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ABSTRACT

Over the past several years, traditional education at community colleges has vastly
changed. Thisislargely dueto the rapid changesin technology and transfor mations
in education. Current technology has afforded many major colleges and universities
the opportunity to provide students with off-site instruction through the use of
distance education. This study addresses the following research questions: Istherea
significant difference between the cour se satisfaction of community college students
who recelved distance education instruction and the course satisfaction of
community college students who received traditional instruction? Is there a
significant difference between the cour se satisfaction of community college students
who recelved distance education instruction and the course satisfaction of
community college students who received traditional instruction by gender? First,
the variable course satisfaction between community college groups produced a
significant difference at a .01 Alpha level. Second, the variable gender did not
produce a significant difference on the course satisfaction of community college
students who were enrolled in distance education instruction courses when
compared to their counterpartsenrolled in traditional instruction cour ses.

Introduction

Distance education courses may appear to some nssudas relatively
unproblematic and less challenging compared toitibadl classroom instruction.
However, many students may perceive distanceatitun courses as less demanding or
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easier than traditional education instruction. d8nis often assume that online courses
require less class participation or involvement.fddinately, this is not the case.
Students who lack the necessary technological amdpater skills needed to be
successful in a distance education course fin@ny ward to keep up and often become
confused and fall behind. Success in a distanceatidm course requires students to
remain computer literate, prepared, discipline wetl organized. These courses require
hours of online usage and participation. If studeate not willing to make such a
commitment, then face-to-face classroom instruatiay be their best alternative.

Although distance education is changing the fateammmunity colleges, on-
going studies are conducted continuously to detegnwhether or not students are
satisfied with their distance educational expemsncompared to their traditional
educational experiences. Satisfaction relates udesit perceptions of their ability to
achieve success and to feel good about the outcdqieler, 1993). From this
perspective, several studies have explored stusatsfaction with online programs
(Debourgh, 1998; Enockson, 1997; Johanson, 1996Calde, 1997). For example,
Enockson (1997), in the study assessing distangea#idn in a university setting, found
that students were satisfied with online instruttlmecause it provided flexibility and
responsiveness to their learning requirements agqueatations. Similarly, Johanson
(1996), based on her study of an online classramm¢luded that students’ satisfaction
was positively impacted when (a) the technology waasparent and functioned both
reliably and conveniently, (b) the course was dmadly designed to support learner-
centered instructional strategies, (c) the instnistrole was that of a facilitator and
coach, and (d) there was a reasonable level obilgy. In contrast, Debourgh (1998))
found that student satisfaction depended more enqtrality and effectiveness of the
instructor and the instruction than on the techgplo Carnevale (2000) found that
distance education students look for many of tmeesthings found in traditional courses
including a knowledgeable professor, interactiorthwihe professor, and additional
features that create a feeling of community withia class.

Previous Studies

More specifically, recent studies have been cotetlto determine whether or not
students were satisfied with distance educatioriruoson compared to traditional
education instruction based on gender, age, etiinamnd the number of distance
education courses taken. There is a considerabteisnof research that suggests that
male and female college students experience thaeoehvironment differently (Allen,
1994; Barber, Sullivan, & Walker, 1997; HawisherSlfe, 1992; Selfe, 1990, 1999;
Selfe & Selfe, 1994; Sullivan, 1999; Wojahn, 19%olfe, 1999, 2000). May (1994)
argued that distance education is better suitati¢anterest of men than women. May
maintained that male distance education studentsfotas on their educational work,
whereas female distance students feel more homensibility as well.

Regarding age, student attributes related to eanadsuccess and satisfaction
correlate with maturity (Allen, 1995; Dille & Mezlc1991). Older students’ age may be
associated with expectations for higherelevof interaction and collegiality; both
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activities may be limited in distance education amdy therefore impact student
satisfaction. Further, the majority of those emolin distance education programs are
female and between the ages of 25 and 40 yearéPeldiniak, 1983; Hiola & Moss,
1990). Regarding ethnicity, online students apacally White/Caucasian, while other
cultures are more prevalent in traditional instiact Additionally, if one looks at the
number of classes that a student has taken, tkeee marked drop-off of perceived
barriers for students who have taken only one eoosnpared to those who have taken
no online classes. It may be that after expermenquist one online class, most students
either overcome many barriers or realize that theay overestimated the barriers before
taking any online courses (Muilenburg & Berge, 2005

According to Bisciglia and Monk-Turner (2002), stids who work full-time and
attend class off-campus have a more positive d#itoward distance education learning
when compared to others. They are also more liteelye motivated and willing to take
other distance education learning courses whemgdhe option.

