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ABSTRACT 

While total higher education enrollment is declining, online enrollment is increasing (Lee 

& Martin, 2017). Educational leaders have developed online options to meet student 

requirements, but online retention rates are lower than those of campus-based rates 

(Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018). Academic leaders, students, and future employers could 

benefit from higher retention rates for online learners. Muljana and Luo (2019) indicated 

that, despite the many studies related to this topic, academic leaders are searching for 

solutions to this problem. Existing literature related to retention rates in school 

psychology programs is lacking. This quantitative study, conducted with a causal-

comparative design, was designed to investigate student engagement and student 

satisfaction between a primarily online format versus a primary campus-based format in a 

school psychology graduate program from one university. A census of students from 

three years (enrollment between 2014-2016) were invited to participate. The participants 

were asked to complete an online survey. Although not a research question, chi-square 

was used to analyze retention data by program format. The results of the analysis reveal a 

significant relationship between these variables, with primarily campus-based students 

having higher retention rates and primarily online students having lower retention rates. 

Pearson’s correlation was used to investigate the relationship between student perceived 

satisfaction and student perceived engagement in four groups: all participants, program 

finishers, non-finishers, and participants still enrolled. Significant relationships were 

found between student perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction for 

participants still enrolled and all participants, but not for finishers or non-finishers. 

Additional analyses using analysis of variance (ANOVA) were completed to identify any 
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mean difference in student perceived engagement and any mean difference in student 

perceived satisfaction between two program formats (primarily online and primarily 

campus-based). The mean differences between groups were not significant for both 

variables. No mean difference was found in student perceived or student perceived 

engagement and program format. Significant mean differences between groups were not 

discovered between student satisfaction. Situational leadership frameworks are 

recommended for school psychology program leaders and instructors. Instructors may 

wish to solicit individual engagement preferences for students and structure their support 

accordingly.   
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Prior to the advent of online forms of education, students typically attended 

campus-based courses with direct instruction provided by instructors. The campus-based 

format of education has been used for generations. Some students have taken courses, 

while others have earned certificates, degrees, and attended classes. As advancements 

were made in technology, educational leaders included these advancements in the 

learning environment.  These advancements have included devices such as calculators 

and computers and include web-based courses. Individuals, today, access many things 

(e.g., shopping, entertainment, information) from remote locations (any place with online 

access) via technology. Online educational formats, according to Mayer (2019), have 

been in place for the last thirty years, with online classes becoming more commonplace 

in the last fifteen years. Online course options provide students flexibility in when, 

where, and how they access course content, and online student enrollment has been on 

the rise (Butcher, Epps, & Cleaveland, 2015; Parker, Lenhart, & Moore, 2011).  The 

advancements in technology have provided additional options for learners. With 

increased educational options have come some challenges. Understanding if differences 

exist in factors related to enrollment retention between primarily online learning 

environments and primarily campus-based learning environments can be useful for 

school psychology program leaders and instructors.       

Not all researchers have reported similar findings related to student achievement 

(grades, course assessments, and GPA). Some researchers have found student 

achievement to be the same between educational formats (Girard, Yerby, and Floyd, 

2016; Harwood, McDonald, Butler, Drago, & Schlumpf, 2018). Retention rates, however, 
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are not equal across educational formats. Online programs have significantly higher 

dropout rates than campus-based programs (Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018). Understanding the 

factors that are correlated with student enrollment retention may be useful in addressing 

the problem. Student engagement and student satisfaction may be related to dropout rates.  

Engagement was found, by Brooks and Young (2016) in their study on student 

engagement, to be statistically different in students who were enrolled in campus-based 

formats compared to students enrolled in online formats. Higher levels of engagement 

were reported by campus-based students.  In a different study comparing student 

satisfaction, Chingos, Griffiths, Mulhern, and Spies (2017) found students who enrolled 

in hybrid sections reported substantially lower satisfaction with their course experience 

compared to their campus-based counterparts. Those two factors, satisfaction and 

engagement, may play a part in student enrollment retention. Determining if students 

enrolled in a three-year school psychology graduate program have similar or different 

experiences or perceptions may prove useful for program leaders.  

School psychology is a field, much like counseling, where the focus of the work is 

completed with others. Many training programs for disciplines where practitioners work 

with other people have been campus-based. In a study about efficacy of online counseling 

programs, Garza, Mundy, and Kupczynski (2018) shared how there has been an increase 

in concern related to online delivery of counseling programs with respect to ethical 

obligations and ensuring the development of the necessary skills for providing counseling 

services. Most school psychology programs utilize the traditional campus-based training 

format (Garza et al., 2018). They explained how the specific skills of counseling require 

future practitioners to apply learned skills in real-life situations (Garza et al., 2018). 
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According to Garza et al. (2018), they reported that students who developed their 

counseling skills through online formats identified with higher levels of self-efficacy 

when compared to their campus-based counterparts.  

Several aspects of counseling programs support the skill development of students 

enrolled in counseling programs. According to Garza et al. (2018), in their study about 

online counseling programs, following aspects of counseling programs were originally 

believed to be available only through face-to-face learning: (a) supervision, (b) classroom 

discussion, (c) modeling, and (d) hands-on experiences such as practicum and internship. 

These experiences, in a face-to-face format, as noted by Garza et al. (2018), have been 

found to have an impact on counseling self-efficacy.  They explained how educators in an 

online format employ appropriate guidance and supervision during the counseling skill-

development process (Garza et al., 2018). In the field of school psychology engagement 

can take place during field work experience (450 hours of practicum and 1,200 hours of 

internship). In Nelson’s study, almost no differences were found between student 

perceived quality of supervision for students enrolled in online programs and students 

enrolled in face-to-face counseling programs (as cited in Garza et al., 2018). The finding 

from the study provide program leaders data to examine the differences in student 

satisfaction and student engagement between two groups (those enrolled in a primarily 

hybrid online format and those enrolled in a primarily campus-based format) in a school 

psychology graduate program. 

With an increase in online enrollment, understanding if there is a relationship 

between student perceived engagement and student perceived engagement for all 

students, those who finished the program, those who did not finish the program, and 
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those still enrolled may be useful information from which to make program decisions. 

Identifying if any mean difference exists in student satisfaction and if any mean 

difference exists in engagement between school psychology program formats (primarily 

online and primarily campus-based) may be useful to faculty, academic leaders, and 

instructors for enhancing programs with the goal of increasing retention rates of online 

students.  

Study Background/Foundation 

An understanding of the history of the education system, from campus-based 

settings to the advent of online, hybrid-online, and other e-learning options, provides a 

foundation from which to explore the current state of the educational system. Online 

education is increasing in importance as a part of the overall educational system. 

Retention rates for online learners are lower than those of campus-based students (Arhin 

& Wang’eri, 2018; Travers, 2016). Low retention rates have been linked with negative 

outcomes such as lowered state funding and lower institution ranking (Proctor, Nasir, 

Wilson, Li, & Castrillon, 2018). The problem of low student enrollment retention in 

primarily online courses in a school psychology program will be investigated to develop 

an understanding of potential correlations related to this problem. The historical 

background will be reviewed to develop an understanding of the origin of the problem. 

Finally, deficiencies in the research will be provided to expose gaps and justify the 

proposed research.  

Current State of the Field in which the Problem Exists 

Historically, some working individuals may have been unable to attend courses, 

based on course offering times, as they occur during typical working hours. Some degree 
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programs are offered during an 8:00-5:00 schedule. The flexibility of online educational 

formats has removed several barriers for students. Students can access their coursework 

at times that are convenient rather than attending class on set days and times. An 

additional advantage for students of online courses is increased opportunities for those 

students who live large distances from region-specific programs. The online format also 

supports students who prefer to teach themselves rather than attend lectures.   

Staffing shortages in the field of special education (school psychologists, special 

education teachers and other related personnel) has been an increasing problem (Ruby, 

Chaffin, and Islam-Zwart, 2017; Waldron-Soler, Ruby, and Chaffin, 2019). In their study 

related to online school psychology programs, Waldron-Soler et al. (2019) shared how 

these shortages are more pronounced in rural school districts. The offering of school 

psychology programs through distance education formats provides candidates in rural 

regions with access to training while remaining in their communities (Waldron-Soler et 

al., 2019). Despite efforts to increase school psychologist shortages (Bocanegra, Grapin, 

Nellis, & Rossen, 2017; Doss, Krach, & Vickers, 2017; Reeves, 2017), a shortage of 

15,000 school psychologists is predicted by 2020 (“National Coalition on,” n.d). Despite 

its increasing demand and advantages, online learning has a lower retention rate (Muljana 

& Luo, 2019). The reasoning for the lower rates has been disputed and investigated by 

several researchers. In a study by Proctor et al. (2018) on retention, they reported how 

retention rates of students in higher education was important, as student attrition could 

cost state funding and result in lower college rankings. Revenue loss and draining 

resources, coupled with stress and the distress of students who leave their educational 

program, can occur when students discontinue their education (Proctor et al., 2018). Low 
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retention rates in online education is a consistent problem. When students drop out of 

school, negative impacts occur for them as well as the institution.   

Student retention, as studied by Sembiring (2015) in a study about student 

persistence, was found to be influenced by student satisfaction. Students enrolled in 

hybrid sections reported substantially lower satisfaction related to their course experience 

(Chingos et al., 2017). Student satisfaction may be an important consideration for 

increasing retention, as students who are dissatisfied may be more likely to leave a 

program. School psychology students who drop out of their training programs can add to 

the shortage problem identified by Waldron-Soler et al., (2019). Depending on when they 

drop out of the program, they may negatively impact practicing school psychologists if 

they dropped out during their practicum and internship experience. The supervising 

school psychologists may become discouraged if students drop out while under their 

supervision. Discouragement may result in a lower likelihood of practicing school 

psychologists in investing in another student.     

Engagement has been another factor studied as it relates to retention. Stott (2016), 

in his research on student engagement, reviewed several factors related to student 

engagement in the online portion of the course. Stott found three things: (a) lack of 

student engagement posed risks for students and the instructor; (b) end-of-course 

evaluations completed by students were affected by poor student engagement; and (c) 

end-of-course evaluations were lower when face-to-face courses were taken prior to the 

online course or concurrently with a face-to-face course. Lack of student engagement is a 

factor that is correlated with many negative and unexpected outcomes. Engagement 
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between school psychology students and their peers and between instructors and students 

may assist students in developing the ability to engage in the field of school psychology.    

Other researchers have recommended strategic ways to support online learners by 

increasing engagement. Redmond, Abawi, Brown, Henderson, and Heffernan (2018), in 

their paper on engagement and online learning, recommended a balance of five 

engagement elements that support students. The five elements of engagement are: (a) 

cognitive engagement, (b) collaborative engagement, (c) social engagement, (d) 

behavioral engagement, and (e) emotional engagement. These five elements, as stressed 

by Redmond et al. (2018), are interrelated and support online students. When considering 

ways to support online learners, educational leaders and instructors may benefit by 

incorporating these elements into coursework and the ways they support learners. Ways 

to do this may include group activities and assignments and providing emotionally 

supportive interactions and feedback.     

Theories Related to Engagement and Satisfaction 

Four identified theories that address engagement were considered. The Theory of 

Active Involvement addresses active participation of the student. The Engagement 

Theory addresses the interactions between school psychology students and the level of 

engagement in which they participate. The Theory of Social Integration supports the 

interactions of the student. One theory, Herzberg’s two-factor theory, addresses 

satisfaction.  

Theory of Active Involvement 

Self-regulation may influence levels of interactions between students. Greene 

(2013), in her article on active involvement, shared how the theory of active involvement 
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was founded in social cognitive theory, mainly related to self-regulation. A focus in this 

theory is on cognitive changes experienced by participants when they are actively 

engaged (Greene, 2013). This theory can be linked to the research as student engagement, 

in the learning process, has been linked with student success (Leon & Byrd, 2012). 

Investigating differences in engagement of school psychology students between primarily 

campus-based students and primarily online students may be useful in understanding 

factors for improvement. The importance of student engagement with faculty, staff, and 

fellow classmates, was noted in Leon and Byrd (2012), in their study about conditions 

leading to college success, as a predictor of student success.  

Engagement Theory 

Engagement Theory is a framework for understanding how interaction between 

students can support academic growth. Engagement Theory, as originated by Kearsley 

and Shneiderman (1998), is comprised of three main components: relation, creation, and 

donation. The combination of these three components of engagement support and 

develop learning. Online coursework may remove the aspect of students physically being 

in the same room (at the same time) with one another. Understanding how the three 

components (relation, creation, and donation) can be and are embedded in online 

coursework may be useful in identifying ways to support student interaction and 

academic growth.   

Theory of Social Integration 

The theory of social integration is applicable to the proposed research topic. 

Durkheim (1892), in his original work in the field of sociology, developed social 

integration theory, which is the idea that the way people think, feel, and behave is 



 

 9 

influenced by society. In higher education, students interact with different people 

(faculty, adjuncts, peers, community members) and engage in activities. These 

interactions can have an influence on student success. Student interactions with faculty, 

instructors, peers, and others can play a part in students’ experiences and may influence 

their level of satisfaction.   

Satisfaction Theory 

Student satisfaction may be difficult to measure, as there are likely several factors 

influencing satisfaction, and it is likely a student’s personal situation may influence their 

overall satisfaction with school experience. In Hinrichs and Mischkind’s (1967) article on 

Herzberg’s two-factor theory, they explained how the theory combined motivator factors 

(e.g., work interest, achievement, advancement) and dissatisfiers or hygiene factors (e.g., 

work policies, technical supervision, setting or environment, interpersonal relationships) 

to account for overall satisfaction. The theory indicates that motivator factors address the 

variance in satisfaction, above a neutral hedonic level, and hygiene factors account for 

satisfaction variance below a neutral hedonic level (Hinrichs & Mischkind, 1967). The 

theory assumes motivator variables account for increases in student satisfaction, while the 

absence of hygiene factors lowers satisfaction. Other researchers who have addressed 

student satisfaction have also used Herzberg’s two-factor theory (Sears et al., 2017; 

Wang & Chui, n.d.).      

In summary, individuals charged with school psychology program development 

or with supporting students who seek online options may benefit from understanding how 

these two factors (student engagement and student satisfaction) relate to retention. 

Student engagement and student satisfaction have been identified as influencing factors 
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for continued enrollment. The results of this study may be used to examine how these two 

factors relate to retention across two school psychology program formats, a primarily 

online format and a primarily campus-based format. The programs are otherwise the 

same.      

Historical Background 

Distance education has existed for some time. Coleman and Berge (2018), in their 

study about distance education, shared that distance education began in 1880. According 

to Keisling (2018), in his study about distance education, in the 1980s and 1990s, 

distance education was provided through courses being televised. With the advent of the 

Internet, new options for distance education became available. With the increase in 

accessibility of the Internet for the general population, courses could be moved to online 

formats. Educational program leaders began to develop courses that students could access 

from remote locations with the use of the Internet. As more distance education courses 

became available, more students began to take these courses. It is possible this form of 

distance education was found to be more convenient for many students, and the demand 

for more online courses increased.  

There has been a steady increase in the number of students enrolling in online 

courses over the last 30 years. Thomson (2018), in his study related to challenges with 

online education, reported an overall decrease in enrollment in higher education, but he 

also found a continued increase in online student enrollment. In Allen and Seaman’s 

(2016) research related to higher education online enrollments across the United States, 

they found the number of students taking courses at campus-based settings declined by 

434,236 between 2012 and 2013 and an additional 390,815 decline from 2013 to 2014. 
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The percentage of students taking at least one online course increased from 3.7% to 3.9% 

between 2013 and 2014 (Allen & Seaman). The decrease in courses being taken on 

campus may be replaced by the increase noted in online courses.    

When online education first originated, it was perceived by some people as 

inferior. Over the years, online education has morphed into asynchronous, synchronous, 

and hybrid options. Several researchers have studied differences between campus-based 

and different varieties of online learning. Allen and Seaman (2016) reported a growth 

from 44.9% in 2003 to 54.4% in 2015 in academic leaders’ perceptions of learning 

outcomes being equivalent between online and campus-based learning. They also found 

an increase in academic leaders’ agreement that blended courses held more promise than 

fully online courses from 39.2% in 2003 to 42.3% in 2015 (Allen & Seaman, 2016). Over 

a period of 12 years, academic leaders have responded more favorably to online learning.      

Distance learning formats (variations of online instruction) have become more 

common and have provided opportunities for students and university staff. According to 

Thomson (2018), in his article about challenges with online education, students have 

come to expect distance learning options, and staff at educational institutions have come 

to rely on online courses to bolster enrollment. According to several researchers (Chingos 

et al., 2017; Harwood et al., 2018) student grades, GPA, and scores are consistent across 

campus-based instruction and online options. At first glance, distance education seemed 

to be a win-win for all. With an increase in online courses, students and instructors can 

remove the financial cost and time required to travel to and from the institution. Both 

instructors and students can access the course content around their other commitments. 

Based on the research findings, student outcomes were consistent, regardless of 
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educational format (online or campus-based), suggesting students and instructors who 

choose online educational options may anticipate the same learning outcomes with no 

commute time, no travel expense, and at flexible times.     

To increase these positive outcomes, educational leaders developed alternative 

online options. Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) was one format which was, 

according to Thomson (2018) in his article on challenges with online education, designed 

as open enrollment, self-paced, and developed to accept thousands of simultaneous 

enrollees. According to Thomson, MOCCs were more challenging and factors such as 

engagement, course completion, and course persistence were found to be problematic. 

MOOCs provided students with opportunity, but Thomson found that opportunity alone 

is not enough for learners to be successful (Thomson, 2018). As educational leaders have 

strategized ways to support learners, they have eliminated problematic options and 

increased those found to be more supportive.    

Educators developed blended formats, part online and part on campus. According 

to Cuesta Medina’s (2018) research, blended formats of learning combines differing 

levels of social interaction through asynchronous and synchronous formats which support 

different learning styles. Blended learning, or hybrid online, offers flexibility in the way 

students access instruction, and according to Cuesta Medina (2018), when blended 

learning projects were launched, in the absence of planning, a lack of collaboration 

between administrative and academic processes occurred. Blended learning provides the 

flexibility of online learning with the social and interactive aspects of campus-based 

learning. Kintu and Zhu (2016), in their study related to blended learning and student 

outcomes, considered student satisfaction and motivation as factors that were used to 
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determine if blended learning was successful. Satisfaction was higher for students who 

had more interactions with their instructors (Kintu & Zhu, 2016).   

 Blended learning formats have higher completion rates than fully online courses. 

Friðriksdóttir (2018), in his study on educational formats and retention, found higher 

rates of program competition for students in blended learning programs compared to 

other online formats. Students in fully online programs, as well as those in self-paced 

programs, were less likely to complete their programs (Friðriksdóttir, 2018). Factors 

associated with fully online course dropouts, as noted by Willging and Johnson (2009) in 

their study on retention rates for online courses, were organized into four categories: job-

related, program-related, technology-related, and personal. The program-related reasons 

included: too many “low-level” assignments, lack of one-to-one interaction with peers 

and instructors, program difficulty, limited interest in the material, program not meeting 

expectations, and challenges associated with completing group assignments (Willging & 

Johnson, 2009). Technology-related issues were identified as: limited technical 

preparation, content overwhelmed by technology, learning environment being de-

personalized, and limited technical support (Willging & Johnson, 2009).  

Students enrolled in online courses seem to have the lowest retention. Sorensen 

and Donovan (2017), in their study on retention factors for online learners, shared that 

dropout rates for online students is higher than that of campus-based students, and they 

shared how dropping out is not an event, but rather a process. Many factors may 

contribute to a student’s decision to disenroll. They found the number one reason students 

enrolled in online courses was for the flexibility of completing courses on a personalized 

schedule, and the number one reason for students to discontinue was becoming too busy 
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with family and work (Sorensen & Donovan, 2017). Clearly the flexibility of the online 

program did not work with their existing obligations. Perhaps they over committed 

themselves, misjudged their ability to manage all their responsibilities (including school), 

or they expected the school load would be less than it was. Soren and Donovan (2017) 

reported 75% of students who dropped out due to their perception of not receiving a 

quality education also indicated not receiving enough faculty and advisor support. It 

appears that flexibility offered through online classwork is not enough to offset the lack 

of the interpersonal interactions that students need.  

Online school psychology training programs have become more common. 

According to Waldron-Soler et al. (2019), in their study of school psychology programs, 

they encouraged higher education institutions to increase innovative and accessible high-

quality school psychology programs. These online programs, according to Waldron-Soler 

et al. (2019), provide opportunities to interested students who are unable to physically 

access a university campus. Ruby et al. (2017), in their study on school psychology 

online programs, reported online school psychology students were often more 

competitive (when their applications were reviewed), demonstrated comparable or more 

developed skills and knowledge, and demonstrated more developed professional 

dispositions when compared to their campus-based counterparts. Given the school 

psychologist shortages (Bocanegra, Grapin, Nellis, & Rossen, 2017; Doss, Krach, & 

Vickers, 2017; Reeves, 2017), the need for more online school psychology options 

appears to be justified.     

Deficiencies in the Evidence 
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Various researchers have found conflicting data related to student outcomes 

between program formats. Some researchers found student outcomes were discrepant 

between program formats (Atchey et al., 2013; Galyon, Heaton, Best, & Williams, 

2016),while other researchers found consistent student outcomes, such as grades and 

grade point average (GPA) between formats (Chingos et al., 2017; Girard, Yerby, & 

Floyd, 2016; Harwood et al., 2018). This debate appears to be of less importance 

compared to the impacts of retention rates of students enrolled in online formats of 

courses. Existing literature is lacking in relation to a comparison between program 

formats in a complete graduate program. Although many researchers have investigated 

retention rates between online, hybrid, and campus-based courses, the existing literature 

is lacking in the field of school psychology.    

Online student satisfaction and student engagement have increasingly become 

popular topics for researchers. Muijs and Bokhove (2017), in their article on student 

satisfaction, shared how the rising cost of tuition has led to an increased focus on 

students’ (as customers) satisfaction. They reported student satisfaction was a correlate to 

learning (Muiji & Bokhove, 2017), and it is possible satisfied students are more likely to 

complete their course of study. Increased student satisfaction and program completion 

will likely lead to gainful employment. Willging and Johnson (2009), in their study about 

retention rates, linked student engagement with advisors and faculty with higher levels of 

program completion. Several researchers (Travers, 2016; Willging & Johnson, 2009) who 

have investigated online retention factors have failed to develop clear recommendations 

for solutions. They recommended that researchers continue to investigate factors, such as 

student satisfaction and student engagement, that relate to student retention.    
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Problem Statement  

The general problem is inconsistent research findings related to factors leading to 

retention variances between different program formats (Atchley et al., 2013; Muijs & 

Bokhove, 2017; Willging & Johnson, 2009). There are reduced retention rates for 

students enrolled in online programs. The research findings do not appear to clearly 

identify factors for the lower retention rate or recommendations for improvement. 

Investigating different factors between program formats in a three-year school 

psychology graduate program may provide insight. Understanding if engagement is 

perceived similarly or differently by students between two program formats (primarily 

online and primarily campus-based) and understanding if student perceived satisfaction is 

consistent or not consistent between these two program formats may provide some 

insight to program leaders with which to make programmatic changes.      

There may be several challenges and advantages associated with online learning. 

Engagement is a well-established challenge noted throughout the literature (Butcher et 

al., 2015; Buzdar, Ali, & Tariq, 2016). Stott (2016), in his study on challenges related to 

online learning, reported how engagement was an important aspect of learning and how 

online learners struggled with engagement in the online learning environment. Student 

retention, as studied by Sembiring (2015) in a study about student persistence, was found 

to be influenced by student satisfaction.  Students enrolled in hybrid sections reported 

substantially lower satisfaction related to their course experience, as reported by Chingos 

et al. (2017) in their study on student learning outcomes between program formats.    

