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ABSTRACT

Graduate Student Attitudes toward Different Indiaral Approaches within Face-to-Face,
Online, and Blended Learning Environments in a RUBbur-Year Institution of Higher
Learning

by
Philip Rotich

This study compared graduate student attitudesrtbdiéferent instructional approaches within
online, blended, and face-to-face courses in aipuidtitution of higher learning. The
participants completed an online survey questiagerthat was designed by the researcher using
4 learning theories in education: behavioral, ctigmi constructivism, and humanistic (Merriam,
Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007) approaches toweadhing and learning. There were 210
total responses from graduate students enrolleédgl@2013 spring semester. There were more

female (71.4%) than male (28.6%) students who recgb.

Previous studies have compared face-to-face (FadFpaline methods of instructions and have
shown mixed results. Whereas some studies havernshatw instructional methods as favorable
to students, others found no differences betweénar@ online methods. This study was guided
by 4 research questions. Analysis of variance (AMp&ndt test statistical procedures were

used to analyze the data.

The findings of this study showed significant diffieces in students’ preference in instructional

methods and in instructional approaches (behayibuahanistic, cognitive, and constructivist).
2



The study found that full-time graduate studentslésl to prefer F2F instructional methods,

while part-time students preferred online methdaklitionally younger students (< 35 years)
reported stronger preference for F2F methods ¢fuason than older students (> 36 years) in
cognitive and constructivist instructional approaswith no significant differences by age for

behavioral and humanistic instructional approaches.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Online learning has become one of the main instrmat methods in institutions of
higher learning in the U.S. and around the worldshMb colleges and universities today offer
some courses either partially (hybrid) or completeiline. Though online education is still
evolving, the current trend indicates that traditibface-to-face (F2F) classrooms are gradually
fading while online instructional methods are oe tise (NCES, 2012). Though online learning
is gradually being accepted as the primary pedagbgiethod in higher education, it has
presented several opportunities and challengdsetetakeholders of institutions of higher

learning (Palloff & Pratt, 2007).

Professors, just like students, need the abilityetal with virtual world in which, for the
most part, they cannot see, hear, or touch thelp@ath whom they are communicating.
Participants are likely to adapt a new persondtisgiinto areas of their personalities
they may not have previously explored. (p. 7)

With technological advancement, online educatidiveley methods have improved over
the years and more institutions of higher learr@rggadopting these methods more readily than
ever before (Allen & Seaman, 2011). The recentgase in demand for more college education
by adult learners has also resulted in the incremdemand for more educational opportunities
in higher education. Online education offers aisoh to this recent high enroliment rate of
adult learners (NCES, 2012). The robust implememntadf online learning at colleges and
universities has been in response to growing nusntfeonline students, whereby universities

have increasingly included online-learning in thetmategic planning.
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According to a recently report by Allen and Sear{#011), 65 % of higher education
institutions are investing in the long-term strasgf their online learning (Allen & Seaman,
2011). The report also reveals that in fall 20h@yé were more than 6.1 million higher
education students taking at least one online eo@s average, students taking online courses
tend to perform better than those taking F2F cla@geans, Toyama, Murphy, Bakia, & Jones,

2009).

Statement of the Problem

Student success is tightly aligned to retention stndent satisfaction (Levy, 2007). A
common method of determining student satisfacsao iassess student feedback and
perceptions of their academic experience while l@tan a program (Gaytan & McEwen, 2007;
Williams & Kane, 2009). Given the increase in oaleducational options and the diverse sets of
student characteristics in the higher educatioddeape, it is important to understand how
students perceive different pedagogical approagahdsourse delivery methods. Some students
prefer one method over another. However, some stsdeay benefit from a combination of

both online and traditional F2F instructional metbo

The purpose of this quasi-experimental study oimpare graduate student attitudes
toward different instructional approaches withiniog, blended, and face-to-face courses in a
public institution of higher learning. Though thene several theories of learning that are
fundamental to teaching and learning, this studypéetl the four basic approaches as defined by

Merriam, Caffarella, and Baumgartner (2007). Theyleehavioral, humanistic, cognitive, and
14



constructivism. Behaviorists approach learning eéhange of behavior in response to stimuli in
the environment. The humanistic approach focuseée@human nature, human potential,
human emotions, and effects. Unlike in the behaViapproach where the focus is external
change in behavior, cognitivists focus on the imadémental processes. Constructivism involves
learning through personal experiences. Studergstdineir own learning and the instructor plays
a role of moderating (Merriam et al., 2007). Thise constructs (behavioral, humanistic,
cognitive, and constructivism) were used as theeptual framework to define the four
instructional approaches whereby to gather stualitddes toward three different learning

environments: online, F2F, and blended.

Research Questions

This quasi-experimental comparative study explgmediuate student attitudes toward
instructional methods in a public institution. T¢tedy addressed the following research

guestions:

1. Are there significant differences in student satiibn with the different instructional
approaches for online, F2F, and blended students?
a. Are there significant differences in levels of stntsatisfaction with
behavioral instructional approaches to instrucbetween the three groups?
b. Are there significant differences in levels of statisatisfaction with

humanistic instructional approaches to instrucbetween the three groups?

15



c. Are there significant differences in levels of stntsatisfaction with
cognitive instructional approaches to instructietvieeen the three groups?
d. Are there significant differences in levels of stntisatisfaction with
constructivist instructional approaches betweerthhee groups?
2. Are there significant differences in student sattibn with instructional approaches
by student demographics?
a. lIs there a significant difference in student satisbn with instructional
approaches as categorized by part-time and ful-titassification?
b. Is there a significant difference in student satbn with instructional
approaches as compared by age?
c. Is there a significant difference in student satiibn with instructional
approaches as compared by gender?
d. Is there a significant difference in student satiibn with instructional
approaches by as categorized by nationality (damestnternational)?
e. Is there a significant difference in student satiibn with instructional
approaches by compared by graduate program level?
. To what degree do students perceive that onlirteuictsonal methods are suitable for all
courses?
. To what degree do students perceive that someeoare more suitable for face-to-face

than online instructional methods?

16



Significance of the Study

While numerous researchers have compared onlirkg,df®l hybrid methods of
instructions in higher education, relatively fewdies have focused specifically on attitudes and
perceptions of graduate students regarding these thethods of instruction. As higher
education institutions continue to improve the guaif education and services provided to
students, they must meet the expectations and abnedrstudents. Instructional methods are an
important component of differentiating various mstional practices to meet student

expectations and needs.

Colleges and universities will continue to comgdetestudents who are seeking higher
education locally, nationally, and internationalBffective course delivery and instructional
methods are a primary marketing aspect for higkmming institutions (Talbert, 2012). Student
satisfaction levels on instructional and coursévéey methods are one of the many factors that
determine the quality of education offered by higlkarning institution (Beqiri, Chase, &

Bishka, 2009). Student satisfaction is also onghefsignificant factors that determine the overall

success of the student and that of the learnirtgutisn (Oja, 2011).

Limitations of the Study

The primary limitation of this study was its narrgaope. The researcher explored and

compared graduate student attitude towards ordiaing and traditional F2F education at a
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single public university. Therefore, the findingsy not be generalizable to other universities in
different parts of the U.S.

Second, data were collected over a short peridgithef during a 1-semester period. Some
programs and courses were not offered during thegpemester when data for this study were
collected. This could have influenced the datathedesult of the study.

Third, the participants were limited to graduatedsints in only majors offered by the
university; thus, the results would not apply togashduate students in all graduate majors across
the U.S. These factors may or may not have impabtedesults of this study.

Fourth, the survey instrument used in the studysedfscreated and the survey questions
may not have been exhaustive enough to coveratidimponents of courses and programs
offered at the institution. This could or could hatve influenced the results of the study.

Finally, some of the demographics of the sample nwbe a true representation of the

study population. This may or may not have inflleshthe results of this study.

Definitions of Terms

To create a better understanding for the readaking definitions of study terms may
require clarification. Therefore, the list belowest definitions of terms employed in the current
study.

Asynchronouscommunication that does not all happen in the sammeor place, but

over time (Bach, Haynes, & Smith, 2007).
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Course Management System (CMB¥oftware system specifically designed and
marketed for students and faculty to use in teachimd learning, for example Desire to Learn
(D2L) and Blackboard also referred to as Learnirapijement System (LMS) or Virtual
Learning Environment (VLE) (Morgan, 2003).

Instructional Approachthe different approaches to teaching and learbasgd on
widely accepted learning theories in educationsBiidy uses the following four approaches as
variables: behavioral, humanistic, cognitive, andstructive (Merriam et al., 2007).

Instructional Methodthree methods used commonly in education: facade-{F2F),
online, and hybrid (blended) (Black, 2002)

Online Education or Learningall forms of electronically supported learning and
teaching. This term is also referred to as Virtusdrning, Distance Learning, or E-learning
(Moore & Kearsley, 2011)

Online Learning Communityforums, chat rooms, and virtual worlds, such assec
life, where students can interact without beingt@d®y an educational institution or learning
platform (Palloff & Pratt, 2007).

Online Learning Environmen#é web-based platform such as Desire to Learn (D2L)
where a student can learn and interact with theeuator or other students in a formal education
setting (Anderson, 2008).

Synchronouscommunication that occurs at the same time (Baah,e2007).
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Overview of the Study

This study includes five chapters. Chapter 1 idekian introduction of the study with the
statement of problem and significance of the retealhapter 2 includes a literature review with
trends in online and F2F learning in higher edweatreasons and challenges of online learning,
role of technology in higher education, accessipdf online learning, students and faculty
perceptions on online and F2F learning, and intemaén online and F2F learning. Chapter 3
includes the methodology with a discussion of tn&ey, participants, data collection, and data
analysis. Chapter 4 includes the results of théystuith each research question stated with
findings from the analysis. Chapter 5 includesdbeclusion and discussion of results with

limitations of the study and implications for fueéupolicy, practice, and research.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

Advancement in technology has continued to shapplps ways of life including
learning and educational training (Tambouris et2812).Technology is now a vital part of
every education system in the U.S. and other pédittse world (Renes & Strange, 2011).
Institutions of learning use different technologieslifferent aspects of training and teaching to
maximize the educational opportunities offeredhmse institutions (Bach et al., 2007). Due to
the diversity of student population in learningtigions, there is need for diverse methods of
teaching and training to accommodate all the stuldanning needs (Mercer, Lane, & Jordan,
1996).

This chapter provides an overview of literaturg@udvious studies related to online and
F2F learning. The chapter offers an in-depth m@wétheoretical perspective of learning,
instructional methods in higher education, tremdsriline and F2F learning in higher education,
reasons and challenges of online learning, rotedfnology in higher education, accessibility of
online learning, students and faculty perceptiangmline and F2F learning, and interaction in

online and F2F learning.

Four Theoretical Perspectives of Learning
Theories of learning and teaching are guided bydhewing five assumptions: (1)

Theories provide a general explanation for obsermatmade over time; (2) Theories explain
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and predict behavior; (3) Theories can never babéshed beyond all doubt; (4) Theories may
be modified; and, (5) Theories seldom have to baxth out completely if thoroughly tested but
sometimes a theory may be widely accepted for @ fmne and later disapproved. (Dorin,
Demmin, & Gabel, 1990). Some theories have beeptadan higher education for teaching and
learning.

