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ABSTRACT

Active duty service membsgparticipation in noftraditionalhigher educatiodesigned for
veterans and other ndraditional adults can be uniquely impactediir unpredictable
military schedules, geographic instabilityddinequently limited access to technology needed to
complete course requirements while in remote aréhs purpose of this study was to examine
whether active duty undergraduates differed significantly regarding their attitudes toward
distance learningral their perceptions of the distance learning environment compared to
veteransandnenr adi ti onal adul t s. This causal compa
perceptions after participating in 208vel undergraduate education delivered online aivater
four-year institution based on their curratétus as active duty, veteran, or smifitary norn
traditional student using the Distance Education Learning Environment Survey. ANOVA was
used to compare overall enjoyment of distance learning. MAN@Xx&mined differences
among groups regarding instructor support, personal relevance, and student autonomy.
Participants included 203 online undergraduates who completedlav@eneral education
course during the Spring 2017 semester. There was mificagt difference between active
duty members and veterans regarding enjoyment of distance learning, and no significant
differences among groups for instructor support, personal relevance, and student autonomy.
Based on the literature, there is a needdvelop an instrument focused specifically on
evaluating institutional and programmatic barriers. A mirexthods approach that builds on
existing literature regarding issues faced by active duty military students could result in the
development of sucan instrument.

Keywords nontraditionalhigher education, adult learning, adult continuing education,

military students, distance education
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview

Increasing numbers of higher education institutions recedghe&sigificance of
developingguality, flexible programand specialized services intended to enhance the higher
education experience fanilitary studentsand their families In the process of evaluating needed
programs and services, active duty serviegmnes are often considered indiscrete from their
service veteran peer Given themanyfactors thatanaffect successful completion aflult
degree completion prograiesven those specifically designed for ftoaditional students, active
duty service membesmay be quite unique and offeiffering perceptions regarding online
learning environmentdMachuca, Torres, Morris & Whitley, 201&tarrGlass, 2013).

Background

Understanding the unique experiences of service members and vateparscular low
these experiencespact their educational and social needs as studsbecome of major
importance for cdééges and universitieseeking to better serve the increasing numbebpetbf
active duty and service veteran students (ArmiGrabosky & Lang, @L5; Harmick &
Rumann, 2013). &lure to acknowledge and adequately address the needs of active duty
undergraduates as a unique stughaqulation compared to service veterans and otber
traditionalstudents may result exctive duty service membeggperiencing greater
dissatisfactiorandfrustration,resulting in theirmcreased potential for nasompletion.

Active duty service members, consistent withesnontraditionaladults, have become
increasinglyresponsive to the growing need for psatondary education to stay or become
competitive in the overall labor force (Chen, 2014; Deggs, 2011; Grace, 2@ad.recently,

degree completiohas become particularly important frareeradvancements enlisted service
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members compete for promotiarthin the senior ranks. Because active duty military students
have greater access to online distance higher education prograrghrnon-traditional
programs offered osite this studyfocused orActive Duty Service Member (ADSM) and
ServiceVetera n €Y¥) participation in asynchronous onlineurses of instruction atprivate
four-yearinstitution of higher learning.

Merriam, Caffarella, and Baumgartn@007) and Tainsh (2016) recognize not only the
increasing enrollment in online educatiomgrams, but additionalljow high-quality and
effectively delivered online learning is an emerging and valuable segment within the higher
education community. Demillo (2015) purpprs information is increasingly available for free
on the internett isthe manner in whichigher education institutions package and deliver
informationthatwill define the real value of education for future studentisnited literature is
available howeverwith a specific focus oactive duty studentspany of whom areealing with
increasingly longer and more frequent remote deployments and unpredictable operational
requirements At the same timdhese students face increaseelsgure to complete their
undergraduate educatidor continued enlisted advancement.

Existing studies regarding military students and higher education have typically involved
transitional service veteranh@se recently returning froactive duty), or approach timeeds of
all military students as a collective population (Armiet al.,2015;Brown & Gross, 2011,

Evans et al., 2013 aphan & Elliott, 2015; Nichot€asebolt, 2012)Environmental factors

such as flexibility (pacingubmission otourse requirements), instructional delivery, availability

of required technologgffecting neededesources to meet course requirements while deployed,
andfaculty st udent i nteraction can i mpact learing act i v

environmend, and their overall satisfaction with distance education. These issues become
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increasing gnificant to higher educiain institutionsconfroning their ownquality metrics
regarding studergvaluation of instructiorgourse disenrollmenand program discontinuation
Cornelius,Gordon, and Ackland (20181l oquent |l y refl ect the ADS
increasingly accessible ndraditional higher education progranassertindearnercenteredness
demands greater flexibility regarding time and place, ensuring all sttt acces®
educational resourceghenand where they needespite exsting rends, HEIs continue to align
norttraditional programs with traditional academic schedules and course frameWwerksps
most consequential foctve duty studemstenrolling in online courses the propensity for
institutions to establisbourse strueires (pacing and assignment submission requiremesse)
on traditionalmodels Brown & Gross, 201 IMachuca et al, 2014&tarrGlass, 2013). Other
concerns have includddculty perceiving active duty military studentshagh-maintenanceor
worse, udesirablgBarry, Whiteman, & Wadsworth, 2014; Brown & Gross, 2011).
Subsequently, iBxaminingthe needs of thignique studenpopulation it is important for higher
education institutions to consider wher the most significant issuasesocial, acadmic, or
procedurallydriven.
Historical Context
Early literature regarding netnaditional educational program management was primarily
concerned with adult cognition and motivational strategies for dealing with learners considered
atypical of the mainseamstudentpopulation(Knowles, 1970, 1980)Morstain and Smart
(1977)expanded the field of adult learning beyond cognitive theory by defining five groups of
adult learners based on motivationatefrminantshat foster theiparticipationand contination
in formal education. Subsequently, Cr¢s381)became a foundational reference for education

practitioners regarding the effective facilitation of adult instruction. Subsequently, Wolfgang &
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Dowling (1981)begin to substantiate the theory of aga$ predeterminants of their own
learning, versus learningimarily based on external forces.

Driven byearly efforts to addreghe challenge presented by an increasitigit student
populdion, institutionsattempted tainderstand andespond to theaxial and environmental
needs of this new netnaditioral demographic, generatimgsearctaddressing anticipated versus
real barriers to adult learningichter& Witten, 1984), and adapting institutions to better serve
adult studentsTerrell, 1990) It was not long before colleges and universities were compelled to
address factors regarding higher levels of disenrollment and poor retention rates exhibited by
norttraditional students (Carr, 2000; Mercer, 1993; Villela, 1991) and began exploring
theoreti@al models of adult persistence in the formal higher education setting (MaaKi
Slaney, 1994).

In recent decades, the higher education community has considered distance and other
norttraditional program models as a socioeconomic reality and, muchitbémeft, an
emerging business model amde that is becoming both formally institutionalized in the alver
higher education landscapes wel | as surpassing other 1 niti
(Fairchild, 2003; Kasworm, 2003; Muilenburg & e, 2005 O6 Connor , 1994) .
Arminio, Grabosky, and Lan@015 dedicate their effort to providirg detailed evolution of the
relationship between the military and higher education institutggmsernment benefits for
education and vocatimal training, as well as a contemporary approach to understanding the
social needs of service veterans returning to complete higher education programs. Similarly,
Hamrick and Ruman(2013 has become desktop reference for military servipeogram
adminstrators, counselors, and other individuals who may be involved in coordinating veteran

student advocacy programs. h€ limitations of most tated literature in the field result from its

a

T
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primary focus on returning service veterans and their assimilatparticipation in orcampus
programs.
Social Context

Institutional issuesthat ishow colleges and universities organikemselves to
administer instructiormay in fact present the most difficult barriers for active duty military
students t@mvercome in pursuitfdiigher education in programs typically structured for
traditional studentsqross, 1981Deggs, 2011Fairchild, 2003. Such oganizational barriers
may significantly outweighissues such as studex@ademic rediness, time, and fancial
concerns as determinants of adult participation. Higher educasbtuiionshave a implied
social responsibilityo facilitate lifelong learning and the accumulation of knowledge for all
populations. For the education community, this medlogsving innovation and creativity to
drive efforts to expandpportunity for higher educatipas businesses and government agencies
look to the higher education community as partners in continuing education and professional
development for both credit andmcredit training (MerriltGlover & Edwards, 2015).
Theoretical Context

Crossb6s (1981) categorization of barriers
frameworkfor theproposed inquiry. Brriers to adult learning are definad institutiond,
practicesand systematic issues that include policies, procedures, attitudes and other formal and
informal behaviors that discourage or prevent adults from enrolling in or successfully completing
formal educationsituationa) factors afécting workingadult students such as time, family
commitments, money, irregular work schedules, and familial or collegial attitudes and support
for higher educatiagranddispositional confidence abdwacademic ability, concerns about age,

or unfavorable prior educatiahexperiencefCross, 1981 This framework has been similarly
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applied in examini mgdaadudents (3airelldl890)eandchanacterizing
the perceived barriers of adult learners (Deggs, 2011)
Problem Statement

Despite greatly gganding opportunitiefr online distance learningregular and remote
operational commitments make it difficult factive duty service membet fully participate in
the learning environmemindto meet course requirements bound by the traditionaiencie
cdendar (Machuca et al., 2014; St&lass, 2013).Thisinquiry soughtto recognize this
potentially undeiacknowledgegopulation of high qualitgtudents with many befis to offer
HEIs: experienced, motivatedchievemenbrientedundergraduatedesiringreputableguality
online degreeompletion programsBaccalaureate degrees have become essential for senior
enliged military advancement. rllke themanyreturning service veteraddSMs ae so
commonly associated witthese studentsan besignificantly burdened by unpredictable
operational schedules, geographic instability, tuition policiespaadall ability to devote
limited time and energy to their degreempletion efforts.

Increasing literature is emerging as institutions cha#tezach other for their share of the
transitioning service veteran market, particularly in response to enhancements in educational
benefits for service veterans and their famitfest occurred during this deca@&minio,
Grabosky & Lang, 2015; Brown & Gss, 2011; Hamrick & Rumann, 2013; Naphan & Elliott,
2015; NicholsCasebolt, 2012). There is limitéterature however specifically devoted to
defining online higher education issues having the greatest impact on active duty students as it
relates to pyviding flexible, accessible programddchuca et al., 2014; Sta@lass, 2013

The problem ighe lack of an overarching framework to guide program administrators

and university officials in developing structures to suppulitary student populatia(Evans et
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al., 2015). Maximizing access to online distance education presents the most obtainable
solutions. Therefore, therga definite need to examine specificaligw ADSMsevaluate
online learning environments in which they participate, and #t#iudes toward distance
learning opportunitiesampared tservice veterans arather nonrtraditional students (Machuca
et al., 2014; Ros&ordon, 2011StarrGlass, 2018
Purpose Statement

The purpose of this causedmparative studwas to examine Wether active duty
undergraduatedifferedsignificantly regarding their attitudes toward distance learning and their
perceptions of the distant@arning environmet regarding credibearingundergraduate
educatiordelivered onlinavhencompared to retuing service veterarand othenon
traditionaladult studentsParticipants includ203undergraduate studentho completec
200level general education course deliveosdtineduring the Spring 2017 semester

Forthis study, the independent variaklasthes t u d eurrentdnditary affiliation:
active dutyservice membefADSM), transitionaservice veteran (SV), or nemilitary affiliated
norttraditionaladult undergraduate student (NTAJo obtain a measure of studgigeneral
enjoyment regardig distance educatiothis study usethe Distance Education Learning
Environments Survey (DELE®)ght item attitudinaénjoymentscale(Walker,2004; Walker &
Fraser, 2005). To obtain a measure ofstadt s 6 p e r comlimd leamingsenvsohmen h e
threesubscals provided by theDELESinstrumentwereanalyzed: a) instructor suppor), b
personal relevancandc) student autonomyAlong with demographic information, these
measures alloadfor daiato be analyzed based on militaffiliation, aswell as factors such as

age, rank, or prior online learning experience, which may be significant to guide future study.
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Significance of the Study

Limited scholarly research has focusedevaluatindearning environments that promote
successful degree mpletion specific tstudents currently serving on active duty. Furthermore,
efforts to support the military student population, which includes returning service velersins
been characterized as ad hoc rather than strg@gen & Gross, 2011). Ade authors
indicate, ADSMs represent a mature, motivated, and achieveoranited student population
(Brown & Gross, 2011). They may also represent a unique population timateisessarily
stymied in their quest for degree completipncurrent structuas in place.Major observations
point to course standards and expectations built on traditional student models, as well as some
evidence of unfavorable faculty perceptions of military students in gelBznalyet al, 2014;
Brown & Gross, 2011). Failinp address these issumm leavenstitutions dealing with
disproportionately high rates of disenrollment for these otherwise verptasiked, high
achieving individuals.

What was onceontraditionalis now clearly a lasting and significant componeht
higher educatioprogrammanagementRossGordon, 2011) Consequentlycontinued research
is needed that gives greater regard to how institugstmsture learning environments, and how
such environments promote or fail to promote successful completnontraditionaldegree
programs forll studenfpopulationgBrown & Gross, 2011; Nichol€asebolt, 2012; Machuca
etal., 2014; Ros$sordon, 2011).

If undergraduate students serving on active didyrove to differ significantly from
service vetmns and othamon-traditionaladults in their attitudes toward distance education,
specifically the online learning environment, such findiwgsild explain concerns with

programs intended to support the military student population that only addrgsspihiation as



22

an aggregateThese indings add to the body of &tature regarding the uniqgueed ofactive
duty mi | i tingrowdingflexibld, aatdassbée onlinkigher educatioBrown & Gross,
2011;Machuca et al., 2014; Regdordon, 2011StarrGlass, 2018
Research Questins
RQ1: Is there a difference iattitudes regarding general satisfacteandymentof online
undergraduateducation amongon-traditionalstudents based anilitary affiliation (adive
duty, serviceveteran, nommilitary)?
RQ2: Is there a differencm perception®f instrucor support, personal relevance, and
student autonomgegarding onlineindergraduateducation amongorttraditionalstudent based
on military affiliation (acive duty, servicereteran, nommilitary).
Definitions
Terms pertinent to the current study are defined as follows:
1. Andragogyi theartandsciece of hel ping adultsd | earning
McCann et al., 2012).
2. Assessmemf Prior Learning (APL) the process ofacko wl edgi ng adul t s6
informal and nofformal learningntentionally resulting in awarding aicademicredit
based orknowledge acquiredutsideof a formal academic settirf{tenlund, 2013).
3. Dispositional barriers self-perceptions about oneself as a learner that discourage adults
from participating in educational activities (Cross, 1981).
4. Distance learning flexible learning in terms of time, place, or both relevant to
instructional delivery (BeytiMarom, ChajutRoccas & Sagiv, 2003).
5. Institutional (or environmental) barrier®o r gani zati onal Apractices

exclude or discourage working adults from participating in educational activities such as
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inconvenient schedules or locations, finhe fees ér parttime study, inappropriate

courses of study, and so fortho (Cross, 19
6. Learning environmeritit he di ver se physical |l ocati ons,
students |l earn, 06 including Athe ways in wh
setting to facilitate | earningo (Bates, 20

7. Noncompletefi a student whenrolls in a course or program of formal instruction,
however for reasons of academic preparedness, compatibility of their original choice, or
for other matterare not able to compete the course or program arehd@l (Ozga &
Sukhnandan, 1998)

8. Nonenrolleri alsoreferred to as aon-participant,a potential studerttissuaded from
engagingm formal education for a variety of factors, included real andeperd barriers
to their successful participation (Cross, 1981).