 The specific problem is lower retention rates for online students when compared 

to hybrid and campus-based programs (Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018; Atchley et al., 2013; 
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Travers, 2016). There have been several studies related to student engagement and 

student satisfaction between online, hybrid, and campus-based programs, but there is 

limited research on an entire three-year program, specifically in school psychology. 

Investigating if there is a relationship between student perceived engagement and student 

perceived satisfaction for four groups (all participants, program finishers, non-finishers, 

and those students still enrolled) may provide insight for school psychology program 

leaders. Understanding if there is any mean difference in student perceived engagement 

between program formats (primarily online and primarily campus-based), and 

understanding if there is any mean difference in student perceived satisfaction between 

program formats (primarily online and primarily campus-based), may assist leaders in 

school psychology programs in developing ways to increase retention.  

Identifying the retention rates between program formats for a school psychology 

program will be useful in understanding the retention outcomes of the program being 

studied. The retention rates can be considered in relation to the research questions. Low 

retention rates can have adverse impacts. Understanding student perceptions of the 

program may provide information which school psychology leaders can use to make 

systematic changes to the program design and how supports are provided to the students. 

Determining if the retention rates between the primarily online format are different from 

the retention rates of the primarily campus-based students can be useful in understanding 

where interventions can be implemented. Identifying if a relationship exists between 

student perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction in all participants, those 

who finished the program, those who did not finish the program, and those still enrolled 
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can be helpful in considering ways to adjust or not adjust how the curriculum is 

disseminated.   

Specific Leadership Problem 

With overall declining enrollment in higher education (Eide, 2018), educational 

leaders are tasked with developing ways to increase enrollment and focus efforts on 

retention. Academic leaders are pressured to increase student enrollment, including 

school psychology. With increasing student demands for distance or online educational 

options (Allen & Seaman, 2016), academic leaders have increased online options. In 

additional to financial turmoil, academic leaders, according to Eide (2018), are faced with 

a projected decline in the college-age population. Colleges are closing, and some 

educational institutions have merged (Eide, 2018). With institutions closing and the threat 

of more closures, academic leaders’ ability to manage these situations is paramount to 

their survival.  

Academic leaders who develop a sustainability plan to increase retention and 

provide programs where students are satisfied may better manage this challenge. Given 

an increased student desire for flexible educational options, leaders who address these 

desires while providing a flexible and meaningful experience for students may be more 

successful. Conflicts occur between the increase in student demand for more online 

educational options and the lower rate of online student retention. Leadership action to 

address the conflict is indicated.  

Universities stand to lose favor and ranking when their retention rates drop. Initial 

enrollment costs are absorbed by institutions and recouped over a student’s course of 

study. When a student drops out, those initial expenditures are then absorbed by the 
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institution, causing additional financial strain on the system (Cuseo, 2010; Harrison, 

Villano, Lynch, & Chen, 2016). A lower number of students in each course can be a 

financial burden on the budget as less money is collected with the same costs for 

instructors and the infrastructure. Offering fewer courses can impact students who stay 

the program course, as there may be fewer opportunities to take each course offering. 

Fewer course opportunities can potentially delay their program completion. Leaders who 

neglect these considerations may suffer negative consequences.    

Audience 

Investigating if there is any mean difference in student perceived engagement and 

any mean difference in student perceived satisfaction between program formats 

(primarily online and primarily campus-based) in a school psychology program can 

provide information that may be useful for students, educators, and leaders of a school 

psychology program. Understanding if any mean difference exists between formats may 

provide insight into possible variables that may be related to areas where program 

adjustments can be made. This information could benefit students, educational institution 

personnel (reputation and ranking), loan agencies, and potential employers.   

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine if a relationship existed between 

student perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction for all participants, 

program finishers, non-finishers, and students still enrolled. Understanding if differences 

in levels of student reported satisfaction and levels of student reported engagement exist 

between program formats (primarily online versus primarily campus-based) in a school 

psychology program may be useful to program leaders when they consider program 
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changes to address student retention. An additional purpose of this study was to 

determine if retention rates of school psychology students are consistent between 

primarily online and primarily campus-based with those found by other researchers in 

similar studies. An analysis of these data may be useful for educational leaders in 

developing ways to adjust how courses are designed, how adjuncts (part-time instructors) 

support students, and how faculty direct adjuncts to support students.  

Methodology Overview  

A quantitative study was determined best to support the research. Gathering data 

and analyzing relationships and identifying mean differences between variables are best 

done using quantitative research as compared to qualitative research. A causal-

comparative design was selected, as there was no control group.  A survey was selected 

to gather information from many participants throughout California. To limit the time 

needed from the participants to provide information and to gather opinions from more 

participants and for ease of participation, quantitative methodology was selected. It was 

believed the likelihood of participation would increase with a three- to five-minute web-

based survey as compared with an interview. The other rationale for selecting 

quantitative over qualitative methodology was due to anonymity. With interviews, 

although the participant identity would be removed, it is possible participants would be 

more likely to provide honest information through an online survey versus through an 

interview.       

The quantitative approach was used to identify differences between variables. 

Retention data will be gathered through one survey question, and programmatic retention 

data for the years being studied will be secured through the university. Data were 
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gathered through a Google survey which was validated and determined to be a reliable 

instrument to identify student satisfaction and student engagement. The selected survey 

questions have been used by other researchers in previous studies (Almarghani & 

Mijatovic, 2017; Arbaugh, 2000). The survey questions were administered to the 

participants using a web-based survey tool. The data were analyzed using an Excel 

statistics software program, and the tests included Pearson’s correlation, chi-square, and 

ANOVA.       

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Within this study, the following research questions were addressed: 

1. Is there a correlation between student engagement and student satisfaction in a 

school psychology graduate program? 

H0:1 There is no statistically significant correlation between student engagement and 

student satisfaction in a three-year school psychology graduate program. 

HA:1 There is a statistically significant correlation between student engagement and 

student satisfaction in a three-year school psychology graduate program. 

2. Is there a difference in engagement between school psychology program formats 

(primarily online versus primarily onsite)?  

H0:2 There is no statistically significant difference in engagement between school 

psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite). 

HA:2 There is a statistically significant difference in engagement between school 

psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite). 

3. Is there a difference in student satisfaction between school psychology program 

formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite)?  
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H0:3 There is no statistically significant difference in student satisfaction between 

school psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite). 

HA:3 There is a statistically significant difference in student satisfaction between 

school psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite). 

Study Limitations/Delimitations 

Limitations and delimitations are factors that can influence the replicability of a 

study. Identifying these factors can bring awareness to the known potential limitations of 

the study and, when possible, be addressed or removed. The limitations and delimitations 

can help other researchers determine the applicability of the results to their programs. The 

limitations of the study are further explored. The delimitations of the study are provided. 

Identifying these limitations and adjusting the study to decrease potential influences may 

provide a more solid research foundation.   

Limitations 

Limitations of the study may have included imperfect recall from respondents. 

Some participants responded to questions related to experiences that occurred several 

years ago. Participants who graduated in 2017, including those who dropped out prior to 

graduating in 2017, may have limited recall of their satisfaction with the program. 

Similarly, the more recent graduates may have skewed responses based on elevated 

emotions from recently completing the program, and their true opinions may be 

overpowered by elation.  

Although the content and assignments were the same for all students (regardless 

of program format), the instructors varied, and this factor may have impacted student 

satisfaction and engagement. Factors outside the control of the university experienced by 
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the graduates while they were in the program-or when the survey was sent out (e.g., job 

loss, death of a loved one, financial stress, etc.) may have influenced their responses to 

the survey. Student study habits and work ethic vary, and those aspects may have been a 

confounding factor; student satisfaction data may have been less comprehensive as a 

result.   

Delimitations 

 Delimitations of the study included gathering data from one graduate program and 

from one university. The university supports students from one state, California. Three 

years’ worth of student data were collected. These three years may be an anomaly in the 

researched areas. The results and findings may not generalize to other regions, and they 

may not be consistent with those of educational institutions. The findings may not 

transfer to other graduate programs or other school psychology programs. Future research 

on this topic may not be consistent as the findings may be only specific to the current 

participants.  The findings may not generalize to other educational programs.  

Definitions of Key Terms 

The research on online education utilizes some operational terms. Those terms are 

defined for the purpose of the study as follows: 

Blended learning. A version of learning where digital learning is combined with 

face-to-face learning (Traxler, 2018). 

Distance learning. Educational options which are provided in an online format 

(Traxler, 2018). This term is synonymous with e-learning, online learning, and virtual 

learning. 
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E-learning. Educational options which are provided in an online format (Traxler, 

2018). This term is synonymous with distance learning, online learning, and virtual 

learning.  

Engagement The relationship between a student and the institution of attendance 

which includes student involvement and participation as well as student evaluation of 

faculty and staff (Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017). Engagement includes behavioral 

engagement, cognitive engagement, social engagement, collaborative engagement, and 

emotional engagement (Redmond et al., 2018).   

Hybrid online. Courses where the subject matter is provided in both a traditional 

classroom format with an instructor and students and in an online format, limiting face-

to-face interactions between the instructor and students. In this format, in-person 

interactions between the instructor and student are reduced, but not completely removed 

(Khanna, 2016).  

Online learning. Educational options that are provided in an online format 

(Traxler, 2018). This term is synonymous with distance learning, e-learning, and virtual 

learning. 

 Primarily online. When a student takes the majority (over 50%) of their courses 

in an online format. 

Primarily onsite or primarily on campus. When a student takes the majority 

(over 50%) of their courses onsite in a classroom setting, with an instructor providing 

direct instruction. 

Retention. Maintaining enrollment in a program to completion. 
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 Satisfaction. The favorability of a student’s evaluation of several experiences and 

outcomes related to the educational experience (Elliott & Shin, 2002). 

 Virtual learning. Educational options that are provided in an online format 

(Traxler, 2018). This term is synonymous with distance learning, online learning, and e-

learning.  

Summary 

Chapter One included the history of higher education program formats. Mainly, 

they have changed over time to meet the students’ need for flexible educational program 

options. With the advent of various forms of online educational options, researchers have 

studied the similarities and difference between programs. Training programs for fields 

where individuals work with others in a face-to-face format such as counseling and 

school psychology have traditionally been offered through campus-based formats (Garza 

et al., 2018). Researchers have found lower retention rates for students enrolled in online 

programs (Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018; Atchley et al., 2013; Travers, 2016). 

The low retention rates of online students are a problem as negative outcomes 

have a rippling effect. School psychologist shortages have been an ongoing challenge, 

especially in rural areas (Waldron-Soler et al., 2019). When students drop out of school 

psychology training programs, the additional strain of lost time and support from 

supervising school psychologists may have a negative impact on those supervisors 

resulting in a lower likelihood of supporting future students. Students who dropout may 

have financial obligations they may struggle to repay. The integrity of universities can 

suffer as low retention rates can negatively impact the institutional ranking. There are 

unfunded costs when a student drops out as upfront costs of student enrollment is not 
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passed on to the student (Cuseo, 2010; Harrison et al., 2016). Low enrollment numbers 

can lead to fewer course offerings (to be cost effective) which can impact and frustrate 

students trying to complete their educational plan.  

The study was conducted to examine: (a) if relationships existed between student 

engagement and student satisfaction, (b) if there was any mean difference in student 

perceived engagement between program formats, and (c) if there was any mean 

difference in student perceived engagement between program format. The findings 

provide insight into the possible differences between program formats related to student 

satisfaction and student engagement within a school psychology graduate program. The 

findings provide academic leaders with information they can use for program 

improvement.   

Chapter Two will include review of the literature regarding online courses, hybrid 

courses, and campus-based courses. The demographics of students in each program 

format will be explored. Retention rates between the different program formats will be 

shared. Differences in the program formats will be investigated, and the strengths and 

limitations of each one will be explored. Theories related to engagement, satisfaction, and 

leadership will be examined.           

Chapter Three will contain the methodology of the study. An overview of the 

school psychology program will be provided. Three research questions will be included, 

and the design for each question will be identified. The advantages and limitations of the 

selected methodology will be explored. The instruments used to answer the research 

questions are explored and questions selected are included. The participants of the study 
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will be described, and the selection process, ethical considerations, confidentiality 

procedure, and consent procedure will be included.  

Chapter Four will include the findings from the study. An analysis of the 

demographic findings will be provided. Retention data will be provided for the 

participants. The results will be analyzed for each research question. Tables will be 

included for ease of viewing the findings.  Each research question will be addressed with 

the data analysis provided and the findings.  

Chapter Five is where a discussion of the findings will be provided. Conclusions 

made from the retention rates of the participants will be provided. The general 

demographic information provided in Chapter Four will be explored. Application of the 

findings, as it relates to the theories explored, will be discussed.  Recommendations for 

program leaders will be provided, and future research opportunities will be shared.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Chapter Two contains a review of the literature related to higher education 

between educational program formats: online-hybrid courses, online courses, and 

traditional face-to-face courses. Different courses and program options have different 

student demographics, and they will be explored. Benefits and challenges related to 

online programs will be reviewed. Challenges noted in retention in online program 

formats, as studied by other researchers, will be included. The differences between 

student satisfaction and student engagement in these educational formats will be 

investigated with applicable corresponding theories. Due to limited research on this topic 

in the field of school psychology, other educational programs were considered. Academic 

leadership challenges will be explored as they relate to program improvement. Key 

theories will be provided as support in understanding the topic.  

Educational Options in Higher Education 

Students have different program options (online, campus-based, and blended 

formats) when considering higher education. There has been a consistent increase in the 

number of students who choose to take courses online (Atchley et al., 2013; Butcher et 

al., 2015). The trend in online education, according to Lee and Martin (2017), is a rapid 

growth in enrollment in online higher education. In Parker et al.’s (2011) article on online 

learning, they noted more than 75% of the nation’s colleges and universities offered 

online classes.   

 With more students choosing to enroll in online versions of courses over campus-

based courses, several researchers have investigated the benefits and limitations of each 

educational option. Understanding if one program is better than another may be useful for 
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future students and instructors. To understand why there are lower retention rates for 

online learners, it seems more questions occur than answers. It stands to reason, many 

students are choosing online education formats, but it is not completely clear why these 

students are more likely to drop out compared with their campus-based counterparts.   

Researchers who have studied this topic, and similar topics, have done so in a 

variety of ways. Some researchers have studied the topic from the perspective of the 

students, others from the perspective of the instructors, and still others from the 

perspective of the differences between online and campus-based instruction. 

Understanding the demographic differences in the students attending different program 

formats may be useful in understanding the difference in outcomes. This next section will 

provide demographic data for students enrolled in the different educational formats.  

Demographics 

 The demographic framework of the student populations has been found to differ 

between program formats. These differences may become confounding variables. 

Identifying these differences may assist in discovering possible delimitations in the 

research. Investigating the factors that have been identified may be a good place to start. 

From there, separating other factors may be useful. Identifying recommendations from 

previous studies may guide this research to discover new information that can be added to 

the existing literature and move the scholarly research forward on the topic of retention 

for online learners.    

Students  

Different formats may attract different types of students. Online students, 

according to Butcher et al. (2015), tended to be: (a) employed, (b) older, and (c) returning 
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to school after having been in the work force for a while. Given the inflexible time 

structure of campus-based courses, it is highly unlikely working individuals would be 

able to attend them. Butcher et al. (2015) shared how students who lived a great distance 

from the campus (or those who worked during the hours when the course was held on 

campus) may not have been able to attend campus-based courses.  

Students who attended campus-based program were more often male, 60%, while 

only 38% of those enrolled in the online course were male (Butcher et al., 2015). The 

authors found a higher percentage of students attending campus-based courses to be 

younger; 98% of these students were between the ages of 18 and 34 compared to only 

76% of those enrolled in the online course (Butcher et al., 2015). They also found a 

higher percentage of online students (30% versus 7.8%) working 40 or more hours a 

week (Butcher et al., 2015). There was a higher percentage, according to Butcher et al. 

(2015), of full-time (12 or more credits) students enrolled in campus-based courses 

(79.6% versus 56% for online programs). Students attending online courses tended to be 

older, female, and working (Butcher at al., 2015). It is likely the flexibility of online 

courses provided this population access they had lacked prior to online courses.   

Some limitations to Buthcher et al.’s (2015) research included studying only one 

course, one institution, and one instructor. The findings from this research still may be 

useful in understanding how student demographics in campus-based courses differ from 

those in online courses. Questions generated from these findings include: “Do students 

prefer campus-based courses and take online courses due to personal constraints?” and 

“Do students prefer online courses?” A blend of online and campus-based learning 

(hybrid) may have different student characteristics.   
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Hybrid learning is a combination of online learning and face-to-face learning. In 

Aristovnik, Tomazevic, Kerzic, and Umek’s (2017) study on demographics and e-

learning, they discovered female students found certain activities easier than their male 

counterparts. Conversely, Atkins et al. (2016), in their research on blended learning, 

found male students were less likely to experience technological problems. Students who 

experienced technological difficulties were more likely to rate the course as inadequate 

and report the online platform as being not useful (Atkins et al., 2016). Students with 

more technical skills experienced fewer technological problems and were more likely to 

have a more positive perception of blended learning; those who reported the course as 

merely adequate had a worse perception of the usefulness of blended learning (Atkins et 

al., 2016). The ability to use technology, in blended courses, may be a factor related to 

student satisfaction or course perception.   

Individuals with Disabilities 

Online education has provided learning opportunities for individuals with unique 

circumstances. An increase in the number of individuals with disabilities enrolling in 

online courses has been reported (Coleman & Berge, 2018; Verdinelli & Kutner, 2015).  

Verdinelli and Kutner (2015), in their study about online learning, shared how 11% of 

students enrolled in post-secondary education are identified as having a disability. 

Coleman and Berge (2018) shared how online education provided individuals with 

disabilities ways to take courses, as some disabilities can hinder students from taking 

courses. Individuals with mobility challenges may find it difficult to get to campus and to 

navigate the campus (Coleman & Berge, 2018). Other disabling conditions (e.g., visual 

impairments, cognitive impairments, hearing impairments, and other conditions) can be 
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barriers for some students which can impact their ability to take courses. Online 

education has provided a medium for students to take courses, and those with disabilities 

have been increasingly accessing it (Coleman & Berge, 2018).  

Regional Challenges 

Leaders in higher education programs likely have several reasons for transitioning 

campus-based programs to online formats. A primary motivator for the transition of 

school psychology training programs into online options, as reported by Drefs et al. 

(2015) in their study on the first online school psychology program in Canada, was the 

projected shortages of school psychologists across remote and rural regions. They 

reported how personal and family obligations limited the ability of students to complete 

the program on campus (Drefs et al., 2015). When they offered the program in an online 

format, more students were able to participate and complete the program.   

Demographic variables appear to differ between educational formats: online 

versus hybrid-online versus campus-based programs. Several students who attend 

primarily online programs live a significant distance from the campus or work full time, 

making campus-based instruction almost impossible (Drefs et al., 2015). Demographic 

data are useful, but they are likely not the only factor to consider.     

Online Format Advantages 

Online formats provide some advantages over campus-based courses. Coleman 

and Berge (2018) reported, in their study related to online courses, how online courses 

can support students who identify as having a disability. All students can access the same 

material as their peers (rubrics, syllabus, readings, and assignments), and they can access 

the instructor as well as their peers for support (Coleman & Berge, 2018). Another 
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advantage found by Smallwood and Brunner (2017), in their study about online learning, 

was an additional revenue stream for educational institutions. In an article about online 

education, Arasaratnam-Smith and Northcote (2017) reported how online options 

provided flexibility related to course access. Distance, or online, education allows 

individuals from several regions to take courses together and may lead to a more diverse 

group of learners.  

Online Format Disadvantages 

Although there are several positive aspects to online learning, there are also 

disadvantages. According to Coleman and Berge’s (2018) article related to online 

learning, online courses required the same, if not more, time compared to a campus-based 

course. There is more personal responsibility and accountability in online courses, 

according to Coleman and Berge (2018), as students are responsible for learning the 

material. The interactions between the instructor and student are fewer in online courses 

than in campus-based courses. Lack of interaction may be a disadvantage for students 

with learning challenges, who learn best through teacher-student or student-student 

interactions (Coleman & Berge, 2018). Students identified with disabilities who need 

additional time as an accommodation (ability to turn in work past the due date) may 

struggle to keep up with the course. If they submit their discussion board posts later, their 

peers may be less likely to interact with them, as the nondisabled students have moved to 

the current discussion board posts. In the same vein, Smallwood and Brunner (2017) 

explained how educators have struggled to create effective online activities and 

assignments that facilitate student engagement.  
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Retention 

 Retention data can be used as a measure of student success. The data can also be 

used as an accountability measure for higher education institutions. Students who finish 

their programs are likely to have better outcomes. Higher rates of retention may lead to 

more favorable ratings for an educational institution. General retention challenges lead to 

adverse outcomes for students and faculty, instructors and others working in the 

institution. Gathering data to answer questions as to what relationships may exist between 

factors such as student perceived satisfaction and student perceived engagement and 

higher and lower retention rates may be useful in developing plans for program 

adjustments to support higher levels of retention.     

Impacts of Low Retention on Students 

Students who drop out are more than five times more likely to default on their 

student loans as compared to students who complete their programs (Volkwein & 

Cabrera as cited in Cusea, 2010). Those who drop out are less likely to secure gainful 

employment, preventing them from fulfilling their loan commitments (Cusea, 2010). 

When students drop out of school, they are, according to Cusea (2010), less likely to 

recommend that institution to prospective students. When students do not finish their 

programs, many negative events occur. These negative actions impact the student, 

prospective students, the reputation of the institution, and the viability of loan agencies. 

When students default on their loans, the funds are absorbed in other ways (resulting in 

possibly higher interest rates for others).     

Institutional Impacts 
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According to Arhin and Wang'eri (2018), in their article on student retention in 

online learning programs, student retention was used as an accountability measure 

designed to identify the effectiveness and quality of programs. In Cusea’s (2010) research 

on retention, he found retention initiatives developed to manage student enrollments were 

three to five times more cost-effective than recruitment initiatives. Due to the high cost of 

recruitment, when a student drops out, costs are not recouped (Cusea, 2010). When 

students abandon their programs, they are less likely to donate (time and money) to the 

institution in the future (Cusea, 2010).     

Challenges with Low Retention 

Retention is an identified challenge for online students. Jordan (2014), in her 

study about course completion, discovered longer courses (25 weeks compared with five 

weeks) resulted in higher rates of dropouts. Travers (2016) shared, in his article about 

online student retention, how online student achievement was comparable to campus-

based student achievement, but rates of completion were significantly lower for online 

learners. Travers focused his meta-analysis on several studies and focused his 

information gathering on students enrolled in the community college setting. Although 

this study was community college based, low rates of online course completion appear to 

be consistent between community college, undergraduate studies, and graduate studies 

(Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018; Knestrick et al., 2016).   

Completion rates between program formats are different. Travers (2016) 

identified that a lack of student preparedness and other characteristics of online students 

resulted negatively toward learning, completion of courses, and retention.  He reported 

that completion rates for students in online courses at the community college level were 
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lower when compared to four-year institutions (Travers, 2016). It appears online course 

attrition is endemic. The completion rate of online community college students was only 

20% after six years (Shea & Bidjerano as cited in Travers, 2016). Discovering factors that 

lead to retention can be useful.   

 Although Travers’ (2016) article included data that provided additional support of 

challenges related to retention for online students, the meta-analysis appears to be 

minimal with respect to the number of articles researched. Travers (2016) emphasized 

how enrollment had increased in community colleges while the completion rates of 

online students remained low. Low retention rates for online students is a systematic 

challenge, and this research provided additional support to indicate low retention rates are 

a problem needing further investigation.  

