phrases, characters, or sentences found in the postings); and (6) conduct the required analysis to answer the
research questions.
The printed announcements were sorted and manually inputted into an Excel spreadsheet that captured
details related to the posted jobs: position title, industry, required degree, education field, skills, work
experience, and salary offerings, all variables derived from the announcements themselves. The items in the
Excel spreadsheet were reviewed, the data coded, and a preliminary analysis was conducted.
Data Analysis
The initial manual coding and preliminary analysis of the 250 announcements generated data that was
reviewed and verified by the lead researcher. The process of review and rechecking was necessary by the
sole researcher to ensure thoroughness and to establish reliability and the validity of the results. The
emergent coding scheme espoused by Glaser and Strauss (2017) and constant comparative analysis
strategies were used to assure consistency. The data generated from the announcements were collated and
inspected to assure that they contained full job descriptions, including the skills and competencies sought by
employers (Bengtsson, 2016).
Limitations of the Study
Serious attempts were made to capture all instructional designer and instructional technologist position
announcements, but despite exhaustive searches it is possible that some announcements could have been
missed.
There was no effort to compare the variables as they were manifested in higher education institutions versus
corporate settings. Specific details about the hiring units or offices of employment were not examined. The
findings do not readily offer explanations of the intentions of the prospective employers. No attempt was
made to discern why and how institutions or businesses determined the personal characteristics or
qualifications of suitable candidates.
It is not known if the writers of the job announcements were familiar with the preparation, roles, and
competencies of IDTs.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND FINDINGS
This study was designed to create a clearer picture of the employment opportunities for IDTs and the
performance expectations of higher education and corporate employers. These questions provided a
framework for an analysis of position announcements for IDTs:
Which organizations are hiring IDTs?
What are the job titles found in the advertised IDT positions?
What academic programs prepared IDTs for advertised positions?
What academic degrees were sought for the advertised IDT positions?
What IDT experience and skills were identified in the advertised IDT positions?
How many years of IDT experience were sought in the advertised IDT positions?
What salary compensation information was included in the advertised IDT positions?
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Table 2. What are the job titles found in the advertised IDT positions?
Field
Instructional/Learning /Learning Experience Designer
Instructional Designer
Instructional/Learning/and Educational Technology
Instructional Technologist
Educational Technologist
Learning Experience Designer
Learning Technologist
Instructional Systems Designer
Director of Instructional Design

Frequency
147
132
90
69
13
11
8
4
3

Percentage
58.8%
52.8%
36.0%
27.6%
5.2%
4.4%
3.20%
1.6%
1.2%

Table 3. What academic programs prepared IDTs for advertised positions?
Field of study
Instructional Technology & Educational Technology
Instructional Design
Instructional technology
Education
Educational technology
Adult education/learning
Curriculum design/instruction
Media production/multimedia
Information technology
Communication
Computer science
Business
Technology
Organizational development
Instructional systems design
Educational design
Graphic design
Learning sciences/design

Frequency
99
96
53
51
46
15
13
13
12
12
12
6
5
4
3
2
2
2

Percentage
39.6%
38.4%
21.2%
20.4%
18.4%
6.0%
5.2%
5.2%
4.8%
4.8%
4.8%
2.4%
2.0%
1.6%
1.2%
0.8%
0.8%
0.8%

Which Organizations are Hiring IDTs?
Of the 250 position announcements, the majority – 137 (54.8%) – came from higher education and 113
(45.2%) from corporate entities.
The data show that no fewer than nine job titles were associated with these announcements. Some variation
of Instructional Designer, (including, Learning Designer, and Learning Experience Designer) was found 147
times (58.8%) and Instructional Designer was found 132 times (52.8%). Director of Instructional Design was
mentioned only three times (1.2%).
What Academic Programs Prepared IDTs for Advertised Positions?
Table 3 shows that the most frequently listed academic degrees were Instructional Technology and
Educational Technology (99/39.6%), Instructional Design (96/38.4%), Instructional Technology (53/21.2%),
Education (51/20.4%), and Educational Technology (46/18.4%). Applicants from other academic fields were
mentioned far less often, several as few as two times.
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Table 4. What academic degrees were sought for the advertised IDT positions?
Field
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree/Advanced degree
Master’s Degree
Associate degree
Doctorate
High School Diploma or GED