Many students learn best through face-to-faceaatitional interaction provided
by professors and with interaction among studebistance education often prohibits
this interaction, making learning and direct invatvent less personal. Students who lack
the technological skills required for various typet distance education may fear
approaching learning situations provided throughtraalitional modes. Problems related
to privacy issues, technological difficulties, atethnology focus rather than content
focus have been noted (Piotrowski & Vodanovich,®00

One of the leading factors that lessen the distdmeteveen instructors and
students is the amount of communication that islaoted by instructors to students.
Email is the most common form of electronic comneation and should be used as
required. However, it is the online presence of itteructor, the knowledge that the
instructor is out there, that matters most to sttel¢Smith, Ferguson, & Caris, 2002;
Woods, 2002).

Murray (2001) has advice for those running onlinaerses for keeping students
enrolled. The first point is to train faculty. Beéofaculty can be effective and serve as a
support structure to students, they must understamohe pedagogy and the tools
associated with an online education (OLE). Theststmclude email, discussion threads,
chat rooms, and pushing course content. Faculty aiss understand how to adopt new
and emerging technologies related to OLE (KagimaH&usafus, 2001). Another
retention point is for administrators to give stoide significantly more specific
information and advisement. Administrators must egipotential students realistic
expectations, and then let them decide if the destdearning modality is appropriate for
them. Determining the technical skills that studembssess upon entering the program
may determine the success of those students iprdggam (Huang, 2002). There is little
doubt that distance education students will sunehgter the technical tools and “become
competent and skillful users of a variety of commaton tools” (Anderson, 2001,
p.76). Technical support must be easy to reachasaiable around the clock.
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Statement of the Problem

Research has shown that distance education conffees number of advantages
over traditional classroom instruction. The probleh this study is to determine
differences between community college studentssesosatisfaction of distance education
instruction vs. their counterparts student’s cousaéisfaction of traditional education
instruction. More specifically, this study is daségl to determine if their were significant
differences between the course satisfaction of conity college students enrolled in
distance education instruction and their countéspatho were enrolled in traditional
education; if so, do these differences effect sitglecourse satisfaction by gender, age,
ethnicity, and the number of distance educationsasitaken.

Significance of the Study

The results of this study will provide distance ealion instructors,
administrators, educators, curriculum specialiatsj other concerned individuals with
data regarding the course satisfaction of commurotiege students toward the use of
distance education versus traditional educatiosoAlhe findings of this study will help
assist educators in developing teaching stratetiiat will assist noncomputer-literate
students with the necessary skills and knowledg¢ ttmey need to be successful in a
distance education course. Further, this studypuilide educators with approaches that
will help students feel comfortable and confidebbat using technology when they are
enrolled in on- and off-campus courses. Moreotlds study will provide data about
how successful students feel about distance eduncatersus traditional education
environments; it will help assist students with thesources that they need to be
successful in distance education courses. Fintlllg, studywill also assist educators in
learning new instructional methods that will help eénhance distance education
instruction.

Resear ch Questions
This study addresses the following research questio

1. Is there a significant difference between tbarse satisfaction of community
college students who received distance educatistuiction and the course
satisfaction of community college students who ke traditional
instruction?

2. Is there a significant difference between tberse satisfaction of community
college students who received distance educatistuiction and the course
satisfaction of community college students who vk traditional
instruction by gender?
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Resear ch Hypotheses
From the aforementioned research questions thexNoit hypotheses were addressed:

HO:: There is no significant difference between theurse satisfaction of
community college students who received distanceatbn instruction and
the course satisfaction of community college stiglewho received
traditional instruction as measured by dimensidnthe Distance and Open
Learning Environment.

HO,: There is no significant difference between theaurse satisfaction of
community college students who received distanceatbn instruction and

the course satisfaction of community college stiglewho received
traditional instruction by gender.

Assumptions

The following assumptions were observed in thieaesh investigation.

1. It was assumed that participants responded tgnasd truthfully to the
questions on the survey instrument.

2. It was assumed that responses received in tihneeysunstrument were
representative of others of the same population.
Definitions of Terms
The following terms are defined for the purposéhisg study.
1. Age- refers to an individual’'s time of existence eays.
2. Communication refers to the way students and instructors renmacontact
with each other through various media suchnaasils, virtual chat rooms,
teleconferences, telephones, internet cormmesstand internet discussion

boards or face-to-face.

3. Community collegerefers to a two-year institution of higher edimatuse
synonymously with union college.

4. Course Satisfactiomrefers to whether or not students were satisfigl
distance education instruction or traditiordli@ation instruction.
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5. Distance Education- refers to education that takes place when thguctor
and student are separated by space and/or time.

6. Distance Education Coursesrefers to courses that are taken at locatidtenta
away from community college campuses. That is, sesrtaken through
electronic media.