Additional articles related to retention were considered. According to Arhin and 

Wang'eri (2018), in their article on student retention in online learning programs, student 

retention was considered an accountability measure used to identify the effectiveness and 

quality of programs. The researchers investigated whether correlations existed between 

taking an orientation course and program completion. They found student perceptions 

about the orientation program were high, which suggested the students perceived the 

overview as useful (Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018). Additional research, as recommended by 

Arhin and Wang’eri (2018), was to use a comparative approach to investigate the 

difference between staff interaction and student retention.   

Similarly, Atchley et al. (2013), in their research on student completion rates 

between online and campus-based programs, found a statistical difference in both course 

completion rates and academic performance for students enrolled in online courses 
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compared to campus-based courses. They found online students had a lower completion 

rate (93.3%) compared to campus-based students (95.6%).  

Atchley et al. (2013) had three objectives in their research. The first objective was 

to determine if a statistically significant difference existed in academic performance 

between students enrolled in a traditional academic setting versus those enrolled online. 

Atchley et al. (2013) discovered students enrolled in online courses received the highest 

percentage of As. Student performance, as measured by end-of-course grade, was 

statistically significant at the p < .05 level (Atchley et al., 2013).  

The second objective was to determine if there was a statistically significant 

difference in retention of students enrolled in campus-based courses compared to students 

enrolled in online courses (Atchley et al., 2013). A chi-square analysis was completed by 

Atchley et al. (2013), and they discovered a statistically significant difference in retention 

in campus-based versus online courses. Students who enrolled in online courses had the 

lowest completion rates, with higher rates of completion by the students enrolled in 

campus-based courses.     

Their third and final objective was to determine if there was a statistically 

significant difference in retention of students by course program or discipline (Atchley et 

al., 2013). There were 14 disciplines included in the study, and there was a statistically 

significant difference in retention by course discipline (Atchley et al., 2013). An analysis 

of the data was completed using chi-square; the program with the lowest course 

completion was finance and the program with the highest completion rate was reading. 

These findings may indicate some programs may be better when offered in a campus-
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based format; other programs may be better offered in an online format, while others may 

have little or no difference between the two formats.  

The data were collected from an archival storage and did not include student 

perceptions or opinions (Atchley et al., 2013). The student outcome findings and dropout 

rate findings from this study do not align with those of other studies (Arhin & Wang’eri, 

2018; Travers, 2016). Questions related to the grading format between online and 

campus-based courses, as well as dropout rate data, arise. The research team 

recommended future research into what factors led to student success in online courses. 

Atchley et al. (2013) inquired if technological experience led to greater course 

completion and improved performance in online courses and recommended an 

investigation into this question.  

Arhin and Wang’eri’s (2018) recommended additional research into instructor 

and student engagement to determine whether differences exist between engagement and 

retention. Atchley et al. (2013) did not include student perceptions (including 

engagement) in their study, and this missing information might have provided additional 

insight into retention factors. Developing a study to further investigate if differences exist 

between engagement and retention may be useful. More specifically, selecting one 

program (school psychology) and investigating if differences exist between engagement 

and program format may provide insight to program leaders.     

In a different study on attrition of nursing students, Knestrick et al. (2016) 

investigated factors leading to retention in a nursing program. The main variables 

identified to be statistically significant predictors of attrition were age and advanced 

practice in the field (Knestrick et al., 2016). They also discovered full-time students had 
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less attrition, and students over the age of 40 was a predictor of attrition (Knestirck et al., 

2016).    

Research findings appear to be consistent in that while there are higher rates of 

dropouts for students attending courses in an online format, other factors are not 

consistent. Given the differences in the research findings, it may be beneficial to further 

investigate factors related to retention in online programs. Investigating one program, a 

school psychology program which is offered in two format options (primarily online and 

primarily campus-based) in relation to retention rates between the programs may be 

useful in better understanding how this program’s retention rates line up compared with 

other programs. Considering other factors, such as student perceptions, may also be 

useful when analyzing the program retention rates. 

Student Satisfaction 

Retention may be related to student satisfaction. Student satisfaction is 

consistently shaped through student experiences throughout their educational journey 

(Elliott & Shin, 2002). Levels of student satisfaction may be different between program 

formats. Additional research concerning student satisfaction may provide information to 

enhance educational programs. Understanding if student perceived satisfaction in a 

school psychology program is consistent or inconsistent between program formats may 

be useful when considering ways to improve the program. In reviewing the existing 

literature about student satisfaction between program formats, researchers have found 

inconsistent findings of student perceived satisfaction between program formats.      

Similarities between program formats were discovered. Butcher et al.’s (2015) 

article about online learners included three groups of students (two online sections and a 
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campus-based section). The courses were taught by the same instructor and at the same 

time of the year. The same course was taught during a 15-week term during the spring of 

2013. The course (instructor, textbook, assignments, projects, tests, and grading scale) 

was the same across sessions, with the only difference being the location and time of the 

course. The researchers used a survey with Likert-scaled responses and administered the 

survey to the participants at the end of the term. 

No significant differences were noted in the time students devoted to coursework 

between the two program formats (Butcher et al., 2015). There was no difference in 

satisfaction levels of participants between the program formats. The only difference in 

satisfaction noted was in part-time students compared to full-time students, but overall, 

they found online students were satisfied at the same rate of their campus-based 

counterparts (Butcher et al., 2015). Satisfaction rates may have been found to be mostly 

similar in their study, but other researchers have found differences in satisfaction and 

other factors.   

Student outcomes may be the same, but other factors may be different. In Chingos 

et al.’s (2017) study on student outcomes, they found although there were no statistical 

differences in student assessment outcomes, students enrolled in hybrid formats spent 

18% less time learning content (compared to their campus-based counterparts), but they 

had higher rates of program dissatisfaction. The demographics of Chingos et al.’s (2017) 

study participants were consistent across both groups (ethnicity, age, gender, SAT scores, 

and income). Overall course grades, according to Chingos et al. (2017), were similar 

between programs, but weekly face-to-face time was greater (126 minutes) for the 

campus-based format compared to the hybrid format (72 minutes).  
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Despite the similar student grade outcomes from both educational formats, the 

students enrolled in the hybrid sections reported substantially lower satisfaction with their 

course experience (Chingos et al., 2017). Chingos et al. (2017) shared how students 

placed a high value on their interactions with faculty and encouraged further investigation 

related to faculty interactions. Student satisfaction may be an important consideration for 

low retention rates, as students who are dissatisfied may be more likely to leave a 

program. Given the discrepant findings between Butcher et al., (2015) and Chingos et al. 

(2017), additional research is warranted to further investigate student interactions and 

student satisfaction.    

In considering Chingos et al.’s (2017) research on student outcomes and Arhin 

and Wang’eri’s (2018) study on retention, both research teams suggested additional 

research related to faculty and student interactions. Chingos et al. (2017) recommended 

additional research to determine if faculty-student engagement may be related to student 

satisfaction. Arhin and Wang’eri (2018) recommended additional research to see if 

faculty-student engagement may be related to student learning outcomes. Investigating 

both ideas in relation to school psychology students may provide additional insight.      

Student satisfaction in blended learning settings may be correlated to time spent in 

program. Aristovnik et al. (2017), in their study about e-learning, found students’ 

satisfaction toward blended learning increased the longer they were in a program and 

decreased as student non-school related activities increased (employment and family 

obligations). Students who have increased non-school related activities may find 

themselves less satisfied with their educational experience (in online courses). If the 

lower satisfaction is a result of feeling too busy, too stressed, or overwhelmed, that may 
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have little to do with the learning experience and more with the life events of the student. 

Separating these factors, albeit very difficult, could be useful in understanding student 

perceived satisfaction of their schooling experience.    

Estelami, (2016) investigated student perceptions related to course efficiency and 

student intent to take additional courses. Students who viewed online courses as efficient 

were found to be weaker academically, and they reported lower feelings toward the 

courses and instructor (Estelami, 2016). Estelami (2016) proposed that students who are 

less dedicated may benefit from more efficient online courses, where they may feel more 

secure. Finding a balance between efficiency and academic rigor may be a difficult task. 

It is curious the students who identified courses as being more efficient were also less 

academically advanced. It may be a result of limited application or participation by the 

student in the online coursework. Perhaps the personality of the student may play a role 

in their success; those who tend to be more investigative may be more likely to spend 

time in the online coursework, whereas those who prefer a less in-depth approach may be 

more likely to neglect some of the readings, video, or recorded lectures. Students who 

attend courses on campus are typically exposed to the content by being in the class and 

listening to the instructor.  Students enrolled in online courses do not “have” to attend 

class and may choose to forgo watching prerecorded lectures. 

In a study by Estelami (2016), the researcher gathered data from the completed 

end-of-course Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) instrument in an MBA program. A 

final question was posed to inquire if the participant would take a similar online course in 

the future with a five-point response (“definitely not” to “definitely yes”) and a sixth 

option for graduating students. To minimize confounding variables, the courses were 
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taught by the same instructor. The data were analyzed across three courses. A statistically 

significant difference was discovered between the three groups in their average response 

to each question on the SET (Estelami, 2016). The results of the analysis suggested there 

was no difference in the distribution of efficiency perceptions between the three courses 

(Estelami, 2016). Despite the differences in content and course rating across the three 

courses, the students perceived their learning efficiency (between learning formats) to be 

similar (Estelami, 2016). For future research, Estelami (2016) suggested additional data 

collection using online platforms such as RateMyTeacher, RateMyProfessor, and other 

similar online platforms.  

Other researchers have discovered higher levels of dissatisfaction for online-based 

course work (Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018; Chingos et al., 2017; Jobe & Lenio, 2014). Eom 

and Ashill (2016), in their article on satisfaction rates of online students, found that 

course design, dialogue, and the instructor were the strongest predictors of user 

satisfaction and learning outcomes compared with intrinsic motivators that were not 

correlated with user satisfaction. They shared that in an online learning format, the 

interactions between the student and another student and between a student and the 

instructor were a predictor of student satisfaction.  These dialogue exchanges as well as a 

well-defined course design were found to be predictors of student satisfaction. When an 

online course is designed well with opportunities for dialogue to occur between students 

and between the instructor and the students, it is likely students will report higher levels 

of satisfaction regarding the course.     

In his study, Eom and Ashill (2016) sent a 41-question survey through 

SurveyMonkey© to 3,285 participants and received 382 completed surveys (11.63% 
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response rate). The survey questions were used to gather information about intrinsic 

student motivation, extrinsic self-regulation, user satisfaction, learning outcomes, and 

five other factors. The highest statistical significance related to student satisfaction was 

found to be course design, followed by instructor activities, and then student-to-student 

interactions (Eom & Ashill, 2016). The strongest indicator, found by Eom and Ashill 

(2016), of learning outcomes was instructor-student dialogue.   

Eom and Ashill (2016) discussed the importance of informing administrators that 

instructors are a cornerstone of online education, and they recommended additional 

efforts be made to enhance instructors’ knowledge, course development skills, and 

motivation skills. Secondly, they recommend stressing the importance of course design 

and structure as these factors were reported to be cornerstones of online education (Eom 

& Ashill, 2016).  

In combining the findings of Eom and Ashill’s (2016) study and that of Chingos 

et al. (2017), it appears there are several factors that may be correlated with student 

satisfaction: instructor and student engagement, instructor skillset (in several areas), and 

course design. Future research may be useful in determining if there are differences 

between student-instructor interactions and student satisfaction in school psychology 

training programs.  

Blended learning offers students the ability to take a portion of the course online 

and reduces the need to travel to campus as often. In their study on blended learning, 

Aristovnik et al. (2017) found, high levels of student satisfaction in blended learning 

formats. Students living greater distances from the university rated e-courses higher than 

those living closer to campus (Aristovnik et al., 2017).  
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Satisfaction Theory 

Several factors are likely to contribute to student perceived satisfaction. Some of 

those factors may be independent of the educational experience; a student’s personal 

situation may influence his or her overall satisfaction with the school experience. In 

Hinrichs and Mischkind’s (1967) article on Herzberg’s two-factor theory, they explained 

how combined motivator factors (e.g., work interest, achievement, and advancement) and 

dissatisfiers, also referred to as hygiene factors (e.g., work policies, technical supervision, 

setting or environment, and interpersonal relationships), taken together, can account for 

overall satisfaction.  

The framework of the theory includes guidance that suggests motivator factors 

address the variance in job satisfaction, above a neutral hedonic level, and hygiene 

factors account for job satisfaction variance below a neutral hedonic level (Hinrichs & 

Mischkind, 1967). A student’s educational experience can be viewed as a job, as there are 

several similarities between the two. The theory assumes motivator variables account for 

increases in personal job (or school) satisfaction, while the hygiene factors affect job (or 

school) satisfaction by lowering it. Herzberg’s two-factor theory has often been 

referenced by other researchers (Sears, et al., 2017; Wang, & Chui, n.d.) when 

investigating student satisfaction.      

Herzberg’s two-factor theory has been validated by researchers (DeShields, Ali, 

& Kaynak, 2005; Utley, Westbrook, & Turner, 1997; Weisberg & Dent, 2016) and 

challenged by other researchers (Graen, 1966; Ruthankoon & Ogunlana, 2003; 

Vijayakumar & Saxena, 2015). In Graen’s (1966) article on the Herzberg two-factor 

theory, he refuted the theory and suggested intrinsic factors contribute more toward 
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satisfaction and dissatisfaction than extrinsic factors. The use of Herzberg’s two-factor 

theory can provide a foundation from which to investigate student satisfaction. Intrinsic 

and extrinsic factors can also be examined and considered in relation to student 

satisfaction. Herzberg’s two-factor theory has been supported and argued against. Despite 

the perceived shortcomings of the theory, it will be used as the theoretical foundation for 

the study of student satisfaction in two school psychology program formats.  

Engagement 

 Engagement can include several factors for students. According to Collaço (2017) 

in her study about student engagement, student engagement is associated with positive 

learning outcomes. Engagement between the instructor and student and between student 

peers will be considered. Other factors of engagement include teacher personality and 

availability and teacher’s lecturing skills. Two other engagement factors provided include 

teachers’ activation of students and the quality of their assessment or evaluation process.   

General Engagement 

Engagement on a campus-based program may be considered a “built-in” aspect of 

the course. Buchenroth-Martin, DiMartino and Martin (2017) shared how traditional 

face-to-face courses provided collaborative and active learning opportunities and 

encouraged peer engagement. Byrnes (2016), in his article related to student success in 

online courses, shared how students who enrolled in online courses missed the benefit of 

interacting with support staff. Byrnes (2016) stressed the importance and responsibility of 

instructors and other faculty to engage with students (e.g., orientation, remote tutoring, 

recruitment, and virtual mental health counseling). Meeting students in person to explore 

the idea of online education was also recommended for engaging and supporting online 
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students (Byrnes, 2016). Understanding the variety of ways students can engage can 

provide instructors with ways to vary their approach to encourage students to engage.   

There may be several challenges and advantages associated with online learning. 

Engagement is a well-established challenge noted throughout the literature (Butcher et 

al., 2015; Buzdar, Ali, & Tariq, 2016). Stott (2016), in his study on challenges related to 

online learning, reported how engagement was an important aspect of learning and how 

online learners may struggle with engagement in the online learning environment.  

Some programs offer a combination of face-to-face instruction and online 

instruction. Stott (2016) focused his research on students enrolled in Wildlife 

Management studies who attended a hybrid-online course where some content was 

delivered in a face-to-face format and other content was delivered online in a system akin 

to Blackboard. Stott reviewed several factors related to student engagement in the online 

portion of the course. In his analysis of the Likert-scale surveys completed by 

participants, and the data analysis of the amount of time students engaged in online 

activities (posts, accessing class content, and active engagement in course activities), 

Stott (2016) found three things: (a) lack of student engagement posed risks for students 

and the instructor; (b) end-of-course evaluations completed by students were affected by 

poor student engagement; and (c) end-of-course evaluations were lower when face-to-

face courses were taken prior to the online course or concurrently with a face-to-face 

course.  

Scores of online and face-to-face students were different. Stott (2016) indicated 

students who completed face-to-face courses prior to or concurrent with online courses 

reported lower scores on end-of-course evaluations for their online courses. Stott (2016) 
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recommended instructors and administrators should be aware that end-of-course 

evaluations may be lower when completed by online students. These findings may 

correlate with lower satisfaction rates of students. Engagement for online students may 

relate to student satisfaction.  

Engagement can occur in different ways. Nortvig, Petersen, and Balle (2018), in 

their literature review on factors that influence student engagement and student 

satisfaction in online courses, found the following factors to be influencers of student 

engagement and student satisfaction: (a) interactions between students, (b), instructors 

and course content, (c) the presence of the instructor in the online setting, and (d) 

connections between offline and online activities (including campus-based activities). 

Three of the four identified factors are relational and may be linked with engagement, 

suggesting engagement may be a factor that is linked with learning.    

Engagement may occur in the class and outside of the class environment. Students 

enrolled in face-to-face courses were significantly more interactive with their instructors, 

compared to their hybrid-online and fully online counterparts, as discovered by Brooks 

and Young (2016) in their study on student engagement. They measured interactions 

based on purpose and found the one purpose that approached significance was online 

students were more likely to engage in communication with their instructors for excuse-

making purposes (e.g., late assignments, missing work, and inadequacies) as compared to 

their face-to-face and hybrid-online counterparts, who were more likely to engage on 

other topics (Brooks & Young, 2016).  

Additionally, Brooks and Young (2016) discovered students who were enrolled in 

online courses reported they felt their instructors were less receptive of communication 
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with students and less encouraging of said communication when compared to students in 

face-to-face and hybrid-online courses. Brooks and Young (2016) found online students 

reported their instructors were less rushed, less impatient, and less distracted when 

engaging with them; perhaps these factors were due to the flexibility of engaging with 

online students (email and social media). Understanding information about engagement 

may be useful in developing questions related to student engagement with school 

psychology students and their instructors in future research.    

In a study focused on the differences between engagement in an online hybrid 

program versus a campus-based program, Galyon et al. (2016) found student 

performance and group cohesion (engagement) were significantly higher in the campus-

based offering. In Galyon et al.’s (2016) study, the asynchronous hybrid-online course 

group completed all of their assignments online and came to campus to complete the final 

exam. They reported that student engagement and participation was identified as a factor 

that was believed to account for course performance variance (Galyon et al., 2016). They 

found no difference in GPA between groups (Galyon et al., 2016). Significant difference 

(p=.001) was noted in cohesion between the two groups, with the campus-based groups 

having higher cohesion scores (Galyon et al., 2016). There was no difference between the 

groups related to participation, according to Galyon et al. (2016), but a significant 

difference was noted between groups on exam performance, with the campus-based 

group performing better (p=.002). 

Identifying ways to further investigate this topic may be useful. Galyon et al. 

(2016) recommended future study of student participation while maintaining consistency 

between course sections and controlling for other variables that may affect performance 
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outcomes. Galyon et al. (2016) recommended identifying which aspects in the hybrid 

online format may be used to develop student engagement. When considering both 

articles, Stott (2016) and Galyon et al. (2016), it might be useful to develop a clear 

definition of what constitutes student engagement and how to measure it. Arhin and 

Wang’eri (2018), in their study on distance learning and retention, also recommended 

additional research through a comparative approach to investigate the differences 

between staff interaction and student retention. Considering these aspects when studying 

school psychology programs may be helpful.  

Teacher personality and availability. Instructor personality may influence 

student engagement. In Motz, de Leeuw, Carvalho, Liang, and Goldstone’s (2017) study 

on instructor’s enthusiasm and student engagement, they found instructors who were 

more enthusiastic were more likely to have higher levels of student engagement. In 

contrast, Almarghani and Mijatovic (2017) found teacher’s activating influence on 

students most efficiently predicted student engagement. In combining both studies, it 

would appear that enthusiastic instructors who actively engage with students are more 

likely to have higher levels of school psychology student engagement.   

The level of connectedness between the instructor and students and between 

student peers may influence student engagement for school psychology students. Xerri, 

Radford, and Shacklock (2018), in their study of student engagement, found instructor 

relationships with students and peer relationships were central to student engagement 

during academic activities. When instructors engage with students and facilitate 

meaningful interactions with the students and between the students, it appears other 

positive outcomes occur, such as sense of purpose. Instructor-student relationships 



 

 51 

coupled with a strong sense of purpose tended to minimize student workload perceptions 

(Xerri et al., 2018). A sense of purpose was linked with high student engagement, 

according to Xerri et al. (2018). A sense of purpose was also found to assist in 

relationships between students and between the teacher and students (Xerri et al., 2018). 

School psychology instructors who invest in these relationships may be more likely to 

increase student engagement.    

Teacher lecture styles. Teaching styles may support or hinder student 

engagement and academic growth. In a study about academic learning, Roksa, Trolian, 

Blaich, and Wise (2017) found instructors who provided a clear and organized teaching 

style were more likely to have more (a) academic motivation, (b) student development, 

and (c) academic engagement. Students perceived faculty as being more invested in their 

learning when the instructors provided organized and clear instruction (Roksa et al., 

2017). The students who were exposed to higher levels of clear and organized instruction 

were more academically motivated and were more likely to be engaged in their studies 

(Collaço 2017; Roksa et al., 2017). School psychology instructors who take the time to 

organize their instruction and provide clear directives to students may have higher levels 

of student success.      

Benefits are likely to occur when school psychology instructors communicate 

effectively with students. Bakare (2018), in his study on online learning and instructor 

communication, found instructors who used communication tools and effective 

communication practices had a positive influence on student cognitive engagement. 

Although online courses can include lectures, some online learners may not attend the 

lectures and instead watch the recorded lectures later. O'callaghan, Neumann, Jones, and 
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Creed (2017), in their study of recorded lectures for online courses, found there were 

disadvantages to recorded lectures for online students. The flexibility of online courses 

allows students to either participate in live lectures or view the recorded lecture later. 

When students choose to view the recorded lectures, they miss the opportunity to engage 

with the instructor and peers (O’callaghan et al., 2017). School psychology instructors 

may encounter difficulty when lecturing in an online atmosphere, and this difficulty may 

lead to students avoiding online lectures. Although negatives were noted, O’callaghan et 

al. (2017) found more positive than negative outcomes to online recorded lectures; 

mainly, the ability to learn from the instructor.   

Teacher engagement/participation of students. Engaging students in the 

learning process may be challenging but useful. Blau and Shamir-Inbal (2018), in their 

study of active student participation, found when teachers listened and valued student 

views, students took a more active role in their learning. Students who felt they were a 

part of their learning experience were more likely to engage in teamwork and community 

participation (Blau & Shamir-Inbal, 2018). Redmond et al. (2018), in their paper that 

provided a framework for engagement in online education, explained there are five 

elements of engagement related to education: (a) cognitive engagement, (b) collaborative 

engagement, (c) social engagement, (d) behavioral engagement, and (e) emotional 

engagement. These five elements, as stressed by Redmond et al., are interrelated.  These 

elements can be used by school psychology instructors to measure online student 

engagement.  

Understanding different ways to involve school psychology students may be 

helpful in increasing engagement. In a study about higher education and student 
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engagement, Collaço (2017) found that to increase student engagement, instructors could 

incorporate relevant and engaging activities to promote student teamwork and teacher-

student interactions. Instructors who incorporate engaging activities, in a learner-centered 

manner, that feels safe for students and respects learning styles and diverse talents will be 

more likely to succeed in engaging students (Collaço, 2017). Teachers who understand 

the different components of student engagement and adjust their teaching to facilitate 

these components will likely see an increase in student engagement (Collaço, 2017).      

Quality of evaluation process. Evaluation of school psychology student 

knowledge can be considered another factor in student engagement. Blau and Shamir-

Inbal (2018), in their study of active student participation, found when instructors treated 

students as equal partners in the student evaluation process, students felt empowered in 

their educational process. Student feelings of empowerment led to students taking a more 

active role in their learning. Students who felt they had input into their evaluation were 

more likely to have fewer feelings of being overloaded and stressed (Blau & Shamir-

Inbal, 2018). Timely feedback on student work, as noted by Collaço (2017) in her study 

on student engagement in higher education, resulted in higher levels of student 

engagement.   

