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This study addressed the relationship between stigd¢isfaction and four
interaction variables—student-content, studentrircsor, student-student, and student-
technology—in online, blended, and traditional teag settings. Demographics,
previous experience with the Internet, and disausboard applications were also
investigated.

There were 916 respondents, including 185 in ordeténgs, 90 in blended
settings, and 641 in traditional settings, to Stoda’s (2002) Online Satisfaction Survey.
Participants took the survey either in an on-dassroom (traditional learning) or
through e-mail, website link, or the Blackboard isumanagement system (online
setting). Participants in the blended setting cahidose between completing the survey
on-site or online, but were asked to respond onbeo

Distance learners were less satisfied with theégractions with content,

instructors, and other students than were traditiarners, but more satisfied with



technology. Technology orientation sessions ancenmgeractive online programs, such
as leading discussions, participating in a learmm@munity, and receiving timely and
detailed feedback, should be developed for quadigraction and satisfaction with
instructors and learners in a virtual environm&vihat learners’ and instructors’
perspectives are and what content is optimal fmker satisfaction should be studied
further. Future research could also determine whabulations or characteristics are
associated with difficulty in using computer teclogy and which instructional
substitutions could be made for future technologyices to improve their satisfaction
and completion. Blended learning with well-desigeedtent and orientations has proven
to be a good solution for improving student sati8fan with interaction in virtual
environments. More research on student satisfaatithninteractive variables should be

conducted to enhance retention and performance.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

In the past 10 years, distance learning has evawedroliferated in higher
education. Internet technology allows learners s&te virtual courses at a distance.
More than ever, learners are enrolled in computediated communication at the
postsecondary level. Allen and Seaman (2004) nbidonline enrollments continued to
grow at rates faster than for the overall studealyb Universities and colleges also
relocate their curricula into cyberspace in orderecruit more students. Parsad and
Lewis (2008) noted that 61 percent of institutioffered online courses; 35 percent
offered blended courses; and 26 percent offeregr dypes of distance education courses
in 2006-07. They continually stated that most 2ryeal 4-year education courses
reported that their institutions developed theatise institutions that reported offering
credit-granting distance education courses (94Higher education institutions were
also “the leading providers of technology-basedthdice education to public school
districts and schools” (Zandberg & Lewis, 2008ix).

One example of this is the University of lllinold 0f ) Extension program,
which is a successful academic model of a higheca&tibn institution that offered
technology-mediated programs for local and outtafeslearners, who “draw on

research-based expertise from land-grant univessdil across the country” (University

1



of lllinois Extension, 2011, para. 6). Each motdhof | Extension web pages draw more
than 10 million page views, and people in more tP@d countries accessed Extension’s
web-based information (para. 4-5). AccordindgJt&. News and World ReparBest
Graduate Schools report, the College of EducatidgheaUniversity of Illinois was

ranked 2% in its list of education program in the United t8&in 2011 (“Best Education
Schools,” 2011). This makes it a strong educatimgm@mm for schools that also
incorporate distance learning into their programs.

Educators also offer curricula in combinative eamments. This approach to
learning is referred to as blended learning araddembination of cyber and traditional
environments. According to Allen, Seaman, and Ga{2€07),

The Sloan Consortium defined blended educatioroasse delivery where 30-

79% of content is delivered online... two categbmesre used to cover the

blended space: course/program that is primarilinenand course/program with

an equal balance between online and on-campus.(p. 6
Blended learning was believed to improve studemti@g by offering more interaction
between teachers, students, content, and technalajpecame a preferred model for
course delivery (Precel, Eshet-Alkalai, & Albert@®09).

Since distance learning has started to play anitapbrole in teaching and
learning, researchers have focused on ways of makmore effective and accessible to
students. One benefit of—and drawback to—distaeaming is that learners can access
their course activities at a distance instead ofdphysically present in on-site locations.
As Hsu and Shiue (2005) noted, “In the distancmieg environment, learners must be

motivated to direct their own learning process biseahe teachers and students are



physically separated” (para. 3). Distance learnasst be more responsible for their own
learning. Technology, which was able to support mmmication between course
participants, had been heavily relied on to condoatses in a virtual environment but
also added to the frustration, distress, and ismiaif the learners (Abrahamson, 1998;
Beaumont, Stirling, &Percy, 2009). Research shotlgeeater frustration with long
distance learning conditions as relative to othethods of instruction” (Hove &
Corcoran, 2008, p. 125). Learners can feel isolatetlalienated when they are not
familiar with online course interfaces and are ueab have face-to face interactions
with their instructors or fellow students. Isolatiand alienation, consequently, affected
learning in a computer-mediated setting and legtention problems (Bontempi, 2003;
Galusha, 1998). According to Dickey (2004), “Nevattgies bridge feelings of
frustration and isolation by offering more engagamgl interactive content and by
supporting the emergence of individual voices thstance-learning environment” (p.
280). Thus, more extensive interaction is requioedearners to successfully complete
distance-learning programs. Moreover, to decretisamn, distance-learner
characteristics should be studied as well. AccgrdnKhan (2005), “The more
information from [learner-characteristics] categsris available, the better the e-learning
designers will understand their target populatigm”185). More research on learner
characteristics will advance course design to lotv&ance-learners’ dropout rates.
Additionally, because more students are enrolimbigher-education distance-learning
programs, it is important to investigate their euwderistics to improve content delivery.
As online and blended learning become more popalaigher education,

educators must compare them with traditional leaysitrategies to increase their



effectiveness. As discussed above, interactionearder demographics are vital
elements for improving student satisfaction andmeon. More studies that address the
relationship between interaction and satisfacti@nessential, and must include the
demographics of learner completion and attritionrigker to design distance programs
that address these gaps. This study explored \ahtirs affected learner satisfaction in
online, blended, and traditional learning settings.
Background

Attrition in Distance Learning

Educational institutions have been providing dis&learning programs for
traditional and nontraditional learners for a numiifeyears. However, as the rate of
enrollment rises, so do the numbers of distancentiiegq dropouts. Research showed that
dropout rates in distance learning were between &¥8®80% (Flood, 2002; Sgilen,
2007). Some researchers maintain that blendedradtidnal learning are superior in
terms of student persistence and retention. Acogrthh Dziuban, Hartman, and Moskal
(2004), “Blended courses have the potential togase student learning outcomes while
lowering attrition rates in comparison with the e@lent fully online courses. In this
regard, the blended model is comparable to ormmescases better than face-to-face” (p.
5). When online programs compete with face-to-fast&ruction to produce equivalent
learning, dropout rates become a concern for tdoggemediated learning. Studies
showed that dropout rates in distance learning \Wwigiiger than those in traditional
learning, and that dropout rates indicated acadeomnesuccess (Diaz, 2000; Hiltz, 1997;
Phipps & Merisotis, 1999; Rofle, 2007). Though “there fact of high drop rates is not

necessarily indicative of academic non-successdZ[2002, para. 3), dropout issues still



had to be addressed in order to advance onlinaiteaand learning (Alexander, 2002;
Park, 2007).
Distance Learners

The demographics of distance learners remain faghsistent; typical distance
learners are older and/or female, nontraditionadestits wishing to maintain their
independence while balancing family, work, and etioci demands. Qureshi, Morton,
and Antosz (2002) stated that the distance leatheysstudied were “motivated adults,
age 18-40, mostly females, and because of theiihyfamd work commitments, lacked
time to participate in on-campus studies” (paraThese students displayed certain
characteristics that attracted them to distanamileg (Brooks, 2006; eSchool News,
2008; Garman, Crider, & Teske, 1999; Kotey & Anade;,s2006; Valentine, 2002).
Independent adults pursuing an education weretaldentrol their time, place, and pace
of learning through online education (eSchool Nex@)8; Qureshi et al., 2002).
Therefore, distance learning offered a betterrsgtor learners to maintain their
independence than did a traditional classroommgg(Brooks, 2006). In a 2004 survey of
distance-learning students by the Academic Teclgyokenter at Worcester Polytechnic
Institute (WPI) in Massachusetts (2007), 58% of \Mtebents were under the age of 35,
and 77% attending part-time were employed; the qutams of older and employed
students were high in the study. Distance-learem@llment at the University of
Cincinnati in Autumn 2010 was mostly female, partd, and white, with an average age
of 35 (The University of Cincinnati, 2010).

While research indicated that typical distancerlees were older, nontraditional

students, this began to change over the past desadg@versities and colleges increase



the number of online courses offered. Current deaqgcs were expanding to include
younger, full-time, and traditional students. Ferthore, these students mainly came
from a local area, with more male students andtgreacial diversity. Porter (2004)
explored how California adult schools served o080 adult learners via distance
learning in 2000-2001 and reported that (a) womgmifscantly outhumbered men
(65.4% to 34.6%); (b) 75.7% were from Los Angleardoy; (c) the largest cohort
(30.2%) was in the 21-30 age range, and (d) 60.2% Wispanics. Except for the
preponderance of woman, the rest of the findingewet consistent with typical
demographics for distance learners.

Furthermore, more faculty members have startedyuesiinicational technology to
enhance their classroom instruction. As a resutenstudents have been recruited into
blended courses, and their demographics can bevadezl than those commonly seen
in distance-learning programs. According to Dedevi-L'Bahy, Ketelhut, and
Whitehouse (2004), “Demographic changes and spifitndent characteristics also are
influential in forming the nature of distance edima’ (p. 549). Educators need examine
changes in learner demographics to design effeotliee programs.

Demographics That Influence Students’ Completiote Ra

A variety of studies have examined the relation&l@fween students’ completion
rates and different learner characteristics, ssapeader, marital status, and age.
According to Bontempi (2003), “Distance learningiadent centered learning, thus
knowing the characteristics and demographics ahkxa helps us to understand the
potential barriers to motivation and learning” @a). Students who are older, female,

employed full time, or have family commitments teddo choose distance learning



courses (eSchool News, 2008). Other demograplmcisiding “prior levels of
knowledge,” “study conditions,” and “semiotics/irfece design,” were factors
influencing distance learner attrition and persiste(eSchool News, 2008, para. 12-16).
Moreover, a flexible way of time management is hrofactor. According to
2004 survey of distance-learning students in the {®07), “77% of distance learning
students are attending WPI on a part-time basa‘ap7). Variables such as age, gender,
employment status, and so forth differ among stjdet there are similarities. Studies of
demographics were able to be used to “tailor detd@arning course logistics, syllabus,
and course design to meet [learner] needs” (WR&.(d3, and instruction had to include
these demographic components to address theseles®ds(L. Bressler, Manrique, &
M. Bressler, 2006). In brief, more nontraditionalticipants can access higher education
through distance learning. Flexible education cletsanable them to cross barriers to
maintain their course attendance while attendinfgrtaly and work responsibilities.
Interactions That Influence Student Completion
Student perception of the degree of interaction tvagrimary factor that
affected their level of motivation and satisfactiordistance-learning course quality
(Bacelar-Nicolau, Caeiro, Martinho, Azeiteiro, & Adhor, 2009; Roblyer & Ekhaml,
2000). Interaction has an impact on student persistin distance learning. According to
Ambe-Uva (2006), a “successful distance educatystesm involves interactivity
between teachers and students, between studentiseaadvironment, and among
students themselves, as well as active learnitigarclassroom” (p. 3). Two-way
communication with the various components of distalearning is a necessary part of

learning. As Bowen (2006) wrote,



Successful interactive activities move away frormologue-based interaction to
dialogue-based discussions that may include cluamspdiscussion groups, and
group activities, such as peer review, collaboeagtixojects, and such. For
correspondence courses, dialogue-based interazdionccur via feedback on
assignments, e-mails or by phone (p. 9).
Successful interaction made students “feel a seheemmunity, a community where
student thoughts and questions matter,” whichiin tuincreases the likelihood that
students will complete their programs” (p. 10). Goumication technology can be
utilized to improve distance-learning interactiamich is crucial to learner satisfaction
and persistence. Therefore, with technological oupments in interaction capabilities,
distance learning can, at least theatrically, bexameffective as on-campus learning.
Effect of Satisfaction on Student Completion Rates
Student satisfaction was shown to improve learngliss and contribute to
retention (Chen, Lin, & Kinshuk., 2008; Chiu, S@un, & Ju, 2007). Dissatisfied
learners can hardly do well in their studies, dnsl leads to poor performance. Educators
should integrate variables affecting learner satisbn to increase learner persistence.
Learner interaction and characteristics are twmelds crucial to student
satisfaction, an important factor of success itatice learning. Research showed that
student satisfaction came with different learneceptions and variables for effective
distance learning. Chiu et al. (2007) found th&iament, utility, and intrinsic values, as
well as distributive and interactional fairnessj sggnificant positive effects on
satisfaction. They concluded that “utility valuedesatisfaction make significant

contributions to learners’ intention to continuéngsweb-based learning” (p. 1239-1240).



Chen et al. (2008) contend that instruction, irteoa, administration, and functionality
were classified into four categories that affet@aning satisfaction; in their study,
instruction and interaction were found to be thenpry factors. If learners encounter
problems, this would have a negative impact orsfatiion and, in turn, contribute to
overall satisfaction. Learner satisfaction willlugnce the success and future of e-
learning.

Course delivery can affect student satisfactiodistance learning as well. Smart
and Cappel (2006) suggested that “instructors shioeilselective in the way they
integrate online units into traditional, classrodelivered courses. This integration
should be carefully planned based on learner ctersiics, course content, and the
learning context” (para. Executive Summary). Bisi@ark, Dietz-Uhler, and Fisher
(2007) found that thinking-orientation students evarore satisfied with the web-based
course, but feeling students felt more isolatedhfomurse participants. Sensing-thinkers
favored the web-based course than intuitive-feeldnsse intrinsic values, along with
distributive and interactional fairness—includimgaraction, and integration of learner
characteristics and personality, course contet|@rning context—were vital factors
related to learner satisfaction. Student achievermrembe improved when satisfaction is
increased, and educators should consider thesedaghendesigning courses in order to
enhance learner satisfaction and successful ceoregletion (Bown, 2006).
Demographic Indicators of Student Failure

Some studies have suggested that individual claarsiits, external attributes,
and internal factors increase learner attritiodigtance learning (Rovai, 2003; Wang &

Wu, 2004). Park (2007) analyzed learner charatiesiéage, ethnicity, gender,



employment status, and socioeconomic group) andiewded that they were related to
student persistence/dropout, though others betleatethe influence of learner
characteristics is either minor or indirect. Packhdones, Miller, and Thomas (2004)
found that successful e-learners were typicallydiemnon-higher-education qualified,
self-employed, and aged between 31 and 50 andkegnaters without those
characteristics were more likely to drop out. MesraBeeley (2004) stated that students
with low task values, low prior grades in Engliahd nontraditional students (over 28
years old) were also more likely to drop out ofigtahce-learning course.

With regard to external attributes, Rovai (200®8atzed that if learners were not
able to pay for college, make adequate childcasngements, or adjust their work
schedules, they were unlikely to persist in schééng and Wu (2004) found that
external attributes, such as insufficient time amdumstances that hindered study, had
the greatest effect on students’ decisions to dudp

Students’ involvement in and attachment to thenost were internal factors that
were essential to success (Rovai, 2003). Rovaifalsad that quality of the first-year
experience, a supportive learning community, acacertegration that included active
participation and satisfactory experiences, persattention, and assistance with
personal and financial problems were critical tosggence in a distance-learning course.
Deficits in these internal factors contributed tombut. Wang and Wu (2004) found that
students with higher intrinsic motivation were mbkely to stay or complete their
program.

Consequently, distance-learner demographics cahigpecademic retention and

completion rates. Similarly, studies in dropout dgnaphics can help educators
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understand student attrition. Homogeneity exisfailed students’ different
characteristics, external attributes, and intefaetiors. Educators can use this
homogeneity to improve instruction and enhanceestutbarning.
Statement of the Problem

Distance learning proliferated in post-secondanycation. More than 61% of
community colleges and universities offered ontinarses from 2006 to 2007 (Parsad &
Lewis, 2008). Higher attrition rates in distancarl@éng programs have compelled
educators to investigate the causes for this comignconcern. Instructors increasingly
use content-management systems (CMS) to implerhemtdistance courses and also
aim to maintain course quality comparable to tlidace-to-face delivery. Successful
distance learning required interaction betweemiearand instructors, content,
technology, and other learners (Ambe-Uva, 2006jpréwing interaction so as to meet
learner needs is a vital issue in distance learning

Research showed that learner satisfaction affesttetbnts’ learning and led to
learner completion (Chen et al., 2008; Chiu et281Q7). Interaction influenced distance-
learning satisfaction, as instruction depended rartechnological infrastructure (Chen
et al., 2008). The integration of course delivemgluding learner characteristics, content,
and personality, also affected student satisfactiahstance learning (Bishop-Clark,
Dietz-Uhler, & Fisher, 2007; Smart & Cappel, 2006).

Distance-learning interaction and student charesttes should be investigated
further for their effects on successful completida.research showed, interaction
influenced student satisfaction in distance leaynirhe relationships between student

satisfaction and elements of interactive learninguding learner-instructor, learner-
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learner, learner-content, and learner-interfageraation, are other issues to consider

when designing an effective distance-learning caus®me studies have compared

blended and online learning, looking for the r@aship between interaction and learner

satisfaction in virtual environments. Howeversitare to see a comprehensive

comparison of traditional, blended, and onlinenéay. A study that includes all three

settings will be valuable, since traditional instian is still dominant in the educational

system. In this research, an overall exploratioleafner characteristics and students’

perceptions of both interaction and satisfactios e@nducted to examine their

relationship within traditional, blended, and oeligettings.

Research Questions

The following questions guided this research:

1.

What is the relationship between student-conteetaction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses?

What is the relationship between student-instruicti@raction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses?

What is the relationship between student-studeataction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses?

What is the relationship between student-technolotgraction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses?

What is the difference between student satisfasti@nline, blended, and
traditional courses?

What is the difference between learning interacéind student satisfaction in

online, blended, and traditional courses with ddfe demographics?
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Definitions of Terms

Asynchronousnot occurring at the same time

Blended learninga combination of online course activities ancefam-face
sessions and “reduced classroom contact hoursdgddeat time)” for teaching and
learning (Dziuban, Hartman, & Moskal, 2004, p. 2).

Distance educatioor distance learningthe physical separation of learners and
instructors in a course. Educators use correspa@ed@ncommunication technology to
implement online or blended courses.

Learning interactionthe nature of both interaction and inactivityeaseries of
mutual influences on different components in disgalearning. Interactivity is more
relevant to technological features (Sutton, 2001).

Online learning teaching and learning are conducted over theriatend does
not require learners to meet on campus.

Student satisfactiorsatisfaction felt by learners when receiving ‘@vfeedback
information confirming expectations regarding thieccomes of learning” (Williams,
Paprock, and Covington, 1998, p. 11).

Synchronousoccurring at the same time

Traditional learning course implementation in the teacher-directethieg
setting with face-to-face interaction.

Significance of the Study

As institutions of higher education increasinglfeofonline and blended courses,

discussion of the issues that influence studergigtence will be important for course

implementation and increased student retentiors $tudy identified how learning
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interaction and learner characteristics affectadestt satisfaction. How these factors
affected one another in online, blended, and tiatht learning settings was also
examined.
Theoretical Framework

Interaction that improved student performance,iptnsce, and satisfaction was
an essential component of effective distance legr@aeger, 2009). Moore and
Kearsley’s theory of transactional distance (20§18)ed that learners and teachers were
physically separated and the transactionally degtdnn distance-learning environments.
Transaction is “the interplay between people wheotaachers and learners, in
environments that have the special characteristieimg separate from one another” (p.
224). This physical distance “leads to communicagaps, a psychological space of
potential misunderstandings between the instruendsthe learners that has to be
bridged by special teaching techniques” (p. 224)) affects teaching behaviors in
dialogue and structure. As they described thabdiad,

[it focuses] on the interplay of words and actiansl any other interactions

between teacher and learner when one gives instnugihd the other responds...

The extent and nature of this dialogue is deterthimethe educational

philosophy of the individual or group responsilie the design of the course, by

the personalities of teacher and learner, by thgestimatter of the course, and by

environmental factors (p. 224).
Teachers and learners are the main components egmsidering transactional distance
in distance learning. Therefore, “student-teach&odue” and “student-student

discussion” play the leading roles in learning (tidard, 2002, p. 71 & p.158). Structure
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is the other factor that affects transactionalasise. As Moore and Kearsley (2005)
explain, “Structure expresses the rigidity or flakiy of the course’s educational
objectives, teaching strategies, and evaluatiomoast’ (226-227). Both of these
factors—dialogue and structure—are the extent afs®components accommodating
each learner’s needs to maintain student-contégrtaiction. Online discussion was used
to support interaction between teachers and lesuared to discuss issues arising from
learning materials (McKenzie, 2002).