9. Nontraditional studenfi students typically over the age of 24, and exhibiting at least
some of the characteristics that include being employed, having family responsibilities
other than theselves, with some years of separation between completing secondary
education and engaging in higher education courses of instruction (Chen, 2014; Fairchild,
2003; Khiat, 2015).

10.Online learning internet enabled or assisted formal education where therriesning
resources and instructional activities are conducted over the internet-(Basdm et al.,
2003; Jordan, 2014).

11. Situational barriers personal issues, such as time and money, family support, and social
attitudes that discourage adults frommtjggpating in educational activities (Cross, 1981).

12.Transitional Service Veteran (S\4 termcommonly usedh the higher education
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community referring to prior service members engaging inmagary careers, higher
education, or both, and generalggarded as being within the first years after separating

from active duty (Naphan & Elliott, 2015; Niche@asebolt, 2012).
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview

Despite concerns over rising tuition costs and strained budgets, many higher education
institutions appear to devote significant resources toward enhancrangus programs and
facilities designed to recruit traditially aged studentdNon-traditionaladult studentshowever,
continue to represent an expanding student population electpagticipate in online and other
distance learning programs to fulfill their higher education gdaéspite increased focus on
establishing ortampus programs to support returning veterafregaently underemphasized
opportunity forinnovation and oweach is in response to the unique needs of the military
undergraduate still on active dutiiccess tsuitablebaccalaureate degree completion programs
for active duty service memberemmainsan important factor for the service member, as it should
likewise befor institutions desiring to expand outreach to this populdtitecchuca et al., 2014
StarrGlass, 2013) The following literature reviewxaminesonline learning environmesitand
issues having the greatest impact on suecessful participatioof active duty adult students
participating in online highexducation.

Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework drivintpis study is based oG r o s s 6 darriers® 8 1 )
successful adufparticipation in formal education: institutional, situational] amspositional.
Cross expounds upon existing adult motivational theories such as Boshier, Houle, Knowles,
Morstain and Smart, and Tough, providing a detailed explanation of the multitundernal and
external factors impactg nontraditionaladultparticipation in formal education, with the goal
of improving access to higher education opportunfoesll populationsand enhancing student

motivation to promote their successtaintinudion (Cross, 1981)Cr o s s 6 s wor k contii
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readily cited in current research, and is foundational to understanding issues dealing with
designing accessibl@ntraditionaleducational programs for adults (Deggs, 2011; Hyland
Russell& Groen 2011; McCann, Graves, & Dillon, 2012; Saar, That, & Roosalu, 2014).
Defining Barriers to Adult Participation

Improved access to Higr education can be achieved through institutions examntiméng
own barriers that lead to adult nonparticipation or disenraitmand by systematically working
toward their minimization or elimination (Cross, 1981; Deggs, 2011; HyRarssell& Groen

2011; McCann et al., 2012; Saar et al., 2014).

Institutional
Barriers

Situational
Barriers

Dispositional
Barriers

Figure2.LCr osso6s (1981) Categorirzation of Bar
TraditionalParticipation in Formal Education Environments

Crossob6s three categor i @bareanmplifibdnableZzly s exhi b

along withpotential student impact on successful participation and completion:
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Barriers to Adult Participséion in Formal Higher Education

Category Description Impact on Adult Student Participation
Institutional institutional practices and unable to enroll when desired based on
systematic issues that admissions requirements or timelines
include policies,
procedures, attitudesd lack of favorable tuition rates, espegydibr
other formal and informal online delivery
behaviors that discourage
or prevent adults from required courses not available online or
enrolling in or successfully asynchronously
completing formal
education inflexible course participation requirements
lack of recognition for prior learning and life
experience
unable to meet institutional residency
requirements
degree completiotaking too long
Situational factors affecting working costs disproportional to perceived benefitthe
adult students such as  impact on other family needs
time, family
commitments, money, time and location making attendance or
irregular work schedules, participation difficult or impossible
and familial or collegial
attitudes and support for relocation or mobility issues
higher education
Dispositional confidence about fear of failure

academic ability, concern
about age, unfavorable
prior educational
experiences

unable to relate benefits of participation to
personal or career goals

Note.Adapted fromAdults as Learners: Increasing Participation and Facilitating Learriyg
K. P. Cross, 1981, p. 98. Copyright 1981 by Jos&ys,San Francisco.
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Understanding reasons that discourage adult participation in higher education is as
significant to defining the problem as exploring factors that att@etraditionaladult students
to continue their formal educatipincluding flexibility, tuition costs versus perceived future
benefit from education, and time necessary to complete degree requirements (Mal.ann et
2012; Saar et al., 2014).aBiers may include those that exist within the structures of the
organizatbn, and those simply perceived by the student due to lack of outreach and
communicatn regarding available opportuniti@sross, 1981). In either case, institutional
barriers reportedly affect 10 to 25 percent of potential adult learners, ranking second
situational beriers (Cross, 1981). ithational barriers vary based on individual students, and are
typically outside the control of the learning organizatidimereforeinstitutions intending to
remain competitive in the adult education marketptaost increasaccess by reducing
structural barriers to participation.

Cross additionallynaintains how institutional barriethose within the structures of
higher education institutionsan perpetuate existing achievement gaps among income and other
social groups (Cross, 1981). Individuals who have had positive educational experiences, or have
families that strongly value educatidagpically those in higher income categoriaee likely to
be better motivated, thus more inclined to pursue their édueagoals (Aslanian, 1983; Cross,
1981). Current efforts by the education community to minimize existing achievement gaps
further exemplify the need to maximize access to, and improve both the flexibility and
affordability of, educational opportunitiésr all individuals (Grace, 2014; Saar et al., 2014).
This includes providing greater access to quality higher education for active duty enlisted
personnel (Brown & Gross, 2011; Machuca, Torres, Morris, & Whitley, 2014 -Stass,

2013), who can oftehe first generation college students (Evanal.,2015).
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Table 2.2adapted from Cross (1981) demonstrates percentages of adult participants
reportedly affected by specific institutional
Table 22

Perceived Institutional Barriers to Adult Learning

Percentage of

Perceived Institutional Potential Learners
Barriers Reportedly
Affected
Full time attendance requirements 35%
Time required to complete degree 21%
Unable to attend courses when scheduled 16%
Poor communication about course offerings 16%
Inflexible attendance requirements 15%
Courses unavailable when desired 12%
Difficult/complex enrollment procedures 10%
Unable to meet admission requirements 6%
Unable to get credit (*interpreted ae credit for prior learning 5%

Note.Adapted fromAdults as Learners: Increasing Participation and Facilitating Learriiyg
K. P. Cross, 1981, p. 99. Copyright 1981 by Jos&ss, San Francisco.

University and college continuing education prograanagers and administrators are in
the best position to respond to institutional barriers they may be perpetuatiimgly or not,
within their formal or informal structures, but only if they proactively explore and comprehend
the extent to which suchalriers impact student enrollment and successful continuation within
the popul ations they intend to serve. Consi d
social responsibility to be ever responsive to a dynamic U. S. and global economy, and tespectfu

of the changing industry and workforce requirements of employers and technology partners,
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McCann et al. (2012) express the criticality of understanding what sets adult students apart as
successful participants in their pursuit of formal higher education.

This studyfocusedon the first of these categories, as institutional barriers not only relate
directly to the perceived learning environment, but are typically within the control of the learning
institution and can be readily adapted depending onrtfenzational climate (Birnbaum, 1988;
Saar et al., 2014). Thus, examining institutional barriers to active duty student participation,
specifically improving access to appropriate learning environments, offers the greatest potential

for the higher educetn community in its programmatic efforts.

Affordable Cost —
Access to an
Appropriate Learning
Environment —

b
Minimal Time to Complete , \
Degree Requirements —

Figure 2.2. Institutional Requirements for Developing Successful Degree
Completion Programs.

Conceptual Framework Applied in Other Research

Studies grounded in Crosso6s fafti@patb) t heory
include those focused on adapting the education community to better understand and serve adult
students (HylandRussell& Groen 2011; McCann et al., 2012; Terrell, 1990), with
recommendations for implementing student services more respémsheneeds of specific
populations.Earlier indications of the need to review not only curricular issues, but how higher

education organizations must reevaluate institutional policies, practices, and perceptions
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regarding recruiting and retaining adstitidents appear through previous deca@esss, 1970,

1981; Knowles, 1970, 1980errell, 1990), however, discussioraling for major change in the

higher education community to adapt institutions to meettraditionals t udent sé needs
continue to inwvlve flexibility of access based on time and location, and affordability as

prevalent issues (McCann et al., 2012; Saar et al., 2014)

Due to the time of publicati on, stingeangeel | 6s
of adult studentssonsiderimg the high percentage of those currently participating online (Brow
& Gross, 2011; Tainsh, 2016, making recommended institutional, or structural, responses
such as offering convenient child care, and ditmurs student services for evening and wedken
students (Terrell, 1990). One can contend how many situational (family, career, time, cost)
barriers could be overcome by providing wedisigned, flexible, more affordable structures to
deliver quality online instruction (Brown & Gross, 2011; Evanale2015; Machuca et al.,

2014; Saar et al ., 2014). Terrell 6s (1990) ¢
studies, asserting the need for assessing prior learning for credit (Stenlund, 2013), and for having
faculty and advisors trained irsises faced by adult studefBonura & Lovald, 2015; Miller,

2015).

Deggs (2011) initiated a qualitative study based on the barriers and categories as defined
by Cross (1981) as the framework to examine perceived barriers to adult participants in an
accderated degree completion program. Notewortlag the eventual recategoriziafadult
perceived barriers as: academetated, career arjdb-related, and intrapersonéhe author
indicating how some patrticipants provided concerns regarding the wesghobtogy, as well as
lack of faceto-face instructor presence, that eventually redefined issues with the online course

presentation for participants as academic (Deggs, 2011). Furthermore, the study having involved
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an accelerated program may also accémmivhy participants perceived such structural issues as
course pacing as academicalgtated versus institutional. The author is careful, however, to
stress how t he st udy-detatedissiessupplanting mstitationalestwoald e mi ¢
notr epl ace Crosso6s original work (Deggs, 2011).
the quality of online course delivery to support instruction, is additionally considered by Pickett
(2009), and Tainsh (2016).

Saar et al. (2014) also utilizedCso6 s barri ers framework in th
structural barriers, during which they assessed four institutional factors affecting adult
participation: diversification of available programs, ease of access to those programs, flexibility
for completng academic requirements based on time and location, and affordability to promote
access for morstudents. The study recognizée significant body of existing research focused
on the adult as learner for its psychological contributions to the fielg\rear,it determined the
content lacking ifully considering the significance of structural barriénese external to the
student. Consequently, Saar et al. (2014) highlight the need to develop flexible, alternative
programs that target a broader ran§jstudents, and include substantial opportunity for the
assessment of prior learning for academic credit.

Studies specific to active duty military participation in online higher education include
StarrGl ass6s (2013) contemperargygegmambénsodoveeads
students. Approximately half of the military student participants indicated the most significant
barriers they experienced affecting satisfactory course completion dealt not with personal factors
(lack of time,academic cofidence or readinegsbut with programmatic issues such as course
scheduling and inflexible handling of late assignments, primarily the result of limited access to

the internet and other constraints on the service member when temporarily deployedeotounab
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communicate (StaiGlass, 2013). Based on the increasing demand for affordable, quality higher
education for active service members to achieve both personal goals and advancement
requirements (Brown & Gross, 2011; Callahan & Jarrat, 2014;-Gtass, 2013), program
managers and university administrators should become more aware and respectful of the issues
these students face, recognizing the nature
they have to offer the educational communityew provided suitable programs that encourage
and support their participation (St&stass, 2013).
Related Literature

The higher education community continues to face a changing dynamic affecting student
populations, both within their traditional brigkndmortar and virtual campuses, as increasing
numbers ohonttraditionaladult students return to continue their formal education, having spent
substantial time in the workplace (Chen, 2014; Réssdon, 2011; Tainsh, 2016). Literature is
consistent irestdlishing whonontraditionaladult students are: at least 24 years old, work at
least part time, financially independent, typically both a spouse and parent, and have been away
from formal education for a year or more (Bonura & Loy&d15; HylanedRussell & Groen,
2011; Khiat, 2015; Saar et al., 2014; Tainsh, 2016).

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCER)rts the percentage of adult
students 25 years and older has remained 40% or higher since 1990 (NCESA2Gh6)wvn in
Figure2.3, NCES data also substantiate the risean-traditionaladult enrollment in post
secondary education is keeping pace with, or in some years exceeds, traditional student
enrollment (NCES, 2015)Additionally, NCES (2015)ndicates adultlearners over the age of

24 are participating in the broad range of available higher educamortunities as shown in
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Adult Participation Based on Delivery Mode
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Figure 2.4. Adult Participation Based on Delivery Mode.

Adapted from the Digest of Education Statistics, Table 311.20:
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Figure2.4: approximately 35% of adult students enrolled in some night classes; 9% of adults
enrolled in weekend courses; and 38% enrolled in courses offered online/diSthaagyven
percentagemdicate at least 18% of adsitire enrolled only in traditional daytime courses.

Most literature regarding enhanciagult learning environmenfecusses on academic
readiness, learning styles, or the sociological needs commonly affeairegmature individuals
in the formal educationa&nvironment (Chen, 2014; Grace, 2014; Khiat, 2015; Pickett, 2015).
Of greater relevance to this study, howewvasthe limited research available specifically
addressing how institutions organize, or fail to organtaeiy nontraditionalprograms in
response to demands for greater accessibility, specifically for online learning environments, and
what that means as applied to active duty military students (Brown & Gross, 2011; Nichols
Casebolt, 2012; Machuca et al., 2014; R@ssdon, 2011).
Factors Resulting in Adult Population Growth on Campus

Research regarding the increased presence of adult learners in higher education
consistently acknowledges hawnttraditionalstudents are responding tetgrowingnecessity
for postsecondary education aadvancedprofessional certifications to stay or become
competitive in the overall labor force (Chen, 2014; Deggs, 2011-Gosdon, 2011). McCann
et al. (2012) also point to global economic competition, emerging industry requirements for more
skilled workes, and an inadequate traditional education system as primary faetdrsg to the
influx of adults returning to formal education in the United States.