Frequency
167
91
87
6
3
1

Percentage
66.8%
36.4%
34.8%
2.4
1.20
0.45

What Academic Degrees were Sought for the Advertised IDT Positions?
Applicants with bachelor’s degrees were requested in 167 (66.8%) announcements, significantly more are
those that required applicants with master’s (87/34.8%) or advanced degrees (91/36.4%). Of those postings
that required at minimum a bachelor’s degree, some stated that master’s degrees were “preferred.” Postings
that invited applications from candidates with an advanced degree did not specify either master’s, postmaster’s, or doctoral degrees. Doctorate/terminal degrees and high school diplomas were requested in fewer
than 2% of announcements. Some announcements stated only possession of a graduate degree or college
degree.
What IDT Experience and Skills were Identified in the Advertised IDT Positions?
Content analysis of the announcements revealed a wide range of preferred experiences and skills. Oral and
written communication skills appeared 93 times (37.2%). Competence with the Microsoft Office Suite was a
somewhat distant second with 53 mentions (21.2%). Other skill sets ranged from the highly technical, e.g.,
Table 5. What IDT experience and skills were identified in the advertised IDT positions?
Field
Communication/Oral and Written Skills
Microsoft Office Suite
Learning Management System
Organizational Skills
Multimedia/Media/AV
Project Management
Interpersonal Skills
Technology skills
Website development/Resource Management
Instructional design
Problem Solving
Training
Visual/Graphic Design Skills
Adobe Creative Suite
Computers
E-Learning
Presentation Skills
Detail Oriented
Time Management
Analytical Skills
Adult Education/Learning Theories
Instructional Technology
Collaborative Skills
Teaching
Technical Writing/Documentation
Educational Technology
Online Learning
Quality Assurance
Multi-tasking Skills
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Frequency
93
53
51
45
45
33
31
28
28
25
25
22
19
18
16
15
14
13
13
12
12
11
11
11
10
10
7
7
6

Percentage
37.2%
21.2%
20.4%
18.0%
18.0%
13.2%
12.4%
11.2%
11.2%
10.0%
10.0%
8.8%
7.6%
7.17%
6.4%
6.0%
5.6%
5.2%
5.2%
4.8%
4.8%
4.4%
4.4%
4.4%
4.0%
4.0%
2.8%
2.8%
2.4%
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Table 5 (continued). What IDT experience and skills were identified in the advertised IDT positions?
Field
Learning Objects
Learning Technology
Curriculum
Distance Education/Learning
Accessibility/Assistive
Academic Technology
Ability to Negotiate

Frequency
6
6
6
6
5
3
3

Percentage
2.4%
2.4%
2.4%
2.4%
2.0%
1.2%
1.2%

Table 6. How many years of IDT experience were sought in the advertised IDT positions?
Field
3 to 5 years
1 - 3 years
7 to 10 years
5 to 7 years
10 years or more

Frequency
105
77
10
9
3

Percentage
42.0%
30.8%
4.0%
3.6%
1.2%

28/11.2% mentions of both Technology Skills and Website Development/ Resource Management, to the
social or relational, e.g., Collaborative Skills (11/4.4%), Multitasking Skills (6/2.4%), Ability to Negotiate
(3/1.2%).
In higher education, hiring units sought applicants with skills in adult/continuing education,
instructional/educational technology, online/e-learning, extended learning, information technology,
distance education, and other academic departments.
The responsibilities documented by this study appear to be consistent with those described by Beirne and
Romanoski (2018), and Intentional Futures (2016).
How Many Years of IDT Experience were in the Advertised IDT Positions?
Almost half (42%) of announcements included a requirement of 3 to 5 years of experience; 1 to 3 years was
second with 77 mentions (30.8%). Only 3 mentions (1.2%) were found for 10 or more years of experience.
What Salary Compensation Information was Included in the Advertised IDT Positions?
Few of the 250 position announcements for IDTs included a specific salary. Seven postings had the familiar
“commensurate with experience;” others stated per-hour or monthly pay rates. Some compensation was
described as “Pay Grade” – a figure known to HR personnel. Of the annual salary ranges included in many of
the announcements, the most frequent was $50,000 to $85,000 – a figure consistent with entry- to middlelevel positions in the field. Five postings had salary ranges that exceeded $100,000.
Table 7. What salary compensation information was included in the advertised IDT positions?
Field
Per Hour Rates
$69.00
$13.00-15.00
$24.38 - $33.52
Per Month Rates
$3,470 - $3,979
$3470 - $6486
Pay Grade
Commensurate with Experience

