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Abstract: This mixed-methods study explored the perceptions of high school students towards
online learning during the COVID-19 pandemic by examining the factors that affected their academic
achievement. The survey results revealed that a lack of social presence contributed to students’
disengagement from online learning, affecting their academic performance. A qualitative thematic
analysis approach was applied to analyze open-ended questions. The findings from this study
demonstrated the importance of giving voice to students and learning from their experiences with online
learning during the pandemic. Specifically, this study focused on understanding how students perceived
the transition to online learning and how their experiences with online learning affected student
learning outcomes.
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Introduction

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, approximately 1.2 billion children around the world
were affected by school closures (Li & Lalani, 2020) and had to experience the challenges of
remote learning. After 124,000 public and private schools closed their doors due to the
coronavirus pandemic in March 2020, approximately 55 million students in the U.S. had to
finish the school year by learning at home (Croft et al., 2020). The transition to emergency
remote teaching and learning happened so quickly that teachers did not have sufficient time to
prepare resources or become proficient in educational technologies for online teaching
(Oliveira et al., 2021). The lack of adequate training in technology for teachers caused a
disruption in the learning process for students (Salihagic & Akay, 2022). Regardless of the
availability of blended or fully asynchronous online learning, the pandemic closure of schools
placed the burden of education mostly on students (Bhamani et al., 2020), hampering their
learning skills, such as their motivation to explore new things or expand their knowledge in
many subjects (Jou et al., 2022; Sofianidis et al., 2021). Consequently, their lack of motivation
to learn contributed to low academic performance, causing them to fall behind in the education
that they would typically acquire during normal school years (Jou et al., 2022). The losses were
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much greater for underrepresented, low-income, and at-risk students, as indicated by the
decline in learning they experienced in all subjects after the pandemic (Sofianidis et al., 2021).
These students faced many challenges during emergency remote K-12 online instruction, such
as issues with internet access, technical problems, and lack of adequate support from peers and
teachers. These challenges likely contributed to greater learning loss compared to their
counterparts (Salihagic & Akay, 2022; Sofianidis et al., 2021). Students from underrepresented
groups who were dissatisfied with online learning during the pandemic may have also had
issues with other factors, such as learning platforms, which caused barriers for engagement.
They may have also suffered from a lack of time management skills, increased anxiety, and
pandemic stress (Rajab et al., 2020; Salihagic & Akay, 2022). Therefore, there is a need to
explore the lived experiences of underprivileged students in online learning after the pandemic,
such as their engagement with teachers and online learning platforms, in order to mitigate the
potential for future challenges.

Student Engagement in Online Learning

Student engagement in the traditional classroom has a positive correlation with academic
achievement, persistence, and retention; on the contrary, disengagement has a negative impact
on student learning outcomes and cognitive development (Bond et al., 2020). The same holds
true for online learning environments. Relevant research indicates that most disengaged
students’ online learning behaviors resulted from less supportive environments, either from
teachers or peers (Bond et al. 2020; Chiu, 2021). In online settings, student engagement with
instructors serves as one of the essential factors that affects students’ satisfaction with an online
class because the level of engagement can either foster or hamper students’ intrinsic motivation
(Chiu, 2021; Tsai et al., 2021). The effectiveness of online learning also depends on students'
active learning skills (Salihagic & Akay, 2022), which in turn can be encouraged by the support
of teachers (Chiu, 2021; Kurt et al., 2022).

Even though remote learning seemed like a viable option during the COVID-19
pandemic, there was inequality in access to online education based on the socioeconomic status
of students (Bozkurt et al., 2020; Sharma et al., 2021). Specifically, students of color had less
engagement in remote online learning during the pandemic than their white peers due to a lack
of access to stable internet connections; therefore, they needed more support from school
administration and teachers. Thus, during the pandemic, teachers’ support became essential for
students to develop the necessary skills for navigating online learning platforms (Kong, 2020;
Shamir-Inbal & Blau, 2021). To enhance student engagement, teachers also had to incorporate
online resources and develop additional activities while building effective communication with
students and their parents (Kong, 2020). Despite the support of both teachers and parents,
students still struggled to maintain their interest in learning and to adjust to online learning
environments (Shamir-Inbal & Blau, 2021).
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In their systematic review, Bedenlier et al. (2020) reported that when students could
effectively engage in online learning, their learning improved as well. Some scholars (e.g.,
Chiu, 2021; Reeve, 2013) argue that student engagement is not a simple concept; rather, it is a
complex construct that includes four dimensions: behavioral, cognitive, emotional, and
agentic. Behavioral engagement refers to students’ participation and involvement in learning
activities. Cognitive engagement is defined as the amount of mental effort students usually
spend completing learning tasks. Emotional engagement is defined as students’ feelings in
relation to their teachers, peers, and school experience as well as their sense of belonging
(Reeve, 2013). Agentic engagement refers to students’ contribution to learning processes
(Chiu, 2021; Reeve, 2013). Chiu (2021) contends that learning platforms have a strong
influence on how students are behaviorally, cognitively, and emotionally engaged in learning.
However, without the presence of cognitive engagement, behavioral engagement may not be
effective in online learning (Chui, 2021). Cognitive engagement is especially valuable in
online learning environments because these environments require students to overcome
challenges that would not otherwise be present (Bedenlier et al., 2020; Chiu & Hew, 2018).
Bedenlier et al. (2020) argue that students may become stressed when they encounter technical
problems in online learning, such as difficulty submitting assignments or completing tasks.
Therefore, teachers should provide adequate support to cognitively engage students in online
learning (Bedenlier et al., 2020; Chiu, 2021). Perception of positive relationships with teachers
and peers as well as satisfaction with the content of learning tasks can be described as
emotional engagement (Chui, 2021). However, in online learning environments, it is difficult
for some students to feel connected to online learning due to their lack of technology skills and
experience in communicating online, which in turn results in emotional disengagement, thus
negatively impacting students' performance in completing their tasks in online learning
(Bedenlier et al., 2020). Consequently, emotional disengagement may hamper students’
cognitive engagement. Therefore, students need reliable internet access to be socially present
in online learning platforms because stable internet might be a contributing factor for
increasing both emotional and cognitive engagement. Moreover, social presence, which
coincides with emotional engagement, may have a strong influence on the cognitive
development processes of students in online settings. In terms of student engagement, social
presence thus becomes one of the essential elements of a positive online learning experience
(Ritonga et al., 2022).

Social Presence

The concept of social presence is widely used in the field of online learning (Sanders &
Lokey-Vega, 2020; Singh et al., 2022). Social presence refers to favorable conditions that a
platform provides for interaction through discussion posts and other forms of engagement
(Singh et al., 2022). Social presence in online learning platforms helps establish a dialogue,
support collaboration, build a community of inquiry, and foster a sense of belonging where
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students feel safe to express themselves openly (Sanders & Lokey-Vega, 2020).

By encouraging social presence, instructors can enhance student learning. For instance,
when educators provide opportunities for students to interact in the online learning community,
learners tend to feel more connected with their peers and are able to overcome feelings of
isolation (Dixson, 2015; Marcus et al., 2021). Social presence was especially essential during
the pandemic because students had to transition to online education swiftly and did not have
an opportunity to meet their peers in person (Dickinson, 2021). Yates et al. (2020) reported
that high school students valued supportive strategies from teachers during the pandemic when
they were engaged in online learning. However, social presence should not be understood as
simply creating socioemotional presence and building personal relationships among learners.
Only purposeful communication that is directly associated with social presence contributes to
positive learning outcomes; therefore, social presence that supports the educational objective
of the community is necessary in online learning (Garrison, 2007).

Theoretical Framework

Since this study aimed to examine the factors that affect the academic achievement and
satisfaction of high school students with online learning during the COVID-19 pandemic,
transactional distance theory (TDT) was chosen as the theoretical framework. Within the
framework of this theory, distance education is understood as an environment that separates
teachers and learners. This separation “leads to a psychological and communications gap, a
space of potential misunderstanding between the inputs of instructor and those of the learner,
and this is the transactional distance” (Moore, 1993, p. 22). However, this separation is not
geographic; rather, it is pedagogical.

Since an online learning environment is built around the structure of a curriculum, both
the interactions between teachers and learners and the self-determination of the learner are
essential (Murphy & Rodriguez, 2008). Thus, the “qualitative variables,” such as dialogue,
structure, and learner autonomy (Moore, 1993, p. 23), make up the essence of TDT. Moore
(2010) contends that “as dialogue increases, transactional distance decreases [and] as structure
increases, transactional distance increases” (p. 19). In other words, dialogue serves as a key
variable because teachers and learners are dependent on one another both for knowledge
transfer in online settings and the reduction of the transactional distance.