Adult learners have also responded to the increased availability of distance learning
programs Figure2.5 showspercentageof undergraduates age 24 to 29 enrolled in any distance
course rose frompproximatelyl8% in 200304 to more than 25% in 20608, and 36%luring

201112 (NCES, 2015). The data for online studexggs 30and over is even gher, indicating
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innovations having the greatest impact on adult learning will significantly involve online and

other distance learning environments.

Percentage of Undergraduate Students
Participating in Online/Distance Learning
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Figure 2.5. Percentage of undergraduate students participating in online

distance learning. Adapted froitme Digest of Education Statistics, Table

311. 22: ANumber and Percentage of Undergr
Distance Education or Online Classes and Degree Programs by Selected

Characteristics: Selected years, 20d3through 20141 2, 6 by t he

National Centefor Education Statistic2015

Recent efforts by Grace (2014) and Hylddssell and Groen (2011) continue to
distinguish the merits of adult continuing education and lifelong learning, and have substantially
contributed to institutions having a highregard for adult students. @&$e studies, pointing to
long-held perceptionsf nontraditionaleducation as remedial, highlight how the higher
education community, specifically foyear institutions and some government agencies have
previously devalueddult and other alternative education programs in comparison to traditional
formal secondary and higher education settings intendgatmger student&race, 2014).

As a result ofhesdingering stereotypes, many innovationswom-traditionalhigher
education that successfully address procedural issues versus academic issues, such as improving

access through flexible enroliment, expanding online course offerings, and awarding credit for
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prior learning, have been made in large part by community esllagd by specialized foyear
institutions uniquely chartered fill the need for more accessible adult baccalaureate degree
completion programs (Evans et al., 2015; Machuca et al., 2014). Thus, there remains substantial
room for innovation throughouost public and private fowyear institutions.
Andragogy as an Expanding Field of Study

The term andragogy refers to the methods and practice of facilitating adult learning
(Knowles, 1984). Although the term first appeared in tHeckEhtury work of Kapp and
Lindeman, it gained full recognition in the education community in the early 1970s when it
became apparent simply borrowing teaching methodologies, or pedagogy, common to traditional
secondary and higher education proved inadegdtCann et al., 2012). Even contemporary
theory regardingnon-traditionalhigher education is so commonly associated with adult learning
theory, a great deal of literature relatedrtontraditionaleducation leadership and management
focuses solely othe learning styles and psychosocial needs of the more mature student (Grace,
2014; Khiat, 2015; Pickett, 2015).

Recent analyses, however, frequently poirdadministrativefactors such as course
scheduling and appropriately flexible learning environtm@s issues of greater concern for
many working students (McCann et al., 2012; Saar et al., 2014:@teas, 2013). Furthermore,
studens now have greater expectations that institutions will recognize knowledge and skill
acquired outside the boundaradSformal higher education (Evans et al., 2015; Réesdon,
2011; Stenlund, 2013Non-traditionalhigher education program managers and adult learning
practitioners are increasingly aware of the need to merge informal and nonformal learning
experiencef working adults within the formal setting, and continue to progress toward merging

methodologies proven successful across multiple settings (Grace, 2014).
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Current discussions exemplifying the full rangenofttraditionallearning constructs
include: gen colleges that support formal individualized study (Carrey, 2015; DeMillo, 2015),
selflearning documented by testing and professional portfolios (Carrey, 2015), and partnerships
with public and private workforce development for the purpose of documgaetthnical and
professional knowledge (MerriBlover, 2015; Stenlund, 2013PeMillo (2015) asserts, that as
more information is freely available on the internet, the real value of an education will be based
on factors other than traditional conteAts a result, adult learning practitioners should consider
expanding the theoretical constructs related to andratgagyycompastheseaspects of the
largerlearning environment.

Characterizing adult learners. Knowles (1984) describes the adult learnenagng
the following characteristics: sdtfirected, experienced, eager to learn and succeed, interested,
selfmotivated, with the need to relate to the usefulness of the learning expectations in any
educational environment, formal or informal. This digfion is commonly referenced to support
other studies regarding adults in a variety of learning environments (Chen, 2014; Deggs, 2011,
Mc Cann et al ., 2012; Tainsh, Tefrel @990)desdtilzes ed o n
the primary developmeritaeeds of the more mature learner to incllol: selfconcept due to
extended separation from formal education; not having the time or energy to devote to a formal
academic program; emotional demands faced by adult life situations; financial stabilky; wo
social, or civic responsibilities; family needs having priority over personal and educational goals;
and the studentdés continued reappraisal of th

Merriam (2001) additionally contends how the previous construdtegmeriences of
adult students entering or-eatering the formal education setting used to relate new content

toward transforming attitudes and redefining goals and understandings are significantly more
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substantial that those of younger studeesulantly,compared to the goal of attaining

knowledge for its own sakenore commonly associated with traditional programs of study, adult
learners have a stronger need to relate educational objectives to previous and future tasks and
goals (Chen, 2014; Degd&)11; Tainsh, 2016). Other widely held concerns continue to include

fear of failure, lack of time and money, competition with job and family responsibilities, and the
emotional demands faced by | ifebs situations

Additionally, adult learners are likely to disenroll from programs they perceive as
frustrating, or as unduly competing with family or work commitments (HyRussell & Groen,
2011; MerriltGlover & Edwards, 2015; Saar et al., 2014). Organizationigdabas solely on
helpingnontraditionalstudents better assimilate into traditional learning environments versus
adapting programs and structures in a way that acknowledges the above traits will be found
wanting.

Despite trends demonstrating increasiog-traditionaladult participation, many higher
education institutions appear to direct significant resources at enhanetagnguis facilities and
promoting programs primarily designed for traditionally aged students, without proportional
efforts aimed tadeveloping more accessible alternative education programs for adults. As a
result, such institutions will be ifprepared to relate to or contend with the potential impact of
this changing dynamic (Chen, 2014; Grace, 2014). Pickett (2015) best suesntiagiz
implications of these trends, asserting how essential it is for educators to critically reevaluate the
realized value of traditional education as it is currently offered, the author referring not only to
existing curricular content, but how the deliy of that education is shaped in both formal and

informal learning environments.



40

Military Participants in Higher Education

Current literature regarding military undergraduates is primarily directed at veterans
transitioning to posactive duty careersnd lifestyles (Naphan & Elliott, 2015; Nichels
Casebolt, 2012). While there is not yet a plethora of studies regarding transitioning military
students, a solid foundation of prior research is beginning to populate special interest journals.
Onesuchreppt descri bes an institutionds creation
members regularly associate with a safe zone (NigBatebolt, 2012). In this article, the
author outlines how the university set in place initiatives such as voluntary faautipg and
support services for transitioning veterans. Additionally, the work of Naphan and Elliott (2015)
addresses how transitioning veterans respond to the absence of the command and control
structure, organization, and lack of clear communicatimhdirection they experience in the
higher education environment, where they are expected to act as creative, reflective and
transformational participants in the larger campus community.

Another issue impacting the learning environment for returning seveterans is
directly related to student and faculty negative perceptions of the military in general. Barry et al.
(2014) report cases wreestudents and faculty personaligparagedormer military students
based on antivar sentiments, at times resng in direct namesalling and other acts of
animosity Seemingly less offensive, however equally ingeresfor those who have bravely
served, are cases where students or instructors questioned returning veterans about whether they
haveeverkilled someondgBarry et al., 2014).

Closing achievement gapsEnlisted service veteramdecting to engage in higher
education are often firgjeneration college students (Evans et al, 2015), and can face differing

situational (family, social, financial) drdispositional (attitudinal, emotional) expectations about
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their educational goals that can affect their academic persistence (Bonura & Lovald, 2015; Cross,
1981). While these conditions are internal to and unique for each student, Saar et al. (2014)
corcluded that institutional structures, those manifesting from the policies and practices of the
educational or governmental organization, are important factors that can greatly enhance or
discourage adult participation in higher education, depending oratibvely the institution

works to identify and overcome such barriersrfon-traditionalstudent groups.

Charging the higher education community with being slow to respond to demands for
greater flexibilityto increase access for all student populat{@zar et al., 2014), studies such as
Deggs (2011), StaiGlass (2013), and Saar et al. (2014) continue to call for undergraduate
instruction that is1ot only affordable, butexible in time and location, and mindful of the
experience adult students briwgth them to the ortampus or virtual classroom.

Military students as adult learners. Military undergraduates returning to formal
education, I|ike other adult | earners, do not
2009, p. 183). Due to thaimaturity, need for efficiency, and internal motivation, students with
extensive military experience expect to be able to clearly relate to how the learning activities
they are asked to complete effectively lead to accomplishing established courseeashjaotiv
how they relate to their vocational and personal goals (Tainsh, 28i6jarly, military
studentsalso have a greater need to understand how their previous and ongoing professional
experiences relate to new content in the formal setting (CousgliGordon & Ackland, 2011).

Due to the quality and highly structured nature of their previous training, in addition to
expectations facilitated by their military organizations, military adult learners expect a more
formalized and consistent approactagsessing their prior learning for academic cnetign

returning to complete their civilian educati@@rown & Gross, 2011; Machuca et al., 2014; Saar
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et al., 2014; Stenlund, 2013).

Despite the increased attention directed at enhancing campus sevieefans and
other military students enrolled in higher education (Callahan & Jarrett, 2014; Evans et al., 2015;
McBain et al., 2012), there has been no apparent increase in evaluating or understanding the
unique needs of this student population (Batrgl.,2014). The largest body of research
compares psychosocial and academic issues faced by military veterans on campus with non
military affiliated students, but has no specific emphasis on access to suitably flexible learning
environments. Campusiiiatives have included providing staff and faculty training specific to
dealing withissues affecting veteran students (Brown & Gross, 2011; Callahan & Jarrat, 2014),
identifying veterarfriendly spaces to support students (NichBlsebolt, 2012), and gmoting
veteran student organizations on campus (Evans et al., 2015). The effectiveness of existing
programs designed to support military students is still relatively unexplored, and data collection
to support longitudinal analysis has been mgistent Evans et al., 2015).

Fall, Kelly and Christen (2011) sought to compare differences in communication and
perceived instructional immediacy among civilian and military students participating in an online
learning environment. Findings, however, failedtpport the original premise that military
students would be more motivated by direct, formal communicé&alhet al., 2011). Barry
(2015) indicates active duty and veteran participants did not demonstrate significantly differing
rates of psychologicalr stress related disorders when compared tenmbtary students,
however, the presence of psychological issues such atgastatic stress did prove to be a
strong predictor of social issues on campus (Betraf, 2014).

Veterans Education Assisance Act of 2008 The increase in military veterans, active

service members, and their families on campus, including the virtual campus, is largely attributed
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to enhanced benefits afforded separating veterans and their families by the néyil PGatBiIll
(Arminio et al., 2014; Bonura & Lovald, 2015; Brown & Gross, 2011; Nicl@asebolt, 2012).
Recent changes in legislation regarding benefits for participating in voluntary education have
become major contributing factors affectihgt affectooth the bngterm retention of active
duty service members in addition to the more common consideration as a recruitment incentive
(Evans et al., 2015; Callahan & Jarrett, 2014).

The Pos9/11 Veterans Education Assistance Act of 2008 (or-Bddt Gl Bill) that
went into effect in 2009 is referred to by Bagtal.(2014) as the most generous offered to date
for service members and their families. The new legislation caused education institutions to be
effectively overwhelmed by military affiliated students, with over 300,000 service members
electing to use theiraw benefits during the first year the program was in effect (Barry et al.,
2014).

Many institutions are responding to the increasing demand generated by &R @St
Bill through directed marketing of adult degree completion programs intended tevihgn
current trends in employment opportunities, or based on related military experience (Brown &
Gross, 2011; Evans et al., 2015; McBain et al., 2012; Stenlund, 2013). Furthermore, the growth
of online asynchronous instruction has directly resultedareased institutional outreach to
military populations. Sixty four percent of military tuition assistance benefits were reportedly
used for online instruction during fiscal year 2010 (Brown & Gross, 2011; Evans et al., 2015).

Success aterving an expanding military student population. For military students,
continuing their training with civilian higher education is seen as a means for capitalizing on the
knowledge and skill acquired through both the formal and informal experience they gained while

saving, howeveyrWilson (2014) refers to the 201ihited States Census estimaing 71% of
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active duty and service veterans hankofrhet achi
report indicating theimereparticipation in formal education ditbt always result in successful

degree completion. According to the National Center for Education Statistics in 2014, while

most colleges and universities have military students enrolled, the support they receive can vary
substantially (Bonura & Lovald,d5).

At the time of their study, Radford and Weko (2011) reggbonly one percent of all
military-affiliated students were active duty service members, and only three percent were
service veterans, indicating the remaining population consisted adinpgipouses and
dependents. The percentagesattualmilitary members is alarmingly low considering the
extent to which voluntary education efforts are supported through tuition benefits and increased
advancement potential (Arminio et al., 2014; Calle&alarrett, 2014; StasGlass, 2013,

Wilson, Smith, Lee, & Stevenson, 2013ervice branches clearly recognimav formal

education enhances technical skill and professional competencies such as leadership (Evans et
al., 2015; StarGlass, 2013). Thel statistic perhaps indicates existing leagrémvironments
andstructuredor accessindpigher education fail to address the needs of adult military students,
specifically those on active duty (St&Btass, 2013) Consequently, ftitary education benés

may be of greater utility tthemembe® spouse and children.

Despite the significant increaseuse ofmilitary education benefits reported on their
campuses, McBain, Kim, Cook and Sneed (2012) indicate less than half of the 690 institutions
participating in their study provided intentional training for their faculty and staff related to
issues specific to both active duty and service veterans. Studies addressing best practices for
serving military students (Bonura & Lovald, 2015; Brown & Gro$4,12 Evans et al., 2015;

Machuca et al., 2014) begin to define the challenges they face, but clearly assert most approaches
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by schools havbeen less than strategBrown & Gross, 2011). The authors further contend
how failing to address the needs ofghinique population no doubt results in unfavorable
experiences for students, faculty, and advisors seeking to retain struggling students (Brown &
Gross, 2011), leaving institutions dealing with disproportionately high rates of disenrollment for
these othewise very tastoriented, highachieving individuals.
Significance of Assessin@rior Training and Experiential Learning

The practice of recognizing the formal, informal, and-faomal training and experience
of nonttraditionalstudents, including creatirsystems to assess and credential acquired
knowledge and skills, is commonly referred to by the education community as assessment of
prior learning, or APL (Stenlund, 2013). Formal learning, even that which occurs outside the
university, is more readilgecognizable due to the nature of its structure. Colley, Hodkinson,
and Malcolm suggest informal learning is unstructured, that which occurs as part of all the
individual 6s d a i-foripal lparnagtypicatlysoscurs imtheiwbriplaae,ogynb
means of other organized activities, and is more intentional in nature (as cited in Stenlund, 2013).

