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Abstract 

 In higher education, students who withdrawal from college before graduating face and 

trigger a number of undesirable consequences, such as difficulty finding professional 

employment, risking default on student loans, causing loss of potential revenue to 

academic institutions, and yielding a negative return on society’s expenditures for college 

tuition programs. The purpose of this correlational quantitative study was to examine the 

role of faculty validations, from the perception of online students, in influencing students’ 

sense of academic integration and their intent to persist in online programs.  The aim of 

the study was to incorporate its findings into the design and creation of faculty 

development programs. Data about online students’ perception of faculty validation, 

sense of academic integration, and intent to persist were collected from online students at 

a college in the Midwest, using an online survey. The study found a strong positive 

correlation between faculty validation and sense of academic integration, between faculty 

validation and students’ intent to persist, and between students’ sense of academic 

integration and intent to persist. Furthermore, faculty validation was found to be a 

moderate predictor of students’ sense of academic integration and a modest predictor of 

students’ intent to persist, while students’ sense of academic integration was found to be 

a moderate predictor of students’ intent to persist. Faculty interactions that show faculty 

interest in students’ learning and success has the biggest potential in influencing 

students’ intent to persist, followed by interactions that lead to students feeling 

encouraged, and interactions that appertain mentoring. Leaders in higher education 

must provide a supportive environment wherein faculty can engage in student validation 
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and thus potentially improve student persistence. A research that includes students from 

various institutions may offer better generalization. 

Keywords: student persistence, online programs, faculty validation, student 

retention, faculty interaction, academic integration, online students 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Introduction and Background  

In 2014, the U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences 

reported that as many as 49% of students enrolled in bachelor degree programs decided to 

withdraw from their programs (U.S. Department of Education, 2014).  Past studies have 

identified several categories of student-related factors that affect performance and 

attrition particularly with respect to demographic components such as age, gender, and 

ethnicity (O’Keeffe, 2013; McLaughlin, Moutray, & Muldoon, 2010). Other studies also 

pointed to academic factors such as student admission qualifications and academic 

performance (Dika, 2014; Uyehara, Magnussen, Itano, & Zhang, 2007) as factors that 

affect attrition.  Other studies linked cognitive factors such as critical thinking and math 

skills (McCabe, 2003; Shirrell, 2008) and personality factors such as personality traits, 

self-efficacy, and support-seeking (Sloan, 2013; Rudel, 2006; Bowden, 2008) to student 

attrition in post-secondary education. 

In light of the aforementioned student-related factors that could potentially affect 

student persistence, either positively or negatively, there is the on-going need on the part 

of faculty to remain attentive to those factors that could negatively affect student 

persistence.  Even so, the threats to student persistence are most consistently and 

effectively dealt with through effective faculty-student interaction, which is key in 

fostering positive learning environment needed for academic success (Komarraju, 

Musulkin, & Bhattacharya, 2010; Mayne & Wu, 2011; O’Keeffe, 2013; Rendon, 1994). 

The issue of student retention has affected both traditional and distance education. 

Interestingly, distance education, which was intended to make college education more 
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accessible for nontraditional students, has, ironically, experienced a relatively poor 

retention rate compared to that of traditional face-to-face programs (Diaz & Cartnal, 

2006; Patterson & McFadden, 2009; Rovai, 2003; Scott, Swan, & Daston, 2016).  While 

factors that affect retention and attrition in face-to-face programs may also affect those of 

online programs, some factors may be especially unique to online programs.  For 

instance, students in online programs typically do not have a chance to meet each other in 

person and thereby personally connect, their opportunity to subsequently interact in any 

consistent way is typically limited and constrained to a superficial or impersonal level. 

Moreover, according to Cole, Shelley, and Swartz (2014), the lack of interaction was one 

of the main reasons why online students were dissatisfied with their online learning 

experience. 

Interactions in the online environment can be in the form of student-to-student 

and student-to-faculty interactions.  While student-to-student interaction is important in 

creating a sense of social belonging, faculty-to-student interaction in the online realm 

offers faculty opportunities for providing valuable instruction and feedback to 

students.  More importantly, faculty interactions with students may not only help faculty 

establish a more personal connection with students, but may also positively affect student 

performance, satisfaction, and decision to persist (Barnett, 2011, Komarraju, Musulkin, & 

Bhattacharya, 2010; Rendon, 1994). 

Faculty validations, which can be characterized as being those interactions that 

include making students known and valued, offering caring instruction, showing 

appreciation for diversity, and mentoring of students, have been linked to student success 

and persistence (Barnett, 2011; Rendon, 1994).  However, while studies that have 
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explored the relationship between faculty validation and student retention have offered 

insights into the positive influence that faculty validation has had on campus-based 

college students in general, these studies did not offer specific or collateral information 

relative to online students per se—thereby leave a gap in need of further 

investigation.  This study will attempt to fill the aforementioned void by focusing on 

faculty validation and student persistence as it applies to online students 

Statement of the Problem 

Institutions have collectively enjoyed continuous enrollment growth in their 

online programs (Allen & Seaman, 2016), but they have also faced greater challenges in 

retaining their online students (Boston & Ice, 2011; Diaz & Cartnal, 2006; James, Swan, 

& Daston, 2016; Patterson & McFadden, 2009; Rovai, 2003).  Online education, which 

was intended to make college education more accessible for nontraditional students, such 

as those who work full-time, has unfortunately experienced relatively poor retention rates 

compared to the traditional face-to-face programs (Boston & Ice, 2011).  

The U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences (2014) 

reported that as many as 49% of students enrolled in traditional and online bachelor 

degree programs decided to withdraw from their programs; likewise, a study by Chiyaka, 

Sithole, Manyanga, McCarthy, and Bucklein (2016) that also focused on online education 

echoed the Department of Education’s statistics. Complex consequences such as 

difficulties in finding professional employment (Symonds, Swartz, & Ferguson, 2011; 

U.S. Department of Education, 2016), inability to repay student loans (Dwyer, McCloud, 

Hodson, 2012), loss of potential revenues to institutions (Johnson, 2012), and negative 

returns on public expenditures (Schneider, 2010) have been cited.  As more adult learners 
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choose to pursue education online, institutions must stay informed of factors that affect 

student persistence and practices that influence student retention. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this quantitative research was to study the role of faculty 

validations, particularly from the perception of online students, in influencing students’ 

sense of academic integration and their intent to persist in online programs. Using Tinto’s 

(1975) Longitudinal Model of Institutional Departure and Rendon’s (1994) concept of 

validations as a framework, this study used an adapted form of Barnett’s (2011) Student 

College Experience survey to collect data from online students enrolled at a 4-year non-

profit private college in the Midwest. The predicting variables were faculty and academic 

integration; the first outcome variable was students’ sense of academic integration and 

the second outcome variable was students’ intent to persist as a result of their experience 

related to faculty validations.  

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The factors that contribute to online student attrition are numerous and 

multifaceted. Accordingly, institutions may put in place various programs and practices 

aimed at maintaining and improving student retention.  Because faculty occupy a position 

that plays a prominent role throughout a students’ academic career, it would be natural to 

conclude that faculty have a concomitant imperative to make meaningful and relevant 

connections with their students.  These connections could be made through specific 

online course designs as well as personal interactions outside of the course modalities and 

boundaries. 

 



FACULTY VALIDATION  5 

This study focused on faculty interactions with students that helped foster their 

feelings of being respected, appreciated, supported, and encouraged.  Specifically, and so 

as to gain insights as to what would positively influence students’ academic persistence, 

the study sought to answer the following two questions: 

Research question 1: What effect does a higher level of faculty validation have in 

promoting a sense of academic integration for online students? 

Research question 2: What effect does a higher level of faculty validation have in 

influencing the decision to persist in online students? 

Research question 3: What effect does a higher sense of academic integration 

have in influencing intent to persist in online students? 

The following hypotheses were investigated in this study. 

Hypothesis 1: Online students who receive a higher level of positive faculty 

validation have a stronger sense of academic integration than do online students who 

receive a lower level of positive faculty validation. 

Null hypothesis 1: A higher level of positive faculty validation has no 

effect on online students’ sense of academic integration. 

Hypothesis 2: Online students who receive a higher level of positive faculty 

validation have a stronger intent to persist than do online students who receive a lower 

level of positive faculty validation. 

Null hypothesis 2: A higher level of positive faculty validation has no 

effect on online students’ intent to persist. 

Hypothesis 3 Online students who have a higher sense of academic integration 

have a stronger intent to persist than do online students who have a lower sense of 
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academic integration. 

Null hypothesis 3: A higher level of senses of academic integration has no 

effect on online students’ intent to persist. 

Aim of the Study 

The aim of this study was to incorporate its findings into the design and creation 

of training modules for new faculty orientation and/or for faculty development 

programs—with the ultimate goal of improving student retention at a small nonprofit 

college in the Midwest. 

Methodology Overview 

The nonexperimental correlational quantitative study was used to test the research 

hypotheses. A 4-year, non-profit, private college located in the Midwest was chosen for 

this study. An online survey was used to collect data from online students who were all 

over the age of 19. The researcher used the IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) program to analyze the collected data, and to determine the correlations 

between faculty validations and students’ sense of academic integration and intent to 

persist. 

Definition of Relevant Terms 

The following terms were used operationally within this study. 

Academic integration: Occurs when students become academically committed to 

their study, believe in their capacity to learn, and succeed in college (Rendon, 1994). 

Attrition: When students prematurely discontinue their studies due to various 

factors and thus fail to graduate (American Institute for Research, 2012).  
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Caring instruction: Instruction that incorporates interactions that result in students 

sensing that their instructors care about them and their success (Barnett, 2011). 

Faculty validation: Faculty-initiated interactions between faculty and students that 

engenders a feeling of being respected, appreciated, supported, and encouraged in 

students—regardless of the communication media used to conduct such interactions 

(Rendon, 1994). 