Although course structure and dialogue are essential elements in minimizing
transactional distance, these elements should not be overemphasized at the expense of learners’
autonomy (Larkin & Jamieson-Proctor, 2013). This is because it is “the learner rather than the
teacher who determines the goals, the learning experiences and the evaluation decisions of the
learning program” (Moore, 1993, p. 31). Since online learning is heavily dependent on student-
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teacher dialogue and course design, these factors also contribute to students’ satisfaction and
achievement. Therefore, TDT is a suitable theoretical framework for analyzing the online
learning experiences of high school students from underprivileged backgrounds and
determining how dialogue and structure correspond to the level of learner autonomy.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the current study was to gain an in-depth understanding of high school
students’ perspectives and experiences regarding asynchronous online learning during the
COVID-19 pandemic, especially after returning to in-person education in the 2021-22 school
year. The current study examined students’ social presence, online engagement, and academic
achievement. Further, it aimed to explore the factors impacting students’ online learning
experiences in a hybrid setting. The following research questions guided the study:

RQ1: How do students feel about their social presence in asynchronous online courses
during the COVID-19 pandemic?

RQ2: How do students feel about their engagement in asynchronous online courses
during the COVID-19 pandemic?

RQ3: What factors impacted students’ asynchronous learning experiences?

Methodology

This study used a mixed-methods design (Cresswell & Plano Clark, 2017) that relied on
both qualitative and quantitative methods to explore the perceptions of high school students
towards online learning during the COVID-19 pandemic. IRB exemption was obtained on
April 4, 2022. To examine students’ experiences with online learning during the pandemic,
secondary data from the Charter School Network (CSN) was used. Data for this study comes
from 395 students in six schools (out of 1,800) who responded to a voluntary online survey
conducted in Spring 2022 by CSN to learn more about students’ online learning experiences.

Quantitative Research Instruments

The quantitative research instruments were the Social Presence (SP) survey and the
Engagement (Eng) survey. The SP survey includes nine survey items measured on a five-point
Likert scale: 1= strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. Nine
SP survey items (Sp1-Sp9) were adopted from the survey developed by Arbaugh et al. (2008).
The items measure students' perceptions of affective expression (AffExp), open
communication (OpCom), and group cohesion (GrpCoh).
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The Engagement (Eng) survey has 15 items that are measured on the same five-point
Likert scale mentioned above. The survey items were adopted from Sun’s Engagement Scale,
which was developed by Sun and Rueda (2012).

Social Presence (SP) Data

According to the original Col instrument, Cronbach's alpha for social presence was
0.91, which indicated significant internal consistency reliability.

Survey items for measuring “Social Presence”: Col Survey; 9 Items; 3 Dimensions
Affective expression (AffExp)

Sp1. Getting to know other course participants gave me a sense of belonging in the course.

Sp2. I was able to form distinct impressions of some course participants.

Sp3. Online or web-based communication is an excellent medium for social interaction.

Open communication (OpCom)

Sp4. I felt comfortable conversing through the online medium.

Sp5S. I felt comfortable participating in the course discussions.

Sp6. I felt comfortable interacting with other course participants.

Group cohesion (GrpCoh)

Sp7. I felt comfortable disagreeing with other course participants while still maintaining a sense of trust.
Sp8. I felt that my point of view was acknowledged by other course participants.

Sp9. Online discussions help me to develop a sense of collaboration.

Engagement Data

Perceptional Engagement (Eng) data in CSN’s secondary data was comprised of Emotional
Engagement (EmoEng) (Cronbach’s 0=0.88), Cognitive Engagement (CogEng) (Cronbach’s
a=0.75), and Behavioral Engagement (BehEng) (Cronbach’s 0=0.63). While a value of around
0.70 or greater for Cronbach’s a is widely considered desirable, some scientists find a values
between 0.60 and 0.70 to be questionable but still acceptable (Taber, 2018; Gliem & Gliem, 2003).
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Survey items for measuring Engagement (Sun, 2015); 15 items, 3 dimensions

Behavioral engagement (BehEng)

Engl. I follow the rules of the online class.

Eng2. I complete my homework on time.

Eng3. I check my schoolwork for mistakes.

Emotional Engagement (EmoEng)

Eng4. I like taking the online class.

Eng5. I feel excited by my work at the online class.

Eng6. The online classroom is a fun place to be.

Eng7. I am interested in the work at the online class.

Eng8. I feel happy when taking online class.

Eng9. I feel bored by the online class.

Eng10. I talk with people outside of school about what I am learning in the online class.

Cognitive Engagement (CogEng)

Engl1. I study at home even when I do not have a test.

Engl12. I try to look for some course-related information on other resources such as television, journal papers,
magazines, etc.

Eng13. When I read the course materials, I ask myself questions to make sure I understand what it is about.
Engl4. I read extra materials to learn more about things we do in the online class.

Engl5. If I do not know about a concept when I am learning in the online class, I do something to figure it out.

Actual Student Achievement Data (Final Grade)

Students’ final course grades (Final Grd) were used to measure actual student
achievement. Final grades were the cumulative points (out of 100) that students earned in their
online courses. All final grades were automatically generated as percentages by the Edgenuity
learning management system at the end of the 2021-22 school year. Points for final grades came
from assignments, tasks, quizzes, chapter tests, and final exams, all of which were readily available
in prepopulated courses.

Qualitative Data

For the qualitative methods, the textual data from 210 (out of 395) very short responses to
an open-ended question in CSN’s survey were used. The open-ended question was as follows:
“What are some of the factors that impacted your learning experience in this class? Positive or
negative! Please feel free to share details so we can take those into consideration.”

Despite being limited, this data was essential for this study because open-ended questions
may yield in-depth insights into the topic that is under examination, thus supporting the findings
and theoretical frameworks utilized in the study (Farber, 2006). As the responses to an open-ended
question were the only method for gathering information, they were reviewed thoroughly to better
understand the phenomenon under study. Braun and Clarke’s (2012) thematic analysis approach
was applied when analyzing qualitative data.

Participants and Research Setting
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CSN is a nonprofit charter school network that serves under-resourced communities in
urban areas located in six different states in the Midwestern United States. CSN serves more than
1,800 high school students in its six brick-and-mortar high schools. In the 2020-21 school year,
CSN implemented remote learning due to the COVID-19 pandemic. In the following school year
£ 2021-22, CSN’s high school students returned to in-person learning settings as guided by the
state agencies. While CSN offered a traditional education model in physical classrooms in 2021-
22, it continued offering a hybrid model that included asynchronous online course offerings for
various reasons, including credit recovery, expanding elective course options, and maintaining
mandatory course offerings in the absence of certified teachers. During the 2021-22 school year,
CSN’s 1,800 high school students were enrolled in one or more online courses offered through
Edgenuity, one of the country’s major online education providers. Edgenuity usually serves more
than four million students in 20,000 schools nationwide, including schools in 20 of the 25 largest
school districts (Edgenuity, 2022). Students were assigned to certain class periods and a physical
classroom during the day to complete their online courses that had pre-populated learning material.
Their interaction with online course teachers was conducted through messaging and emailing.

Table 1 displays the frequencies and percentages of students from each of the six high
schools: School 1 - 6. Table 2 shows the distribution of students across grade levels within the
dataset. For instance, 83 students in Grade 11 make up 21.0% of the total, and Grade 12 has the
highest frequency of students at124, accounting for 31.4% of the total, with a valid percent and
cumulative percent of 31.4% and 100.0%, respectively. Table 3 presents the frequencies and
percentages of different racial categories: Asian, Black, Hispanic, White, and Other. The "Black"
category has the highest frequency, with 280 students identified as Black, accounting for 70.9%
of the total number. In Table 4, the frequencies and percentages related to students’ demographics
are presented: gender, SES, ESL, and SPED. There were 167 male students, accounting for 42.3%
of the total students, and 228 female students, representing 57.7% of the total. Students from the
low SES category accounted for 93.2% of the total number of students. Students receiving ESL
services represented 19.7% of the total, and students receiving Special Education services
represented 8.6% of the total.

Table 1

Participants by Schools (N = 395)
School Frequency Percent
1 32 8.1
2 136 34.4
3 11 2.8
4 87 22.0
5 64 16.2
6 65 16.5
Total 395 100.0
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Table 2
Grade Levels (N = 395)
Grade Level Frequency Percent
9 112 28.4
10 76 19.2
11 83 21.0
12 124 31.4
Total 395 100.0
Table 3
Students by Race (N = 395)
Race/Ethnicity Frequency Percent
Asian 22 5.6
Black 280 70.9
Hispanic 74 18.7
White 16 4.1
Other 3 8
Total 395 100.0
Table 4
Demographic Profile of Students (N = 395)
Variable Attribute Frequency Percent
Gender Male 167 423
Female 228 57.7
SES Low 368 93.2
High 27 6.8
ESL No 317 80.3
Yes 78 19.7
SPED No 361 91.4
Yes 34 8.6
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Data Analysis

Quantitative data was analyzed with performing descriptive statistics (frequencies,
percentages, means, and standard deviations). Additionally, chi-square test, t test, Pearson
correlation analysis, and regression analysis were performed. The results of the statistical tests
are discussed in the Results section.