Frequency

Percentages

3
1
1

1.2%
0.45%
0.45%

1
1
3
7

0.45%
0.45%
1.2%
2.8%
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Table 7 (continued). What salary compensation information was included in the advertised IDT positions?
Annual/Per Year Salary Ranges Found
$110,000 per year
$92,700 - $126,900
81,548 - $151,852
$87,412 - $111,565
$80,248 - $116,328
$75,000 - $85,000
$74,000 - $75,000
$67,000 - $77,000
$65,000 - $85,000
$65,000 - $85,000
$65,000 - $68,000
$62,000 - $93,000
$60,000 - $75,000
$60,000 - $70,000
$55,000 $54,900 - $75,500
$54,900 - $75,500
$54,900 - $75,500
$52,575 - $68,940
$51,975 - $71,497
$50,000 - $75,000
$50,000 - $75,000
$50.00 - $60.00
$50,000 - $55,000
$50,210
$47,088 - $65,400
$47,722 - $55,477
$45,000
$44,167
$42, 758
$42,000
$40,500 - $56,000
$40,000 - $50,000
$40,000 - $45,000
$36,072 - $55,000
$34,151 - $37, 318

DISCUSSION
This study confirms the interest in instructional designers and technologists by higher education institutions
and business organizations (Raynis, 2018; Sugar et al., 2011; Surry & Robinson, 2001; Wang et al., 2021). The
interest affirms recognition of the value of their roles to the creation of instructional materials and the
delivery of instruction. This trend is consistent with O’Malley’s (2017) observation that education, business,
and industry administrators are recognizing that faculty and instructors need assistance in developing and
teaching online courses.
Job Titles
IDT job titles are not limited to Instructional Designer or Instructional Technologist (Hoard et al., 2019; Raynis,
2018). The study’s search was for instructional designers and instructional technologist, but other job titles
emerged requiring the similar qualifications and competencies. As the field has evolved and more roles are
delineated for IDTs, the list of titles has grown to include Educational Technologist, Learning Experience
Designer, Learning Technologist, Learning Designer, and Instructional Systems Designer. The study by Raynis
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(2018) identified different titles that used for IDTs. Sharif and Cho (2015) observed that the profession is
known by various titles and even in the same organization. In this study, the words, “Instructional” and
“Designer” occurred in 78.5% and 83.9% of the job titles. While job titles suggest a difference in the jobs
themselves, the roles and responsibilities are similar. Employers appear to pick position titles that best fit
their needs, organizational structures, and levels of authority.
Field of Academic Preparation
The announcements sought candidates from different academic disciplines. This study found that
Instructional Design and Educational Technology were the academic programs most frequently sought
(99/39.6%) in position announcements, choices reflected in a 2004 study conducted by Schwier, Campbell,
and Kenny. Instructional Design was found almost as frequently (96/38.4%), which seemed somewhat
redundant on the same list with Instructional Design and Educational Technology programs. Further review
of academic offerings found that some institutions with newer IDT programs have concentrations in
Instructional Design. Other disciplines listed in the sought field of academic preparation for IDTs in the job
announcements
are
Adult
Education/Learning,
Curriculum
Design/Instruction,
Media
Production/Multimedia, Information Technology, and Communication.
Academic Qualifications
As noted in the findings of the study, bachelor’s degrees were the predominant minimum academic degree
requirements found in 167 (66.8%) announcements, master’s degrees in 87 (34.8%), or advanced degrees
(91/36.4%). Of those postings that required a minimum of a bachelor’s degree, some stated that master’s
degrees or advanced degrees were “preferred.” The preference for graduate degrees seems consistent with
the Intentional Futures (2016) report, which states that 87% of the Instructional Designer professionals in
higher education held a master’s degree; 32% held a Ph.D. or Ed.D., since the preference was for advanced
degrees.
Some announcements sought candidates with an associate degree in IDT. This was surprising as IDT programs
are not known to offer associates degrees.
Most of the IDT job postings found were placed by higher education institutions (137/ 54.8%); corporate
entities posted 113/ 45.2%. This is consistent with the findings of Raynis (2018) who documented IDT job
postings by higher education institutions, corporate entities, and the healthcare industry. Identifying specific
types of higher education institutions and hiring units were not variables of this study. Similarly, the type of
business organizations and the hiring departments were also not identified by the study. The International
Board of Standards for Training, Performance, and Instruction (IBSTPI, 2012) posits that instructional
designers make their entry into the field of IDT from different educational and technological backgrounds
and that they work in various types of business, higher education, and K-12 education settings.
Roles and Responsibilities
As IDTs are expected to have a plethora of skills to function in their roles, those joining or changing jobs in