Non-traditional students: Students whose demographic characteristics differ from 

those of traditional students in terms of age (typically over the age of 24 years old), 

financial and work responsibilities, learning modes (online versus in-class), employment 

status (part-time versus full-time), or various other unconventional student characteristics 

that may define an academic track or path that does not parallel or model those of 

traditional students (U.S Department of Education, n.d). 

Online program: A degree program that does not require face-to-face class 

meetings, and that can be completed entirely online, asynchronously (International 

Association for K-12 Online Learning, 2011).  

Online student: A student who is enrolled in a degree program that is offered 

entirely online. 

Student persistence: A student’s willingness to put forth the effort necessary to 

overcome the challenges associated with a particular course of study and to successfully 

complete those studies (American Institute for Research, 2012). 

Student retention: A student measure that reflects a state or condition wherein 

students remain enrolled in their academic programs and actively take courses, except 

during permitted leaves of absence, toward the completion of their academic degree plan 
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(Hagedorn, 2012). 

Traditional student: A college student, between the ages of 17 and 19 years, who 

enrolls in college right after graduating high school and pursues a college education full-

time (U.S Department of Education, n.d). 

Assumptions 

This study utilized data that were collected from students who are enrolled in 

online academic programs. The following assumptions shaped the study: 

a. Students who participated did so willingly  

b. Students provided their honest inputs 

c. The study did not include a review of academic records; students’ sense of 

academic integration and intent to persist were measured entirely from the students’ 

perspective. 

Delimitations and Limitations 

The limitation, delimitation, and personal biases that might have affected the 

outcome of the research should be noted. 

Limitation 

This study only collected and analyzed the self-reported data of online students. 

Therefore, the sense of academic integration and intent to persist were measured from 

student input based on their perception. No official academic data were reviewed or used 

to validate or confirm students’ perception of academic integration as indicated in their 

survey responses. Likewise, no institutional enrollment data were reviewed to compare  

students’ expressed intent to or not to persist with their actual future enrollment in their 

chosen online academic programs. 
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Delimitation 

The study was conducted at a medium-sized university in the Midwest that offers 

both traditional face-to-face and online programs. Because the study was to be conducted 

at one institution, the final findings may not be generalized to other academic institutions. 

Furthermore, while many factors such as demographic factors (O’Keeffe, 2013; 

McLaughlin, Muldoon, & Moutray, 2010), admission qualifications (Dika, 2014; 

Uyehara, Magnussen, Itano, & Zhang, 2007); cognitive factors (McCabe, 2003) and 

personality factors (Sloan, 2013; Rudel, 2006; Bowden, 2008) can influence the retention 

rate of online students, this study only focused on faculty validation as a possible factor 

and on how it contributes to students’ perception to persist in online programs. This focus 

was designed to keep the scope of the study manageable, while at the same time affording 

the study the sort of latitude necessary to explore this factor (faculty validation) in depth. 

Personal Biases 

In fulfilling the role of researcher, and given the researcher's experience as a 

college faculty member who has taught a variety of online courses in a number of online 

programs, it is recognized and understood that any personal preconceived notions with 

regard to online students’ motivations and performance must be taken into account. 

Further, completing and accurately reporting the findings of this study required the 

researcher to consciously remove and separate those biases that may have been formed 

from past summative and formative observations made as well as any perceptions that 

may have materialized with respect to instructing or teaching online students.  

Leader’s Role and Responsibility in Relation to the Problem 

 Academic success is a subject of paramount importance to students and to the 
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institutions they attend.  Student success is a collaborative effort between the institution, 

faculty, and students.  For students, success is a reflection of their readiness to assume the 

future demands of a professional career.  On the other hand, student success is viewed by 

faculty as a measure of faculty’s effectiveness in preparing students for their chosen 

careers.  Moreover, it is also a reflection of faculty’s commitment in supporting the 

mission and vision of their institution (Kim, Newton, Downey, & Benton, 2010). 

Leaders in higher education have a moral obligation to ensure the success of their 

students. When an institution accepts a student into one of their academic programs, it 

has established a moral contract to provide the requisite academic support and structure 

for the student to succeed.  Furthermore, providing the necessary support structures for 

students to perform well academically will also serve as a means for the institution to 

achieve its strategic goals, while at the same time creating public value.  Leaders at 

higher learning institutions must also be proactive in creating strategies that include the 

faculty adoption of best practices—that is, those that promote student success (Collinson 

& Cook, 2012). 

Rath and Conchie (2008) found that trust, compassion, stability, and hope are the 

core elements that followers seek from a leader. In the field of academics, students must 

be able to trust their institution’s administrators, faculty, and others who are involved in 

their education to achieve the best positive learning experiences and outcomes 

(Tshannen-Moran, 2007). Finally, this study unearthed and revealed important 

information about student success and persistence that could potentially be used by 

leaders at higher learning institutes to improve their tactical and strategic planning 

processes, thus strengthening their overall role in facilitating student retention. 
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Significance of the Study 

The U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences (2014) 

reported that out of all students who started their bachelor program at a 4-year institution 

of higher learning in 2006, only 59% successfully earned their degrees within six 

years.  A further drill-down of the report revealed an even grimmer statistic—at private 

for-profit institutions a much lower graduation rate of 32% was found; a rate that was 

significantly lower than those of public and private non-profit institutions, which were 

57% and 66% respectively.  These statistics include both traditional face-to-face and 

online programs.  Although no national data specific to online program graduation rates 

could be found  past studies indicated lower graduation rates for online programs overall 

(Patterson & McFadden, 2009; Bolliger, 2004). 

In the online learning environment, students ultimately determine what their own 

level of receptivity and engagement will be with respect to curriculum, as well as how 

much effort will be necessary to achieve the desired academic outcome. Even so, faculty 

members exercise a certain degree of control and influence over how well students 

perform and engage their academic work, directly and indirectly, through lesson design, 

selection of course materials, and creation of a positive learning environment (Kirwan & 

Roumell, 2015). 

Considering the retention issue that have been plaguing online education, more 

research is needed to discover knowledge about factors that surround the issue. The result 

of this study was aimed at offering insights related to faculty validation in influencing 

online student persistence. Institutions of higher education may consider incorporating 

the knowledge gained from this study in their faculty development efforts. 
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Summary 

Student retention problems have challenged institutions of higher learning for 

many years. In distance education programs, or online learning environments, where the 

retention rate is worse than that of face-to-face programs, coping with the challenges of 

student retention has been particularly acute. A student’s decision to prematurely 

terminate enrollment (not persist) in a college degree program may be for reasons that are 

not fully understood and could very likely have enduring negative consequences. 

Moreover, a student’s failure to persist may have possibly been ameliorated had the 

appropriate interventions been either taken on behalf of the student or been made 

available.   

Because faculty at higher learning institutions have some degree of influence on 

student outcomes, this proposed quantitative study will hopefully not only advance the 

thinking and approaches in regards to the role of faculty’s personal relationship with 

online students, but also the  understanding of how that role can influence student 

performance and intent to persist.  An online survey was  used as a research instrument 

for this study of faculty validation, academic integration, and student persistence. 

The results of the study were expected to offer insights about practical approaches 

that would in some measure advance the body of knowledge in the area of student 

engagement, retention, and persistence. The aim of this study was to incorporate the 

findings into faculty development program that would ultimately assist those within the 

teaching community to attenuate the challenges that surround student retention and 

persistence.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 This chapter will present relevant information that has been gathered from 

reviews of scholarly literature related to student retention. Literature used were primarily 

peer-reviewed articles.  Other important contributing sources were books and government 

reports.  

Because this study investigated the roles of faculty validations in student 

academic integration and students’ eventual decision to withdraw or persist, the literature 

review section herein is organized topically with respect to online education and student 

retention and with respect to maintaining context for the study. First, information 

regarding online education in general is presented. Second, relative information 

pertaining to online retention is then discussed.  In this section, student characteristics, 

the needs of online students, and the contributory role of faculty are discussed from the 

perspective of online student retention. Finally, a theoretical framework that guided the 

study is discussed. 

Online Education 

The proliferation of online education has not only revolutionized the way students 

access curriculum and related resources, but has also transformed how they interact with 

course content, fellow students, and instructors—which, in its totality, has had a profound 

influence in shaping the way students learn and interact within a virtual learning 

environment (Angelino & Natvig, 2009; Cook, 2014; Lynch, 2001).  Instead of attending 

classes at a traditional brick and mortar college or university—where students can benefit 

from the presence of and interactions with instructors and fellow classmates and at a 
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scheduled time—online students can either access their course materials through an 

electronic computing device or a capable mobile device in an asynchronous manner 

(Allen & Seaman, 2007; Cook, 2014). 

Today’s electronic computing devices offer students the latitude of attending 

classes from the privacy and comfort of their homes or from anywhere or at any time that 

is convenient.  The flexibility and accessibility of online education (Bullen & Janes, 

20017) has been largely responsible for the continued demand for and growth of 

asynchronous modes of learning (e.g., distance or online learning).  Moreover, online 

learning has made education possible for those nontraditional students who are defined as 

older than 24 years (National Student Clearinghouse Research Center, 2012), and who 

typically have family and job responsibilities (Southern Regional Education Board, 

2015). 