Though several theories of learning have beeniitkshbver the years as fundamental to
teaching and learning, four basic orientations sdgttadult graduate students have been
identified as behavioral, humanistic, cognitived aonstruct (Merriam et al., 2007). Behaviorists
observe change of behavior to stimuli in the emuiment to measure learning. The humanistic
approach focuses on the human nature, human pdtdntman emotions, and effects. Whereas
the focus in behavioral learning orientation iseemél change in behavior, cognitivists are
interested in knowing how the mind responds toaceittimuli in the environment.
Constructivists approach learning as a way studsmtstruct their own knowledge using
personal experiences. Table 1 provides an overgfaiese four basic approaches to teaching

and learning.
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Table 1

Four Approaches to Learning

Behaviorist Humanist Cognitivist Constructivist

View of learning Change in A personal act to Information Construction of

process behavior fulfill processing meaning from

development (including experience
insight, memory,
perception,
metacognition)

Lotus of learning  Stimuli in Affective and Internal Individual and
external development cognitive social
environment needs structure construction of

knowledge

Purpose of To produce To become self- To develop To construct

learning behavioral actualized, capacity and knowledge
change in desired mature, skills to learn
direction autonomous better

Instructor’s role  Arrange Facilitate Structure content Facilitate and
environmentto development of of learning negotiate
elicit desired whole person activity meaning-making
response with learner

Manifestation in Behavioral Andragogy Learning how to Experiential

adult learning objective Self-directed learn learning
Accountability  learning Social role acquit Transformational
Performance Cognitive ion learning
improvement development Intelligence, Reflective
Skill Transformational learning, and practice
development learning memory as Communities of
HRD and related to age practice
training Situated learning

Source:Adapted from Five Orientation to Learning (Merriatmal., 2007, p. 295).

23



Instructional Environments in Higher Education

The three current primary instructional environnsanthigher education are: F2F, online
and blended. These three primary course delivery@mments have been changing over time as
the nature of higher education changes. Technalegglopment and increasing demand for
higher education have remained to be the drivingef® transforming instructional environments
and methods in higher learning institutions (Ree&trange, 2011). Technology has opened
more opportunities for students to access collelgeaion through instructional methods that
suit their needs (Mellander, 2012). Table 2 prosittee general definitions and descriptions of

the main instructional environments used in higédrcation.
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Table 2

Definitions and Descriptions of Instructional Enmirments

Proportion of Content - fC Tvpical Descrioti
Delivered Online ype of Course ypical Description

Course where no online
technology used ----- content
is delivered in writing or
orally.

Course that uses web-based
technology to facilitate what is
N essentially a face-to-face
1-29% Web Facilitated course. May use a course
management system (CMS) or
web pages to post the syllabus

and assignments.
Course that blends online and
face-to-face delivery.

Substantial proportion of the

content is delivered online,
typically uses online
discussions, and typically has

a reduced number of face-to-

face meetings.

A course where most or all of

the content is delivered online.

Typically have no face-to-face
meetings

0% Traditional

30 -79% Blended or Hybrid

80+ % Online

Source:Adapted from Going the Distance: Online Educatiothe United States,
2011. (Allen & Seaman, 2011, p. 7).
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Trends in Online and F2F Learning in Higher Educati

While the traditional F2F method of teaching ifl siominant in most institutions of
learning, recent statistics indicate a rise inrmliearning. According to thdational Center for
Education Statistic@NCES, 2012), higher education student enrolimesé by 38 % to 20.4
million during 1999 to 2009. Allen and Seaman (20hdlicated that 65 % of higher education
institutions are investing in the long-term stragsgf online learning. More than 6.1 million
higher education students were enrolled in at leastonline course in fall 2010. This number
comprised 31 % of all students enrolled in postsdaoy learning institutions. Students enrolled
in at least one online course increased by more 1826 during 2002 to 2010, an indication that
more institutions of higher learning have contint@dffer more online courses (Allen &
Seaman, 2011).

In an earlier study Allen and Seaman (2010) poshedecent economic downturn as the
impetus for the rise in the demand for more higdtkrcation opportunities for students. During
the downturn the increase in enrollment in onlinarees exceeded those of F2F. The report
indicated that 75% of the institutions experienhegher demand for online courses and
programs compared to 50% of the institutions wiimegan increase in F2F enrollment. Despite
the rise in demand and enrollment of students duegonomic downturn, several institutions
faced financial challenges and budget cuts. Maaa #1% of public higher learning institutions
were affected. Just as there are several reaspokdosing online pedagogical method, there are

likewise several challenges associated with thihate
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Reasons and Challenges of Online Learning

Two compelling factors that drives the growth ofiloa learning are to improve student
access, including serving nontraditional studesntsl, to increase the rates of degree completion
(Allen & Seaman, 2007). In trying to achieve thaitine learning goals and objectives colleges
and universities are often faced with differentl&mges.

One of the main challenges to online learning éswiorkload for the instructors. Unlike
teaching F2F courses, online teaching involves mand and effort to achieve similar goals.
Faculty acceptance of online delivery methods &edype of discipline required for students to
be successful online are additional concerns (ASlédeaman, 2007). Technology is constantly
changing and, as a result, educational institutasadaced with an ongoing challenge of training
faculty so they can be effective in developing sathing online courses (Akram, Ather,

Tousif, & Rasul, 2012; Kukulska-Hulme, 2012). Thegoing technology training requirement
adds to the high cost of educational technologyistiipn that learning institutions must meet
(Morgan, 2003). In addition to understanding gsies facing faculty in relation to online
learning, educational institutions seek to undedtahy students take online courses.

Though students have varied reasons for takingnemourses, most of them do so for
convenience. Most students who enroll in onlinerses cite flexibility in class scheduling as
their main reason for choosing the online optioer(€ault, Walman, Alexander, & Zhao, 2008).
Additionally online courses eliminate the inconwarde of commuting to campus to take classes.

Technology plays a key role in the successful @ejivwof online courses.
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Technological Considerations in Higher Education

Technology has been and will remain to be the dgvorce that shapes learning and
methods and environments of course delivery imiegrinstitutions (Bach et al., 2007). While
technology in F2F methods of instruction is sigrafit in supplementing content delivery, it
remains the main vehicle that learning institutiose for online content delivery and for
fulfilling the learning objective and outcomes tiidents. Three general considerations regarding
technology are presented in the literature reltdezhline learning.

The first consideration when using technology isliaere and software issues. Higher
education institutions that offer online courses asurse management system (CMS), Learning
Management System (LMS), or Virtual Learning Enmimeent (VLE) such as Desire to Learn
(D2L), LearningSpace, eCollege, WebCT, and Blackihé@ accomplish these goals and
objectives (Morgan, 2003). Several institutiondigiher learning have implemented VLE
systems that suit their needs. Though there aremly many open source VLE software, most
colleges that engage in online learning investhencommercial software packages such as D2L
for reliability and robustness (Bach et al., 200Many VLE systems are built around
assumptions that lead to student success in th@eoshvironment - another important area of
discussion in the literature related to online edion

The second consideration of implementing techncloased instruction in online and
blended course environments is student technolbliieacy. Success in online classes is not
only attributed to reliable technology but alsatodent ability to access and proficiently use the
technology (Palloff & Pratt, 2007). Research hasashthat student success in online learning is

significantly influenced by student perceptiongeafhnology used in teaching and learning
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(Nora & Snyder, 2009). It is, therefore, imperatige colleges to plan adequately before
adopting online learning as the primary pedagogigathod. One of the crucial elements in prior
planning is investment in technology.

Online learning offers different and complementaarning and teaching strategies that

can only be realized by prior investment rathenttepid changes of direction that are

poorly resourced. (Bach et al., 2007, p. 45)

The third technological consideration is to elm#trceptions of students in the virtual
learning environment. Students have a positivegueian of a virtual learning environment and
better learning experience when they are comfatalith the platform (Yu & Yu, 2010). There
is also evidence that a good fit between the onéaening platform and student needs influences
the learning outcomes. It is, therefore, importaninstitutions offering online education to
consider the needs and the learning outcomes attltkents before developing and using an

online learning system.

Influence of Technology on Accessibility of Onkigication
One of the challenges in online learning is thaa@fessibility. Unlike F2F instructional
methods where the instructor and student can easdsact in a physical classroom, accessibility
in online classrooms can be challenging. Accesgigigal learning resources goes beyond
accessing the web. Accessibility includes all thetdrs that affect learning experiences and
outcomes, such as user friendliness of the ondiaming platform, pedagogical concerns,

student learning styles, and technical supportlgkehipps, & Swift, 2004).
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Because the software available for online classegsw to users and is constantly
changing, the possibility for encountering techhdiiculties is very real. Many
instructors have complained about lack of partibgpeamong students, only to find that
students could not access a course site.... Some ¢fmhfficulties that are beyond the
control of faculty member who has engaged in tret pessible planning for a course are
things such as university’s server going down, [@wis with an internet service provider,
and problems or “bugs” in the software that catise act in unanticipated ways (Palloff

& Pratt, 2007, p. 101)

Digital inclusion is of paramount importance to 8takeholders of colleges and
universities especially as more institutions adbj® method of learning. Digital inclusion
involves addressing inequalities where those unabdecess the affordance of technology are
disadvantaged and marginalized in society andetbes, digitally excluded (Seale, 2010).

Unlike the traditional F2F learning method, trudims education must be accessible
through the internet from any geographic locat®ecause online learning depends primarily on
the availability and reliability of internet conri@m, students who live in remote locations with
no internet access will not benefit from online eatlion. According to Internet World Stats
(2010), more than 20% of the U.S. population hathternet access by June 2010. In addition to
lack of internet connection, students with sloveinet connection, regardless of where they live,
may not enjoy a favorable online learning expemedige to slow media download and media
quality. Bandwidth limitation also affects onlirgakning content design and presentation
(Holden, Westfall, & Gamor, 2010).

Use of media, software, and web-based applicaasnzart of online learning to enhance
the online learning experience continues to riseoasent developers and instructors seek to

improve user engagement in learning (Casey & EV20ik]). Improperly transcoded media,

such as videos, can limit some users from accessinignt (Schroeder & Williamsen, 2011).
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These limitations may include long download timeseen inability to download media, poor
image and sound quality, and inability to accesgert through wider variety of devices or
browsers. In addition to accessibility through magtrnet browsers, enhanced videos are more
accessible through most mobile devices such ast&gllPads, and iPhones (Purcell, 2013).

Technology designers have created platforms to enilysical exchanges between and
among students and faculty. One such platformubes avatars in a virtual world where
students and faculty can interact is called Sectafed

Some of the online learning applications such a®’e Life must be downloaded to the
user’'s computer or access device and some arasibf eompatible with some versions of
computers or access devices. Second Life hasdumted successfully as the primary
application for building online learning commungim some institutions of higher learning.
Second Life provides students and faculty a plagedet, work, and live together (Linden Lab,
2009).

Virtual worlds provide users with opportunitiesstmlve real world problems by
experimenting with 3D objects and make decisiorsetlan their virtual experiments without
the risk associated with performing similar expennwith real world objects (Wasko, Teigland,
Leidner, & Jarvenpaa, 2011). Students in the vimwald can experiment, reflect, and think
critically before making any decisions, a virtuattis desired in teamwork training.

Virtual world applications like other instructionaledia have challenges. Most students
taking online courses are faced with the challesfgeeeting the minimum requirements of
robust hardware and broadband internet connedttrstipport virtual world applications.

Because virtual worlds were not originally desigf@dformal educational purposes but for
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gaming, these applications are not easily incotpdrto other online learning systems (Holden
et al., 2010). It has also been noted as being¢onsuming to setup accounts and learning
materials. Due to their time consuming nature @fagement, virtual world applications can be
distractive for students who are not focused (Kl&gdriley, 2008). These concerns about

student engagement have been widely studied byaddoal researchers.