the field are equally expected to demonstrate to potential employers a working knowledge of a variety of
competencies (Ritzhaupt & Martin, 2014). Some researchers find that different work environments influence
the competencies of IDTs (Hoard et al., 2019; Klein & Jun, 2014; Ritzhaupt & Kumar, 2015). IDTs who work in
corporate, government, and non-profit environments are expected to demonstrate different competencies
from those who work in the education field (Klein & Jun, 2014; Ritzhaupt & Kumar, 2015; Wang et al., 2021).
Sugar et al. (2011) found distinguishable differences between IDT practices in higher education and corporate
entities, namely that the attention of instructional designers who work in higher education institutions is
focused on identifying alternative solutions for delivery of academic coursework, while instructional
designers in corporate settings focus on staff training and are more customer oriented. This distinction raises
an important question: Why are IDT academic programs not designating specializations that will prepare
students specifically for the corporate environment, just as some programs prepare their graduates for the
K-12 environment? The demand for their skills in higher education institutions is on the increase. There is
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growing interest in higher education for IDTs as they fill roles that help in preparing and supporting faculty in
online teaching, course development and improvement, integration of technology and pedagogy, and the
application of the instructional design models (Bickerstaff & Cormier, 2015; Chiasson et al., 2015; Elliott et
al., 2015; Intentional Futures, 2016). The peculiar nature of working with faculty and the dynamics of higher
education institutions may require preparing IDTs for higher education.
The wide variety of job-related experience and skills sought in the job announcements suggests that IDT
professionals wear different hats as they support or manage various projects. Dynamic work environments,
advancements in learning and teaching technology applications, and demands for individualized instructional
methods underscore the need for strong communication skills, a quality at the top of the list of required skills
found in the position announcements. IDTs are expected to interact with subject matter experts and
collaborate with others in their work unit and throughout their organization (ATD Research, 2015). The
importance of strong communication skills for IDTs has been identified consistently by researchers (Halupa,
2019; IBSTPI, 2012; Kenny et al., 2005; Klein & Kelly, 2018; Raynis, 2018; Sugar et al., 2011; Sugar et al., 2012;
Xu & Morris, 2007).
Problem-solving and instructional design skills were each mentioned in 25 (10%) of announcements. Solving
ill-defined instructional problems, recommending appropriate interventions, and making decisions in
complex environments populated by faculty or content experts with varying expectations should be
anticipated by IDTs (Ertmer & Stepich, 2005; Gray et al., 2015; Kenny et al., 2005). Irlbeck (2011) encourages
the development of effective problem-solving skills in the preparation of IDT professionals.
Project management was identified 33 (13.2%) times in the announcements. This IDT skill was also found to
be important in studies by Kenny et al. (2005), Intentional Futures (2016), Kang and Ritzhaupt (2015), and
Raynis (2018).
The competencies expected of IDTs in educational settings include effective collaboration skills, knowledge
of learning theories and principles, effective communication skills, experience in e-learning technologies, the
ability to use learning management systems, and knowledge of the instructional design models (Klein & Kelly,
2018). Similarly, Ritzhaupt and Kumar (2015) noted that the competencies that are essential for IDT
professionals in higher education are instructional design and learning theory, soft skills and technical skills,
willingness to learn on the job, and capacity to adjust to evolving technologies and processes.
It is not surprising that regardless of the type of workplace, IDTs will work with technology. This study found
that 84.4% of the postings sought candidates with a broad range of technological skills. The Intentional
Futures (2016) survey of instructional designers in higher education found that 82.29% ranked “learning new
technologies” as particularly important. This is consistent with previously reported expectations for IDTs
(Irlbeck, 2011; Intentional Futures, 2016; Miller & Stein, 2016; Raynis, 2018).
Compensation
Few of the announcements included salary compensation for the advertised positions and those that did
showed substantial disparity. It can be a factor of the type of hiring organization; position title (an indicator
of level of responsibilities); location, budgetary constraints, and academic qualifications; work experience;
and the value placed on the contributions of the position.
One to five years of experience was found most frequently in the advertised positions. New graduates of IDT
academic programs might find that internships or meaningful volunteer experience will prepare them to
qualify for some positions. Quite naturally, those with more years of experience will be attracted to senior