Online Student Retention 

A study conducted by the U.S. Department of Education (2014) found that 

students enrolled in online courses generally perform better than those enrolled in 

traditional face-to-face courses. However, studies have also shown that online education 

has been plagued by the problem of poor student retention despite its increasing 

popularity (Newman, Couturier, & Scurr, 2010; Patterson & McFadden, 2009). While the 

growth rate of online enrollment has surpassed the overall enrollment rate in post-

secondary education (Allen & Seaman, 2015), the retention rate for online programs has, 

unfortunately, also been lower than that of face-to-face programs (Diaz & Cartnal, 2006; 

Patterson & McFadden, 2009). Bart (2012) estimated that the attrition rates for online 

courses were between 10% to 20% higher than that of face-to-face courses. 
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Over the last eight decades, the number of studies conducted on student attrition 

and retention has been expansive  In addition to the vast compendium of studies that have 

dealt with student attrition and retention, there have also been a number of theories and 

models advanced to address these two challenging issues bedeviling academia; For 

example, Tinto (1975, 1987, 1993) used the theory of academic and social integration as 

a predictor of student success; Larkin, Brasel, and Pines (2013) utilized 

industrial/organizational (I/O) psychology in an educational context; and Turkich, 

Greive, and Cozen (2014) used a co-teaching mentor model.  In addition, Bean and 

Metzner’s (1985) proposed a model for identifying attrition factors specific to 

nontraditional students.   

Student Characteristics 

Certain student demographic characteristics have been determined to have an 

impact on attrition.  O’Keeffe (2013) cited factors such as physical impairments, mental 

health, and ethnicity as likely contributors to student attrition.  Additionally, in a study of 

student demographics and attrition, Bean (1980) noted that certain demographic factors 

affect male and female students differently.  Further, Bean (1980) revealed that the lack 

of institutional commitment has been found to be a stronger predictor of attrition in 

female students than in male students.  It was also determined that a combination of 

student demographic characteristics, such as full-time status, ages between 18 and 23, 

and college residents, tend to have the least risk of attrition (Bean, 2003).  This would 

also suggest that older part-time commuter and online students are more at risk of 

attrition. 
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It should also be noted that because nontraditional students are more likely to 

enroll in online programs, certain characteristics, as they relate to nontraditional students,  

may become contributing factors to student attrition.  For instance, because older 

nontraditional students tend to have more responsibilities outside of school, such as 

caring for family and fulfilling job (career related) duties (Bean & Metzner, 1985), their 

competing time-demands may influence their decision to persist or to drop out (Palletier, 

2010).  Also, Stratton, O’Toole, and Wetzel (2007) suggested that older students might 

be more likely to terminate their studies due to the lower than expected financial and non-

financial returns associated with shorter future employment opportunities. 

However, not all studies arrived at the same conclusion with regard to the role 

that demographic characteristics play in influencing attrition.  For instance, Willging and 

Johnson (2009) found that student demographics do not have any correlation with student 

attrition or persistence in the online environment—a finding that would appear to either 

contradict Bean’s (1980) research or support a more erratic mechanism driving student 

attrition and retention. 

Studies have also found that student cognitive ability can influence attrition.  In 

line with this, Lau (2013) attributed students’ early departure from college to a lack of 

basic skills in math and writing, which could lead to a sense of being overwhelmed and to 

feelings of frustration.  In another study, McCabe (2003) noted that 29 percent of 

incoming college students lack one or more fundamental learning skills such as reading, 

writing, or mathematics 

Poor academic performance has been cited as one of the most likely causes to 

engender attrition (Lee & Choi, 2011; Boyraz et al., 2013).  Tinto (1975, 1993, 2006) 
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highlighted and correlated poor high school performance with respect to its impact on 

students’ performance in their post-secondary level academic work in many of his 

studies.  Correspondingly, DeNicco, Harrington, and Fogg (2015) also recognized the 

significance of student unpreparedness in accomplishing college-level work and its 

influence on student attrition.  They asserted that students who performed poorly in high 

school would most likely drop out despite the efforts put forth by an institution to retain 

them.  This assertion was also echoed in a study conducted by Dika (2014), who likewise 

compared student attrition with poor high school performance. Correspondingly, Daley 

(2010) found that those who were unprepared for the academic rigors of collegiate-level 

coursework would be more likely to drop out than those who were not. 

In addition to student demographics, cognitive ability, and poor academic 

performance, there have been many studies that have also linked a student’s personal and 

social determinants to attrition.  For instance, Tinto and Russo (1994) attributed 

competing life responsibilities with a student’s decision to drop out or to persist in their 

academic endeavors.  Other studies have also linked student personal factors with 

attrition, such as having difficulty with adjusting to college life (Lau, 2013; Tinto, 1993), 

lacking a specific goal or plan for college (Daley, 2010), and having a lack of 

commitment towards education or academics (Tinto, 1993).  Additionally, Lau (2013) 

cited financial struggles and a lack of personal time management as other common causes 

for student withdrawal from an academic program.   

Self-regulation has been cited as one of the skills that online students need in 

order to succeed in an online learning environment.  In a mixed methods study that 

examined the role of self-regulation learning in online students at a community college, 
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Hu and Driscoll (2013) concluded that the students who received training on how to 

practice self-regulation had higher achievements and had gained a higher level of 

motivation and self-satisfaction.  Another study concluded that online students who 

lacked intrinsic motivation generally found the online learning environment difficult to 

navigate and master (Journell, 2012).  

The Needs of Students in Online Learning 

In addition to individual student characteristics that must exist before a student 

decides to enroll in an online program, there are other factors that a student perceives as 

important to success and that could contribute greatly in achieving persistence.  Rovai 

(2003) termed this as the after-admission factor. Tinto’s (1987) theory of academic and 

social integration as a predictor of student success alluded to how faculty interactions 

with students could help with student persistence.  Tinto (2006) also noted the role of 

engagement as a critical factor in student retention.  Similarly, other studies have 

confirmed the important role that student interactions with faculty play in realizing online 

student satisfaction, and have thus highlighted its significance as a critical factor for 

student retention (Howland & Moore, 2002; Marks, Sibley, & Arbaugh, 2005; 

Ladyshewsky, 2013; Mayne & Wu, 2011; Tobin, 2004; Puzziferro, 2008). 

Woods (2002) argued that faculty must create a learning environment that fosters 

relationship building and a sense of community or a sense of connectedness, which are 

important factors if students are to successfully complete an online program (Reinhart, 

2010).  A study by Exter, Korkmaz, Harlin, and Bichelmeyer (2009) concluded that a 

sense of community or the feeling of connectedness played a significant role in students’ 

overall satisfaction with their online courses and thus contributed to student 
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persistence.  Likewise, Abedin, Daneshgar, and D’Ambra (2010) concluded that a sense 

of community or connectedness is critical in student learning outcomes.  They found that 

those students who did not experience a positive sense of community were less likely to 

be successful academically.  Furthermore, Shea, Swan, Li, and Pickett (2005) posited that 

a strong sense of community could help prevent student burnout. 

The sense of connectedness or community could be achieved through various 

mechanisms; for example, faculty feedback on assignments and faculty participations in 

course discussions magnify a faculty’s presence and strengthen the instructional 

connection between faculty and students (Exter et al., 2008; Gosmire, Morrison, & Van 

Osdel, 2009).  In fact, Dennen, Darabi, and Smith (2007) found that students highly 

valued faculty’s timely response to student questions or inquiries, timely feedback on 

their assignments, and active participation in discussion boards.  Furthermore, Mayne and 

Wu (2011) suggested that faculty-student interactions, were not only influential in 

lessening students’ feelings of isolation, but were also important in enhancing their 

overall learning experience.   

Roles of Faculty in Student Retention 

Studies have revealed that faculty can cast great influence over student 

persistence (Barnett, 2011; Christie, 2013).  For instance, a study by Vogt (2008) 

empirically demonstrated that faculty played a significant role in influencing student 

performance, which in turn plays a role in student persistence. 

In addition to fulfilling their instructional duties–such as providing clear 

instructions and directions to students, providing timely constructive feedback, and 

demonstrating a presence in online course discussions–faculty can create a deeper 
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connection with students by demonstrating and applying a caring attitude to their normal 

course of instruction (Barnett, 2011).  In a study that examined the relationship between 

faculty’s caring attitude and students’ intention to persist, Barnett (2011) used the 

concept of faculty validation, which she expressed as “interactions with students, initiated 

by faculty and others in the campus community, that engender feelings of self-worth and 

a belief in the student's’ ability to succeed in the college environment” (p. 196), as a 

theoretical framework. 

Several elements are important in faculty validation.  Barnett (2011) stressed the 

important elements of “recognition, respect, and appreciation for students and their 

families and communities” (p. 196).  In keeping with that, Micari and Pazos (2012) cited 

faculty approachability, respect for students, and faculty as a role model as key 

validators.  Furthermore, Vogt (2008) found that students’ positive perception of faculty 

correlated with higher student achievement (i.e., higher grades) in their courses. 

Theoretical Framework 

Tinto is perhaps the most recognized and influential scholar to investigate student 

persistence. Tinto’s model of student persistence has greatly influenced and guided 

academia's thinking in regard to why students persist or leave (Tinto, 1975, 1987). In 

stressing the importance of academic integration in his model, Tinto offered an evolving 

perspective into what must be present in an academic environment if students are to 

succeed and persist in their studies. Fundamental to Tinto’s persistence model was, as 

Tinto described: “. . .the integration and the patterns of interaction between the student 

and other members of the institution especially during the critical first year of college and 

the stages of transition that marked that year” (Tinto, 2006, p.3). 
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This notion has since fed into a number of additional avenues of thought; for 

example, Rendon (1994) integrated Astin’s (1985), Tinto’s (1987), and Pascarella and 

Terenzini’s (1991) research into the framework of her validation theory. Rendon’s 

validation theory is one that both involves a proactive approach of “reaching out to 

students” on the part of institutions and that encourages “. . .active learning and 

interpersonal growth among students, faculty, and staff” (Rendon (1994). For this study, 

Rendon’s theory of faculty validation provided the focus for the types or characteristic of 

faculty interaction to be studied.  