Student Engagement in Online Learning

Modern CMS such as D2L and Blackboard are now marast and are equipped with
several features and tools that can enhance thalbuser experience (Gikandi, Morrow, &
Davis, 2011). These online learning systems oft¢h lasynchronous and synchronous delivery
methods. Due to technology limitations, synchrondeis/ery methods have not been fully
developed by most institutions of higher learniBgth asynchronous and synchronous methods
have benefits and drawbacks but they could be weggdher to complement each other (Holden
et al., 2010). Among other reasons, an asynchrooouse delivery system allows students to
learn at their own pace and at their own convertiergs. Students have enough time to reflect
on the learning material before making contribugitmthe class. Synchronous methods, on the
other hand, require all participants to be onlintha same time. It is comparable to F2F in that
students interact in real time, but there may be teflection on the learning material.
Conversely, prompt feedback from both instructat e students are more common in F2F and

synchronous learning than asynchronously (Hrasti2ek8).
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Dealing with Challenges of Technology Change

Technology is the driving force of online learnidogit with it comes challenges that are
less common with F2F learning. There is a groweahhology generational gap between the
young college students who have grown up usingmifft technological tools as a lifestyle and
older faculty members who are new to technology¢fa& Pratt, 2007). This technological gap
adds to the already challenging online learningdss

Due to rapid advancements in technology, highecaiitn is faced with the challenge of
updating and upgrading hardware and software toraocwdate new tools and features that
enhance the online learning experience. These dpegr@nd updates - though crucial to the
online learning experience - present software ardvare compatibility problems to students
(Seale, 2010). Seale (2010) suggests that the dilamma that most learning institutions
offering online programs will face is to make thdine system accessible by all users at an
affordable cost and to meet students’ needs wtalgrgy current with modern technology. In
order to accomplish this, one must keep the cdstddble which would mean limited system
upgraded by the learning institution. This in taem lead to technology gap between what the
learning institutions offers and what the curreit market demands. With limited system

upgrades and updates, users who are digitallydedunitially may be digitally excluded later.

Perceptions of F2F and Online Learning
Unlike F2F, online learning is still new to somadsnts and instructors; however, online
student enrollment is growing at a faster rate 2 enrollments. The perceptions students and

faculty have toward online learning have also biegroving over the years. Although some
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faculty members still view online learning as imberto F2F, more than 67% of faculty perceive
online instructional environments and methods tatdeast as good as F2F (Allen & Seaman,
2011).This is more than 9.7% increase from 2003. Alleth 8saman (2011) also found that the
perceptions of students and instructors are larigélyenced by the degree of engagement of
their institutions in online learning.

In a study that examined instructor teaching exgmexe and technology skills, both
students and instructors showed positive perceioagard to online course effectiveness
(Seok, Kinsell, DaCosta, & Tung, 2010). The stuldp aevealed that the instructor’'s teaching
experience and technology skills significantly igfhce students’ course satisfaction. Instructors
with higher computer and technology skills creagttdy content and an online learning
environment that is perceived as comfortable bglestts. Instructors who are challenged by
technology tend to have a negative perception erusie of CMS in course delivery (Morgan,

2003).

Faculty Perceptions of F2F and Online Learning
Faculty perceptions of online learning appear todb&ted to the levels of use and
familiarity with this method of delivery. Accordirtg Allen and Seaman (2007) 44% of
instructors from institutions that are not currgrghgaged in online learning have negative
perceptions of online learning. Only 3.7% of instars from these institutions agree that online
and F2F instructional methods are comparable.Uatdrs generally have diverse reasons for

their perceptions of online courses.
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Some instructors of online courses favor teachimime over F2F due to flexibility to
work from anywhere. However, the additional adntnaigve and teaching workload that is
required for faculty working in online environmemtgershadows the convenience benefit (Hurt,
2008). Though faculty members are committed toihglptudents achieve their learning goals
and outcomes, they have their own needs. Colleggsimiversity administrators wishing to
leverage additional online teaching options canexsensic motivators such as better pay and

terms of service to improve faculty satisfactiom¢k, Ley, Crawford, & Warner, 2009).

Student Perceptions of F2F and Online Learning

Studies have shown that students who are takirigeonburses for the first time are more
uncomfortable with the online learning system aaltto have more negative perceptions about
their learning experience than students who haed tlee system before (Astani, Ready, &
Duplaga, 2010). Use of tutorials by these new sitglean create more comfortable learning
environment. Tutorials also save them time and awpithe learning experience (Bollinger &
Supanakorn, 2011). Therefore, as students becomecomfortable with online learning, their
learning experience tends to improve.

Similar to faculty perceptions of online learnisgiident perceptions have been
improving (Astani et al., 2010; Robertson, Grantja&kson, 2005). Students who take online
courses cite convenience and cost as their masongabut F2F interaction with the instructor
and other students is lost (Beard & Harper, n.difuhe, Spielman, & Pangelinan, 2011).
Students who learn better through social interadgtidicated lower satisfaction with online

learning, but the situation could be improved bgradsing social interaction features in online
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environments to improve learning outcomes (Richamds Swan, 2003). Other concerns for
online students are: geographic location and physlistance from other students, instructors,
and the academic community. Thus, some studentsregorted losing the sense of connection
to the institution when taking online courses (Miégie & Macdonald, 2011). Students in online
learning communities have shown better connectiasther students and their faculty compared
to the connections that students have to theiniegrinstitutions in other situations (Glazer &
Wanstreet, 2011). Other studies have reported wadkand poor time management as additional
challenges facing students in online learning.

Online learning involves self-directed learning @#dyre & Macdonald, 2011). Despite
the convenience associated with online learningiesstudents perceive it as more challenging
than F2F method of learning in terms of workloadh{KLiu, & Bonk, 2005). This increase in
workload is exacerbated by poor time managemerdriable identified in studies as a primary
challenge in online learning. Students enroll iir@courses with the assumption that they are
easy and, therefore, do not allocate enough timadequate learning. Students must be able to
manage their time well in order to achieve thearteng outcomes (Macintyre & Macdonald,
2011). Time management skills tend to improve witudent’s level of experience with online
learning.

Student perceptions of instructional methods aregdly influenced by the level of
student experience with the method of instructioguestion. Students who have completed
more online courses tend to favor online learnimgenthan students with little or no experience.
Additionally older students who have some onlireéng experience tend to have positive

attitudes towards online courses (Del Carmen, 20B@)dents’ experiences and research in
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online learning will continue to guide learningtihgtions as they embrace this new course
delivery environment.

Numerous empirical studies have indicated thaethee no significant differences
between online and F2F courses (Dillon, Dworkinn@er, & Olson, 2008; Driscoll, Jicha,
Hunt, Tichavsky, & Thompson, 2012; Dziuban & Mosk&011; Lorenzetti, 2009). However,
due to potential resistance toward full online @@op(Allen & Seaman, 2011), institutions
transitioning from F2F to online may offer hybridurses in the transition process. Well
designed and structured blended courses offer ereeqred students better alternative to purely

online courses (Wu & Hwang, 2010).

Blended Learning in Higher Education

Blended learning is preferred as an effective ammsenient way for instructors and
institutions to transition from F2F to online learg (Kenney & Newcombe, 2011). The
effectiveness of this learning approach is deteechioy adequate planning and good course
design. Pombo, Loureiro, and Moreira (2010) foumat tvell designed blended learning
environment produced better results in studenabolative work and innovative assessment.
However, prior to implementing blended learningnsdnstructors and course developers tend
to overlook course design, course preparation, camication, and motivation in the blended
learning environments and consequently achieve potmomes (King & Arnold, 2012). Despite
preference by students and faculty as supplementayyto improve the quality of learning,
blended learning provides faculty with additionahltenges of extra workload and lack of

enthusiasm (Oh & Park, 2009).
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Part-Time/Full-Time and Different Learning Enviroants

According to Allen and Seaman (2011), 31% of altlsnts enrolled in higher education
were taking online courses. This was a more th&a gfwth in 8 years since 2002.
Additionally, NCES (2012) reported a steady growtleollege student enrollment between 2000
and 2010 from 15.3 million to 21.0 million respeely. The report indicated that full-time
student enrollment rose by 45%, while that of pane students rose by 26%. Student
enroliment status in higher education can influesacademic performance. Colorado and Eberle
(2010) found that the performance of students whaevenrolled full time was slightly higher
than those enrolled part time. In addition to mmeht status other variable that can influence

student’s academic performance include age andegend

Age and Different Learning Environments

Online learning has led to an increase in enrolineéolder students, also called adult
learners, to higher education. Most graduate stsdetending college today are adult learners
(NCES, 2012). The research related to online astidtation is still developing and there are
conflicting findings in the literature in this arédost research in adult learning has focused on
the principles of adult learning. Adult learners autonomous, independent, self-reliant, and
self-directed towards goals. Adults bring life especes to the learning environment and are
mature and ready to learn (Knowles, 1989). Aduitishts are usually motivated to learn by
internal factors rather than external ones andetbee, seek immediate practical solutions to

problems (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999). In addititmstudying the principles surrounding adult
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learning experiences, researchers have also iga¢sti the time management practices and
technology skills of adult learners.

Institutions offering online programs and courseadult learners can improve their
success by conducting an assessment such 8eglfhBirected LearningSDL) of these students
prior to their enrollment in online programs (Sdadill, 2007). Most adult learners possess
better time management skills than younger stugartbaracteristic that gives them better
success in online learning environments. Howewsnesadult learners have indicated that
limited computer skills and diverse learning stylesiain the major drawbacks to the new
learning environment (Rakap, 2010). Another fathhat scholars have researched related to the
age of a student and different learning environsienaccommodating the social and communal
needs of adult students.

When designing an online course for adult leariteéssalso important for facilitators to
understand how adults learn and what motivates thesrder to succeed. Adult learners are
different from traditional college students (CerepR008). Most adult learners have additional
responsibilities beyond college. Online learningiemnments can be intimidating and
uncomfortable for most adult learners and withaeécuate support the whole learning
experience becomes unfulfilling (DuCharme-Hansebupin-Bryant, 2005). Building an online
community support and offering immediate feedbagkhe instructor can help to minimize fear
and discomfort often faced by most adult studeédtgine learning communities provide adult
learners with meaningful experiences that accommeadthe varied needs of adult learners
(Russell, 1999). Because one instructional apprt@aadnline learning may not be effective to all

the learning situations, combining them can befhétp adult learners.
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Gender and Different Learning Environments

Research has shown that gender plays a role ureiméing the perception of students in
different learning environments. Male students Hasen shown as more confident in using
technology for learning than female students (YaGl&ng, 2012). However, in another study
female students were found to be more comfortasilegusocial media tools for learning than
using web 2.0 (Huang, Hood, & Yoo, 2013). Gendso @lays a role in technology self-efficacy
(Huffman, Whetten, & Huffman, 2013). Despite thegérences, male and female students
have shown a similarity in self-motivation in orditearning environment (Yukselturk & Bulut,
2009). In addition to student’s gender and age esstudies have reported mixed results in

student’s nationality in relation to learning emmviments.

Nationality and Different Learning Environments

Different studies have shown mixed findings on pptions and satisfaction levels of the
diverse aspects of online learning by internati@tatients. Cultural diversity is an important
aspect of learning in higher education (Guo & Ja@@07). Though cultural diversity of
students taking online courses is equally as ingpbinh F2F environments, some international
students have expressed low satisfaction in oclingses due to lack of cultural appreciation
(Tan, Nabb, Aagard, & Kim, 2010). Online courseyymat be culturally inclusive, a factor that
negatively affects student performance and learautgomes (Liu, Liu, Lee, & Magjuka, 2010).
International students whose native language ig€ngtish require reading and writing as well

as speaking and listening skills to improve theerall learning experiences, but the latter is lost
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in online learning environment where course malteaas not incorporate videos or audio (Tan
et al., 2010).