level IDT or director positions that offer more authority and higher compensation.
There are similarities in the IDT job descriptions placed by higher education institutions and corporate
entities. All employers are seeking college graduates with traditional IDT skills and experiences and good
communication skills. A careful look at the position announcements raises the question about who writes
the IDT job descriptions or position announcements, as some position announcements included
competencies that were not consistent with the required academic backgrounds. Is it the hiring department,
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human resources staff, members of the search committee, or an accepted campus expert? Of the 250
position announcements included in this study, some seem to be near copies from other postings. That in
itself is outside the scope of this paper. The question is, do the job descriptions reflect the IDT skills and
competencies required to meet the needs of the position as well as the hiring unit and organization? When
a position announcement seeks candidates whose academic degrees or programs are not a close match with
IDT competencies, it becomes doubtful if suitable applicants will be attracted to the job. For example, an
announcement that describes the competencies of an instructional designer but asks for a degree in
computer science is an unlikely match, unless an applicant with a computer science degree learned the
required skills through previous work experience. Writers of announcements for IDT positions must be
familiar with essential IDT skills and competencies if applicants can be found who will meet the expectations
of the hiring organizations.
IMPLICATIONS
Identity of IDTs
Formal preparation in an IDT academic program is a widely accepted credential for entry into the field as this
study suggests and there are expected competencies that are the byproducts of such programs for new
graduates seeking employment. However, some have been accepted into the role of IDT who have degrees
from other fields and with no substantial related work experience or competence. In the analysis of position
announcements, there were postings that were open to graduates of other academic disciplines. IDT position
announcements that indicate interest in individuals who do not come from IDT academic programs create
confusion as they draw applicants from multiple fields. Some IDTs venture into the field from other disciplines
(Mancilla & Frey, 2020). Following their study Beirne and Romanoski (2018) also confirmed that there are
individuals who enter the IDT profession from different fields due to the multiple unregulated paths to a
career as an IDT professional. They argue for standardization for entry into the profession. Intentional Futures
(2016), notes that using various qualifications to accept IDT jobs leads to the lingering ambiguity about the
unique qualifications of IDTs. The increase in hiring opportunities for IDTs calls for better positioning of the
field and the practitioners in order to correct any identity problems, offer recognition of who is an
appropriately trained instructional designer or instructional technologist, and their worth vis-à-vis their
contributions to the workplace (Wunsch, 2000). Schwier and Wilson report that some instructional designers
believe that “their position is neither understood nor respected” (2010, p.141), a sentiment previously
echoed by Wunsch (2000). Part of the identity problem has been created or exacerbated by the fact that
there are different pathways through which practitioners join the profession and there are no professional
regulations (Schwier et al., 2004). Participants in a study by Schwier et al. (2004) commented that IDTs
struggle with identity and image problems and lack respect on the job. One respondent in their study put it
succinctly:
My experience is not typical instructional designer experience. …Up until the last months
I was at [an institution of higher education], I was the only instructional designer who had
a teaching background. The others had come through a whole series of routes to being
instructional designers. I was working with a physicist, a classicist, a creative writer, a
television producer, a mathematician and, oh yes, there was one other person with a
teaching background (2004, p. 77).
The identity issue could suggest a lack of regulated entry standards and active representative body such as
has been established for librarians, for example, it is almost impossible to hire a librarian without a masters’
degree from an ALA accredited institution.
Improving the recognition of the value of IDTs and ameliorating the disquiet about their identity and
credentials may depend on the hiring organizations’ decisions to describe job titles, responsibilities, and work
environments with precise role definitions and delineations. Provision of market-driven compensation will
establish an organizational culture that acknowledges the value and perception of IDTs as practitioners and
professionals. Acknowledging that their role may be misunderstood, IDTs need to be prepared to provide