7. Distance Education Instructior refers to off-site instruction taken mainly
through electronic media.

8. E-Learner- refers to students who learn through electrameclia.

9. Ethnicity - refers to an individual's distinction by racanguage, and cultural
characteristics.

10. Face-To-Face Instructior refers to on-site instruction; used synonymously
with traditional education.

11.Gender- refers to an individual as a male or female.

12. Number of distance education instruction coursé&ena refers to the number
off-site courses taken at the time of the study.

13. On-Site Courses- refers to courses conducted traditionally on roomity
college campuses.

14. Off- Site Courses- refers to courses taught electronically awaymfro
community college campuses; used synonymously digtance education
instruction.

15.Resources- refer to outside factors that foster studentstess such as tutors,
the library, computer training, and counseling.

16. Satisfaction- refers to whether or not students prefer traddl classroom
instruction or distance classroom instruction.

17. Technology refers to current electrical and mechanical devithat distance
education courses require students to have acoemsdtknowledge of to be
successful.

18. Traditional Classroom Instruction refers to classrooms that are physically
located in the college and mainly taught by theulex; question, and test
method.
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19. Traditional Education- refers to education that takes place onsitevatidn
the classroom; used synonymously to face —to-ifasteuction or education.

20. Traditional Education Courses refer to courses that are taken on campus
face to face with an instructor.

M ethodology

A survey design was used in this study. This spetype of research involved
the distribution of a survey instrument to colletta from two groups of students:
students enrolled in distance education instruetiamourses and students enrolled in
traditional education instructional courses. Momo\wstudents who were enrolled in a
community college during the fall semester of 20@8&e randomly selected as research
participants. The investigator evaluated the sattgin of students regarding their
enrollment in distance education instruction cosirsesrsus traditional education
instruction courses at a community college in tlo@itlseast region of Texas. The
community college is an open-admission, publicitagon of higher education offering
associate degrees, certificates, academic prepayatiorkforce training, and lifelong
learning opportunities that prepare individualslimerse communities for life and work
in an increasingly international and technologisaiciety. The community college
consists of 40.8 % males and 59.2% females. Autditly, there are 37 % African
Americans, 33.1% Hispanic, 9.9% Asians and Patsfanders, 16.8% White Americans
and 3.3 % others. There were 1,572 students edrplleistance education courses and
1,413 enrolled in traditional instruction settingsfotal of 2,985 students. The sample
population consisted of 120 students at Houston i@onity College-Pinemont Center.
These students were randomly selected from coutsesg the fall 2006 semester.
Selected courses included sixty students from taditional education courses and sixty
students from two distance education courses. Thplesents data relative to the gender
of the sample population of community college studearticipants. Table 1 indicates
that there were 27 (22.5%) male students who faatied in the study. By contrast, there
were 93 (77.5%) female students who participatetierstudy.

Table 1

Distribution Table of Community College Respondégt&ender

Gender Frequency Percentage
Male 27 22.5
Female 93 77.5

Total 120 100.0
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Table 2 presents data relative to the age of contgnoollege sample population;

Thirty six (30.0%) of the respondents to the sureye between the ages of fifteen and
twenty-one, 36 (30.0%) of the respondents to tmeeyuwere between the ages of twenty
and twenty four, 14 (11.7%) of the respondentshdurvey were between the ages of
twenty five and twenty-nine, 10 (8.3 %) of the r@sgents to the survey were between
the ages of thirty and thirty four, 9 (7.5%) of tlespondents to the survey were between
the ages of thirty five and thirty nine, and 15.6P3) of the respondents to the survey
were forty years old and older.

Table 2

Distribution Table of Community College Respondégtége

Age Frequency leatage
15-19 36 30.0
20-24 36 30.0
25-29 14 11.7
30-34 10 8.3
35-39 9 7.5
40+ 15 12.5
Total 120 100.0

Table 3 presents data relative to the number danlte education courses taken
by students. Fifty-seven (47.5%) of community agdlerespondents in the study had
never taken a distance education course; 25 (2088%)e respondents had taken one
distance education course; 15 (12.5%) had takendistance education courses; 9 (7.5
%) had taken three distance education coursesl4and1.7%) had taken four distance
education courses. Fifty-seven (47.5%) of commuaodlege respondents in the study
had never taken a distance education course béfowesver, this was their first distance
education course.
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Table 3

Distribution Table of the Number of Distance Edima Courses Taken by Community
College Student Respondent

Number of DE

Courses Taken Frequency Percentage
None 57 47.5
One 25 20.8
Two 15 12.5
Three 9 7.5
Four 14 11.7
Total 120 100.0

Resultsand Analysis

Data for the present study were statistically gdaising a One-Way Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA) and Multivariate Analyses. Whene\statistical differences were
found, post hoc Schéffe tests were used to deterthim source of the significance. The
goal was to examine the differences between thedep@ndent variables on each of the
independent variables to eliminate or reduce tlfleance of any outside variables that
may distort the differences being studied (GraveftéWallnau, 2005). Research data
collected for the study were submitted to a StiastPackage for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) for statistical analysis. The hypotheseshis study were tested at the .05
probability level or better.