Evolving expectations regarding alternative adult degree completiaonObtaining
appropriate academic standing and recognition for their high levels of work and life experience,
technical knowledge, and significant leadership and management training is an important
consideration reasonably expected by all adult studentsy(Bieal., 2014; Brown & Gross,
2011; Evans et al., 2015; MerfiBlover & Edwards, 2015; Rog5ordon, 2011; Stenlund, 2013).
This is especially true for technically skilled militaapd priormilitary students (Brown &
Gross, 2011; Evans et al., 2015).

Both active duty and service veterans can feel bored and frustrated when required to

complete introductory coursework that simply rep#agsvery high levels akdnical and
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leadership trainingnd other experiential learning they achieved dumagyyears of service
(Evans et al., 2014). Grace (20,1Hdweverasserts continuing conceralBoutlong-standing
biases within the professional education community toward the quality and legitinraay of
traditionaladult education, including credit for lisend work experience. Such biases foster
existing structurethat challenge the successful accreditation of degpeéerringnon
traditionalprograms based on informal and fflonmal learning (Grace, 2014; Stenlund, 2013).

Assessment of prior learning hascome an increasingly significant decisiaaking
criterion for students, employers, and other stakeholders who may also fund such programs
(RossGordon, 2011; Stenlund, 2013). In reducing the necessary time to complete degree
requirements for militarand other experienced adults participating in higher education, it is
important to recognize and value the preexisting knowledge and skills acquired as part of those
past experiences (Evans et al., 2015; Rasslon, 2011). Also noteworthy is the earlglirsion
of awarding formal credit for prior learning as a suggested response to students insecure about
returning to complete formal higher education due to lowa®mitept (Cross, 1981; Terrell,

1990). Citing KleirCollins, RossGordon (2011) offers pfound statistics regarding successful
degree completion rates for students who received credit for prior learning: 43% versus the 15%
rate fornontraditionalstudents who received no prior learning credit.

Consistency of standards and academic rigorA major issue in providing academic
programs that include the assessment of prior learning results from the subjective measures
typically used in assessing welblased and other types of afmxmal learning, suggesting the
process can be plagued by poor Ie\af interrater reliability the more removed the prior
learning experience is from any formal training environment, where consistent criteria for

measuring specific knowledge and competencies may be lacking (Stenlund, 2013). Many public
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colleges and unersities have committed to acknowledging the American Council of Education
(ACE) recommendations for the awarding of credit as the standard (Brown & Gross, 2011,
Callahan & Jarratt, 2014; Evans et al., 2015), however decisions regarding the transfarability
acceptance of those recommendations, including how they can be applied to meet existing
programs requirements, remains up to the individual institutions (Stenlund, 2013). Fewer
institutions have distinguished themselves by joining Servicemember OpppColleges
(SOC) in order to benefit from the organizat.
the awarding of military credit, credit transfer due to mobility, and degree completion (Evans et
al., 2015; McBain et al., 2012).

There isa significantack of consistency across institutiargarding the assessment
prior learning, evemmongpublic institutions Sgnificant training and commitment on the part
of individual program managers and transfer administraoexjuiredo effedively evaluating
the prior knowledge of military service members, given the range of significant experiesee the
students bring to the academic setting (Barry et al., 2014). As institutions compete, or perhaps
fail to compete, to attract their sharetloé active duty and service veteran market and be
categorized as military friendly, consistency in standards is critical to ensure both the credibility,
as wel |l as t he demomntraditbnaladultdggree aompletion gragiamsut i on s 6
(Stenlurd, 2013). This is true for both the institution itself, as well as for students who choose to
invest their time and energy with the expectation of obtaining reputable academic credentials.
Active Duty Service Membersas a UniqueStudent Population

Manyinstitutions fail to diffeentiateveteras fromactive duty students in providing
services and outreach to the military populattgpically lumping all military affiliated students

into a single category (Bonura & Lovald, 2Q1%&xisting studies reganay service veterans
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returning to complete higher education offer the community interesting parallels on the topic of
supporting military studeaton campus such as thigelings of isolation and exclusion in a
traditional campus environment (Nichelasebolt, 2012), and transitioning from a highly
organized and structured lifestyle to college life (Naphan & Elliott, 2015). Most scholarly
research, howeveejtherfails to or minimally addresses specific structural or prograntmati
barriers to succeasfdegree completion encountered by active duty service members

Evans et al. (2015Machuceet al.,2014 andStarrGlass (213)underscore the
importance of distinguishing academic barriers that disproportionally impact service members
Like othernon-traditionaladult students, active duty students have extensive life commitments
beyond their higher education goals. Similarly, undergraduate degrees have become essential for
advancement and the fulfillment of lotgrm occupational goals for militans well as non
military affiliated studentsThus,in addition to serving the active duty military community,
addressing such issues as flexibility and accessibility relative to online learning environments
may prove beneficial for the larger populatmfrall nontraditionaladult students.

Factors that set ADSMs apart. Active dutyservice membersinlike their veteran and
other adult counterparts, are atypically burdened by irregular duty cycles, unpredictable mission
requirements, and locational instiily. Theywork in very structured, disciplined environments,
and do not have similar controls over th@rsonal and work schedulesmpaed to their
civilian or transitioningservice veteran counterparts (Bonura & Lovald, 20B8cause
deploymentsnd other remote operational commitments may come up unexpectedly (Machuca
et al., 2014, StarGlass, 2013), or may not align with the established academic calendar (Brown
& Gross, 2011), even a brief commitment during which the student megnis@sout or have

restricted access to a dedicated computer with internet can mean disenroliment, or that the



49

opportunity for an entire eight or #Beek semester may pass with no guarantees the same
situation will not repeaitself in following semesters. Active dutyembers are, howevestjll

burdened by the expectation to pursue higher education to remain competitive for advancement
in rank (StanGlass, 2013).

Understandably, given limited budgetary and faculty resources, being able to provide the
wide range of needed programs to effectively serve both veteran and active duty service
members, in additional to namilitary adult students, can be quite an overwtiey task for
individual institutions (Evans et al., 2015). Ultimately, overcoming these issues will require
creating innovative partnerships including online communities with shared instructional
resources$o expand affordable access. Many of these innovations will likely defy the traditional
boundaries of state borders and existing structures throughout private, public, and workplace
institutions in achieving new ways to deliver affordable, fighlity couseware (Carey, 2016;
DeMillo, 2015). Such solutions will be disruptive to existing precepts of institutional autonomy
and competition that currently plague the higher education community (Christensen, Horn, &
Johnson, 2011).

Meeting the Needs ofActive Duty Students

In striving to provide the level of effective, flexible, and accessible programs called for
by Evans et al(2015, Machuca et ali2014), andStarrGlass(2013), evaluation of exclusionary
policies and practices affecting specific categorfesdalt learnersuch as active duty students
should be an ongoing and proactive internal progessss, 1981; Saar et al., 201&upporting
potential active duty military studentseans determining which existing structures within the
learning environrantmay prevent their successful participatiafforking closest with students,

sensitive and willing faculty and counselors can best recognize the most cossones facing
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online studentgyurposefully seeking to provide sufficiently flexible prograimg may be
unable to respond accordingly due to governing policies or laicistitutionalsupport(Brown
& Gross, 2011; Machuca at., 2014; StarGlass, 2013).

Prospectivactive dutymilitary students are more concerned with finding programs that
allow for their parttime, online participation, with flexible enrollment opportunities than other
norttraditionalpopulations (Callahan & Jarrat, 2014lhe most commonly expressisgues
continue to include rigid admission and enrollment requirements, lack of flexibility in course
schedulingand assignment submissipalicies andfailure to acknowledge prior learning and
experience accomplished while on active dotgiccelerate dgee completion (Bonura &

Lovald, 2015; Brown & Gross, 2011; Machuca et al., 2014; f&sdon, 2011; StarGlass,
2013). Such barriers continue to be perpetuaten innorttraditionalprogramshat remain
inflexibly bound by the traditional academideradar (Brown & Gross, 2011; Evans et aD15;
Machuca et al., 2014).

Reaching Active Duty Students Where they are Online

Merriam, Caffarella, and Baumgartner (2007) maintain online learning as a growing and
significant market segment, one that is inshe@ both in numbers and recognition. Well
planned instruction delivered effectively through online learning management systems is
essential for reaching student populations for whom traditionaborpus attendance is
impracticalor impossiblgTainsh, #16). Most higher education institutions, however, continue
to align theimontraditionalprograms, even those online, with traditional academic schedules,
even thosadvertised as asynchronous simply due to the absence of scheduled class times
(Brown & Gross, 2011). Recent studies indicate the primary concerns reported by active duty

students enrolled in online education dealt with potentially avoidable programmatic issues:
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course scheduling, inflexible handling of late assignmieyisstructors and aff, and restricted
access to the internet to communicate with faculty and submit assignments (Callahan & Jarratt,
2014; StanGlass, 2013).
Technology as an academiand institutional barrier . Technology has been reported
as both a structural as well as academically perceived impediment to successful course
compl etion, with research primarily focused o
using technology resources like online leagninanagement systems and other instructional
resources adult students may be unfamiliar using (Deggs, 2011; Pickett, 2009; Tainsh, 2016).
The concept of technology as a barriesticcessfuaictive duty military studerparticipation can
be expounded updo include: lack of regular and reliable access to the internet, as well as
limited access to a dedicated computer to complete and submit required coursework (Brown &
Gross, 2011; Machuca et al., 2014; Stalass, 2013).
Academic choices made by adstiidents, military students specifically, frequemdgult
from having restrictedccess to the internet alihited computerdor personal use needeu t
support course participation due to deployments, where service members may be shipboard or in
remotelocations with restrictedommunications, even for shaltirations of time (Cornelius,
Gordon & Ackland, 2011)Machuca et al. (2014) foundcidents involving service members
having difficulty notifying instructors regarding late assignments when unis$ umexpectedly
secure communications due to security concerns. These situatiershandled insensitively
can i mpact the active duty service member 6s ¢
service member and their colleagues regardingati@ty member and the institution as a whole.
Best practices for increasing access to online educatiom a best practices article

(Brown & Gross, 2011) and related studies (Machuca et al., 2014; Nichskbolt, 2012), the
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authors address many of thayg both institutions and individual faculty members can
accommodate military students when issues of limited communications or available technology
are known in advance. Likewise, Bonura and Lovald (2015) call for more standardized policies
and procedurefor supporting military students, particularly whssmvice requirements
unexpectedly affect their participationtside ottheir control.

The following practices reflect those presented in the literature as having been reportedly
successful in resolrg temporary academic issues when access to reliable internet or a computer
was determined to be limited or unavailable: flexible, alternative assignment submission
requirements such as allowing assignments to be mailed or emailed when access to the LMS is
predicted to be unreliable; ensuring all required materials are available for print or download in
advance, alleviating the need fottendednline accessappropriatelyalteringcollaborative
groupassignments when such participation is not critictéthéolearning objectives; ensuring
faculty are aware of active duty students in their sections; and offering awareness training to
cognizant instructors and school officials related to common issues they face (Bonura & Lovald,
2015; Brown & Gross, 2011; Mhaca et al., 2014; NicholSasebolt, 2012).

Recommendations for Removing Barriers to Active Duty Participation

Bryant and Wertheini2009)present nine recommended principles of effectiveness for
adult learning focused institutions currently espousedh&yCouncil for Adult and Experiential
Learning (CAEL). The CAEL principles ihable 2.3are further amplified by literature with

potential applications for significantly enhancing support for active duty military students:
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Principle Description of the Principle in Application for ADSMs supported
Practice by literature
Outreach Removalof bar ri er s idevelopalternative, flexible
and traditiono t assignmentsubmission geedures
access to educat (Machucaetal., 2014; Sarretal.,
(p. 33) 2014 StarrGlass, 2018
incorporate flexible semesters
(Machuca et al., 2014; Saar et al.,
2014 StarrGlass, 2018
create downloadablmodules that do
not requireextendednternet access
(Machuca et al., 201 &tarrGlass,
2013
Life and Career and academic advising drivel incorporate customized degree plar
Career by thel e ar n e r safeerlgdal$, € within larger accredited programs
Planning as it aligns wit (Evansetal, 2015; Ros3ordon,
achieve those goals 2011; Saar et al., 2014
Financing Inclusion offlexible payment options incorporatefavorable tuition rates foi
veterans andctive duty Evanset al,
2015
allow for extended payment plans
(McCann et al., 2012)
Assessment Defining and assessing prior and partner with service branches for
of Learning  ongoing acquisition adtnowledgeand specific occupational specialties
Outcomes skills from life and worlkas it relates training evaluation (Evans et al.,

to credit that is applied to adult
participation in formal, degree
conferringprograns

2015)

collaborate with training commands
to improwe ACE evaluation of forma
training (Evans et al., 2015)
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Teaching Usinga variety of instructional encouragetudents to incorporate
Learning strategies that adults can readily rele case studies and problemased
Process to in order to connect new concepts learning based on their military
skills the adult perceives as useful  experienceNlerrill-Glover &
Edwards, 2016
Student Havingadequate systems in place to engagestudent advisors trained in
Support support student s handlingmilitaryspecific
Systems selfdirectedness administrative issues (Evans et al.,
2015) anddevelop faculty training tc
support initiativesCallahan & Jarrat,
2014;Evans et al., 2015)
Technology Using echnology to enhance the remain alert to when technology
timeliness and relevance a¥ailable requirements for accessing learning
information resources and participating in stude
collaboration becomes a barrier to
course completion (Khiat, 2015)
Strategic Partneing with employers, industry, include technology partners and

Partnerships

and other organizations to create an
enhance greater opportunity

nearby military training commands i
developing research opportunities fi
student participationHvans et al.,
2015; Merrill-Glover, 201%

Transitions

Providingsupportng services that
facilitate student achievement and
result to a successful transition to
oneds career goa

remove barriers that prevent
obtaining credit vianon-traditional
means evenafter admissionNlerrill -
Glover, 2015; Ros&ordon, 2011,
Saar et al., 2004

provide continuous counseling and
support for developing experiential
portfolios to document individual
learningin the workplacéMerrill -
Glover & Edwards, 2015; Stenlund,
2013

Note:Adapt ed
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Summary

Higher educationnistitutions typically focus oadultlearning issues such as offering
support for study skills, learning needs assessments, and providing online academic support
services (Deggs, 2011; Grace, 201This approach makend itself more toward how to make
existing structures ark for aduls adaghg to thetraditional role as studentersus purposeful
effortstowardrestructuing programs in consideration of elements of the traditional educational
model that prove inadeqte (Brown & Gross, 2011; Evans et al., 2015; Saar et al., 2014; Starr
Glass, 2013) Furthermore, campus administrators must move beyond the stereotype of adult
learning as remedial (Grace, 2014), realizing what was once consmgredditionalis clearly
a |lasting and significant component in the ov

Asadultst udent s prioritize | ear njithemostgoal s agai
significant implications for those chargedth developing, enhaneg, ormarketing adult
education programs demaadiministrators adapt to changes in technology, evolving demands of
the workplace, andociceconomidfactors affectinghe perceived suitability and marketability of
alternative degree completion programsgég, 2015; MerriiGlover, 2015; Saar et al., 2014).
Furthermore, as technology continues to pervade every adpghetworkplace and social
interactions with family and friends, it is naive for distance education program managers to
maintain aroverly gplied assumption thabore maturestudents will continue to need
significant supporsimply navigating the online learning environment. Overall student
satisfaction may in fact result more from inflexibly applied course struatatiesr than fear of
tedinology(Evans et al., 2015; Machuca et al., 2014; S&ass, 2013).