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convincing responses to employers and colleagues regarding any doubts about their efficacy, contributions,
and bottom-line value of their work. As Schwier and Wilson (2010) surmised, “to promote or raise the profile
of IDTs, practitioners are required to educate colleagues about the practices and contributions of
instructional design” (p. 141).
Professional Development
While the study did not focus on professional development, but is it necessary that as the field of IDT is
constantly evolving, IDT practitioners need to be prepared to advance with a profession whose access to and
use of new technologies enhances teaching and learning opportunities. Schwier et al. (2004) suggest that
professional organizations have an important role to play. Ritzhaupt et al. (2020) state that professional
associations exist to support professionals in different fields to enable the members to continue in their
professional development. While the costs involved in professional development (e.g., membership fees and
travel) may be a factor, there are also some free or less-expensive options (e.g., free Webinars, journals,
streamed conference presentations, regional or local conferences). Since professional associations are
volunteer organizations, the time and resources they can apportion to their members is limited (Ritzhaupt et
al., 2020).
The fact that IDTs are being sought and institutions are offering academic programs in IDT are signs that the
future is bright for the profession. It may also signal that it is time for the field to be better regulated to assure
increased recognition, minimized ambiguity, and premium performance.
Preparation of IDTs
Part of the benefit of the studies that examine the role and competencies of IDT professionals is to equip
academic programs with empirical evidence about the skills their students will need to meet the demands of
the marketplace. Higher education institutions that offer IDT programs need to prepare their students for
multiple work environments. Graduates may find employment in K-12 to higher education institutions,
business, industry, government, or military settings. As the results of this and other studies suggest, IDT
academic programs that have focused strictly on education-based careers would do well to add a corporatetrack IDT curriculum that includes classes in workforce development, performance improvement, project
management, communications, and problem-solving. Preparing students for specific industries may be
difficult to implement by academic programs, but the importance of context in the practice of IDT and the
need for relevant real-life experiences needs to be recognized. A graduate level program should prepare IDTs
to take on roles as professionals who can design, manage, supervise, and inspire (Kim et al., 2008).
CONCLUSION
The relatively long history and practice of instructional design, along with technological and societal
developments, have led to the increased demand for instructional designers and instructional technologists
to work in higher education and in corporate settings. The myriads of required experiences and expectations
as expressed in the position announcements suggest that IDTs need to be well prepared to tackle a variety
of roles in different organizational contexts. Well-rounded academic preparation enables IDTs to succeed in
the workplace, engaging with content- or subject-matter experts in corporate settings and collaborating with
faculty in higher education to integrate technologies into their teaching, leading with online course
development, and offering support in the selection and application of appropriate pedagogies to support
teaching and learning. Academic programs that prepare students to pursue work environments outside of
higher education will equip graduates with skills to develop training and development programs and create
instructional materials. As more IDTs engage in higher education and corporate work settings, faculty and
content experts will become more familiar with their contributions and see the benefit of working with them
as full partners to improve and deliver high quality teaching and learning endeavors. Organizations will need
to establish a culture in which IDTs are seen as collaborators with unique skills working with subject matter
experts to add value to their work. Well-written position announcements will pair IDT competencies with
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employer expectations – a match that will establish IDTs as having competencies that are not found
elsewhere in the institution or organization.
As user capabilities and technological applications continue to expand across social and economic
dimensions, the demand for people who can integrate technology with pedagogy, improve classroom
instruction, and support online and distance learning efforts will also continue to grow. This demand calls for
the support of professional associations and academic programs to continuously monitor the trends in
emerging areas and incorporate them into a curriculum that equips IDTs to take on roles and responsibilities
in the field, whether in education or corporate settings.
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