Braun and Clarke’s (2012) six-stem thematic analysis was followed for the qualitative
data analysis, which includes becoming familiar with the data, generating codes, constructing
themes, reviewing, defining themes, and reporting findings. The researchers familiarized
themselves with the data and engaged in multiple rounds of coding before assigning descriptive
codes, which are defined as words or phrases that mark important statements related to research
questions (Saldana, 2011). Sutton and Austin (2015) define coding as the process of
“identification of topics, issues, similarities, and differences that are revealed through the
participants’ narratives and interpreted by the researcher” (p. 228).

The coding process was done manually, allowing the researcher to reflect, analyze, and
interpret while staying immersed in the data (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). After generating the
codes related to research questions and the theoretical framework, the researcher coded the
material by looking for broad similarities in meaning between the participants’ comments and
the research questions, categorizing each similar grouping as a “bucket of codes” (Roller, 2016,
p. 20). In other words, each code represented a bucket of similar responses. These groupings of
similar responses allowed researchers to identify patterns or themes in the data overall. For
instance, the response, “Edgenuity was easy to use” fell into the “positive comments” bucket.
Then, the researcher extrapolated the theme “Teacher’s and Peers’ Roles” from codes in the
Teacher Support Category [Buckets/Codes] — e.g., “The teacher impacted my experience
positively.”

In sum, the researcher identified shared features, or buckets/codes, in the responses, and
then grouped the buckets/codes into second-level categories, which then became the themes. For
instance, the theme “Comments about Edgenuity” was developed from codes in the “Edgenuity
Platform buckets/codes — e.g., “Edgenuity does not teach,” and “Learning through Edgenuity was
very pleasant” — as well as from “Teacher Support Category” codes — e.g., “teachers teach not
Edgenuity.” After categorization, themes were identified in that theoretical framework and
research questions could frame this process (Saldafia, 2009). This process allowed for an in-depth
focus on data, resulting in outlining aspects of a phenomenon or rich descriptions of concepts
related to research questions.

30



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Results

The purpose of this study was to gain an in-depth understanding of students’ perceptions of online
learning during COVID-19 by examining their social presence, engagement, and academic
achievements in online settings. In this section, findings will be presented by descriptive statistics
followed by bivariate and multivariate results.

Descriptive Results

Table 5 provides information on the frequencies and percentages of different areas of study:
English, Math, Science, Social Studies, Foreign Language, Health, and Other Subjects. The
"Math" subject has the highest frequency of 106, meaning that 106 out of the 395 students took a
math class.

Table 5

Area of Study (N = 395)
Area Frequency Percent
English 30 7.6
Math 106 26.8
Science 42 10.6
Social Stud 54 13.7
Foreign Lang 68 17.2
Health 63 15.9
Other Subjects 32 8.1
Total 395 100.0

Table 6 provides data on the responses to survey items represented by Spl, Sp2, Sp3, Sp4,
SpS, Sp6, Sp7, Sp8, and Sp9. The highest two percentages within the "Strongly disagree" and
"Strongly agree" rows are as follows: Sp9 has the highest "Strongly disagree" percentage amongst
all with a 19.0% observation rate, which means students disagreed most strongly with the
following statement: “Sp9. Online discussions help me to develop a sense of collaboration.”

Sp6 has the highest "Strongly agree" percentage with a 14.9% observation rate, which means
students agreed most strongly with the following statement: “Sp6. I felt comfortable interacting
with other course participants.”
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Table 6
Attitude towards Social Presence (SP) (N=395)
Spl  Sp2 Sp3 Sp4 Sp5 Sp6 Sp7 Sp8 Sp9

Rating % % % % % % % % %
Strongly disagree 177 142 157 152 159 129 139 154 19.0
Disagree 192 203 185 205 185 187 167 152 152
Neither agree nor disagree 37.2 339 347 263 332 314 382 36.7 375
Agree 147 200 223 251 19.0 220 185 20.0 18.0
Strongly agree 11.1 11.6 8.9 129 134 149 127 127 104

Table 7 presents responses to 15 statements represented by Engl, Eng2, Eng3, Eng4, Eng5,
Eng6, Eng7, Eng8, Eng9, Engl0, Engll, Engl2, Engl3, Engl4, and Engl5. The highest
percentage in the "Strongly agree" row is 40.8%, and this is the percentage of students who
indicated that they strongly agreed with the statement Eng1: “I follow the rules of the online class.”
The highest rate of the "Strongly disagree" row is 36.2%, and it is the percentage of students who
indicated that they strongly disagreed with the statement Eng9: “I feel bored by the online class.”
The highest rate of the "Neither agree nor disagree" row is 35.4%, and it is the percentage of
students who indicated that they strongly disagreed with the statement Engl5: “If I don’t know
about a concept when I am learning in the online class, I do something to figure it out.”

Bivariate Results

The Chi-square test reveals important insights regarding the relationship between race and
responses to statement Spl (Spl. “Getting to know other course participants gave me a sense of
belonging in the course.”) (see Table 8). Among participants who identified as "Black," 20.0% (or
56 students) strongly disagreed with Sp1. Additionally, 20.4% (or 57 students) disagreed with Sp1.
Furthermore, 32.5% of respondents in the "Black" category (or 91 students) neither agreed nor
disagreed with Spl. The total number of responses within the "Black" category amounted to 280.
The statistical analysis involved calculating the chi-square statistic (2), resulting in a value of
9.84 with 4 degrees of freedom. The associated p-value of 0.043 indicates a statistically significant
relationship between race and responses to Sp1l. In contrast, within the "Other" category, 48.7% of
participants (or 56 students) neither agreed nor disagreed with Spl, while 13.0% (or 15
individuals) agreed with Spl. The "Other" category consisted of 115 students from all non-black
races. Overall, the findings suggest a noteworthy association between race and responses to
statement Sp1, particularly within the "Black" category.
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Table 7
Attitudes towards Engagement (Eng) (N = 395)
Engagement
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Rating % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
Strongly 56 104 94 296 29.1 299 276 299 362 29.6 27.1 26.1 139 251 11.6
disagree
Disagree 86 142 114 180 213 205 200 243 200 195 230 215 21.0 228 162
Neither 15.7 289 299 215 225 253 28.6 225 213 27.1 30.6 294 354 299 324
agree nor
disagree
Agree 294 251 284 124 137 94 11.1 109 134 129 101 129 18.7 122 228
Strongly 408 215 21.0 185 134 149 127 124 9.1 109 9.1 10.1 109 10.1 17.0
agree
Table 8
Chi-Square Test of the Relationship Between Race and Sp1 (N = 395)
Race SP1

Sj[rongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Total %2 p

disagree agree nor (df)

: agree
disagree

Black 56(20.0) 57(20.4) 91(32.5) 43(15.4) 33(11.8) 280 9.84 .04
Other 14(12.2) 19(16.5) 56(48.7) 15(13.0) 11(9.6) 115 @4 3
Total 70(17.7) 76(19.2) 147(37.2) 58 (14.7) 44 (11.1) 395

The analysis of Table 9 reveals several significant relationships between races and different
variables. The most significant relationship is observed between race and Engl (Engl. “I follow
the rules of the online class™). The chi-square statistic (}2) calculated for this relationship is 15.68
with 4 degrees of freedom. The associated p-value is 0.003, indicating statistical significance at
the conventional threshold of 0.05. This finding suggests a strong relationship between race and
responses to Engl. Similarly, the second highest significant relationship is found between race and
Eng4 (Eng4. “I like taking the online class”), with a chi-square statistic of 15.11 and a p-value of
0.004. This indicates a significant association between race and responses to Eng4. Furthermore,
the third highest significant relationship is identified between race and Eng7 (Eng7. “I am
interested in the work at the online class”), where the chi-square statistic is 17.14 and the p-value
is 0.002, suggesting a statistically significant relationship between race and responses to Eng7.
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Overall, these findings underscore the substantial impact of race on individuals' responses to
variables Engl, Eng4, and Eng7.