Designing programs that provide maximum flexibility in time and location offer the

active duty student the greatest opportunity for success (Grace, 20145&dss, 2011; Saar
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et al, 2014;). Because of the flexibility offered by community colleges regarding enroliment and
instructional delivery, many twgear institutions have taken the lead in this area (Evans et al.,
2014), providing the higher education community with useful eteofbr enhancing the learning
environment that can be applied within the higher education community atdfaumstitutions
(Evans et al., 2015; McBain et al., 2012). A related field where community colleges have lead
the way is in finding increasingipnovative approaches to award credit for prior learning and
life experience without compromising academic rigor (Stenlund, 2013).

Institutions serious about enhancing accesmtierserved student populations:
recogniz the ineffectiveness of suppsgvices aimed merely at helpimgpntraditionaladults
assimilate into traditional programs and structures (Brown & Gross, 2011; Saar et al., 2014);
understand most differences specific to active duty service members regard the flexibility of the
overall earning environment (Machuca et al., 2014; S&lass, 2013)actively exploe existing
structural barriers to participation potentially affecting adult enroliment or continuatidare
purposeful about eliminating unnecessarily restrictive practicgpalicies (Deggs, 2011; Evans
et al., 2015; Saar et al., 2014)

Differentiating adult students as learners Korr, Berwin, GreenandSokoloff (2012
expertly summarize the adult learner with the following assumptioasiqus experiences
become morsignificant for processing new content and for transforming previous constructs as
one maturesadults are more begrudged by activities that merely replicate existing knowledge or
skills; adults have a greater need to relate new content to the world armmaersus acquiring
knowledge for its own sakedults are more apt to characterize their participation in formal
learning as external to their daily lives and obligations, a factor that significantly contributes to

adult noncompletion; and adult lears@equire more frequent and individualized feedback about
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their efforts, in addition to grades, to remain motivated. KR@idi15) similarly referenceloyle

and Knowles, reinforcing how adult | ea+t+nerso
directedness that includes time management, goal setting, planning, problem soling, self
monitoring, and organization.

Based on the above characterizations, one can understand how adults participating in
formal learning typically have a high regard for thygievious experiences, specifically, highly
skilled military personnel and other adults who have spent considerable time in the workplace
(Evans et al., 2015; Roszordon, 2011). Adult participants also expect the learning
organization to respect theime, indicating the need to create efficient, meaningful instructional
activities learners can directly relate to specific goals, and to eliminate unnecessary or repetitive
requirements (Saar et al., 2014; Tainsh, 2016).

Differentiating Military Veterans and Active Duty Students as Learners There is
emerging literature concerning the social and learning needs of service veterans on campus
(Arminio et al., 2015; Barry, 2015; Bonura & Lovald, 2015;), and the effect of combat
experi ence o rbehavionuBaeyet al.204).sSoah stadies support concerns
regarding returning veterans who are often leathegstructured environment they know best
(Naphan and Elliott, 2015). One should use caution, however, irgeneralizing the findings
of studies limited toveteras on campusdue to their limited application to online learning
environments.

Ample literature emerges as institutions challenge each other for their share of the
transitioning veteran market in response to recent enhancemedisgcistional benefits for
veterans and their families (Arminio et al., 2015; Brown & Gross, 2011; Naphan & Elliott, 2015;

Ni chol s Ca sAadtionally, Bro#n®1Ga3s.(2011) point out the quality of these
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highly-motivated students, indicating theature to be both tadkcused and achievement
oriented. The ability to selfregulate amplified by the discipline, assumed responsibility, and
well-developed leadership commonly exhibited by achievereanted active duty students
(Naphan & Elliott, #15) makes both veteran and active duty military students as a population a
valuable commodity for the supporting learning organization, one likely to demonstrate higher
than average completion rates when they are afforded suitable programs that cancaiedemm
their unigue lifestyle (Brown & Gross, 2011; St&iass, 2013).

Unlike their active duty counterparts, transitioning service veterans typically enter higher
education without the same restrictions on their time, geographic stability, tuiticlaassis
benefits, and with more overall ability to devote efféotsontinuing their educatiorActive
duty students face external barriers that include frequent deployments, irregularly scheduled
operational commitments, and intermittent limitations darimet access and communications
while in remote areas or due to operational security (Machualg 2014; StarGlass, 2013).
These conditions are unigue to active duty studiatcan best be served by institutions that
acknowledge the needed fledity to support them as active participants, particularly in terms of
time and location (Cornelious et al., 2011).

Active duty studentare frequently stymied, however, in their quest for suitable degree
completion programs at reputable institutions witee learning organization: offers programs
with limited flexibility with regards to completing course requirements, communicating with
faculty and other students, and accessing online learning resources; has difficulty relating the
ser vi ce mewuadexpesiehce pnd foranal military training to transferable credits for
the purposes of academic standing and meeting degree requirements; and has institutional

residency restrictions, as well as continuing enrollment requirements that hinder a véey mobi
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student populationbés access to more affordabl
growing collection of fomprofit and marginally accredited institutions more than willing to

respond to the demand.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHOD S
Overview

This study involved quantitative comparisons of group meansniontraditionaladult
students based on their current military affiliation regarding their participation in online higher
education. Survey dat@gasused to examine active duty military, servicéeven, and otharon
traditonaladul t onl ine studentsd overall attitudes
toward the online learning environment of 280el general education courses for which they
are currently or have recently participdt Studentsvereasked to respond to 34 psychosocial
items regarding an online course, as well as eight attitudinal scale items regarding distance
education in general using the Distance Education Learning Environment Survey, or DELES
(Walker, 2004; Walkr & Fraser, 2005).

Design

This causalcomparativestudy examing whether active duty undergraduate students
differedsignificantly from service veterans and otherttraditionalundergraduates in their
assessment of online learning environments. For this gheiyree independent groupsed
for analysisconsisedof Active Duty Service Members (ADSM), transitioning Service Veterans
(SV) no longer on active dutyand nonAmilitary affiliatednontraditionaladult (NTA) students.
A causal comparative research desigisappropriate fosuchinvestigations comparing
guantitative meanfr agivendependent variabl@mong groups based on the independent
variable(Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007%.

Surveydatawas©® | | ect ed regarding studentsd eval ua
learning environment related to their recent participation in ebaditingonline higher

education. Analysisvasconducted to compare therée groupsn terms of their means on a



61

givendependent variable, testing the null hypotheses that there is no significant difference in
mean scores of the dependent variable athesthreegroups(Gall et al., 2007) This procedure
wasappropriatdor the giverresearclguestios regarding whether active duty service members
differ significantly fromtransitionalservice veterans or namilitary affiliated nontraditional
adult students regarding their attitudes toward distance learning and their assessment of online
learning environments used to deliver undergraduate higher education

Research Question

RQ1: Is there a differencen attitudes regarding general satisfacteandymentof online
undergraduateducation amongon-traditionalstudents based anilitary affiliation (adive
duty, serviceveteran, nommilitary)?

RQ2: Is there a differencm perception®f instrucor support, personal relevance, and
student autonomgegarding onlineindergraduateducation amongorttraditionalstudent based
on military affiliation (acive duty, serviceveteran, nommilitary).

Null Hypotheses

Hol: There is no statistically significant differeniceattitudes regarding general
satisfaction/enjoyment of online undergraduate educanoongnontraditionalstudens based
onmilitary affiliation (active duty, service veteran, nronlitary).

Ho2: There is no statistically significant differeniceperceptions oinstructor support,
personal relevance, and student autonomy regarding online undergraduate edouamamon
traditionalstudent based amilitary affiliation (active duty, service veteran, nomlitary).

Participants and Setting
Participants for tis study were recruited usimgnvenience samiplg of current online

undergraduate students enrolled at a private, regionally accreditegefounstitution located
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in central Virginia. The institution consists of approximately 50,000 undergraduate students, of
which 42% are male, and 58% female. éwting to the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) website, 45% of undergraduate students are enrolletirpartwvith the remaining 55%

full time students. Furthermore, 39% of enrolled undergraduate®ateaditionaly aged 24

years and oler, with approximately 7700 military affiliated undergraduates based on students
receiving military education benefitst{ps://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/?id=232557

The DELES survey was initially distributed via student email to potemidérgraduat
participarts enrolled in one of sithreecredit hour 20devel general educaticacademic courses
offered onlineduring the springemester of th20162017 academic year.olminimize
natumlly occurring variationparticipans wereenrolled partimein creditbearing courses
offeredcompletely online and asynchronous, with necampus requirement for collaboration
or final assessment. Ftiiime studentsverenot considered appropriate participants, as they
represerdgda different population of undgraduate students with differing expectatioRr®er
comparison, studentgeregrouped based on their currenilitary affiliation: active duty, service
veteran, onontraditionaladult.

Of thoseinvited to participate, 407 participants from the coussgseyed initiated a
response to the online survey. Initial data screening yielded 191 usable response sets based on
survey completion and adherence to the formal definition of &nadition student based on the
literature (Chen, 2014; Fairchild, 2008hiat, 2015). Multiple reminded were sent over a two
month period in order to enhance patrticipation. The final sample population consisted 4f
ADSM, n=51 SV, andch = 138 NTA, resulting in an overall estimated sample sid¢ ©203.
Except for he small number of active duty respondents, this sample size was adequate for

conducting analysis of variance using three nominal groups based on current military status to
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obtain a medium effect size at the 0.05 alpha level with statistical power ad$he! (Gall et
al., 2007). Demographics for the final sample populationdisplayed inTable 3.1.
Table3.1

Overall Demographics of Final Sample Population based on Military Status, Course, Gender

Military Status Overall Course Gender

Active Duty (ADSM) n=14 Econ 2 Male 8
Eng 0 Female 6
Math 5
Psy 6
Soc Sci 0
Gov 1

Service Veteran (SV) n=>51 Econ 9 Male 37
Eng 0 Female 14
Math 12
Psy 18
Soc Sci 5
Gov 7

Nonmilitary Adult (NTA) n =138 Econ 26 Male 22
Eng 5 Female 116
Math 30
Psy 46
Soc Sci 17
Gov 14

Total N =203

Instrumentation
Student s0 athetonlihededreigsenviranmwemtwedeasessedising the
Distance Education Learning Environments Survey (DELES) (Walker, 2004; Walker & Fraser,
2005). The DELES can be administestither electronically or in print version, atypically
takes the respondent approximately 15 minutes to coraplet

The DELES consists of 3tems measuringix psychosociatharacteristics of the
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distance learning environment: instructor support, student interaction and collaboration, personal
relevance, authentic learning, active learnargjstudent autonomyThe DELES also

incorporates an eigtitem attitudinal assessment used to measure owatédfaction/enjoyment
regarding distance education in general. Results from the attitudinahs&relesed to respond

to the first research question. Resultsrirthe instructor support, personal relevance, and

student autonomy subscalgsreused to respond to the second research question.

The DELES inviteparticipants to respond to each of the psychosocial itesisg a five
point Likert scale. Responses range from: always = 5, often = 4, sometimes = 3, seldom = 2, and
never = I(Walker & Fraser, 2005)Eachof the six psychosocial scalbas between three to
eight items.For scoring a subscale witkight itens such as instructor support would have a
possible score ranging from 8 (nevery0 (always). The seven item persomdétvance
subscale has possible scores ranging from 7 (never) to 35 (alwaydgntSautonomywith five
items,would have a possiblscore ranging from 5 (never) to 25 (always).

The DELES 6 s -ieein gtfitude scale igoyment, asks student to respond to their
general satisfaction with distance learning. Responses range from strongly disagree = 1, disagree
= 2, neither disagree agree = 3, agree = 4, and strongly agree = 5 (Walker & Fraser, 2005).
Possible scores range from 8 (strongly disagree) to 40 (strongly agree).

In addition to gender and agesrdographis collected but not included in the DELES
surveywere current miitary affiliation, military rank (f applicable),employment status, and
selfreporting of prior level of experience with online learniaglfreported asotal number of
online cedit hours previously enrolled). Additionally, participawereasked to resmd to
whether they have neededdisenroll froma previouonline university coursgyes/no) and if

they received academiaredit(APL) for prior training andexperiencgyes/no)
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Reliability and Validity

Reliability for the DELES attitudinal assessmehbverall satisfaction or enjoyment
(eightitem$3 i s excell ent, reporting@(Wake&éraserac hods Al
2005). Reliability datafor each of the DELESubscalefcludes:instructor support (eight
i t ems, ;studentintea®idn)ancc ol | abor at i on ;persanatrelevaneems , U =
(seven it@amg helbtic. 92)arni;agt{(veveeatemesg (Ut hkr
75)yandst udent aut onomy(WélkKer&Fesei, 20@5ms u = .79)

To ensure content validity during item development, individuabey items were
reviewed for facevalidity by a panel of internationalibject matter expes and practitioners
(Walker & Fraser, 2005). Factorial validity was then examined by conductmggad
component factor analysis, ensuring the retention of items displaying high factor loadings only
for that scale to be retained in the final instrument (Walker & Fraser, 2005).
Origins of the Survey Instrument

TheDELES was developed with the goalgbviding the educatiooommunitya valid
instrument fouse withasynchronous distance higher education couesesxisting instruments
for assessing the learning environment of traditional courses were not designed to consider the
unique differences dhe online learning environme@Walker, 2004. The DELES offers
researchers a tested instrument designed for a broader populatgreatedtility than existing
instruments used in distance educatidhe development of DELES items and subscales was
driven by current research involving the assessment of learning environments as well as issues
specific to distance education (Walker, 2004)Spanish version of the instrument was
developed and validated by the author in 2015 (FerndRdsceual, FerreCascales, Reiferrer,

AlbaladejoBlazquez & Walker, 2015).
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The design and validation of the DELES occurred in three stapiekentification of
relevant scale®) individual item development, and content validation by a panel of subject
matter expertsand 3)field testingwith subsequentem analysis for reliability and construct
validity (Walker, 2004. Field testing of the DELE&strument included analyzirrgsponses
from 680 international participants, resulting in tuerent instrumenrdfter pinciple component
factor analysis and internal consistency reliability analifalker, 2004. The final instrument
contains six psychosocial scales and one attitude scale (enjoymbatPELES has been used
in otherrelatedresearchnvolvingcompariy st udent sé perceptions basce
modalities Biggs, 2006) predicting student satisfactigBahin, 2007), andvaluating student
preferences related to online instructional strate@@eshrell, 2007).