Engagement Theories 

Three theories have been identified to address student engagement. The Theory of 

Active Involvement will address active participation of the school psychology student. 

The Engagement Theory will address the interactions between school psychology 

students and the level of their engagement. The Theory of Social Integration will support 
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the interactions of the school psychology student. These theories will be reviewed as they 

relate to the graduate program in the field of school psychology.   

Theory of Active Involvement 

Self-regulation may influence levels of interactions between school psychology 

students. Greene (2013), in her article on the theory of active involvement, shared how 

the theory of active involvement was founded in social cognitive theory, mainly related to 

self-regulation. The theory of Active Involvement is founded on cognitive changes 

experienced by participants when they are actively engaged (Greene, 2013). This theory 

applies to this proposed research, as student engagement in the learning process can be 

assessed with respect to student success (Leon, & Byrd, 2012).  

This theory can be used to describe cognitive processes involved when school 

psychology students are actively involved. According to Greene (2013), the theory is 

rooted in a sequential process that begins when an individual engages with an 

intervention (education), which includes involvement, and produces knowledge and skills 

(immediate outcomes). These outcomes lead to reflection (perceived discrepancy) and 

other cognitions (e.g., norms, expectations, intentions) that result in behavioral change 

(Greene, 2013). The theory of active involvement in relation to education in the field of 

school psychology can be viewed with respect to the engagement skills developed that 

support learning (interacting with peers and the instructor).  

Self-reflection can be a factor one may consider in learning. According to Greene 

(2013), self-reflection is considered one of the most important ingredients of sustainable 

change in behavior. When school psychology students engage with one another in online 

courses, they may be more likely to self-reflect on their ideas while considering the ideas 
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of their peers and responding to peers’ questions about their posts. The individual’s active 

involvement would appear to be the first step in the engagement process in an online 

learning environment. 

Engagement Theory 

Student interactions (with peers and instructors) can assist school psychology 

students in succeeding. Kearsley and Shneiderman (1998) developed Engagement Theory 

which is comprised of three principles: (a) relate, (b) create, and (c) donate. Relating 

refers to group interactions which assist in establishing rapport and developing 

relationships; creating refers to the learners’ control over how tasks are completed; and 

donating refers to students’ contributions to a task and the greater community (Kearsley 

& Shneiderman, 1998). Considering how these three principles work for school 

psychology students in two different program formats (primarily online and primarily 

campus-based) while in their graduate program may be useful for supporting student 

learning and success.     

The application of engagement theory can be observed in online school 

psychology classroom settings. In an article about student engagement in online 

education, Smallwood and Brunner (2017) shared how the three principles of 

Engagement Theory were present in online classrooms and were used to increase student 

interaction and collaboration. When students related, according to Smallwood and 

Brunner (2017), they developed relationships that advanced the learning community 

despite being separated by space and time. When online students created, they managed 

how and when they completed the assignments, demonstrating self-regulation 

(Smallwood & Brunner, 2017). Donating can be seen when school psychology online 
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students interact with their peers, complete group projects, work collaboratively, and 

engage in the learning process. Engagement in the classroom setting, whether it takes 

placed on campus, online, or in a blended classroom setting, appears to be a useful tool 

for learning. Although a campus-based setting may appear to be conducive to interactions 

between the school psychology students and instructor, online and blended courses have 

developed ways to encourage engagement.  

Developing assignments that require school psychology students to work with one 

another may support engagement. In Joo, Andrés, and Shearer’s (2014) article on 

engagement and learning outcomes, they found individual motivation and interaction 

played a role in a student’s engagement with learning. Changes in the facilitation 

strategies and increasing the number of face-to-face experiences students in online 

courses could lead to improved interactions between students and instructors (Joo et al., 

2014). Interaction was found, by Joo et al. (2014), to be a valuable aspect to engagement 

and learning. Given the benefit of the flexibility of online formats, it appears the lack of 

engagement may be a factor in retention, leading instructors in school psychology online 

and blended learning classes to consider increasing engagement opportunities by 

developing assignments and activities that allow students to work together.     

Theory of Social Integration  

The theory of social integration may be applied to learning. Durkheim (1892), in 

his original work in the field of sociology, developed social integration theory, which is 

the idea that individuals alter the way they feel, think, and behave based on societal 

influences. The way school psychology students engage in a classroom setting, online or 
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on campus, may be understood using the tenets of the theory of social interaction. This 

theory will be explored further. 

The theory of social integration, as reported by Blau (1960), focuses on 

interactions between people. Blau (1960) broke integration into several actions, social 

attraction, reactions to being impressed, and demonstrating approachability. He reported 

how individuals sometimes have a desire to be both admired and liked by their associates 

(Blau, 1960). Both respect and affection were reported by Blau (1960) as desirable 

outcomes, yet the efforts used to gain one can negate the chances of gaining the other. 

Interactions which build respect, as stated by Blau (1960), such as providing constructive 

feedback to a peer’s work, may build respect, but may also lead to less than favorable 

feelings about the person. On the flip side, favorable remarks on the peer’s work may 

endear the person to the peer but may result in less respect.  

The conflicts between these two actions can leave individuals struggling which 

how to respond to peers. Blau (1960), in his work on social integration theory, explained 

how individuals may face a dilemma between winning acceptance or seeking respect 

when engaging with their peers. This complex social process can be used to understand 

the actions of individuals when interacting and engaging in groups (Blau, 1960). 

Developing ways for students to navigate these complicated social exchanges may result 

in better interactions with their peers.    

Social integration can play an important role in how individuals present 

themselves and how they work with others. Blau (1960) explained how individuals can 

be defensive with one another but must forgo their defensiveness in order to manifest 

their social attraction to one another. This action occurs in exchange, explained Blau 
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(1960), for respect or social acceptance. These actions working in unison gives rise to 

social integration; Blau (1960) found that peer acceptance is balanced by the 

approachability and social attractiveness of the individual. In a classroom setting, 

students may find themselves in this dilemma when they engage in a classroom or online. 

The content they choose to share may be focused on obtaining either respect or 

acceptance.            

In higher education, school psychology students are likely to interact with 

different individuals (faculty, adjuncts, peers, community members) and activities. If 

individuals perceive engagement as a useful and an expected requirement in courses, they 

may be more likely to engage. The theory of social integration aligns with teacher 

activation of school psychology students. Students may be influenced by feelings related 

to the Theory of Social Integration, which may impact their ability to interact and 

participate with their peers, and these interactions may have an influence on student 

success. Student interactions with faculty, instructors, peers, and others may play a part in 

students’ experiences and may influence their level of satisfaction and success in a school 

psychology program.   

Leadership Challenges 

Academic leaders are charged with several operational responsibilities. With 

overall declining enrollment in higher education (Eide, 2018), educational leaders are 

tasked with developing ways to increase enrollment and retention. Declining enrollment 

can lead to financial difficulties. With increasing student demands for distance or online 

educational options (Allen & Seaman, 2016), academic leaders have increased online 

options, but students enrolled in online courses are more likely to drop out (Arhin & 
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Wang’eri, 2018; Atchley et al., 2013; Travers, 2016) compared to their campus-based 

counterparts. Discovering ways to increase retention for online learners is desired.   

In additional to financial turmoil, academic leaders, according to Eide (2018), are 

faced with other challenges including a projected decline in the college-age population. 

Colleges are closing, and others have merged (Eide, 2018). With institutions closing and 

the threat of more closures, academic leaders’ ability to manage these situations is 

paramount to their survival. If changes are not made to increase retention rates for the 

educational format (online) that has increasing rates of enrollment, more institutions may 

close, which will decrease student options and reduce employment opportunities for those 

who work in educational institutions.    

Academic leaders who develop a sustainability plan to increase retention and 

provide programs where students are satisfied may better manage these challenges. Given 

an increased student desire for flexible educational options, leaders who address these 

desires, while providing a flexible and meaningful experience for students, may be more 

successful in generating an increase in both enrollment and in retention. Gathering data to 

determine whether school psychology student engagement and school psychology student 

satisfaction play a role in differing retention rates between two school psychology 

program formats may assist in this leadership challenge.   

The increase in student demand for more online educational options may be 

beneficial, but there are challenges due to the lower rate of online student retention 

(Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018; Atchley et al., 2013; Travers, 2016). Leadership action to 

address the conflict will likely determine the future of a given educational institution, 

mainly related to a school psychology training program. Understanding the factors that 
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lead to lower retention rates for online students can be useful in developing a strategic 

plan to make changes to reduce this problem. Leaders who know what to target for 

improved retention rates are likely to have an advantage in recommending change.    

Universities stand to lose favor and ranking when their retention rates drop. Arhin 

and Wang'eri (2018), in their article on student retention in online learning programs, 

reported that retention rates are used as an accountability measure for universities. Initial 

enrollment costs are absorbed by institutions and recouped over a student’s course of 

study (Cuseo, 2010; Harrison et al., 2016). Financial loss occurs when students drop out 

of school, as initial expenditures are not recouped by the institution.  

This additional financial strain may have lasting effects on the financial health of 

the institution. Low enrollment numbers transfer to smaller numbers of students enrolling 

in individual courses. Lower enrollment rates can be another financial burden, as less 

money is collected through tuition with the same overhead costs. Adjustments made to 

account for the lower enrollment can have costs to existing students, as there may be 

fewer opportunities to take each course offering. This challenge can potentially delay 

program completion and result in lower student satisfaction. Lower student satisfaction, 

in turn, can result in fewer referrals to other potential consumers (Cusea, 2010). Leaders 

who neglect these considerations may suffer negative consequences.   

Developing systems and course content that encourages student engagement may 

lead to more satisfied students, which may increase retention. The way in which school 

psychology instructors and faculty support students may also relate to student 

satisfaction. Investigation of these factors may be worthwhile in addressing the identified 

challenges. School psychology program leaders who have a framework from which to 
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lead both students and instructors may be more successful. There are several leadership 

frameworks, and selecting one that provides the needed support for all students will be 

useful.     

Leadership Theory 

Leadership frameworks provide a system that guides leaders in ways to support 

and interact with their followers. In Hersey, Blanchard, and Natemeyer’s (1979) article 

on situational leadership, they proposed a leadership framework whereby the maturity 

level of followers dictates the leadership style. The four styles were developed based on 

follower relationship behavior and task behavior, with both having a high and low level 

(Hersey et al.). The four leadership levels are (in order from low maturity to high 

maturity) as follows: (a) telling, where the leader provides clear and specific direction to 

the followers; (b) selling, where the leader provides both directive and supportive 

behavior to encourage the follower; (c) participating, where the leader provides two-way 

communication to support the ability of the follower whereby both the leader and 

follower share decision-making; and (d) delegating, where the leader provides minimal 

direction and support, as the followers do not require this level of support (Hersey et al., 

1979). As a leader, knowing the level of need the follower has can be useful in selecting 

the level of leadership support that is needed.   

In this study, there are two types of leadership interactions: those between 

academic leaders and academic employees, and those between school psychology 

instructors or faculty and school psychology students. In the latter, school psychology 

students will be viewed as the follower, while the school psychology faculty and 

instructors will be viewed as the leaders. Instructors and faculty support will be specific 
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to the students, based on their level of need. Students who are supported, based on their 

individual needs, may be more likely to feel satisfied. In Salehzadeh et al.’s (2015) article 

about situational leadership and students, they found post-graduates typically had more 

maturity when compared to undergraduate students. This resulted in less directive 

leadership and more “coaching” leadership. Situational leadership may be useful with 

school psychology students. In Wall’s (2019) article on situational leadership, she shared 

how there were several benefits resulting from situational leadership strategies with 

students. When instructors shaped their direction, support, and guidance of students based 

on individual student needs and skills, they maximized student learning and satisfactions 

within the program (Wall, 2019). Being aware of student needs and providing support 

based on the needs will likely be a successful venture.           

Summary 

The increased demand for online courses has led to more online course options 

for students in higher education. With increased online course offerings, more students 

have opportunities to enroll in online courses. One downfall of online learning is lower 

retention rates. Low retention rates cause difficulty for students as well as the ranking of 

educational institutions (Proctor et al., 2018). Several educational institutions have been 

impacted by declining enrollment (Eide, 2018), which has led to financial uncertainty. 

Since higher retention rates are linked with more positive outcomes for both students and 

faculty, additional research on the topic is suggested by several existing researchers 

(Arhin & Wang'eri, 2018; Chingos et al., 2017; Estelami, 2016; Galyon et al., 2016). 

Investigating factors related to retention for online learners will provide educational 

leaders with ideas for program improvement.  
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Student satisfaction and retention have been studied. Engagement, specifically in 

online courses, has been studied with continued recommendations by researchers to 

continue researching the topic of student satisfaction, specifically in online learning 

formats, as a gap in the literature still exists. The bulk of the reviewed research was 

limited to one or a few courses rather than full programs, suggesting the findings may 

have lower transferability to other situations. Additional gaps identified, while reviewing 

the literature, were limited studies investigating student satisfaction and student 

engagement as they relate to retention between a primarily online and a primarily 

campus-based graduate program.  

Many studies focused on online learning or blended learning with little focus on 

campus-based programs. If campus-based learning has higher retention rates, it might be 

useful to gather data from a primarily campus-based program and compare them with the 

data from a primarily online program. Individuals charged with school psychology 

program development and supporting students who seek online options may benefit from 

understanding how student engagement and student satisfaction relate to retention. 

Student engagement and student satisfaction have been identified as influential factors for 

continued enrollment. This study will be designed to address the gaps in the literature 

regarding student engagement and student satisfaction in a three-year school psychology 

graduate program. The findings will be used to examine how these two factors relate to 

retention between program formats, a primarily online format and a primarily campus-

based format; the courses are otherwise the same. Understanding if engagement and 

satisfaction are related to one another or to retention in a school psychology program can 
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influence pedagogical design of the courses in the program and potentially influence 

retention.    

Chapter Three will include the methodology of the study. The demographics of 

the participants from the school psychology program selected for this study will be 

provided. Three research questions will be posed.  The design for each question will be 

explained. The advantages and limitations of each selected methodology will be 

explored, and the assumptions of each methodology will be provided.  The participants 

will be described, and the selection process, ethical considerations, confidentiality 

procedure, and consent procedure will be included.  

Chapter Four will include the findings from the study. The demographic data will 

be explored. Retention data of the participants for both program formats will be provided. 

The results will be analyzed for each research question. Tables will be provided for each 

research question.  Each research question will be addressed using the data analysis 

provided and the findings.  

Chapter Five will include a discussion of the findings. Conclusions derived from 

the study findings will be presented, and recommendations will be included based on the 

findings. Application of the findings, as it relates to the theories explored, will be 

provided.  Recommendations for school psychology program leaders will be provided, 

and future research opportunities will be shared.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

The review of literature revealed that student demand for online courses has been 

met with increased online opportunities. One concern with the increased student 

enrollment in online courses is a low retention rate for online students. The research 

findings support student satisfaction as a factor related to student continuance. Student 

engagement was found to be a challenging aspect of online courses which led to 

challenges for staff and students. Limited research was found related to graduate program 

completion. This study was designed to investigate the relationships between student 

perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction in a school psychology 

program. Additionally, the study was designed to discover any mean difference in student 

perceived engagement between two school psychology graduate program formats 

(primarily online and primarily campus-based) and to discover any mean difference in 

student perceived satisfaction between two school psychology program formats.  

In this chapter, details of the school psychology program will be provided. The 

proposed research methodology will be explained and the rationale for its selection will 

be provided. The research design provides a guide for the execution of the research. The 

selected survey instruments will be described. Retention data for school psychology 

students between 2014-2016 were collected from the university and compared with 

retention data obtained from participant responses. The participants for the study will be 

described. The methods used to analyze the data will be provided, including the 

limitations. 

School Psychology Program Overview 
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 The school psychology graduate program is approximately three years with the 

option of earning a degree and credential or earning a credential only (an option for 

students who hold a master’s degree prior to enrolling in the program). Regardless of 

path, all students complete 90 credits. The program includes 20 courses, with nine 

courses lasting one month, nine courses lasting two months, and two courses lasting 

between four and 12 months each. The two courses mentioned last are internship courses 

and are a class of one (no classroom participation).  

In the primarily campus-based format, one-month courses are held twice weekly 

on campus, and two-month courses are held once weekly. Some of the one-month 

courses meet once a week, and the second weekly session is held online. A high 

percentage of courses are held on campus. The primarily online format is 100% online, 

apart from four hybrid courses which require student attendance online as well as on 

campus for eight hours on four Saturdays per course, for a total of 16 Saturday sessions. 

Primarily online courses are available at times that work best for the student with fixed 

assignment due dates and optional Collaborate sessions (online meetings where the 

students and the instructor participate in a live class session). The Collaborate sessions 

are recorded and made available to students who are unable to make the scheduled time. 

Course lengths are the same as the primarily campus-based courses, one month or two 

months for the core coursework. There are three program starts: the February and May 

starts are primarily online, and the August start is primarily campus-based.       

Research Questions 

1. Is there a correlation between student engagement and student satisfaction in a 

school psychology graduate program? 
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H0:1 There is no statistically significant correlation between student engagement and 

student satisfaction in a three-year school psychology graduate program. 

HA:1 There is a statistically significant correlation between student engagement and 

student satisfaction in a three-year school psychology graduate program. 

2.  Is there a difference in engagement between school psychology program formats 

(primarily online versus primarily onsite)?  

H0:2 There is no statistically significant difference in engagement between school 

psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite). 

HA:2 There is a statistically significant difference in engagement between school 

psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite). 

3. Is there a difference in student satisfaction between school psychology program 

formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite)?  

H0:3 There is no statistically significant difference in student satisfaction between 

school psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite). 

HA:3 There is a statistically significant difference in student satisfaction between 

school psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite). 

Research Method 

A quantitative methodology was selected for this research. The quantitative 

methodology was used to identify statistical differences between variables for research 

questions two and three, and relationships between variables were analyzed for research 

question one and the retention data. Quantitative research, according to Watson (2015), 

explained how this research method is a systematic investigation of social phenomena 

using statistical analysis. One assumption made, with quantitative research, is that the 
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phenomena of interest can be measured (Watson, 2015). The data collected are analyzed 

for relationships and trends (Watson, 2015). Quantitative research is deductive, according 

to Watson (2015), where measurements are made, analysis is applied, and conclusions 

are drawn. In an article about quantitative research Appelbaum et al. (2018) shared how 

reproducibility is a core principle of the process. Researchers who develop clear methods 

assist future researchers in replicating the study.   

Variables are measured in quantitative research. Watson (2015) explained there 

are two types of variables used in quantitative research, independent and dependent. 

Independent variables are those that have the potential to influence a dependent variable, 

while dependent variables are those that are influenced by the independent variable 

(Watson, 2015). In this study, the independent variable was identified as the program 

formats (primarily online and primarily campus-based). The dependent variables were 

student engagement, student satisfaction, and retention.   

 Reliability and validity of the study are aspects researchers need to consider. 

According to Watson (2015), reliability is the extent to which an instrument can result in 

the same measurement each time it is used. Validity, as explained by Watson, is the 

extent to which the instrument measures what the researcher is investigating. To control 

how the questions were asked, survey questions were selected from existing valid and 

reliable surveys. Participants were provided with information prior to taking the survey 

that explained the confidentiality processes of the study between the participants and the 

researcher. These factors were considered and adjusted as they relate to internal and 

external validity to reduce potential limitations of the study.      
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Research Design 

A causal-comparative design was utilized for the research to examine differences 

between students enrolled in one of two program formats (primarily online and primarily 

campus-based) for a graduate program. Student perceived engagement and student 

perceived satisfaction were explored through self-report surveys. Retention data were 

gathered from the university for the 2014-2016 school psychology students. Participants 

were asked, in a survey question, if they finished the program, were still enrolled, or had 

dropped out. The causal-comparative design will be explained, and the justification for 

the design will be provided. The advantages and limitations of the design will be 

identified.  

Causal-Comparative Design 

A causal-comparative design was selected for this study. Brewer and Kuhn 

(2010), in their book chapter on casual comparative design, explained how this particular 

research design assisted in finding differences between independent and dependent 

variables following an action. In this study, learning in a specific program format was the 

action, and it has already occurred. According to Brewer and Kuhn (2010), the use of this 

design allows the researcher to determine whether the independent variable affected the 

outcome (dependent variable) through the comparison of two or more groups. A causal-

comparative design is fitting for this this particular study, as two or more groups are 

being considered and the goal is to determine if one variable affected another.  

Advantages. The casual-comparative design can be useful. One aspect of this 

design is the inability to manipulate the variables (Brewer & Kuhn, 2010). With this 

proposed study, variables were not able to be altered, which made it an appropriate fit. 
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Causal-comparative design, according to Brewer and Kuhn (2010), allows the researcher 

to examine the effect of one or more variables on the dependent variable. In the study, the 

dependent variables were engagement, satisfaction, and retention, while the independent 

variable was the learning format. The causal-comparative research design was selected, 

and the statistics used to analyze the data were chi-square and Pearson’s correlation.  

Limitations. Since the researcher was unable to manipulate the independent 

variable, the findings may seem less significant. In Brewer and Kuhn’s (2010) 

explanation of causal-comparative design, they explained how in experimental research 

designs, researchers have control over the manipulation of the variables, which creates a 

stronger argument of correlation. The randomization of the groupings, in causal-

comparative design, is nonexistent, as the action has already occurred (Brewer & Kuhn, 

2010). Randomization may result in lower generalizability of the research findings.  

Data Access Personnel from the university, following Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) approval, provided email addresses of the school psychology students (who 

enrolled between January 1, 2014-December 31, 2016) while adhering to the Family 

Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). An email was sent to all university school 

psychology enrollees, during the identified time frame, who completed at least one course 

to request their participation in a survey to gather data regarding their experience in the 

program. In article about quantitative research, Watson (2015) explained how 

quantitative research can be completed through survey design or experimental design. For 

the purposes of this research, the survey design was used. Surveys, according to Watson, 

can be useful in gathering large amounts of data and used to describe samples and 

populations.  
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Data were gathered through a Google online survey (distributed via email) which 

was validated and determined to be a reliable instrument to identify student satisfaction 

and student engagement. The data were analyzed using Excel, and the tests included chi-

square, Pearson’s correlation, and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). A web-based 

survey (questions were selected and adapted from two existing and vetted surveys to 

address the existing sample) was distributed to the participants (Appendix E). The 

subtopics in the survey included general demographics, student satisfaction (Arbaugh, 

2000) and student engagement (Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017). Questions were 

designed to solicit levels of student engagement and levels of student perceived 

satisfaction. The survey was sent to the participants on December 19, 2019. A second 

request to complete the survey was sent to the same group one week later (December 26, 

2019) to encourage additional participation. Data from those who switched program 

formats while in program were not included, as the response rate was too small, in the 

analysis for research question two and three. Data were collected from students who 

completed at least the first course in the program. Retention was considered as those who 

completed the required coursework and earned their degree, credential, or both. Non-

finishers were identified as those who stopped taking courses at any point following the 

completion of the first course.  

Measuring levels of satisfaction and engagement was the primary purpose of the 

online survey. The survey information was collected anonymously. Some identifying data 

were solicited from the survey: gender, age at start of program, desired program outcome 

(degree, credential, or both), program outcome (completed, did not complete, or still 

enrolled in the program), ethnicity, race, region (of six), and the program format 
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(primarily online hybrid versus primarily campus-based hybrid). Participants were able to 

quit the study at any point without negative consequences. The survey was distributed 

through email with a link to Google™, an online survey program. The survey responses 

were analyzed with a statistical software program, Excel.  