Keegan (1996) referred to the theory of reintegrator successful distance
education. “The intersubjectivity of teacher aedrher, in which learning from teaching
occurs, has to be artificially re-created” (p. 116jegration of communication tools such
as chat rooms, discussion forums and lists, andieimto distance learning improved
interaction between teachers, students, and theuslearning settings to create an
effective learning environment. If not adequatehpiemented, however, reintegration
led to lower course quality and student performaaraE more dropouts.

Siemens (2004) suggested that learning was naicegs that was entirely under
the control of the individual but rather “is focdsen connecting specialized information
sets, and the connections that enable us to leara ane more important than our current
state of knowing” (para. Connectivism). The persdoaetwork-to-organization cycle
allows individuals and organizations to learn freath other; learners are able to use the
Internet to remain current in a digital age.

“Interaction between the learner and the contesubiect of study” was a
defining characteristic of education (Moore, 198&a. 4). Interaction can also be

employed to enhance planned effective learningstundient satisfaction. The online
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discussion forum is the most technologically enggdormat for advancing interaction
between instructors, learners, and an educationalaanment. Interaction is also
important for successful course completion. Thati@hship between interaction and
student satisfaction in online, blended, and tranl#l settings must be understood before
strategies for improving content delivery and iasiag interaction and satisfaction can
be designed.

This research was limited by the fact that sam#idution was not average in
all three settings. Participants were also frorfed#nt courses in different programs, so
learning in interaction and satisfaction with theaurses varied. The instrument could
measure general issues in the three settingspiné survey questions might not have
been applicable to each setting.

The remaining chapters include a literature reviemthods and procedures, data
analysis and results, and a discussion of thetsgsuoiplications, and directions for future

research.
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CHAPTER Il

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

Distance learning removes geographical limitatmengage learners at a distance.
As Moore and Kearsley (2005) noted, “All distande&ation learners are separated by
space and/or by time from their teachers” (p. 2B&titutions of higher education have
offered programs that employ communication techgie®for many years. For the last
decade, following the proliferation of Internetheologies, educators also have used it to
conduct their instruction in virtual environmeresearch has shown that distance
learning has been as effective as traditional ,eaah traditional students are increasingly
viewing it as a better option. The demographicdisfance learners have also changed,
and these characteristics should be explored th®sghey affect course completion.
Learning interaction and satisfaction also caniba factors in student retention, and
should be studied.

Distance-Learning Patterns

Distance learning has a long history. Moore andr&leg (2005) distinguished
five generations: postal correspondence, broadadsi and television, open universities,
teleconferencing, and the Internet (p. 24).

Printed materials exchanged by mail was how learaecessed their pedagogy

when distance learning was initially launched. Adoag to Bower and Hardy (2004),
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“Correspondence programs spread rapidly at theoétite nineteenth century,
particularly in Britain and the United States” §). This allowed learners to further their
education at their convenience. Lechuga (2006)dibtat, “DLU [Distance Learning
University] was established in 1969 as a distankteation-based institution, offering
courses via U.S. mail, i.e. correspondence coul§es3).

Following the development of electronic media, alise educators started using
broadcasting to deliver course material. Head aadiNi(1957) wrote that 334
institutions offered a radio and/or television wairkp, and 81 institutions offered
broadcasting degrees in 1954-55. Through broadcpstducators were able to use either
satellites or fiber optics to create a larger leaymetwork and reach more learners
nationally and globally. Satellite technology waveloped in the 1960s and enabled the
rapid expansion of instructional television. Foamewle, “The first state educational
satellite system, Learn/Alaska, was created in 18&@fered six hours of instructional
television daily to 100 villages” (Simonson, Smalali Albright, and Zvacek, 2000, p. 25).
The development of fiber optics allowed for spretive audio and video systems in
education. An instant two-way interaction was polgsbetween instruction and learning
through network transmissions. Other distance-lagrapportunities were explored by
community colleges in partnership with the lowa @oumity Network. In the early 80’s
lowa community colleges were the first to experimgith educational networks for
distance learning (lowa Communications Network,120Because radio and television
were widely available, course activities were gaadcessible. However, distance

education made little use of broadcasting sinceeracthannels were expensive, and one-
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way transmission of information was ineffective@aching. It was “the least significant
of Moore and Kearsley’s (2005) five generationséfkber, 2007, p. 125).

The third generation of distance learning—open ersfies—used print media
and television to deliver instruction. Open univ@es brought about a fundamental
change and heightened prestige to distance edocMmore and Kearsley (2005) noted
that open universities had more students than drer aniversity by employing the
fullest range of communications technologies. Tlsinsuccessful example was the
United Kingdom Open University (UKOU). It had mdhan 250,000 students yearly,
12,000 of whom had disabilities each year. Studerte in their teens, 90s, and in
between, and the average age of new undergradudenss was 32. Up to 44% of
UK student population started undergraduate stuthyowt the entry qualifications they
would need at a conventional university. Around 7806ur students remained in work
while studying (The Open University, 2011). Moranhl.6 million people have taken an
OU course from UK, Europe, and worldwide. As Borkl&unnarsdottir (2001) noted
that Open University heavily relied on a tutoringtem. The tutorial support system
maintained UKOU's teaching level. Open universitesch as UKOU and German Fern
University, were successful providers in distareging’s earlier days (Simonson,
Smaldino, Albright, and Zvacek, 2000, p. 26).

Teleconferencing was another generation of distéeaaing. It included one- or
two-way video and two-way audio formats, and tmesaated an interactive setting that
was similar to traditional classrooms. Instructeese able to interact with their students
in different geographical sites through a more ssifglated communication medium.

Students in different classrooms were able to mairtheir own interactions as well.
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However, the technology was not economical, so festrelents were able to access
distance learning through teleconferencing othan arlier-generation broadcasting.
Hopper (2004) noted that Respiratory Care pioneedetational teleconferencing in the
medical field. Because teleconferencing technolwgyg expensive, however, online
courses began dominating distance learning aféetetthnology became widely
available.

Most distance educators use the latest online nbntanagement systems (CMS)
such as Blackboard, Webct, and eCollege. Theseaatsystems are designed to
facilitate distance learning in the virtual envinoent and can function as a virtual
environment within which instructors can delivertlges, offer course resources, manage
information, communicate with students, and askessing. Developed around 10 years
ago, use of CMS has become an overwhelming treodte@t-management systems are
also employed to deliver blended learning sucthasfound at the University of
Wisconsin System’s use in regular face-to-faceselsgMorgan, 2003). CMSs have
become the main platform for course implementatiowill undoubtedly become
steadily more powerful, flexible, and customizatolesatisfy different instructional styles,
such as blended learning within distance learrang, to be applicable to a variety of
learning styles, levels of academic performancd,laarner backgrounds. It is possible
that CMS is revising traditional pedagogy as weltetance learning; for this reason, it
is becoming important in higher education.

Blended Learning
Blended learning, which offers face-to-face intéiacin a partially online

environment, combines technology with classroortulecin teaching and learning.
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When compared with traditional and fully online cses, this type of learning has
maintained “higher levels of student and facultiys$action [and] student learning
outcomes” (Dziuban, Hartman, & Moskal, 2004, p.Egnded learning has become an
important instructional mode because of high sttdemand. Internet and
telecommunication technologies are used to detiwarse material. Asynchronous CMSs
have been dominant in blended learning. Digitizgtiword-processing, e-mail, chat
rooms, and discussion groups have made coursercesoeasily accessible and have
fostered participant interaction (Dziuban et 002, MacDonald & McAteer, 2003).
Face-to-face instruction is also employed to supiher course’s electronic components.
Most researchers believes that there is no exdicittten of blended learning, as the
definition is open to diverse technologies and gedécal styles.
Theories of Distance Learning

Transactional distance and reintegration are thsontegral to this research. The
former is relevant to pedagogical concerns andetter to the activities of instructional.
Also, connectivism uses technology to intensifyhéay theories. Distance learning can
use these three theories as a foundation to enledfectiveness.
Theory of Transactional Distance

In their discussion of transactional distance, Moand Kearsley (2005) state that
physical distance resulted in a communication gggsychological space of potential
misunderstandings between the instructors ancetr@érs that had to be connected by
teaching techniques; this was the TransactionabDc&. The separation of teacher and
learner affected their behavior, and course designtent, interaction, and other teaching

processes differ from those used in a face-to-ésmsgronment. These teaching behaviors,
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regarding course design, were able to describes@ional Distance and labeled
dialogue and structure.

Discussing dialogue and structure, Moore and Kegr@005) also wrote:

e Dialogue and structure are determined by the edugdtphilosophy of the
teaching organization, the teachers themselvesdhéemic level of the
learners, the nature of the content, and by themwanications media that are
employed. Dialogue is the interplay of words antioas and any other
interactions between teacher and learner when ies gstruction and the
other responds.

e Guided didactic conversation is a key charactergdtigood distance learning.

e  Structure states the course’s educational objexstieaching strategies, and
evaluation methods. All these course componental@deeto address
individual learners’ needs.

Televised courses had high structure, no dialogneé high transactional distance.
Correspondence courses had more dialogue anditestise and, thus, less transactional
distance. Teleconference programs had much dia)dighles predetermined structure, and
relatively low transactional distance. Online castswith little or no dialogue and more
structure, asynchronous or synchronous, are oehiggansactional distance. Distance
learners had to be “entirely independent and miagkie bwn decisions about study
strategies, decide for themselves how to studyf vehstudy, when, where, in what ways,
and to what extent” (Moore & Kearsley, 2005, p. R27

Transactional distance is related to learning éffeness. Steinman (2007) argues

that large transactional distance with the insbuand with other students affects student
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satisfaction and retention. Transactional distas@estarting point from which to build a
learning philosophy, design effective courses, pudue learning success.
Theory of Reintegration

Keegan (1996) contends that reintegration of th@&ieaching is necessary for
successful distance education. “The intersubjagtof teacher and learner, in which
learning from teaching occurs, has to be artifigie¢-created. Over space and time, a
distance system seeks to reconstruct the momevitioch the teaching-learning
interaction occurs” (p. 116).

As CMS becomes more popular in education, more canncation tools are
being integrated to produce a virtual educationairenment. According to Morgado,
Yonezawa, and Reinhard (2002), “Most of the Intebresed virtual environments that
can be applied to remote education were develdpeddgh the integration of
synchronous and asynchronous communication taaté, @s chat, discussion forums and
lists, and electronic mail” (p. 175). Reintegratfmomots interaction between teacher
and students, among students, and between studehthe learning setting to enhance
teaching and learning. Through reintegration, diti@al learning environment can be
rebuilt in cyberspace.

However, distance-learning environments that atevedl integrated cause
problems in teaching and learning. Some traditisohbol activities are not reproduced
in a virtual environment, and positive interactismot maintained during teaching and
learning. Reintegration that is not satisfactoimyplemented affects retention, learning,

and the status of distance learning (Keegan, 1996).
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Theory of Connectivism

Siemens (2004) joins learning theories with tecbgplin connectivism and
posits that learning is not a process that is @gtiinder the control of the individual. He
states that “Learning is focused on connectingigpeed information sets, and the
connections that enable us to learn more are mgpertant than our current state of
knowing” (para. Connectivism). Thus, the abilityre@ognize information to meet
requirements is vital.

Personal knowledge is composed of a network. Irppérsonal-to-network-to-
organization cycle, individuals and organizatioesd knowledge and learning to each
other via a network. Siemens (2004) states thaé ‘Gytle of knowledge development
allows learners to remain current in their fieldotlngh the connections they have
formed.” An Internet connection supports and intis existing large effort activities.
Connectivism is able to explain this amplificatioinearning, knowledge and
understanding through the extension of a persagtatark (para. Connectivism).

Distance-Learning Effectiveness

How effective distance learning is compared toitrawkl learning has been
discussed for a long time. After reviewing resedrolm the past 70 years, Russell (1999)
asserts that there is “no significant differencergmenon... There were/are an
enormous number of studies—by far the vast majofityomparative ones—that showed
no significant difference, at least in strategiapaf the conclusions” (p. xii). He pointed
out that more than one medium can produce adetpaat@ng results. Choosing the less

expensive makes it possible to avoid wasting lichéducational resources.
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Glenn (2001) affirmed Russell’s findings after caripg a distance-learning
course to a traditional one, stating that “No statally significant differences were
found” in pretest and post-test performance betwkerntwo groups. Differences in the
relationship between scores and perceptions ibtbegroups were not statistically
significant (para. Abstract).

Benson, Johnson, Taylor, Treat, Shinkareva, ancc&uf2004) found that
students perform equally well in distance learrang on-campus courses. Their study
examined the differences between online and carbpsed delivery models in terms of
student achievement, including assessment of coktenwledge gain and the quality of
student assignments and projects, in postsecowdaegr and technical education. They
found “no difference in the student achievementsuess of the online and on-campus
students” (p. 54). This result supports other netean the effectiveness of virtual and
face-to-face environments: Distance learning isfeective as traditional learning.

The Higher Withdrawal Rate in Distance Learning

As most research has shown, there is a higher dtopte in distance learning
than traditional. “Dropout” means that a studergsinot complete a course. As discussed
before, the dropout rate can be as high as 80%tarcte learning. The primary factors
that cause students to drop out appear to be leanaeacteristics and human interaction.

Tucho (2000) found that gender and job status wigi@ficant learner
characteristics that affected dropout rate in higys of 168 students at the Community
College of Philadelphia in Pennsylvania. Femalpwoadents could not complete their
studies for the following reasons: “responsibiteg home,” “lack of babysitter,”

“transportation problems,” and independent studssip. 64). Many student-workers
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quit their studies because of factors related éar jobs. Both gender and job status were
statistically significant.

Menager-Beeley (2001) also conducted a study ofelagionship between
learner characteristics and dropout decisionsub@ests out of 150 responded to his
survey. He found that “students with low task valuew prior grades in English, and
older students (over 28 years) may be more likelgrop out of a class that is completely
Web-based” (p. 1). Students who had greater irttérésarning and recognized its
importance and utility had a higher motivation taysin the course. Students with better
English proficiency, including writing skills, weable to perform better in text-oriented
and web-based environments. Students from 28 @& old were more likely to drop
out of a course.

The other primary factor affecting the dropout dem is online interaction.
Better interaction in a virtual environment canyam®t students from feeling isolated and
lonely. According to Spitzer (2001), “Good humauniligation can compensate for most
other deficiencies, while state-of-the-art techggland fancy graphics alone cannot
sustain student interest and motivation for long"52). Thus, retention is predicted by
human mediation instead of technological capabifyitzer offered the idea of
“compromise” to cope with technological limitatiers hybrid or blended learning
approach—because the combination of technologyhanthn intervention enhanced
technology-based instruction.

Woodley (2004) expanded Tinto’s model, positing thgrovement in social and
academic integration prevents students from drgppiut. In Woodley's study, students’

withdrawal decisions were influenced by financiahcerns, goal and institutional
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commitments, and social and academic integrationiabintegration was necessary to
manage one’s occupational, domestic, personalsaadl life and interactions with
fellow students and tutors. Improvement of assigmfeedback advanced academic
integration. Better social and academic integratostered positive human interactions
and reduced misunderstandings over course comedrgtadent attrition.
Interaction

Effective interaction is required for a successlistance-learning environment.
Interaction includes learner-content, learner-undtor, learner-learner (Moore, 1989) and
learner-interface (Hillman, Willis, & Gunawarderi®94). Consideration of each type of
interaction is important for effective distancertgag.
Learner-Content Interaction

Learner-content interaction is one of the importaethods for enhancing
distance learning. Baath (1982) stated that irfriiedels with stricter control of learning
towards fixed goals,” distance learning focusesarion the teaching material than on
the two-way communication between student and Aasiitution” (p. 15). Positive
learner-content interaction can improve learnings&ection and contribute to student
success. It is related to instructional interfaice structure and to students’ ability to
construct their learning as course participant self-directed learning environment.
Moore (1989) believes that the interaction betwibenearner and the content or subject
of study is a defining characteristic of positieaidning experiences. It is “the process of
intellectually interacting with content that resulh changes in the learner’s
understanding, the learner’s perspective, or tigmitiwe structures of the learner's mind”

(para. 4). Holmberg (1986) contends that this imeslinternal “guided didactic
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conversation,” which happens when learners tatkémselves about the information and
ideas they encounter in a text, television progtacture, or elsewhere (p. 4). According
to Moore and Kearsley (2005), “procedures in ingtamal design and the facilitations of
interaction” affect course structure to cross thegactional-distance barrier (p. 223).
The authors define structure as “the rigidity alectibility of the course’s educational
objectives, teaching strategies, and evaluatiomoust’ (p. 226-227).

Technology plays a vital role in designs for learoentent interaction. The
instructional conversation between learners aneénads reconstructs knowledge, which
is accomplished through interaction with contenteixt-, video-, audio-, and web-based
environments (Mitzel, 1971; Moore, 1989). Northrupe, and Burgess (2002) found that
interacting with “audio-narrated online presentasi@nd innovative instructional
strategies... [including] case studies, structuradem and online discussion” (p. 4), is
important to the learner’s online experience. Leaigontent interaction provides a
foundation for conversation, collaboration, andinfal discussion. Marks, Sibley, and
Arbaugh (2005) defined student-content interacéisripedagogical tools and
assignments, including PowerPoint presentationsasting audio and video
presentations, group projects, individual projeats] embedded links in Web courses” (p.
538). Students were able to collaborate to constheir knowledge with others and
collaborate with others to construct their underdiiag of the subject. Thus, students
benefit from the integration of interactive elengemito the design and assessment of
courses. Effective use of learner-content intevaatomponents was able to promote
interaction and satisfaction of distance educatioients (Chang & Smith, 2008;

Westbrook, 1997) and finally contributed to theiceess.
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Learner-Instructor Interaction

Learner-instructor interaction, an active procdssoostructing knowledge that
was supported by dialogue, was important to legr(iiaurillard, 2002; McKenzie,
2002). This interaction increased “student sattgfacvith the overall learning
experience” in a self-directed environment (Wo@&fX)2, p. 385). Moore (1989)
believed that interaction between “the learner thiedexpert who prepared the subject
material, or some other expert acting as instrtietas regarded as essential and highly
desirable by learnefpara. 7). This type of interaction was a primagching strategy
(Laurillard, 2002). The technology for discussiatinaties has proliferated as a means to
support effective course objectives in distancenieg.

In Moore’s 1989 study, students, under the inst’sdirection, were shown
how to interact with content in the manner that west effective for that individual, and
the instructor had a separate dialogue with eaatest to motivate and/or resolve
misunderstandings. This teaching and learning potEal to “a style of guided didactic
conversation likely to influence students’ attitadand achievements favorably”
(Holmberg, 1986, p. 55).

Research has shown that positive learner-instructeraction is a vital element
of an effective distance-learning experience (Agk&iArrayan, 2002; Liao, 2006;
O’Leary & Quinlan, 2007; Rowland, Hetherington, &&sch, 2002) and increases
learner satisfaction (Chang & Smith, 2008; Yuks#@li& Yildirim, 2008). Moore (1989)
contends that “the frequency and intensity of #seher’s influence on learners when
there is learner-teacher interaction is much grebhtan when there is only learner-content

interaction” (para. 8) and adds, “The instructoespecially valuable in responding to the
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learners’ application of new knowledge” (para. I®tudent satisfaction and success are
also enhanced by receiving timely feedback fronir thetructor (Kirby, 1999;

Yukselturk & Yildirim, 2008). In contrast, feedbatikat was delayed or limited causes
problems in learner-instructor interaction (Kirld@99). Additionally, instructor feedback
that is individualized is highly effective. Feedkdhat is timely and personalized
motivates students’ learning and autonomy and &llthe instructor to evaluate student
achievement and diagnose difficulties (Moore, 1989)

Various online-discussion tools have been extehsemployed in both
asynchronous and synchronous courses to faciliteggaction (Bloch, 2002; Harris,
1998; Yukselturk & Yildirim, 2008). Discussion balzrand chat rooms allow distance
educators to implement collaborative course a@witDialogue between instructors and
learners sustains these collaborative efforts; te#tthers’ immediate responses, self-
directed learners are motivated and able to intevdh the course content (Lee &
Gibson, 2003; Moore, 1989). Learner-instructornatéion is essential for successful
construction of knowledge in a planned virtual eanment (Hung & Crooks, 2009).
Learner-Learner Interaction

Learner-learner interaction or inter-learner intéicn is communication “between
one learner and other learners, alone or in grettmgs, with or without the real-time
presence of an instructor” (Moore, 1989, { 11).rBearner-learner and learner-
instructor interaction are key elements that afftgtient satisfaction within a distance-
learning experience (Chang & Smith, 2008; Drivé0Q2, Frey & Alman, 2003;
Hassenplug & Harnish, 1998; Moore, 1989). Discus$ietween students is essential to

peer interaction and learning (Laurillard, 2002).
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Since this type of interaction is important forrl@ag, it has to be analyzed to
improve effectiveness (Moore, 1989; Yukselturk &difim, 2008). Communication
technologies are used to promote learner-learteraction and increase student
performance (Moore, 1989; Murphy & Ciszewska-C2007). Online discussion is a
vital teaching strategy to maintain small grouphea-learner interaction (Driver, 2002;
English, 2007; Marks et al., 2005; Pollock, Hamasanyilson, 2005) and satisfaction
with the interactive learning environment (Jiang &g, 1999; Jin, 2005). Asynchronous
threaded discussions and e-mail and synchronousadras allow students to interact
with individual students, a small group, or theientlass. Furthermore, discussion
activities provide the best opportunities for cbbeative distance learning in the virtual
environment (Chou, 2001; Daradoumis & Marques, 2002arners post their responses
and inspire further discussion; in this way, theg @ble to collaboratively manage
learning, develop expertise, and construct knovdgdlge & Gibson, 2003; Moore,
1989; Son, 2002).