Procedures

Institutional Review Boal (IRB) approvalvas received to conduct this study.
Subsequentlyall students enrolled ithe Spring 2016nline sections ofix 200-level general
education coursesereinvited to participatein the DELES surveyvia their student emailTo
ensure stdent anonymity,nformation regarding the research dne emailednvitation to
participatewassentu si ng t he institutionds anaThegenaibcs and
which included a link to the survepformedstudents of the purpose tiet study, explaining
they hal the option not to participate if thep choose To ensure participating students
remairedanonymous to the researcher, all information regarding the siaslyirected to
studenté e osing the survey toolAt no timedid the researcher have accesgttividual
studentsd names or email s.

Because respondent®reof adult age, participants acknowledgeivacy rights and

informed consent as part of the electronic survey processtpiti@ginning theurvey.
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Informedconsenwasaccomplished by responding to item one of the survey on the opening
page. A negative response to item oneediige survey. After responding affirmatively to item
one, @rticipantswvere directedo an electronic version of theELES (Walker,2004; Walker &
Fraser2005). Permission to use and reproduce the DELES instrument was obtained and is
documented in Appendix B.

Participantsvereassured no personally identifying informatiwould beelectronically
stored or tracked to them due to thearticipation. Once redirected to the survey website,
collection of personal ilmirmation was limited tthe demographics indied in the instrument.
Because the survey instrumentdise recognizabledentifier for individual participantsonly
demograhicand survey item responsegreavailable to the researcheidditionally,
participantsvereafforded the option of exitinthe survey at any point if they deslr® opt out.

No trainingwas requiredo support stvey delivery or completion. Thesearcher
obtainredanonymousesponse@latafromt he i nsti tuti onds aoffed yti cs a
downloaded from theurvey tool The researcher will stomdl data collected for the study in a
locked containeand passworgrotected removable drite which only the researcheill have
access Datawill be documented asedtroyed after a period of sevgears

Data Analysis

Oneway Analysis of Variaoe, or ANOVA,wasappropriate to address the first research
questionthatcompares t udent s 6 o v er toward thadistancdeainthg n a | me ans
environment as measuréy the DELES attitude scalejeyment, based on their military
affiliation (Gall et al., 2007; Warner, 2013). For the second research quégtitiivariate
Analysis of Variance, or MANOVA, @asused to examine differences based on military

affiliation measured by three of the DELES psychosocial sdalgsuctor support, personal
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relevanceandstudent autonomyUse of the MANOVA for the seoal research questiomas
appropriate to test thaul hypothesis that population means fiwo or more dependerariables
did not differ statistically among three or more gro(gall et al., 2007; Warner, 2013).
Preliminary Data Screening and AssumptionTesting

Initial data screening involeithe elimination of incomplete response sets (missing
values), reviewing for errors in data entry into analytical software, and visual examination of the
data set using analytical software to identify any unexpeaetks, or extreme values (box plots
to identify potential outliers) (Warner, 2013). Additionally, Rmarticipant responsegere
eliminated from the data set. A nparticipantincluded anysurvey respondent that fadto
meet the research definitiofiany of the three independent groups. For example, a military
student under the age of 24 is notrtraditionalby definition. An adult student not employed at
least part time also fails to meet the resednabed definition ofionttraditional Additionally, a
service veteran enrolled fetiilme, but taking an online course, would also be considered-a non
participant.

Use ofAnalysis of Variance (ANOVA) to respond to the first research queassenmd:
normal distribution of the dependent variabledach subgroup, equality of variance for the
dependent variable for all populations, and individual casgerandom and independent.
Except for the active duty subgroup which used Shapilk, normalitywasexamined using
Kolmogorov+Smirnov testing, age sample sizevaslarger than 50, in addition to visual
inspection of histograms. The assumption of equality ohwaswasdeemed tenablas
Levene's Test for Equality of Variance retedsignificanceevelsgreater tha®.05 (Gall et al.,
2007)

In addition to examining the dataappropriatelyremoveanyextreme values, and to
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ensure linearity and equal variance, use of Multivariate Analysis of Variance, or MANOVA, to
respond to the second research question assumariate and multivariateormal distribution
of the depenent variable for each subgroup, multicolinearity of the dependent variates measured
independently, and homogeneity of variegoarience (Gall et al., 2007; Warner, 2013).
Likewise, univariate normalitwasexamined usingtolmogorov+Smirnovand ShapiréVilk
testing, in addition to visual inspection of histograri®mogeneity of varianeeovariancevas
examined using Box6s M to ensure a significan
Warner, 2018
Items to be Rerted

For both hypothesesgsults from assumption testing as part of the initial screening of
dataare reported in chapter fquo include anyationalethat would not support continuing with
the use ofhe selectegparametric procedures. Descriptivatstics, includingpverall sample
size and subgroup sizesean and standard deviation for groups and subgraunealso
provided. Consistent with the reporting of analysis of variaand multivariatdindings,
conclusions and reported findings includegrees of freedom (DF withidf between)pbserved
F-valug significance level, post h@omparisongonducté, and overall power and effect size

(expressed as a partith squared)Gall etal., 2007; Warner, 20}3
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview

This study was conducted to determine whether a statistically significant difference was
present in attitudes regarding online participation in undergraduate higher educatiomamong
traditionaladult students based on military affiliation given thespanses to the Distance
Education Learning Environment Survey (DELES) (Walker, 2004). To conduct both analysis of
variance for the first research question, and multivariate analysis of variance for the second
research question, participants were groupeeither Active Duty Service Members (ADSM),
Service Veterans (SV) no longer on active duty, or-Nulitary Non-traditional Adult (NTA)
students. The results reported in this chapter are based on statistical analysis of data collected
using the DELES, wibh was administered to all participants online.

For the first research question regarding overall satisfaction with distance learning,
analysis of variance demonstrated that the effect of military status was significant for the
independentariable, @joyment attitudinal scale, at tipe= 0.05 level F(2 , 200) = 3.67p =
0.027,N = 202]. However, due to the small sample size for ADSM and SV participants, the
more robust Welch statisti€(2 , 31.23) = 2.3% = 0.108] is noted as being insignificamts a
result, the researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that a significant difference is fully
substantiated. Furthermore, rRparametric procedures were favored for the second research
guestion regarding perceptions of instructor support, patselevance, and student autonomy
over MANOVA due to untenable normality of subgroup and overall data sets based on factors.

Research Questions
RQ1: Is there a difference in attitudes regarding general satisfaction and enjoyment of

online undergraduateducation amongontraditionalstudents based on military affiliation
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(active duty, service veteran, namlitary)?

RQ2: Is there a difference iperceptions of instructor support, personal relevance, and
student autonomy regarding online undergraduate education amoptigaditionalstudents
based on military affiliation (active duty, service veteran,-molitary).

Null Hypotheses

Hol: There is o statistically significant difference in attitudes regarding general
satisfaction/enjoyment of online undergraduate education ammmgaditionalstudents based
on military affiliation (active duty, service veteran, Amilitary).

Ho2: There is no stadtically significant difference in perceptions of instructor support,
personal relevance, and student autonomy regarding online undergraduate educatiamamong
traditionalstudents based on military affiliation (active duty, service veteranmiitary).

Descriptive Statistics

The DELES survey was initially distributed via student email to potential participants
enrolled in one of six 20@vel general education courses. Of this group, 407 participants from
the courses surveyed responded to the gurirdtial data screening yielded 203 usable response
sets based on survey completion and adherence to the formal definition efraditional
student based on the literature (Chen, 2014; Fairchild, 2003; Khiat, 2015). The final sample
population conisted of ADSM ( = 14), SV = 51), NTA (= 138), and Total\ = 203). For
each hypothesis, descriptive statistics are displayed in the following sections.

Null Hypothesis One

Research question one examines studentsd s

based upon aenjoymentotal, and eight items related to enjoyment included in the attitudinal

scale. Descriptive statistics for the first null hypothesis are provwidéables 4.1 and 4.2.
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Enjoyment Total Subgroup and Overall
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Factor ADSM (n=14) SV (n=51) NTA (n=138) Total (N =203)
m SD m SD m SD M SD

Enjoyment 28.07 8.53 30.82 6.92 32.33 5.57 31.66 6.24
Total

Note: Thetotal possible score f@anjoyment dtal is 40.

Table 4.2

Enjoyment Subscale Items by Subgroup and Overall
Factor ADSM (n=14) SV (n=51) NTA (n=138) Total (N=203)

m SD m SD m SD M SD

Distance education is 3.43 1.16 396 1.04 401 0.82 3.96 0.91
stimulating
| preferdistance 3.21 1.37 3.78 114 401 1.00 3.90 1.08
education
Distance education is  3.50 1.16 365 1.02 3.77 0.87 3.72 0.93
exciting
Distance education ic  4.00 1.11 443 0.90 449 0.70 4.44 0.79
worth my time
| enjoy studying by 3.57 1.28 384 108 4.16 0.86 4.04 0.96
distance
I look forward to 3.36 1.28 3.78 1.06 4.02 0.92 3.92 1.00
learning by distance
| would enjoy my 2.93 1.21 3.08 118 355 1.05 3.39 1.12
education more if all
my classes were by
distance
| am satisfied with 4.07 1.00 429 081 4.32 0.71 4.30 0.76

this class

Note: The total possible score for each item is 5.
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to instructor support, personal relevance, and student autoridesgriptive statistics for each

subscale, in addition to a psychosocial total and DELES total score are provided in Tables 4.3

and 4.4.

Table 4.3

Descriptive Statistics for DELES Psychosocial Total by Subgroup and Overall

Subscale ADSM (n=14) SV (n=51) NTA (n=138) Total (N = 203)

m SD m SD m SD M SD
PsySoc Total 128.00 14.15 13251 14.48 130.58 14.57 130.89 14.49
DELES 156.07 19.66 163.33 19.51 16292 17.83 162.55 18.38
Total

Note: The maximum score for the DELES Psychosocial Subscales Total is 170. Maximum

possible DELES total is 210.

Table 4.4

Descriptive Statistics for DELES Psychosocial Subscales by Subgroup and Overall

Subscale ADSM (n=14) SV (n=51) NTA (n=138) Total (N = 203)
m SD m SD m SD M SD
Instructor Spt ~ 33.57 4.64 33.97 4.66 34.18 4.50 34.08 4.53
Student Int 16.21 4.30 15.80 5.50 15.61 5.00 15.70 5.07
Personal Rel  25.57 5.29 27.90 4.64 27.24 4.71 2729 4.74
Auth Learn 18.64 3.86 19.98 3.69 18.89 325 19.14 343
Active Learn 12.36 1.78 12.69 1.52 12.15 1.77 1230 1.72
Student Auto  21.64 2.34 22.16 2.27 22.52 2.27 22.37 2.28

Note: The maximum scores for each subscale are 40 (Instructor Support), 30 (Student
Interaction), 35 (Personal Relevance)(BGthentic Learning), 15 (Active Learning), and 25

(Student Autonomy).

p
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Results

Data Screening

Initially, 407 students from the six general education courses surveyed initiated a
response to the DELES survey. Of the total respondents, 65 surveys wedieasityi
incomplete and were immediately discarded. Of the remaining 342 responses, 55 cases were
identified as nofparticipants due to age (under 24 years old), with an additional 84 removed due
to employment status as student only, neither criteriaingettte definition of a notraditional
adult student (Chen, 2014; Fairchild, 2003; Khiat, 2015). Due to the small number of military
students responding (ADSNI= 14 and S\h = 51), values for minor cases of missing data were
replaced with series means (Downey & King, 2010). Additionally, the decision was made not to
remove outliers, as doing so did not impact the findings. The final overall sample consisted of
203 participats across the six surveyed courses
Null Hypothesis One

The first null hypothesis states there is no statistically significant difference in attitudes
regarding general satisfaction/enjoyment of online undergraduate education among non
traditional studerstbased on military affiliation (ADSM, SV, NTA)-or research question one,
a oneway between subjects ANOVA was conducted to compare the effect of military status on
overall enjoyment of distance learning as measured by the DELE&g{\W2004) attitudial
scale, ejoyment.

Assumption testing. To substantiate use of parametric testing for Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) for the first research question, visual examination of histograms overall and for each
subgroup, in addition to reporting a Shapivak result indicated normal distribution for the

active duty groupW = 0.94,p = 0.40), however not for service veteravé= 0.93,p = 0.00),
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other nonrtraditional adults\(V= 0.953,p = 0.00) or overall\V= 0.94,p = 0.00). Based on
group sizes over 50hé¢ KolmogorovSmirnov statistic indicated tenable normality for the
service veteran group, D(51) = 0.J15 0.20, but not for other nemaditional adults, D(138) =
0.09,p=0.02, or overall, D(203) = 0.0p,= .00. As a result, neparametric analysiwas
additionally explored. §ual i ty of wvariance was evaluated
insignificant resultF(2,200) = 2.50p = 0.085 indicating equal variance can be assumed,.
Findings. Analysis of variance demonstrated that the effect of military status was
significant for the independent variable, enjoyment, apth®.05 level F(2 , 200) = 3.67p =
0.027,N = 203]. Due to the small sample size for ADSM=(14) and SVi{ = 51) graips
compared to the NTA groum € 138), the more robust Welch statistic is noted as being
insignificant [F(2,31.23) = 2.3% = .11]. Additionally, a nofparametric KruskalVallis H test
further demonstrated there was no statistically significant difterénenjoyment based on
mi | i t ar?R)=s41065bpw0s131, vdath a meaenjoyment total of 77.89 for active duty,
95.14 for service veterans, and 106.98 for othertramtitional adults. As a result, the researcher
failed to reject the null hypbesis for the first research question.
Of note, item analysis using separate indepentdiests for enjoyment scale items
showed significant differences were present among ADSM and NTA group means on six of the
eight items on the attitudinal scale as displayed in Table 4.5, whereas there were no significant
differences regarding any items argohDSMs and SVs. Service veterans no longer on active
duty differed significantly from NTAs only on two of the enjoyment scale items as displayed in

Table 4.6.

u

[



Table 4.5

Significant Enjoyment Subscale Items Comparing Active Duty terdditional Aduts
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Factor ADSM (n=14) NTA (n=138)

m SD m SD
Distance education is stimulating 3.43 1.16 4.01 0.82
t(150) =-2.45,p = 0.016
| prefer distance education 3.21 1.37 4.01 1.00
t(150) =-2.76, p = 0.007
Distance education is worth my time 4.00 1.11 4.49 0.70
t(149) =-2.35,p = 0.02
| enjoy studying by distance 3.57 1.28 4.16 0.86
t(150) =-2.33,p = 0.021
I look forward to learning by distance 3.36 1.28 4.02 0.92
t(150) =-2.47,p = 0.015
| would enjoy my education more if all my 2.93 1.21 3.55 1.05

classes were by distance
t(150) =-2.05,p = 0.042

Note: The total possible score for each item is 5.