In spite of these findings some international, all as domestic, students prefer online
learning to F2F due to convenience. Asynchronoligety offers students adequate time for
research, reflection, and meaningful discussiom(an, Mader, & Shinsky, 2007). Some
international students who struggle with F2F dushiyness face similar challenges in
synchronous learning environment (Park & Bonk, 308dditionally, students who struggle
with speaking English in traditional classes prefieline learning environments where they are
not required to speak. These students tend tornpetbetter online because they can read, write,
and reflect on the learning material at their ovaag Online environments also promote self-
expression and confidence (Ku & Lohr, 2003). Thamative English speaking students who
are taking online courses may require additionsilséance to improve their success in an online
environment (Seok et al., 2010). In addition taoradlity, student’s level of study has also

attracted the interest of some researchers.

Graduate Program Level and Different Learning Epniments
Graduate students have been shown by differeniesttial experience varying
satisfaction levels under different learning ennireents. Some graduate students value the
social aspect of online learning environment, whdene perceive it as an unnecessary
distraction (LaPointe & Reisetter, 2008). According/onderwell and Zachariah (2005) other
factors that may influence learning experiencegf@aduate students taking online courses

include technology and interface characteristiogtent area experience, student roles and
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instructional tasks, and information overload. Amtially, graduate students have shown high
satisfaction levels in collaborative learning unddslended learning environment (So & Brush,

2008) as well as course content and instructiamionline learning environment (Braun, 2008).

Instructional Approaches in Adult Online Learning

According to Ruey (2010) lack of immediate feedbanll well planned assessment from
the instructor leads to decreased motivation. Effeadult online education requires careful
planning and facilitation of instruction. This meanansforming some of the effective F2F adult
teaching methods to online environment (Cogtx®i2007). Furthermore, online learning
environment provides adults with a rare opportutotghare ideas and experiences with other
adults in different parts of the world and learonfrthem as well (Sandmann et al., 2007).
Students engaging in adult online education ae¥éssted in learning other people’s cultures.

Additionally, adult learners must feel safe and twable enough to share ideas,
feelings, and actions in their environment (Vell894). This will promote meaningful
engagement between the instructor and the studkdtdt learning is more self-directed, and the
facilitator must be willing to empower studentegiablish their own learning goals and
activities within the course objectives (Hannalgt2000). Adult learners may need more
guidance from online faculty to clarify goals argextives as well as relevant activities that will
help them meet the defined goals and objectivesndBt, 2007). Additionally, effective
communication between the instructor and the stisdeman online learning environment is
especially important for a meaningful learning exgece to take place. According to Blondy

(2007) adult learners need encouragement to conuamenivith each other frequently with
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substantive, thoughtful conversation. In some cadett learners have shown strong preference
to online learning compared to F2F learning in ohconvenience and flexibility in scheduling
(Donovant, 2009). However, numerous scholars hademtified no differences between online
and F2F delivery methods of teaching (Caywood & kaitic 2003; Gagne & Shepherd, 2001,
Silver & Nickel, 2005). Though adult students shemee similar characteristics with younger
students, they often differ in other ways.

Unlike younger traditional students, adult learrrssuing online education experience
higher dropout rates. This higher dropout rateduldearners is attributed primarily to lack of
family and organizational support. Adult studemspdout of an online course if they perceived
the course to be irrelevant to their predetermipeals and objectives (Park & Choi, 2009).
According to Vella (1994) the principles of immeclyaand relevance are effective in adult

learning.

Interaction in F2F and Online Learning
Interaction between students and instructor, abasdbetween students themselves, is a
vital part of any learning process. While interantis easily achievable in a F2F learning
environment, it is a challenge that continues tefanline learners. Students taking online
courses have indicated feeling isolated and lofdbcintyre & Macdonald, 2011; Tan et al.,
2010). Those students who learn best by interagtitiyother students and instructor are usually
disadvantaged in an online learning environmentrevh@eraction is limited (Beard & Harper,

n.d.).
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The most common drawback in online learning resglin lower perceptions and student
satisfaction levels is lack of timely feedback framtructors and technological support (Gaytan,
& McEwen, 2007; Kim et al., 2005). Real-time feedb#& an important part of social
interaction between the instructor and the student.

Social presence in online learning environmentlees) shown to improve students and
instructor perceptions and satisfaction levelsmdine programs (Richardson & Swan, 2003).
According to Dow (2008) the main factors that impadine social context and online
communication and interactivity include: effectidi@log, well-structured interactions, user
friendliness, and transparency in technology driveéeractions. Though person-to-person
interaction is considered a crucial component tdative learning, it is somewhat lacking in
online education (Dow, 2008).

In order to maintain the human element in an ordim&ronment, most colleges
encourage their students to include a visual indgeemselves in their virtual classroom profile
so that those who are interacting with the studearsidentify them (Palloff & Pratt, 2007).
Though visual images are not comparable to F2Faaten, they help to put a face with the
virtual interaction and psychologically bring paipiants closer.

The need for improved social interactive tools basome a vital part of online learning.
Moran, Seaman, and Tinti-Kane (2011) found thateriban 90% of the faculty were aware of
and were using social media as part of their tecand more than 80% use video in teaching.
Faculty generally report that the use of otheraauiedia such as podcasts and wikis are also

valuable in teaching when they are incorporategeny.
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With changing technology there are indications thate learning institutions are
incorporating social interactive tools and softwiaréheir online learning systems to improve
social interactions (Linden Lab, 2009; Wasko et2011). Group projects is a common strategy
used by most instructors in F2F teaching methodiever, this same strategy is still
underdeveloped in online pedagogical method. Tima® themes are considered when using
group projects in F2F pedagogical method: wholeigrassessment, communication, and group
member assessment (Smith et al., 2011). AccordmighSet al. (2011) these themes are
negatively manifested in online learning environm&tudents are, therefore, more resistant to
teamwork in an online environment than they ara iraditional F2F classroom.

Frustration is common among students taking ordm&ses when it comes to
collaboration on projects due to poor group orgatnon, lack of common goals between team
members, and lack of commitment. Additional factso include unequal contribution among
individual members, lack of effective communicatlmetween group members, and poor time
management among other factors (Capdeferro & Ramefil2).

In some cases students are willing to accept teaknwan online program if they can
identify a tangible benefit in relation to theitdwe career (Kim et al., 2005). Cognitive style has
been determined to be independent of academic\ahent. Students with external thinking
styles perceive teamwork as valuable comparedittests with internal or flexible thinking
styles. The students in the latter categories lategs importance to teamwork. When
incorporating teamwork activities in an online csgjrstudents’ learning styles need careful

consideration (Liu, Magjuka, & Lee, 2008).
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Summary

The purpose of this comparative quantitative stweg to explore student experiences
with instructional approaches in a public universithis chapter reviewed literature of previous
studies in different areas related to online and lE2rning. The chapter especially offered an in-
depth review on theoretical perspective of learpingtructional methods in higher education,
trends in online and F2F learning in higher eduegatreasons and challenges of online learning,
role of technology in higher education, accesdipdf online learning, students and faculty
perceptions on online and F2F learning, demograpdma different learning environments, and
student and faculty interactions in online and EZ¥fning. The next chapter provides

methodology and procedures used in the study.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES

The purpose of this comparative quantitative sty to explore student experiences
with instructional approaches in a public universithe study used the four basic theories of
learning as the framework for the study. Merriamale{2007) identify the four basic theories
and approaches to learning as behaviorist, humaaighitivist, and constructivist. The survey
guestions were designed using these theories ¢éonieie, among other factors, differences in
perceptions toward online, blended, and F2F instmal environments and methods among
graduate students.

The use of a survey questionnaire is one of tha swaxessful data collection methods in
social science research (Nachmias & Nachmias, 2@d8jne survey tools offer several
advantages over the traditional hard copy survegsitclude low cost, flexibility, and quick
response time (Lefever, Dal, & Matthiasdéttir, 200/ight, 2005). When designing an
effective research instruments for online learnthgre are three main discipline areas that must
been considered: 1) learning theories, philosophied instructional design; 2) research into
student learning in higher education; and 3) onlig@ening technologies (Siragusa & Dixon,
2006). Choosing and understanding a relevant ga#iaé research method is essential in
educational research (Henson, Hull, & Williams, @0ISurvey questionnaires are commonly
accepted as effective in nonexperimental quantgaesearch in higher education (Cook &

Cook, 2008).
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Research Questions and Null Hypotheses
The following research questions and hull hypoteegere used to guide the study.
1. Are there significant differences in student $atison with the different instructional
approaches for online, F2F, and blended students?

Hol;: There are no significant differences in levelstifdent satisfaction with

behavioral instructional approaches to instrucbetween online, F2F, and

blended courses.

Hol,: There are no significant differences in levelstifdent satisfaction with

humanistic instructional approaches to instrucbetween online, F2F, and

blended courses.

Hols: There are no significant differences in levelswident satisfaction with

cognitive instructional approaches to instructietween online, F2F, and

blended courses.

Hols: There are no significant differences in levelsident satisfaction with

constructivist instructional approaches betweemenF2F, and blended courses.
2. Are there significant differences in student satisbn with instructional approaches by

student demographics?

Ho2,;: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with behavioral

instructional approaches by part-time and full-tickessification?

Ho2,,: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with humanistic

instructional approaches by part-time and full-tickessification?
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Ho2,3 There is no significant difference in studentsattion with cognitive
instructional approaches by part-time and full-tickessification?

Ho2,4 There is no significant difference in studentsattion with constructivist
instructional approaches by part-time and full-tickessification?

Ho2,,: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with behavioral
instructional approaches by age?

Ho2,,: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with humanistic
instructional approaches by age?

Ho2,3: There is no significant difference in studentsfattion with cognitive
instructional approaches by age?

Ho2,4: There is no significant difference in studenisattion with constructivist
instructional approaches by age?

HoZ.: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with behavioral
instructional approaches by gender?

HoZ.,: There is no significant difference in studentgattion with humanistic
instructional approaches by gender?

Ho2.s: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with cognitive
instructional approaches by gender?

Ho2.4: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with constructivist
instructional approaches by gender?

Ho24:: There is no significant difference in studentsgattion with behavioral

instructional approaches by nationality (domestimternational)?
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HoZs,: There is no significant difference in studenisattion with humanistic
instructional approaches by nationality (domestimternational)?
Ho243: There is no significant difference in studentsfattion with cognitive
instructional approaches by nationality (domestimternational)?
Ho244: There is no significant difference in studentsgattion with constructivist
instructional approaches by nationality (domestimternational)
HoZ1: There is no significant difference in studentsdattion with behavioral
instructional approaches by graduate program level?
HoZ., There is no significant difference in studentsattion with humanistic
instructional approaches by graduate program level?
HoZ.3 There is no significant difference in studentsattion with cognitive
instructional approaches by graduate program level?
HoZ.4 There is no significant difference in studentsgattion with constructivist
instructional approaches by graduate program level?

3. To what degree do students perceive that onlirteuictional methods are suitable for all

courses?
4. To what degree do students perceive that someeoars more suitable for face-to-face

than online instructional methods?