McDonough (2004) showed that students with moreeggpce working in pairs
and small groups achieve higher levels of learnivigle students with a limited
background in computer-mediated communication gpgte less and are more
dependent on learner-instructor interaction, oariher training and program
restructuring” (Paran, Furneaux, & Sumner, 200858). This affects what Moore
(1989) refers to as “learner autonomy,” or theigbdf the learner to construct
knowledge and achieve planned learning objectipasa( 14). Moore goes on to state
that the student’s circumstances, age, and experigffiect learner-learner interaction. As

a result, in addition to the study of learner cheeastics, interactive settings for online
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courses need to be designed for maximum effectsgeriearner-learner interaction is
important for student success in a “self-directedr®nment” (Lee & Gibson, 2003, p.
185-186).

Learner-Interface Interaction

Hillman, Willis, and Gunawardena (1994) define tearinterface interaction as
the “process of manipulating tools to accomplighsk” (p. 34). Successful learner-
interface interaction requires the learner to usided both the procedures of working
with the interface and the reasons why these proesdbtain results. Learner-interface
interaction mediates learner-content, learneruestr, and learner-learner interactions in
distance learning. Effective learner-interfacenattion is able to improve the distance-
learning student’s overall learning experience @l.2006; Sinha, Khreisat, & Sharma,
2009; Verdejo, Barros, & Abad, 1998) and satistact(Bray, Aoki, & Dlugosh, 2008;
Chang & Smith, 2008; Shee & Wang, 2008). Hence,mamication technology
fundamentally affects educational transaction $el&directed learning environment
(Garrison, 1990a).

Inability to interact successfully with technologmibits students’ active
involvement in the educational transaction (Ganjsi®90a). This causes learners to
dedicate more mental resources to retrieving in&tion and to leave fewer resources for
lesson content (Hillman et al., 1994). Furtherm&epman and Logan (1996) note that
“a mismatch between technology and instructionthedunnecessary emphasis placed on
the technology by the instructor” become barrieriearning (p. 37). If instructors are
unfamiliar with educational technologies, that disdort can affect their students. For

example, a distance learner studying a nontechsidgect such as psychology
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effectually is taking two courses, content andriiaize. As a result, to succeed in the
course the student has to develop an understantlihg specific communication
protocol associated with the delivery system (Hainet al., 1994).

Distance educators must orient students to distadageation technologies to
ensure learner-interface interaction for effectearning (Davie & Wells, 1991; Hillman
et al., 1994). Training and experience are thedational solutions to overcome
mismatch and discomfort between instructors andnelogy (Brinkerhoff & Glazewski,
2000; Recesso, 2001; Repman & Logan, 1996). Idemgfstudents’ computer
performance levels before enrollment, providinditecal support, and creating
departmental gateway websites for information resgsiwere found to facilitate learner
success (Brinkerhoff & Glazewski, 2000; SheltorQ@Q®p. 7). Learner-interface
interaction is able to “increase student engagemedtretention” (Sinha, Khreisat, &
Sharma, 2009, p. 4) and reshape learning commesiidrecollaboration (Gilbert, 1996,
as cited in Repman & Logan, 1996; Repman & Log&961 Leh, Kouba, & Davis, 2005;
Verdejo, Barros, & Abad, 1998). Learners are mik&y to have a positive educational
experience if the technologies that mediate theratiree types of interactions are
carefully considered.

Satisfaction

Learners are more likely to be satisfied with tleeierall educational experiences
when the following areas are sensitively examinadi @anned for: interaction, learner
characteristics, technology, instruction, and legyengagement (Harvey, Plimmer,

Moon, & Geall, 1997). Each of these items will bgcdssed in the following sections.
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Learning Satisfaction and Interaction

According to Katz (2000), “A distance learning gystthat is highly interactive
and most closely resembles a regular college ledtall is best suited to contribute
significantly to student satisfaction and achievethé. 29). In contrast, a less
interactive delivery system was unable to engenstlgtent satisfaction or achievement in
distance learning. Thus, effective interactionrisc@l to learner satisfaction in both in
distance-learning and traditional settings (Vam®804). Katz (2002) contends that
“Seemingly the feeling of satisfaction with leargjnthe feeling of control of learning and
study motivation are in some way related to theleis’ need for teacher-student
interaction that most closely resembles the trawigti classroom” (p. 7). Learner-learner
and learner-instructor interaction are positivedyrelated with learner satisfaction (Baker,
1999; Bray, Aoki, & Dlugosh, 2008; Fulford & ZhantQ93; Garrison, 1990b; Ritchie &
Newby, 1989). Studies have also explored the impgitte four types of interaction and
identified them as important to learning satistact{Bray, Aoki, & Dlugosh, 2008).
Learning Satisfaction and Learner Characteristics

Learner characteristics often contribute to sattgfa with distance learning.
Bower, Kamata, and Smith (2001) reported that efrémote-site teleclass students they
studied, those who were “concrete thinkers, ematlgrstable, conscientious, and self-
assured” were more likely to be satisfied (p. 8)d&s of satisfaction and learner
demographics have considered the following varghbéarners’ independence (Katz,
2002), age (Richardson & Long, 2003), student auton(Bray, Aoki, & Dlugosh, 2008),
and online learning experiences (Rodriguez, Oonmtihez, & Yan, 2005). Bray et al.

(2005) found that, “learning satisfaction was higtoe students who: (1) could persevere
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in the face of distance learning challenges, (Bhtbcomputers easy to use, (3) found it
easy to interact with instructors, and (4) did mafer social interaction with others when
learning” (para. Abstract). These characteristiodistance learners can be used as
indicators of student satisfaction.
Learning Satisfaction and Technology
Technology is generally believed to play an esaéntie in learner satisfaction
(Finlay, Desmet, & Evans, 2004; Guzley, AvanzinoBé&r, 2001), though other analyses
have yielded no evidence for this (O’Leary & Quiml2007). Research has shown that
learners are more satisfied in distance-learningr@nments than traditional settings
(Kuo, 2005) and have positive course experiencestigdlla & Tello, 2000) because
distance-learning programs are more flexible imgeof time and geography (Kuo, 2005;
Reinhard, Yonezawa, & Morgado, 2000), since ontiogrses can be accessed anytime
and anywhere.
Learning Satisfaction and Instruction
In their discussion of the relationship among instional design, instructor
behaviors, and learner satisfaction, Wilson, Cardnd King (2004) state,
By creating a comfortable learning online commuitiipugh online learning,
student satisfaction with online course availapitibuld continue to grow at an
explosive and successful rate, creating new oppities for more students to
participate in desired academic development (p. 21)
Therefore, being part of a successful online acadleommunity satisfies distance

learners.
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Course design is also important for satisfactioanhne environments (Shea,
Pickett, & Pelz, 2003; Stein, Wanstreet, Calvine@@eom, & Wheaton, 2005). Stein et al.
(2005) contend that instructors must include indgoa in the course structure and note
that although student-initiated interactions arpontant, they do not contribute as much
to overall satisfaction. Moreover, Bozkaya and Erdeydin (2007) posit that student
satisfaction with an instructor is associated i teacher’s verbal and nonverbal
immediacy behaviors “through video conference ae fto-face academic tutoring
services”; the latter behaviors include “having egatact with learners, acting in a
natural way, and using facial expressions whils@néing the content” (para. Conclusion
and Implications). These behaviors increase learsatisfaction with the teacher. Hence,
interactive design profoundly affects learner $atison in distance learning.

Learning Satisfaction and Learning Engagement

Research has also focused on the correlations aagattemic engagement,
perceived academic quality, critical thinking, dedrner satisfaction. Richardson and
Long (2003) believe that student satisfaction isatly related to “some aspects of
academic engagement,” “some aspects of perceiabatc quality,” and “the close
link between academic engagement and perceiveegagadjuality” (p. 240). They
define academic engagement as “communicationtutistnal affiliation, learning from
materials, relations with tutors, and tutorial gamed state that the attributes of quality
academics include “appropriate assessment, gesielis good materials, and student
choice” (p. 240). Additionally, Schumm, Webb, Turédknes, and Ballard (2006) found
that “satisfaction with critical thinking appeartedbe the most important predictor

variable,” along with instruction, overall trainingnd usefulness or relevance of training
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(p- 47). Therefore, satisfaction is also relateddademic engagement, perceived
academic quality, and critical thinking.
Characteristics of Distance Learners

Characteristics of distance learners can affeat suecess. Analyzing and
responding to these characteristics can improwiests’ success and retention in an
online learning environment. The demographics ofveational distance learners have
changed; new technology is available, and moreestiscare attracted to this learning
mode.
Demographics of Typical Distance Learners

Traditional distance learners have been charaetfimith respect to maturity,
experience and barriers [that] help to situatetype of learner in the broader university
context” (Qureshi, Morton, & Antosz, 2002, paran8uoary). They are older, White, and
female, with family or work responsibilities, ortwitime or geographical restrictions.
Distance learning enables more nontraditional kexarto access higher education. These
learners are more diversified than their face-tiefeounterparts or earlier distance
learners. In studies by Halsne and Gatta (2002),

Online learners were... typically White/Caucasiart, afdcSpanish/Hispanic origin,

and 26 to 55 years of age. The average onlined€artotal family income of

over $40,000 a year was higher than that of thditiomal learner. Online learners

were typically full-time workers, and their professal status was as a

professional, educator, or “other” occupationakegaty. Typical online learners

had more education than their traditional learmemterparts, [and] had part-time

student status. (para. Conclusions).
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Distance learners have higher socioeconomic stasumstraditional students. Research
has found other differences, such as gender, aackage. Benson et al. (2004) found that
“in all cases, there were fewer ethnic minoritiasoled in online courses than in on-
campus courses” (p. 50); Whites were more prevatemiost of the online courses.
Distance learners were also older than their onpeencounterparts. Shortall and Evans
(2005) studied demographic distribution in distaand campus-based Teaching English
as Foreign Language (TEFL) programs and found“tmy 14% of [open/distance
learning] students were under 30, while over 40%evaxer 40” (p. 348).

Changing Demographics of Distance Learners

As discussed before, distance learners are oftete\Whature women with
family responsibilities and time or location restions. However, some researchers argue
that variables such as age, gender, and socioecoistatus are not the important factors
in distance-learning studies (Biner & Dean, 199&nisiger-Beeley, 2001).

To ensure educational quality at Texas’s Austin @amity College (ACC),
Wallace (2002) investigated student learning exaiemts and experiences in eight-week
distance-learning courses for ACC faculty and adstrators. He found that 43.0% of the
participants were between 17 and 21, 67.8% prignattended daytime classes, and 43%
were employed full or part time. Their demograplaos different from typical distance-
learners who are mature and time-restricted. Tim@scontrast between traditional
community college students and their long-distacmenterparts is evident.

While exploring distance-learning demographics,iwadion, and barriers at a
Canadian university, Qureshi, Morton, & Antosz (2p@eported that long-distance

students had weaker motivation than on-campus steidBistance-education students
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were “more mature, more experienced, and were ikaly facing barriers (situational,
institutional and personal, [and] predictable rielaghips) and less motivated (a totally
unexpected relationship)” (para. Summary).

Magagula and Ngwenya (2004) compared the backgrobarchcteristics of
distance and on-campus learners enrolled in papatigrams at the University of
Swaziland. They found that learners who were “f@n#€68%), single (90%), between 20
to 25 years old (92%), had completed O levels [caneg to the other educational levels
of certificate or/and diploma] (76%), and were upéyged (97%). Learners were
dominant in both off- and on-campus” populationar§p Findings). Their characteristics
are highly homogenous either on online or on-§tgarding the online learners, this is
not similar to typical distance learners, who aerlikely to be married, older, and
employed.

In their study of distance learning in postsecopaareer and technical education,
which included a total of 112 on-campus students&nonline students at three
community colleges in 2002 and/or 2003, Benson. 2804) found that “in three
courses, more women were enrolled in the online&by while in the other two courses
more men were enrolled in the online format” (p). 3he study’s findings were
inconclusive, as the content of the courses hadegdmases. In their study of the
Teaching English as a Foreign Language progranrt&hand Evans (2005) examined
all students between 1994 and 2003 and found “dereible difference in gender
distribution across the two groups [distance aaditional learning]: 65% of
[open/distance Learning students] are male, whikx 60% of [on campus] students are

female” (p. 348). This finding was different froimettypical demographics, where
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women had a larger representation, but it was sterdi with other research (Martens,
Valcke, Portier, Wages, & Poelmans, 1997; Menageel#y, 2001), which suggests that
gender has nothing to do with distance learning.
Distance Learners Who Successfully Complete Courses

Studies have found several features of demograpid$ersonality that affect
student achievement. Inglis (1987) found that adewographic factors and learning
variables are predictive of high affective devel@nmtn “being 46 years old or older;
living in the largest urban centers; experiencimginfluence of family, physical
handicap, and employment; and having 10 or moreshafueisure time” (para. Abstract).
Also in Inglis’s study, the learning variables th@dtuenced student success were
studying continuously for periods from 1 to 10 yeanaking one or more visits to the
institution, having great study expectations, hg\personal development reasons for
studying, having previous educational experienaed,studying more than 10 hours per
week.

The personality characteristics of successful le@were also been studied.
More autonomous characteristics are necessargiartie learning, since distance
learning has fewer or no lectures and less fadade-4nteraction. Nontraditional students
are believed to be suited to a virtual learningimment. Threlkeld and Brzoska (1994)
conclude that besides necessary characteristicls,asumaturity, high motivation levels,
and self-discipline, other characteristics requiggcadult learners to succeed include
tolerance for ambiguity, a need for autonomy, amalaility to be flexible. Biner and
Dean (1997) found that three basic personalityasttaristics are predictive of student

achievement in telecourses: being self-sufficibaing less compulsive, and exercising a
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high degree of expedience in their daily lives. [siger-Beeley (2001) states that
“Importance, Interest, and Utility, three comporseott Task Value, appear to be
positively related to a student’s decision to #ayolled in a class” (p. 5); students who
have high task values are expected to persist. &raen(2001) found that highly
motivated students study effectively and finishcassfully. Being independent, older,
computer-savvy, and ambitious also contribute txess. Other characteristics include
having financial and emotional support at homegtned) course work to life, embracing
challenges, possessing communication and typinlg s&njoying written communication,
and working hard.

Students must be self-disciplined (Li, 2002) andgess effective learning skills
and coping mechanisms to be successful in dist@aceing environments. Sizoo,
Malhotra, and Bearson (2003) found that controlngiety, for instance, contribute to a
successful learning experience; the authors sugjgaisstudents can reduce anxiety by
regaining control over their academic responsibgiand overstudying recommended
materials.

Summary

Long-term developments in distance learning hatectdd higher education.
Many universities and colleges have started oféednline programs. Research shows
that distance learning is as effective as tradtid@arning. This study explores distance
learning’s higher dropout rate. Theoretically, latknteraction is the problem, and
therefore better academic and social integrationiitgrove retention of distance-

learning students.
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Several factors contribute to course completiodistance learning. Research
shows that learner characteristics affect perfomaaso studies of these characteristics
should predict the levels of student retention settsfaction. Demographics for distance
learning changed when it became a viable opticdircation, yet homogeneity still
exists in distance-learner characteristics. Leasag@sfaction is also a factor that affects
student achievement.

The review of relevant literature has been preskiméhis chapter. Chapter 3 will

discuss the methods and procedures used in tloig. stu
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CHAPTER IlI

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

The relationship between interaction and satiséactvithin online, blended, and
on-campus courses will be discussed. Instrumentslata collection methodology will
be elucidated.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to explore what facaffect learner satisfaction in
online, blended, and traditional learning. Learnimgraction, student satisfaction,
experience with the Internet, discussion-boardiaptibns, and demographics also were
investigated.

Location: A Midwest University

A Midwest University is one of 75 institutions th@bvide online courses in The
lllinois Virtual Campus (IVC). The Midwest Extendéthiversity (MEU) offers courses
in more than 20 fields via the Internet and intevactelevision. In the Fall 2010 semester,
2,143 students enrolled in online courses througUMup from 1,948 enrollees in the
fall of 2009—an increase of 10.01% (“Distance Edicg’ 2010; “Distance Education,”
2009).

The MEU facilitated distance learning through tberclination and logistical

support of extension, Internet, contract, flex, andtinuing- education courses,
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certificates, and programs; in addition, blendesdrirction was integrated into some of
the courses. On December 31, 2009, MEU ceasegétatbons and shifted its functions
to existing campus units.
Course Structure

This study collected data from 44 undergraduatesesof online, blended, and
traditional courses. There were nine online sestifour blended sections, and 31
traditional sections. Online instruction was cortédadhrough the web-based learning
environment, and all course activities, content ules, and evaluations were
implemented online. Though there were no physiegtmgs during the semester, online
contact with teachers and peers was available-maig discussion forums, and chat
rooms. Blended instruction included electronic comgnts and on-campus lectures;
students participated in online activities simtlathose in exclusively online courses,
and on-site classes were similar to traditionaefeo-face learning. Blended students
reduced their classroom time, but most of the ti@uhl sections surveyed asked students
to participate in course discussions via Blackbaardther virtual environments, such as
Wikis, blogs, or Shelfari.com. These web-enhanardses were still categorized as
traditional learning. Since there were 44 sectiarthe study, three sections each from
the online and blended-learning settings and foamfthe traditional settings were
described as representative of courses in the tipes of deliveries, as follows.
Online Courses

Nine online sections were included in the survelyail 2010: Introduction to

Spanish (Department of Languages, LiteraturesCantlires), and Medical Sciences and
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Life (Department of Health Sciences). Three ofrilght sections are described as
follows:

1. Introduction to Spanish (one section)

The course was designed specifically for undergadstudents who needed to
fulfill the College of Arts and Sciences Foreigmigaage Requirement. The course
covered vocabulary and grammatical structures.t&kibook, workbook, and homework
assignments were online. Students worked indepéiyderstructured exercises by
listening to Internet recordings, watching an omkideo, viewing lectures on grammatr,
and completing objective-based forms online. Sttglead to use both Quia and
Blackboard online systems for learning activitiesticcessfully finish this course. Both
Quia and Blackboard online activities separatelytgbuted 35% to their final grades.
Students also had to take a final proficiency exanthe remaining 30% of the grade to
complete the course.

Students had to study one to two hours per day,days per week to complete
their work online. If students required assistamicey could access university and
department academic resources, such as tutors &rimmar Help Desk, or post a
discussion note in the online discussion boardpeet with the professor.

The course had an enrollment of 150 students ifr#fteof 2010 and had more
participants and effective respondents than therathrrveyed online courses. The
instructor also offered extra credit to help ine®aesponse rate. There were 65 surveys

obtained by the end of the online survey from sastion.
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2. Medical Sciences and Life (two sections)

The two sections were designed to study the basgulage of medical sciences
and allied health with emphasis on word constructamalysis, definitions, pronunciation,
spelling, and standard abbreviations. The sectiare Internet-based using Blackboard.
Students had to attend Internet-based practice ®&anh study the CD-ROM textbook
for chapter review, pronunciation, and studentvaét@s. Assignments and chapter exams
contributed 20% each to students’ final grades.tétid and final examinations also
counted as 30% each in the final grades.