Table 4.6

Significant Enjoyment Subscale Items Comparing Service Veterans-toadional Adults

Factor SV (n=51) NTA (n=138)

m SD m SD
| enjoy studying by distance 3.84 1.08 4.16 0.86
t(187) =-2.09,p = 0.038
| would enjoy my education more if all my 3.08 1.18 3.55 1.05

classes were by distance
t(184) =-2.61,p=0.01

Note: The total possible score for each item is 5.
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Null Hypothesis Two

The second null hypothesis states there is no statistically significant difference in
perceptions of instructor support, personal relevance, and student autonomy regarding online
undergraduate education amara-traditionalstudent basd on military affiliation (ADSM,

SV, NTA). Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conducted to compare
population means on the DELES (Walker, 2004) subscales Instructor Support, Personal
Relevance, and Student Autonomy based on military afiliatiThe psychosocial total score as
well as the other subscales were additionally examined. Due to lack of adequate normal
distribution of univariate data, individual subscales as well as the RSgrhal Total and

DELES total were examined using botreamay ANOVA and norparametricKruskatWallis

H tests.

Assumption testing. To support the use of parametric procedures for the second
research question involving Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA), normality of data
distribution was both visuallgxamined as well as using Shapiblk or Kolmogorov+Smirnov
tests depending on group size for each of the dependent variables. The results are displayed in
Table47Equal ity of variance was examined and f ou
InstructorSupport, F(2,200) = 0.05B,= 0.949; Personal Relevance, F(2,200) = 0.p38,

0.713; Student Autonomy, F(2,200) = 0.1pF 0.904; Student Interaction, F(2,200) = 162,

0.20; Authentic Learning, F(2,200) = 0.6§15 0.517; and Active Learning, F&00) = 0.381p

= 0.683. Homogeneity of varianceovar i ance was tenabl e based on
Support, Personal Relevance, and Student Autonomy at F(12,5835) =83-83%&,78. For all

six subscales (including Student Interaction, Authengiarhing, and Active Learning) at

F(42,4356.662) = 1.08p,= 0.32. However, due to the lack of normal distribution of data, the
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idea of relying on MANOVA was abandoned in favor of the-pamametric alternative to one
way analysis of variance using Kruskéfallis H tests for each subscale of interest.
Table 4.7

Tests for Univariate Normality based on DELES Subscale

Subscale Group Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic  df Sig. Statistic  df Sig.
Instructor ADSV  n=14  0.165 14 0.200* 0.949 14 0.540*
Support SV n=51 0.156 51 0.003 0.921 51 0.002
NTA n=138 0.098 138 0.003 0.922 138 0.000
Overall N =203 0.097 203 0.000 0.928 203 0.000
Student ADSV n=14  0.094 14 0.159* 0.921 14 0.224*
Interaction SV n=51 0.128 51 0.037 0.964 51 0.119*
NTA n=138 0.068 138 0.200* 0.979 138 0.034
Overall N =203 0.064 203 0.045 0.982 203 0.00
Personal ADSV n=14  0.248 14 0.019 0.900 14 0.112*
Relevance SV n=51 0.077 51 0.200* 0.961 51 0.090*
NTA n=138 0.114 138 0.000 0.954 138 0.000
Overall N =203 0.106 203 0.000 0.958 203 0.000
Authentic ADSV n=14 0.291 14 0.002 0.760 14 0.002
Learning SV n=51 0.140 51 0.014 0.935 51 0.008
NTA n=138 0.122 138 0.000 0.942 138 0.000
Overall N =203 0.128 203 0.000 0.940 203 0.000
Active ADSV n=14 0.294 14 0.002 0.832 14 0.013
Learning SV n=51 0.185 51 0.000 0.918 51 0.002
NTA n=138 0.134 138 0.000 0.949 138 0.000
Overall N =203 0.150 203 0.000 0.946 203 0.000
Student ADSV n=14  0.148 14 0.200* 0.929 14 0.2978
Autonomy SV n=51 0.124 51 0.049 0.915 51 0.001
NTA n=138 0.191 138 0.000 0.875 138 0.000

Overall N =203 0.171 203 0.000 0.901 203 0.000

Note: Subgroups with tenable normality for given subscale are indicated with *

Findings. The initial MANOVA indicated there was not a statistically significant
di fference in studentsd perceptions of the di
support, personaklevance, and student autonomy, F (6,396) =0888, 0. 496 ;= Wi | k' s
0.973, parti al g2 = 0.013. Additionall vy, t he

student sdé perceptions of the distance | earnin
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subscales, which include student interaction, authentic learnidgctine learning, F (12, 390)
=1226p= .263; Wi lk'"s s = 0.929, partial d2 =
Table 4.8

Effect Size for Individual Subscale (MANOVA)

Dependent Factor Results Observed Power
Instructor Support F(2,200) =0.134p=0.874d 2 = . 0.07
PersonaRelevance F(2,200) =1.3599=0.25942 = . 0.29

Student Autonomy F(2,200) =1.2479p=0.290d 2 = . 0.269

Student Interaction F(2,200) =0.105=0.901d2 = . 0.066

Authentic Learning F(2,200) =2.084p=0.127d 2 = . 0.425

Active Learning F(2,200) =1.889=0.154d 2 = . 0.390

Due to significant lack of normal distribution of data to support parametric procedures,
two additional statistical procedures were conducted: 1)n@eANOVA was conducted for the
three independent factors and the Psychosocial total Instructor Support, Personal Relevance, and
Student Autonomy, and 2) ngrarametric KruskaWallis H tests were used to substantiate any
significant findings. Analysis of variance demonstrated that é¢fffect of military status was not
significant for the independent variable Instructor Support g th8.05 level [F(2 , 200) =
0.134,p=0.874,N = 203]. The more robust Welch statistic was also insignificant [F(2,33.620)
=0.128,p=0.880]. Additionally, the noparametric KruskalWallis H test further
demonstrated there was no statistically significant difference in Instructor Support based on
military st atpu®&832 with & Mepnn Instrubtor 3uppdbrt of 94.8%five duty,

101.32 for service veterans, and 102.97 for othertramtitional adults.
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Analysis of variance demonstrated that the effect of military status was not significant for
the independent variable Personal Relevance gt th@05 level [F(2 , 200= 1.359,p = 0.259,
N = 203]. The more robust Welch statistic was also insignificant [F(2,33.181) = p.£63,
0.325]. Additionally, the nojparametric KruskaWallis H test further demonstrated there was
no statistically significant difference in Pers a | Rel evance based on mild.
1.778,p= 0.411, with a mean Personal Relevance of 86.39 for active duty, 109.05 for service
veterans, and 100.98 for other raditional adults.
Analysis of variance demonstrated that the effectibfary status was not significant for
the independent variable Student Autonomy apthe.05 level [F(2 , 200) = 1.24p,= 0.290,
N = 203]. The more robust Welch statistic was also insignificant [F(2,33.694) = p.£86,
0.318]. Additionally, the ne-parametric KruskaWallis H test further demonstrated there was
no statistically significant difference in St
3.109,p = 0.211, with a mean Student Autonomy of 81.50 for active duty, 95.82 for service

vetermns, and 106.36 for other ntnaditional adults.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS
Overview
This research design adds to the limited body of existing studies specifically focused on
the problem of identifying and reducing barriers to participation in adliteodegree
completion programs experienced by students currently serving on active duty. The significance
of this study is substantiated by Cross (1981), whose work establishes the framework for
evaluating barriers to adult participation in the fornearhing environment. Furthermore,
Deggs (2001) and Saar, That, and Roosalu (2014) highlight the need for more flexible and
accessible notraditional adult learning opportunities. Barriers to participation relevant to
military student populations, speacilly programmatic issues that may impact undergraduates
currently serving on active duty, appear in more recent studies (Evans, Pellegrino, & Hoggan,
2015; Machuca, Torres, Morris, & Whitley, 2014; St@tass, 2013). This chapter discusses the
conclusons and i mplications, to include the curre
further research.
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to examine whether active duty undergraduate students
differ significantly regarding their attitudésward distance learning and their perceptions of the
online distance learning environment compared to service veterans and ottradrt@nal
adults as measured by the Distance Education Learning Environment Survey, or DELES
(Walker, 2004; Walker & Fier, 2005). The problem is the lack of an overarching framework
to guide program administrators and university officials in developing learning environments
that effectively support the military student population (Evans et al., 2015), particularly those

still serving on active duty (Machuca et al., 20$4arrGlass, 2018 This study involved
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analysis of varianceand multiar i at e anal ysis of variance to
overall enjoyment regarding distance education, as well as stddermise r cept i ons of t
learning environment related to: a) instructor support, b) personal relevance, and c) student
autonomy using the DELES (Walker, 2004) in order to better inform the needed framework.

The present study incorporated two resegrabstions discussed independently in this
chapter. The first research question examined differences in attitudes regarding enjoyment of
online undergraduate education among-traditional students based on military affiliation. The
second question looHeat differences in perceptions of instructor support, personal relevance,
and student autonomy regarding online undergraduate education ametngdittonal students
based on military affiliation. Participants for the study were recruited to compdeseniey
from six 200level general education courses offered online during the spring 2017 semester at a
private fouryear institution of higher education. This quantitative research design using the
DELES instrument differs from St&3| a s s 6 s appraadh itotexploringissues impacting
active duty undergraduates, and from Machuca
Such prior work, however, does serve to inform the development of a new instrument to
supplement existing distance leanmgisurveys.

Null Hypothesis 1

The first null hypothesis contends there is no statistically significant difference in
attitudes regarding enjoyment of online undergraduate education amotrgditional students
based on military affiliation. Due to tlsenall sample size for the active duty service member
(ADSM) group compared to services veteran no longer on active duty (SV) and other non
traditional adults (NTA), the researcher gave greater consideration to the more robust Welch

statistic, which was ingnificant, over the significant ANOVA, and therefore failed to reject the
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null hypothesis. Furthermore, additional analysis addressed in the previous chapter indicated
that, while active duty students were different regarding enjoyment frorraditioral adults

[F(2 , 200) = 3.67p = 0.027], they were not as expectedly different based on recent studies
(Machuca et al., 2014; Sta@lass, 2013) from their service veteran counterparts, thus failing to
definitively separate them as a unique and disceetgke population at this institution. As a
result, there is not adequate evidence to conclude a significant difference was present for the
active duty group compared to service veterans no longer on active duty and other non
traditional adult undergradues.

One reason for the lack of a significant finding may be because the enjoyment scale asks
students to respond to broad questions based on their experience with distance education overall.
Students can potentially respond to such items based ombgtirecent experiences without
considering the full range of barriers they may have faced earlier in the admissions process, such
as complex admissions procedures and program/course availability online (Haugtvedt &
Wegener, 1994). Likewise, students wiaal already been dissuaded from participating by such
barriers, norenrollers, were not included in the current research design. Furthermore, this study
was conducted at an institution already known for offering flexible learning opportunities for
military and other working adult students where significant barriers are already being addressed.

The lack of significant differences among the three-tnaditional groups is generally in
keeping with Knowles (1984) and current literature indicating all adaiibéss are typically self
directed, experienced, eager to learn and succeed, interested, andts@fed (Chen, 2014,

Deggs, 2011; McCann, Graves, & Dillon, 2012; Tainsh, 2016). Given these general traits are
present in most adult learners who choasertgage in formal higher education (Deggs, 2011,

Khiat, 2015), it is understandable how patrticipants in each of the three groups surveyed
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displayed relatively high levels of overall enjoyment when responding to the items on the
enjoyment scale. Thereadso the tendency to sekport personal experiences higher than
actually perceived when participants feel doing so reflects themselves more positively or is
otherwise beneficial (McDonald, 2008; Ross, McDougall, HogabGaay, & LeSage, 2003).

Although analysis of variance did not substantially differentiate active duty students from
the other two groups overall for enjoyment, indepentdésdts for the eight enjoyment scale
items showd significant differences were present among the active duty anchititary groups
means on six of the eight items on the attitudinal scale as displayed in Table 4.5 in the previous
chapter. This indicates active duty students indeed appear to dstinigemselves from the
norrmilitary student group, whereas there were no significant differences regarding any items
among active duty and service veterans. Service veterans differed significantly from non
military adults on two of the enjoyment scaleniteas shown in Table 4.6. As a result,
additional research that includes a broader population of military students, to include those in a
deployable status versus those who are not, would lend itself to better defining factors of
enjoyment that distinguisservice veterans no longer on active duty from those still serving.
Null Hypothesis 2

The second null hypothesis for this study contends there is no statistically significant
difference in perceptions of instructor support, personal relevancsfladeht autonomy
regarding online undergraduate education amonefraalitional students based on military
affiliation. Neither was there present a statistically significant difference among participants on
any of the six DELES subscales, or the summ@al tor these subscales. As the MANOVA was
not significant, the findings presented in the previous chapter indicate current military status did

not have a significant effect on student perceptions for the selected subscales: a) instructor
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support, b) pemnal relevance, and c) student autonomy, or for the DELES psychosocial scales
overall.

Furthermore, analysis of individual items substantiated no significant differences between
groups for an expectedly pertineatifnDELES item
conveniento (Walker, 2004) . Quite unexpected
mean for this particular itenm(= 4.29,SD= 0.92,n = 14), while the service veteran group
reported the lowest meam§g 4.18,SD= 0.93,n = 51) compared to the nanilitary adult
learnersifn=4.24,SD= 0.88,n = 138). The low mean for service veterans may be a response to
the unsettling demands of transitioning to the civilian workforce and evolving family dynamics
as they return from s@ng their country, whereas active duty personnel have no option for
engaging in online education other than when it is convenient. This finding is inconsistent with
the work of Machuca et al. (2014) and Si@tass (2013) that indicate active duty seevi
members reporting feeling uniquely impacted by rigid requirements for pacing, communicating,
and assignment submission given their unpredictable operational schedules.