Instrumentation
A survey was used as the primary instrument teecotiiata for this study. The survey

had different categories with different item forsiathe survey included basic instructions on
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how to complete the survey and submit it onlinesdgbhon the nature of some of the questions in
this study, a 5-point Likert scale was chosen. @dlhyea 5-point to 7-point Likert scale produces
more reliable data than a lower or higher pointes(@awes, 2008). The 5-point scale ranged
from 1 representin§trongly Disagredo 5 representin§trongly AgreeThere was also aNot
Applicablé option for appropriate items. A Semantic Diffeti@h(SD) scale was also used to
capture participants’ preference of some elemedntsstructional methods. SD scale captures
direction and the intensity of participant’s prefece of the given options (Heise, 1970). The SD
scale used in the study ranged from 1 represefgingng preference to online instructional
method”to 7 representingstrong preference to F2F instructional methodhd 4 was neutral.
The framework for designing the survey was basetheriour theories of learning:

behavioral, humanistic, cognitive, and construstilearning orientation (Merriam et al., 2007).
The items were also based on seven main focus ef&agher education instructional design:
structure, content, motivation, feedback or heigenaction, learning strategies, and instructor's
role (Siragusa & Dixon, 2006). The four theoriedaafrning were used to guide creation of
instructional approaches categories:

» Behavioral instructional approach

* Humanistic instructional approach

» Cognitive instructional approach

» Constructivist instructional approach

A pilot study in a research helps to ensure faégilcost, time, and the reliability of the

survey instrument (Graham, Hundley, Rennie, & Treggn, 2001). Several graduate students
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volunteered to participate in the pilot study beftite actual study was administered. Based on

their results and feedback, adjustments were made.

Sample

East Tennessee State University (ETSU) is a higtlecation institution located in
Johnson City, Tennessee. Being part of state’seusity and college system, ETSU is under the
governance of Tennessee Board of Regents. Durhinggsp013 semester, ETSU enrolled 2,140
graduate students that included 1,086 part-timeladisi full-time students (ETSU, 2012).
ETSU offers its online courses and programs thrddigsire 2 Learn platform, while the F2F
classes are offered at the different ETSU camplasased throughout the region.

This study used a quantitative nonprobability sangpmethod. The population of this
study was all the graduate students pursuing gtadenel programs at ETSU enrolled during
2013 spring semester. The enrollment comprisedd#¥2domestic and 109 international
students. This population also comprised of 71Craald 1,430 female students. There were
four age categories representing the populatianilolised as follow: 25 years old or less were
640 students, 26 years old to 35 years old weresififents, 36 years old to 45 years old were
433 students, and 46 years old or older were 3&lests. Of the 2,140 enrolled graduate
students during the study, there were 1,602 maséed 538 doctoral students. The sample for
this study was self-selected from the populatidme participants were contacted through email
with a link to the survey questionnaires. To ensbet only current graduate level students

participated, the graduate students’ mailing Irsivjled by graduate school was used. All the
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graduate students who were enrolled during 201i8gpemester were emailed the survey
guestionnaires link.
Data Collection

The data were collected via the survey that wasradtared through Survey Monkey.
The survey was uploaded to a database where pariisi accessed through a link sent to them
through an email. The email also included detaitstiuctions on how to access the survey
guestionnaires. Once all respondents completeduivey data were downloaded from Survey
Monkey and data analysis software. In additiongerdriendliness and reliability, Survey
Monkey is relatively inexpensive. In order for atpapant to complete the survey one was
required to be a current graduate student. Thisdeas by emailing the survey link to only the

graduate students enrolled during spring 2013 semes

Data Analysis

Once the data collection stage was completed,vdata analyzed using SPSS data
analysis software. Data analysis procedures weadeduy research questions for the study. The
independent variables in the study were the metiidastruction and instructional approach
while dependent variables included classificatage, nationality, graduate level, and gender.
Data were analyzed by the use of single sampleralgbendent t tests and Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) procedures. Table 3 shows the summary efrdsearch questions and their
corresponding statistical procedures. The detsillts of each statistical procedure are

discussed in Chapter 4.
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Table 3

Research Questions and Corresponding Statisticat&ures

Research Questi Survey Statistical Test o
Question(s) Procedure
1. Are there significant differences in student satiibn with the | Q 1-12
different instructional approaches for online, F2fd blended
students?
a. Are theresignificant differences in degree levels Q3,4,5, ANOVA
student satisfaction with behavioral instructional
approaches to instruction between the three groups?
b. Are there significant differences in levels of stnt Q7,8,9,1 ANOVA
satisfaction with humanistic instructional appreexio
instruction between the three groups?
c. Are there significant differences in levels of stot Q1,: ANOVA
satisfaction with cognitive instructional approashe
instruction between the three groups?
d. Are theresignificant differences in levels of stud¢ Q10, 1: ANOVA
satisfaction with constructivist instructional apaches
between the three groups?
2. Are there significant differences in student satiibn with
instructional approaches by student demographics?
a. Is there a significant difference in student satigbn Demographic | t-test-
with instructional approaches as categorized bytpae | section (independent)
and full time classification?
b. Is there a significant difference in student satiibn Demographic| ANOVA
with instructional approaches as categorized b age | section
c. lIs there a significant difference in student satigbn Demographic | t-test-
with instructional approaches as categorized bylgeh | section (independent)
d. Is there &significant difference in student satisfact Demographic | t-test
with instructional approaches as categorized by section (independent)
nationality (domestic/international)?
e. Is there a significant difference in student satigbn Demographic | t-test-
with instructional approaches as categorized bglgate | section (independent)
program level?
3. To what degree do students perceive that onlirteuictional Q1: t-test- (single
methods are suitable for all courses? sample)
4. To what degree do studelperceive that some courses are n | Q14 t-test- (single
suitable for face-to-face than online instructiomathods? sample)
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The purpose of this comparative quantitative stweg to explore student experiences
with instructional approaches in a public universiData analysis procedures were guided by
research questions for the study. The independeighles in the study were the method of
instruction and instructional approach while depand/ariables included student enrollment
classification, age, nationality, graduate levatj gender. The population for the study was
graduate students enrolled during 2013 spring seemes

Chapter 4 presents a demographic overview of tbeareh participants and statistical
data analyses of the research questions and titeddlypotheses of the sample. To determine
the significance of the data an alpha of .05 wasl us all the tests. Analysis of variance
(ANOVA) andt tests statistical procedures were used. This ehapésents the findings of the
study. The SD scale was used to rate particip@negerence to instructional approaches. 1to 3
indicated student's preference to online instrmetionethod, 5 to 7 indicated student’s

preference to F2F method of instruction, and 4catdid neutral preference.

Demographics
The data for the study were collected througbrdime survey. The participants were
graduate students enrolled in masters and dogiovgrams during 2013 spring semester. The
participants represented all the academic progeardslisciplines that were offered during the

semester. There were 210 responses, which was ab%tesponse rate. Those who responded
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were comprised of 60 (28.6%) male and 150 (71.4%ale students. Sixty-five (30.9%) of the
participants were enrolled as part-time studentidevthe remaining 145 (69.1%) were full-time
students. The responses were comprised of 137rgtupersuing masters and 73 doctoral

students.

Analyses of Research Questions

Four research questions used to guide the study24orresponding null hypotheses
were tested. The details of the statistical teststhe associated null hypotheses are presented in
the following section.

Research Question #1

Are there significant differences in student satsbn with the different instructional
approaches for online, F2F, and blended students?

Hol;: There are no significant differences in levelstident satisfaction with
behavioral instructional approaches to instrucbetween the three groups?

A one-way analysis of variance was conducted tduate the relationships between
levels of student satisfaction with behavioral iastional approaches to instruction between the
three groups. The independent variable, instruatiorethod, included online only, F2F only,
and blended methods of instruction. The dependanaiMe was behavioral instructional
approach. The ANOVA was significafi#(2, 207)= 51.04 p <.001. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was rejected. Theindex was .33 indicating a large effect size.

Because the overall F test was significant, postrholtiple comparisons were conducted

to evaluate pairwise difference among the mearnieothree groups. A Tukey procedure was
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selected for the multiple comparisons because eguences were assumed. There was a
significant difference in the means between thedlgroups (p < .001). The F2F instructional
method M = 5.20,SD= 1.29) was significantly higher than those ofrbohline M = 2.41,SD=
1.16) and blended methods of instructidh=< 4.03,SD = 1.65). Therefore, results indicate that
students in F2F, online, and blended methods tfuation experienced varying levels of
satisfaction when behavioral instructional approaalsed. The means and standard deviations

for the three instructional methods groups aremegadn Table 4.

Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations of Three Instructidtethods by Behavioral Instructional

Approach
Method of Instruction N M SD
Online only 55 241 1.16
F2F only 54 5.20 1.29
Blended 101 4.03 1.65

Hol,: There are no significant differences in levelsident satisfaction with
humanistic instructional approaches to instrucbetween the three groups?
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted téuet@ the relationships between
levels of student satisfaction with humanisticiastional approaches to instruction between the

three groups. The independent variable, instruatiorethod, included online only, F2F only,
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and blended methods of instruction. The dependamaiMe was humanistic instructional
approach. The ANOVA was significafi#(2, 207)= 24.37 p <.001 Therefore the null
hypothesis was rejected. Th&index was .19 indicating a large effect size.

Because the overall F test was significant, postrholtiple comparisons were conducted
to evaluate pairwise difference among the mearnieothree groups. A Tukey procedure was
selected for the multiple comparisons because eguences were assumed. There was a
significant difference in the means between F2Fanihe p < .001) methods of instruction and
between online and blended method of instructor (001). However, there was no significant
difference in the means between F2F and blendedadewof instructiongy(= .73). Both F2F
(M =5.40,SD= 1.23) and blendedA = 5.20,SD = 1.44) methods of instructions showed
significantly higher means in humanistic approdantthat of onlineM = 3.61,SD= 1.89)
method of instruction. This result showed thatgagsfaction levels from humanistic
instructional approach were similar in F2F and deshmethods of instruction. The means and

standard deviations for the three instructionallmod$ groups are reported in Table 5.
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Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations of Three Instructidhethods by Humanistic Instructional

Approach
Method of Instruction N M SD
Online only 55 3.61 1.89
F2F only 54 5.40 1.23
Blended 101 5.20 1.44

Hols: There are no significant differences in levelstifdent satisfaction with

cognitive instructional approaches to instructietvieeen the three groups?
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted ttuata the relationships between levels of
student satisfaction with cognitive instructionppeoaches to instruction between the three
groups. The independent variable, instructionahmet included online only, F2F only, and
blended methods of instruction. The dependent bleriaas cognitive instructional approach.
The ANOVA was significant-(2, 207)= 45.58 p <.001 Therefore, the null hypothesis was
rejected. The)?index was .31 indicating a large effect size.

Because the overall F test was significant, postrholtiple comparisons were conducted
to evaluate pairwise difference among the meariseothree groups. A Tukey procedure was
selected for the multiple comparisons because eguences were assumed. There was a
significant difference in the means between allttiree groupsp(< .001). The F2F instructional

method was significantly highek(= 6.21,SD= 1.33) than online instructional methdd €
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3.09,SD= 1.186) and the blended grouy € 5.14,SD= 1.87). The results showed that students
using F2F instructional method were significantlgrensatisfied with cognitive instructional
approach than those of both online and blendedadstbf instructions. The means and standard

deviations for the three instructional methods geoare reported in Table 6.

Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations of Three Instructidtethods by Cognitive Instructional

Approach
Method of Instruction N M SD
Online only 55 3.09 1.86
F2F only 54 6.21 1.33
Blended 101 5.14 1.87

Hols: There are no significant differences in levelswident satisfaction with
constructivist instructional approaches betweerthhee groups?

A one-way analysis of variance was conductedréduate the relationships between
levels of student satisfaction with constructiwstructional approaches to instruction between
the three groups. The independent variable, instme method, included online only, F2F only,
and blended methods of instruction. The dependemdbie was constructivist instructional
approach. The ANOVA was significami(2, 207)= 48.88 p < .001. Therefore, the null

hypothesis was rejected. Th&index was .32 indicating a large effect size.
60



Because the overall F test was significant, postrholtiple comparisons were conducted
to evaluate pairwise difference among the mearnieothree groups. A Tukey procedure was
selected for the multiple comparisons because eguences were assumed. There was a
significant difference in the means between thedlgroups. The result showed that students in
F2F instructional method{ = 5.67,SD = 1.39) were significantly more satisfied with
constructivist instructional approach than studémtnline M = 2.60,SD = 1.64) and blended
(M =4.72,SD= 1.84) instructional methods. The means and standeviations for the three

instructional methods groups are reported in T@ble

Table 7

Means and Standard Deviations of Three Instructidhethods by Constructivist Instructional

Approach
Method of Instruction N M SD
Online only 55 2.60 1.64
F2F only 54 5.67 1.39
Blended 101 4.72 1.84

61



Research Question #2

Are there significant differences in student satiibn with instructional approaches by
student demographics?