All communication between instructor and studemitsuored through the
Blackboarde-mail and discussions. Blackboavrds also used for submission of
assignments and completion of chapter, midterm fiaatlexaminations. Face-to-face
meetings could be arranged to assist studentsguihktions.

There were a total of 92 students enrolled in Wegections in the Fall of 2010,
so there were more survey samples and effectiyneents obtained than was the case
in the other online courses in the study. The utdtr also provided extra credit for the
students to increase survey participation. Fifghésurveys completed in the two
sections.

Blended Courses

There were four blended sections participatingstimeey in Fall 2010: Marketing

Management (Departments of Marketing) and BusiMeasagement (Department of

Accounting). Three of the four sections are desctias follows:
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1. Marketing Management (two sections)

The two sections introduced students to the basiciples, terms, and concepts
of marketing. The sections also prepared studenthé more rigorous junior and senior
business classes they would undertake. Furtherti@aections also provided students
with an understanding of the influence of marketmgday-to-day life.

Marketing Management offered content via both titerhet and face-to-face.
Course delivery relied heavily on Blackboard ands@fieduled lectures in Fall 2010.
Video lectures were strongly associated with tleti@es. The video lectures moved
rapidly through a great deal of material, half dfieh was not in the textbook. An
abbreviated set of lecture notes was availabléutesits on the web page in the College
of Business. However, students needed to attemaréesc(both in-class and videos) to get
all of the helpful hints for examinations. Thererevgeveral tasks, including quizzes,
simulation games, and assignments, required teHfithis course. Sixteen online chapter
guizzes and 16 in-class vocabulary quizzes werebgwad to contribute 32% each to the
final course grade. Also, competitive simulatiomgs were 24% of the grade, and in-
class and homework assignments were 12% of theegrad

Students could contact the instructor by e-maiktaphone, and were encouraged
to see the instructor at their convenience whenievéire College of Business. In
addition, the sections used a good deal of teclgydio thoroughly cover the text. This
helped students develop better computer skillsd&tts were encouraged to address
specific questions involved in course materials @atinology to the instructor and

general computer questions to the university’s lielgk.
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There were 80 students enrolled in the two seciiofsll 2010. The sections
contributed 70 completed surveys from blendedrsgstto the research.

2. Business Management

The course introduced principles of managinditileage between
organizational strategy and enterprise informatemhnologies, including e-commerce
architecture, development and strategy. This wastamductory, hands-on course using
information systems to partially or entirely supipitve practices of business commerce.
Students learned how individuals and businessethedaternet to make a profit. This
blended course was set up for both online and mesdiglassroom meetings. The course
management system used was Blackboard, which oestaiccess to or directions for all
course materials and assessments. Concerningddaed time, students could choose
not to come if they were able to meet their ontinarse requirements well. Many
students found the work to be fairly intuitive lléwing the tutorials provided.
Students’ final scores were determined by a 700¢Euale, which included 14 quizzes
worth total 300 points, two individual projects WoB00 points, and an e-business plan
worth 100 points.

The course offered either online help or face-tefassistance. Students were
able to use the discussion area on Blackboard, aemdmail, or come to their
instructor’s office or the classroom. They wereeakto follow a schedule that provided
deadlines for projects and examinations and werewgaged to work on the course daily

to complete it successfully.

48



Thirty-three students enrolled in Business Managenmethe fall semester of
2010, and 11 students completed the survey online instructor provided extra credit
to increase the respondent rate.

Traditional Courses

Thirty-one traditional sections participated in thevey in Fall 2010. All sections
in the traditional setting that were surveyed emgtbweb-enhanced educational
technology in addition to traditional lectures. Tdextions employed a variety of
technology, including Blackboard, blogs, Wikis, padts, LiveText, and the web.
Traditional sections were: Special Education TaagliDepartment of Special
Education), Seminar on Agriculture (Department gfidulture Education), and
Education and Society (Department of Curriculum kastruction). Five of the 31
sections were described as follows:

1. Special Education Teaching (two of four sections)

The sections offered entry-level knowledge forrnstion of exceptional learners
and included collaborative instruction and modificas in practice. The sections
emphasized the knowledge required of all educatoesfectively collaborate with
parents and other school personnel and to teadpganal and diverse students in
school settings. Four quizzes (160 points), thgdeementor correspondences (30
points), one learning-environment summary (30 ®jrdne diversity project (12 points),
a website portfolio (30 points), and participat{@3 points) were graded on a scale of
305 points possible. Students needed to completgiiakzes, assignments, and

participation to receive a passing grade.
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The sections were designed to be a combinatioaatiile and active engagement
with the course topic and with classmates. Padtap was important to the student’s
success. Blackboard was employed to enhance coomsent. Students needed to
complete the universal-precautions quiz and recein®il correspondence on
Blackboard related to their LiveText electronic tharo, class assignments, and
notifications.

There were 70 students enrolled in Special Educdteaching in the fall
semester of 2010. Sixty-one students completegdper survey.

2. Seminar on Agriculture

The section reviewed basic learning and teachiimgiptes as they affect the
practical aspects of teaching in agricultural etiooalt included discussions of the
relationship of agricultural education to the geheducation curriculum and career and
technical education. The major component of thé@ecovered practical exercises in
teaching techniques, program and course plannidglanelopment, assessment,
laboratory and classroom management, motivatindesiis, and teacher professionalism.
Lesson plans (15%), micro teaching lessons (258sjitlitional Technology Passport
System (20%), other assignments (10%), and exa®d6)(8ontributed to the final grade.

Students were able to access grades, discusseysp-alay activities,

PowerPoint slides, and other class materials @éaloard. They were also asked to turn
in assignments and conduct other activities foess®ent purposes through an e-
portfolio. Students could reach their instructa gmail or by telephone.

Eight students were enrolled in Seminar on Agrigeltin the Fall 2010 semester,

and six students completed the survey.
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3. Education and Society (two of four sections)

The two sections of Education and Society focusedusrent directions, research,
and individual needs of diverse student populatidhe sections helped prepare students
to become effective social studies educators capaftibaching elementary students the
content knowledge, intellectual skills, and civadwes necessary for fulfilling the
responsibilities of citizenship in a participatatgmocracy. The clinical experience of the
sections provided students with extended opporasiio observe, teach, and create
lessons for students across a wide range of aliliti one-to-one, small-group, and
whole-class settings. A total of 300 points wasspas in this course: cultural discovery
experience (20 points), web page assignment (2ttgocritical history lesson plan (25
points), good citizen lesson plan (25 points), ficial education lesson plan (25 points),
technology-based cooperative teaching (productaesentation; 25 points), class-
related assignments (100 points), social studi@p@dnts), and final assessment (30
points).

Blackboard was used to enhance instruction. Famel& each candidate posted
a 600-word reflection on his or her cultural-disegvexperience on the Blackboard
website. Each candidate also created a WebQuéstahlal be used for teaching K-9
students about concepts related to family and comitgjnulrhe student posted the
assignment in his or her Teacher Education Pootfolid sent it to the instructor for
assessment on LiveText, which is a requiremenitinbis professional teaching
standards.

Thirty-nine Education and Society students complié¢te survey in Fall 2010.
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Population and Sample

Participating students were enrolled in onlinendkd, and traditional courses at
the Midwest University in the fall semester of 20T@e study population comprised
18,254 undergraduate students. A total of 916 rmed@ats were collected from 44
sections from the'sto 10" weeks of the semester. Of these, 185 were from itine
sections, 90 from four blended sections, and 641184 traditional sections. Tables 1, 2,
and 3 show the number of respondents in each feadslivery type. Students were
asked to complete a questionnaire that exploreddesatisfaction and to provide
demographic information—gender, age, ethnicity, pravious experience with the

Internet and discussion-board applications.

Table 1

The Nine Online Sections and Respondents

Online Sections Number of Respondents
Adolescent Education 5

Global Agriculture 15

Medical Sciences and Life (2 sections) 69

Issues in Speech Language Pathology & Audiology (2 1

sections)

Introduction to Spanish 74

Reading in Spanish 1

Humanities Studies 20

Total 185
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Table 2

The Four Blended Sections and Respondents

Blended Sections

Number of Respondents

Marketing Management (2 sections) 69

Diverse Learner 10

Business Management 11

Total 90
Table 3

The 31 Traditional Sections and Respondents

Traditional Sections

Number of Respondents

Special Education Teaching (4 sections)

Education and Society (4 sections)

Literacy in Secondary Education (3 sections)
Reading in Secondary Education

Teaching Diverse Students

Issues in Early Childhood Education

Seminar on Agriculture

Language Arts in the Elementary School (2 sections)
Early Adolescence Education

Language Arts Instruction (2 sections)

Early Childhood Education
53

112

72

54

31

23

23

47

18

26
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Issues in Education 22

La Cultura Espariola 15
Student Academic Behavior (3 sections) 52
Diverse Student Assessment 9

Issues in Child Development 24
Communication with Disabilities 17
Instruction in Secondary Education 30
Science Education 23
Total 641

Research Design and Rationale

Strachota’s Online Satisfaction Survey was usddigstudy to examine how
learning interaction, demographics, and use ofritexnet and discussion boards affected
student satisfaction. The survey was revised $0 he administered in online, blended,
and traditional settings. Questions in the surveyewdesigned to elicit students’
perceptions of satisfaction in different learnimgtings. This study addressed the
following question: Within three learning settinggat was the relationship between
student satisfaction and diverse variables, indgdiarning interaction, demographics,
and previous experience with use of the Interndtdiscussion-board applications?
Three sample groups, composed of sections drawm dtasses in four different
academic programs, participated: 9 online sectidridended sections, and 31 traditional
sections, for a total of 44 sections. The followqgestions guided this research:
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1. What is the relationship between student-conteetaction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses?

2. What is the relationship between student-instruicti@raction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses?

3. What is the relationship between student-studeataction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses?

4. What is the relationship between student-technolotgraction and
student satisfaction in online, blended, and trexél courses?

5. What is the difference between student satisfasti@nline, blended, and
traditional courses?

6. What is the difference between learning interacéind student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses with different
demographics?

Instrumentation

The instrument used was Strachota’s (2002) Onlatesfaction Survey, which
explored learning interaction, satisfaction, anchdgraphics in online, blended, and
traditional learning environments. The instrumeaswhosen to investigate what
influence student-content interaction, studentriretor interaction, student-student
interaction, and student-technology interaction badgtudent satisfaction in online,
blended, and traditional courses. It also expldhedrelationships between student
demographics and the five variables in the thréerént learning environments.

The Online Satisfaction Survey contains five sextidearner-content, learner-

instructor, learner-learner, learner-technologyl general satisfaction. Strachota (2003)
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referred to Cassidy and Eachus’s Computer Selt&fly Survey (2000) to revise the
“learner-technology interaction” section of thexsy. According to Cassidy and Eachus
(2002), ‘Self-efficacy beliefs have repeatedly been repaated major factor in
understanding the frequency and success with whaikiduals use computers” (p. 134).
Isik (2008) stated, “Computer self-efficacy playsiaportant role in determining online
satisfaction of students who take 100% online cegir§p. 945). The Computer Self-
Efficacy Scale was developed to “[measure] compsedérefficacy in student computer
users and its relevance to learning in higher dttuta(Cassidy & Eachus, 2002, p. 1).
Strachota’s Online Satisfaction Survey used 150ofiBestions from the Computer Self-
Efficacy Scale, since “the scale was found to Hagh levels of internal and external
reliability and construct validity” (Cassidy anddbas, 2002, p. 1). Some questions in the
survey were modified to collect data from threen@zy settings; other questions were
revised for conciseness. The survey is divided $itsections. Five of the sections have
five questions about each type of interaction, tvedsixth, participant demographics, has
25, for a total of 35 questions.

Strachota’s survey included variables of demog@phinteraction, and
satisfaction (as shown in Table 4). The independanébles were student-content
interaction, student-instructor interaction, stuesndent interaction, and student-
technology interaction. The dependent variable stadent satisfaction. The control
variables were learning setting, gender, ethnieitye, marital status, class level, student
status, employment, distance between residencéhanthiversity, and experience with

use of the Internet.
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Table 4

Survey Variables

Independent Dependent Control

1. student-content student satisfaction 1. learning setting
interaction

2. student-instructor 2. gender
interaction

3. student-student 3. age
interaction

4. student-technology 4. ethnicity
interaction

5. marital status

6. class level

7. student status

8. employment

9. distance between residence and
the university

10. experience with use of the
Internet

Validity and Reliability of Instrumentation
Committee members read and modified the surveytipumesire for content
validity, and instructors from surveyed coursesiitine, blended, and traditional settings
previewed the survey and offered suggestions fiuséidg it to fit different learning
environments. Finally, a group of students tesiéfdrént formats of the questionnaire to
increase content validity before use in the study.
The instrument was developed from Strachota’s @ratisfaction Survey and

deleted questions that did not apply to both bldrated traditional settings. There were a

57



total of 35 questions(= 35), including five sections with five questidias each type of
interaction and one section with 10 questions aldleatographics. Internal reliability was
high; Cronbach’s alpha was 0.871, > 0.7, whichdatéis a high degree of internal
constancy in a multi-item scale.

Data Collection

The entire survey was administered at Midwest Uit with approval from its
Institutional Review Board. Instructors told thad#nts about the survey via e-mail,
course module, and/or in person. Between tharil 18' weeks of the fall semester of
2010, participants took the survey in an on-siéssioom for the traditional setting or, for
online classes, via either e-mail with a websit& br the Blackboard course module.
Participants in the blended setting could comptle¢esurvey either on-site or online, but
were told to do it only once. To attract more oalrespondents, instructors asked
students to complete the survey at the beginninbesecond surveyed week (week 6)
and offered extra credit.

Both independent and dependent variables usedoanéipkert scale, from
strongly agree (4 points) to strongly disagreedih), to answer 25 questions (Appendix
A). Scales for control variables were as followsatning setting was online learning = 0,
blended learning = 1, and traditional learning £2nder was female = 0 and male = 1.
Ethnicity designation was African American = 0, Amsan Indian or Alaskan Native = 1,
Asian and Pacific Islander = 2, Caucasian = 3, &h#p= 4, Hispanic/Latino = 5, and
Other (please specify) = 6. The scale for age V8a&5l= 0, 26-35 = 1, 36-45 = 2, and
over 45 = 3. Marital status was single = 0 and redrs 1. Class level was freshman =0,

sophomore = 1, junior = 2, senior = 3, and secauhélor degree = 4. Student status was
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full-time = 0 and part-time = 1. Employment was mnpdoyed = 0O, part-time = 1, and
full-time = 2. The scale for distance from the wsity was 0-5 miles = 0, 6-10 miles = 1,
11-20 miles = 2, 21-30 miles = 3, 31-40 miles =¥er 40 miles = 5, and out of lllinois =
6. The scale for previous experience with use efithernet was Never = 0, Rarely (less
than 5 hours a month) = 1, Periodically (5-10 h@month) = 2, Often (11-20 hours a
month) = 3, and Daily = 4.

Data Analysis

An online survey tool, Select Survey, was usecbtect data during the'sto
10" weeks of the fall semester of 2010. In th® teek, data were exported to an Excel
spreadsheet. The results were analyzed by StatiBtackage for the Social Sciences
(SPSS), version 18. Descriptive analysis was perédrto identify correlations between
variables. Regression statistics also were apphi@avestigate which factors affected
learner satisfaction in three different learnintiisgs.

Data were analyzed to determine how interactioralsées influenced student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses. Study hypotheses were as follows:
Hypotheses

Question 1:

Ho: No significant relationship exists between stud=mtent interaction and
student satisfaction at tlee= .05 level.

Hi: A significant relationship exists between studemntent interaction and

student satisfaction at tle= .05 level.
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Question 2:

Ho: No significant relationship exists between studaestructor interaction and
student satisfaction at tle= .05 level.

Hi: A significant relationship exists between stud@structor interaction and
student satisfaction at tlee= .05 level.

Question 3:

Ho: No significant relationship exists between stuestndent interaction and
student satisfaction at tlee= .05 level.

Hi: A significant relationship exists between studgident interaction and
student satisfaction at tlee= .05 level.

Question 4:

Ho: No significant relationship exists between stugenhnology interaction and
student satisfaction at tle= .05 level.

Hi: A significant relationship exists between studiehnology interaction and
student satisfaction at tle= .05 level.

Question 5:

Ho: No significant difference exists between studstisfaction in online,
blended, and traditional courses at dhe .05 level.

Hi: A significant difference exists between studetis$action in online, blended,

and traditional courses at the= .05 level.
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Question 6:

Ho: No significant difference exists between learnimgraction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses with different demographics at the
a = .05 level.

Hi: A significant difference exists between learninigraction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrsgs with different demographics at the
a = .05 level.

Summary

Study methods and procedures are described. Puipoagon, participants,
courses, population and sample, research desigratindale, and data collection are
introduced.

Diverse variables, such as learning interactiargestt satisfaction, and student
characteristics, have been studied to measurekonship in online, blended, and
traditional courses. The impact that these vargabbre on student satisfaction within
diverse learning environments is the focus of shisly.

This chapter has delineated the methods and proediithis research study.

Chapter 4 will present data analysis and resuitg® study’s six research questions.
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CHAPTER IV

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

Introduction

The aim of study was to discover what affects leagatisfaction in online,
blended, and traditional settings. Learning inteoacis one of the main factors that
influence learner satisfaction. Student demograpaid experience with Internet use and
online learning are also important and are disaisSgachota’s (2002) Online
Satisfaction Survey was modified and used to ingatt these factors in three learning
environments.

Analysis of Data

Data were collected between tH2d&nd 18 weeks of the fall semester of 2010.
Description of Respondent Characteristics

Participant demographics were analyzed for charnatits that had influenced
learner satisfaction in online, blended, and traddl settings. The sample consisted of
916 respondents, with 185 in an online settingndblended setting, and 641 in a
traditional setting. Most participants (94.6%) wbetween 18 and 25 years old,
regardless of whether they were in an online (9¢,2%nded (96.7%), or traditional
(93.8%) setting. Female (76.4%) students were damim the study as a whole; 68.1%

in the online setting and 83.6% in the traditiosetting were female, but males were the
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majority (58.9%) in the blended setting. Cauca$ttn6%) was the main ethnicity, both
overall and in each of the three settings: 90.8%nime, 91.1% in blended, and 91.7% in
traditional. Most participants (95.5% overall) waragle, with 96.8% of online students,
97.8% of blended, and 94.9% of traditional. Theezenmore senior respondents (43.9%)
in the study as a whole, with 36.5% in the onlietisg and 45.7% in the traditional
setting, but there were more juniors (70.0%) inklended setting. The majority of
research participants (98.2%) were full-time stusgle®5.1% of online, 98.9% of blended,
and 98.0% of traditional. Most survey-takers (59)3%re employed part-time: 53.0% of
online, 63.3% of blended, and 60.5% of traditiodakignificant majority (71.3%) lived
0-5 miles from the university, which included 74.b¥%online, 76.7% of blended, and
72.1% of traditional students. Most research pipditts (90.4%) used the Internet daily,
as did 84.3% of online, 83.3% of blended, and 93oi#aditional respondents.

Participants were highly homogenous as to demogrdgaitkground. Most of the
participants in online, blended, and traditionatisgs were between 18 and 25 years old,
Caucasian, single, full-time students and part-teigloyees, lived 0-5 miles from the
university, and used the Internet daily. Blendexssks had more males and juniors, while
both online and traditional settings had more fasand seniors. The greatest number of
blended respondents were collected from two sestdMarketing Management, which
affected demographic distributions overall for bkended settings.
Studies of Research Questions

The study explored how learning interactions amdrer satisfaction influenced
learning in online, blended, and traditional seginThe first four questions concentrated

on the relationships between four types of intéoaet-student-content, student-
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instructor, student-student, and student-interfaged-dearner satisfaction in different
learning settings. The other two questions compdiféerences in learner satisfaction

and demographics with interaction and satisfactemmables in three settings.

Question 1: What is the relationship between sttsdentent interaction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses?

Ho: No significant relationship exists between studmmtent interaction and
student satisfaction at tlhe= .05 level.

Hi: A significant relationship exists between studemntent interaction and
student satisfaction at tlhe= .05 level.