Tinto’s (1975) Longitudinal Model of Institutional Departure reflects various 

factors that may shape or determine a student’s decision to either persist in an academic 

program or to terminate it and thus depart from college. The model interpolates aspects 

relative to certain student characteristics, such as family background, cognitive ability 

and pre-college educational experience, which may in turn influence a student’s decision 

to pursue a college education (Tinto, 1993). Once students enter college, factors 

including academic performance, faculty and staff interactions, extracurricular activities, 

and peer interactions form a student’s academic experience. This experience, according 

to Tinto (1975), contributes to the academic and social integration at a college, which 

then play a role in student intent to persist. 

Tinto’s (1975) Longitudinal Theory of Institutional Departure includes 

interrelated components representing factors that contribute to students’ eventual decision 

to withdraw or persist in college.  Because it was not possible for a study of this scope to 

explore all of the elements in Tinto’s model, the study focused on the academic system, 

social system, and academic integration components only (see Figure 1).  
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Figure 1. Components of Tinto’s Longitudinal Theory of Institutional Departure that 

formed the scope of the study are highlighted in yellow.  Adapted from “Dropout from 

higher education: A theoretical synthesis of recent research”, by V. Tinto, 1975, Review 

of Educational Research, 45(1), p. 95 

Even though Tinto’s diagram (1975, p. 95) did not depict a direct relationship 

between faculty interactions and academic integration, these two components shared a 

common connection with grade performance and intellectual factors.  It should be noted 

that in this study, no specific grade performance and intellectual development (in the 

academic system component) was measured; it was assumed that for students to have a 

sense of academic integration, grade performance and intellectual development would 

have already occurred. Additionally, although the social system component includes two 

factors, peer-group interactions and faculty interactions, this study only included faculty 

interaction in which the concept of faculty validation (Rendon, 1994) was applied. 
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Summary 

In this chapter, relevant background information, with respect to student retention 

and faculty validation, was provided to establish an informed context for this study. 

Because this study was intended to investigate the roles of faculty validations in student 

academic integration and students’ eventual decision to withdraw or persist, the content 

of this chapter was organized topically with respect to online education and student 

retention, followed by the framework used to guide the study. 

This literature review is based on analysis of relevant published materials (i.e., 

peer-reviewed articles, books, and reports), and is a brief compendium of the basic 

characteristics that embody online education and define its general student population. 

This review revealed that certain factors such as student demographics, students’ 

cognitive ability, and preparedness for college level work contribute to student success. 

Additionally, certain learning environments were found to be helpful in promoting the 

success of online students. Studies also indicated that faculty have a significant role in 

influencing students’ performance and persistence in online programs. 

The direction of this study was primarily guided and influenced by Tinto’s (1975) 

Longitudinal Model of Institutional Departure and Rendon’s (1994) theory of faculty 

validation in improving student retention. With respect to Tinto’s theory, this study 

focused on the interplay between faculty interaction, integration, and student intent to 

withdraw or persist; while Rendon’s theory provided a focus and emphasis on faculty 

validation as a mechanism for faculty-interactions that Tinto theorized as important in 

student retention. The selected components from Tinto’s (1975) model and Rendon’s 

(1994) faculty validation concept established the scope of this study. 
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 CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY  

Introduction 

 Student retention issues have been studied and addressed by researchers, 

institutions, and policy makers for decades. The complexity and interconnectedness of 

various factors including, but not limited to, online course design (Dietz-Uhler, Fisher, & 

Han, 2008), institutional support (Williamson, Goosen, & Gozalez, 2014), student 

personality (Sloan, 2013; Rudel, 2006; Bowden, 2008), student social support system 

(Cohen & Greenberg, 2011), cognitive ability (Dika, 2014; Uyehara, Magnussen, Itano, 

& Zhang, 2007) and faculty teaching style (Cohen & Greenberg, 2011) have been 

attributed to the on-going challenge to improve student retention in higher 

education.  Additionally, a positive link between faculty interactions and student 

retention in higher education has been studied and acknowledged (Cohen & Greenberg, 

2011; Community College Research Center, 2013).  

However, information relative to student persistence, particularly as it relates to 

faculty interactions, largely pertains to students in traditional programs or college 

students in general; little information is available to show the link between faculty 

interactions and student retention specific to online academic programs.  The purpose of 

this quantitative research was to study the role of faculty validation–that being faculty 

interactions that result in students feeling appreciated, respected, supported, and 

encouraged–primarily from the perception of online students in influencing student intent 

to persist in online academic programs in a higher educational institution. 
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Research Questions and Hypotheses 

This study focused on faculty-student interactions that help foster students' 

feelings of being respected, appreciated, supported, and encouraged. Specifically, the 

study sought to answer the following two questions so as to gain insights into what would 

positively influence students’ academic persistence: 

Research question 1: What effect does a higher level of faculty validation have in 

promoting a sense of academic integration in online students? 

Research question 2: What effect does a higher level of faculty validation have in 

influencing the decision to persist in online students? 

Research question 3: What effect does a higher sense of academic integration 

have in influencing intent to persist in online students? 

To address the research questions, the following research hypotheses were tested: 

Hypothesis 1: Online students who receive a higher level of positive faculty 

validation have a stronger sense of academic integration than do online students who 

receive a lower level of positive faculty validation. 

Null hypothesis 1: A higher level of positive faculty validation has no 

effect on online students’ sense of academic integration.  

Hypothesis 2: Online students who receive a higher level of positive faculty 

validation have a stronger intent to persist than do online students who receive a lower 

level of positive faculty validation. 

Null hypothesis 2: A higher level of positive faculty validation has no 

effect on online students’ intent to persist.  

Hypothesis 3: Online students who have a higher sense of academic integration 
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have a stronger intent to persist than do online students who have a lower sense of 

academic integration. 

Null hypothesis 3: A higher level of senses of academic integration has no 

effect on online students’ intent to persist.  

Research Design 

This study employed a nonexperimental correlational quantitative method 

(Creswell, 2014) to examine the relationship between faculty validations and student 

academic integration and student intent to persist, and to predict academic integration and 

intent to persist based on the level of faculty validation. The explorative nature of the 

research questions made this type of research method appropriate for the study (Black, 

1999).  

Variables 

This study involved faculty validations, academic integration, and intent to persist 

as variables.    

Predicting variable: Faculty validation. The predicting variable was faculty 

validations which is operationalized as faculty-initiated interactions that result in students 

feeling of being respected, appreciated, encouraged, and supported.  The 

operationalization of this variable allowed the study to focus on a specific type of 

interaction, not the general type of faculty interactions as suggested in Tinto’s (1975) 

Longitudinal Model of Institution Departure. 

The following items were used to measure faculty validation: 

I have had at least one instructor at this college who helped me to believe in 

myself. 
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My instructors are willing to take as long as needed to help me understand the 

class material. 

I feel accepted as a capable student by my instructors. 

My instructors make me feel as though I bring valuable ideas to class. 

I interact with my instructors outside of the online course by email, phone, or face 

to face. 

My instructors are willing to give me individual help when needed. 

It seems like my instructors really care about whether I am learning. 

All students, regardless of their racial backgrounds, are encouraged to contribute 

to the class discussion. 

I am encouraged to share life experiences when they relate to the class material. 

I feel accepted as a person by my instructors. 

I can generally express my honest opinions in my classes. 

My instructors provide lots of written feedback on the assignments I turn in. 

I feel like my personal and family history is valued in class. 

All students, regardless of their gender, are encouraged to contribute to the class 

discussion. 

I feel as though I am treated equally to other students. 

My instructors make an effort to make their online courses interesting. 

Although I am not on campus, I see myself as a part of my college. 

My instructors encourage students to become involved in college-sponsored or 

college-related activities. 

At least one instructor has talked with me about my personal goals at this college. 
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I expect to complete a degree at this college. 

Although I am not on campus, I feel that I belong to the college. 

My instructors are easily accessible outside of their courses by email, phone, or 

face-to-face. 

I’ve had one or more instructors at this college whom I thought of as a mentor. 

My instructors seem to genuinely care about how I am doing. 

My instructors understand that students come from different backgrounds. 

Most instructors are interested in what I have to offer in class. 

I am encouraged by my instructors to openly share my views in class. 

My instructors show that they believe in my ability to do the class work. 

My instructors know who I am. 

Predicting and outcome variables: Academic integration. Academic 

integration is realized when students become academically committed to their study and 

achieve good academic performance. In this study, academic integration served as both 

predicting and outcome variables.  Tinto’s (1975) Longitudinal Model of Institutional 

Departure indicated that academic integration is affected by faculty validations and in 

turn affects intent to persist. Therefore, in exploring the relationship between faculty 

validations and academic integration, academic integration was considered as an outcome 

variable. In the relationship between academic integration and intent to persist, academic 

integration is a predicting variable. 

 The following items were used to measure student academic integration: 

Even if the work in my classes is hard, I can learn it. 

If I have enough time, I can do a good job on all of my coursework. 
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I’m certain I can do almost all the work in this college if I don’t give up. 

I’m certain I can master the skills taught at this college. 

I can do almost all coursework if I don’t give up. 

I’m certain I can figure out how to do the most difficult coursework. 

I can do even the hardest coursework if I try. 

Outcome variable: Intent to persist. Student intent to persist was used as an 

outcome variable. Because no actual enrollment data were reviewed, student intent to 

persist offered an alternative to measuring student persistence. The use of this variable 

was with the assumption that a student is willing to put forth the effort necessary to 

overcome the challenges associated with a particular course of study and to successfully 

complete those studies. Also, the choosing of this variable was based on Tinto’s (1993, as 

cited in Barnett, 2011) theory that associated student intent with departure or persistence. 

Student intent to persist was measure by the survey item “I am planning on 

returning to this college for the spring 2017 semester”. The spring 2017 semester was 

indicated as the returning semester as it was the semester that followed the data collection 

period of fall 2016.  