Ho2,;: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with behavioral
instructional approaches by part-time and full-tickessification?

An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with behavioral instructibapproach as categorized by student
classification. The test variable was behaviorstrirctional approach and the grouping variable
was student classification. The test was signitidd208) = 5.06p < .001. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was rejected. The result indicatedftiibtime students¥ = 4.30,SD = 1.65)
showed a significantly higher satisfaction leveb&havioral instructional approach than part
time studentsNl = 3.04,SD=1.70). The 95% confidence interval for theeli#ince in mean
was -.77 to 1.74. Thefindex was .11, which indicated a medium effect.sTable 8 shows the
detail result of the comparison between full-tinmel part-time students. Figure 1 shows a

graphical representation of the result.
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Table 8
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Beinavinstructional Approach Based on

Student Classification

Student Classification N M SD t df p

Full time 145 4.30 1.65 5.06 208 <.001

Part time 65 3.04 1.70

7.00= -1

5.007

5.00

4007

Behavioral_Approach

3.007

2.005

1.00 —

T T
Part time Full time

Classification

Figure 1.Boxplot of Student Satisfaction Level with Behaaioinstructional Approach Based
on Classification.
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Ho2,2: There is no significant difference in studentgattion with humanistic
instructional approaches by part-time and full-tickessification?

An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with humanistic instrucéibapproach as categorized by student
classification. The test variable was humaniststrunctional approach and the grouping variable
was student classification. The test was signitidd208) = 5.04p < .001. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was rejected. The result indicatedftiiatime studentsil = 5.23,SD = 1.46)
showed a significantly higher satisfaction levehiimmanistic instructional approach than part-
time studentsNl = 3.95,SD=1.84). The 95% confidence interval for the eliéince in mean
was -.81 to 1.74. Thefindex was .12, which indicated a medium effect.sTable 9 shows the
detail result of the comparison between full-tinmel part-time students. A graphical

representation of the result is shown in Figure 2

Table 9
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Husteninstructional Approach Based on

Student Classification

Student Classification N M SD t df p
Full time 145 5.23 1.46 5.40 208 <.001
Part time 65 3.95 1.84

64



7.007 -1

5.007

5,007

4009

3.007

Humanistic_Approach

2,009

1.00 —

T T
Part time Full time

Classification

Figure 2.Boxplot of Student Satisfaction Level with Humditignstructional Approach Based
on Classification.

Ho2,3 There is no significant difference in studentsattion with cognitive
instructional approaches by part-time and full-tickessification?
An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with cognitive instructibapproach as categorized by student
classification. The test variable was cognitiveringtional approach and the grouping variable

was student classification. The test was signitidd?08) = 4.86p < .001. Therefore, the null

65



hypothesis was rejected. The result indicatedftiibtime studentsil = 5.32,SD= 1.93)

showed a significantly higher satisfaction levetagnitive instructional approach than part-time
studentsil = 3.88,SD= 2.10). The 95% confidence interval for theelifnce in mean was .85
to 2.02. They?index was .10, which indicated a small effect skable 10 shows the detail

result of the comparison between full-time and-pane students. Figure 3 shows the graphical

representation of the result.

Table 10
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Cogninstructional Approach Based on

Student Classification

Student Classification N M SD t df p
Full time 145 5.32 1.93 4.86 208 <.001
Part time 65 3.88 2.10
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Figure 3.Boxplot of Student Satisfaction Level with Cogmétilnstructional Approach Based on
Classification.

Ho2,4 There is no significant difference in studentsattion with constructivist

instructional approaches by part-time and full-tickessification?

An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there mas a
difference in student satisfaction with construstivnstructional approach as categorized by
student classification. The test variable was consvist instructional approach and the
grouping variable was student classification. Tést vas significant(208) = 5.51p < .001.
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Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. Thalténdicated that full-time students] =
4.89,SD= 1.85) showed a significantly higher satisfactiewel in constructivist instructional
approach than part-time studerts £ 3.33,SD= 2.01). The 95% confidence interval for the
difference in mean was 1.00 to 2.12. Fiedex was 13, which indicated a small effect size.
Table 11 shows the detail result of the comparisetaveen full-time and part-time students. A

graphical representation of the result is showRigure 4.

Table 11
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Gosvist Instructional Approach Based on

Student Classification

Student Classification N M SD t df p
Full time 145 4.89 1.85 5.51 208 <.001
Part time 65 3.33 2.01

68



7.007 -1

5.007

5,007

4009

3.007

Constructivist_Approach

2,009

1.007

T T
Part time Full time

Classification

Figure 4.Boxplot of Student Satisfaction Level with Constiuist Instructional Approach
Based on Classification.

Ho2,1: There is no significant difference in studenisattion with behavioral
instructional approaches by age?
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted ttuat@a the relationships between
student satisfaction level with behavioral instioichl approaches and student’s age. The factor
variable, age, included four groups: less thanedyold, 26 to 35 years old, 36 to 45 years old,

and 46 years old or older. The factor dependemabierwas behavioral instructional approach.
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The ANOVA was not significan§ (3, 206) = 2.63, p = .051Therefore, the null hypothesis was
retained. The strength of relationship betweenesitid age and behavioral instructional
approach, assessed1fy .04 was small. There was no significant diffeeeircstudent

satisfaction with behavioral instructional approesly age. The 95% confidence intervals for
the pairwise differences and the means and stamgaidtions for the age groups are reported in

Table 12. Figure 5 shows a graphical representatidime results.

Table 12

Means and Standard Deviation of Four Age Group8élyavioral Instructional Approach

Age N M SD
Less than 26yrs 42 4.23 1.64
26 — 35yrs 75 4.20 1.84
36 — 45yrs 49 3.58 1.78
46yrs or more 44 3.48 1.61
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Figure 5.Boxplot of Student Satisfaction Level with Behaaioinstructional Approach Based
on Age.
Ho2,,: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with humanistic
instructional approaches by age?

A one-way analysis of variance was conducted ttuaeta the relationships between
student satisfaction level with humanistic instioichl approaches and student’s age. The factor
variable, age, included four groups: less thanedyold, 26 to 35 years old, 36 to 45 years old,
and 46 years old or older. The factor dependemablerwas humanistic instructional approach.
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The ANOVA was not significan§ (3, 206) = 1.63, p = .184Therefore, the null hypothesis was
retained. The strength of relationship betweenesitid age and humanistic instructional
approach, assessed1fy .02, was small. There was no significant diffeeeim student
satisfaction with humanistic instructional approegly age. The 95% confidence intervals for
the pairwise differences and the means and stamgsidtions for the age groups are reported in

Table 13. The graphical representation of the tessishown in Figure 6.

Table 13

Means and Standard Deviation of Four Age Groupsibgnanistic Instructional Approach

Age N M SD
Less than 26yrs 42 521 1.57
26 — 35yrs 75 4.96 1.65
36 — 45yrs 49 4.59 1.79
46yrs or more 44 4.54 1.71
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Figure 6.Boxplot of Student Satisfaction Level with Humditignstructional Approach Based
on Age.
Ho2,3: There is no significant difference in studentsfattion with cognitive
instructional approaches by age?

A one-way analysis of variance was conducted téuet@ the relationships between
student satisfaction level with cognitive instrocial approaches and student’s age. The factor
variable, age, included four groups: less thanedyold, 26 to 35 years old, 36 to 45 years old,
and 46 years old or older. The factor dependemabierwas cognitive instructional approach.
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The ANOVA was significantf-(3, 206)= 3.89 p = 010. Therefore, the null hypothesis was
rejected. The strength of relationship betweenesitid age and cognitive instructional approach
assessed hy?, .05, was small.

Because the overall F test was significant, postrholtiple comparisons were conducted
to evaluate pairwise difference among the meariseofour groups. A Tukey procedure was
selected for the multiple comparisons because eguences were assumed. There was a
significant difference in the means between the §paups. The result showed that students in
less than 26 years age grolyp £ 5.64,SD= 1.60) were significantly more satisfied with
cognitive instructional approach than those inB83 years old grougM = 4.43,SD= 2.29)
and 46 years old or older groud € 4.35,SD= 2.19). The 95% confidence intervals for the
pairwise differences and the means and standaidtams for the age groups are reported in

Table 14. Figure 7 shows the graphical represemtati the results.

Table 14

Means and Standard Deviation of Four Age Group€bgnitive Instructional Approach

Age N M SD
Less than 26yrs 42 5.64 1.60
26 — 35yrs 75 5.05 2.00
36 — 45yrs 49 4.42 2.29
46yrs or more 44 4.35 2.09
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Figure 7.Boxplot of Student Satisfaction Level with Cogmétilnstructional Approach Based on
Age.
Ho2,4: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with constructivist
instructional approaches by age?

A one-way analysis of variance was conducted ttuaeta the relationships between
student satisfaction level with constructivist mstional approaches and student’s age. The
factor variable, age, included four groups: lessitB6 years old, 26 to 35 years old, 36 to 45
years old, and 46 years old or older. The factpeddent variable was constructivist
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instructional approach. The ANOVA was significaf¢3, 206)= 3.99 p =.009. Therefore, the
null hypothesis was rejected. The strength of imtahip between student’s age and
constructivist instructional approach assesseqfby5, was small.

Because the overall F test was significant, postrholtiple comparisons were conducted
to evaluate pairwise difference among the meariseofour groups. A Tukey procedure was
selected for the multiple comparisons because eguences were assumed. There was a
significant difference in the means between the §paups. The result showed that students in
less than 26 years age grolyp£ 4.92,SD= 1.89) and 26 to 35 years old grolyp £ 4.78,SD=
1.96) were significantly more satisfied with comstivist instructional approach than those in 46
years old or older group/ = 3.82,SD= 2.11). The 95% confidence intervals for the \p&ie
differences and the means and standard deviatoribd age groups are reported in Table 15. A

graphical representation of the result is showRigure 8.

Table 15

Means and Standard Deviation of Four Age Group€bgstructivist Instructional Approach

Age N M SD
Less than 26yrs 42 4.92 1.89
26 — 35yrs 75 4.78 1.96
36 — 45yrs 49 3.94 2.00
46yrs or more 44 3.82 2.11
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Figure 8.Boxplot of Student Satisfaction Level with Constiuist Instructional Approach
Based on Age.
HoZ2.:: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with behavioral
instructional approaches by gender?

An independent samptdest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with behavioral instructibapproach as categorized by student gender.
The test variable was behavioral instructional apph and the grouping variable was student
gender. The test was not significaif®08) = 1.66p = .099. Therefore, the null hypothesis was
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retained. The result indicated that male studevits ¢.23,SD= 1.84) showed similar
satisfaction level in behavioral instructional aggch as female studentd € 3.78,SD=1.72).
There was no significant difference in students$atition with behavioral instructional
approaches by gender. The 95% confidence inteovdhé difference in mean was .08 to .97.
Then?index was .01, which indicated a small effect sEable 16 shows the detail results of the

comparison between male and female students.