Table 9

Race and Other SP and Eng Relationships (N = 395)
Variables (relationships) x2 (df) p
Race SP3 11.24 (4) .02%
Race SP8 12.05 (4) 17
Race SP9 12.81 (4) 12
Race Engl 15.68 (4) .003%*
Race Eng4 15.11 (4) .004%*
Race Eng7 17.14 (4) .002%*
Race Eng8 13.73 (4) .008**
Race Eng9 10.02 (4) .04*

Note: p < .01**; p <.05*

T-Test Results

Final grade averages for race categories are shown in Table 10. The highest mean is
observed for the White category with a mean of 76.63. This indicates that, on average, individuals
belonging to the White racial category have relatively higher scores or ratings compared to other
racial categories in the context of the measured variable.

The second highest mean is observed for the Hispanic category with a mean of 72.5159.
This suggests that, on average, individuals belonging to the Hispanic racial category have
relatively higher scores or ratings compared to some other racial categories, but lower than the
White category.

Table 10

Final Grade Averages of Race Categories (N = 395)
Race N Mean
White 16 76.6331
Black 280 62.1925
Asian 22 66.8927
Hispanic 74 72.5159
Other 3 59.3467
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When students in the Black category were compared to the other races, the difference in
final grades was found to be statistically significant at p < .001. The statistical analysis revealed
an F-value of 19.71 and a t-value of -3.12, with 393 degrees of freedom. As shown in Table 11,
the mean final grade for the Other race group was 71.6, while the mean final grade for the Black
race group was 62.1. This significant difference in means further supports the finding that there is
a statistically significant disparity in final grades between Black students and students from all
other racial groups combined.

Table 11
Black and Other Race Categories Comparison (N = 395)
Grade Race N Mean SD Std. Error
Mean
Final Grade Black 280 62.19 29.39 1.76
Other 115 71.67 21.88 2.04

Pearson Correlation Analysis

Among the various relationships examined, several statistically significant associations
were identified, as shown in Table 12. First and foremost, a noteworthy correlation was observed
between Final Grd and SP_Ovrl, with a correlation coefficient of 0.186. This positive correlation
signifies a moderate relationship between overall student perception of their social Presence
(SP_Ovrl) and their final grades (Final Grd). Secondly, a strong positive correlation of 0.738 was
found between OpComSP and GrpCohSP, indicating a high relationship between open
communication (OpComSP) and group cohesion (GrpCohSP). Lastly, a correlation coefficient of
0.486 was noted between SP_Ovrl and BehEng, suggesting a moderate relationship between
overall social presence (SP_Ovrl) and behavioral engagement (BehEng). These findings highlight
the significance of these relationships in understanding the connections between variables such as
students’ social presence, grades, communication, cohesion, and behavioral engagement.

Table 12
Correlation Matrix (N = 395)
Final Aff OpCom  GrpCoh SP Beh Emo Cog ENG
Grd ExpSP SP SP Ovrl Eng Eng Eng Ovrl
Final Grd 1

AffExpSP  .143%** 1
OpComSP  .200** JT10** 1
GrpCohSP  .157*%* J709%* - 738%* 1

SP_Ovrl 186%** .889** .909** .905%* 1
BehEng .224%* 397%* A441%* AT75%* A486%* 1
EmoEng Jde1** .564%* 627 583 O57*%  473%% ]
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CogEng .069 527 585 .613%* 639%%  547%%  654%* ]
ENG Ovrl  .152%* .603%* .670%* .674%* J21*% 0 716%*%  858**  BET** ]

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). N=395 for all correlations.

Multivariate Results

The regression analysis conducted using SPSS focused on investigating the relationship
between the dependent variable, Final Grade, and several predictor variables. The overall model
was found to be statistically significant at a level of p < 0.001, with an F-value of 5.26 and 7
degrees of freedom. The coefficient of determination (R2) indicated that the predictor variables
collectively accounted for 8% of the variance in the Final Grade.

Among the predictor variables, two variables, OpComSP and BehEng, demonstrated
statistically significant relationships with the Final Grade, as shown in Table 13. Specifically,
OpComSP had a coefficient of 4.504, a t-value of 2.131, and a p-value of 0.034, suggesting a
significant impact on the Final Grade. Similarly, BehEng had a coefficient of 8.382, a t-value of
3.320, and a p-value of less than 0.001, indicating a strong and significant influence on the Final
Grade. These findings highlight the meaningful effects of OpComSP and BehEng on predicting
the Final Grade within the regression model.

Table 13
Linear Regression Results (N = 395)
Coefficients

Variables B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) 41.370 5.624 7.356 <.001
AffExpSP -.369 2.124 -013 -.174 .862
OpComSP 4.504 2.113 175 2.131 .034
GrpCohSP 551 2.193 021 251 .802
BehEng 8.382 2.524 302 3.320 <.001
EmoEng 5.803 3.569 218 1.626 105
CogEng -1.863 3.905 -.068 -477 .633
ENG Ovrl -10.337 8.858 -315 -1.167 244

In contrast, the remaining predictor variables, namely AffExpSP, GrpCohSP, EmoEng,
CogEng, and ENG_Ovrl, did not exhibit statistically significant predictive power. The p-values
associated with these variables exceeded the threshold of 0.05, indicating that they did not have a
significant impact on the Final Grade in the regression model.

Results and Findings from Qualitative Data
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The analysis of the responses to an open-ended question (“What are some of the factors
that impacted your learning experience in this class? Positive or negative! Please feel free to share
details so we can take those into consideration™) revealed that the responses were related to the
platform, online learning environment, and comments about teachers. There were 210 student
responses to this open-ended question. Of those responses, 184 were valid entries, and they were
organized under three themes: 1) teachers’ and peers’ roles, 2) comments about Edgenuity, and 3)
experience with an online learning environment. The categorization of entries may be found in
Appendix A. Each theme is discussed below.

Theme 1: Teacher’s and Peers’ Roles

Responses from open-ended questions showed that the teachers’ role was important for
students to stay engaged in online learning. When teachers supported the students, the students
reported positively. For instance, “The teacher impacted my experience positively.” Students also
shared that they liked having support from teachers (e.g., “Teacher presence helped them stay
motivated,” “Teacher always had explained well for us to understand,” “Our teacher gave us
incentives that allowed me to want to do my work and earn something,” and “The teacher was
always encouraging with everyone!”). Some students commented that not having a teacher made
the learning process harder because they could not get the help they needed. For instance,
comments relating to the lack of teacher presence included the following: “I wish I had a real
teacher instead of taking it from Edgenuity,” “I do not have an actual teacher for the class, so it is
very difficult,” or “If I do not understand something I cannot get help.” Some of the comments
regarding peers included “Support from peers were helpful” or “I got to understand some Spanish
conversations between my Spanish speaking friends.”

As seen from the comments, students were more encouraged to learn in the online courses
where teachers were available to provide support. On the contrary, when teachers were not present,
students expressed their frustration with the online learning platform and online classes.

Theme 2: Comments about Edgenuity

Findings from the open-ended question revealed that students commented about the course
design and usefulness of the online platform. Comments were either positive or negative. Some of
the positive comments included the following: “Learning through Edgenuity was very pleasant
because they did everything possible for you to understand” or “I feel like Edgenuity is easier to
learn than a teacher trying to explain something that I know or I won't be able to understand.”
Positive statements support the fact that the students were able to engage with the platform and
found it to be effective in learning, showing positive engagement. Some of the strong negative
comments were “Edgenuity does not teach, teachers do. This should be removed from the
curriculum and NOT be replaced with another online course just as useless as Edgenuity” or “I
highly dislike Edgenuity it is not a good site.” Negative statements on Edgenuity demonstrate
students’ disengagement with online learning.
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Theme 3: Experience with an Online Learning Environment

Students’ comments about online learning varied as well. Some students reported having
positive experiences with online learning. For instance, one of the students shared, “What I feel
like some of the factors that impacted my [online] learning experience in a positive way because
it made me learn new stuff every day and made mostly everything was clear that I did not have
questions.” Other students said, “It was easy to keep up with the online course material,” “Getting
to learn different things that you really get to learn,” and “it is great to review [materials].” Some
of the negative comments were “I do not like online classes, they are boring and long, especially
sitting here looking at a screen for hours. I would rather do paperwork learned that I will never
want to do another online course because I do not think it gives me all the information I need. I
also do not learn much from it” or “I would have preferred a real class. I felt more stressed than
engaged about it since I was not a fan of completing it at home.”

In sum, the findings from the open-ended question revealed that the students preferred
engagement either with the teachers or the platform. The teachers played a great role in whether
or not students had a positive experience with online learning. Some comments regarding online
learning and the online platform showed that students’ learning preferences played a role in
whether they liked online or in-person learning.

