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Introduction
The issue being discussed is the impact online learning has on college students. 

The global pandemic forced students to adapt to online learning, causing many effects 
such as low engagement and low satisfaction. However, online courses have always 
been a viable type of teaching. It was found interactions for students and teachers are 
vital. In Garrison and Cleveland-Innes’ (2005) study, teaching presence and cognitive 
presence enabled the student’s self-awareness of what they learned despite being 
online. In Reeve’s (2013) Study 3, it was found through agentic engagement, students 
felt more motivated and positively perceived their teachers as supportive. As for 
satisfaction, in Kucuk and Richardson’s (2019) study, emotional engagement connects 
with a student's interest in the course and enabled a positive learning experience. 
Overall, satisfaction relies heavily on the student’s self-efficacy and the teacher’s 
framework.

The purpose of this research was to observe any significant differences in 
participant responses now versus pre-pandemic times. There has been discussion 
around individual’s personal well-being and concerns about the effects of increased 
isolation on students and teachers alike. The research will show how this sudden shift 
from teaching in a traditional versus distance learning might affect the presence 
factors in this type of a study.

Method
Participants 

Participants (N=92) were college students who have taken traditional and online 
courses in 2020. The percentage of females was 89.13% (N=82) and for males 10.87% 
(N=10). The current mean age (M= 24.13) was approximately 24. The ethnic makeup of 
the participants are the following : 32.61% Hispanic or Latino, 20.65% Asian, 41.30% 
White, 0% Black or African American, 3.26% American Indian or Alaska Native, and 
2.17% Other.
Measures 

Community of Inquiry Framework (CoI; Arbaugh, 2008). A 5-point Likert-type scale 
measuring variable presence. Items were adapted from previous studies with Varimax 
rotation of 11 items and from Alavi (1994) and Arbaugh (2000) (coefficient alpha=.94).

The Engagement Scale (AES; Reeve, 2013).  It is measured with a 7-item Likert-type 
scale to determine agentic engagement. The items were Korean-translated version 
and validated questionnaire used successfully with previous Korean samples. 

Satisfaction Scale (Satisfaction; Kuo, Schroder,& Bennett, 2009). Satisfaction is 
measured through a 5-point Likert scale which is comprised of 5 items. The Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha value range from .795 to .903 and the total reliability coefficient for 
the interaction is .855.
Procedure 

Two groups of students received either an online or traditional learning survey to 
take. Students took the survey alone, were given a notice of consent, and were asked 
to answer all the 5-point Likert scale items. 

Results
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Hypotheses
Through our review of previous studies and discussions had with fellow students 

and professors since March of 2020, we hypothesized that there will be variations in 
student’s self-efficacy, emotional satisfaction, and academic performance due to 
unexpectedness and lack of preparedness for participating in online classes due to the 
pandemic driven campus shutdown. We also predict that variations in professor’s 
teaching frameworks and online technical skills will have an effect on the above 
mentioned variables for students.

Discussion
With the recent transition from in-person schooling to online courses 

due to the current COVID-19 pandemic, our study set out to examine student 
participant’s experiences with online vs. in-person course settings. We
predicted there would be variations in student’s self-efficacy, emotional 
satisfaction, and academic performance, categorized into topical sections 
labeled Presence, Engagement and Satisfaction. Unlike other studies conducted 
in peer reviewed articles and academic journals, our study found that responses 
in all three categories were similar in both in-person and online course 
responses from students. With similar levels of presence despite the 
environment change, students reported they were able to moderately access 
teachers, other students, and material. 
Limitations

Incorporating additional variables such as course structure, student and 
instructor characteristics and styles (Hiltz and Goldman, 2005), hours spent 
learning independently compared to interacting with professors and other 
students virtually are worthy of further examination in this type of a study. 
Additionally, not knowing the specifics on the participant’s professor’s methods 
of content delivery, direct instruction, and ability to facilitate discourse, as 
noted to have an impact on student’s learning experiences in the study 
Assessing Teaching Presence in a Computer Conferencing Context (Anderson, T. 
et al., 2001), there could be some influence of confounding variables that were 
missed in the study we conducted.
Implications

We believe the results of our study can make students feel hopeful and 
encouraged when it comes to taking online courses. Technological 
advancements and a sense of being “in the same boat as others” with regards 
to charting new methods of learning have perhaps caught up with and 
surpassed the stigma of online courses being too hard to manage and navigate. 
Further assessing student’s benchmarks and well-being in relation to online 
learning methods will surely be of high interest in the coming months. 

Comparisons with Independent sample t-tests. Survey responses resulted in 
no significant differences in mean course scores between Online Courses 
(M = 3.63, 3.32, 3.16, SD = .93, .86, .89) and In-Person Courses (M = 3.42, 
3.55, 3.19, SD = .58, .62, .52), t(77.32, 83.46, 74.79) = 1.28, -1.47, -.23, p = 
.20, .14, .82.

Note. Students were asked the same 1-5 rating scale questions about their course
experiences for in-person courses as they were asked for online courses. Mean rating = 
M, Standard deviation = SD, Standard error of the mean = SEM. 
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Note. Participant survey response comparison for Online vs. In-Person Course comparative 
experiences;  error bars depict SD. 