While multivariate analysis of variance overall was insignificant, results for dne m, i |
am in control of my | earningo (Walker, 2004),
perceptions of responding well to structured environments (Bonura & Lovald, 2015). Active
duty studentsrni = 3.86,SD= 0.92,n = 14) displayed a signifemtly lower mean for this item
[F(2, 200) = 4.68p = 0.01] compared to service veterams{4.39,SD= 0.69,n=51) and
other nontraditional adultsrh= 4.46,SD= 0.72,n = 138), indicating active duty students in
particular may have felt more conlteml by their learning environment than in control of it
(Machuca et al., 2014; Sta@lass, 2013). Kopit (2018) specifically suggests how online

programs need to minimize requirements for being online to access course materials, as well as
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offer flexible opportunities to fulfill clasdime requirements for the active duty student if they
wish to attract this highly mobile population to their institutions. However, despite the need for
greater flexibility, Kopit opines military students may benefit frampmorting structures similar
to what they experience in their military workplace.
Implications

This study contributes to the body of research regarding military students participating in
online higher education, and specifically highlights the need tbduexplore and mitigate those
issues unique to service members still on active duty as evidenced in current literature (Machuca
et al., 2014, StarGlass, 2013). Although the results for this sample population were not
defensibly significant, this studjoes validate the need for more targeted discussions regarding
how to systematically identify and quantify the impact of barriers to participation, both real and
perceived, in higher education for active duty service members asaatitional adult studdas.
Implications for Research

Current enrollment patterns among military students intramfitional undergraduate
degree completion programs indicate convenience continues to be a prime factor compared to the
reputation of the learning institution its¢€allahan & Jarrat, 2014), and this current study
indicates potentially greater active duty student concerns regarding control of their learning
environment. If left unchecked, traditional academic institutions with rigid enrollment, pacing,
and other cotse requirements will continue to be challenged when it comes to recruiting and
serving active duty and other ntnaditional student populations. Likewise, considering its
significant findings related to technology issues impacting access to onlinadearn
environments among military students, there is a need to expand the research design used by

Machuca et al. (2014) surveying military undergraduate students, originally conducted at an
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institution known for catering to the online military populatioruclsa comparison, one that
includes defining multiple suroups of military student groups (e.g., those currently in
deployment cycles or assigned to remote locations) withnmbtary student groups to better
define the impact of the issues documentgthiat study.

Additionally, the body of literature indicates active duty students indeed report issues
regarding appropriate faculty support as well as flexibility in completing course assignments
without penalty (Machuca et al., 2014; St@lass, 2013)and these concerns are reflected more
recently in the purported opinions of Kopit (2018). The phenomenological approach to
investigating issues affecting active duty undergraduates initiated byGBéess (2013) should
be foundational to the developmemtd validation of a new instrument specifically tailored to
guantify and better inform the education community regarding technology and other
programmatic issues that may be currently impacting this growing segmentwadiional
students, such as rasted/limited internet access, secure computing requirements blocking
access to needed websites while deployed, inflexible pacing and course requirements, and
difficulty communicating with faculty when unforeseen circumstances limit connectivity.

Implic ations for Practice

Existing literature indicates institutions of higher education do not need to wait for either
state or federal governance to setimine their internal structures, staff and faculty perceptions,
and organizational practices as thegam@ military learners affected by mobility issues. Nor do
individual faculty members need to wait for institutional direction to explore best practices for
engaging and retaining active duty undergraduate students. Documented local initiatives (Brown
& Gross, 2011; Evans et al., 2015; Kopit, 2018; Machuca et al., 2014; Wilson, Smith, Lee, &

Stevenson, 2013) have proven to have a substantial impact to ensure the successful participation
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and growth of military student populations on their respective cagspusuch local initiatives
focused specifically on their military community of students have revealed the positive impact of
implementing staff training regarding issues faced by military students, inviting collaboration
and cooperation among faculty astdff in investigating alternative methodologies to
demonstrate course objectives for sicaditional students, creatively balancing flexibility and
accountability when military students are faced with unexpected operational commitments, and
responding appriated when academic issues (such as connectivity required to access course
resources or upload assignments) temporarily impact remote learners.
Limitations

Survey data acquired through sedporting is convenient and commonly used in the
social saénces. Despite the convenience advantage of using online surveys, response rates to
web surveys are still typically 11% lower than other types of survey methods (Fan & Yan, 2010).
The accuracy of subjective surveys based orreplrting versus more adgjtive methods of
data collection can be compromised, as human participants are subject to the effects of primacy
and recency bigglaugtvedt & Wegener, 1994). Extreme ratings, both high and low, on scaled
surveys such as the DELES can make results &gs(WicDonald, 2008). Participants may not
have the same understanding of survey items intended by the researcher, or simply lack any
strong attitude about what the item is asking (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2001). Additionally,
participants can be motited to rate their online learning experience higher than actually
perceived when doing so is considered desirable (McDonald, 2008; Ross et al., 2003). Results of
selfreported survey data can be improved however by ensuring students of their anongmity, th
positive intent of the study, and by informing students of the importance of the study and how

the data will be used (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007).
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As with any research study or inquiry, the finding of this study and their generalizations
can only be appdid to a population represented by the sample population. For this study, the
sample population represents garie adult undergraduate students (age 24 and older) enrolled
in 200level online general education courses at the participating institutioenapidyed at
least partime. Furthermore, the participating institution is well respected for providing all
students a flexible learning environment and for the services it provides specifically to military
and veteran students. Although it is reasomabiher sample populations may report similar
findings, caution is warranted when attempting to apply the findings and conclusions of this
study to populations not represented by the sample population.

A significant limitation of the present study is thrmall sample size for the active duty
subgroup it = 14) compared to service veteran=(51) and other notraditional adultsr{ =
138) . Al t hough these subgroups are reasonabl
population, unequal sample sizesmaffect data analysis, and the smallest subgroup (in this case,
n=14) is too small for adequate power given a medium effect size (Warner, 2013).

An additional limitation also relates to participants in the active duty subgroup, in that
ADSMs were notisked to identify if they were currently in a deployable status or remotely
assigned. This key oversite should be rectified in any future study, as collecting this information
would allow for the disaggregation of results for deployed/remote ADSMs cethp@apther
active duty service members (those on shore rotation or stateside). Given the resources to solicit
a larger sample size for the active duty military subgroup, and with the ability to compare
deployed versus shotmsed service members, a sfigaint ANOVA result could be better
substantiated, with greater implications should they differentiate themselves as a group from

service veterans and other Aaditional adults (Machuca et al., 2014; St@tass, 2013).
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Another limitation is that thistsdy did not incorporate two other important groups of
potential adult learners relevant to the body of resdatibhse designated as either ramrollers
(those who decide not to participate) or ttampleters (those who initially participate but later
decided to discontinue with online higher education) at the participating institution (Ozga &
Sukhnandan, 2002). The feasibility of identifying and communicating with this population was
beyond the scope of this inquiry, however interaction with this adipual could potentially yield
significant insight for improved accessibility of distance learning. Rather that involving the full
range of potential students, this study only engagednaglitional students who committed to
enrolling in the online cours# instruction, having made the decision their current
circumstances would permit their successful participation.

Finally, this studyds findings were | imite
could be reasonably captured using the DE(W&3lker, 2004) instrument. The DELES was
identified by the researcher as the best valid and reliable instrument among several existing
instruments for exploring student perceptions of online and other distance education learning
environments. The DELESi | i kel 'y, however, not able to ful
perceptions regarding programmatic issues related to their online participation most significant
to active duty students, such as potentially unreliable access to the internet andgabihty f
(Machuca et al., 2014tarrGlass, 2013), flexible enrollment, availability of accelerated
semesters, and options for assessment of prior learningGodsn, 2011; Saar et al., 2014).

Recommendations for Future Research

This study should rtonly be repeated but should also be expanded to incorporate a

larger and more generalizable sample population. There is the need for: a) recruiting participants

at both militaryfriendly institutions and those not readily identified as being miltagndly, b)
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incorporating more balanced betwegnoup sample populations, ¢) examining +icaditional
education opportunities based on a variety of modes (delivered fully online vs. other distance
media, seHpaced versus structured asynchronous, d) cangpatudent populations enrolled in
accelerated (i.e. eight week versus 16 week) semesters, and e) evaluatirgjvigipar(300

and 400level course requirements) distance learning opportunities that facilitate baccalaureate
degrees degree completionyshenabling any significant findings to be generalized to a broader
target population of online adult students. This study engaged only undergraduate students
taking lower level (200evel) credit bearing courses that meet introductory general education
requirements. Resultantly, the findings are not necessarily generalizable to graduate level or
upperlevel undergraduate students engaged in more advanced coursework.

Furthermore, due to the limitations of existing survey instruments, there is a need to
develop a survey instrument focused specifically on evaluating institutional and programmatic
barriers as defined by the expanding body of literature related to affording students, specifically
active duty military students, greater access to flexible doddable learning opportunities to
support degree completion (Cross, 1981; Machuca et al., 20143oden, 2011; Saar et al.,
2014; StanGlass, 2013). A mixedchethods approach that would build on existing literature
regarding issues faced by activaydmilitary students (Machuca et al., 2014; S@atass, 2013)
could result in the development of such an instrument.

A particularly engaging recommendation for further research involves the recruitment of
study participants identified as either r@mrollers or norcompleters at participating
institutions. As cited in the literature, understanding factors that discourage adult participation in
formal education are as relevant to defining the problem as identifying enabling conditions that

promote particiption (Cross, 1981; McCann et al., 2012; Saar et al., 2014).
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Appendix A: Authorization for use of DELES Instrument

Scott L. Walker, ScEdD
397 S. Willow Ave.

New Braunfels, TX 78130
USA

walkstx@gmail.com

DELES Permission Letter

Sherry Crissman has been granted permission to use the Distance Education Learning Environments
Survey (DELES) for the purpose of the proposed doctoral study:

COMPARING ACTIVE DUTY AND TRANSITIONAL MILITARY VETERAN STUDENTS’
EVALUATION OF ONLINE DISTANCE HIGHER EDUCATION LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS

through Liberty University, with the following usage rights being granted.
 Onetime U.S. rights for e-mail distribution of the Preferred, Actual, and Instructor forms of the
DELES.

« Onetime U.S. rights for Web posting of the Preferred, Actual, and Instructor forms of the
DELES to be removed from the Web no later than May 31, 2018.

The DELES and its versions and derivatives are copyright protected. When the DELES is published or
presented in non-commercial use, you must mention Scott L. Walker as the copyright holder of the
instrument in this format:

© 2004-2017 Scott L. Walker Used with permission

— April 5, 2017

Scott L. Walker, ScEdD
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Appendix B: IRB Approval Letter

LIBERTY UNIVERSITY.

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD

July 12, 2017

Sherrv Djo Crissman
IRB Exemption 2913.071217: Comparing Active Duty and Transitional Military Veteran
Students” Evaluation of Online Distance Higher Education Learning Environments

Dear Sherry Djo Crissman.,

The Liberty University Institutional Review Board has reviewed your application in accordance
with the Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP) and Food and Drug Administration
(FDA) regulations and finds your study to be exempt from further IRB review. This means you
may begin your research with the data safeguarding methods mentioned in your approved
application, and no further IRB oversight is required.

Your study falls under exemption category 46.101(b)(2), which identifies specific situations in
which human participants research is exempt from the policy set forth in 45 CFR 46:101(b):

(2) Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive. diagnostic, aptifude, achievement), survey
procedures, interview procedures or observation of public behavior. unless:

(1) information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human subjects can be identified. directly or
through identifiers linked to the subjects: and (ii) any disclosure of the human subjects’ responses outside
the research could reasonably place the subjects at risk of eriminal or civil liability or be damaging to the
subjects' financial standing, employability, or reputation.

Please note that this exemption only applies to your current research application. and any
changes to your protocol must be reported to the Liberty IRB for verification of continued
exemption status. You may report these changes by submitting a change in protocol form or a
new application to the IRB and referencing the above IRB Exemption number.

If you have any questions about this exemption or need assistance in determining whether
possible changes to your protocol would change your exemption status, please email us at
wb@liberty.edu.

Sincerely.

G. Michele Baker, MA, CIP
Administrative Chair of Institutional Research

The Graduate School
UNIVERSITY

Liberty University | Training Champions for Christ since 1971
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Appendix C: Participant Recruitment Email

Dear Liberty University Online Student:

As a graduate student in the School of Education at Liberty University, | am conducting research
as part of theequirements for a doctoral degree, and | would truly value your assistance.

The purpose of my research is to examine whether active duty military undergraduate students
differ significantly regarding their attitudes toward the distance learning envirorwompared

to returning service veterans and other adult studéNks.military affiliation is required to
participate.

You are receiving this email because you were enrolled in a 20fvel general education
course online during a Summer 2017 semesteard | gladly invite you to participate in my
study.

Are you:
1 an online student over 18 years old, and
T a part time student, and
T willing to participate?

If so, first, let me thank you! Participating will be easy:
T You will be asked to respond to a briefwey regarding your recent participation in
online education, and attitudes about online learning in general.
1 It should take approximately ten to fifteen minutes for you to complete the survey.
T Your participation will be completely anonymouso persoal, identifying information
will be collected.
T You may exit the survey at any time if you wish to end your patrticipation.

Let me assure you no one will try to contact you due to your participation, however please feel
free to contact me atrissman3@liberty.edor my faculty advisor, Dr. Lisa Foster, at
lafoster@liberty.edif you have any questions.

To participate in the survey, and | sople you do, please click on the link provided beldw.
statement of informed consent is available at the survey link iffb#.consent document
contains additional information about my research, however no signature is redfiegase

responad fyemoomne on the surveyds | anding page
information and would |ike to take part in th
Sincerely,

Sherry D. Crissman
Sherry Crissman, Ed.S.
Doctoral Candidate, LibgrtUniversity

scrissman3@liberty.edu
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Appendix D: Electronic Informed Consent

The Liberty University Institutional
Review Board has approved
this document for use from
7/12/2017 to --

Protocol # 2913.071217

ELECTRONIC CONSENT FORM
(SIGNATURE NOT REQUIRED)

COMPARING ACTIVE DUTY AND TRANSITIONAL MILITARY VETERAN STUDENTS’
EVALUATION OF
ONLINE DISTANCE HIGHER EDUCATION LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS

Sherry D. Crissman, Ed.S.
Liberty University
School of Education

You are invited to take part in a valuable research study comparing adult student attitudes
toward online learning. You were selected as a possible participant because you were
enrolled in a 200-level general education course through Liberty University Online during
the Spring 2017 semester. Sherry Crissman, a doctoral candidate in the School of
Education at Liberty University, is conducting this study. Please feel free to ask any
questions you may have before responding to the linked survey.

Background Information: The purpose of this study is to examine whether active duty military
undergraduate students differ significantly regarding their attitudes toward distance learning and
their perceptions of the distance learming environment compared to returning service veterans
and other nontraditional adult students.

Procedures: If you agree to participate. I ask that you respond to the Distance Education
Learning Environment Survey (DELES) (Walker. 2004). Your responses are completely
anonymous, and you may exit the survey at any time. You can expect the survey to take
approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete. Upon entering the survey. you will be asked to
provide your military affiliation: active duty, veteran. or non-military, and other demographics.
Participants from each group are needed!

Risks and Benefits of Participation: Your email will not be linked to your survey responses.
and no one will attempt to contact you based on your participation. Therefore. there is minimal
risk associated with your participation. and you will be actively supporting research that seeks to
improve distance/online learning environments for active military and all nontraditional adult
students. Participants should not expect to receive a direct benefit from taking part in this study.

Compensation: Participants will not be compensated for participating in this study.

Confidentiality: Your survey responses will be anonymous. and any published reports. journals.
etc. will not include any information that will make it possible to identify a subject. Research
records will be stored securely until destroyed. and only the researcher will have access to the
records. Data will be stored on a password locked computer and may be used in future
presentations. After seven years, all electronic records will be deleted.

Voluntary Nature of the Study: Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether
or not to participate will not affect your current or future relations with Liberty University. If
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