Discussion

This mixed-methods study aimed to examine high-school students’ perceptions of online
learning. The first research question that guided the study was “How do students feel about their
social presence in asynchronous online courses during the COVID-19 pandemic?” The findings
from the survey results showed that social presence was an important predictor variable that had a
significant positive impact on the final grade. When the means of final grades were compared, the
Black students’ mean score was lower than students from other races. This finding is aligned with
Sofianidis et al.’s (2021) study that reported that, after the pandemic, the learning outcomes of
students from underrepresented and low socioeconomic status decreased because those students
had experienced greater challenges.

The responses to the open-ended question also showed that social presence was essential
for students to have a positive online learning experience. Students shared that they liked having
support from teachers and peers, which resulted in their reporting positive experiences with the
online classes that they had taken. This finding is consistent with Yates et al.’s (2020) study, which
reported that high school students valued supportive pedagogical strategies from teachers during
the pandemic when they were engaged in online learning. Additionally, this study also supports
Marcus et al.’s (2021) study’s findings, which concluded that when students had a positive
relationship with their teacher, it encouraged a positive attitude among students, which in turn
helped them deal with the challenges of online learning. This finding also supports the
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transactional distance theory because the dialogue and interaction with teachers and online learners
served as a significant aspect of students’ positive experiences with students. When teachers
provided support, the transactional distance decreased (Moore, 1993) and students were more
motivated to learn since the learners did not have the opportunity of having face-to-face classroom
interactions with the instructors.

As for the findings in relation to the second research question (“How do students feel about
their engagement in asynchronous online courses during the COVID-19 pandemic?”), the results
of the survey showed that behavioral engagement was one of the predictor variables that positively
affected final grades. Students’ responses to the open-ended question revealed that their responses
were controversial. Some students had positive experiences with online learning because some of
them could keep up with the online course materials and they could learn different things. Relevant
literature (e.g., Chiu, 2021; Tsai et al., 2021) also supports the fact that student engagement, either
behavioral, emotional, or cognitive, serves as an essential factor that affects students’ motivation
to learn and to succeed in online learning. Students in this study also reported that online learning
was overwhelming for them because they had to complete tasks by themselves with limited support
from teachers.

The statistical analysis showed that the most significant relationship is observed between
race and Engl (Engl. “I follow the rules of the online class’). Compared to other races, most Black
students (40.40%) reported that they could not follow the rules of online classes, while only
27.40% reported that they could follow those rules. This finding supports the relevant literature
(e.g., Jou et al., 2022) that demonstrated that the pandemic closure of schools placed the burden of
education mostly on students and their families. Furthermore, students from underrepresented
groups were more affected, resulting in less motivation to learn in an online setting.

Several students’ responses to the open-ended questions also showed that students
demonstrated emotional engagement with online learning because some of them liked taking
online classes, while others found online classes boring. The Pearson correlation results also
showed that final grade and emotional engagement items were highly correlated, demonstrating
that students in this study experienced either positive or negative psychological reactions toward
online learning. This finding supports the assertions in Marcus et al. (2021) that the role of
emotional engagement should not be undermined in online learning. Emotional engagement is
especially important to examine during the pandemic because students could display strong
emotional engagement towards online learning and that engagement could be positive when they
could complete the tasks independently (Marcus et al., 2021).

In sum, the present study’s findings were consistent with relevant literature and the
principles of Moore’s (1993) theory of transactional distance. The essence of the theory of
transactional distance is the role of interactions and communication in an online learning
environment. This study also highlighted the importance of the role of social presence (i.e.,
students’ dialogue and interactions with the teacher) for understanding the course content and
getting the support they needed.

39



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Conclusion

The COVID-19 pandemic brought unique challenges to K-12 education, placing a great
burden on students and their families. The sudden transition to online distance education was
challenging for most students in this study, especially students from minority groups, because even
prior to the pandemic, these students struggled from lack of access to educational resources. The
present study explored students’ perceptions of online learning and reported that regardless of the
availability of blended or fully asynchronous online learning, the pandemic closure of schools
placed the burden of education mostly on students. The roles of instructors and peers were the
positive factors that contributed to a positive perception of online learning.

The researchers reviewed the findings through the lens of transactional distance theory
(TDT) to contribute to distance learning research and literature with the aim of examining students’
satisfaction with fully online courses and to measure students’ autonomy and satisfaction with an
online platform. The present study’s findings demonstrated the relevance to TDT because the
themes were in tandem with Moore’s Theory of Transactional Distance. The role of teachers and
peers can be categorized under the concept of “dialogue” because participants in this study found
teacher support and feedback in online learning to be important. Another qualitative variable,
“autonomy,” was also related because several students mentioned that the online learning
environment encouraged students to learn new things every day by placing them in charge of their
learning. The online course design on the platform can be attributed to TDT’s “structure” concept
because several students reported that the platform was organized in a manner that made the
learning process easy. However, some students reported that the structured online learning through
the platform did not meet their needs because they felt that they could not gain knowledge. This
finding demonstrates that enforcing structured learning through a platform may negatively affect
the quality of interactions [dialogue] and learner autonomy. Therefore, the researchers recommend
the revision of the theory’s qualitative variables so that they reflect the needs of today’s online
learners. Future research could also examine students’ emotional engagement with online courses
to foster their participation in online learning. Additional studies using other forms of research are
necessary in order to better inform the future of online learning.

40



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

References

Agostinelli, M. D. (2019). From distance education to online education: A review of
the literature. ScholarWorks. https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd/11335/

Akyol, Z., Garrison, D. R., & Ozden, M. Y. (2009). Development of a community of
inquiry in online and blended learning contexts. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 1(1), 1834-1838.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2009.01.324

An, H., Mongillo, G., Sung, W., & Fuentes, D. (2022). Factors affecting online learning
during the COVID-19 pandemic: The lived experiences of parents, teachers, and
administrators in US high-needs K-12 schools. Journal of Online Learning
Research, 8(2), 203-234.

Anderson, T., Rourke, L., Garrison, D.R., & Archer, W. (2001). Assessing teaching
presence in a computer conferencing context. Journal of Asynchronous
Learning Networks, 5(2), 1-17.

Arbaugh, J. B. (2007). An empirical verification of the community of inquiry
framework. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Network, 11(1), 73-85.

Arbaugh, J. B., Cleveland-Innes, M., Diaz, S. R., Garrison, D. R., Ice, P., Richardson,
J. C., & Swan, K. P. (2008). Developing a community of inquiry instrument:
Testing a measure of the community of inquiry framework using a multi-
institutional sample. The Internet and Higher Education, 11(3-4), 133-136.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.itheduc.2008.06.003

Bagwell, J. (2020). Leading through a pandemic: Adaptive leadership and purposeful
action. Journal of School Administration Research and Development, 5(S1),
30-34. https://doi.org/10.32674/jsard.v5iS1.2781

Bedenlier, S., Bond, M., Buntins, K., Zawacki-Richter, O., & Kerres, M. (2020).
Facilitating student engagement through educational technology in higher
education: A systematic review in the field of arts and humanities. Australasian
Journal of Educational Technology, 36(4), 126-150.
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.5477

Bhamani, S., Makhdoom, A. Z., Bharuchi, V., Ali, N., Kaleem, S., & Ahmed, D. (2020).
Home learning in times of COVID: Experiences of parents. Journal of
Education and Educational Development, 7(1), 9-26.
https://doi.org/10.22555/joeed.v7i11.3260

41



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Boin, A., ’t Hart, P., Stern, E., & Sundelius, B. (2005). The politics of crisis
management.: Public leadership under pressure. Cambridge University Press.

Bond, M., Buntins, K., Bedenlier, S., Zawacki-Richter, O., & Kerres, M. (2020).
Mapping research in student engagement and educational technology in higher
education: A systematic evidence map. International Journal of Educational
Technology in Higher Education, 17(1), 1-30. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-
019-0176-8

Borup, J., Graham, C. R., & Davies, R. S. (2013). The nature of adolescent learner
interaction in a virtual high school setting. Journal of Computer Assisted
Learning, 29(2), 153—167. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2012.00479.x

Borup, J., West, R. E., Thomas, R. A., & Graham, C. R. (2014). Examining the impact
of'video feedback on instructor social presence in blended courses. International
Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 15(3), 232-256.
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v1513.1821

Bozkurt, A., Jung, 1., Xiao, J., Vladimirschi, V., Schuwer, R., Egorov, G., Lambert, S.,
Al-Freih, M., Pete, J., Olcot, Jr., D., Rodes, V., Aranciaga, 1., Bali, M., Alvarez,
A., Roberts, J., Pazurek, A., Raffaghelli, J. E., Panagiotou, N., de Coétlogon,
P.,...Paskevicius, M. (2020). A global outlook to the interruption of education
due to COVID-19 pandemic: Navigating in a time of uncertainty and
crisis. Asian  Journal  of  Distance  Education,  15(1), 1-126.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3878572

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative
Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77-101.
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp0630a

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2012). Thematic analysis. In H. Cooper, P. M. Camic, D. L.
Long, A. T. Panter, D. Rindskopf, & K. J. Sher (Eds.), APA handbook of
research methods in psychology, Vol. 2: Research designs: Quantitative,
qualitative, neuropsychological, and biological (pp. 57-71). American
Psychological Association.