Instruments 

In article about quantitative research, Watson (2015) explained how quantitative 

research can be completed through survey design or experimental design. For the 

purposes of this research, a survey design was used. Surveys, according to Watson, can 

be useful in gathering large sums of data. The survey was disturbed to potential 

participants through email.  An email was sent to all students who were enrolled, between 

January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2016, in a school psychology graduate program at one 

university and who had completed at least one course in the program. The email notified 

the students of the study and included a link to the survey to gather data regarding their 

experience in the program.  

The web-based survey included eight demographic questions and two research 

questions (Appendix E). Eight demographic questions were included in the survey. The 

two research survey questions have been used by other researchers in previous studies 

(Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017; Arbaugh, 2000). The responses to the research survey 

questions were in a Likert-scale format for each question (1-strongly agree to 5-strongly 

disagree). The satisfaction survey question was developed by Arbaugh (2000) and has 

been validated by other researchers in other similar studies. The original response option 

on the satisfaction survey was a Likert scale of 1-7, while the surveys by Almarghani and 

Mijatovic (2017) measuring engagement include a Likert response scale from 1-5. The 
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satisfaction question was adapted to align with the 1-5 Likert-response surveys. The 

rationale for the adaptation was for ease of interpreting the findings. The second research 

question was used to gather responses about student engagement (adapted from 

Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017). The selected survey has been used by other researchers 

and has been validated.     

Demographic Questions 

To understand the demographic composition of the participants, eight questions 

were asked. Five of the eight demographic questions included a “prefer not to say” 

response. Those questions were related to gender, ethnicity, race, program region 

location, and age. The remaining three demographic questions included program 

enrollment plan (degree and credential option or credential only option), program format 

(primarily online, primarily campus-based, or program format switch), and program 

completion (finisher, non-finisher, or currently enrolled). 

Student Retention 

There were 86 participants in this study, and 16 participants identified they did 

not finish the program (see Table 2). These participants accounted for 18.6% of the 

participants. Program retention data were gathered through email exchange with an 

Institutional Research Analyst at the university and were accessed through the Student 

Information System (a report designed to measure student outcomes based on the time 

they entered) from the January 2020 report (J. Ramirez, email, January 28, 2020). These 

retention data included all student enrollment data during the period considered for this 

study. The percentage of students who completed or were active in the program during 

these years (2014-2016) in the school psychology program were 71.89%, with the 
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remaining 28.11% identified as those who discontinued the program. During the three-

year period, there was a slightly higher rate (33.12%) of primarily online students as 

being non-finishers when compared with the rate (24.41%) of students who were non-

finishers from the primarily campus-based format (see Table 1). The retention data 

between the primarily online school psychology program and the primarily campus-based 

program are consistent with findings from previous researchers indicating lower rates of 

retention for online program options (Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018; Atchley et al., 2013; 

Travers, 2016).  

Table 1  

University Retention Data (N=86) 

  Formats                           2014    2015  2016           Total                               
 
Overall (both formats)  

Currently Enrolled   3.88%      8.27% 
 25.37%          13.24% 

  Finisher  64.08%  59.40% 
 53.73%          58.65% 
  Non-Finisher  32.04%  32.33% 
 20.90%          28.11% 
Primarily Online Format 
  Currently Enrolled   5.71%  14.06% 
 36.21%          20.38% 
  Finisher  51.43%  50.00% 
 39.66%          46.50% 
  Non-Finisher  42.86%  35.94% 
 24.14%          33.12% 
Campus-Based Format 
  Currently Enrolled   2.94%  2.90%  17.11%          
7.98% 
  Finisher  70.59%  68.12% 
 64.47%          67.61% 
  Non-Finisher  26.47%  28.99% 
 18.42%          24.41% 
________________________________________________________________________
______ 
(J. Ramirez, email, January 28, 2020) 
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Student Satisfaction 

One question from an existing survey with a Likert-scale response option (one to 

five) was used to gather data regarding student satisfaction. The survey has been used to 

measure student satisfaction in other dissertations and in Arbaugh’s (2000) research. 

Arbuagh’s (2000) original scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .96. Minor adaptions 

(wording) were made to the survey question to reference the study program format and 

program name which linked the question to the proposed study.  

Student Engagement 

Student engagement was measured using one survey question (with one-to-five 

Likert-scale question). The original question was from Almarghani and Mijatovic’s 

(2017) work. The original Cronbach’s alpha was .862.   

Student Information 

Existing student data were retrieved from the university. The data consisted of 

636 student email addresses for those who entered the program between January 1, 2014 

and December 31, 2016.  

Survey Questions 

The questions (using a five-point Likert scale) used to gather information to 

answer the first research question were: “I regularly participated in meetings 

(class/online/with faculty/other) at the university where I can express my opinion” 

(Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017, adapted) and “I am very satisfied with the school 

psychology program,” (Arbaugh, 2000, adapted). Both survey questions were used to 

answer research question one. The first survey question listed was used to answer 
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research question two, and the second survey question was used to address research 

question three.   

Participants 

The demographic information of the participants of the study was solicited 

through the survey.  The way in which the participants were chosen and invited to 

participate will be provided. Justification of the sample size was included. The steps 

taken to assure ethical protections and ways to protect participant identification was 

provided. The consent form was embedded in the survey, and the only way to access the 

survey was for the participant to provide consent. Information related to confidentiality 

was provided in the email.      

Demographics 

The participants for the study were students who enrolled in a graduate school 

psychology program at one university between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2016. 

The students resided throughout the state of California and were separated into six main 

geographic regions: Rancho Cordova, Fresno, Bakersfield, Cost Mesa, Los Angeles, and 

San Diego. The total number of students who were invited to participate in the study were 

636 students. There are two possible enrollment starts yearly for the primarily online 

format (February and May) compared to the campus-based format, which has one start 

each year (August/September). There is a total of 10 program starts during the study time 

period. Program enrollment occurs continually. Students who completed enrollment 

paperwork between September 1, 2016 and December 31, 2016 were considered 

“enrolled” on the day their paperwork was processed although they had not started the 

program as they awaited the start of the February, 2017 program. Given there were 
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students who completed enrollment paperwork between September 1, 2016 and 

December 31, 2016, these student email addresses were obtained as part of the study 

population. These participants, those enrolled between September 1, 2016 and December 

31, 2016, were most likely to still be enrolled in courses when they responded to the 

survey. This group was the smallest group to participate. Most students who enrolled in 

the program did so with the intention of earning a master’s degree and a Pupil Personnel 

Services (PPS) credential. Students who had already earned master’s degree (in an 

authorized field) prior to enrolling, enrolled to earn the PPS credential only. The 

credential-only students were still required to complete 90 credits, with elective courses 

replacing two research courses.   

Sample 

The sample selected for the study was a census of the students who enrolled in a 

school psychology program from one university between January 1,2014 and December 

31, 2016 and completed a minimum of one course (both primarily online and primarily 

campus-based students). The population was 636 students.  

Sample size. The sample size of this study was 86. Participants were 13.5% of 

those invited to participate. In an article, Fryrear (2015) shared how internally distributed 

surveys (i.e., to employees) have a much higher response rate when compared with those 

distributed to external audiences (i.e., customers). On average, according to Fryrear 

(2015), the response rate for internal participants is between 30-40% compared to 10-

15% response rate for external participants. In this study, the participants were external, 

and the 13.5% response rate aligns with Fryrear’s (2015) data. The sample size is 

believed to be enough.   
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Sample size can be an important factor in a study. Lenth (2001), in his article on 

sample size, shared the importance of having a sample size that is large enough to have 

scientific significance and to have statistical significance. Lenth (2001) cautioned that the 

sample should not be “too big,” which can affect the scientific importance. One popular 

approach for sample size determination, identified by Lenth (2001), involved studying 

the power of the test of hypotheses. In an article on research processes, Cook and Cook 

(2017) shared ways researchers select a subset of the group. Selecting participants can be 

done in a way to mirror a larger sample (using the existing sample and selecting a 

representation from that group that is consistent with the larger group such as gender) or 

can be selected to represent the sample from a specific setting. Cook and Cook (2017) 

recommended the use of random sampling for participant selection with large samples, 

although they warned it may not guarantee the sample will match perfectly. In this study, 

a census of three program years with three program starts were used to select a sample 

large enough to generalize the data. The census may provide a higher response rate 

compared to a randomized sample.      

Having a large sample size is favorable. According to Privitera (2020) in his text 

about research methods, larger samples sizes increase statistical power. Rooney and 

Evans (2019), in their text about psychological research explained how the use of 

parametric tests (i.e., t test and ANOVA) has a high power, while chi-square and other 

nonparametric tests have low power. In an article about sample size, Dattalo (2018) 

recommended having more participants than dependent variables for each cell. Dattalo 

(2018) explained when considering t-tests and ANOVA, seven participants per cell 

yielded a power of .50 when the effect size was moderate, while having 30 participants 
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per cell was likely to provide a power of .80 when a medium-to-large effect size was 

assumed.  

Statistical power, as explained by Dattalo (2018), includes the probability of 

rejecting a null hypothesis when an alternative hypothesis is true; statistical power also 

includes the probability of detecting a predetermined effect size. Dattalo (2018) shared 

how studies with too few participants run the risk of being “underpowered,” while studies 

with too many participants run the risk of wasting participant time, exposing participants 

to unnecessary potential risk, and wasting resources. He recommended using the smallest 

sample size needed to avoid these potential negative effects (Dattalo, 2018). The sample 

size was deemed appropriate for this study.    

The study included two dependent variables (student satisfaction and student 

engagement) and the data were analyzed between two groups, program format (primarily 

online and primarily campus-based) for research questions two and three. A larger 

sample size is recommended by Rooney and Evans (2019). If the difference between the 

student group and the variable is large and the control is tight, a smaller sample size is 

permissible (Rooney & Evans, 2019). If the difference between the dependent variables 

(satisfaction, engagement, and retention) and the independent variable (program groups), 

is subtle, it is likely a larger sample is needed to detect statistical significance (Rooney & 

Evans, 2019).  

Identifying a target response size that will have a strong statistical power (.05) 

may be helpful. According to Dattalo (2018), in an article on sample size, G* Power 

should be used to calculate a sample size which would result in strong statistical power. 

When the G* Power software was used, related to a one-tailed t-test, a sample size of 14 
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was calculated. The target response rate is 7 in each group (enrollees in the primarily 

online format and enrollees in the primarily campus-based format). The use of a one-

tailed t-test provides the researcher with the ability to test the hypothesized relationship in 

both directions from the mean (UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group, 2019). The response 

rate exceeded the target.   

  Limited response rate plan. After one week, a reminder email was sent to all 

636 potential participants asking for their participation again.  The response rate at that 

point was 36. The response rate following the email was an additional 50 participants, 

which exceeded the target rate of participation.  

Demographic Analysis 

 A staff person at the university provided 636 email addresses; of those, 16 were 

invalid. One potential participant declined the consent form, and 87 completed the 

survey. Table 2 provides an overview of the participant data. One of the respondents 

responded to several questions with “prefer not to say,” which left insufficient data, and it 

was not included in the data analysis. 86 participants remained. Of the participants, 2% 

pursued the credential only option while 98% pursued a Master’s degree and credential.  

 The majority (66.3%; n=57) of participants identified their ethnicity as Not 

Hispanic, Not Latino, or Not Spanish, while 29.1% (n=25) identified as Hispanic, Latino, 

or Spanish. The participants who selected the “prefer not to say” response accounted for 

4.6% (n=4) of the participants. Interestingly, when responding to the survey question 

about race, the number of those opting to select “prefer not to say” almost doubled to 

10.5% (n=9). The largest group (68.6%; n=59) selected white, while the number of those 

who selected Asian was the same as the number who selected “prefer not to say” (10.5%; 
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n=9). The next largest group was black or African American, which was 5.8% (n=5), and 

finally, 4.6% (n=4) selected American Indian or Alaska Native.   

Table 2  

Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N = 86) 

  Characteristic                                           n                             
% 
Desired outcome 

Seeking Degree and Credential    84  
 97.7 

Seeking Credential Only        2     2.3 
Completion of Desired Outcome 
 Finisher      65   75.6 
 Non-Finisher      16   18.6 
 Still enrolled          5     5.8 
Gender  

Female            74  
 86.1 

Male          12   13.9 
Nonbinary           0         0 
Other            0             0 
Prefer to not disclose                      0             0 

Ethnicity 
 Hispanic or Latino or Spanish      26   30.2 
 Not Hispanic, Not Latino or Not Spanish    56   65.1 

Prefer to not disclose          4       4.7 
Race 

American Indian or Alaska Native     4     4.7 
 Asian         9   10.5 
 Black or African American      5     5.8 
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander    0       0 
 White       59   68.6 

Prefer to not disclose      9   10.5 
Program Format 
 Enrolled in primarily online    32    37.2 
 Enrolled in primarily campus-based   48    55.8 
 Switched from primarily online to campus-based                3                  
3.5  
 Switched from primarily campus-based to online                3                  
3.5  
Region 
 Bakersfield        6         7.0    
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 Costa Mesa        3        3.5
 Fresno         6                  7.0 
 Los Angeles      16    18.6 
 Rancho Cordova      38        44.2 

San Diego           16     18.6 
Prefer not to say       1                 1.1 

Age at Start of Program 
 21-25       26     30.2 
 26-30            19   22.1 
 31-35       14   16.3 
 36-40       12     13.9 
 41-45       10   11.6  
 46-50         4     4.7 
 51-55         0         0 
 56-60         0          0 
 61+         1       1.2 

 

Table 3 includes a summary of program format by gender of participants. Most 

participants were enrolled in the primarily campus-based program (57%; n=49), and 36% 

(n=31) were enrolled in the primarily online format. There were two groups of 3.5% 

(n=3), a total of six participants, who switched from one program format to the other. 

Half (n=3) switched from primarily online to primarily campus-based, and the other half 

switched from primarily campus-based to primarily online. All who switched program 

(n=6) identified as female.    

Of the respondents, the majority identified as female, 86% (n=74). The 

distribution between male and females in the program were similar between formats; 

84.4% (n=27) of females were enrolled in the primarily online format and 85.4% (n=41) 

of females were enrolled in the primarily campus-based format. Those who identified as 

male were 13.7% (n=12) of the sample. Most male respondents were enrolled in the 

primarily campus-based program (58%; n=7). A chi-square analysis was used to examine 

relationships between program format and gender. A statistically significant relationship 
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was found between program format and gender χ2 (1, N=81) = 10.83, p<.001. The degree 

of freedom was 1, and the computed χ2 value is 270.94. Males were more likely than 

females to choose the primarily online format, but the primarily campus-based format 

still attracted more males compared to the primarily online format.  

Table 3  

Gender of Participants by Program Format 

     Online           Campus     
         
   ________ ________           
Characteristics  n %         n %                                                           
Gender 
 Female  28      84.8 41     85.4   
 
 Male    5      15.2   7     14.6   
 
  
Access 

Compliance with the ethical requirements and guidelines of the Institutional 

Review Boards (IRB) for the study of human subjects was adhered to. Recruitment for 

participants occurred after IRB approval was obtained. The invitation to participate in the 

study (Appendix A), the consent form (Appendix B), and the Organizational Consent 

approval form from the university of interest (Appendix C) are provided. 

Following IRB approval, participant email data were gathered from the university. 

The first email received by the participants was an informative email. The email provided 

prospective participants with notification (Appendix A) of the purpose of the research 

and provided a link to the survey (Appendix D). At the end of week one, a follow-up 

email was sent to the same group of potential participants (as nonrespondents could not 

be identified due to anonymity of the survey) to gain additional participants.   
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Risk Mitigation 

With most activities, potential risk may occur. All efforts to reduce and minimize 

potential risk factors were taken. Confidentiality of the participants and their responses 

was protected through secured data storage. Passwords were needed to gain access to 

obtained data. Data collected were secured on an encrypted flash drive that was stored in 

a locked cabinet. All data will be stored for five years and then permanently destroyed. 

The name of the university selected in this study was removed to further protect the 

participants. If a participant felt any discomfort when responding to the questions, the 

individual was able to discontinue with no negative outcome.    

Participant selection. Participants consisted of a census of all students who 

enrolled and completed at least one course in the program between January 1, 2014 and 

December 31, 2016. Responses from participants who did not finish the program, those 

who finished, and those still enrolled were considered.  

 Ethical participant protection. Ethical considerations in research can be helpful. 

In an article about research ethics (“Ethics of research methodology,” 2018), a point was 

stressed about balancing scientific independence with research ethics. The author also 

provided three criteria to address ethics: (a) ensure the research is sound and avoids 

conflicting interests; (b) the researcher takes responsibility for maintaining accurate 

analysis, conducting, interpreting  and reporting of the study; and (c) regardless of the 

findings, seek publication to prevent selective publication based on favorable results 

(“Ethic of research methodology”). 

 Securing the data collection by assigning numbers to identify participant data 

provided anonymity for the participants. Potential participants’ emails were obtained by 



 

 85 

the university, but names were not collected. Google survey has an embedded protection 

policy and a process by which survey can be designed to maintain anonymity. The survey 

was designed in a way to ensure anonymity. Maintaining the data in a location that is 

secure and not accessible by others assisted in maintaining data security.  

 Confidentiality and consent acquisition. Participant responses were kept 

confidential. In an article about confidentiality, Mehmood, Natgunnathan, Xiang, Hua, 

and Guo (2017) shared how confidentiality was viewed as a hallmark of good research, 

as revealing identities of participants would cause skewed data. In stripping identifiers of 

participants, Mehmood et al. (2017) espoused that removing identifiers from the data 

prior to sharing microdata has been insufficient.  

Gathering some demographic data in this study may have led to participant 

identification, such as program region, race, ethnicity, age, and gender. As such, the 

university name was withheld to assist in maintaining anonymity. Kamanzi and Romania 

(2019), in their study on confidentiality in research, shared how the use of small samples 

in quantitative research can potentially identify participants. Gender identification, race, 

ethnicity, age, and region of program in the proposed study were considered as overall 

demographic aspects of the study.  

A consent form was developed and included in the survey. Participants were 

required to provide consent to participate prior to accessing the survey questions. The 

consent form was provided to the respondent to share the procedures for securing the data 

received, how the anonymity of the data would be maintained, and to explain that 

participation would be terminated at any point in the survey with no consequence.  
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Data Analysis Methods 

The responses of the survey were compiled through an online format, Google 

survey. The responses from the survey were analyzed with the use of an Excel statistical 

software program. A quantitative design approach was used to analyze the mean 

differences in the individual ratings of student perceived satisfaction and student 

perceived engagement between the two learning formats (primarily online and primarily 

campus-based).  

Research question one. Pearson’s correlation was used to measure the 

correlation (strength of association between two variables) of student perceived 

engagement and student perceived satisfaction. This correlation was analyzed with four 

groups: all participants, program finishers, non-finishers, and those still enrolled in 

program. 

Research question two and three. The statistical analysis tool used to measure 

any mean difference in student perceived satisfaction and any mean difference in student 

perceived engagement between program formats (primarily online and primarily campus-

based) was analysis of variance (ANOVA). One-way ANOVA was used to measure 

between-group differences. The independent variables were the program format, and the 

dependent variables were student satisfaction and student engagement.  

Since the objective of the researcher was to measure any mean difference in 

perceived levels of satisfaction and any mean difference in perceived levels of 

engagement between program formats (primarily online and primarily campus-based), 

ANOVA was used to answer research questions two and three. One survey question was 

used for each of the dependent variables (student engagement and student satisfaction).  
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Chi-square was selected to analyze the retention data of the participants. Existing 

retention data were collected from the university for the school psychology program 

enrollees from January 1, 2014 through December 31, 2016. Student email addresses 

were secured from the university (without names or other identifiers) of the students who 

enrolled between January 2014 and December 2016 (student email addresses and 

retention data).  

Considering the assumptions for ANOVA is useful for ensuring the analyzed data 

are appropriate for the given test. Zaiontz (2019), in his article on the assumptions for 

ANOVA, identified several assumptions for the use of ANOVA: (a) group samples are 

drawn from a population with a normal distribution, (b) all samples are drawn 

independently from one another, (c) all populations have a common variance, and (d) 

within each sample, each observation is independent from each other and is sampled 

randomly. The use of ANOVA appears to be appropriate, as the proposed data sets 

adhere to the listed assumptions.  

In this study, the sample was selected from the population that has a normal 

distribution for all subsamples and for the entire sample, and a census of three years of 

school psychology enrollees was used. The samples were drawn from the system from 

which they existed, and all potential participants were included (primarily online 

students, primarily campus-based students, those who finished, those who did not finish, 

and those still enrolled). There were six outliers, which were participants who switched 

program formats while in the program. The responses were not considered in the analysis 

for the research questions.     
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Retention. Retention data were collected and analyzed using chi-square. Chi-

square is a non-parametric test, and McHugh (2013) shared that it is one of the most 

useful statistics for testing hypotheses. McHugh (2013) shared six assumptions associated 

with chi-square: (a) the categories of the variables are exclusive, (b) the data should be in 

the form of frequencies rather than percentages or other transformations of the data, (c) 

the groups must be independent, (d) each subject may contribute to only one cell and may 

not change over time, (e) there are two variables, and (f) the value of the cell should be 

five or more in at least 80% of the cells and no cell should have an expected value of less 

than one. The use of chi-square as the identified statistical tool to analyze the retention 

data are appropriate, as the data sets meet the listed assumptions.  

When considering the assumptions of chi-square, and this research study, the 

dependent variables are exclusive in that students either remained in the program or they 

dropped out. The independent variables were the program formats (primarily online or 

primarily campus-based). The results will include the data in frequencies. Each group 

was independent of the other. In this study, students who finished or are currently 

retained versus those who dropped out can fit into one of these categories. There were 

only two variables, those who retained and those who dropped out. There were two 

groups of three, those who switched from primarily online to primarily campus-based and 

those who switched from primarily campus-based to primarily online. Since both groups 

were smaller than five, they were not included in the findings.       

Chi-square was used to compare the number of students who were enrolled in the 

primarily online and primarily campus-based program formats as it related to those who 

finished and did not finish the program. The participants who were “still in the program” 
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were not included in the analysis, as the group size of four did not meet the assumptions 

of chi-square.  

Research question one. Two survey questions were used to answer research 

question one. The responses to the two questions were analyzed by using student paired 

responses to the two survey questions with the use of Pearson’s correlation. Four 

subgroups were analyzed with respect to analysis: all participants, those who completed 

the program, those who did not complete the program, and those still in the program. 

Pearson’s r is a parametric statistic. In an article about Pearson’s coefficient, 

Armstrong (2019) explained how the application of the parametric is dependent on the 

assumption that the pairs of values are part of the bivariate normal distribution. In this 

study, the pairs of values meet the assumption in that they are bivariate, and they are 

normally distributed. In a separate article about Pearson’s coefficient, Bishara and Hittner 

(2012) reported that Pearson’s r was robust to nonnormality (not equal measurement) and 

with the combination of nonnormality and nonequal interval measurement. Pearson’s r 

was found to be more robust to nearly all nonnormal and mixed-normal conditions 

(Bishara & Hittner, 2012).  

Research question two and three. The two survey questions used to address 

research questions two and three were separated. The student engagement survey 

question responses were sorted to identify any mean difference in student perceived 

engagement between the two program format options (primarily campus-based and 

primarily online) using one-way ANOVA. The student satisfaction survey question 

responses were sorted to analyze any mean difference in student perceived satisfaction 
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between the program formats (primarily online and primarily campus-based) using one-

way ANOVA. 

 ANOVA was utilized to analyze the data, as the ANOVA assumptions have been 

met for the research questions. When considering ANOVA, it is useful to consider the 

variable and the variability to determine which methodology, one-way ANOVA or two-

way ANOVA, is most appropriate. In an article about ANOVA, Tavakkolkhah, Zimmer, 

and Küffner (2018) explained that one-way ANOVA is used when all variability can be 

explained by one-factor and two-way ANOVA is used when the variability explained by 

the model is split into two factors and their possible interaction. In this study, the 

variability of the findings can be linked with one factor. For question two, the factor is 

engagement, while in question three the factor is satisfaction, which indicates the use of 

one-way ANOVA.   