Interaction variables were measured in the surgdynt how they correlated with
student satisfaction in three learning settingsp®tse multiple regression in the SPSS
program was used to evaluate the level of intesactk square change and significance
were the two columns that merit discussion. Studentent interaction, student-
instructor interaction, student-student interactenmd student-technology interaction
were the four independent variables, and genetiafaetion was the dependent variable
in the first four questions. In the first questistydent-content was the independent
variable, and general satisfaction was the depéndeiable. How these factors
interacted with one another in different settingswalso discussed in the first four
questions. Student-content interaction was-R516, as shown in Table 5, which means
that 51.6% variance of learner satisfaction co@giedicted by student-content
interaction in the study. F = 939.003, p = .00005; which means that the regression
model in predicting dependent variable was statifiyi significant. Hencej, was not
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supported. Student-content and student-instrunteraction was R= .536, as shown in
Table 5, which means that 53.6% variance of leasagsfaction could be predicted by
student-content and student-instructor interadtaine study. F = 977.091, p = .000,

< .05, which means that the regression model idigtiag dependent variable was
statistically significant. Hencéjo was not supported. Student-content, student-icisiru
and student-technology interaction w&s=R551, as shown in Table 5, which means that
55.1% variance of learner satisfaction could beligted by student-content, student-
instructor, and student-technology interactiorh@a $tudy. F = 1006.226, p = .000, < .05,
which means that the regression model in predicegendent variable was statistically
significant. HenceHp was not supported. Student-content, student-ictstrustudent-
technology, and student-student interaction was B53, as shown in Table 5, which
means that 55.3% variance of learner satisfactoiddbe predicted by student-content,
student-instructor, student-technology, and studardent interaction in the study. F =
1010.783, p =.033, < .05, which means that theessgon model in predicting dependent

variable was statistically significant. Hené®, was not supported.

Table 5

Model Summary: The Relationship Between Differenéfactions and Student
Satisfaction in the Study

R R Square RChange F Change df2 Sig. F Change
718 516 516 939.003 882 .000
732 .536 .020 38.088 881 .000
747 .551 .015 29.135 880 .000
744 553 .002 4557 879 .033
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Note ®Predictors: (Constant), Student-Cont8Rredictors: (Constant), Student-Content,
Student-InstructofPredictors: (Constant), Student-Content, Studestristor, Student-
Technology“Predictors: (Constant), Student-Content, Studesttuitor, Student-Technology,
Student-Student.

The Relationship Between Student-Content Intenaetial Student Satisfaction in the
Online Setting

Student-content interaction wad R.310, as shown in Table 6, which means that
31.0% variance of learner satisfaction could beligted by student-content interaction in
the online classes. F = 82.180, p = .000, < .0%¢hvimeans that the regression model in
predicting dependent variable was statisticallypigant. HenceHp was not supported.
Student-content and student-technology interastias R = .384, as shown in Table 6,
which means that 38.4% variance of learner satisfacould be predicted by student-
content and student-technology interaction in thiene classes. F = 104.018, p = .000,
< .05, which means that the regression model idigtiag dependent variable was
statistically significant. Hencéjo was not supported. Student-content, student-
technology, and student-instructor interaction Was .408, as shown in Table 6, which
means that 40.8% variance of learner satisfactioidcbe predicted by student-content,
student-technology, and student-instructor intéoadh the online classes. F = 111.498,
p =.007, < .05, which means that the regressiodaina predicting dependent variable

was statistically significant. Henddp was not supported.

Table 6

Model Summary: The Relationship Between Differenéfactions and Student
Satisfaction in the Online Setting
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R R Square RChange F Change df2 Sig. F Change

557 .310 .310 82.180 183 .000
620 .384 074 21.838 182 .000
.639 .408 .024 7.480 181 .007

Note ®Predictors: (Constant), student-cont@Rredictors: (Constant), student-content, student-
technology-Predictors: (Constant), student-content, studesitrtelogy, student-instructor.

The Relationship Between Student-Content Intenactial Student Satisfaction in the
Blended Setting

Student-content interaction wad R.097, as shown in Table 7, which means that
9.7% variance of learner satisfaction could be igted by student-content interaction in
the blended classes. F = 18.617, p =.000, < .@&hameans that the regression model
in predicting dependent variable was statisticsigynificant. HencelHo was not
supported. Student-instructor interaction was-R449, as shown in Table 7, which
means that 44.9% variance of learner satisfactodcbe predicted by student-instructor
interaction in the blended classes. F = 71.735,@08, < .05, which means that the
regression model in predicting dependent varialale statistically significant. Henddp
was not supported. Student-instructor and studenteat interaction wasR- .546, as
shown in Table 7, which means that 54.6% variarideasner satisfaction could be
predicted by student-instructor and student-contgataction in the blended classes. F =
90.352, p =.000, < .05, which means that the ssgpa model in predicting dependent
variable was statistically significant. Hené®, was not supported. Student-instructor,
student-content, and student-technology interastias B = .615, as shown in Table 7,

which means that 61.5% variance of learner satistacould be predicted by student-
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instructor, student-content, and student-technolotgraction in the blended classes. F =
105.606, p = .000, < .05, which means that theasssgon model in predicting dependent

variable was statistically significant. Hené®, was not supported.

Table 7

Model Summary: The Relationship Between Differenéfactions and Student
Satisfaction in the Blended Setting

R R Square RChange F Change df2 Sig. F Change
670" 449 449 71.735 88 .000
739 546 .097 18.617 87 .000
784 615 .068 15.254 86 .000

Note.?Predictors: (Constant), student-instructredictors: (Constant), student-
instructor, student-conteriPredictors: (Constant), student-instructor, studentent,
student-technology.

The Relationship Between Student-Content Intenactial Student Satisfaction in the
Traditional Setting

Student-content interaction wad R.496 as shown in Table 8, which means that
49.6% variance of learner satisfaction could belipted by student-content interaction in
the traditional classes. F = 627.906, p = .00@5s which means that the regression
model in predicting dependent variable was statifiyi significant. Hencej, was not
supported. Student-content and student-instrunteraction was R= .557 as shown in
Table 8, which means that 55.7% variance of leasatsfaction could be predicted by
student-content and student-instructor interadticthe traditional classes. F = 716.354, p

=.000, < .05, which means that the regression inogeedicting dependent variable
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was statistically significant. Henddp was not supported. Student-content, student-
instructor, and student-student interaction was F562 as shown in Table 8, which
means that 56.2% variance of learner satisfactoiddbe predicted by student-content,
student-instructor, and student-student interadtighe traditional classes. F = 723.435,
p =.008, < .05, which means that the regressiodeiia predicting dependent variable

was statistically significant. Henddy was not supported.

Table 8

Model Summary: The Relationship Between Differenéfactions and Student
Satisfaction in the Traditional Setting

R R Square RChange F Change df2 Sig. F Change
704 496 496 627.906 639 .000
746 557 .061 88.448 638 .000
750 562 .005 7.081 637 .008

Note.?Predictors: (Constant), student-cont@Rredictors: (Constant), student-content,
student-instructofPredictors: (Constant), student-content, studestttiotor, student-
student.

Question 2: What is the relationship between sttsahetructor interaction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses?

Ho: No significant relationship exists between studestructor interaction and
student satisfaction at tlhe= .05 level.

Hi: A significant relationship exists between stud@structor interaction and

student satisfaction at tlue= .05 level.

69



In the second question, student-instructor intevaatas the independent variable
and general satisfaction was the dependent vari8hielent-instructor interaction waé R
=.020 (Table 5), which means that 2.0% variandearer satisfaction could be
predicted by student-instructor interaction. F =088, p = .000, < .05, which means that
the regression model in predicting dependent viriadas statistically significant. Hence,

Ho was not supported.

The Relationship Between Student-Instructor Intiacand Student Satisfaction in the
Online Setting

Student-instructor interaction wag R .024 (Table 6), which means that 2.4%
variance of learner satisfaction could be predittgdtudent-instructor interaction in the
online classes. F = 7.480, p =.007, < .05, whielans that the regression model in

predicting dependent variable was statisticallypsigant. HenceHy was not supported.

The Relationship Between Student-Instructor Intésacand Student Satisfaction in the
Blended Setting

Student-instructor interaction wa$ & .449 (Table 7), which means that 44.9%
variance of learner satisfaction could be predittgdtudent-instructor interaction in the
blended classes. F = 71.735, p = .000, < .05, wimeans that the regression model in

predicting dependent variable was statisticallypigant. HenceHp was not supported.
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The Relationship Between Student-Instructor Intésacand Student Satisfaction in the
Traditional Setting

Student-instructor interaction wad & .061 (Table 8), which means that 6.1%
variance of learner satisfaction could be predittgdtudent-instructor interaction in the
traditional classes. F = 88.448, p = .000, < .0O&icty means that the regression model in

predicting dependent variable was statisticallpigant. HenceHp was not supported.

Question 3: What is the relationship between sttidrdent interaction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses?

Ho: No significant relationship exists between studsndent interaction and
student satisfaction at tle= .05 level.

Hi: A significant relationship exists between studsmident interaction and
student satisfaction at tlee= .05 level.

In the third question, student-student was thepeddent variable and general
satisfaction was the dependent variable. Studewlest interaction was’® .002 (Table
5), which means that 0.2% variance of learnerfsati®n could be predicted by student-
student interaction in the study. F = 4.557, p33,6< .05, which means that the
regression model in predicting dependent varialae statistically significant. Henddy

was not supported.
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The Relationship Between Student-Student Interaetial Student Satisfaction in the
Online Setting

Student-student interaction in the online classas mot available from stepwise
regression (Table 6), since its value was toceeldthd insignificant. Entry regression was
performed to find the exact values for discussiaralue and significance were the two
items in the table of coefficients that the discussvill focus on.

Thet value of student-student interaction was -.843,(¥able 9), which means
that learner satisfaction with student-studentradton in the online classes was not
significant. Also, its significance was p = .401,0%, which means that the regression
model in predicting dependent variable was notsdieally significant. Henceslp was

supported.

Table 9

Coefficients: The Relationship between Differertehactions and Student Satisfaction in
the Online Setting

Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
(B) (Beta)
(Constant) -724 -2.032 .044
sc .626 400 6.013 .000
Si .259 193 2.853 .005
SS -.051 -.054 -.843 401
stech .393 .285 4.709 .000

Note Dependent Variable: general satisfaction. sc,iPi@d: (Constant), student-
content. si, Predictors: (Constant), student-istnu ss, Predictors: (Constant), student-
student. stech, Predictors: (Constant), studehtatdogy.
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The Relationship Between Student-Student Interaetial Student Satisfaction in the
Blended Setting

Student-student interaction in the blended clagsessnot available from stepwise
regression (Table 7), since its value was toeeldthd insignificant. Entry regression was
performed to find the exact values for discussion.

Thet value of student-student interaction was .410,(¥dble 10), which
means that learner satisfaction with student-stuidéeraction in the blended
classes was not significant. Also, its significam@es p = .683, > .05, which means
that the regression model in predicting dependangaiile was not statistically

significant. HencelH, was supported.

Table 10

Coefficients: The Relationship Between Differerntehactions and Student Satisfaction in
the Blended Setting

Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
(B) (Beta)

(Constant) -1.126 -2.719 .008
sC 431 341 3.985 .000
Si 481 432 5.178 .000
Ss .040 .033 410 .683
stech .334 .263 3.864 .000

Note.Dependent Variable: general satisfaction. sc,iPt@d: (Constant), student-
content. si, Predictors: (Constant), student-irstnu ss, Predictors: (Constant), student-
student. stech, Predictors: (Constant), studehiatdogy.
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The Relationship Between Student-Student Interaetial Student Satisfaction in the
Traditional Setting

Student-student interaction wa$ R.005 (Table 8), which means that 0.5%
variance of learner satisfaction could be predittgdtudent-student interaction in the
traditional classes. F = 7.081, p = .008, < .05¢cWimeans that the regression model in

predicting dependent variable was statisticallypigant. HenceHp was not supported.

Question 4: What is the relationship between sttstlarhnology interaction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses?

Ho: No significant relationship exists between stugenhnology interaction and
student satisfaction at tle= .05 level.

Hi: A significant relationship exists between studiehnology interaction and
student satisfaction at tlee= .05 level.

In the fourth question, student-technology wasitidependent variable and
general satisfaction was the dependent variableleBt-technology interaction was R
= .015 (Table 5), which means that 1.5% variandearer satisfaction could be
predicted by the student-technology interactiothenstudy. F = 29.135, p = .000, < .05,
which means that the regression model in predicemendent variable was statistically

significant. HencelHp was not supported
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The Relationship Between Student-Technology Inieraand Student Satisfaction in the
Online Setting

Student-technology interaction waéR.074 (Table 6), which means that 7.4%
variance of learner satisfaction could be preditigdtudent-technology interaction in
the online classes. F = 21.838, p = .000, < .0%¢hvimeans that the regression model in

predicting dependent variable was statisticallypigant. HenceHp was not supported.

The Relationship Between Student-Technology Inieraand Student Satisfaction in the
Blended Setting

Student-technology interaction waéR.068 (Table 7), which means that 6.8%
variance of learner satisfaction could be preditigdtudent-technology interaction in
the blended classes. F = 15.254, p =.000, < .@&hameans that the regression model
in predicting dependent variable was statisticsigynificant. HencelHo was not

supported.

The Relationship Between Student-Technology Inieraand Student Satisfaction in the
Traditional Setting

Student-technology interaction in the traditionalsses was not available from
stepwise regression (Table 8), since its valuetaadittle and insignificant. Entry
regression was performed to find the exact valaesiscussion.

Thet value of student-technology interaction was 1.379,(Table 11),

which means that learner satisfaction with studealtology interaction in the
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traditional classes was not significant. Also sitgnificance was p = .168, > .05,
which means that the regression model in predictggendent variable was not

statistically significant. Hencéj, was supported.

Table 11

Coefficients: The Relationship Between Differerntehactions and Student Satisfaction
in the Traditional Setting

Unstandardized Standardized

Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
(B) (Beta)
(Constant) -.484 -2.966 .003
sC .581 519 15.629 .000
Si .362 .260 8.011 .000
SS .103 .082 2.459 .014
stech .043 .037 1.379 .168

Note.Dependent Variable: general satisfaction. sc,iPi@d: (Constant), student-
content. si, Predictors: (Constant), student-istnu ss, Predictors: (Constant),
student-student. stech, Predictors: (Constant)esitstechnology.

Question 5: What is the difference between studatisfaction in online, blended, and
traditional courses?

Ho: No significant difference exists between studstisfaction in online,
blended, and traditional courses at dhe .05 level.

Hi: A significant difference exists between studeatistaction in online, blended,

and traditional courses at the= .05 level.
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Satisfaction with Student-Content Interaction irif@ent Settings

Interaction and satisfaction variables were meastoreompare student
satisfaction in three settings. Univariate analgéigariance in the SPSS program was
performed to evaluate the level of satisfactiorhwitteraction variables. A post hoc test
was used to describe the multiple comparisons. Méd&rence and significance were
the two columns that compared all possible meatwsdan the three treatment groups.

Online learning, blended learning, and traditidearning were independent
variables, and student-content interaction, studesttuctor interaction, student-student
interaction, student-technology interaction, andegal satisfaction were dependent
variables in the following. In this question, statteontent interaction was the dependent
variable. Learning settings differed significardlyF (2, 895) = 19.09, p < .001 (Table

12).

Table 12

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom 8itudent-Content Interaction in
Different Settings

Type Ill Sum

Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 8.520' 2 4.260 19.092 .000
Intercept 5164.31Z 1 5164.31z 23146.32¢ .000
Learning Settings 8.520 2 4.260 19.092 .000
Error 199.689 895 223

Total 9747.36C 898

Corrected Total 208.208 897

Note Dependent Variable: Student-Content InteracfiBnSquared = .041 (Adjusted R
Squared = .039).
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Mean differences were significant at the .000 lepet .000, <.05 (Table 13)
when either the online setting was compared tdl&eded setting or the online to the
traditional, but it was not significant at .995:p995, > .05, when the blended setting
was compared to the traditional with the post lests; multiple comparisons. Student
satisfaction with student-content interaction weghér in blended and traditional settings,
since mean differences were positive when eithebtbnded setting was compared to
the online setting at .2371 or the traditionalhte online at .2419. Students were more
satisfied with student-content interaction in bledd@nd traditional settingdy, was not

fully supported.

Table 13

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Contetgraction in Different Settings

(1 ) Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Learning Learning Difference Sig. Lower
settings settings (1-J) Bound  Upper Bound
0 1 -.2371 000  -.3797 -.0944

2 -.2419 .000 -.3349 -.1489
1 0 2371 .000 .0944 3797

2 -.0049 995 -.1299 1202
2 0 2419 .000 .1489 .3349

1 .0049 995 -.1202 1299

Note.Mean Square (Error) =.223. 0: Online learningsgt 1: Blended learning setting.
2: Traditional learning setting.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve
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Satisfaction with Student-Instructor InteractionDifferent Settings
Online learning, blended learning, and traditidealrning were the independent
variables, and student-instructor interaction wasdependent variable. Learning settings

differed significantly at F (2, 906) = 225.903, p001 (Table 14).

Table 14

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom 8itudent-Instructor Interaction in
Different Settings

Source Type Il Sum df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares

Corrected Model 87.928 2 43.964 225.903 .000
Intercept 5398.90¢ 1 5398.90¢ 27741.53: .000
Learning Settings 87.928 2 43.964 225.903 .000
Error 176.321 906 195

Total 11216.16C 909

Corrected Total 264.248 908

Note Dependent Variable: Student-Instructor Interaction
°R Squared = .333 (Adjusted R Squared = .331).

Mean differences were significant at the .000 lepet .000, < .05 (Table 15),
when the blended setting was compared to the ogétteng, or the traditional to the
online, and the traditional to the blended. Studatisfaction with student-instructor
interaction was higher in blended and traditioredtisgs, since mean differences were
positive when either the blended setting was coegptr the online (.5610) or the
traditional to the online (.7870) using the post kests, multiple comparisons. Student
satisfaction with student-instructor interactionsveven better in the traditional setting,

since its mean difference, at .2261, was positikemcompared to the blended. Students
79



had the highest levels of satisfaction with studestructor interaction in the traditional

setting.H, was not supported.

Table 15

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Instrnuriteraction in Different Settings

(1 J) Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Learning Learning Difference  Sig. Lower
settings settings ((EN)] Bound Upper Bound
0 1 -5610 .000 -.6949 -4270

2 -.7870  .000 -.8741 -.7000
1 0 5610 .000 4270 .6949

2 -.2261 .000 -.3432 -.1089
2 0 7870  .000 .7000 .8741

1 2261 .000 .1089 .3432

Note.Mean Square(Error) =.195. 0: Online learningisgttl: Blended learning setting.
2: Traditional learning setting.
*, The mean difference is significant at the .Ozele

Satisfaction with Student-Student Interaction ifféent Settings
Online learning, blended learning, and traditidearning were independent
variables, and student- student interaction waslépendent variable. Learning settings

differed significantly at F (2, 910) = 271.655, p001 {Table 1§.

Table 16

Tests of Between-Subjects Effecgatisfaction with Student-Student Interaction in
Different Settings

Type 1l Sum

S
ource of Squares

df Mean Square F Sig.
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Corrected Model 154.477 2 77.238 271.655 .000
Intercept 4500.89C 1 4500.89C 15830.071 .000
Learning Settings 154.477 2 77.238 271.655 .000
Error 258.736 910 284

Total 9794.36C 913

Corrected Total 413.213 912

Note Dependent Variable: Student-Student Interaction.
®R Squared = .374 (Adjusted R Squared = .372).

Mean differences were significant at the .000 lepet .000, < .05 (Table 17),
when either the online setting was compared tdltereded or the online to the traditional,
and the blended to the traditional. Student satifa with student-student interaction
was higher in blended and traditional settings;esithe mean differences were positive
when either the blended setting was compared torthiee at .8066 or the traditional to
the online at 1.0419 from the post hoc tests, plelitomparisons. Student satisfaction
with student-student interaction was even betténéntraditional setting, since its mean
difference (.2353) was positive compared to thathie blended setting. Students had
higher levels of satisfaction with student-studetgraction in the traditional setting than

in the other twoH, was not supported.