Brion, C., & Kiral, B. (2021). COVID-19 crisis challenges and management strategies
of educational leaders in America. International Journal of Contemporary
Educational Research, 8(4), 170—183. https://doi.org/10.33200/ijcer.943568

Carcary, M. (2020). The research audit trail: Methodological guidance for application

in practice. Electronic Journal of Business Research Methods, 18(2), 166—177.
https://doi.org/10.34190/JBRM.18.2.008

42



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Chatzipanagiotou, P., & Katsarou, E. (2023). Crisis management, school leadership in
disruptive times and the recovery of schools in the post COVID-19 Era: A
systematic literature review. Education Sciences, 13(2), 118.
https://doi.org/10.3390/educscil3020118

Chiu, T. K. (2021). Student engagement in K-12 online learning amid COVID-19: A
qualitative approach from a self-determination theory perspective. Interactive
Learning Environments, 31(6), 3326-3339.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2021.1926289

Chiu, T. K. F., & Hew, T. K. F. (2018). Factors influencing peer learning and
performance in MOOC asynchronous online discussion forum. Australasian
Journal of Educational Technology, 34(4), 16-28.
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.3240.

Choy, J. L. F., & Quek, C. L. (2016). Modelling relationships between students’
academic achievement and community of inquiry in an online learning
environment for a blended course. Australasian Journal of Educational
Technology, 32(4), 106—124. https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.2500

Collins, K., Groff, S., Mathena, C., & Kupczynski, L. (2019). Asynchronous video and
the development of instructor social presence and student engagement. Turkish
Online Journal of  Distance Education, 20(1), 53-70.
https://doi.org/10.17718/tojde.522378

Constantia, C., Christos, P., Glykeria, R., Anastasia, A.-R., & Aikaterini, V. (2023).
The impact of COVID-19 on the educational process: The role of the school
principal. Journal of Education, 203(3), 566-573.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220574211032588

Creswell, J. W. (2013, November 14). Steps in conducting a scholarly mixed methods
study [PowerPoint slides]. DBER Speaker Series.

Creswell, J. W., & Plano-Clark, V. L. (2017). Designing and conducting mixed methods
research (3rd ed.). Sage.

Creswell, J. W., & Poth, C. N. (2016). Qualitative inquiry and research design:
Choosing among five approaches. Sage.

Croft, M., Moore, R., Guffy, G., Hayes, S., Gragnaniello, K., & Vitale, D. (2020). High
school students' experiences in March during the coronavirus pandemic. ACT

Research  and  Policy.  Insights  into  Education and  Work.
https://doi.org/10.2478/ejed-2022-0003

43



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Dare P. S., & Saleem A. (2022). Principal leadership role in response to the pandemic
impact on school process. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 943442,
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.943442

De la Varre, C., Keane, J., & Irvin, M. J. (2011). Enhancing online distance education
in small rural US schools: A hybrid, learner-centered model. Journal of
Asynchronous Learning Networks 15(4), 35-46.
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.1019

DeMatthews, D., Reyes, P., Solis Rodriguez, J., & Knight, D. (2023). Principal
perceptions of the distance learning transition during the pandemic. Educational
Policy, 37(3), 653—675. https://doi.org/10.1177/08959048211049421

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Introduction: Entering the field of qualitative
research. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative
research (pp. 1-17). Sage.

Dickinson, C. (2021). Reducing cognitive load: Applying the community of inquiry
(COI) framework to LMS discussion board. Nineteenth Century Gender Studies
Journal, 17(1). http://ncgsjournal.com/issuel71/dickison.html

Digital Learning Collaborative. (2019). Snapshot 2019: A review of K-12 online,
blended, and digital learning. Retrieved from
https://www.digitallearningcollab.com.

Digital Learning Collaborative. (2022). Snapshot 2022: An inflection point for digital
learning? Retrieved from https://www.digitallearningcollab.com.

Dixson, M. D. (2015). Measuring student engagement in the online course: The Online
Student Engagement scale (OSE). Online Learning, 19(4), 143-157.
https://doi.org/10.24059/0lj.v1914.561

Edgenuity. (2022). About Edgenuity. https://www.edgenuity.com/about-edgenuity/

Education Trust. (2021). State guidance for high-impact tutoring. Education Trust.
https://edtrust.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/State-Guidance-for-High-
Impact-Tutoring-May-2021.pdf

Edwards, O. V., & Taasoobshirazi, G. (2022). Social presence and teacher involvement:
The link with expectancy, task value, and engagement. The Internet and Higher
Education, 55, 100869. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.itheduc.2022.100869

44



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Ercikan, K., & Roth, W. M. (2006). What good is polarizing research in qualitative and
quantitative? Educational Researcher, 35(5), 14-23.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X035005014

Farber, N. K. (2006). Conducting qualitative research: A practical guide for school
counselors. Professional School Counseling, 9(5), 367—
375. https://doi.org/10.5330/prsc.9.4.03j7315p7m501 1m0

Farooqg, M. S., Chaudhry, A. H., Shafiq, M., & Berhanu, G. (2011). Factors affecting
students’ quality of academic performance: A case of secondary school level.
Journal of Quality and Technology Management, 7(2), 1-14.

Fernandez, A. A., & Shaw, G. P. (2020). Academic leadership in a time of crisis: The
coronavirus and COVID-19. Journal of Leadership Studies, 14(1), 39-45.
https://doi.org/10.1002/j1s.21684

Francois, C., & Weiner, J. (2022). Internal, moral, and market accountability: Leading
urban schools during the COVID-19 pandemic. Urban Education, (April).
https://doi.org/10.1177/00420859221097019

Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School engagement: Potential
of the concept, state of the evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1),
59-1009. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059

Garrison, D. R. (2007). Online community of inquiry review: Social, cognitive, and
teaching presence issues. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 11(1),
61-72. https://doi.org/10.24059/0lj.v11i1.1737

Garrison, D. R. (2009). Communities of inquiry in online learning. In P. Rogers, G.
Berg, J. Boettcher, C. Howard, L. Justice, & K. Schenk (Eds.), Encyclopedia of
distance learning (pp. 352-355). Information Science Reference.
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-60566-198-8.ch052

Garrison, D. R., & Akyol, Z. (2013). The community of inquiry theoretical framework.
In M. G. Moore (Ed.), Handbook of distance education. (pp. 104-120).
Routledge.

Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (1999). Critical inquiry in a text-based
environment: Computer conferencing in higher education. The Internet and
Higher Education, 2(2-3), 87-105. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1096-
7516(00)00016-6

45



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Gerber, C., Mans-Kemp, N., & Schlechter, A. (2013). Investigating the moderating
effect of student engagement on academic performance. Acta Academica, 45(4),
256-274. https://doi.org/10.38140/aa.v45i4.1425

Glaser B. G., & Strauss A. L. (2017). The discovery of grounded theory. B. G. Glaser
& A. L. Strauss (Eds.), The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for
qualitative research [Kindle edition]. Routledge.

Gliem, J. A., & Gliem, R. R. (2003). Calculating, interpreting, and reporting
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient for Likert-type scales [Paper
presentation]. Midwest Research-to-Practice Conference in Adult, Continuing,
and Community Education, Columbus, OH, United States.

Guest, G., MacQueen, K. M., & Namey, E. E. (2011). Applied thematic analysis. Sage.

Halpern, E. S. (1983). Auditing naturalistic inquiries: The development and application
of a model (Publication No. 8317108) [Doctoral dissertation, Indiana
University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses.

Hamilton, L. S., Grant, D., Kaufman, J. H., Diliberti, M., Schwartz, H. L., Hunter, G.
P., Setodji, C. M., & Young, C. J. (2020). COVID-19 and the state of K-12
Schools: Results and technical documentation from the spring 2020 American
educator panels COVID-19 surveys (Research report RR-A168-1). RAND.
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RRA100/RRA1
68-1/RAND RRA168-1.pdf

Harrell, K. B., & Wendt, J. L. (2019). The impact of blended learning on community of
inquiry and perceived learning among high school learners enrolled in a public
charter school. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 51(3), 259—
272. https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2019.1590167

Harris, A. (2020). COVID-19-school leadership in crisis? Journal of Professional
Capital and Community, 5(3/4), 321-326. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPCC-06-
2020-0045

Harris, A., & Jones, M. (2022). Leading during a pandemic—what the evidence tells
us. School Leadership and Management, 42(2), 105-1009.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2022.2064626

Harris, L. R. (2008). A phenomenographic investigation of teacher conceptions of
student engagement in learning. The Australian Educational Researcher, 35(1),
57-79. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03216875

46



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Harris-Packer, J. D., & Ségol, G. (2015). An empirical evaluation of distance learning’s
effectiveness in the K-12 setting. American Journal of Distance
Education, 29(1), 4-17. https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2015.990768

Heafner, T. L., Hartshorne, R., & Petty, T. (2015). Exploring the effectiveness of online
education in K-12 environments. 1GI Global.