Institutional Background and Research Participants  

This research was conducted at a small, private, nonprofit college in the Midwest 

that has an enrollment of approximately 1200 students.  Classified as a 4-year institution, 

the college specializes in healthcare-related academic programs. It offers undergraduate, 

graduate, and doctoral degree programs through traditional face-to-face as well as online 

course delivery methods. Most of the students in the traditional face-to-face programs are 
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full-time students while the majority of students in the online programs attend school on a 

part-time basis. 

Online students are most generally considered as nontraditional students who 

have one or more of the following characteristics:  Being independent for financial aid 

purposes, having one or more dependents, being a single caregiver, not having a 

traditional high school diploma, delaying postsecondary enrollment, attending school part 

time, and being employed full time (National Center for Education Statistics, 2015). The 

student population enrolled in academic programs that are offered exclusively online are 

most likely have similar needs and expectations which are different from those of 

traditional students (Pelletier, 2010). The similar needs and expectations may mean that 

they are likely to share a similar risk for attrition.   

Because the goal of this study was to identify the role of faculty validations in 

influencing online students’ sense of academic integration and intent to remain enrolled 

in their chosen online program, only those students who were enrolled exclusively or 

entirely in an online program were invited to participate in this study.  Those students 

enrolled in traditional on-campus face-to-face degree programs, or who may take one or 

more online courses to satisfy their degree requirements, were not included in this study.   

The exclusion of students who were enrolled in traditional degree programs is 

necessary because students who attend at least one face-to-face course benefit from the 

physical presence of an instructor. Consequently, students who take face-to-face courses 

may have opportunities and experiences interacting with their instructors that are much 

different than those afforded to students who are enrolled in programs offered exclusively 
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online (Kim, Lee, & Skellenger, 2012). In addition, including students who take courses 

in both face-to-face and online settings might potentially skew the data.  

Selection of Participants 

The approach used in selecting the appropriate study subjects followed the 

purposeful, convenience sampling method (Black, 1999), whereby research participants 

are selected due to their availability at the research site. The researcher worked with each 

of the academic program directors at the research site to identify those students pursuing 

a degree exclusively online.   

Because the programs at the research site are delivered in English, it was assumed 

that the students surveyed would be able to read and write in English.  This assumption 

was an important consideration given that both the survey instructions and data collection 

instrument were in English. In addition to identifying those students who were enrolled in 

online degree programs, the directors also identified those who were below the age of 19 

years old, and excluded them from the list of potential research participants. An age 

restriction was established to ensure institutional and regulatory compliance with respect 

to research involving adult participants (CITI Program, 2014) and with Nebraska law 

regarding age of majority (Nebraska Legislature, n.d). Therefore, the descriptive 

attributes and quantitative traits of the research participants were undergraduate and 

graduate students, 19 years or older, who were enrolled in online degree programs at the 

college. 

Data Collection Tool 

For this study, an online survey titled Online Student Experience Survey–an 

adaptation of College Experience Survey (Barnett, 2011)–was used as a data collection 
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instrument. Balnaves and Caputi (2001) described the appropriateness of a survey as an 

instrument to collect data “from people about who they are (education, finances, etc.), 

how they think (motivation, beliefs, etc.), and what they do (behaviour)” (p. 75). For this 

study, the survey was used to collect data about online students’ interaction experience 

with their faculty and their intent to persist in their online academic program. Moreover, 

the use of the survey allowed the researcher to quantify the magnitude of perception and 

attitude of online students with regard to their interactions with faculty, their sense of 

academic integration, and their intent to persist. 

The survey used for this study was adapted from College Experience Survey 

(Barnett, 2011). Further, the aforementioned survey was developed by Barnett (2011) to 

measure the correlation between faculty validation, students’ sense of academic 

integration, and students’ intent to persist. The survey development design was congruent 

with those instrument development methods proposed by experts such as Dawis, 

Devellis, Dillman, Kuh, Messick, and Pope and Mueller (1987, as cited in Barnett, 2011). 

Specifically, the development of the original tool involved creating survey items based on 

various formative faculty validation literature—a task that involved combining portions 

from a number of highly credible instruments. The initial survey items underwent a 

review from 10 scholars who are considered experts in the areas of student persistence 

and student development in the United States (Barnett, 2011).  Additionally, Barnett 

(2011) also affirmed that elaborate measures were taken to ensure the validity and 

reliability of the instrument via statistical method and other validating assessments. 

Because the original survey was created for use with face-to-face students, it was 

subsequently modified to make it more appropriate for online students.  After obtaining 
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permission from the survey’s author (see Appendix A for permission), appropriate 

modifications were incorporated into the original survey so as to structure its survey 

questions more for online student populations. (see Appendix B for modification of the 

original survey).  Thereon, the researcher conducted a pilot test on the survey.  The 

coefficient of reliability or internal consistency–an acceptable indicator for questionnaires 

with Likert scales (Black, 1999)–was tested by obtaining a Cronbach’s alpha (α) score 

using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS Statistics) software. A 

Cronbach’s alpha of .91 was obtained; this score indicated an acceptable degree of 

internal consistency or reliability (Black, 1999). 

The finalized survey items were forwarded to the Coordinator of Quality 

Assurance and Institutional Effectiveness at the research site who in turn constructed the 

online version of the survey using SurveyMonkey (SurveyMonkey, 2016).  In total, the 

online survey, entitled Online Student Experience Survey, contained 37 survey items; 

each item was accompanied by a 7-point Likert scale to measure students’ sense of 

faculty validation, their sense of academic integration, and their intent to persist (See 

Appendix C for final survey). In addition, the survey included questions related to student 

background such as gender, major, number of semesters completed, and expected 

graduation date or timeline.  The survey was administered as an online survey. 

Data Collection Procedures 

Prior to the data collection stage, the researcher worked with the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) at the research site to ensure that the rights and welfare of the 

research participants were protected (CITI Program, 2014). IRB approvals from the 

research site and Creighton University were obtained in July and August of 2016, 
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respectively (See Appendix D and Appendix E for IRB approvals).  Data collection 

commenced after the IRB approvals. 

Distribution of Survey 

In order to preserve the anonymity of research participants, the researcher and 

academic directors agreed that email addresses of the research participants should not be 

disclosed to the researcher. In addition, each academic director would be responsible for 

sending email invitations to their respective students who had been identified as qualified 

participants for the study. Accordingly, the director of each academic program sent out an 

invitation email containing IRB-approved communication text to those students (see 

Appendices F, and G for email text). In total, 554 online students received an email 

invitation to participate in the study. 

Data Collection 

Data collection commenced in mid August of 2016 and continued through early 

September of 2016—a survey duration period of three weeks.  The time period was 

selected to coincide with the last 2 weeks of semester break and the first week of fall 

semester.  The time decision was based on Lundberg’s (2003) research finding that 

documented the various time commitments faced by adult online learners. The goal of 

deploying the online survey during the break was to afford a survey completion 

timeframe that was less hurried for students who would otherwise be very busy juggling 

time between work, school, family, and other personal commitments (Lundberg, 

2003).  However, because students might not check their email during school break, 

extending the survey period to the first week of the semester might allow those students 
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who might have missed opening and reading the email invitation during the break an 

opportunity to take the survey. 

The email invitation provided a description of the study, description of research 

participant criteria, set of instructions for completing the survey along with the time it 

might require to complete it, as well as a section consisting of the survey’s consent, 

privacy, and confidentiality statements.  The link to the online survey was also provided 

in the email; those who chose to participate in the study were instructed to simply click 

on the link in order to take the survey (see Appendix F for the original invitation 

letter).   Reminder and thank-you emails were sent out two weeks after the invitation 

email was sent and two days before the closing of the survey, respectively (See appendix 

G for email text). 

The survey was administered by the Office of Quality Assurance and Institutional 

Effectiveness at the research site. Subsequently, the returned surveys were managed by 

the same entity.  After the survey period had concluded, the Coordinator of Quality 

Assurance and Institutional Effectiveness forwarded an Excel file containing all data 

collected from returned surveys to the researcher. 

Data Analysis 

The study was conducted to gain insights about the correlation between faculty 

validations and student intent to persist, or to continue pursuing an online academic 

program. It was designed to use quantitative methods to investigate the relationship 

between students’ perception of faculty validation, sense of academic integration, and 

their intent to persist.   
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The study employed IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 

Statistics) (IBM, 2017) and SurveyMonkey (SurveyMonkey, 2017) as tools for the 

analysis of data collected from the Online College Student Experience survey.  

SurveyMonkey (2017) generated basic descriptive statistics of the collected data that 

were later used for analysis. The SPSS Statistics software was used to generate outputs 

for correlation and regression analysis.  Specifically, SPSS Statistics was utilized to 

evaluate the “degree of linear relationship” (Kerr, Hall, & Kozub, 2002) among the study 

variables. 

Ethical Considerations 

The researcher took careful measures to be fully compliant with the IRB 

requirements at both the research site and Creighton University, with the ultimate goal of 

protecting the rights and welfare of the research subjects. Toward this goal, a plan for 

obtaining consent from the participants, for the eventual distribution and disposition of 

data collected from the study, as well as for the steps necessary to protect respondent 

confidentiality and privacy was outlined for consideration and approval by the IRB. 

Obtaining research participants’ consent was important to the integrity of the 

study. To ensure that participants were not only clear about their role in the study, but 

also acknowledged their participative role in it, a statement of consent was presented to 

them on two different occasions. The first statement of consent appeared in the email 

invitation, which included language regarding the purpose of the study, participant rights, 

and an option for participants to decide if they wanted to participate in the study.  The 

second statement of consent was displayed again in the online survey and before 

participants began answering the survey items. If participants did not agree with the 
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consent statement, the survey would close. Additionally, only students who were the ages 

of 19 and above included in the study.  This was to comply with the state’s legal adult 

age requirement.  

To ensure the privacy of participants, the Internet Protocol (IP) address collector 

was disabled for the electronic survey. This prevented the tracking of computer access via 

the Internet using the computer’s unique IP address (Digicert, 2003). This feature was 

disabled on the electronic survey so that responses could not be tracked to individual 

computers. 