Examination of Hypotheses

HO;: There is no significant difference between tharse satisfaction of community
college students who received distance educatistruction and the course
satisfaction of community college students who ivemb traditional instruction
as measured by dimensions of the Distance and @paming Environment
Scale (DOLES

Presented in Table 4 are the One Way Analysis aofaxiee results for the difference
between the course satisfaction of community cellstudents who received distance
education instruction and the course satisfactio@&r community college counterparts
who received traditional education. These dataceth significant difference between the
course satisfaction of community college studentso weceived distance education
instruction vs. those community college studevtis received traditional instruction as
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measured by dimensions of the Distance and Opemnioga Environment Scale
(DOLES). A statistically significant difference wésund in the course satisfaction of
community college students (F = 2 .88, = 119, Sig < .05) who received distance
education instruction when compared to their tradél instruction counterparts who
received traditional instruction at the .05 levéhus, hypothesis one (HPDwas not
rejected.

Table 4
Distribution Table of the One-Way Analysis of Vada for the Course Satisfaction of

Community College Students Who Received Distanceafidn Instruction and Their
Counterparts Who Received Traditional Classroontriicsion

Mean
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Square F p
Between Groups 2.046 1 2.046 2.853 0.094
Within Groups 84.621 119 17

Total 86.667 120

*Significant at the .01 level

Presented in Table 5 is the mean difference ofctingse satisfaction of community
college students who received distance educatistruiction and those who received
traditional instruction. The results indicate thlé mean of the course satisfaction of
distance education instruction students was higihan the mean of the course
satisfaction of traditional instruction studentfiefefore, distance education instruction
students were significantly more satisfied withitlto®urses than were students enrolled
in traditional instruction courses.

Table 5
Distribution Table of the Mean Difference of Comityuollege Students Who Received

Distance Education Instruction and Their CountetsaMho Received Traditional
Instruction

Dependent Mean

Variables N Mean Difference p
Traditional Instruction 60 4.03 .30 .01*
Distance Instruction 60 4.33

Total 120

* Significant at .01 level
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HO,: There is no significant difference between therse satisfaction of
community college students who received distanceatbn instruction and
the course satisfaction of community college sttslermo received traditional
instruction by gender.

Presented in Table 5 are the Multivariate Analysgults for the difference in the course
satisfaction of community college students who ineazk distance education instruction
when compared to their counterparts who receivadittonal instruction by gender. A

statistically significant difference was not fouffel= .025, df = 119, Sig > .05). Thus,
hypothesis two (Hg) was not rejected.

Discussion

Answering the questions of this investigation, iaswfound that the course
satisfaction of community college students enrolieddistance education instruction
courses were more satisfied with their courses thare community college students
enrolled in traditional instruction courses. Morenvthe variables of gender, age,
ethnicity and the number of distance educationrtakethe two groups were not found to
be significant at the .05 Alpha level. Findingghis study were unfavorable to those of
Sounder (1993) and Wong (1990). Their researchddbat students were less likely to
think there was a difference between a traditiomatruction and distance-learning
courses. However, according to Bisciglia and MonkaAEr (2002), and consistent with
the findings of this study, students who work fite and attend class off-campus have a
more positive attitude toward distance learning nvitempared to others. Moreover,
distance education learners are more likely to lméivated and willing to take other
distance learning courses when given the optiarteréstingly, Drennan, Kennedy, and
Pisrske (2005) found that among 250 students, tbeurse satisfaction was more
positively geared toward technology and an autonmmearning mode. Consequently,
students may react differently to online learningionments, depending upon their skill
levels, attitudes and employment status.

Conclusions

The following findings were observed based on @eualyses. First, the variable
course satisfaction between community college gouype., distance education
instruction students vs. traditional instructiondsnts) produced a significant difference
at a .01 Alpha level. The mean difference betweaenms indicated that students enrolled
in distance education instruction were statistycallore satisfied with courses than were
students enrolled in traditional instruction costs8econd, the variable gender did not
produce a significant difference on the coursestattion of community college students
who were enrolled in distance education instructtmurses when compared to their
counterparts enrolled in traditional instrunticourses. To extend the findings of this
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study, the researcher recommends: Further reséaméeded to investigate the role of
access to technology of minority students. Thisetgp research will provide additional
evidence as to why lower-income, minority, and urej@esented students are likely to
be among those who may not have access to thediegynor have the technological
experience necessary to take advantage of disehemtion courses. A study should be
conducted with populations of students to deternifirtbere are student learning style
differences for those who are enrolled in distaedecation courses and those enrolled in
traditional instruction environments.
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