Heath, R. L., & O'Hair, H. D. (Eds.). (2020). Handbook of risk and crisis
communication. Routledge.

Hoyle, R. H. (1995). Structural equation modeling: Concepts, issues, and applications.
Sage.

Jackson, M. (2023). Backtalk: What principals need to know to respond to a crisis. Phi
Delta Kappan, 104(5), 66—67. https://doi.org/10.1177/00317217231156245

Jou, Y. T., Marinas, K. A., & Saflor, C. S. (2022). Assessing cognitive factors of
modular distance learning of K-12 students amidst the COVID-19 pandemic
towards academic achievements and satisfaction. Behavioral Sciences, 12(7),
200. https://doi.org/10.3390/bs12070200

Kafle, N. P. (2013). Hermeneutic phenomenological research method simplified.
Bodhi: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 5(1), 181-200

Kaufman, J. H., Diliberti, M. K., Hunter, G. P., Snoke, J., Grant, D., Setodji, C. K., &
Young, C. J. (2021). COVID-19 and the state of K—12 schools: Results and
technical documentation from the Spring 2021 American Educator Panels
COVID-19 Surveys. (Research Report A168-7). RAND.
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA168-7.html

Kaul, M., VanGronigen, B. A., & Simon, N. S. (2020). Calm during crisis: School
principal approaches crisis management during the COVID-19 pandemic.
CPRE Research Briefs. (ED614234). ERIC.
https:/files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED614234.pdf

Khammat Al-iessa, A. H., Amiryousefi, M., & Afrouz, M. (2023). Relationship
between Iraqi EFL students' perceptions of community of inquiry and their

attention and engagement in online classes. Teaching English Language, 17(1),
In Press. https://doi.org/10.22132/TEL.2022.164264

King N. (2004). Using templates in the thematic analysis of text. In Cassell C., Symon
G. (Eds.), Essential guide to qualitative methods in organizational research (pp.
257-270). Sage.

47



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Kline, R. B. (2011). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (3™ ed.).
Guilford.

Koch, T. (1994). Establishing rigor in qualitative research: The decision trail. Journal
of Advanced Nursing, 19(5), 976-986. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2648.1994.tb01177.x

Kong, Q. (2020). Practical exploration of home study guidance for students during the
COVID-19 pandemic: A case study of Hangzhou Liuxia elementary school in
Zhejiang province, China. Science Insights Education Frontiers, 5(2), 557-561.
https://doi.org/10.15354/sief.20.rp026

Kraft, M., Simon, N., & Lyon, M. A. (2020). Sustaining a sense of success: The
importance of teacher working conditions during the COVID-19 pandemic (Ed
Working Paper 20-279). Annenberg Institute at Brown University. (ED610252).
ERIC. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED610252.pdf

Kuh, G. D. (March/April, 2003). What we are learning about student engagement from
NSSE: Benchmarks for effective educational practices. Changes, 35(2), 24-32.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00091380309604090

Kuhfeld, M., Soland, J., Lewis, K., & Morton, E. (2022, March 3). The pandemic has
had devastating impacts on learning. What will it take to help students catch
up? Brookings Institution. https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-pandemic-
has-had-devastating-impacts-on-learning-what-will-it-take-to-help-students-
catch-up/

Kurt, G., Atay, D., & Oztiirk, H. A. (2022). Student engagement in K12 online
education during the pandemic: The case of Turkey. Journal of Research on
Technology in Education, 54(supl), S31-S47.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2021.1920518

Kwakye, 1., & Kibort-Crocker, E. (2021). Facing learning disruption: Examining the
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on K-12 students. Education insights.
Washington Student Achievement Council.
https://wsac.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-03-30-COVID-Learning-
Disruption-Report.pdf

Larkin, K., & Jamieson-Proctor, R. (2013, July 7-11). Transactional distance theory
(TDT): An approach to enhancing knowledge and reducing anxiety of pre-
service teachers studying a mathematics education course online [Paper
presentation]. 36" Annual Conference of the Mathematics Education Research
Group of Australasia, Melbourne, Australia.

48



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Lee, S. J., & Huang, K. (2018). Online interactions and social presence in online
learning. Journal of Interactive Learning Research, 29(1), 113—-128.

Leithwood, K., Harris, A., & Hopkins, D. (2020). Seven strong claims about successful
school leadership revisited. School Leadership Management, 40(1), 5-22.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2019.1596077

Li, C., & Lalani, F. (2020, April 29). The COVID-19 pandemic has changed education
forever. This is how. World Economic Forum.
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2020/04/coronavirus-educationglobal-
covid19-online-digital-learning/

Lincoln Y. S., Guba E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Sage.

Lockwood, C. M., & Mackinnon D. P. (1998). Bootstrapping the standard error of the
mediated effect. Proceedings of the 23rd Annual Meeting of SAS Users Group
International (pp. 997-1002). SAS Institute.

Louwrens, N., & Hartnett, M. (2015). Student and teacher perceptions of online student
engagement in an online middle school. Journal of Open, Flexible, and Distance
Learning, 19(1), 27-44. https://doi.org/10.61468/jofdl.v19i1.241

MacKinnon, D. P., Krull, J. L., & Lockwood, C. M. (2000). Equivalence of the
mediation, confounding and suppression effect. Prevention Science, 1(4),
173—181. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026595011371

Malthouse, E. (2001). How high or low must loadings be to keep or delete a scale item?
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 10 (1/2), 81-82.

Marcus, V., Atan, N., Salleh, S. M., Tahir, L. M., & Yusof, S. M. (2021). Exploring
student emotional engagement in extreme E-service learning. International
Journal of FEmerging Technologies in Learning, 16(23), 43-55.
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v16i123.27427

Martin, F., & Bolliger, D. U. (2018). Engagement matters: Student perceptions on the
importance of engagement strategies in the online learning environment. Online
Learning 22(1), 205-222. https://doi.org/10.24059/0lj.v22i1.1092

McLeod, S., & Dulsky, S. (2021). Resilience, reorientation, and reinvention: School
leadership during the early months of the COVID-19 pandemic. Frontiers in
Education, 6, Article 637075. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.637075

Moore, M. (1993). Theory of transactional distance. In D. Keegan (Ed.), Theoretical
principles of distance education (pp. 22-38). Routledge.

49



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Moore, M. G. (2010). The theory of transactional distance. In M. G. Moore & W. C.
Diehl (Eds.), The Handbook of Distance Education (4™ ed. pp. 22-38).
Routledge.

Murphy, E. A., & Rodriguez, M. A. (2008). Revisiting transactional distance theory in
a context of web-based high-school distance education. International Journal of
E-Learning and Distance Education/Revue internationale du e-learning et la
formation a distance, 22(2), 1-14.

National Center for Education Statistics. (2022, July 6). More than 80 percent of U.S.
public schools report pandemic has negatively impacted student behavior and
socioemotional development.
https://nces.ed.gov/whatsnew/press_releases/07 06 2022.asp

National Governors Association. (2021, April 22). State plans for accelerating student
learning: A preliminary analysis. https://www.nga.org/publications/state-plans-
for-accelerating-student-learning-a-preliminary-analysis/

Netolicky, D. M. (2020). School leadership during a pandemic: Navigating
tensions. Journal of Professional Capital and Community, 5(3/4), 391-395.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPCC-05-2020-0017

Noor, S., Isa, F. Md., & Mazhar, F. F. (2020). Online teaching practices during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Educational Process: International Journal, 9(3), 169—
184. https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2020.93.4

Northey, G., Bucic, T., Chylinski, M., & Govind, R. (2015). Increasing student
engagement using asynchronous learning. Journal of Marketing Education,
37(3), 171-180. https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475315589814

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory (2" ed.). McGraw-Hill.