Moreover, the potential privacy risks were specifically assessed and 

identified.  The risks identified were loss of confidentiality and/or anonymity and 

psychological risk. As a protection against loss of confidentiality and/or anonymity, no 

identifying data were collected, and the results of the study were to be reported in 

aggregate format. Additionally, because the majority of students at the research 

institution are female, collecting gender information might identify specific 

students.  Therefore, the gender data were made as an optional field on the survey; as 

such, participants could choose not to share information regarding their gender.  

Contact information on how to reach a personal student counselor at the research 

institution was made available for those students who might develop anxiety or have 

negative feelings as a result of providing certain responses to the survey questions. These 

risks were classified as low or minimal, but a proactive measure was put in place 

nevertheless. 

Participants who do not have a complete understanding of their rights as study 

participants, or of what might be expected of them, could potentially put their privacy and 



FACULTY VALIDATION  38 

confidentiality at risk—conceivably compromising the outcome of the study. In order to 

enhance participant comprehension and understanding and/or instructions about the 

survey, all communication pieces (i.e., invitation and follow-up emails) were written in 

short sentences that were carefully worded in English using simple words. The invitation 

and follow-up emails measured 8.9 and 8.1grade levels respectively, or as calculated by 

the Flesch-Kincaid grade level readability rating (Microsoft, 2017). This was also in line 

with the U.S. Department of Education’s determination that eighth grade reading level is 

required to be functionally literate at a minimum (1986, as cited in Schutten & 

McFarland, 2009). 

Even though survey data did not contain any identifying information, the 

researcher nevertheless exercised care in protecting the data from potential privacy and 

confidentiality breaches. The data were stored in a password-protected computer and 

have been reported in aggregate format. Further, the researcher plans to retain the survey 

data for about three years after collection for possible use in future research publications; 

whereupon the data will be permanently deleted from the computer. 

The ethical considerations and plans for the study were vetted by the IRBs at both 

the research site and Creighton University. The research site’s IRB issued its approval for 

the study on July 22, 2016 (see Appendix E); Creighton University’s IRB issued its 

approval document on August 3, 2016 (see Appendix F). 

Summary 

The topic of faculty interactions with students within the context of student 

retention has been largely studied. However, studies that focus on faculty validations as a 

factor that affects student retention have been found to be rather limited and sparse. This 
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chapter provided a detailed description of the research methodology used to conduct a 

study directed at discovering the relationship of faculty validation with students’ sense of 

academic integration and intent to persist. 

The study was conducted in fall 2016 at a small, nonprofit college in the 

Midwest.  The research sample population was comprised of students 19 years or older 

who were pursuing their undergraduate or graduate degrees exclusively online. With the 

approval of the study’s IRBs from the research site and Creighton University, data were 

collected using an online survey entitled Online College Student Experience, which was a 

modified version of a previously used survey created to measure the effect of faculty 

validations on student intent to persist in general and to appropriately accommodate a 

study consisting of online students only. 

Data collected from the study were tabulated and checked for completion. IBM’s 

SPSS Statistics program was used to analyze the data.  Prior to analyses, data were 

checked so as to ensure that they met the assumptions for regression analyses. The results 

of the study indicated that faculty validation has a positive role in improving student 

sense of academic integration and student intent to persist. Principal component analysis 

of faculty validation revealed that faculty interactions that reflect faculty’s interest in 

students’ learning and success, that lead to students feeling encouraged, and that 

appertain mentoring are the types of interactions that offer the most impact with respect 

to student persistence. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS AND THE EVIDENCE-BASED SOLUTION 

Introduction 

 This quantitative study was conducted to investigate the relationship between 

faculty validation and academic integration and between faculty validation and student 

intent to stay in online academic program. This chapter presents the results of the study, 

based on data collected from online students that attempted to address the following 

research questions: 

Research question 1: What effect does a higher level of faculty validation have in 

promoting a sense of academic integration in online students? 

Research question 2: What effect does a higher level of faculty validation have in 

influencing the decision to persist in online students? 

Research question 3: What effect does a higher sense of academic integration 

have in influencing intent to persist in online students? 

Further, the study attempted to substantiate the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: Online students who receive a higher level of positive faculty 

validation have a stronger sense of academic integration than do online students who 

receive a lower level of positive faculty validation. 

Hypothesis 2: Online students who receive a higher level of positive faculty 

validation have a stronger intent to persist than do online students who receive a lower 

level of positive faculty validation. 

Hypothesis 3: Online students who have a higher sense of academic integration 

have a stronger intent to persist than do online students who have a lower sense of 

academic integration. 
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This chapter includes descriptive analysis pertaining to the sample population, 

results of the hypothesis tests, and analyses that address the research questions. 

Presentation of the Findings 

Using an online survey entitled Online Student Experience Survey, the study 

collected data pertaining to students’ perception of validating experience, academic 

integration, and intent to persist, at a small nonprofit college in the Midwest. Data 

collected were verified for completeness and then entered into IBM Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS Statistics), Version 24, software. Descriptive analysis, 

correlation analysis, multiple regression analysis, and principal component analysis were 

used. 

Survey Results 

Survey invitation emails were sent to 554 online students. A total of 111 students 

responded, of which 19 students from those responding partially completed the survey 

(i.e., respondent may have failed to respond to one or more survey items).  The 

incomplete surveys were subsequently removed from the survey data.  Of the 92 students 

who completed the online survey, three students indicated a graduation date of “next 

semester” in response to the question “What is your expected graduation date?”.  Because 

the goal of the study was to measure student intent to persist at the institution, graduating 

students would not represent those who remained at the institution the following 

semester.  Therefore, data collected from these three students were excluded from 

analysis. With the exclusion of datasets from partial responses and impending graduating 

students, the survey response rate was 16%. At a 95% confidence level, there is a 10% 

measurement error. 
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Student Background 

Descriptive analysis was performed to discover relevant background information 

on students who participated in the study.  The analysis included factors related to 

gender, program level (undergraduate or graduate), the number of semester completed, 

and expected graduation date. Table 1 shows the detailed descriptive statistics related to 

gender, program level, semester completed, and expected graduation date of students who 

participated in the study.  

Table 1 

Summary of Research Participant Background 

Student Characteristics (N=89)   Counts  Percent 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Gender   
     Female 80 89.9 
     Male 9 10.1 
 
Academic Level   
    Undergraduate 25 28.1 
    Graduate 64 71.9 
 
Number of Semester Completed at the College   
     0 - 2 21 23.6 
     3 - 5 25 28.1 
     6 - 8 34 38.2 
     9 - 11 9 10.1 
   
   
Expected Graduation   
     Within 1 year 39 43.8 
     1-2 years 18 20.2 
     More than 3 years 31 34.8 
     Unsure 1 1.1 

 

Aggregation of student background information revealed that 10% and 90% of the 

study participants were male and female, respectively (n=89, Male=9, Female=80). With 
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regard to the academic program level, 28.1% were undergraduate and 79.1 were graduate 

students. The sample population was quite diverse with respect to the number of 

semesters completed and expected graduation date. The average number of semesters 

completed at the college was 4.87 semesters (M=4.87), with slightly over 48% students 

had completed 6 semesters or more. Of all the respondents, over 43% stated that they 

would be graduating in one year or less.    

The researcher intentionally did not perform a drill-down analysis on student 

background factors that involve gender.  At the surveyed college, the male student 

population is very small in comparison to that of the college’s female student 

population.  Therefore, the analysis of student background was left at a high level so as to 

avoid the potential of identifying male participants. 

Results of Regression Analyses 

Regression analyses were performed to measure the relationships among the study 

variables. Specifically, the analyses were conducted to measure the strength and direction 

of relationship (Kerr, Hall, & Kozub, 2002) between the predicting variables (i.e., faculty 

validations and academic integration) and the outcome variables (i.e., academic 

integration and intent to persist). Preliminary analysis was conducted to test and confirm 

assumptions of normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity. For result interpretation 

related to the degree of model fit, the following criteria were used: <.10 = poor fit; .11 to 

.30 = modest fit; .31 to .50 = moderate fit; >.50 = strong fit (Muij, 2004, as cited in 

Barnett, 2011).  
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Assumption Testing  

Because non-linear relationship may lead to inaccurate interpretation of 

correlation and regression analyses (Gould & Ryan, 2013), the data set was first tested to 

confirm that it met the basic assumptions for correlation and regression analyses.  The 

assumptions tested were linear relationship, normally distributed errors, multicollinearity, 

and homoscedasticity. 

The assumption of linear relationship among variables was tested by plotting the 

data points in SPSS. Scatterplot and Q-Q plot confirmed a linear relationship between 

variables faculty validation and intent to persist, between faculty validation and academic 

integration, and between academic integration and intent to persist (See Appendix H for 

linearity between variables). 

The test for normally distributed errors assumption was done by visual inspection 

of a standardized residual diagram for each predicting and outcome variables set. The 

close distance of data points along the regression line verified normally distributed errors 

(see Appendix I). 

Another assumption that was tested was multicollinearity. The multicollinearity 

between predicting variables was tested to ensure that the predicting variables were not 

too closely related to each other; if they are too close, it would not be possible to 

determine the effect of each variable in predicting outcome. The multicollinearity was 

tested on the predicting variables–those being faculty validation and academic integration 

variables–using variance inflation factor (VIF). The result indicated a VIF value of 1, 

which suggested that predicting variables were not correlated. The assumption of 

homoscedasticity was performed to verify similar variability in research 
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variables.  Visual inspection of scatter plots was employed to diagnose the 

homoscedasticity and to confirm the assumption related to homoscedasticity (see 

Appendix J).  

Hypothesis Testing 

Hypothesis 1: Online students who receive a higher level of positive faculty 

validation have a stronger sense of academic integration than do online students who 

receive a lower level of positive faculty validation.  