Table 16
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Betnavinstructional Approach Based on

Student Gender

Student Gender N M SD
Male 60 4.23 1.84
Female 150 3.78 1.72

HoZ.,: There is no significant difference in studentgattion with humanistic
instructional approaches by gender?
An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madiderence
in student satisfaction with humanistic instructibapproach as categorized by student gender.
The test variable was humanistic instructional apph and the grouping variable was student
gender. The test was not significaif®08) = 1.55p = .124. Therefore, the null hypothesis was
retained. The result indicated that male studevits 6.12,SD= 1.52) showed similar

satisfaction level in humanistic instructional apgch as female studentd € 4.72,SD= 1.74).
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There was no significant difference in studentsatition with humanistic instructional
approaches by gender. The 95% confidence inteovdhé difference in mean was .11 to .90.
Then?index was .01, which indicated a small effect sizble 17 shows the detail results of the

comparison between male and female students.

Table 17

A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Hustaninstructional Approach Based on

Student Gender

Student Gender N M SD
Male 60 5.12 1.52
Female 150 472 1.74

Ho2.s: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with cognitive
instructional approaches by gender?

An independent samptdest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with cognitive instructibapproach as categorized by student gender.
The test variable was cognitive instructional apptoand the grouping variable was student
gender. The test was not significaif®08) = .68 p = .498. Therefore, the null hypothesis was
retained. The result indicated that male studevits 6.03,SD= 2.02) showed similar
satisfaction level in cognitive instructional apach as female studentd € 4.82,SD= 2.12).
There was no significant difference in students$attion with cognitive instructional
approaches by gender. The 95% confidence inteovdhé difference in mean was .41 to .85.
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Then?index was < .01, which indicated a small effecesiable 18 shows the detail results of

the comparison between male and female students.

Table 18

A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Cogminstructional Approach Based on

Student Gender

Student Gender N M SD
Male 60 5.03 2.02
Female 150 4.82 2.12

HoZ2.4: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with constructivist
instructional approaches by gender?
An independent samptdest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with constructivist instranal approach as categorized by student
gender. The test variable was constructivist ircstbpnal approach and the grouping variable was
student gender. The test was significa08) = 2.23p = .026. Therefore, the null hypothesis
was rejected. The result indicated that male stisdidh= 4.90,SD= 1.89) tended to be
significantly more satisfied in constructivist ingttional approach than female studeiMsH
4.21,SD= 2.06). The 95% confidence interval for the eliénce in mean was .08 to 1.29. The
n?index was .02, which indicated a small effect sizable 19 shows the detail results of the

comparison between male and female students.
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Table 19
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Gosvist Instructional Approach Based on

Student Gender

Student Gender N M SD
Male 60 4.90 1.89
Female 150 421 2.06

Ho24:: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with behavioral
instructional approaches by nationality (domestimternational)?

An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with behavioral instructibapproach as categorized by student
nationality. The test variable was behavioral mstional approach and the grouping variable
was student nationality. The test was not signific§208) = 1.96p = .051. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was retained. The result indicateddbatestic studentd = 3.85,SD= 1.74)
showed similar satisfaction levels in behavioratinctional approach as international students
(M =4.87,SD= 1.86). The 95% confidence interval for the eli#nce in mean was -.004 to
2.05. Then?index was .02, which indicated a small effect sizable 20 shows the detail results

of the comparison between domestic and interndtsindents.
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Table 20
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Beinavinstructional Approach Based on

Student Nationality

Student Nationality N M SD
Domestic 198 3.85 1.74
International 12 4.87 1.86

Ho24,: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with humanistic
instructional approaches by nationality (domestimternational)?
An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with humanistic instrucéibapproach as categorized by student
nationality. The test variable was humanistic istional approach and the grouping variable
was student nationality. The test was not signific§208) = 1.62p = .105. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was retained. The result indicateddbatestic studentd{ = 4.79,SD= 1.69)
showed similar satisfaction levels in humanistgtinctional approach as international students
(M =5.60,SD= 1.55). The 95% confidence interval for the eliince in mean was -.17 to 1.80.
Then?index was .01, which indicated a small effect sizble 21 shows the detail results of the

comparison between domestic and international stade
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Table 21

A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Hustaninstructional Approach Based on

Student Nationality

Student Nationality N M SD
Domestic 198 4.83 2.08
International 12 5.62 2.14

Ho243: There is no significant difference in studentsfattion with cognitive
instructional approaches by nationality (domestimternational)?
An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with cognitive instructibapproach as categorized by student nationality.
The test variable was cognitive instructional apploand the grouping variable was student
nationality. The test was not significat{08) = 1.28p = .203. Therefore, the null hypothesis
was retained. The result indicated that domestidesits 1 = 4.83,SD = 2.08) showed similar
satisfaction levels in cognitive instructional apgech as international studenk$ € 5.62,SD =
2.14). The 95% confidence interval for the differe in mean was .43 to 2.01. Tiféndex was
.01, which indicated a small effect size. TablesB2ws the detail results of the comparison

between domestic and international students.
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Table 22
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Cogninstructional Approach Based on

Student Nationality

Student Nationality N M SD
Domestic 198 4.83 1.74
International 12 4.87 1.86

Ho244: There is no significant difference in studentsgattion with constructivist
instructional approaches by nationality (domestimternational)
An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with constructivist instianal approach as categorized by student
nationality. The test variable was constructivigtiuctional approach and the grouping variable
was student nationality. The test was not signific§208) = 1.93p = .055. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was retained. The result indicateddbatestic studentd = 4.34,SD= 2.03)
showed similar satisfaction levels in constructiunstructional approach as international
studentsi = 5.50,SD= 1.83). The 95% confidence interval for the eliénce in mean was -.03
to 2.34. They’index was .01, which indicated a small effect sable 23 shows the detail

results of the comparison between domestic andnational students.
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Table 23
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Gosvist Instructional Approach Based on

Student Nationality

Student Nationality N M SD
Domestic 198 4.34 2.03
International 12 5.50 1.83

HoZ.1: There is no significant difference in studentsattion with behavioral
instructional approaches by graduate program level?
An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with behavioral instructibapproach as categorized by student graduate
level. The test variable was behavioral instrual@approach and the grouping variable was
graduate level. The test was not significa&08) = .79p = .433. Therefore, the null hypothesis
was retained. The result indicated that masteveslIstudentsNl = 3.98,SD= 1.82) showed
similar satisfaction levels in behavioral instrocial approach as doctoral level studehs=(
3.78,SD= 1.64). The 95% confidence interval for theetiénce in mean was .30 to .70. Fie
index was .002, which indicated a small effect.sizble 24 shows the detail results of the

comparison between master’s and doctoral students.
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Table 24
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Beinavinstructional Approach Based on

Student Graduate Level

Student Graduate Level N M SD
Master’s 137 3.98 1.82
Doctoral 73 3.78 1.64

HoZ.,: There is no significant difference in studentsgattion with humanistic
instructional approaches by graduate program level?
An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with humanistic instructibapproach as categorized by student graduate
level. The test variable was humanistic instrualapproach and the grouping variable was
graduate level. The test was not significa&08) = .18p = .858. Therefore, the null hypothesis
was retained. The result indicated that masteveslIstudentsNl = 4.85,SD= 1.71) showed
similar satisfaction levels in humanistic instrocial approach as doctoral level studehs=(
4.81,SD= 1.65). The 95% confidence interval for theetiéince in mean was .44 to .53. Tfie
index was .001, which indicated a small effect.sizble 25 shows the detail results of the

comparison between master’s and doctoral students.
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Table 25
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Hustaninstructional Approach Based on

Student Graduate Level

Student Graduate Level N M SD
Master’s 137 4.85 1.71
Doctoral 73 481 1.65

HoZ.3 There is no significant difference in studentsattion with cognitive
instructional approaches by graduate program level?
An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with cognitive instructibapproach as categorized by student graduate
level. The test variable was cognitive instructicaggproach and the grouping variable was
graduate level. The test was not significf208) = 1.36p = .174. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was retained. The result indicatedrtiester’s level student®(= 5.02,SD= 2.07)
showed similar satisfaction levels in cognitivetinstional approach as doctoral level students
(M =4.61,SD=2.11). The 95% confidence interval for theelince in mean was .18 to 1.01.
Then?index was .01, which indicated a small effect sizble 26 shows the detail results of the

comparison between master’s and doctoral students.

87



Table 26
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Cogninstructional Approach Based on

Student Graduate Level

Student Graduate Level N M SD
Master’s 137 5.02 2.07
Doctoral 73 4.61 2.11

HoZ.s There is no significant difference in studentsattion with constructivist
instructional approaches by graduate program level?

An independent sampteest was conducted to evaluate whether there madifference
in student satisfaction with constructivist instianal approach as categorized by student
graduate level. The test variable was construttingructional approach and the grouping
variable was graduate level. The test was not fsognit, t(208) = 1.28p = .202. Therefore, the
null hypothesis was retained. The result indicaied master’s level studentsl = 4.54,SD=
2.07) showed similar satisfaction levels in condiist instructional approach as doctoral level
studentsM = 4.16,SD= 1.93). The 95% confidence interval for the elénce in mean was .20
to .37. Thep®index was .01, which indicated a small effect siable 27 shows the detail

results of the comparison between master’s anddadtudents.
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Table 27
A Comparison of Student Satisfaction Level in Gosvist Instructional Approach Based on

Student Graduate Level

Student Graduate Level N M SD
Master’s 137 5.02 2.07
Doctoral 73 4.61 2.11

Research Question # 3

To what degree do students perceive that onlirteuictsonal methods are suitable

for all courses?

A one-samplé test was conducted to evaluate to what degreestsigperceived
online instructional method to be suitable for cas: A 5-point Likert scale which
ranged from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disayjwas used to rate the perception.
The sample mean of 2.38[D = 1.31) was significantly different from the testiue of 3
(neither agree or disagre&R09) = 6.75p <.001. The 95% confidence interval for
difference in mean was .43 to .79. Tfféndex was .09, which indicated a medium effect
size. This result indicated that students perceordohe as suitable instructional method

for offering courses.
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Research Question # 4

To what degree do students perceive that somee®arse more suitable for face-

to-face than online instructional methods?

A one-samplé test was conducted to evaluate to what degreestsigperceived
F2F instructional method to be more suitable fans@ourses than online instructional
method. A 5-point Likert scale which ranged frortsttongly agree) to 5 (strongly
disagree) was used to rate the perception. Thelsamgan of 1.663D = 1.00) was
significantly different from test value of 3 (netthagree or disagre&}209) = 19.30p
<.001. The 95% confidence interval for differenceriean was 1.20 to 1.47. Thidndex
was .07, which indicated a medium effect size. Téslt indicated that students strongly
perceived F2F instructional method to be more blétéor some courses than online

instructional method.

Summary

This chapter reviewed the data obtained from amerdurvey of graduate students’
attitudes towards online and F2F courses regatigfaction levels. There were four research
guestions and 24 null hypotheses. All data werkect@d through an online survey questionnaire
administered to all graduate students who werelledrduring 2013 spring semester. There were
210 responses from the survey. The data were athlyzing test and ANOVA statistical
procedures and the results presented using taftegraphs. A summary of findings,
conclusions, implication for practice, and recomdaions for future research are presented in

Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATINS FOR FUTURE

RESEARCH

Chapter 5 presents a summary of findings, conahssiand recommendations for future
research on graduate students’ attitudes towarisecemd F2F courses regarding satisfaction
levels. The summary of the findings presented aseth on the research questions for this study.
The purpose of this comparative quantitative stweg to explore student experiences with

instructional approaches in a public university.