Table 17

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Studatetraction in Different Settings

(M @) Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Learning Learning Difference Sig. Lower
settings settings (1-3) Bound

Upper Bound
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0 1 -.8066 000  -.9678 -.6454
2 -1.0419 .000  -1.1468 -.9369
1 0 .8066 .000 .6454 .9678
2 -.2353 .000  -.3762 -.0944
2 0 1.0419 .000 .9369 1.1468
1 2353 .000 .0944 3762

Note.Mean Square (Error) =.284. 0: Online learningsgt 1: Blended learning setting.
2: Traditional learning setting.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve

Satisfaction with Student-Technology Interactiolifferent Settings
Online learning, blended learning, and traditidearning were independent
variables and student-technology interaction wasiépendent variables. Learning

settings differed significantly at F (2, 912) =321 p = .006, < .05T@ble 18)

Table 18

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom 8itudent-Technology Interaction in
Different Settings

Source Type Il Sum df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares

Corrected Model 2.607 2 1.303 5.132 .006
Intercept 5682.801 1 5682.801 22375.19¢ .000
Learning Settings 2.607 2 1.303 5.132 .006
Error 231.628 912 254

Total 10479.72C 915

Corrected Total 234.234 914

Note Dependent Variable: Student-Technology Interaction.
®R Squared = .011 (Adjusted R Squared = .009).
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The mean difference was significant at the .008llgv= .005, < .05 (Table 19),
when the online setting was compared to the bleraledl at the .013 level, p = .013,
< .05, when the blended setting was compared toréddional, but it was not significant
at the .586 level, p= .586, >.05, when the onlel#irsg was compared to the traditional
using the post hoc tests, multiple comparisongdé&tusatisfaction with student-
technology interaction was higher in blended sg#jrsince mean differences were
positive when comparing to either the online sgt{i2027) or the traditional (.1613).
Students had the highest levels of satisfactioh stiiadent-technology interaction in the

blended settingd, was not fully supported.

Table 19

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Technplateraction in Different Settings

(1 ) Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Learning Learning Difference Sig. Lower
settings settings (1-9) Bound Upper Bound
0 1 -.2027 005  -.3547 -.0507

2 -.0415 .586 -.1402 .0573
1 0 2027 .005 .0507 3547

2 1613 013 .0281 2944
2 0 .0415 .586 -.0573 .1402

1 -.1613 .013 -.2944 -.0281

Note.Mean Square (Error) = .254. 0: Online learningsgt 1: Blended learning setting.
2: Traditional learning setting.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve
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Satisfaction in Different Settings

Online learning, blended learning, and traditidealrning were independent

variables, and general satisfaction was the depenadeiable. Learning settings differed

significantly at F (2, 906) = 5.984, p = .003, § (dable 20).

Table 20

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: SatisfactioDifferent Settings

Source Type Il Sum df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares

Corrected Model 4.362 2 2.181 5.984 .003
Intercept 5066.86¢€ 1 5066.86€ 13904.257 .000
Learning Settings 4.362 2 2.181 5.984 .003
Error 330.156 906 .364

Total 9858.96C 909

Corrected Total 334.518 908

Note Dependent Variable: General Satisfaction.
°R Squared = .013 (Adjusted R Squared = .011).

The mean difference was significant at the .002llgqv=.002, < .05 (Table 21),
when the traditional setting was compared to tHmersetting, but it was not significant
at the .109 level, p = .109, > .05, when the blerskiting was compared to the online

setting, .965, p = .965, > .05, when the traditiGedting was compared to the blended

from the post hoc tests, multiple comparisons. Gdrsatisfaction was higher in the

traditional setting, since the mean differencel@48, was positive compared to that of
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the online setting. Students had better generigifgetion in traditional than online

settingsH, was not fully supported.

Table 21

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Technplateraction in Different Settings

(1 ) Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Learning Learning Difference Sig. Lower
settings settings (I-J) Bound  UPPer Bound
0 1 -.1573 .109 -.3406 .0260

2 -.1748 .002 -.2939 -.0557
1 0 1573 .109 -.0260 .3406

2 -.0175 .965 -.1778 1429
2 0 1748 .002 .0557 2939

1 .0175 .965 -.1429 1778

Note.Mean Square (Error) = .364. 0: Online learningsgt 1: Blended learning setting.
2: Traditional learning setting.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve

Question 6: What is the difference between learmigyaction and student satisfaction
in online, blended, and traditional courses wittfiedént student demographics?

Ho: No significant difference exists between learnimgraction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses with different demographics at the
a = .05 level.

Hi: A significant difference exists between learnimigraction and student
satisfaction in online, blended, and traditionalrses with different demographics at the

o = .05 level.
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Satisfaction with Student-Content Interaction irfif@ent Settings with Different
Demographics

Demographic groups were measured in the questioosmpare student
satisfaction with interaction variables in thre#tiegs. Univariate analysis of variance in
the SPSS program was used to evaluate satisfagtibrthe various types of interaction
among gender, age, and ethnicity groups. A postésiovas used to describe the
multiple comparisons. Mean difference and signifc@were the two columns used to
compare all possible means.

Learning setting and demographic factors were iaddpnt variables and
student-content interaction, student-instructognattion, student-student interaction,
student-technology interaction, and general satisfa were dependent variables in the
following subcategories. Since a post hoc west used to compare groups, all
satisfaction and interaction variables and demdgcagroups were recoded. Student-
content interaction, student-instructor interactistadent-student interaction, student-
technology interaction, and general satisfactiorewecoded into high, medium, and low
for each. Age was recoded into traditional (18-@%) nontraditional (>25), and ethnicity
was recoded into White and minority.

There were only three respondents of nontraditishadents in the blended
setting, and these were not large enough to biststatly significant. Therefore, all
demographic factors were not processed as fixadrigdut as covariates with other
satisfaction and interaction variables in the feilog discussion. In this question,

student-content interaction was a dependent vari&@nder, age, and ethnicity were
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covariate, independent variables. There were noodesphic variables, including gender
at .200, p =.200, > .05, age at .260, p = .2605>and ethnicity at .364, p = .364, > .05,

that were significant for satisfaction with studeontent interaction, as seen in Table 22.

Table 22

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom 8itudent-Content Interaction in
Different Settings with Different Demographics

Source Type Il Sum df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares

Corrected Model 27.194 5 5.439 7.884 .000
Intercept 1129.68¢ 1 1129.68¢ 1637.531 .000
Gender 1.137 1 1.137 1.648 .200
Age2 .876 1 .876 1.269 .260
Ethnicity2 .568 1 .568 .824 .364
Learning Settings 23.124 2 11.562 16.759 .000
Error 627.094 909 .690

Total 3929.00C 915

Corrected Total 654.289 914

Note Dependent Variable: Student-Content Interactio8 Bettings.
®R Squared = .042 (Adjusted R Squared = .036).

Satisfaction with Student-Instructor InteractionDifferent Settings with Different
Demographics

Student-instructor interaction was a dependentibégj and gender, age, and
ethnicity were independent variables. There weteang demographics variables,

including gender at .573, p =.573, > .05, agd2d,.p = .420, > .05, and ethnicity at .744,
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p =.744, > .05, that were significant for satisifac with student-instructor interaction, as

seen in Table 23.

Table 23

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom \8ifudent-Instructor Interaction in
Different Settings with Different Demographics

Source Type Il Sum df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares

Corrected Model 176.635 5 35.327 57.299 .000
Intercept 1152.27¢ 1 1152.27¢ 1868.94z .000
Gender .196 1 .196 .318 573
Age2 401 1 401 .650 420
Ethnicity2 .066 1 .066 107 744
Learning Settings 172.369 2 86.185 139.787 .000
Error 560.436 909 617

Total 4808.00C 915

Corrected Total 737.071 914

Note Dependent Variable: Student-Instructor Interactio Settings.
°R Squared = .240 (Adjusted R Squared = .235).

Satisfaction with Student-Student Interaction ifféent Settings with Different
Demographics

Student-student interaction was the dependenthiariand gender, age, and
ethnicity were independent variables. There weteang demographic variables,
including gender at .746, p = .746, > .05, ag8@3,.p = .309, > .05, and ethnicity at .830,
p =.830, > .05, that were significant for satisifac with student-instructor interaction, as

seen in Table 24.
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Table 24

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom \8ifudent-Student Interaction in
Different Settings with Different Demographics

Type Ill Sum

Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 156.54% 5 31.308 73.854 .000
Intercept 1224.682 1 1224.682 2888.94¢ .000
Gender .044 1 .044 .105 746
Age2 439 1 439 1.035 .309
Ethnicity2 .020 1 .020 .046 .830
Learning Settings 152.621 2 76.311 180.012 .000
Error 385.343 909 424

Total 4779.00C 915

Corrected Total 541.884 914

Note Dependent Variable: Student-Student Interactio® 8ettings.
°R Squared = .289 (Adjusted R Squared = .285).

Satisfaction with Student-Technology Interactioifferent Settings with Different
Demographics

Student-technology interaction was the dependemthle, and gender, age, and
ethnicity were independent variables. Gender wgisfggant at .046, p = .046, < .05.
However, the other two demographic variables, ag&2®, p = .120, > .05, and ethnicity
at .965, p = .965, > .05, had no significance tis&ection with student-technology

interaction, as seen in Table 25.

Table 25

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom Bitudent-Technology Interaction in
Different Settings with Different Demographics
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Type Il Sum

Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 10.902 5 2.180 2.796 .016
Intercept 1403.834 1 1403.834 1800.36% .000
Gender 3.111 1 3.111 3.990 .046
Age2 1.888 1 1.888 2.422 120
Ethnicity2 .002 1 .002 .002 .965
Learning Settings 4.553 2 2.277 2.920 .054
Error 708.792 909 .780

Total 4603.00C 915

Corrected Total 719.694 914

Note Dependent Variable: Student-Technology Interactod Settings.
°R Squared = .015 (Adjusted R Squared = .010).

Satisfaction in Different Settings with Differenéidographics

General satisfaction was the dependent variabtegander, age, and ethnicity
were independent variables. There were no demoigraphables, either gender at .688,
p =.688, > .05, age at .942, p =.942, > .05 tlomieity at .091, p = .091, > .05, that were

significant in general satisfaction, as seen inld 6.

Table 26

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: SatisfactioDifferent Settings with Different
Demographics

Type Ill Sum

Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 4.175% 5 .835 1.467 .198
Intercept 1606.55C 1 1606.55C 2823.411 .000

90



Gender .092 1 .092 162 .688
Age2 .003 1 .003 .005 .942
Ethnicity2 1.629 1 1.629 2.863 .091
Learning Settings 2.402 2 1.201 2.111 122
Error 517.231 909 .569

Total 5034.00C 915

Corrected Total 521.405 914

Note Dependent Variable: General Satisfaction in 3 6g4ti
°R Squared = .008 (Adjusted R Squared = .003).

Gender, age, and ethnicity demographic variabldsalrmost no statistical
significance for satisfaction with student-contemnéraction, student-instructor
interaction, student-student interaction, or stiddeahnology interaction in the three
settings, as previously discussed. Gender (p 5 ©4@5) was the only demographic
variable affecting satisfaction with student-tedioigy interaction, as seen in Table 24.
Also, learning setting (p = .054 > .05) was classignificant for student-technology
interaction, as seen in Table 24. Therefore, tlaioaship between gender and learning
setting was investigated further with referencedtisfaction with student-technology
interaction. The gender and learning setting véemlvere studied as fixed factors
instead of covariates, to explore which variabledividually and collaboratively,
affected student-technology interaction (depensantble) using univariate analysis.
The post hoc test was used to describe the muttpigparisons.

Gender at .002, p =.002, < .05, and gender*legrséttings at .022, p = .022,
< .05 were significant for satisfaction with stuthgrhnology interaction, as seen in

Table 27.
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Table 27

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom 8itudent-Technology Interaction in
Different Settings with Different Demographics-Gend

Source Type Il Sum df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares

Corrected Model 14.9871 5 2.996 3.865 .002

Intercept 1925.17¢ 1 1925.17¢ 2483.25¢ .000

Gender 7.340 1 7.340 9.468 .002

Learning Settings 3.125 2 1.563 2.016 134

Gender * Learning 5.968 2 2.984 3.849 .022

Settings

Error 704.713 909 75

Total 4603.00C 915

Corrected Total 719.694 914

Note.Dependent Variable: Student-Technology Interacitiod Settings.
°R Squared = .021 (Adjusted R Squared = .015).

The mean difference was significant at .015, p15,6 .05 (Table 28), when the
blended setting was compared to the online, at, 946.046, < .05, when the blended
setting was compared to the traditional, but it wasssignificant at .521, p=.521, >.05,
when the traditional setting was compared to tHaerirom the post hoc tests, multiple
comparisons. Satisfaction with student-technolodggraction was higher in blended
settings, since mean differences were positive vdoamparing either to online (.3161) or
traditional (.2358) settings. Satisfaction withdgat-technology interaction was best in

the blended setting with different demographicsegerH, was not supported.

Table 28

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Technplageraction in Different Settings
with Different Demographics-Gender
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(1 J) Mean 95% Confidence Interval

Learning Learning Difference Sig. Lower
settings settings (1-J) Bound Upper Bound
0 1 -.3161 .015 -.5819 -.0502
2 -.0802 521  -.2531 .0927
1 0 3161 .015 .0502 5819
2 .2358 .046 .0032 4685
2 0 .0802 521  -.0927 2531
1 -.2358 046 -.4685 -.0032

Note.Mean Square (Error) =.775. 0: Online learningsgt 1: Blended learning setting.
2: Traditional learning setting.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve

Students had higher satisfaction with student-teldgy interaction in the
blended setting when gender was a fixed factor.gémagler variable was also studied to
investigate which subgroup, female or male, hadylen level of satisfaction with
student-technology interaction in the blended sgttFemale and learning setting were
independent variables, fixed factors with studextihology interaction, in univariate
analysis.

The learning setting, at .243, p = .243, > .05, na@tssignificant for satisfaction

with student-technology interaction when female wdixed factor, as seen in Table 29.

Table 29

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom 8itudent-Technology Interaction in
Different Settings with Different Demographics-Fdena

Source Type Il Sum df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares
Corrected Model 2.209 2 1.105 1.417 243
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Intercept 948.664 1 948.664 1217.15¢ .000

Learning Settings 2.209 2 1.105 1.417 243
Error 542.469 696 779

Total 3401.00C 699

Corrected Total 544.678 698

Note.Dependent Variable: Student Technology Interaatiod.
®R Squared = .004 (Adjusted R Squared = .001).

The mean difference was not significant at .978,.978, > .05 (Table 30), when
the blended setting was compared to the onlinengetit .248, p = .248, > .05, when the
traditional setting was compared to the onlinarsgtor at .759, p=.759, >.05, when the
traditional setting was compared to the blendetingefrom the post hoc tests, multiple
comparisons. Female satisfaction with student-teldgy interaction in the three settings
could not be compared to one another, since tlee timean differences were not
statistically significant. Being female was notrsfgcant for satisfaction with student-

technology interaction in three settingg.was supported.

Table 30

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Technplageraction in Different Settings
with Different Demographicsemale

(1 ) Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Learning Learning Difference Sig. Lower
settings settings (I-J) Bound  PPer Bound
0 1 -.0332 978 -4210 .3545

2 -.1395 .248 -.3448 .0658
1 0 .0332 978 -.3545 4210

2 -.1063 759 -.4588 2462
2 0 1395 .248 -.0658 .3448
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1 .1063 .759 -.2462 4588

Note.Mean Square (Error) =.779. 0: Online learningsgt 1: Blended learning setting.
2: Traditional learning setting.

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve

The female variable was replaced by the male beddgsfemale variable did not
significantly affect satisfaction with student-tedhogy interaction in the blended setting.
Gender (male) and learning setting were independardbles, fixed factors with
student-technology interaction, in univariate asely

Learning setting, at .005, p = .005, < .05, wasificant for satisfaction with

student-technology interaction when gender (maid)laarning settings were fixed

factors, as seen in Table 31.

Table 31

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom 8itudent-Technology Interaction in
Different Settings with Different Demographics-Male

Source Type Il Sum df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares

Corrected Model 8.349 2 4.174 5.480 .005
Intercept 980.457 1 980.457 1287.18C .000
Learning Settings 8.349 2 4.174 5.480 .005
Error 162.244 213 762

Total 1202.00C 216

Corrected Total 170.593 215

Note.Dependent Variable: Student Technology Interadtio® Settings.
°R Squared = .049 (Adjusted R Squared = .040).
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The mean difference was significant at .030, p36,& .05 (Table 32) when the
blended setting was compared to the online settnaat .004, p = .004, < .05 when the
blended setting was compared to the traditionéinggtout not at .944, p = .944, > .05,
when the online setting was compared to the tadhli setting using the post hoc test,
multiple comparisons. Males had a higher leveladifsgaction with student-technology

interaction in the blended settirg, was not supported.

Table 32

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Technplageraction in Different Settings
with Different Demographicale

(1 ) Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Learning Learning Difference Sig. Lower
settings settings (1-9) Bound Upper Bound
0 1 -.4249 030  -.8163 -.0334

2 .0463 .944 -.2907 .3833
1 0 4249 .030 .0334 8163

2 4712 .004 1241 8182
2 0 -.0463 .944 -.3833 .2907

1 -4712 004  -.8182 -.1241

Note.Mean Square (Error) =.762. 0: Online learningisgt 1: Blended learning setting.
2: Traditional learning setting.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve

Univariate analysis was employed to explore diffiess between satisfaction and
interaction variables in the three learning setingth different demographics. Gender
and learning setting were found to be the mairofadhat affected satisfaction with
student-technology interaction in the differentisgs. Male students had higher levels of

satisfaction with student-technology interactionthia blended setting.
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Discussion of the Difference between Interactiod 8atisfaction in Different Settings

with Other Demographics

Gender, age, and ethnicity were previously evatlhaieeompare with Strachota’s
studies (2002). The rest of the demographic vaggbiclass level, employment, living
distance from university, and Internet use—weretiooally analyzed with respect to all
five interaction and satisfaction variables to exarhow they affected one another in the
three settings. Univariate analysis of variancethedoost hoc test were employed to find
significant demographic variables from the fourtéas between interaction and
satisfaction, as in the previous discussion of gerage, and ethnicity (Question 6).
These four factors were first dealt with as cowasand then fixed variables to look

further for significant demographics.

Satisfaction with Student-Content Interaction iff@ent Settings with Other
Demographics

Learning setting and demographic factors were iaddpnt variables and
student-content interaction, student-instructognattion, student-student interaction,
student-technology interaction, and general satisfa were dependent variables in the
following discussion. All five variables were re@atlas high, medium, or low. All four
demographic factors—class level, employment, degdrom university, and Internet
use—were recoded into two or three groups to havegh respondents in each setting

for analysis. Class level was recoded into freshismggmomore, junior, and senior/second
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bachelor-groups. Employment was recoded into uneyepl and employed. Distance
from university was recoded into 0-20 miles andb21of lllinois. Internet use was
recoded into rarely (less than 20 hours a montt)daily. Marital status and student
status could not be recoded into two or three ggdapstatistical purposes, since
respondent distribution was almost entirely siragid full-time.

The four demographic factors (class level, emplayynéistance from university,
and Internet use) were first processed as covanaté the learning setting as a fixed
factor with other satisfaction and interaction aétes in the following discussion, as with
previous analysis of explorations in gender, agd,ethnicity (Question 6). In this
guestion, student-content interaction was the ddg@rvariable. Class level,
employment, living distance to university, and intt use were covariate, independent
variables. Class level, living distance to univigrsand learning setting were found to be
significant and were continually processed as fxadlables. Then learning setting was
the only significance, at .000, p = .000, < .0%,datisfaction with student-content

interaction (Table 33).

Table 33

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom \8ifudent-Content Interaction in
Different Settings with Other Demographics

Type Ill Sum

Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 46.74% 17 2.749 4.061 .000
Intercept 621.742 1 621.742 918.321 .000
Learning Settings 20.552 2 10.276 15.178 .000
Class Level 2 617 2 .309 456 .634
Living Distance to 103 1 103 152 .697
University 2



Learning Settings * 2.446 4 611 .903 461
Class Level 2

Learning Settings * 1.151 2 576 .850 428
Living Distance to

University 2

Class Level 2 * 1.350 2 .675 997 .369
Living Distance to

University 2

Learning Settings * 1.563 4 391 577 .679
Class Level 2 *

Living Distance to

University 2

Error 605.953 895 677
Total 3927.00C 913

Corrected Total 652.694 912

Note Dependent Variable: Student Content Interactiod 8ettings.
°R Squared = .072 (Adjusted R Squared = .054).