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was calculated to measure the 

relationship between faculty validation and students’ sense of academic integration. 

Table 2 shows the results of the analysis. The result of the analysis indicated that there 

was a strong correlation between the variables, r = .65, n = 89, p = .01. An increase in 

faculty validation correlates with an increase in academic integration. 

Table 2 

Correlation Between Faculty Validation and Academic Integration 

  Academic Integration 

Faculty Validation Pearson Correlation .65 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

 N 89 

 
A simple linear regression analysis was performed to determine the effect of faculty 

validation on academic integration and the fit of the model.  The results of the 

analysis, shown in Table 3, suggest that faculty validation (M = 5.21, SD = .92), can 

explain 42% variability of academic integration, (M = 5.85, SD = .76), F(1, 87) = 

63.32, p < .001,  R2 = .42.  
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Table 3  

Regression Coefficient for Variable Faculty Validation in Predicting Students’ Academic 

Integration (N =  89) 

 B SE β 

(Constant) 3.07 .36  

Faculty validation .53 .07 .65** 

Adjusted R2  .42  

F  63.32**  

95% CI  [.40, .67]  

 

Furthermore, the values of 95% CI [.401, .668] confirm the model’s predicting 

ability. This result of the analysis found that the R2 (.42), was significant at the p < .001, 

and therefore indicated a moderate fit of the model. Thus, the null hypothesis was 

rejected. It is concluded that 42% of the variability in students’ sense of academic 

integration is associated with faculty validation. 

Hypothesis 2: Online students who receive a higher level of positive faculty 

validation have a stronger intent to persist than do online students who receive a lower 

level of positive faculty validation. 

A calculation of Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was performed 

to assess the relationship between faculty validation and student intent to persist. Table 4 

shows the results of the correlation analysis. The analysis indicated that there was a 

strong positive correlation between the variables, r = .56, n = 89, p < .001. An increase in 

faculty validation correlates with a stronger intent to persist. 
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Table 4 

Correlation Between Faculty Validation and Intent to Persist 

   Intent to Persist 

Faculty Validation Pearson Correlation .56 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

 N 89 

Additionally, regression analysis was performed to assess the effect of faculty 

validation on student intent to persist. Table 5 shows the result for variable faculty 

validation in predicting student intent to persist. The analysis concluded that faculty 

validation (M = 5.21, SD = .92), with p-value less than alpha (.05), moderately predicted 

student intent to persist (M = 5.85, SD = .76), F(1, 87) = 36.76, p < .001. It was evident 

that null hypothesis should be rejected. The result also indicated a modest fit of the model 

(R2 = .31); faculty validation explains 31% of the variability in students’ intent to persist.  

Table 5  

Regression Coefficient for Variable Faculty Validation in Predicting Students’ Intent to 

Persist (N =  89) 

 B SE β 

(Constant) 2.76 .53  

Faculty validation .64 .10 .56** 

Adjusted R2  .31  

F  39.76**  

95% CI  [.44, .84]  

**p < .001    
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Hypothesis 3: Online students who have a higher sense of academic integration 

have a stronger intent to persist than do online students who have a lower sense of 

academic integration. 

A correlation analysis using a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 

was performed to evaluate the direction and strength of relationship between academic 

integration and student intent to persist. The result of the analysis, as shown on Table 6, 

indicated that there was a strong positive correlation between the variables, r = .64, n = 

89, p = .001. The result indicates that an increase in academic integration correlates with 

a stronger intent to persist. 

Table 6 

Correlation Between Academic Integration and Intent to Persist 

   Intent to Persist 

Faculty Validation Pearson Correlation .64 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

 N 89 

The hypothesis was tested using simple linear regression analysis. Table 7 shows 

the results of the analysis for variable academic integration in predicting student intent to 

persist. The analysis concluded that academic integration (M = 5.85, SD = .76), with p-

value less than alpha (.05), significantly predicted student intent to persist (M = 6.08, SD 

= 1.05),  F(1, 87) = 59.35, p < .001. The null hypothesis was thus rejected.  The R2 value 

of .42 indicates a moderate fit has been obtained.  



FACULTY VALIDATION  49 

Table 7  

Regression Coefficient for Variable Predicting Students’ Intent to Persis (N =  89) 

 B SE β 

(Constant) .93 .67  

Academic 

integration 

.88 .11 .64** 

Adjusted R2  .42  

F  63.32**  

95% CI  [.40, .67]  

**p < .001    

The high, significant beta (.64) for academic integration implied that higher level 

of academic integration predicted higher level of student intent to persist. The lower and 

upper bounds for beta at 95% confidence were both above 0 (CI = [.65, 1.11]). The range 

of lower and upper bound suggested that it would be very unlikely for the beta to have a 

value of 0, and thus confirmed the significance of the model in predicting outcome. 

Principal Component Analysis Result 

The researcher was interested  in looking for ways on how the 23 items related to 

faculty validations could be reduced so that a smaller set of variable clusters 

(components) could be obtained, and thereby gain insights of specific themes related to 

faculty validations and measure the constructs of student academic integration and 

student intent to persist. For this, the researcher performed a data exploration technique, a 

principal component analysis (PCA), in SPSS. The PCA utilized Varimax with Kaiser 

normalization method and was set to retain initial components with Eigenvalues of 1 or 
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above. Additionally, the analysis specified a strength of intercorrelations among the items 

of at least 0.3.  

The result of the PCA indicated that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 

adequacy provided a value of .92 and the Bartlett’s Test of sphericity provided p < .001; 

these two values met the required values for Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s test of at 

least 0.6 and less than .05, respectively.  The result of PCA in SPSS extracted three 

components with Eigenvalues of greater than 1, shown in Table 8. The three components 

have a cumulative variance of 75.33%.  Varimax rotation method resulted in a 

component matrix, which lists, in descending order, the variables in each component 

according to their loading factors. For clarity, each component variables are shown 

separately in Tables 9, 10, and 11. 

Table 8  

Result of Principal Component Analysis on Faculty Validation Survey Items Showing 

Clusters with Eigenvalues > 1 

 
Eigenvalue 

Percentage of 
Variance 

Cumulative Percentage 
of Variance 

Component 1 14.34 62.36 62.36 
Component 2 1.95 8.49 70.85 
Component 3 1.02 4.48 75.33 
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Table 9 

Component Loadings for Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation of 

Faculty Validation (Component 1) 

Survey Items  Factor Loading 
My instructors are willing to give me individual help when needed. 0.79 
My instructors make me feel as though I bring valuable ideas to class. 0.79 
My instructors are willing to take as long as needed to help me understand the 
class material. 0.79 

It seems like my instructors really care about whether I am learning. 0.77 
I feel accepted as a capable student by my instructors. 0.72 
My instructors seem to genuinely care about how I am doing. 0.71 
My instructors make an effort to make their online courses interesting. 0.68 
Most instructors are interested in what I have to offer in class. 0.68 
My instructors provide lots of written feedback on the assignments I turn in. 0.65 
My instructors understand that students come from different backgrounds. 0.61 
I feel accepted as a person by my instructors. 0.55 
I feel like my personal and family history is valued in class. 0.53 
My instructors show that they believe in my ability to do the class work. 0.52 
My instructors know who I am. 0.44 
I feel as though I am treated equally to other students. 0.44 
My instructors encourage students to become involved in college-sponsored or 
college-related activities. 0.43 

I am encouraged to share life experiences when they relate to the class material. 0.37 
I am encouraged by my instructors to openly share my views in class. 0.34 
Eigenvalues = 14.34  
Percent of variance accounted for = 62.36%  
Interpretation pertaining to faculty validation: Interactions that reflect faculty’s 
interest in students’ learning and success  
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Table 10 

Component Loadings for Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation of 

Faculty Validation (Component 2) 

Survey Items  Factor 
Loading 

All students, regardless of their gender, are encouraged to contribute to the class 
discussion. 0.891 

All students, regardless of their racial backgrounds, are encouraged to contribute to 
the class discussion. 0.812 

I feel as though I am treated equally to other students. 0.753 
I am encouraged to share life experiences when they relate to the class material. 0.752 
I can generally express my honest opinions in my classes. 0.745 
I am encouraged by my instructors to openly share my views in class. 0.719 
My instructors show that they believe in my ability to do the class work. 0.615 
My instructors understand that students come from different backgrounds. 0.569 
I feel accepted as a capable student by my instructors. 0.492 
I feel accepted as a person by my instructors. 0.453 
Most instructors are interested in what I have to offer in class. 0.445 
It seems like my instructors really care about whether I am learning. 0.414 
My instructors make an effort to make their online courses interesting. 0.407 
My instructors make me feel as though I bring valuable ideas to class. 0.398 
My instructors seem to genuinely care about how I am doing. 0.393 
I feel like my personal and family history is valued in class. 0.351 
Eigenvalues = 1.95  
Percent of variance accounted for = 8.49%  
Interpretation pertaining to faculty validation: Interactions that lead to students 
feeling encouraged  
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Table 11 

Component Loadings for Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation of 

Faculty Validation (Component 3) 

Survey Items  Factor 
Loading 

At least one instructor has talked with me about my personal goals at this college. 0.822 
I have had at least one instructor at this college who helped me to believe in myself. 0.771 
My instructors know who I am. 0.751 
My instructors encourage students to become involved in college-sponsored or 
college-related activities. 0.639 

I feel like my personal and family history is valued in class. 0.511 
I feel accepted as a person by my instructors. 0.426 
My instructors seem to genuinely care about how I am doing. 0.420 
Most instructors are interested in what I have to offer in class. 0.408 
My instructors show that they believe in my ability to do the class work. 0.397 
I am encouraged by my instructors to openly share my views in class. 0.363 
My instructors are willing to take as long as needed to help me understand the class 
material. 0.361 

It seems like my instructors really care about whether I am learning. 0.316 
My instructors understand that students come from different backgrounds. 0.301 
Eigenvalues = 1.03  
Percent of variance accounted for = 4.48%  
Interpretation pertaining to faculty validation: Interactions that appertain mentoring  

 

Analysis and Synthesis of Findings 

 In this study, the focus was to investigate the relationship between faculty 

validation and student intent to persist among online students. Specifically, the study 

sought to discover the relationship between faculty validation and academic integration, 

between academic integration and intent to persist, and between faculty validation and 

intent to persist.   