Question two and three contain the same independent variables, and there are two 

levels (primarily online and primarily campus-based). The groups are considered 

between-groups, as between-groups assist researchers in identifying difference between 

groups, whereas within-groups assist researchers in identifying differences among 

participants in the same group. There are two main groups, those who enrolled in the 

primarily online format and those who enrolled in the primarily campus-based format.  

For this research, between-group differences were analyzed.  

Limitations 

Within any research process, there are inevitable limitations and delimitations. 

The limitations were reduced as much as possible, and those remaining will be identified. 

The potential generalization of the study will also be evaluated. Limitations may include 
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the findings being impacted by limited recall from respondents. Some participants 

responded to questions related to experiences that occurred several years earlier. 

Participants who began their program in 2014 may have limited recall of their satisfaction 

of the program. Similarly, the most recent graduates may have skewed responses based 

on potential elevated emotions from having just completed the program, and their true 

opinions may be overpowered by elation in having finished the program. Conversely, 

those who were dissatisfied may be more likely to voice their dissatisfaction now that 

they believe their responses will not result in negative consequences.   

Although the content and assignments were the same for all students (regardless 

of program format), the instructors varied, and the differences in instructors may be a 

factor impacting student satisfaction in the program. Factors outside the control of the 

university experienced by the graduates while they were in the program or when the 

survey is received (e.g., job loss, death of a loved one, and financial stress) may have 

influenced their responses to the survey. Student study habits and work ethic vary, and 

those aspects may be a confounding factor that may have resulted in student satisfaction 

data being less dependable.   

Delimitations and Generalization  

The delimitations of the study included limited scope of generalization to other 

school psychology graduate programs. Other delimitations of the study included 

collecting data from one institution, a university. Only one program from the university 

was researched. Those who enrolled between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2016 

(finishers and non-finishers) were considered. This research represents recent enrollees’ 

responses, but it does not provide longitudinal data. The findings may not necessarily 
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generalize to other subjects, locations, and time periods. These delimitations may be 

problematic from a generalization standpoint, but the data may be useful in assisting the 

university leadership by gathering data from which to make strategic programmatic 

decisions.  

The process of generalization can allow other researchers to apply the findings to 

other situations. In Cook and Cook’s (2017) article on research, they shared how the 

classic generalization model involved determining if a study sample was representative of 

the larger population and if the findings could be generalized to a broader population. 

The sample, the census of three years of school psychology students, was selected to 

increase the number of potential participants and to increase generalizability of the 

findings. Using a census eliminated potential inadvertent sampling errors. Reducing as 

many limitations as possible was done to assist in increasing the validity and reliability of 

the study. If the pairwise correlations of the three dependent variables are moderate to 

large in size, an ANOVA (with a Type I error rate of .02 or .01) can be used to 

compensate for the potential violation of the independence assumption.     

Summary 

This study was designed to investigate the relationship between student 

engagement and student satisfaction, in conjunction with retention rates between two 

school psychology graduate program formats, primarily online and primarily campus-

based. The mean difference in student perceived engagement between program formats 

was also considered as well as the mean difference in student perceived satisfaction 

between program formats. Understanding if differences exist can be useful for school 

psychology program leaders as they work to improve the program. 
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 The quantitative research used a causal-comparative design. Data were collected 

from two main groups of participants: primarily online and primarily campus-based 

between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2016 from a school psychology graduate 

program at one university throughout the state of California. With these groups, there 

were three additional groups, finishers, non-finishers, and those still enrolled. These 

groupings were considered when analyzing the data related to research question one. The 

number of respondents who switched program formats (from primarily online to 

primarily campus-based and from primarily campus-based to primarily online) were 

small (three participants in each category), and the data from these groups were not 

reported as the size of these groups did not meet the assumptions of the selected 

statistical methods. The resulting groups are two program format groups (primarily online 

and primarily campus-based) for research questions two and three. 

Demographic data, along with student satisfaction and student engagement data, 

was gathered through an online survey (distributed via email) which was composed of 

eight demographic questions and two survey questions derived from two existing surveys 

which have been validated and determined to be reliable instruments. The selected 

surveys have been used by other researchers in previous studies (Almarghani & 

Mijatovic, 2017; Arbaugh, 2000) and were slightly adapted to address the research 

questions. The survey was administered to the participants using a web-based survey tool. 

The retention data were analyzed using chi-square, although it was not a research 

question. Pearson’s correlation coefficient was selected to answer research question one 

and a one-way ANOVA analysis was used to answer research question two and three 
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with the use of Excel. The null hypothesis for each question was tested and the results 

were provided.   

The sample for this study included a census of the enrollees between January 1, 

2014 and December 31, 2016. Limitations and delimitations of the proposed research 

were identified and provided. The methodology and statistical procedures used to analyze 

the data for each question was provided. Consent was obtained prior to providing 

participants access to the survey. Ethical considerations and confidentiality were 

addressed and included.    

In Chapter Four the findings from the study will be provided. The participant 

demographic data will be investigated. The retention data of the participants for both 

program formats will be examined. The data collected were used to analyze each research 

question, and the analysis will be provided. Tables will include the resulting data to 

address each research question. Each research question will be scrutinized and answered, 

and the null hypothesis will be retained or rejected.   

Chapter five will include a discussion of the findings. The retention rates of the 

participants are provided and analyzed. The demographic information obtained through 

the survey will be examined. Application of the findings, as it relates to the theories 

explored, will be provided.  Recommendations for future research opportunities are 

included. Suggestions and recommendations are provided for school psychology program 

leaders in relation to the findings discovered through the research process.  
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 

Chapter Four includes the research findings. The data provided will include the 

demographic findings. The data obtained will be examined and analyzed to answer each 

research question. The data will be analyzed related to the assumptions for each statistical 

analysis procedure. Data sets that do not meet the assumptions will not be included. 

Retention data, although not related to a research question, will be examined for the 

school psychology graduate program participants. Tables will be included to display the 

results. The null hypothesis for each question was tested and retained or rejected.    

This study was completed to investigate differences in student satisfaction and 

student engagement between program formats (primarily online, primarily campus-

based) of students who enrolled in a school psychology graduate program at one 

university in California between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2016. Additional 

analysis was completed to determine if retention rates of students enrolled in the school 

psychology program (between formats) are consistent with findings from other 

researchers in similar studies. The participants were enrolled in a program where students 

have between three years and a maximum of seven years to complete the program. 

Analysis of retention data will be provided to better understand the retention rates of the 

participants. This study included additional quantitative analyses (Pearson’s correlation 

and ANOVA) to answer the three research questions. The focus of the research was to 

answer the following questions:   

1. Is there a correlation in between student engagement and student satisfaction in a 

school psychology graduate program? 
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2. Is there a difference in engagement between school psychology program formats 

(primarily online versus primarily onsite)?  

3. Is there a difference in student satisfaction between school psychology program 

formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite)? 

Presentation of Findings 

The purpose of the following section is to provide the results of the research. The 

first section will include demographic findings. An analysis of the data will follow. The 

section is organized by research question. 

Analysis of Results 

 The three research questions posed will be answered in this section. An additional 

analysis, using chi-square, was completed to investigate the retention rates of participants 

enrolled in the primarily online format and those enrolled in the primarily campus-based 

format. A research question was not developed to investigate retention rates of 

participants, but the findings (Table 4) are provided to better understand how the 

retention rates of these participants align with previous research findings. The first 

question was considered to better understand if there is a correlation between student 

satisfaction and student engagement in the school psychology program at one university. 

Pearson’s correlation was the test statistic that measured the statistical relationship 

between student perceived satisfaction and student perceived engagement; the results can 

be viewed in Table 5. The second research question was designed to investigate if a mean 

difference in student engagement existed between groups (program formats). ANOVA 

was used to analyze the data (Table 7). The third question was designed to investigate 



 

 98 

whether a difference existed in student satisfaction between program formats; ANOVA 

was used to analyze the data. The results from the data analysis can be viewed in Table 9. 

Retention data. Retention data (from both program formats) are included, as this 

study was focused on the identified problem of retention rates between program formats. 

Although a research question was not included for the analysis, the data are useful in 

understanding if the participant retention rates align with previous research data.  A chi-

square analysis (see Table 4) was used to determine if relationships existed between 

program format and program completion. The results of the analysis reveal a strong 

significant relationship between these two variables, χ2 (1, N=76) = 10.83, p<.001. The χ2 

for this analysis was 227.11 which is much larger than 10.83, indicating the findings are 

statistically significant at the p>.001 level. The degree of freedom is one, and there were 

76 participants, 61 finishers, and 15 non-finishers. Of the 15 non-finishers, nine were 

enrolled in the primarily online program and six were in the primarily campus-based 

format. Of the 61 finishers, 19 were enrolled in the primarily online format and 42 were 

enrolled in the primarily campus-based format. Those attending the program through the 

primarily campus-based format were more likely to complete the program. Participants 

who indicated they were still enrolled in the program could not be considered because the 

sample size was five, with one indicating a switch between program formats. As a result, 

the sample size was reduced to four and could not be considered, as the small number 

does not meet the assumptions of chi- square.  
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Table 4  

Retention Rates by Program Format 

 
       Online                   Campus 
    ___________  ___________       
Characteristics   n       %                  n       %       
                         
 
Finisher   19           67.9  42    87.5    
 
Non-finisher     9            32.1    6    12.5   
 
 
 Question one: Is there a correlation between student engagement and student 

satisfaction in a school psychology graduate program? The survey questions (number 

nine and 10) used to acquire the data to answer question one were adapted from the 

existing surveys of Almarghani and Mijatovic (2017) for engagement and Arbaugh 

(2000) for satisfaction. The data for question one were sorted by the following sub-

samples: all participants, participants who completed the program, participants who did 

not complete the program, and participants who are still enrolled in the program.  

Pearson’s correlation was used to measure the correlation of two variables, student 

perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction.  
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Table 5  

Pearson’s R Coefficient: Student Satisfaction and Student Engagement by Program 
Status 

 
                                 All                    Finishers           Non-finishers         Still 
Enrolled 
                                          (n=86)                   (n=65)         (n=16)                      (n=5) 

 
 
Pearson r Coefficient      .27**                     .24           .16                  .93* 
              p < .02 (.25)        p < .10 (.21)    p > .10 (.42)           p < .05 (.87) 
 
 
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .02 

The data collected with regard to the variables for student satisfaction and student 

engagement were analyzed. A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 

computed to assess the relationship between student perceived satisfaction and student 

perceived engagement in a school psychology program for four groups: all participants, 

finishers of the program, non-finishers of the program, and those still enrolled in the 

program.  There was a positive correlation between the two variables (student perceived 

engagement and student perceived satisfaction) for all participants, r(84) = .27, p < .05. 

When considering the program finishers, student perceived engagement and student 

perceived satisfaction were marginally positively correlated, r(63) = .24, p = ns. For non-

finishers of the program, student perceived engagement and student perceived 

satisfaction were not found to be correlated, r(14) = .16, p = ns. Finally, student 

perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction, for those still enrolled in the 

school psychology program, were correlated r(3) = .93, p < .05.  

There is a statistically significant relationship between student perceived 

engagement and student perceived satisfaction for those who were still enrolled in 
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program and all participants. Among all participants and those who were still enrolled in 

the program, the higher their engagement levels were, the higher likely their satisfaction 

levels were. A slight relationship (although not significant) between student perceived 

engagement and student perceived satisfaction was discovered for finishers. No 

relationship was found between student perceived engagement and student perceived 

satisfaction for non-finishers. The null hypothesis is rejected for two groups, those still 

enrolled and all participants. There is a statistically significant correlation between 

student engagement and student satisfaction in a three-year school psychology graduate 

program for all participants and those still enrolled.      

Question two: Is there a difference in engagement between school psychology 

program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite)? The second research question 

was designed to understand whether a difference existed in student perceived engagement 

between program formats. ANOVA was used to analyze the findings. The descriptive 

statistics are provided in Table 6.  

Table 6  

Descriptive Statistics of Student Engagement by Program Format: Means, Standard 
Deviations (n=81) 

 
     Primarily Online         Primarily Campus-based  
           
                n=33__                n=48  _____               
Characteristics  M  SD          M  SD                                                          
 
Engagement  4.03      1.22  4.04  1.49    
 

 
A between groups one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the effect of 

program formats on student perceived engagement in primarily online and primarily 
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campus-based program conditions. See Table 7. There was not a significant effect of 

program formats on student perceived engagement at the p<.05 level for the conditions [F 

(1, 80) = .002, p = 3.15]. The null hypothesis for research question two is retained, as 

there is no statistically significant difference in student perceived engagement between 

school psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite).  

Table 7 
 
ANOVA: Engagement by Program Format 
 
 
   Sum of     Mean  
   Squares  df  Square  F 
 Sig 
________________________________________________________________________
______ 
 
Between Groups      .003  1   .003  .002 
 3.15 
 
Within Groups  108.886    1.378 
 
Total   108.889 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Question three: Is there a difference in student satisfaction between school 

psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite)? The participants 

responded to one survey question that was adapted from Arbaugh’s (2000) original 

survey. The analysis compared participant reported satisfaction levels between program 

format. The descriptive statistics are included in Table 8.  
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Table 8  
 
Descriptive Statistics of Student Perceived Satisfaction and Program Format (n=80) 
 
   
Characteristics     M  SD          N 
                           
 
Primarily online     3.06  1.53  31 
 
Primarily campus-based    2.98  1.15  49 
  
 

A one-way between groups ANOVA was conducted to compare the mean 

difference in student perceived satisfaction between primarily online and primarily 

campus-based program conditions; see Table 9. There was not a significant effect of 

student perceived satisfaction on program formats at the P <.05 level for the conditions [F 

(1, 78) = .106, p = 2.76]. The null hypothesis for research question three is retained, as 

there is no statistically significant mean difference in student perceived satisfaction 

between school psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite).  

Table 9  
 
ANOVA: Student Perceived Satisfaction by Program Format 
 
 
   Sum of     Mean  
   Squares  df  Square     F 
 Sig 
________________________________________________________________________
______ 
 
Between Groups       .137  1   .137  .106 
 2.76 
 
Within Groups  100.851 78   1.293 
 
Total   100.988 79 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 



 

 104 

Summary 

This chapter included the results of the statistical analyses completed to answer 

the three research questions in the study. There were 86 participant responses in this 

study. Demographic data were provided and also examined. Data regarding perceived 

satisfaction and data regarding perceived student engagement was obtained. Data analysis 

was used to examine the research questions, and the null hypothesis was retained or 

rejected for each question. Additional data were gathered for retention and examined.   

The findings of the first question indicate a slight correlation (negligible) among 

all respondents between perceived student satisfaction and perceived student engagement. 

A significant relationship was discovered between student perceived engagement and 

student perceived satisfaction for those who were still enrolled in the program. The 

sample for the group was small (n=5). For program finishers, there was no correlation 

found between perceived satisfaction and engagement for program finishers. No 

relationship was found between perceived student satisfaction and student engagement 

for non-finishers.  

The statistics computed though the use of one-way ANOVA for research question 

two were found to be not significant. No statistically significant difference was found in 

student perceived engagement between school psychology program formats (primarily 

online versus primarily campus-based). The null hypothesis was retained. The mean level 

of student perceived satisfaction was consistent between program formats. There appears 

to be no difference in student perceived engagement between the two formats, suggesting 

students report having the same level of engagement regardless of program format.  
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The third research question was analyzed using one-way ANOVA. The sample 

size for this group was large enough to generate accurate results. The null hypothesis for 

question three was retained. There is no statistically significant difference in satisfaction 

between school psychology program formats (primarily online versus primarily onsite). 

The mean level of student perceived satisfaction was consistent between program 

formats. Levels of student perceived satisfaction appears to be the same regardless of the 

program format. Those taking courses primarily online and those taking courses primarily 

on campus report similar levels of satisfaction. The implications of these findings will be 

discussed in the next chapter.   

Chapter Five will include an in-depth discussion about how the findings and 

conclusions were drawn from the study can be applied to the identified problem of low 

retention rates in a primarily online school psychology program at one university. A 

comparison of the results discovered through this study will be compared with the 

findings from prior related research. Application of the findings, as it relates to the 

theories explored, will be provided.  Recommendations for school psychology program 

leaders will be provided, and future research opportunities will be shared.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

An overview of the findings will be provided based on the data obtained. The 

findings will be examined to better understand the relationships between school 

psychology program formats (primarily online and primarily campus based) and program 

status (finishers, non-finisher, currently enrolled) related to student perceived satisfaction 

and perceived student engagement. Additional analysis of the mean difference in student 

perceived engagement as well as student perceived satisfaction between program formats 

(primality online and primarily campus-based) will be examined. The findings of the 

research will be examined, and conclusions will be presented. The application of the 

findings will be provided in context of the problem statement. Recommended actions for 

leadership will be provided. Recommendations for future research will be offered to 

further scholarly research in the field of school psychology related to educational 

formats.       

Discussion of Findings and Conclusions 

Three research questions were posed for this study. Ample research has been 

completed related to retention rates in online, hybrid online programs, and campus-based 

programs. Online retention rates, according to Simplicio’s (2019) research findings, are 

still much lower than the campus-based retention rates. Lower retention rates have been 

linked with lower institution ranking, revenue loss for the university, stress and upset of 

students, and negative impacts on university resources (Proctor et al., 2018).  

Determining factors that support student retention and limit student attrition may 

be beneficial. The purpose of the study was to investigate whether a relationship existed 

between student perceived satisfaction and student perceived engagement, and if these 
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variables were related to program format. The findings are not consistent with the 

findings from previous studies and will be examined.     

Retention Rates 

Although the retention analysis was not included as a research question, retention 

data from the participants may be helpful when considering the findings from the three 

research questions. Students who did not complete the program were more often enrolled 

in the primarily online format. The finding is consistent with previous research findings 

(Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018; Travers, 2016). Students who enrolled in the campus-based 

program were more likely to complete the program. 

Student Satisfaction and Student Engagement 

The first research question was designed to determine if there was a correlation 

between student perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction in a three-year 

school psychology graduate program at one university for four groups: all participants, 

finishers, non-finishers and those still enrolled. A statistically significant relationship was 

discovered between student perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction for 

those who were still enrolled in program and all participants. A relationship between 

student perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction was discovered for all 

participants and those who were still enrolled in the program.  Among all participants and 

those who were still enrolled in the program, the higher their engagement levels were, the 

higher likely their satisfaction levels were. No relationship was found between student 

perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction for non-finishers and finishers.  

Student Engagement Across Program Formats 
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The second question was designed to compare the mean difference in student 

perceived satisfaction between primarily online and primarily campus-based program 

conditions. An ANOVA analysis was completed and resulted in a nonsignificant finding. 

No statistically significant mean difference was found in student perceived satisfaction 

between the two program formats. 

Student Satisfaction Across Program Formats 

Data analysis was completed using ANOVA to answer the third research 

question. The mean difference in student perceived satisfaction between program formats 

(primarily online and primarily campus-based) was examined. A statistically significant 

finding was not discovered in student perceived satisfaction between program formats 

(primality online and primarily campus-based). The null hypothesis is retained for 

research question three.   

Application of Findings and Conclusions to the Problem Statement 

The identified problem was lower retention rates for online students compared to 

hybrid and campus-based programs (Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018; Atchley et al., 2013; 

Travers, 2016). Several studies investigating student engagement and student satisfaction 

in online, hybrid, and campus-based programs have occurred, but there is limited 

research on an entire program, specifically in school psychology. Understanding whether 

variables, such as student satisfaction and student engagement, are related to retention for 

online learners in a school psychology program may address the identified problem.   

From the data analysis, relationships in student perceived engagement and student 

perceived satisfaction were discovered for all participants and those who were still 

enrolled in the program. When considering the finishers and non-finishers of the 
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program, negligible findings were identified. It is possible participants who did not finish 

the program were not enrolled in the program long enough to develop relationships and 

engage with instructors and peers, resulting in lower levels of reported engagement.   

When comparing the findings from this research and existing research findings, 

there are differences. Student perceived engagement has been linked with positive student 

outcomes in previous studies, and this current study found differences in student levels of 

engagement based on the student’s program status (finisher, non-finisher, or still 

enrolled). Variables that account for these differences may be useful in discovering ways 

to better assist students in completing school psychology programs. Potential reasons for 

these differences will be explored.  

Engagement has been linked to positive outcomes related to education. In 

Collaco’s (2017) study on engagement, it was found that engagement was linked with 

increased learning outcomes, and in Bryne’s (2016) study on student success in online 

courses, it was found that online students were negatively impacted by limited interaction 

with support staff. Buchenroth-Martin et al. (2017) found, in their study on engagement, 

site-based learning provided students with interactive learning activities and encouraged 

peer interaction. Engagement, in these studies, was linked with positive outcomes.  

In this study, student perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction 

was found to be positively correlated for those still enrolled in program and all 

participants. A slight, but not significant, correlation was found between student 

perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction for program finishers, and no 

relationship was found between student perceived engagement and student perceived 

satisfaction for those who did not finish the program. It is possible those who have 



 

 110 

finished the program are too far removed from the program to consider their levels of 

satisfaction and engagement. Those who did not finish the program may not have been 

enrolled in the program long enough to experience several courses. In any given program, 

one or two courses of the program may not provide a true experience of the whole 

program. Student who did not finish the program may have a skewed opinion, as their 

results are based on a few courses compared with those who completed the program and 

considered 20 courses.  

Aspects related to engagement in the school psychology program may be unique 

to the program. In the second year of the school psychology program, students begin 

collecting 450 fieldwork hours through practicum, which requires a high level of 

interaction and engagement. During the third year in the program, students collect 1,200 

hours of internship hours in the field, which requires students to engage with others daily 

while applying the skills of the trade.  The fieldwork hours (1,650 hours of practicum and 

internship) may provide a level of engagement that meets the needs of the students, 

regardless of their program format. Those who abandon the program likely do so prior to 

year two, suggesting they did not experience fieldwork activities and the engagement 

embedded in those activities. These required hours of fieldwork also provide hands-on 

activities with experts in the field. The ability to engage in the field, experience “real-

life” scenarios, and ask questions “in the moment” may be perceived by students as a 

more meaningful engagement compared to engagement with peers, faculty, and 

instructors in the “classroom setting.”  

Another factor that may play a role in student perceived engagement is the ability 

of students to have immediate access to coursework, social interaction with peers, 
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instructors, and faculty, and technology-related networking (e.g., social media, classroom 

discussion boards, and email). The ability of students to use mobile devices to email, text, 

converse, or post a question on a social media site may assist students in quickly 

accessing information. Differences in how students engage in the educational setting may 

be an area that could be considered in future studies. Studying engagement may lead to 

additional considerations related to engagement. These engagement factors can support 

all educational formats (online, hybrid, campus-based).  

Student perceived satisfaction may be influenced by factors outside of the 

university. It is possible difficult or challenging personal life events may have tainted the 

participants’ levels of satisfaction while in the program. When a difficult personal life 

event occurs (e.g., divorce, illness of family member or friend, financial struggle, and 

natural disasters) those events can impact how much time an individual can invest in 

other activities. The reported levels of satisfaction could be influenced by these types of 

events.  

Student perceived satisfaction can also be influenced by the students’ ability to 

access technology (for the primarily online students) and ability to travel (e.g., length of 

commute, traffic, and vehicle reliability) for those enrolled in the primarily campus-based 

program. Other factors that could influence levels of satisfaction may include instructor 

availability, instructor personality, and instructional style. Developing ways to account 

for some of these confounding factors may be useful in future studies.  