The mean difference was significant at .000, p0f€,6 .05 (Table 34), when the
traditional setting was compared to the onlinersgttat .001, p = .001, < .05, and when
the blended setting was compared to the onlinengetiut not, at .968, p= .968, >.05,
when the traditional setting was compared to tleaddd setting using the post hoc tests,
multiple comparisons. Satisfaction with studentteohinteraction was higher in
traditional and blended settings since mean diffeze were positive when compared to
either the online setting, at .4098, or to theitrawlal setting, at .3872. This supports the
previous conclusion, that satisfaction with studmmtent interaction was higher in the
traditional and blended settings, and also supploetsliscussion of Question 5 aboMg.

was not supported.
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Table 34

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Contetgraiction in Different Settings with
Other Demographics

(1 J) Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Learning Learning Difference Sig. Lower
settings settings (I-J) Bound  UPPer Bound
0 1 -.3872 001  -.6359 -.1386

2 -.4098 .000 -5717 -.2479
1 0 .3872 .001 .1386 .6359

2 -.0226 968  -.2400 1949
2 0 4098 .000 2479 5717

1 0226 968  -.1949 2400

Note.Mean Square (Error) = .677. 0: Online learningsgt 1: Blended learning setting.
2: Traditional learning setting.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve

Satisfaction with Student-Instructor InteractionDifferent Settings wittther
Demographics

Student-instructor interaction was a dependentibégi Class level, employment,
living distance to university, and Internet use eveovariate, independent variables.
Learning setting was a fixed factor, one of theejmehdent variables. Class level and
learning settings were found to be significant aadtinually processed as fixed variables.
Then learning settings (.000, p = .000, < .05s<lavel (.031, p =.031, <.05), and
learning setting*class level (.035, p = .035, <).@&re found to be significant, as seen in

Table 35.
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Table 35

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom \8ifudent-Instructor Interaction in
Different Settings wittDtherDemographics

Type Ill Sum

Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 196.03f 8 24.504 40.941 .000
Intercept 872.205 1 872.205 1457.274 .000
Learning Settings 156.875 2 78.438 131.053 .000
Class Level 2 4,194 2 2.097 3.503 .031
Learning Settings * 6.218 4 1.554 2.597 .035
Class Level 2

Error 542.257 906 .599

Total 4805.00C 915

Corrected Total 738.289 914

Note Dependent Variable: Student Instructor Interactio8 Settings.
°R Squared = .266 (Adjusted R Squared = .259).

The freshman/sophomore group in the traditiondirgehad the highest mean
value, at 2.602, for satisfaction with student+instor interaction using the post hoc test,
multiple comparisons.

Mean differences were significant at .000, p = ,60M5 (Table 36), when the
traditional setting was compared to the onlinersgttat .001, p = .001, < .05, when the
traditional setting was compared to the blendetingetand at .000, p = .000, < .05, when
the blended setting was compared to the onlinengaising the post hoc tests, multiple
comparisons. Satisfaction with student-instruatberiaction was the highest in the
traditional setting since mean differences weretpesvhen compared to either the

blended setting, at .3191, or to the online seti@igl.1135. Students had the highest
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satisfaction with student-instructor interactiorthe traditional settingd, was not

supported.

Table 36

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Instrnubriteraction in Different Settings with
Other Demographics-Class Level isedtings

Q) ) Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Learning Learning Difference Sig. Lower
settings settings (I-J) Bound  _PPer Bound
0 1 -.7944 .000  -1.0281 -.5608

2 -1.1135 000  -1.2654 -.9616
1 0 7944 .000 .5608 1.0281

2 -.3191 .001 -.5235 -.1146
2 0 1.1135 .000 .9616 1.2654

1 3191 .001 1146 5235

Note.Mean Square (Error) =.599. 0: Online learningsgt 1: Blended learning setting.
2: Traditional learning setting.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve

The mean difference was significant at .008, p08,% .05 (Table 37), when the
freshman/sophomore group was compared to the gsggond-bachelor group, at .002, p
=.002, < .05, and when the junior group was coexghéo the senior/second-bachelor
group, but not, at .822, p =.822, > .05, whenfteghman/sophomore group were
compared to the junior group using the post hag tesltiple comparisons. The
freshman/sophomore group and the junior groupshigiter satisfaction with student-
instructor interaction, since mean differences wergitive when the two groups
individually compared to the senior/second-bachgtoup, at .2374

(freshman/sophomore), or, at .1888 (junior). Thidicates that the freshman/sophomore
102



group and the junior group had higher satisfactwith student-instructor interaction in

the traditional settingd, was not supported.

Table 37

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Instrubriteraction in Different Settings with
Other Demographics-Class Level in 3 Settings

()] @) Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Class Level Class Level Difference Sig. Lower Upper
in3 in3 (1-J) Bound Bound
.00 1.00 .0485 822  -.1422 2393
2.00 2374 .008 .0506 4241
1.00 .00 -.0485 822  -.2393 1422
2.00 .1888 .002 .0594 3183
2.00 .00 -.2374 008  -.4241 -.0506
1.00 -.1888 002  -.3183 -.0594

Note.Mean Square (Error) = .599. 0: Freshman/sophomganep. 1: Junior group. 2:
Senior/second-bachelor group.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve

Satisfaction with Student-Student Interaction iffé@ent Settings with Other
Demographics

Student-student interaction was a dependent varialdhss level, employment,
distance from university, and Internet use wereadate, independent variables.
Learning setting was an independent, fixed fadtearning setting was found to be
significant and continually processed as a fixedabde. Then learning setting was
reproduced—the only one significant, at .000, pGO, < .05, for satisfaction with

student-student interaction, as seen in Table 38.
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Table 38

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom \Bifudent-Student Interaction in
Different Settings with Other Demographics

Type Ill Sum

Source of Squares Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 157.243 2 78.622 185.978 .000
Intercept 1846.110 1 1846.110 4366.955 .000
Learning Settings 157.243 2 78.622 185.978 .000
Error 385.967 913 423

Total 4780.000 916

Corrected Total 543.210 915

Note Dependent Variable: Student-Student interactiod 8ettings.
°R Squared = .289 (Adjusted R Squared = .288).

The mean differences were significant at .000,.90€, < .05 (Table 39), when
the traditional setting was compared to the ordieiting, at .000, p =.000, < .05, when
the blended setting was compared to the onlinengett .000, p=.000, < .05, and when
the traditional setting was compared to the blersigting using the post hoc tests,
multiple comparisons. Satisfaction with student@stut interaction was the highest in the
traditional setting, since the mean differencesanmsitive when compared to either the
online setting, at 1.0411, or to the blended sgttat .3756. Students in the traditional
setting had the highest satisfaction with studé&ndent interactionH, was not supported.

This also supported discussion of Question 3 above.

Table 39

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Studetetr&ction in Different Settings with
Other Demographics
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()] J) Mean 95% Confidence Interval

Learnin Learnin Difference Sig. Lower
settingsg settingsg (1-9) ’ B(())ur?d Upper Bound
0 1 -.6655 .000 -.8616 -.4693
2 -1.0411 .000 -1.1684 -.9137
1 0 .6655 .000 4693 .8616
2 -.3756 .000 -.5474 -.2038
2 0 1.0411 .000 9137 1.1684
1 3756 .000 .2038 5474

Note.Mean Square (Error) =.423. 0: Online learningsgt 1: Blended learning setting.
2: Traditional learning setting.

*, The mean difference is significant at the .Ozele

Satisfaction with Student-Technology Interactiolifferent Settings with Other
Demographics

Student-technology interaction was a dependenablai Class level,
employment, distance from university, and Inteurse were covariate, independent
variables. Learning setting was an independenakbgj fixed factor. Class level and
Internet use were found to be significant and caaily processed as fixed variables.
Class level at .035, p =.035, < .05 and Intersetat .000, p =.000, < .05, were the two

variables significant for satisfaction with studéathnology interaction, as seen in Table

40.

Table 40

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Satisfactiom Bitudent-Technology Interaction in
Different Settings with Other Demographics
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Type 1l Sum

Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 52.728 17 3.102 4,173 .000
Intercept 373.839 1 373.839 502.960 .000
Learning Settings 211 2 105 142 .868
Class Level 2 4,992 2 2.496 3.358 .035
Internet Use 2 14.803 1 14.803 19.916 .000
Learning Settings * 1.376 4 344 463 .763
Class Level 2

Learning Settings * .024 2 .012 .016 .984
Internet Use 2

Class Level 2 * 414 2 .207 278 757
Internet Use 2

Learning Settings * 2.625 4 .656 .883 473
Class Level 2 *

Internet Use 2

Error 666.721 897 743

Total 4611.00C 915

Corrected Total 719.449 914

Note Dependent Variable: Student Technology Interadgho® Settings.
®R Squared = .073 (Adjusted R Squared = .056).

Mean value, at 2.253, for the senior/second-baclyetup and daily Internet use
was the highest in satisfaction with student-tetbgyinteraction, and mean value, at
2.247, for the junior group and daily Internet uwses the second highest using the post
hoc tests, multiple comparisons. However, mean2.2&3 and 2.247) for these two
demographic groups were not significantly different

The mean differences were significant at .006,.906, < .05 (Table 41), when
the senior/second-bachelor group was comparecetivéaehman/sophomore group and

at .016, p = .016, < .05, when the junior group s@®pared to the freshman/sophomore
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group, but not significant, at .941, p=.941, >@&en the senior/second-bachelor group
was compared to the junior group, using the posttésts, multiple comparisons.
Satisfaction with student-technology interactiorsvaggher with the senior/second-
bachelor group and the junior group since the niEféerences were positive either when
the senior/second-bachelor group was comparecetisrédehman/sophomore group

at .2715 or when the junior group was comparetiedreshman/sophomore group

at .2512. Both the senior/second-bachelor grouplagdnior group with daily Internet
use had higher satisfaction with student-technolaggractionH, was not supported.
This partially supports the previous discussiorthadifference between these two

demographic groups was similar.

Table 41

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction with Student-Technplateraction in Different Settings
with Other Demographics-Class Level in 3

(1 J) Mean 95% Confidence Interval

Class Level Class Level Difference Sig. Lower

in 3 in3 (1-J) Bound Upper Bound

.00 1.00 -.2512 .016 -.4638 -.0386
2.00 -.2715 .006 - 4796 -.0634

1.00 .00 2512 .016 .0386 4638
2.00 -.0204 941 -.1646 1239

2.00 .00 2715 .006 .0634 4796
1.00 .0204 941 -.1239 .1646

Note.Mean Square (Error) =.743. 0: Freshman/sophomgangp. 1: Junior group. 2:
Senior/second-bachelor group.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve
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Satisfaction in Different Settings with Otli2emographics

General satisfaction was a dependent variables@#ael, employment, living
distance to university, and Internet use were datgrindependent variables. Learning
setting was an independent, fixed factor. Classllexas found significant and
continually processed as a fixed variable. Theasclavel at .002, p =.002, < .05 was

significant for general satisfaction, as seen ihl@d2.

Table 42

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: SatisfactioDifferent Settings with Other
Demographics

Source Type Ill Sum df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares

Corrected Model 6.862 2 3.431 6.092 .002
Intercept 3400.94¢ 1 3400.94¢ 6038.41¢ .000
ClassLevel2 6.862 2 3.431 6.092 .002
Error 513.656 912 .563

Total 5042.00C 915

Corrected Total 520.518 914

Note Dependent Variable: General Satisfaction in it
°R Squared = .013 (Adjusted R Squared = .011)

The mean differences were significant at .003,.903, < .05 (Table 43), when
the junior group was compared to the senior/sedmmuthelor group but not at .081, p
=.081, > .05, when the freshman/sophomore grougpoempared to the senior/second-
bachelor group, or, at .991, p=.991, >.05, whenjtinior group was compared to the
freshman/sophomore group using the post hoc t@siiéiple comparisons. General

satisfaction was higher in the junior group sirfoe inean difference was positive when
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compared to the senior/second-bachelor group &8.1I/he junior group had higher

general satisfaction at 2.3075, which supportsiptesvdiscussiort, was not supported.

Table 43

Post Hoc Tests: Satisfaction in Different Settingih Other Demographics-Class Level
in 3 Settings

(1 ) Mean 95% Confidence Interval

Class Level Class Level Difference Sig. Lower

in3 in3 (1-J) Bound Upper Bound

.00 1.00 -.0100 991 -.1950 1751
2.00 .1659 .081 -.0153 .3470

1.00 .00 .0100 991 -.1751 1950
2.00 1758 .003 .0503 3014

2.00 .00 -.1659 .081 -.3470 .0153
1.00 -.1758 .003 -.3014 -.0503

Note.Mean Square (Error) = .563. 0: Freshman/sophomgangp. 1: Junior group. 2:
Senior/second-bachelor group.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 leve

Summary

The demographics of survey participants and whograction factors affected
learning satisfaction in three learning settingseagiscussed using descriptive and
univariate analysis. Gender, age, and ethnicityevlee main demographic factors
investigated using descriptive analysis. Most pgodints (94.6%) were between 18 and
25 years old, regardless of whether students wetteei online (96.2%), blended (96.7%),
or traditional (93.8%) setting. Female students4%§ were dominant in the whole study,
as well as in online (68.1%) and traditional (83)&¥#itings, but males were in the

majority (58.9%) in the blended setting. Cauca$&n6%) was the main ethnicity
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overall, as well as in all three settings: 90.8%n@n 91.1% blended, and 91.7%
traditional.

A stepwise regression was used to reveal how stwadement, student-instructor,
student-student, and student-technology interastdfected learner satisfaction and one
another. There was a significant relationship betwsatisfaction with student-content
and student-instructor interaction in all threeméag settings. There was not a significant
relationship between satisfaction with student-stiidnteraction in the online and
blended settings, but there was in the traditise#ting. Satisfaction with student-
technology interaction remained a significant fielaghip in online and blended settings,
but not in the traditional.

Specific studies on satisfaction with other intéiacvariables were conducted
using univariate analysis. Students had betterrgénatisfaction in both blended and
traditional settings than online. The demograplaigables of gender, age, and ethnicity
were not significant for student-content, studestiiuctor, student-student interactions or
general satisfaction in any of the three settiMge students had higher satisfaction with
student-technology interaction in blended settings.

The remaining four demographic variables—classl]@raployment, distance
from university, and Internet use—were investigdigé@nalyzing satisfaction and
interaction factors using univariate analysis ire§ttons 5 and 6 to supplement the
previous questions and compare with Strachota&sarel (2002). Satisfaction with
student-content interaction was higher in tradaicemd blended settings. The
freshman/sophomore group and the junior group Igtteh satisfaction with student-

instructor interaction in the traditional settifidne senior/second-bachelor group and the
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junior group with daily Internet use had highetisfattion with student-technology
interaction. The junior group had the highest gahsatisfaction in the study.

Chapter 4 has presented the results of the datgsana discussion of the
findings and implications of the study, as weliraglications for future research will be

discussed in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Introduction
Topics to be discussed include the influence alestit-content interaction,
student-instructor interaction, student-studerdrenttion, and student-technology
interaction on student satisfaction in online, blieth and traditional settings. Study
implications and recommendations for future redeandl also be discussed.
Findings
Learner Characteristics
A total of 916 enrolled students participated ie study during the Fall 2010
semester. This study focused on undergraduatemelided 185 students in an online
setting, 90 in a blended setting, and 641 in attoahl setting. Most students were
between 18 and 25, female, and Caucasian. Mostiparits were also single, full-time
students with part-time employment, lived 0-5 miiesn the university, and used the
Internet daily. Data collection was conducted atuhiversity, where traditional students
are dominant on campus. There was significant hemeity in demographic distribution
in the research, as well as in all three settings.
Satisfaction with Student-Content Interaction
Student-content interaction predicted 51.6% vaeasfcsatisfaction in the study.

This interaction was the most important variablmpared to the other interaction
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variables (student-instructor, 2.0%; student-sttyd®22%; and student-technology, 1.5%)
and significantly affected satisfaction (Questigimable 5). In online, blended, and
traditional settings, students reported differentls of satisfaction when student-content
interaction was examined. Student-content intevaddignificantly predicted 31.0%
variance of satisfaction in the online setting ([€a8), 9.7% in the blended setting (Table
7), and 49.6% in the traditional setting (Table®Jdent-content interaction was the
most essential factor influencing learner satisfact

Furthermore, in looking at satisfaction with studeontent interaction, students
in blended and traditional settings were founddwehhigher levels of satisfaction in this
area than students in online settings, since mefanehces were positive when either the
blended setting was compared to the online setiing371 or the traditional to the online
at .2419 (Question 5, Table 13). The findings alsowed that online learners (R Square
Change = 31%, Table 6) were more satisfied witdestt-content interaction than other
interaction variables (Question 1), but not as masktudents in the other settings.
Demographics were also studied to determine thegiact on learner satisfaction
(Question 6). The learning-setting variable wasahky significant demographic factor
affecting satisfaction with student-content intéi@t Students were more satisfied with
student-content interaction in traditional and blkesh settings. This also paralleled the
previous finding about satisfaction with studentiemt interaction, which is the key
factor for learner satisfaction in blended anditradal settings (Question 6).
Satisfaction with Student-Instructor Interaction

Student-instructor interaction predicted 2.0% vag@of satisfaction. This

interaction was the second most important variadid, significantly affected satisfaction
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(Question 2, Table 5). In online, blended, anditiaaial settings, students were satisfied
with the level of student-instructor interactiou@ent-instructor interaction significantly
predicted 2.4% variance of satisfaction in thermnliTable 6), 44.9% in the blended
(Table 7), and 6.1% in the traditional setting (l€a®). In all learning settings, student-
instructor interaction was an essential factor #fggcted learner satisfaction.
Additionally, when satisfaction was analyzed iratgn to student-instructor interaction,
students had the highest levels of satisfactioh stident-instructor interaction in the
traditional setting, since its mean difference wawsitive when compared to the blended
at .2261 and online at .5610 (Question 5, Table [b¥raction between instructor and
students in the traditional setting was shown tbéter than in the blended and online
settings.

Class level was the only demographic factor thiaiemced learner satisfaction
(Question 6). The freshman/sophomore and the jgrmups had higher levels of
satisfaction with student-instructor interactiorthie traditional setting.

Satisfaction with Student-Student Interaction

Student-student interaction predicted 0.2% variai@atisfaction and was the
least important variable compared to the otheretlypes of interaction (Question 3).
However, when analyzing interaction in the onlibkended, and traditional settings,
student-student interaction predicted 0.5% variaricatisfaction in the traditional
setting, but was not significant for the other tsaitings. In addition, when the study
focused on satisfaction to discuss student-stude&riaction, student satisfaction with
student-student interaction was even better inttoacl setting since its mean difference

was positive when comparing with blended at .23%8&hen the blended setting
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compared with online at .8066 (Question 5, Table When learning setting was the
only significant demographic factor, students haghér satisfaction with student-student
interaction in the traditional setting. This resalko repeated the previous discussion
about satisfaction variable with student-studetdraction (Question 6).
Satisfaction with Student-Technology Interaction

Student-technology interaction predicted 1.5% vargaof satisfaction. This type
of interaction was an important variable, and gigantly affected satisfaction (Question
4). In online and blended settings, students hghleripredicted variance of satisfaction,
at 7.4% and 6.8%, related to student-technologgrawtion, but this relationship was
insignificant for the traditional setting. In addi, when the study focused on satisfaction
to explore student-technology interaction, studatisfaction with student-technology
interaction was higher in blended settings, sineamdifferences were positive when
comparing to either the online setting (.2027)har traditional (.1613) (Question 5, Table
19). Gender and learning setting were the two deapdgc factors that affected learner
satisfaction with student-technology interactiomé®ion 6). Males had higher levels of
satisfaction with student-technology interactionthia blended setting since its mean
difference was positive when compared to the ordetéing, at .4249, and to the
traditional setting, at .4712 (Questions 6, Taldig ®ther demographics, including class
level and Internet use, were studied when analyiBamer satisfaction. Satisfaction with
student-technology interaction was higher withgbeior/second-bachelor group and the
junior group who reported daily Internet use, sittemean differences were positive

either when the senior/second-bachelor group wagaced to the freshman/sophomore
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group at .2715 or when the junior group was congp#rehe freshman/sophomore group
at .2512 (Question 6, Table 41).
Comparison with Strachota’s Study
The research was highly homogeneous in demograince most survey takers
were 18-25 years old, female, and Caucasians. degejer, and ethnicity were not
significant factors that affected student-contetudent-instructor, and student-student
interactions, but male students had higher leviedatisfaction with student-technology
interaction in the blended setting. However, Stoaalf2002) conducted a similar study
emphasizing online learners at Midwest TechnicdleQe. Her study was also
dominated by 18-to-25-year-old, female, Caucasiadents, but results differed radically
obtained in this research. She stated that
[The] effect of age and race was found for the troiets of learner-content
interaction, learner-learner interaction and gdreataisfaction. Learner-instructor
interaction revealed a main effect for gender vatinales being more satisfied
than males. Leaner-technology revealed a maintdffeage with the 18-25 year
olds being more satisfied than the 26-35 and treyedr old groups (p. 121).
The three main demographic variables (age, geaddrrace) played a much greater role
in levels of satisfaction with student-contentdetmat-instructor, student-student, and
student-technology interactions in Strachota’s sthdn they in this 2011 study.
Relationships between the remaining four demografaititors in this study (class
level, employment, distance from university, antéinet use) and satisfaction and

interactions types in the three learning settingsewpresented in the previous discussion.
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Implications

