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Background
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v Family Studies: Interpersonal Relationships 
(Blended)

v Synchronous & Asynchronous

v A lack of interaction with peers and teachers 
was a main influence in preference for F2F 
(Paechter & Maier, 2010). 



Transactional Distance (Moore, 1993):

v Space for misunderstanding in T-L.
v Less dialogue = TD

CoI Model (Garrison et al., 2000): 
v Personal connections (trust, belonging, collaboration)
v “An essential precondition for establishing a sense of community and 

a cognitive presence” (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008, p. 33).

v Increased interactions in online classes (Tu & McIsaac, 2002), 
v Perceived learning & instructor satisfaction (Richardson & Swan, 2003). 

Framework
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To what extent do students’ experiences with 
synchronous videoconferencing impact 
perceptions of social presence, including 
engagement with others and the course?  



Ñ 200-level: Interpersonal Relationship Dynamics

Ñ n = 25 (10 = juniors, 9 = seniors)

Ñ F2F (11), synchronous-zoom (8), asynchronous (5)

Ñ SP interactions: learner to learner, learner to 

instructor, and learner to content.

Method



Qual & Quan (Pre & Post)

Pre: 
Ó Expectations of using synchronous video activities 
Ó What do you think/feel/anticipate you would like (or would be beneficial) to 

the learning experience by using synchronous…

Post: 
Ó What did you find most beneficial about the Zoom activities?
Ó SP items: (a) increased comfort in discussing with others and (b) helped me 

develop sense of collaboration (Garrison et al., 2009)
Ó Manage my time and the demands of classes

Method



Results
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v Only 24% (n = 6) previous experience with synchronous

v 80% (n = 20) some positive experiences with synchronous 
(e.g., “liked,” “very good.”)

v Anticipated Benefits:  (a) flexibility and convenience (n = 
12), (b) learning (n = 11), and (c) communication/sense of 
community (n = 6).

v Advantages (post): 68% communication and cohesion with 
other students (i.e., social presence).  Learning (e.g., feedback 
immediacy), time management. 



Student Profiles
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Receptive (n = 18). 
v Positive experiences and outcomes 

v Only 16% (n = 3) had prior experience, many (n = 13) positive expectations pre
v Most (n = 13) SP was most beneficial aspect of videoconferencing

Ambivalent (n = 4) 
v Hesitation at the beginning of the course (e.g.,  effectiveness of discussion, lack of 

learning), although 1 had + prior experience with videoconferencing.  
v Hesitations confirmed; evaluation was more neutral but some positive outcomes 

(e.g., understanding how to use Zoom, flexibility/convenience). 
v Problems: distractions; prefer F2F

Resistant (n = 3) 
v Resisted use from start to finish.  Prior negative experiences (n = 2); 
v Negative expectations & strong concerns (e.g., : “...I am not a fan of the video 

chatting….” Negative experience at end.
v Recommend not using videoconferencing in the future 
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Receptive
(n =18)

Ambivalent
(n =4)

Resistant
(n = 3)

Total F(2,24) p n2

Measure M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Discussion (CD) 4.2 (.88) 3.8 (.50) 2.0 (1.0) 3.9 (1.1) 8.86b .002 .45

Collaborate (CO) 4.4 (.61) 3.3 (.79) 2.0 (.00) 3.9 (1.0) 22.0a .000 .67

Time Manage (TM) 4.2 (.71) 3.0 (1.2) 2.3 (.58) 3.8 (1.0) 9.51b .001 .46

Attendance (Att) 4.8 (.55) 4.0 (1.2) 2.7 (1.5) 4.4 (1.0) 9.76a .001 .47

Grades 3.4 (.63) 2.7 (.50) 3.2 (.51)

Exemplar Statements

I really enjoyed the 
zoom activities and 

would highly encourage 
this type of experience 

in the following 
semester
(Jasper)

I liked zoom, for the fact I 
know how to use it but I 
would rather have that 
face to face interaction 

more often.
(Reagan)

I knew right away that 
the zoom meeting were 
a bad idea and I know 
plenty of people who 
agree with me on my 
stances as to why we 
should not do them....

(Abby)



Conclusions
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v Despite technological difficulties, most students indicated videoconferencing was 
beneficial; flexibility/convenience & increased social presence.

v Students’ perceptions, especially initial expectations, may change based on their 
experiences throughout the course (e.g., initial concernà receptive).

v Without identification of student profiles, erroneously disregard the small portion of 
students with negative experiences or attribute negative experiences to the 
technology itself.   Similar individual student characteristics influenced their 
engagement with the technology, with other students & course, and evaluation of this 
teaching modality.  

v Resistant and receptive students identified to some extent (Cardarli & Yuksel, 2012; McBrien 

et al., 2009); identified a third type—those more ambivalent towards technology 
integration.  Understanding individual student impact (personal characteristics) 
important task to facilitate effective distance education.  Minimal understanding of 
student characteristics/profiles (Broadbent and Fuller-Tyszkiewicz, 2018).



Recommendations
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vAssess for student profiles prior to 
implementing new technologies.  While not static 
(+ change from initial expectations), especially 
resistant.

vChoice/Alternate

vOrientation information about technology from 
previous students

vGroup composition based on profile
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