Office for Civil Rights. (2021). Education in a pandemic: The disparate impacts of
COVID-19 on America’s students.
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/20210608-impacts-of-

covid19.pdf

Oliveira, G., Grenha Teixeira, J., Torres, A., & Morais, C. (2021). An exploratory study
on the emergency remote education experience of higher education students and
teachers during the COVID-19 pandemic. British Journal of Educational
Technology, 52(4), 1357—1376. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13112

Perera, R. M., & Diliberti, M. K. (2023, June 8). Survey: Principals say they need
better-trained teachers and more resources to address student misbehavior.

50



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Brookings Institution. https://www.brookings.edu/articles/survey-principals-
say-they-need-better-trained-teachers-and-more-resources-to-address-student-
misbehavior/

Plano Clark, V. L., & Creswell, J. W. (2015). Understanding research: A consumer’s
guide (2™ ed.). Pearson.

Rajab, M. H., Gazal, A. M., Alkattan, K., & Rajab, M. H. (2020). Challenges to online
medical education during the COVID-19 pandemic. Cureus, 12(7), €8966.
https://doi.org/10.7759/cureus.8966

RAND. (2020). RAND American educator panels, American school leader panel, 2020
COVID-19 distance learning survey.

Raykov, T., Tomer, A., & Nesselroade, J. R. (1991). Reporting structural equation
modeling results in psychology and aging: Some proposed guidelines.
Psychology and Aging, 6(4), 499-503. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-
7974.6.4.499

Reardon, S. F., Weathers, E. S., Fahle, E. M., Jang, H., & Kalogrides, D. (2019). Is
separate still unequal? New evidence on school segregation and racial
academic achievement gaps. (CEPA Working Paper No. 19-06). Stanford
Center for Education Policy Analysis.

Reeve, J. (2013). How students create motivationally supportive learning environments
for themselves: The concept of agentic engagement. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 105(3), 579-595. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032690

Rigby, J., Forman, S., Foster, L., Kazemi, E., & Clancey, S. (2020). Promising district
leadership practices for transformative change in the context of COVID-19
[Policy brief]. University of Washington College of Education.
https://education.uw.edu/sites/default/files/pdf/Promising-Leadership-
Practices-Brief.pdf

Ritonga, M., Lahmi, A., Saputra, R., & Nofrizaldi, N. (2022). Online learning during
the Covid-19 pandemic period: Studies on the social presence and affective and

cognitive engagement of students. Pegem Journal of Education and Instruction,
12(1),207-212. https://doi.org/10.47750/pegegog.12.01.21

Roller, M. R. (2016). Qualitative data analysis.
https://www.rollerresearch.com/MRR%20WORKING%20PAPERS/Qualitativ
e%20Data%20Analysis%20Mavy%202020.pdf

51



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Rosanbalm, K. (2021). Social and emotional learning during COVID-19 and beyond.:
Why it matters and how to support it. Hunt Institute. https://hunt-
institute.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/HI-Duke-Brief-SEL-Learning-
During-COVID-19-Rosanbalm.pdf

Saldadia, J. (2009). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. Sage.
Saldadia, J. (2011). Fundamentals of qualitative research. Oxford University Press.

Salihagic, S., & Akay, C. (2022). Perception, engagement, and satisfaction of English
language learners with online learning during COVID-19 pandemic. European
Journal of Education, 5(2), 35-50.

Sanders, K., & Lokey-Vega, A. (2020). K-12 community of inquiry: A case study of
the applicability of the community of inquiry framework in the K-12 learning
environment. Journal of Online Learning Research, 6(1), 35-56.

Schumacker, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (2010). 4 beginner's guide to structural equation
modeling. Psychology Press.

Shamir-Inbal, T., & Blau, 1. (2021). Facilitating emergency remote K-12 teaching in
computing-enhanced virtual learning environments during COVID-19
pandemic-blessing  or  curse? Journal of  Educational = Computing
Research, 59(7), 1243—1271. https://doi.org/10.1177/0735633121992781

Sharma, M., Adhikari, T., Bhattarai, T., & Tulza, K. C. (2021). Education shift during
COVID-19: Students’ satisfaction with emergency distance learning.
International ~ Journal  of  Nursing  Education,  13(3), 90-96.
https://doi.org/10.37506/ijone.v13i3.16318

Shook, C. L., Ketchen, D. J., Hult, T., & Kacmar, K. M. (2004). An assessment of the
use of structural equation modeling in strategic management research. Strategic
Management Journal 25(4), 397-404. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.385

Shores, K., Kim, H. E., & Still, M. (2020). Categorical inequality in black and white:
Linking disproportionality across multiple educational outcomes. American
Educational Research Journal, 57(5), 2089-2131.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831219900128

Singh, J., Singh, L., & Matthees, B. (2022). Establishing social, cognitive, and teaching
presence in online learning—A panacea in COVID-19 pandemic, post-vaccine
and post-pandemic times. Journal of Educational Technology Systems, 51(1),
28-45. https://doi.org/10.1177/00472395221095169

52



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Smith, L., & Riley, D. (2012) School leadership in times of crisis. School Leadership
and Management, 32(1), 57-71.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2011.614941

Sofianidis, A., Meletiou-Mavrotheris, M., Konstantinou, P., Stylianidou, N., & Katzis,
K. (2021). Let students talk about emergency remote teaching experience:
Secondary students’ perceptions on their experience during the COVID-19
pandemic. Education Sciences, 11(6), 1-23.
https://doi.org/10.3390/educscil 1060268

Sun, J. C. Y., & Rueda, R. (2012). Situational interest, computer self-efficacy and self-
regulation: Their impact on student engagement in distance education. British
Journal of Educational Technology, 43(2), 191-204.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8535.2010.01157.x

Superville, D. (2022, January 26). New survey: How the pandemic has made school
leadership more stressful. Education Week.
https://www.edweek.org/leadership/new-survey-how-thepandemic-has-made-
school-leadership-more-stressful/2022/01

Sutton, J., & Austin, Z. (2015). Qualitative research: data collection, analysis, and
management. Canadian Journal of Hospital Pharmacy, 68(3), 226-231.
https://doi.org/10.4212/cjhp.v68i3.1456

Taber, K. S. (2018). The use of Cronbach’s alpha when developing and reporting
research instruments in science education. Research in Science Education,
48(6), 1273-1296. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-016-9602-2

Tate, T., & Warschauer, M. (2022). Equity in online learning, Educational
Psychologist, 57(3), 192—
206, https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2022.2062597

Tsai, C. L., Ku, H. Y., & Campbell, A. (2021). Impacts of course activities on student
perceptions of engagement and learning online. Distance Education, 42(1),
106—125. https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2020.1869525

Varela, D. G., & Fedynich, L. (2020). Leading schools from a social distance:
Surveying south Texas school district leadership during the COVID-19
pandemic. National Forum of Educational Administration and Supervision
Journal, 38(4), 1-10.

53



KURAN, M., JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL IMPACT, VOL. 2, No. 1 (2025)

Virella, P. M. (2023). Introducing the pillars of equity-oriented crisis leadership: A
conceptual framework. School Leadership and Management, 43(4), 1-21.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2023.2186848

Walther, J., Sochacka, N. W., & Kellam, N. N. (2013). Quality in interpretive
engineering education research: Reflections on an example study. Journal of
Engineering Education, 102(4), 626—659. https://doi.org/10.1002/jee.20029

Wei, L., Hu, Y., Zuo, M., & Luo, H. (2020). Extending the COI framework to K-12
education: Development and validation of a learning experience questionnaire.
In S. K. S. Cheung, R. Li, K. Phusavat, N. Paoprasert, & L.-F. Kwok (Eds.),
Blended learning: Education in a smart learning environment (pp. 315-325).
Springer.

Yates, A., Starkey, L., Egerton, B., & Flueggen, F. (2020). High school students’
experience of online learning during Covid-19: The influence of technology and
pedagogy. Technology, = Pedagogy  and  Education, 30(1),  59-73.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2020.1854337

Zehra, A., Arbaugh, J. B., Cleveland-Innes, M., Garrison, D. R., Richardson, J. C., &
Swan, K. (2009). A response to the review of the community of inquiry
framework. Journal of Distance Education, 23(2), 123—136.

Zhang, Y., & Lin, C.-H. (2020). Student interaction and the role of the teacher in a state
virtual high school: What predicts online learning satisfaction? Technology,
Pedagogy, and Education, 29(1), 57-T71.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2019.169406

54



N

Journal of
EDUCATIONAL IMPACT

APPENDIX

A. Qualitative Responses by Themes

210 out of 395 students responded to the open-ended question. 184 responses were

categorized by themes. The remaining 26 responses could not be categorized as they were unrelated
entries such as N/A, yes, no, etc.

Qualitative Responses by Themes

Theme Positive Negative  Total
Edgenuity 14 33 47
Online Learning 56 52 108

Support - Teacher/Peer 19 10 29