Student-Content Interaction

Student-content interaction is vital; it promotearhing satisfaction and
contributes to student success. Both instructistratture/interface and collaboration
between students are involved in student-conteeatantion in learning environments.
Instructional design influenced structure (Moor&&arsley, 2005) by containing the
“course’s educational objectives, teaching straggand evaluation methods” (Moore &
Kearsley, 2005, p. 226-227). Learners were abt®hstruct their understanding through
the interaction with content in text-, video-, amdiand web-based environments (Marks,
Sibley, & Arbaugh, 2005; Mitzel, 1971; Moore, 198B) this study, learners were highly
satisfied with student-content interaction in bHete learning settings. There was a
significant relationship between student-contetdrawction and student satisfaction; in
the online setting, student-content interaction thasmost important factor compared to
the other types of interactions in the study. Hosvestudent-content interaction in the
online setting needs to be improved since it wasasa@ompetitive as in the other two
settings. Well-designed content structure thatiges effective communication tools
increases learner collaboration and participateexner flexibility, instructional
effectiveness, and learner satisfaction in onlimarenments (Reinhard, Yonezawa, &
Morgado, 2000). Online programs that contain sigfit student-content interaction need
to include individual and group presentations, @ctg, and assignments. Institutions
should also provide distance-learning facilitieattvance student-content interaction for

online instruction.
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Student-Instructor Interaction

Dialogue between learner and instructor maintainegtaction between these two
groups and was applied as a main teaching strétegyillard, 2002; Marks, Sibley, &
Arbaugh, 2005). Timely feedback from instructorised student satisfaction and
enhanced student success (Kirby, 1999; Yukseltusildirim, 2008). Learner-instructor
interaction is required for teachers and student®nstruct knowledge in a planned
virtual environment. In traditional and blendedisefs, students can easily interact with
instructors and receive timely feedback. Accordmthis study, student-instructor
interaction is a crucial factor that affects learsatisfaction in online, blended, and
traditional settings: students had the highestli$eoksatisfaction with instructors in
traditional settings, followed by blended, and palsettings had the lowest levels. Face-
to-face conversation between students and instsugtithout a technical interface
allowed students to have more interaction andetbeg, higher satisfaction levels in
traditional and blended settings. Discussions @arbployed in virtual environments to
increase student-instructor interaction. Timelypoese and individualized feedback from
instructors also increase instructor-student ictéwa across technological barriers. The
freshman/sophomore group and the junior groupertridditional setting were highly
satisfied with student-instructor interaction; thgeunger groups are likely still used to
traditional learning, and may have more difficuiyapting to online and blended
learning environments than those in the seniorfsdd@chelor group. Instructors should
offer orientation sessions for students, which waaiprove their likelihood of
completing the course; such sessions would id@adlude training in the technology,

and instructions on how to access course mateuséslibrary and other electronic
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resources, register for the course, and retri@arestripts and grades (Gunawardena,
Linder-VanBerschot, LaPointe, & Rao, 2010; Ludw2g02). Administrators should also
consider offering different formats for the samerse; blended courses, which include
face-to-face interaction, can be a good optioméw students.
Student-Student Interaction

Both learner-learner and learner-instructor inteoacwere key elements (Frey &
Alman, 2003; Moore, 1989) in student satisfactiothinm a distance-learning experience
(Driver, 2002; Hassenplug & Harnish, 1998). Stuestntient discussion was essential to
peer interaction and learning (Laurillard, 2002)sddssion activities are implemented for
learners to collaboratively construct knowledgehwita self-directed setting. Student-
student interaction contributed to significant Sfatttion in the whole research and in
traditional settings, but demonstrated insignificsattisfaction in online and blended
environments. There generally was a significargtr@hship between student-student
interaction and student satisfaction in the stddypromote more satisfaction with
student-student interaction through a course managesystem, collaborative activities
such as group discussion and assignments, for vehiclents are able to construct their
learning and interact with other course studentsilshbe conducted to improve student-
student interaction in online and blended settings.
Student-Technology Interaction

Research shows that technology has a statistisigifyficant effect on student
satisfaction and participation (Finlay, Desmet, ®aks, 2004), that distance education is
satisfactory alternative to classroom instructiGuZ£ley, Avanzino, & Bor, 2001), and

that learners are more satisfied in distance-egramnvironments than traditional settings
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(Kuo, 2005), because distance-learning programe hawe flexibility in terms of time
and geographic logistics (Kuo, 2005; Reinhard, Yeme, & Morgado, 2000). In this
study, student-technology interaction significamtigreased learner satisfaction in
blended settings as well as online. There geneisaflysignificant relationship between
student-technology interaction and student satisfa¢Liao, 2006). Blended courses
offer flexible teaching and learning with onlineddecture formats, which frees students
from obstacles of time and geography for onlinévas, but still provides face-to face
interaction with instructors and peers. Blendedne®’s superiority to online learning is
evident from studies that have examined both stuglgmevement and satisfaction
(Precel, Eshet-Alkalai, & Alberton, 2009). In tradnal settings, instructors and
institutions have also started using online contemonduct web-enhanced instruction.
This allows learners both web and conventional @ainin the traditional setting as well
as the blended setting. Students can have automodeciding when and where to access
their online course activities using educationahtelogy. Administrators and faculties
should provide more blended or web-enhanced cotoseget the high demand for
distance learning since learners are highly satisftith blended courses.

In addition, males were more satisfied with stuetenhnology interaction in the
blended setting in the study. Interaction and gefators are predictors of course
satisfaction (Chang & Smith, 2008). In his 2004dgtuKoohang found that males had
significantly higher positive perceptions of theewd a digital library in an undergraduate
hybrid program than did females. Studies in onsetting also found that male college
students are perceived to be more computer contgbemfemales (Williams, Ogletree,

Woodburn, & Raffeld, 1993) and males are more Yikeluse the Internet in web-based
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instruction (Enoch & Soker, 2006). On the otherdyaachnology is male-oriented in its
language (Wilson, 1992), design, and developmeatKBurn & Ormond, 1993).
Females may not be able to adapt to some educhtemtmology as successfully as
males, since females are more likely to be relatitmarners (Campbell & Varnhagen,
2002). Gender difference can affect learners’ teldgy use. Sufficient gender-friendly
orientations (Ludwig, 2002) in course managemesitesys, ice-breaking course
activities, and timely and individualized instructeedback should be used to assist a
variety of learners, including females, with comige of online and blended programs.
Administrators and faculty members can also comsitfering more blended formats
than online, since the former can accommodate flentiales and males with face-to-face
contact in web-based instruction.

Moreover, both the senior/second-bachelor grouptia@guinior group with daily
Internet use were highly satisfied with studentitextogy interaction in this study.
Higher class level, including seniors, second-bleleeekers, and juniors, adapted more
easily to educational technology than did studantswer class levels. Internet use for
studying is also prevalent and is required in g tof learning settings. Experienced
learners, such as higher class level and dailyrietaisers, are more satisfied with
student-technology interaction. Administrators &llty members should provide
orientation sessions for lower-class-level studantstechnical neophytes to enhance
their satisfaction and completion rate, as disaigseviously in relation to student-

instructor interaction.
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Conclusions

Traditional learning is still the most prominent aeoof delivering courses on
most college campuses in the United States. Faaffasting student satisfaction in
traditional learning have been researched to imgpomurse quality and retention. In the
past decade, as a result of the development dhtbmet and advances in computer
technology, virtual course delivery approaches hageased dramatically. Most
educational institutions have offered distancersey programs via course management
systems. As far back as 2000, Katz discussed thertance of building “a distance
learning system that is highly interactive and nubssely resembles a regular college
lecture hall [...] to contribute significantly to stent satisfaction and achievement” has
become a vital task (p. 29). Research has demtedtitzat student characteristics,
content (Smart & Cappel, 2006; Bishop-Clark, Dietaer, & Fisher, 2007), learning
interactions, and technology use affect learnesfaation (Ambe-Uva, 2006). The
findings of this study contributed to the ongoingadssion of these factors as follows:

1. Student-content interaction was the key factoldarner satisfaction in all
settings. Online learner satisfaction with contatgraction was higher than
other interactions, but it still had room to impeosompared with other
settings.

2. Traditional learners, especially at lower clas®lsysuch as the sophomore
and freshman group and the junior group, were kightisfied with
interacting with instructors.

3. Traditional learners were also highly satisfiedhaiiteracting with other

students.
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4. Blended learners, especially males or those aehiglass levels, and online

learners had higher satisfaction with student-tetdgy interaction.

It was found that traditional learners are higldyisdfied with interacting with
content, instructors, and their classmates. Thayeeeive face-to-face responses from
their teachers and other students in learning.ifioadl learners in lower class levels are
possibly more dependent on student-instructoracteon than other kinds of interaction,
so they had higher satisfaction with interactinghwnstructors in the study. However,
online learners had less satisfaction with intengotvith content, instructors, and other
students than did traditional learners, but higtaisfaction with technology. Motivated
students can individually complete online programts limited interaction with other
course participants. They rely more on course crib&an do students in traditional
settings. More interactive online programs, sucb@sortunities to lead discussions,
being part of a learning community, receiving pronmpdividualized instructor feedback,
engaging in authentic group activities, and pgrtiting in diverse assessment tasks with
timely and detailed feedback, should be developeduality interaction (Rovai, 2004,
Stepich & Ertmer, 2003) and student satisfactiotihwistructors and learners.
Furthermore, orientation sessions should be provMidenewcomers to adapt in a virtual
environment to successfully complete online prografdministrators and faculty
members also can consider providing more blendadses to meet more student
preferences since face-to-face interaction carstassline instruction (Cacheiro, Rodrigo,
Laherran, & Olmo, 2006; Precel, Eshet-Alkalai, &8batton, 2009). Blended learning
with well-designed content and orientation sessaarsbe a good method for improving

satisfaction with interaction in virtual environmienTraditional learning assisted with
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web-enhanced activities can be the good transitivirtual learning for students who
have difficulty with technology.
Delimitation and Limitation
The research was delimitated by the undergradadests enrolled in online,
blended, and lecture courses at Midwest Universithe fall semester of 2010.
Participation was voluntary, so it was difficult@over all categories in all sections, let
alone generalize about a broader population. Tuaystopulation comprised 18,254
undergraduate students at the university. Thisarebevas limited by the fact that there
were 185 respondents from online, 90 from blended,641 from traditional settings.
Sample distribution was not average in the thrégs, so the respondents were not
representative of the whole population. This caadse research results to be
insignificant and affect reliability and credibylitAlso, all participants were from
different courses in different programs, so leagnimteraction and satisfaction in their
courses varied. The instrument could measure geisstgs in three settings, but some
survey guestions might not be applicable in evetfirgy. A qualitative approach could
have been used to supplement some questions stuithe.
Future Research
Student-content interaction is essential in leaynand learners had higher
satisfaction with student-content interaction i aoly three different settings but in the
whole study as well. Traditional textbook publisheave started digitalizing their prints
with textbook websites. These websites can be issa@daching and learning in online,
blended, and traditional settings. How these ed@atrresources affect student

satisfaction should be discussed in the futureti@rcontrary, virtual learning is content-

124



concentrated and independence-oriented. Onlinadesawere highly satisfied with
student-content interaction compared with studestriictor, student-student, and
student-technology interaction in the study. Howetlee student-content interaction was
not competitive with blended and traditional setinQuality online content needs to be
developed for advancing learner satisfaction afetg¥e learning in the future. What
learners’ and instructors’ perspectives are and whality content should be designed to
go with new instructional technologies to increksener satisfaction should be studied
further.

Technological innovations can transform teachingjlaarning. Use of
instructional technology can cause anxiety for spaulations, including females (He
& Freeman, 2010), seniors (Wood, Lanuza, Baciu,Héazie, & Nosko, 2010),
preservice teachers (Lambert & Gong, 2010), andstadents, because they tend to
learn less, practice less, and possess less congelftefficacy compared to their
counterparts. Instructional technology has matarediwill be integrated into education
even more in the future (Sener, 2010). LearnematiEaction, stress, or fear of computers
can be still barriers to learning. The barriers cacur in online, blended, and traditional
settings when new technology is further applieteching and learning. Future research
may determine more about which populations or ataretics are associated with
greater difficulty with computer technology and waHinstructional substitutions could
be made for future technology novices to improwrtkatisfaction and completion in the
three learning settings.

Blended learning has become the preferred format€Br-Nicolau, Caeiro,

Martinho, Azeiteiro, & Amador, 2009; Precel, EsiAdkalai, Alberton, 2009) since it is
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able to transform instructional delivery and sustgual education opportunities (Panga,
2010). Its face-to-face and online approaches hrreased persistence and academic
performance (Lopez-Perez, Perez-Lopez, & Rodrighiza, 2011) related to interaction,
satisfaction (Wu, Tennyson, & Hsia, 2010), learraagjvities, age, background, and
attendance rate (Bliuc, Ellis, Goodyear, & Piggd@11). To discuss blended-learner
satisfaction, research has also emphasized thetiamee of interaction between student
and content (Ginns & Ellis, 2009), student andringtbr, student and student (Precel,
Eshet-Alkalai, Alberton, 2009), and student andhtetogy (Juma Shehab, 2007). More
research on the relationships between studenfasaie, interaction, and student
characteristics and personality should be conductedvance retention and performance

in blended learning.
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APPENDIX A
PERMISSION TO MODIFY AND USE STRACHOTA'’S ONLINE SABFACTION

SURVEY

To: Elaine Strachota

Subject: Permission to use your survey
Date: February 25, 2010

From: Kuang-Yu Chang

Dr. Elaine Strachota,

| am a doctoral student at lllinois State Univershly dissertation focuses on distance
learning. | would like to investigate the factoffeating student satisfaction in learning at
higher education level. Specifically, | am focusomgtraditional, blended, and

online learning. Your online survey on satisfactomme in 2002 will help me gather data
for my dissertation. | am kindly asking for pernigsto use your survey with
modifications. If there are procedures that | sddallow in seeking permission, | would
be glad to follow them.

Your help will be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

Kuang-Yu Chang
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To: Kuang-Yu Chang

Subject: Re: Permission to use your survey
Date: February 25, 2010

From: Elaine Strachota

Kuangyu,

yes, feel free to use my survey instrument andseeitito fit your study. Be sure to
reference my work however in your dissertation.tBésuck to you.

Elaine Strachota, Ph.D, MS., OTR.
Milwaukee Area Technical College

700 W. State St.

Milwaukee, WI 53233

Occupational Therapy Assistant Faculty
Liberal Arts & Sciences Faculty
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APPENDIX B

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL

June 11, 2010

Cheri Toledo
C&I 5330

Thank you for submitting the IRB protocol titleddtars Affecting University Student
Satisfaction in Various Learning Deliveries for i@wv by the lllinois State University
Institutional Review Board (IRB). The IRB has rewvet this research protocol and
effective 6/11/2010, has classified this protoExempt from Further Review.

This protocol has been given the IRB number 2010802T his number should be used in
all correspondence with the IRB.

This classification of this protocol as Exempt fréirther Review is valid only for the
research activities, timeline, and subjects deedrib the above named protocol. IRB
policy requires that any changes to this protoeotdported to, and approved by, the IRB
before being implemented. You are also requiradftorm the IRB immediately of any
problems encountered that could adversely affech#alth or welfare of the subjects in
this study. Please contact Kathy Spence, J.D. stsHiDirector of Research, at 438-
2520 or myself in the event of an emergency. Atrespondence should be sent to:

Institutional Review Board

Campus Box 3330
Hovey Hall, Room 307

It is your responsibility to notify all co-investtprs (Kuang-Yu Chang), including
students, of the classification of this protocokaen as possible.

Thank you for your assistance, and the best ofesscwith your research.

Gary Creasey, Chairperson
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Institutional Review Board

cc: Ryan Brown, Department Rep, C&l
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APPENDIX C

LETTER OF CONSENT

Letter of Consent
Dear Participant:

This research is being conducted by Kuang-Yu Charmmpctoral student in the
Department of Curriculum and Instruction at lllia@tate University. The purpose of this
study is to explore the factors influencing learsatisfaction within online, blended, and
traditional learning. You are being asked to congéesurvey questionnaire that will take
approximately 20 minutes. This is an anonymousesyrso your responses will not
include your name. No names or identifiers willused if the data are used for
conference presentations, publications, or foriiggcpurposes.

After reading the statements, please indicate wallingness to be involved by signing
and returning this consent form. Also, by complgtmd returning the survey, you are
providing consent and agreeing to participate is $kudy. You are free to end your
participation at any time without penalty.

You might not directly benefit from this study. Hewer, the results could contribute to
the improvement of student satisfaction and coprsparation, and it could eventually
lead to the enhancement of teaching and learnittytechnology in higher education.

You can contact Dr. Cheri Toledo, the Principaldstgator, prior to, during, or after
participation if any questions or concerns ariggarding this study. You also can contact
the Research Ethics & Compliance Office at lllinBtate University at (309) 438-2520 if
you have any questions about your rights as a stipgticipant in this research, or if
you feel you have been placed at risk.

| certify that | have read and understand this eahform and agree that known risks to
me have been explained to my satisfaction, andlérgtand that | will receive no
compensation for participating in this researotertify that | am 18 years of age or older.
My participation in this research is given voluiitarl understand that | may discontinue
participation at any time without penalty or logsany benefits to which | may otherwise
be entitled.
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Signature

Date
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APPENDIX D

LEARNER SATISFACTION SURVEY

Learner Satisfaction Survey

Please fill in the blank or circle one answer

Learning settings

Course number and section: e.g. ABC 123-001

Demographics

1. Gender:
Female
Male

2. Age:
18-25
26-35
36-45

>45
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3. Ethnicity:
African American
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian and Pacific Islander
Caucasian
Hispanic
Hispanic/Latino

Other (please provide

4. Marital status:
Single
Married

5. Class level:
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Second Bachelor’s

6. Student status:
Full-time
Part-time

7. Employment:
Unemployed

Part-time
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Full-time

8. How far do you live from the university:
0-5 miles
6-10 miles
11-20 miles
21-30 miles
31-40 miles
Over 40 miles
Out of Illinois

9. Previous Internet use experience:
Never
Rarely (less than 5 hours a month)
Periodically (5-10 hours a month)
Often (11-20 hours a month)

Daily

Satisfaction Survey: please circle one answer o @ the following questions.

Student-content interaction

1. The course notes, lessons, or lecture used ircdhisse have facilitated my

learning.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree
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2. The assignments or projects in this course havktéaed my learning.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

3. Preparation for quiz/exams in this course hasifatald my learning.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

4. The learning activities in this course have requapplication of problem
solving skills which facilitated my learning.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

5. The learning activities in this course have reguiatical thinking which
facilitated my learning.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

Student-instructor interaction

1. In this course the teacher has been an active meshdescussion group
offering direction to our discussion.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

2. | have received timely feedback from my teacher.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree
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3.

| have been able to get individualized attentiamfrmy teacher when needed.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

4.

In this course the teacher has functioned as ttiktdédor of the course by

continuously encouraging communication.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

5. When | have attended the course, the teacher kmeag present.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

1.

Student-student interaction

In this course the discussion activities have megtiopportunity for problem

solving with other students.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

2.

This course has created a sense of community astadgnts.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

3.

In this course | have been able to share my viemipoith other students.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree
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4. In this course | have received timely feedback fiathrer students.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

5. In this course | have been encouraged to discessidnd concepts covered
with other students.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

Student-interface interaction

1. | enjoy working with computers.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

2. Computers make me much more productive.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

3. | am very confident in my abilities to use compater

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

4. Some computer software packages definitely makailegqeasier.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

5. Computers are good aids to learning.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree
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General satisfaction

Consider your current learning setting-traditiolealrning, and please answer the
following questions.
1. | am very satisfied with this course.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

2. l'would like to take another course with the sag@aring setting.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

3. This course definitely meets my learning needs.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

4. | would definitely recommend this course to others.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

5. | feel this course is as effective as other coungds different learning
settings—online or blended (combination of online &ecture but reduced
classroom hours) learning.

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Agree(4) Strongly Agree

164



	Illinois State University
	ISU ReD: Research and eData
	11-7-2013

	Factors Affecting Student Satisfaction In Different Learning Deliveries
	Kuang-yu Chang
	Recommended Citation


	Microsoft Word - 248373_supp_undefined_6CDC5F8A-47AA-11E3-B30A-7731EF8616FA.doc