Finding Summary 

Relationships analyzed in this study were not statistically significant between 

student perceived satisfaction and student perceived engagement for program finishers 
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and program non-finishers. Statistically significant findings were discovered between 

student perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction for all respondents and 

those who were still enrolled in the program. No mean difference was discovered in 

student perceived engagement between program formats (primarily online and primary 

campus-based). No mean difference was found in student perceived satisfaction between 

program formats. Students from both program formats had similar perceived satisfaction 

levels and perceived engagement levels. Similar levels of student perceived satisfaction 

and similar levels of student perceived engagement between program formats may 

suggest that online courses are being designed and delivered in a way, coupled with 

improved student technological skills, that enhances support for learning in an online 

format. The school psychology’s primarily online and primarily campus-based formats 

appear to be indistinguishable based on mean levels of student perceived satisfaction and 

mean levels of student perceived engagement.   

Application to Leadership 

Leadership theories can provide leaders with a blueprint of procedures to support 

others. One leadership theory identified in this study is situational leadership (Hersey et 

al., 1979). The situational leadership framework is appropriate for university personnel in 

the field of school psychology as they work to support student learning. In Hersey et al.’s 

(1979) article on situational leadership, the maturity level of the follower (learner) 

dictates the support provided by the leader. Theories related to engagement and 

satisfaction will be explored with practical leadership application recommendations.  

Leadership Theory Application 
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Graduate students have unique needs, based on their educational skillset and 

background knowledge. Some students are self-sufficient in completing projects by due 

dates, while others have less-developed skills in organization and task management. As 

an instructor, identifying the levels of independence of each student may assist the 

instructor in knowing how much support and guidance the student may require. With 

situational leadership there are two styles of interactions based on follower relationship 

behavior and task behavior, each having a high and low level (Hersey et al., 1979). The 

four leadership levels are (in order from low maturity to high maturity) as follows: (a) 

telling, where the leader provides clear and specific direction to the followers; (b) selling, 

where the leader provides both directive and supportive behavior to encourage the 

follower; (c) participating, where the leader provides two-way communication to support 

the ability of the follower whereby both the leader and follower share decision-making; 

and (d) delegating, where the leader provides minimal direction and support, as the 

followers do not require a higher level of support (Hersey et al., 1979).  

When instructors identify and support students based on their needs, it is likely 

they will have more satisfied students. In Wall’s (2019) article on situational leadership, 

it was found when instructors shaped their direction, support, and guidance with students 

based on individual student needs and skills, they maximized student learning and 

satisfactions within the program (Wall, 2019). In contrast, in Salehzadeh et al.’s (2015) 

article about situational leadership and students, they found post-graduates were typically 

more mature when compared to undergraduate students resulting in less directive 

leadership and more “coaching” leadership. Maturity may not be the only factor, as some 

students who return to school after several years out of school may need more support. 
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Considering each individual student’s needs may be more useful compared to 

categorizing student support based on degree level. When considering Wall’s (2019) and 

Salehzadeh et al.’s (2015) articles, considering each student’s needs and supporting them 

according to their level of need may result in more satisfied students. In doing so, 

relationships between student perceived engagement and student perceived satisfaction 

may be more likely to occur. 

Given the lack of relationships between student satisfaction and student perceived 

engagement for program finishers and non-finishers, considering ways to solicit student 

desired assistance may prove useful in supporting students in the program. A survey 

could be administered at the start of each course that could provide the instructors with 

insight into the areas where students are most successful and areas where additional 

support might be requested. The survey could gather information about best mode of 

contact for the student (phone, email, text), technology skill level (Likert scale), 

preference in assignment timelines (Likert scale: work best under last minute pressure-

prefer to get things done early), how the student learns best (lecture, reading, and 

cooperative learning), support requested from instructor (Likert scale: regular check ins-

student will reach out to student when desired), and maybe a section to indicate if the 

student has activities outside of school that are expected during the course (e.g., busy 

time at work, family obligations, and taking more than one course).  

An instructor who gathers student information at the start of a course may be 

more likely to support each student by knowing individualized information which may 

potentially increase student success. Some students may prefer minimal interaction with 

instructors. The time spent supporting individual students can be allocated based on 
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student preference and avoid instructors providing too much support which could reduce 

student satisfaction. Instructors who provide the right amount of support based on the 

student’s wants and needs may have more satisfied students. Instructors who support 

students in this way may lead to students having higher levels of overall program 

satisfaction. Instructors who support students based on their preferences may also result 

in students giving higher marks (related to instructor) on the end-of-course evaluations.   

Engagement Theory Application 

Three engagement theories were identified in this research, Theory of Active 

Involvement, Engagement Theory, and Theory of Social Integration. The Theory of 

Active Involvement can be applied to active participation of school psychology students. 

The Engagement Theory can assist in understanding how the interactions between school 

psychology students may relate with their level of perceived engagement. The Theory of 

Social Integration can be related to supporting the interactions of the school psychology 

student. The findings from the research will be considered in relation to the theories. 

Although the findings from this research did not identify significant relationships 

between participants’ perceived engagement and their perceived satisfaction for finishers 

and non-finishers, significant relationships between student perceived engagement and 

student perceived satisfaction were discovered for all participants and those still enrolled 

in the program. Understanding the role of engagement in the classroom versus in field 

work may assist school psychology instructors and leaders. Investigating engagement, 

while considering fieldwork and classwork, could be completed in future research.    

 The Theory of Active Involvement can be linked with engagement. Greene (2013) 

shared how the theory of active involvement was focused on cognitive changes 
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experienced by participants when they engage. Based on this theory, when school 

psychology students develop skills, they apply the skills that can result in their own 

behavioral change (Greene, 2013). The engagement between students and peers and 

students and instructors or faculty is in line with the theory of active involvement. 

Students who self-reflect on their learned skills and engage with others (peers, 

instructors, or mentors in the field) can further support their learning. Leaders in the 

school psychology program who encourage self-reflection and engagement may support 

student skill development. 

 Student interactions with others may support their success in the field. 

Engagement Theory, developed by Kearsley and Shneiderman (1998), is comprised of 

three principles: (a) relate, (b) create, and (c) donate. Leaders in the school psychology 

program who provide students opportunities to “relate” to peers, field mentors, and 

instructors may develop in the students the skills needed to develop new relationships, 

which is a skill used daily by school psychologists. Leaders can support students by 

allowing them to “create” ways to demonstrate their skills. Finally, leaders can support 

students who “donate” their contributions in the community. These engagement activities 

can assist student learning. 

 Students may alter the way they approach learning based on others’ opinions. 

Durkheim (1892) developed social integration theory, which is the idea that individuals 

alter the way they feel, think and behave based on societal influences. Given the 

increased access to societal influence using social media, student behavior may change 

more rapidly and become more uncontrolled than in the time prior to social media. The 
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ability for students to share opinions, both positive and negative, with minimal effort may 

influence how they approach their studies.  

Prior to online education and social media, gathering information about 

educational topics was a more involved process. Now, students can complete online 

research with greater depth and breadth in much less time. Students can solicit positive 

and negative feedback about their school psychology program through social media and 

online searches. School psychology leaders, who consider the influence social media may 

have on current and future students, may want to take steps to increase positive feedback 

from students, which could possibly lead to overall positive public relations. Given a 

positive social media picture of the university, students who are disgruntled may be more 

likely to work out their differences through university personnel rather than post negative 

comments online.  

Satisfaction Theory Application 

Satisfaction can be difficult to measure, as many factors can influence an 

individual’s perception of satisfaction. The Herzberg’s two-factor theory, as developed 

by Hinrichs and Mischkind (1967), combined motivator factors (e.g., work interest, 

achievement, and advancement) and dissatisfiers or hygiene factors (e.g., work policies, 

technical supervision, setting or environment, and interpersonal relationships) together to 

account for overall satisfaction. It is recommended school psychology leaders focus 

efforts on students who are enrolled in the program. As mentioned previously, 

administering a survey (to collect student information and preferences) prior to each 

course may assist in increasing the motivator factors and reduce the hygiene factors.    
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In summary, leaders in school psychology programs would likely benefit from 

applying a Situational Leadership framework where the focus on supporting students is 

based on the student needs and skill level. Soliciting student feedback on their 

educational preferences and levels of desired support may better equip school psychology 

leaders with an understanding of student preferences that, when incorporated, may result 

in a better student experience. School psychology leaders who encourage relationship 

development between peers, instructors, and field mentors may increase student skill 

development which may assist them as they move into the field.   

School psychology leaders who monitor social media to identify areas for 

program improvement (negative posts) may be able to develop plans to address common 

areas of negative feedback. School psychology leaders can improve public relations 

through social media by posting student successes and other activities in support of the 

community and the field of school psychology. School psychology leaders who invest 

time, resources, and energy in monitoring social media and other public relations 

activities may be able to more readily identify areas of student concerns and address them 

sooner.       

Recommendations for Action 

Several actions have been recommended that include ideas for future research and 

steps to address the identified problem of low retention rates for online learners. The data 

collected and analyzed in this study was useful in answering the research questions. 

Statistically significant relationships in student perceived satisfaction and student 

perceived engagement for program finishers and program non-finishers was discovered. 

Statistically significant relationships between student perceived engagement and student 
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perceived satisfaction were discovered for all participants and those who were still 

enrolled in the program.  A mean difference was not discovered in student perceived 

engagement between program formats (primarily online and primarily campus-based), 

and a mean difference in student perceived satisfaction was not identified in student 

perceived satisfaction between program formats. This information can be useful for 

school psychology leaders.   

School district personnel who hire school psychologists may benefit by knowing 

students reported similar perceived engagement and similar perceived satisfaction 

between both program formats. If individuals responsible for hiring graduates have a 

strong preference for graduates from primarily campus-based programs compared to 

graduates from primarily online programs, they may give hiring preference to campus-

based applicants. They may change their minds upon learning that student satisfaction 

levels and student engagement levels were consistent across program formats.  

Identifying under what conditions higher levels of student perceived satisfaction 

occur can assist program leaders in making adjustment to the program to match those 

conditions. Higher levels of student perceived satisfaction may lead to more student 

retention. Increasing retention rates can be mutually beneficial for students and university 

personnel. Identifying factors that lead to higher levels of retention and developing ways 

to address those factors may be a consideration for program leaders to target for change.   

Recommendations for Further Research 

There are several considerations to further the study on this topic. Extending the 

window of data collection is one recommendation. Seeking input from those currently in 

the program, across the span of the program, and not just the last few months of the 
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program, may provide additional information that could further the scholarly research on 

this topic. This recommendation is based on the statistically significant Pearson r 

coefficient gained from analyzing student satisfaction and engagement for those who are 

currently enrolled in the program (program status). It is possible the insight gained for 

each year in the program may assist in supporting students.  

Increasing the sample size of future research may be useful. In this study, 

increasing the sample size to include more students who are currently enrolled in the 

program is recommended. Including another demographic variable (enrollment year) may 

provide additional information that may be useful. As laws are changed and credentialing 

requirements are adjusted, program changes are needed. It is possible changes made to 

the school psychology program between cohort groups may be related to student 

satisfaction and student engagement.  

Another recommendation for future research is to investigate the time periods 

(e.g., after one class and after second year) when students are most likely to drop out. 

Researching the variables that lead to dropping out may be useful. Gaining additional 

insight into those who drop out may assist leaders in developing ways to retain students. 

Some factors may be out of the control of university personnel such as student illness, 

relocation of student, and financial hardships, while other factors could be provided by 

university personnel such as: technology support, providing training modules to assist 

returning students, mentoring support, and academic support.  

Determining the level of preference of engagement activities for students may be 

useful. Investigating relationships in engagement between the classroom and in fieldwork 

may provide useful information to make decisions about program improvement. Asking 
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students about their preferences in relation to engagement can provide instructors with 

useful information to use to adjust course activities. Students who prefer to work 

independently and avoid activities that require higher levels of engagement may benefit 

from instructors who develop ways to increase student tolerance for activities that require 

group engagement. School psychology work is typically centered around working with 

others: students, parents, teachers, administrators, and support staff. Developing a 

tolerance and skills in engagement for students early in the training program will likely 

set them up for future success. Further research exploring engagement in the classroom 

and in the field is indicated and encouraged.  

Satisfaction may be difficult to measure, as several external factors may confound 

perceived satisfaction in a graduate program. Finding a way to identify and control some 

confounding variables may be helpful in narrowing variables for action. Inquiring if 

students experienced any stressful life events while in the program may be one way to do 

examine possible confounding variables. The questions could inquire about the level of 

stress and the number of stressful events experienced while enrolled. Other factors that 

may impact student satisfaction may be the ease with which they are able to secure 

fieldwork experience (practicum and internship).     

Gaining additional insight into options about engagement may also be 

worthwhile. Understanding the level of importance for how students access activities to 

support learning may be helpful. Asking student to rank their preferred style of 

engagement to support learning can lead to a clearer understanding of student 

preferences. Some engagement activities may include reading, researching online, 

accessing social media, interacting with peers (phone, text, email), interacting with field 
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mentors, interacting with adjuncts, and interacting with faculty. Gaining insight into the 

activities that are most preferred may lead to more satisfied students who may be more 

likely to finish their programs.         

A deeper dive into this topic may provide useful information to assist program 

leaders in adjusting a school psychology program. Recommended research questions may 

include investigating additional aspects (through questions) about engagement and 

satisfaction (see above), inquiring about reasons for dropping out, inquiring about 

stressors experienced while in the program, and inquiring about factors that led students 

to feel more satisfied. These additional questions may assist in narrowing factors that 

may be related to satisfaction and engagement. Then these factors can be explored, and 

changes can be made to programs to increase the factors that are correlated to increased 

levels of satisfaction. Reducing the factors that may be correlated to decreased levels of 

satisfaction may be helpful as well.  

Concluding Statement 

Students enrolled in school psychology programs have different retention rates 

between program formats (primarily online and primarily campus-based). This finding is 

consistent with previous findings investigating retention rates between program formats 

(Arhin & Wang’eri, 2018; Atchley et al., 2013; Knestrick et al., 2016; Travers, 2016). 

Lower retention rates for online learners is problematic for students, loan agencies, 

instructors, and educational institution personnel. When students drop out, several people 

can be impacted. Findings ways to increase retention for online learners can assist in 

mitigating the identified challenges. 



 

 123 

Retention rates were considered for the participants of this study, although 

retention rates were not examined as a research question. Students enrolled in the 

primarily campus-based format were more likely to complete the program, while those 

enrolled in the primarily online format were more likely to drop out. Lower retention 

rates for online students have been studied by other researchers, and the findings from 

this study are consistent with previous researchers’ findings. Lower retention rates have 

been linked with negative outcomes which may result in challenges for students, 

instructors, loan agency personnel, reputations of educational institutions, and future 

students.        

This study was completed to investigate relationships between student perceived 

satisfaction and student perceived engagement in four groups: all participants, program 

finishers, non-finishers, and those who were still enrolled. There was a statistically 

significant positive correlation between these two variables for those who were currently 

enrolled and all participants. For these groups, higher levels of student perceived 

engagement were correlated with increased levels of student perceived satisfaction.  

There was no relationship discovered between the two variables for program finishers 

and non-finishers of the program. An investigation was completed to identify if a mean 

difference existed in student perceived engagement between program formats (primarily 

online and primarily campus-based). No statistically significant mean difference was 

found in student perceived satisfaction between the two program formats. Student 

perceived satisfaction was discovered to be consistent between program formats. 

The third research question was designed to compare the mean difference in 

student perceived satisfaction between program formats (primarily online and primarily 
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campus-based) program conditions. An ANOVA analysis was completed and resulted in 

a nonsignificant finding. Student perceived satisfaction was found to be similar between 

two educational formats, primarily online and primarily campus-based. Further 

investigation into this topic area is recommended, specifically related to currently 

enrolled students and investigating reasons students drop out of the program. 

Understanding if there are differences between student program status (currently 

enrolled, finishers, and non-finishers) may add to the increasing scholarly research 

related to retention between program formats (primarily online and primarily campus-

based).    



 

 125 

REFERENCES 

Allen, I. E., Seaman, J., Babson Survey Research Group, & Quahog Research Group, L.  

(2016). Online report card: Tracking online education in the United States. 

Babson Park, MA: Babson Survey Research Group; Quahog Research Group, 

LLC. 

Almarghani, E. M., & Mijatovic, I. (2017). Factors affecting student engagement in HEIs  

- it is all about good teaching. Teaching in Higher Education, 22(8), 940-956. 

doi:10.1080/13562517.2017.1319808 

Appelbaum, M., Cooper, H., Kline, R. B., Mayo-Wilson, E., Nezu, A. M., & Rao, S. M.  

(2018). Journal article reporting standards for quantitative research in psychology: 

The APA publications and communications board task force report. The American 

Psychologist, 73(1), 3. Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/2002990643?accountid=1230 

Arasaratnam-Smith, L. A., & Northcote, M. (2017). Community in online higher  

education: Challenges and opportunities. Electronic Journal of E-Learning, 15(2), 

188. 

Arbaugh, J. (2000). Virtual classroom characteristics and student satisfaction with  

Internet-based MBA courses. Journal of Management Education, 24, 32-54. 

Arhin, V., & Wang'eri, T. (2018). Orientation programs and student retention in distance  

learning: The case of University of Cape Coast. Journal of Educators Online, 

15(1), 1-12. 

Aristovnik, A., Tomazevic, N., Kerzic, D., & Umek, L. (2017). The impact of  



 

 126 

demographic factors on selected aspects of e-learning in higher education. The 

International Journal of Information and Learning Technology, 34(2), 114-121. 

Retrieved from http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1879964629?accountid=1230 

Armstrong, R. A. (2019). Should Pearson's correlation coefficient be avoided?  

Ophthalmic and Physiological Optics, 39(5), 316-327. doi:10.1111/opo.12636  

Atchley, T. W., Wingenbach, G., & Akers, C. (2013). Comparison of course completion  

and student performance through online and traditional courses. International 

Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, 14(4) Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1634343580?accountid=1230 

Atkins, S., Yan, W., Meragia, E., Mahomed, H., Rosales-Klintz, S., Skinner, D., &  

Zwarenstein, M. (2016). Student experiences of participating in five collaborative 

blended learning courses in Africa and Asia: A survey. Global Health Action, 9(1) 

Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.3402/gha.v9.28145  

Bakare, K. K. (2018). Effect of communication management on distance learners’  

cognitive engagement in Malaysian institutions of higher learning. International 

Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, 19(4), 17-39. Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/2139910247?accountid=1230 

Bishara, A. J., & Hittner, J. B. (2012). Testing the significance of a correlation with  



 

 127 

nonnormal data: Comparison of pearson, spearman, transformation, and 

resampling approaches. Psychological Methods, 17(3), 399-417. 

doi:10.1037/a0028087 

Blau, I., & Shamir-Inbal, T. (2018). Digital technologies for promoting “student voice”  

and co-creating learning experience in an academic course. Instructional Science, 

46(2), 315-336. http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1007/s11251-017-9436-y 

Blau, P. M. (1960). A theory of social integration. American Journal of Sociology, 65(6),  

545-556. doi:10.1086/222785 

Bocanegra, J. O., Grapin, S. L., Nellis, L. M., & Rossen, E. (2017). A resource guide to  

remediating the school psychology shortages crisis. Communique, 45(6), 16. 

Brooks, C. F., & Young, S. L. (2016). Exploring communication and course format:  

Conversation frequency and duration, student motives, and perceived teacher 

approachability for out-of-class contact. The International Review of Research in 

Open and Distributed Learning, 17(5), 235. doi:10.19173/irrodl.v17i5.2561 

Buchenroth-Martin, C., DiMartino, T., & Martin, A. P. (2017). Measuring student  

interactions using networks: Insights into the learning community of a large active 

learning course. Journal of College Science Teaching, 46(3), 90. 

Butcher, C. W., Epps, K. K., & Cleaveland, M. C. (2015). Comparing business law in  

online and face to face formats: A difference in student learning perception. 

Academy of Educational Leadership Journal, 19(1), 123-134. Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1693219108?accountid=1230 

Buzdar, M. A., Ali, A., & Tariq, R. U. H. (2016). Emotional intelligence as a determinant  



 

 128 

of readiness for online learning. The International Review of Research in Open 

and Distributed Learning, 17(1), 148. doi:10.19173/irrodl.v17i1.2149 

Byrnes, D. J. (2016). Success as an online student. Journal of Student Affairs Research  

and Practice, 53(4), 476-477. Retrieved from 

http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1080/19496591.2016.1227712 

Brewer, E. W., & Kuhn, J. (2010). Causal-comparative design. In N. J. Salkind (Eds.),  

Encyclopedia of Research Design. Retrieved from 

http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412961288.n42 

Chingos, M. M., Griffiths, R. J., Mulhern, C., & Spies, R. R. (2017). Interactive online  

learning on campus: Comparing students’ outcomes in hybrid and traditional 

courses in the university system of Maryland. Journal of Higher Education, 88(2), 

210–233. Retrieved from https://doi-

org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1080/00221546.2016.1244409 

Coleman, M., & Berge, Z. L. (2018). A review of accessibility in online higher education.  

Online Journal of Distance Learning Administration, 21(1), 1–7. Retrieved from 

http://search.ebscohost.com.proxy.cityu.edu/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eue&AN

=128958998&site=ehost-live&scope=site 

Collaço, C., M. (2017). Increasing student engagement in higher education. Journal of  

Higher Education Theory and Practice, 17(4), 40-47. Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1949477484?accountid=1230 

Cook, B. G., & Cook, L. (2017). Do research findings apply to my students? Examining  



 

 129 

study samples and sampling. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, 32(2), 

78-84. doi:10.1111/ldrp.12132 

Cuesta Medina, L. (2018). Blended learning: Deficits and prospects in higher education.  

Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 34(1), 42–56. Retrieved from 

http://search.ebscohost.com.proxy.cityu.edu/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eue&AN

=129014457&site=ehost-live&scope=site 

Cuseo, J. (2010). Fiscal benefits of student retention and first-year retention initiatives.  

Ohio University. Retrieved from http://www. ohio. edu/fye/upload/retention-

fiscal-benefits, 7(6), 10. 

Dattalo, P. (2018). Determining sample size using fast and slow thinking. Journal of  

Social Service Research, 44(2), 180-190. doi:10.1080/01488376.2018.1436632 

DeShields, Ali, K., & Kaynak, E. (2005). Determinants of business student  

satisfaction and retention in higher education: Applying Herzberg's two-factor 

theory. The International Journal of Educational Management, 19(2), 128-139. 

Retrieved from http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/229172606?accountid=1230 

Doss, K. M., Krach, S. K., & Vickers, P. (2017). Alabama and Florida school  

psychologists shortage: Significance for training programs. Trainers' Forum, 

34(3), 34-42. 

Durkheim, E. (1892). The division of labor in society. Retrieved from  

https://books.google.com/books?id=ocyDAAAAQBAJ&lpg=PR1&pg=PR4#v=o

nepage&q&f=false 

Eide, S. (2018). Private colleges in peril: Financial pressures and declining enrollment  



 

 130 

may lead to more closures. Education Next, 18(4), 34–41. Retrieved from 

http://search.ebscohost.com.proxy.cityu.edu/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eue&AN

=131717049&site=ehost-live&scope=site 

Elliott, K. M. & Shin, D. (2002) Student satisfaction: An alternative approach to  

assessing this important concept, Journal of Higher Education Policy and 

Management, 24(2), 197-209. doi: 10.1080/1360080022000013518 

Eom, S. B. & Ashill, N. (2016). The determinants of students’ perceived learning  

outcomes and satisfaction in university online education: An update. Decision 

Sciences Journal of Innovative Education, 14(2), 185–215. Retrieved from 

https://doi-org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1111/dsji.12097 

Estelami, H. (2016). An exploratory study of the effects of online course efficiency  

perceptions on student evaluation of teaching (SET) measures. American Journal 

of Business Education (Online), 9(2), 67-n/a. Retrieved from 

http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.19030/ajbe.v9i2.9613 

Ethics of research methodology requires a methodology of research ethics. (2018).  

Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 100, v-vi. 

http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2018.07.001 

Fryrear, A. (2015). What’s a good survey response rate? Surveygizmo. Retrieved on  

January 25, 2020 from https://www.surveygizmo.com/resources/blog/survey-

response-rates/ 

Friðriksdóttir, K. (2018). The impact of different modalities on student retention and  

overall engagement patterns in open online courses, Computer Assisted Language 

Learning, 31(1-2), 53-71. doi:10.1080/09588221.2017.1381129 



 

 131 

Galyon, C. E., Heaton, E. C., T., Best, T. L., & Williams, R. L. (2016). Comparison of  

group cohesion, class participation, and exam performance in live and online 

classes. Social Psychology of Education: An International Journal, 19(1), 61-76. 

Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1007/s11218-015-9321-y  

Garza, K., Mundy, M., & Kupczynski, L. (2018). Counselor self-efficacy: The effects of  

online preparatory counseling programs. I-Manager's Journal on Educational 

Psychology, 12(1), 1-7. 

http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.26634/jpsy.12.1.14374 

Girard, J. P., Yerby, J., & Floyd, K. (2016). Knowledge retention in capstone  

experiences: An analysis of online and campus-based courses. Knowledge 

Management & E-Learning, 8(4), 528. Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1955087648?accountid=1230 

Graen, G. B. (1966). Addendum to "an empirical test of the Herzberg two-factor theory.".  

Journal of Applied Psychology, 50(6), 551-555. Retrieved from 

http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1037/h0024043 

Grace-Martin, K. (2020). When unequal sample sizes are and are not a problem in  

ANOVA. The Analysis Factor. Retrieved on January 3, 2020 from 

https://www.theanalysisfactor.com/when-unequal-sample-sizes-are-and-are-not-a-

problem-in-anova/ 

Greene, K. (2013). The theory of active involvement: Processes underlying interventions  

that engage adolescents in message planning and/or production. Health 

Communication, 28(7), 644-656, doi:10.1080/10410236.2012.762824 



 

 132 

Harrison, S., Villano, R., Lynch, G., & Chen, G. (2016). Measuring financial implications  

of an early alert system. Paper presented at the 241-248. 

doi:10.1145/2883851.2883923 Retrieved from https://dl-acm-

org.proxy.cityu.edu/citation.cfm?id=2883923 

Harwood, K. J., McDonald, P. L., Butler, J. T., Drago, D., & Schlumpf, K. S. (2018).  

Comparing student outcomes in traditional vs intensive, online graduate programs 

in health professional education. BMC Medical Education, 18(1), 1-9. 

doi:10.1186/s12909-018-1343-7 

Hersey, P., Blanchard, K. H., & Natemeyer, W. E. (1979). Situational leadership,  

perception, and the impact of power. Group & Organization Studies (Pre-1986), 

4(4), 418. Retrieved from http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-

proquest-com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/232429433?accountid=1230 

Hinrichs, J. R., & Mischkind, L. A. (1967). Empirical and theoretical limitations of the  

two-factor hypothesis of job satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 51(2), 

191-200. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1037/h0024470 

Jobe, R. L., PhD., & Lenio, J., M.S. (2014). Common ground: Addressing attrition across  

diverse institutions in higher education. Higher Learning Research 

Communications, 4(2), 11-17. Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1545527726?accountid=1230 

Joo, K. P., Andrés, C., & Shearer, R. (2014). Promoting distance learners’ cognitive  



 

 133 

engagement and learning outcomes: Design-based research in the Costa Rican 

national university of distance education. The International Review of Research in 

Open and Distributed Learning, 15(6), 188. doi:10.19173/irrodl.v15i6.1908 

Kamanzi, A., & Romania, M. (2019). Rethinking confidentiality in qualitative research in  

the era of big data. American Behavioral Scientist, 63(6), 743-758. 

doi:10.1177/0002764219826222 

Kearsley, G., & Shneiderman, B. (1998). Engagement theory: A framework for  

technology-based teaching and learning. Educational Technology, 38(5), 20. 

Keisling, B. (2018). Blended learning: Scaling library services and instruction to support  

changing educational landscapes. Library Management, 39(3/4), 207-215. 

doi:10.1108/LM-08-2017-0080 

Khanna, P. (2016). Managing large enrollment courses in hybrid instruction mode.  

Higher Learning Research Communications, 6(4), 1. doi:10.18870/hlrc.v6i4.357 

Kintu, M. J., & Zhu, C. (2016). Student characteristics and learning outcomes in a  

blended learning environment intervention in a Ugandan university. Electronic 

Journal of E-Learning, 14(3), 181. 

Knestrick, J. M., Wilkinson, M. R., Pellathy, T. P., Lange-Kessler, J., Katz, R., &  

Compton, P. (2016). Predictors of retention of students in an online nurse 

practitioner program. The Journal for Nurse Practitioners, 12(9), 635-640. 

Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1016/j.nurpra.2016.06.011 

Lee, J., & Martin, L. (2017). Investigating students’ perceptions of motivating factors of  



 

 134 

online class discussions. International Review of Research in Open and Distance 

Learning, 18(5) Retrieved from http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-

proquest-com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1944759023?accountid=1230  

Lenth, R. V. (2001). Some practical guidelines for effective sample size determination.  

The American Statistician, 55(3), 187-193. Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/228499872?accountid=1230 

Leon, R. A., & Byrd, J. N. (2012). Student success in college: Creating conditions that  

matter. Journal of International Students, 2(2), 194-195. Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1355249284?accountid=1230 

McHugh, M. L. (2013). The chi-square test of independence. Biochemia Medica, 23(2),  

143-149. doi: 10.11613/BM.2013.018 

Mayer, R. E. (2019). Thirty years of research on online learning. Applied Cognitive  

Psychology, 33(2), 152-159. doi:10.1002/acp.3482 

Mehmood, A., Natgunnathan, I., Xiang, Y., Hua, G., & Guo, S. (2017). Protection of big  

data privacy. IEEE Access, 4, 1821-1834. doi:10.1109/ACCESS.2016.2558446 

Motz, B. A., de Leeuw, J. R., Carvalho, P. F., Liang, K. L., & Goldstone, R. L. (2017). A  

dissociation between engagement and learning: Enthusiastic instructions fail to 

reliably improve performance on a memory task. PLoS ONE, 12(7), 20. Retrieved 

from http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/2054497417?accountid=1230 

Muijs, D., & Bokhove, C. (2017). Postgraduate student satisfaction: A multilevel analysis  



 

 135 

of PTES data. British Educational Research Journal, 43(5), 904-930. 

doi:10.1002/berj.3294 

Muljana, P., & Luo, T. (2019). Factors Contributing to Student Retention in Online  

Learning and Recommended Strategies for Improvement: A Systematic Literature 

Review. Journal of Information Technology Education, 18,19-57. 

National Coalition on Personnel Shortages in Special Education and Related Services.  

(n.d). Special education personnel shortages factsheet. Retrieved from 

http://specialedshortages.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/NCPSSERS-Fact-

Sheet.pdf 

Nortvig, A., Petersen, A. K., & Balle, S. (2018). A literature review of the factors  

influencing e-learning and blended learning in relation to learning outcome, 

student satisfaction and engagement. Electronic Journal of E-Learning, 16(1), 46-

55. Retrieved from http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/2041573256?accountid=1230 

O'callaghan, F.,V., Neumann, D. L., Jones, L., & Creed, P. A. (2017). The use of lecture  

recordings in higher education: A review of institutional, student, and lecturer 

issues. Education and Information Technologies, 22(1), 399-415. 

http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1007/s10639-015-9451-z 

Parker, K., Lenhart, A., & Moore, K. (2011). The digital revolution and higher education  

college presidents, public differ on value of online learning. The Catalyst, 40(3), 

18-24. Retrieved from http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1017892674?accountid=1230 

Pivitera, G. J. (2020). Research methods for the behavioral sciences (3rd ed.). California:  



 

 136 

SAGE Publications, Inc.  

Proctor, S. L., Kyle, J., Fefer, K., & Lau, Q. C. (2018). Examining racial  

microaggressions, race/ethnicity, gender, and bilingual status with school 

psychology students: The role of intersectionality. Contemporary School 

Psychology, 22(3), 355-368. Retrieved from 

http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1007/s40688-017-0156-8 

Proctor, S. L., Nasir, A., Wilson, T., Li, K., & Castrillon, P. (2018). Retention and  

persistence of African‐American students in school psychology programs. 

Psychology in the Schools, 55(5), 506-522. doi:10.1002/pits.22124 

Redmond, P., Abawi, L.-A., Brown, A., Henderson, R., & Heffernan, A. (2018). An  

online engagement framework for higher education. Online Learning, 22(1), 183–

204. https://doi-org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.24059/olj.v22i1.1175 

Reeves, M. (2017). School psychology is changing. Communique, 45(8), 2. 

Roksa, J., Trolian, T. L., Blaich, C., & Wise, K. (2017). Facilitating academic  

performance in college: Understanding the role of clear and organized instruction. 

Higher Education, 74(2), 283-300. 

http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1007/s10734-016-0048-2 

Rooney, B. J., & Evans, A. N. (2019). Methods in psychological research (4th ed.).  

Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Ruby, S. F., Chaffin, J. M., & Islam-Zwart, K. (2017). Quality distance learning to  

address the school psychology shortage: A model for online respecialization. 

Trainers' Forum, 34(3), 43-61. 

Ruthankoon, R., & Ogunlana, S. O. (2003). Testing Herzberg's two-factor theory in the  



 

 137 

Thai construction industry. Engineering, Construction and Architectural 

Management, 10(5), 333-341. Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/218684207?accountid=1230 

Salehzadeh, R., Shahin, A., Kazemi, A., & Shaemi-Barzoki, A. (2015). Proposing a new  

approach for evaluating the situational leadership theory based on the Kano 

model. International Journal of Public Leadership, 11(1), 4-20. Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1905750680?accountid=1230 

Sembiring, M. G. (2015). Validating student satisfaction related to persistence, academic  

performance, retention and career advancement within ODL perspectives. Open 

Praxis, 7(4), 325. 

Simplicio, J. S. C. (2019). Strategies to improve online student academic success and  

increase university persistence rates. Education, 139(3), 173. 

Smallwood, A. M. K., & Brunner, B. R. (2017). Engaged learning through online  

collaborative public relations projects across universities. Journalism & Mass 

Communication Educator, 72(4), 442-460. doi:10.1177/1077695816686440 

Sorensen, C., & Donovan, J. (2017). An examination of factors that impact the  

retention of online students at a for-profit university. Online Learning, 21(3), 

206–221. Retrieved from https://doi-org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.24059/olj.v21i3.935 

Stott, P. (2016). The perils of a lack of student engagement: Reflections of a “lonely,  



 

 138 

brave, and rather exposed” online instructor. British Journal of Educational 

Technology, 47(1), 51–64. Retrieved from https://doi-

org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1111/bjet.12215 

Tavakkolkhah, P., Zimmer, R., & Küffner, R. (2018). Detection of network motifs using  

three-way ANOVA. PLoS One, 13(8). 

http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1371/journal.pone.0201382 

Thomson, A. (2018). Three interconnected distance learning education challenges.  

Community College Enterprise, 24(2), 74–77. Retrieved from 

http://search.ebscohost.com.proxy.cityu.edu/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eue&AN

=134831545&site=ehost-live&scope=site 

Travers, S. (2016). Supporting online student retention in community colleges: What data  

is most relevant? Quarterly Review of Distance Education, 17(4), 49-61,76. 

Retrieved from http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1891317891?accountid=1230 

Traxler, J. (2018). Distance learning—Predictions and possibilities. Education Sciences,  

8(1), 35. doi:10.3390/educsci8010035 

UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group. (2019). FAQ: What are the differences between  

one-tailed and two-tailed tests? [Webpage] Retrieved 2019, October 6 from 

https://stats.idre.ucla.edu/other/mult-pkg/faq/general/faq-what-are-the-

differences-between-one-tailed-and-two-tailed-tests/ 

Utley, D. R., Westbrook, J., & Turner, S. (1997). The relationship between Herzberg's  

two-factor theory and quality improvement implementation. Engineering 

Management Journal, 9(3), 5-13. Retrieved from 



 

 139 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/208969973?accountid=1230 

Verdinelli, S., & Kutner, D. (2015). Persistence factors among online graduate  

students with disabilities. Journal of Diversity in Higher Education, 9(4), 353-

368. doi:10.1037/a0039791 

Vijayakumar, V. S. R., & Saxena, U. (2015). Herzberg revisited: Dimensionality and  

structural invariance of Herzberg's two factor model. Journal of the Indian 

Academy of Applied Psychology, 41(2), 291-298. Retrieved from 

http://proxy.cityu.edu/login?url=https://search-proquest-

com.proxy.cityu.edu/docview/1779874631?accountid=1230 

Waldron-Soler, K. M., Ruby, S. F., & Chaffin, J. M. (2019). Learning from graduate  

training in related fields: A model online school psychology program. Rural 

Special Education Quarterly, 38(2), 107-118. doi:10.1177/8756870519826933 

Walls, E. (2019). The value of situational leadership. Community Practitioner, 92(2), 31- 

33. 

Wang, Y., & Chui, E. (n.d.). An exploratory path model of social work students’  

satisfaction with field education experience in China. Social work research., 

40(3), 135–145. doi:10.1093/swr/svw010  

Watson, R. (2015). Quantitative research. Nursing Standard (2014+), 29(31), 44.  

Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.7748/ns.29.31.44.e8681 

Weisberg, M., & Dent, E. (2016). Meaning or money? Non-profit employee satisfaction.  

Voluntary Sector Review, 7(3), 293-313. Retrieved from 

http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1332/096278916X14767760873899 



 

 140 

Willging, P. A., & Johnson, S. D. (2009). Factors that influence students’ decision to  

dropout of online courses. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 13(3), 

115–127. Retrieved from 

http://search.ebscohost.com.proxy.cityu.edu/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eue&AN

=44574304&site=ehost-live&scope=site 

Xerri, M. J., Radford, K., & Shacklock, K. (2018). Student engagement in academic  

activities: A social support perspective. Higher Education, 75(4), 589-605. 

http://dx.doi.org.proxy.cityu.edu/10.1007/s10734-017-0162-9 

Zaiontz, C. (2019). Real statistics using excel. Retrieved from http://www.real- 

statistics.com/one-way-analysis-of-variance-anova/assumptions-anova/ 

 

  



 

 141 

APPENDIX A 

Dear Previous School Psychology Student,  

My name is Melanie Facundo, and I am a doctoral candidate at City University of Seattle. 
I am focusing my dissertation efforts on identifying differences between student 
perceived satisfaction, student engagement, and retention across school psychology 
program models (primarily online hybrid versus primarily campus-based hybrid). The 
purpose will be to determine if differences exist in a school psychology program: (a) 
between student engagement and student satisfaction, (b) between student satisfaction 
and program models, and (c) between student engagement and program model. The data 
collected through this quantitative study will assist program leaders in understanding 
these differences and taking next steps in program improvement.  

If you began the school psychology program and completed at least one course in the 
program, your participation in the research is respectfully being requested. Your valuable 
insight may provide data to support change efforts in enhancing the school psychology 
program. Participation in the study will include completing an online survey with general 
demographic questions and 2 Likert-scale questions about your opinions related to your 
experience while in the program. The expected time commitment is expected to be 
between 3-5 minutes. All data collected will be anonymous and the final document will 
contain no identifiable information, including the university name. Follow the defense of 
the dissertation, potential publication of the document will be sought out. Access to the 
findings will be made available to those invited to participate following the defense.      

If interested in participating, a consent form will be required. The consent form provides 
additional information about the study, security of data, and contact information. After 
starting the study, a participate can abandon the process at any point. 

Thank you for your consideration of providing your opinions about your experience in 
the school psychology program. 

Sincerely,  

Melanie Facundo,  

Doctoral Candidate  
City University of Seattle  
mfacundo@cityuniversity.edu  
916.798.8008 
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APPENDIX B 

  

 
 

CITYU RESEARCH PARTICIPANT INFORMED CONSENT 
FOR ON-LINE SURVEYS AND INTERNET DATA COLLECTION  

 
Title of Study:  
Student Satisfaction and Student Engagement in a School Psychology Graduate Program: 

Differences Between Program Formats, Primarily Campus-Based and Primarily Online  

 
Name and Title of Researcher(s):   
Melanie Facundo 
 
For Faculty Researcher(s): 
Department:       
Telephone:       
City U Email:       
Immediate Supervisor:       
 
For Student Researcher(s): 
Faculty Supervisor: Dr. Monica Bess 
Department: Applied Leadership 
Telephone: 916.798.8008 
City U E-mail: mfacundo@cityuniversity.edu 
 
Program Coordinator (or Program Director): 
Dr. Nicole Ferry, Ph.D. 
 
Sponsor, if any: 
NA 
 

Key Information about this Research Study 
 
You are being invited to participate in a research study. 
 
You are being invited to participate in an on-line survey that is part of a research study 
that has been approved by City University of Seattle Institutional Review Board. 
 
The researcher will provide information about this research study to you before you will 
be asked to participate in the study and before you sign this consent form. 
  

•
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• You do not have to participate in this research.  
• It is your choice whether or not you want to participate in this research.  
• Your participation is voluntary and you can decide not to participate or withdraw 

your participation at any time without penalty or negative consequences.  
• You should talk to the researcher(s) about the study and ask them as many 

questions you need to help you make your decision.  
 
What should I know about being a participant in this research study? 
 
This form contains important information that will help you decide whether to join the 
study. Take the time to carefully review this information.  
 

You are eligible to participate in this study because you can provide valuable 

insight about your program experience which can assist in program improvement for the 

school psychology program. 

 

You will be in this research study for approximately 1-12 months. 

 

About 350-725 individuals will participate in this study.  

 

To make your decision, you must consider all the information below: 
 

• The purpose of the research 
• The procedures of the research. That is, what you will be asked to do and how 

much of your time will be required. 
• The risks of participating in the research. 
• The benefits of participating in the research and whether participation is worth the 

risk. 
 

If you decide to join the study, you will be asked to sign this form before you can start 
study-related activities.  

 

Why is this research being done? 

 
Purpose of Study: 
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The purpose of this study will be to identify differences between student 

perceived satisfaction, student engagement, and retention across school psychology 

program formats (primarily online hybrid versus primarily campus-based hybrid). The 

purpose will be to determine if differences exist in a school psychology program: (a) 

between student engagement and student satisfaction, (b) between student satisfaction 

and program formats, and (c) between student engagement and program format. An 

analysis of this data can be useful for educational leaders in developing ways to adjust 

how courses are designed, how adjuncts support students, and how faculty direct adjuncts 

to support students.  

Research Participation. 
You will be asked to participate in the following procedures: 
 
I understand I am being asked to participate in this study by completing an on-line 
survey. The survey consists of 10 questions and is expected to take approximately 3-10 
minutes to complete. You may choose to answer as many questions as you decide and 
each question will have a “no response” choice.  
 
Are there any risks, stress or discomforts that I will experience as a result of being a 
participant in this study? 
 
Taking part in this research involves certain risks: This could include: feelings of 
discomfort from responding to the questions, feelings of upset (if the program caused you 
discomfort), and loss of time from other activities. 
 
 
Will being a participant in this study benefit me in any way? 
 

We cannot promise any benefits to you or others from your participation in this 

research. However, possible benefits may include satisfaction of knowing your input may 

assist in changes made to the program for future students.  

 
You will not receive any payment for participation in this study. 
 
Confidentiality 
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I understand that participation is confidential to the limits of applicable privacy laws. No 
one except the faculty researcher or student researcher, his/her supervisor and Program 
Coordinator (or Program Director) will be allowed to view any information or data 
collected whether by questionnaire, interview and/or other means.  
 
If the student researcher’s cooperating classroom teacher will also have access to raw 
data, the following box will be initialed by the researcher.  
 
Steps will be taken to protect your identity, however, information collected about you can 
never be 100% secure. Your name and any other identifying information that can directly 
identify you will be stored separately from data collected as part of the research study. 
The results of this study will be published as a thesis and potentially published in an 
academic book or journal, or presented at an academic conference. To protect your 
privacy no information that could directly identify you will be included. 
All data (the questionnaires, audio/video tapes, typed records of the interview, interview 
notes, informed consent forms, computer discs, any backup of computer discs and any 
other storage devices) are kept locked and computer files will be encrypted and password 
protected by the researcher. The research data will be stored for five years (5 years). At 
the end of that time all data of whatever nature will be permanently destroyed. The 
published results of the study will contain data from which no individual participant can 
be identified. 

 

Signatures 

 

I have carefully reviewed and understand this consent form. I understand the 

description of the research protocol and consent process provided to me by the 

researcher. My signature on this form indicates that I understand to my satisfaction the 

information provided to me about my participation in this research project. My signature 

also indicates that I have been apprised of the potential risks involved in my participation. 

Lastly, my signature indicates that I agree to participate as a research subject.  

 

My consent to participate does not waive my legal rights nor release the researchers, 
sponsors, and/or City University of Seattle from their legal and professional 
responsibilities with respect to this research. I understand I am free to withdraw from this 
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research study at any time. I further understand that I may ask for clarification or new 
information throughout my participation at any time during this research. 
 
I have been advised that I may request a copy of the final research study report. Should I 
request a copy, I understand that I will be asked to pay the costs of photocopy and 
mailing. 
 
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below. 
 
    Clicking on the "agree" button below indicates that:  
 
      

-you have read and understand all of the above information, and    
  -you voluntarily agree to participate, and   

-you are at least 18 years of age. 
     
     

If you do not wish to participate in the research study, please decline 
participation by clicking on the "disagree" button. 
     
      Agree 
 
      Disagree 

 
Thank you, 
 
Melanie Facundo 
Name of Researcher 
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APPENDIX C 
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APPENDIX D 

SURVEY QUESTIONS 
 

Demographic Questions: 
 

1. When you started the school psychology program, which program format did you 
apply for: 

Master’s Degree and PPS Credential 
PPS Credential Only 

 
2. Which program format did you select? (primarily online was the program where 

16 mandatory 8-hour Saturday sessions were required for the assessment courses, 
PED 671, 672, 6573, and 674). 

Primarily site based (August or September start) 
Primarily online (February or May start) 
I started in the primarily site-based format and switched to primarily   
   online format 
I started in the primarily online format and switched to primarily site- 
   based format 
 

3. Which best describes you: 
  I finished/completed the program 
  I did not finish/complete the program 
  I am still in program and anticipate graduating 
 

4. Gender 
Female  
Male  
Nonbinary 
Other 
Prefer to not say 

 
5. Ethnicity: 

  Hispanic or Latino or Spanish 
  Not Hispanic, Not Latino or Not Spanish 

Prefer not to say 
 

6. Race: 
American Indian or Alaska Native 

  Asian 
  Black or African American 
  Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
  White 

Prefer not to say  
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7. Region where program was located: (If you moved during the program, please 
indicate the region where you spent the majority of your time. If you spent equal 
time in more than one region, please indicate the region when you ended the 
program-finisher or non-finisher.)   

  Bakersfield 
  Costa Mesa 

Fresno 
  Los Angeles 

Rancho Cordova/Sacramento 
San Diego 
Prefer not to say 

 
8. Age at Start of Program 

  21-25 
  26-30 
  31-35 
  36-40 
  41-45 
  46-50 
  51-55 
  55-60  
  61+ 
  Prefer not to say 
 

Student Satisfaction (Arbaugh, 2000, adapted) 
9. On the scale below, please indicate your response to: I am very satisfied with the 

school psychology program. 

Not at all-1     2     3     4     5-Very Much 

Student Engagement (Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017, adapted) 

10. On the scale below, please indicate your response to: I regularly participated in 

meetings (class/online/with faculty/other) at the university where I could express 

my opinion. 

Not at all-1     2     3     4     5-Very Regularly  

 

 

 