Summary of Findings

The data analyzed were collected from 60 (28.6%¢ mad 150 (71.4%) female
students. The current national enrollment trenddarale students in higher institutions of
learning is generally higher than that of male shid at both undergraduate and graduate levels
(Horn & Neuvill, 2006). The participants included &.9%) part-time and 145 (69.1%) full-
time students. Of the 210 total responses 137 stsdeere pursuing masters and 73 were
doctoral students. Data collection was guided oy fesearch questions with 24 corresponding
hypotheses that were analyzed. To determine tindfisence of the data an alpha of .05 was
used in all the tests. Analysis of variance (ANO\&hYt tests statistical procedures were used

and their results were presented in Chapter 4.
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Research question #1

Are there significant differences in student satiibn with the different instructional
approaches for online, F2F, and blended students?

One-way analysis of variance showed significarfed#ihces in some of the methods of
instruction based on the different instructiongb@aches. The SD scale was used to rate student
perceptions for this research question. The sealgad from 1 to 7 with 1 to 3 showing
“preference to online instructional method’ showing heutral preference’and 5 to 7
showing“preference to F2F instructional methodAs shown in Table 28, students in online
method of instruction tended to show stronger pegfee for behavioraM = 2.41,SD= 1.16)
and constructivist = 2.60,SD = 1.64) instructional approaches while those ik Fiethod of
instruction showed stronger preference for cogeif = 6.21,SD = 1.33) and constructivisiA
=5.67,SD= 1.39) instructional approaches.

However, on the individual items students showeahsfer preference for online method
of instruction on doing homeworki(= 3.16) and doing assignments (3.37). In the F2ihod
of instruction there was stronger preference inkimgy on group projectdM = 5.49) and
interacting with other student®si(= 5.54). Other studies have reported similar olzgems in
students’ perceptions to group projects (Capdei&momeron, 2012; Smith et al., 2011) and

interactions (Macintyre & Macdonald, 2011; Tanlet2010).
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Table 28

Summary of Means and Standard Deviations

Instructional approach Behavioral Humanistic Cognitive Constructivist
approach approach approach approach
Method of N M SD M SD M SD M SD
Instruction

Online only 55 2.41 116 3.61 1.89 3.09 1.86 2.60 .641
F2F only 54 5.20 129 540 123 6.21 133 5.67 913

Blended 101 4.03 1.65 5.20 144 514 1.87 4.72 1.84

Overall mean 210 388 137 474 152 481 1.69 433 1.62

Research question #2

Are there significant differences in student satiibn with instructional approaches by
student demographics?

Statistical procedures showed significant diffeesin satisfaction levels based on some
of the demographic variables. The SD scale was usete student perceptions for this research
guestion. The scale ranged from 1 to 7 with 1 $lh@wing ‘preference to online instructional
method”,4 showing feutral preference’and 5 to 7 showintpreference to F2F instructional
method”. While student classification, age, and gendewgliosignificant difference in some of
the instructional approaches, student nationahty graduate level variables did not show any
significant difference in any of the instructiorgproaches. In terms of classification, as shown

in Tables 8, 9, 10, and 11, part-time studentseadrd prefer online method of instruction in
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behavioral ¥ = 3.04), humanistid = 3.95), cognitiveNl = 3.88), and constructivisi =

3.33) instructional approaches. Full-time studemtshe contrary showed preference for the F2F
method of instruction in all the four instructioregdproaches; behavioral(= 4.30), humanistic

(M =5.23), cognitivel = 5.32), and constructivist= 4.89). The difference in preference
based on classification may be attributed to tleetfzat part-time students tend to be
nontraditional working adults who find online coessamore convenient (Allen & Seaman, 2007;
Perreault et al., 2008), while most full-time stotdetend to be on campus and enrolled in F2F
courses.

There were significant differences in student &attson levels with instructional
approaches based on age in only two of the fotmuatsonal approaches. In cognitive
instructional approach younger students (<35 yesrgjved a stronger preference for the F2F
method of instruction when compared to older sttglé¥36 years). Similarly, in constructivist
instructional approach younger students (<35 yesrgyved preference for the F2F method of
instruction, while older students (>36 years) tehtteprefer online method of instruction (see
Table 15). These findings agree with other stutliashave revealed older students to have
positive perceptions of online learning (Allen &&ean, 2007; Del Carmen, 2009).

There were no significant differences in studetis&ection levels by gender with
behavioral, humanistic, and cognitive instructiomgproaches. However, in constructivist
approach though both male and female students shawweeference for the F2F method of
instruction, male student®(= 4.90) showed slightly stronger preference tleandle students

(M = 4.21).
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Research question #3

To what degree do students perceive that onlirteuctsonal methods are suitable for all
courses?

A one-sample t test showed significant differeneeveen the means. The sample mean
(M =2.39,SD= 1.31) was significantly lower than the populatmmean of 3 which was derived
from the 5-point Likert scale used in this reseajahstion. Of all the responses, 60.9% of the
students perceived online methods of instructiosugtsible method for offering courses. This
was significantly higher than those who disagré¥#4) and those who neither agreed nor
disagreed (9.1%). Several studies have shownhbeg eaire no significant differences between
online and F2F methods of instructions as effeatinethods of learning in institutions of higher
learning (Caywood & Duckett, 2003; Dillon et alQ(B; Driscoll et al., 2012; Dziuban &

Moskal, 2011; Lorenzetti, 2009).

Research question #4

To what degree do students perceive that someeoars more suitable for face-to-face
than online instructional methods?

The result showed a significantly different samplean W = 1.66) from 3£(209) =
19.30,p <.001. This indicated that students strongly peexiF2F methods of instruction

(87.14%) as more suitable for offering some coutisas online method (8.07%).
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Conclusions
The following conclusions may be drawn based ordtta analyses and findings of this
study:

1. Students tend to prefer different methods of irt$iom based on the instructional
approaches used.

2. Full-time students tend to favor F2F instructiomedthods while part-time
(nontraditional) students are more satisfied withr® instructional methods.

3. The graduate level, gender, and nationality ofalgate student are not significant in
determining the level of satisfaction in the instranal method used to offer courses.

4. F2F and online methods of instruction are suitédl@ffering courses at institutions of
higher learning. There are no significant differenbetween the two instructional
methods.

5. F2F methods of instruction are more suitable féerofig some courses than online

instructional methods.

Recommendations for Practice
The researcher of this comparative quantitativdysexplored graduate students
experiences with instructional approaches in aipuwlsiiversity. The following
recommendations may be drawn from the resultsisfstiady.
1. Graduate students tend to prefer different insiwnel methods and environments
based on the different instructional approachesldistanding this variation in

satisfaction levels may help learning institutiamplanning and implementation of
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the different methods of teaching and learning.t@u&ation and blending of
teaching and learning methods may be helpful intimgéhe needs of all students.

2. Part-time students tend to prefer online instru@lonethods compared to F2F
method. Learning institutions using F2F as the primnstructional methods and
learning environments could consider blended irstsnal methods and learning
environments as alternative to online learning mments in order to improve the
satisfaction levels of students.

3. The findings of this study show that not all cosraee suitable for online
instructional methods and learning environment®ré&tore, as higher learning
institutions move towards implementing online leagyit may be helpful to consider
the programs and courses independently in ordeetermine their suitability and

effectiveness on different learning environmentd iastructional methods.

Recommendations for Future Research

The following recommendations may be considereduture study in the same area or

topic.

1. This study did not compare the satisfaction lewélstudents based on program of
study and major taken by participants. Addition&lifure study could also include
credit hours that a participant has completed éngitaduate program the student is
pursuing.

2. Because this study was conducted in a single unistit, it would be beneficial to

replicate the same study using different highemlieg institutions both locally and
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even internationally. This may also include leagnimstitutions of different
categories and levels. Because the population wigsgoaduate level students, a
replicated study could compare undergraduate aambgte students on the same
research topic.

Due to the limited time for this study, it was mpaissible to identify the courses that
students perceived to be unsuitable for onlinguetibnal methods. Future research

could investigate this aspect as well.
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APPENDIX B: Survey Questionnaire

Demographic I nformation:

Classification:

Age:

Gendel

Nationality:

Current graduat
level:

Number of credit hours taken at the current grasliletel:

Online course

Faceto-face
courses

£ Part time EZ Full time
[Z Less than 25y [~ 26— 35yrs
EZ Male EZ Femal

[> Domestic student [ International student

[ Master:

[ Ohrs

E= Doctora

21— 12hrs

£ Ohrs £ 1-12hrs

[Z 36— 45yrs

EZ 13hrs or more

£ 13hrs or mor

[ 46yrs or mor

Considering the online and face-to-face courses you have taken at the current graduate level, choose

an instructional method you prefer based on the following items.

1. Discussion o

Prefer Onlin

course material

2. Course materic

content and

presentation;
3. Doing

assignments:

4. Doing
homework:

5. Taking test:

6. Working on

Prefer Onlin

Prefer Onlin

Prefer Onlin

Prefer Onlin

Prefer Onlin

C

01

O 0O 0O o

C

01

O 0O 0O o

111

e

01

0o 0o o o

A
n

01
01

0o 0o o o

O 0O 0O o

n

01

O 0O 0O o

@

@

0o 0o o o

Prefer F2|

Prefer F2|

Prefer F2|

Prefer F2I

Prefer F2|

Prefer F2F



group project:

7. Interacting with Prefer Onlin r r
other students:

8. Interacting with Prefer Onlin e e
the instructor:

9. Timely feedbacl Prefer Onlin [ [
from instructor:

10. Overall quality of Prefer Onlin [ [
the course:

11 Workloac Prefer Onlin r r
manageability:

12, Getting help ani Prefer Onlin [ [

support:

O o o o o

01

O 0o o o 0o
O O 0o o o

01
01

Prefer F2F

Prefer F2F

Prefer F2F

Prefer F2F

Prefer F2F

O O 0o o o
O 0o o o 0o

Prefer F2|

01
01

Please rate the following based on your experience on the graduate courses that you have taken at your

current graduate program

Strongly Agree
agree
13. Onlineinstrucional methoc r
is suitable for courses
14. Some courses are m¢ C

suitable forface-to-face than
online instructional method

Neither
agree or
disagree

C

e

Disagre¢  Strongly NA
disagree

e e e

e e e

Answer the following questions based on your experience on the graduate courses that you have taken

at your current graduate program

Strongly Agree
agree
15. Considering the gradua [
courses you have taken
online, would you have
taken thenface-to-face if
you had the option?
16. Considering the gradua 0 r

courses you have takéace-
112

Neither
agree or
disagree

e

Disagre¢  Strongly NA
disagree

e e e

e e K



to-face, would you have
taken thenonline if you had
that option?

113



Personal Data:

Education:

Professional Experience

VITA

PHILIP ROTICH

Date of Birth: December 20, 1978
Place of Birth: Bomet, Rift Valley - Kenya

Ed.D. Edimaal Leadership, East Tennessee State University,
Johnson City, Tennessee 2013
Master of Arts in Sport Management and AdministratiEast
Tennessee State University, Johnson City, Tenn&fXee
Bachelor of Science in Computer Information Tecbgyg|
Milligan College, Johnson City, Tennessee 2003
Bachelor of Arts in Tourism and Recreational Mamaget, Moi
University, Eldoret — Kenya 1997

Doctoral FellowstH&nnessee State University, Johnson City,

Tennessee, 2009-2013

Track and Field Coach, East Tennessee State Uitjyelshnson
City, Tennessee 2004-2009

Athletic Aide, Milligan College, Johnson City, Tezssee 2001-
2003

Vice President Educational Leadership Associatitast
Tennessee State University, Johnson City, Tenn&gxee
Current

Coach Track and Field, Kericho Runners Club, Kexjdkenya
1998 - 2001

114



	East Tennessee State University
	Digital Commons @ East Tennessee State University
	12-2013

	Graduate Student Attitudes toward Different Instructional Approaches within Face-to-Face, Online, and Blended Learning Environments in a Public Four-Year Institution of Higher Learning
	Philip Rotich
	Recommended Citation