Faculty Validation-Academic Integration Dimension 

The result of the study confirmed the study’s first hypothesis that states online 

students who receive a higher level of positive faculty validation have a stronger sense of 
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academic integration than those students who receive a lower level of positive faculty 

validation. Academic integration was operationalized by students’ own perception of 

their ability or competency in performing academic tasks successfully. The finding of a 

positive relationship between faculty validation and academic integration in online 

students was congruent with studies performed that involved students in traditional (on-

campus, face-to-face) programs (Barnet, 2011; Rendon, 1994). The results of this study 

also echoed Gaytan’s (2015) recommendation for achieving faculty validation through 

email exchanges with students so as to help them perform better, earn better grades, and 

learn more. Likewise, Creasey, Jarvis, and Gadge (2009) found that a more personal 

student-instructor relationship was found to have resulted in positive student academic 

achievement.  

Academic integration can be viewed as a requisite for student retention. In cases 

where a student is disinclined to end an academic journey prematurely, the student may 

nonetheless be dismissed from an institution as a result of not meeting its course grade 

requirements. In other words, student retention may not be possible if students do not 

successfully pass their courses. When students are able to complete their courses 

successfully, they are more likely to stay in, or complete, their academic program.  

The positive relationship between faculty validation and academic integration is 

an important piece of information that could inform faculty of their role in helping 

students complete their courses. Vogt (2008) found that students’ positive perception of 

their faculty correlated with high achievement (i.e., higher grades) in the courses. Finally, 

other studies have also connected faculty interactions in general, and faculty validation in 

particular, to student success (Micari & Pazo, 2012; Suresh, 2006).  
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Faculty Validation-Intent to Persist Dimension 

The second hypothesis that focused on students’ stronger intent to persist as a 

result of a higher level of faculty validation was also confirmed by the study.  This 

finding supported Tinto’s (1975) theoretical supposition regarding the importance of 

interactions to support student retention. In addition, Hong and Shull (2010) associated 

faculty-student interactions with student overall satisfaction, which ultimately contributes 

to student persistence. Apparently, the impact of faculty validation on student intent to 

persist in online academic programs was affirmed to be similar to that of traditional, face-

to-face programs (Barnet, 2011; Rendon, 1994). In a more general context, O’Keefe 

(2013) offered similar analysis through his study wherein student attrition was shown to 

be the product of students not feeling validated. 

Academic Integration-Intent to Persist Dimension 

The third research hypothesis stated “Online students who have a higher sense of 

academic integration have a stronger intent to persist than do online students who have a 

lower sense of academic integration”. As with the first two, the third hypothesis was also 

confirmed by the study.  

Considering the confirmation of the earlier hypotheses, the confirmation of 

academic integration in influencing student intent to persist offered an explanation that 

bridges the first two hypotheses’ findings. That is, an increase in students’ level of intent 

to persist when they feel more validated by their faculty is only possible when students 

have achieved a sense of academic integration.  If they had not achieved a sense of 

academic integration, they may not have the confidence to continue with their studies. 
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Hence, the benefit of faculty validation in influencing student intent to persist may not 

materialize.  

Types of Faculty Validations 

Factor analysis related to faculty validation revealed three faculty validation 

clusters that are considered as important contributors to student retention. The clusters 

identified were faculty interactions that reflect faculty’s interest in students’ learning and 

success, interactions that lead to students feeling encouraged, and interactions that 

appertain mentoring. These clusters differ slightly from Barnett’s (2011) findings that 

identified the clusters of students feeling known and valued, caring instruction, 

appreciation for diversity, and mentoring.  This variation in clusters might be explained 

by the difference in learning environments—this study involved online students; 

Bennett’s (2011) study involved face-to-face students.  

Another possible explanation for this variation may be related to the gender 

composition of the research participants. McLaughlin, Moutray and Muldoon (2010) and 

O’Keefe (2013) concluded that student gender contributes to student persistence and 

attrition. The gender composition of 39% male and 61% female in Barnett’s (2011) 

study, compared to the 10% male and 90% female composition in this study, may provide 

some insight into the type of validating experiences that are expected in different student 

populations.  

Faculty interest in students’ learning and success. The cluster of faculty’s 

interest in students’ learning and success was shown to be the most relevant in 

influencing student retention, particularly in the context of academic integration and 

intent to persist. This finding could be best explained by the concept of social or 
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organizational identity (Haslam, Reicher & Platow, 2011) in organizations. In the context 

of relationship between employee and organization, social identity results in employees 

not only feeling a sense of belonging, but also an emotional connection (Haslam, Reicher 

& Platow, 2011). In the context of education, the concept of social identity could be 

applied to students’ feeling of belonging as it relates to their institution’s respective 

academic programs and students’ connection to their academic pursuits. The implication 

of social identity could be profound.  Social identity creates an attitude of shared 

endeavors and a spirit of teamwork between faculty and students. When combined with 

student personal commitment, it can play a substantial role in promoting success. 

Therefore, it is imperative to develop a mutual understanding of shared academic goals 

between faculty and students. If students understand that their success is as important to 

their faculty as it is to them, they will comprehend more fully that both parties are fully 

accountable for their positive academic experience and successes. 

Faculty interactions that engender encouragement. The second faculty 

validation cluster that was shown to make an impact on student persistence is faculty 

interactions that engender students’ feeling of being encouraged. Rath and Conchie 

(2008) found that trust, compassion, stability, and hope are the core elements that 

followers (i.e., students) seek from a leader (i.e., faculty). For students, the element of 

hope invoked by faculty validation efforts might contribute to feeling encouraged.  

Faculty’s encouragement could have a significant contribution to student 

motivation—an element that Martinez (2000) and Komarrju (2010) claimed to be 

important in student retention. Additionally, in the context of college education, 

motivation and confidence have been shown to have a positive impact on students 
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learning and success (Bickerstaff, Barragan, & Rucks-Ahidina, 2012). Thus, the 

identification of faculty encouragement as an underlying purpose for faculty validation 

should help faculty tailor their interactions with students to optimize the outcome of those 

interactions. 

Faculty interactions that appertain mentoring. Interestingly, both this study 

and Barnett’s (2011) study identified mentoring as an important quality of faculty 

interaction in creating validation experience for students. In fact, the positive effect of 

mentoring has been studied and found to have had a positive effect on student retention 

(Griffin, Perez, Holmes, & Mayo, 2010; Vesilind, 2001). Other studies such as those by 

Pidgeon, Archibald, and Hawkey (2014), Austin (2002), and Maher and Macallister 

(2013) are among many studies that underscored the importance of mentoring in 

students.   

Because mentoring can be related to students’ academic success as well as career 

choices, this type of validation demonstrates to students that faculty care not only about 

students’ academic pursuits but also in their future professional aspiration.  Thus, 

mentoring could be viewed as the support system that students need to attain their short-

term goals in academic and provide a direction and inspirations for future professional 

goals. It demonstrates faculty’s interest in students’ current and future life.  

Summary 

Various analyses were conducted to answer the research questions and to test their 

corresponding hypotheses regarding the effect of faculty validation on academic 

integration and intent to persist in online students. Survey data were analyzed by primary 

using correlation analysis, regression analysis, and principal component analysis as 
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analysis methods in IBM’s SPSS statistical software.  

The analysis results supported research hypotheses and confirmed positive 

correlations between faculty validation and academic integration, between academic 

integration and intent to persist, and between faculty validation and intent to 

persist.  Additionally, the study found that faculty validation is a strong predictor of both 

academic integration and intent to persist; academic integration is a strong predictor of 

student intent to persist. 

Principal component analysis was conducted to uncover specific characteristics of 

faculty interactions that ultimately influence student intent to persist. The result of this 

analysis revealed that faculty interactions with certain characteristics have more influence 

in students’ intent to persist. Specifically, faculty interactions that reflect faculty interest 

in students’ learning and success has the biggest potential in influencing students’ intent 

to persist. It is followed by interactions that lead to students feeling encouraged, which is 

subsequently followed by interactions that appertain mentoring.  
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FIVE: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to add to the existing body of knowledge that 

appertains to student retention. Specifically, the study was designed to investigate the role 

of faculty validations, particularly from the perception of online students, in influencing 

students’ sense of academic integration and their intent to persist in online programs. This 

chapter presents the new conceptual model related to faculty validation and students’ 

intent to persist and the proposed solution to improve student persistence in at the 

institution of higher education that this study examined.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this quantitative research was to study the role of faculty 

validations, particularly from the perception of online students, in influencing students’ 

sense of academic integration and their intent to persist in online programs. Using Tinto’s 

(1975) Longitudinal Model of Institutional Departure and Rendon’s (1994) concept of 

validations as a framework, this study used an adapted form of Barnett’s (2011) Student 

College Experience survey to collect data from online students enrolled at a 4-year non-

profit private college in the Midwest. The predicting variables were faculty and academic 

integration; the first outcome variable was students’ sense of academic integration and 

the second outcome variable was student’ intent to persist as a result of their experience 

related to faculty validations.  

Aim of the Study 

The aim of this study was to incorporate its findings into the design and creation 

of training modules for new faculty orientation and/or for faculty development 
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programs—with the ultimate goal of improving student persistence at a small nonprofit 

college in the Midwest. 

Proposed Solution 

Establishing a positive faculty-student relationship has been cited as one of the 

critical elements that support positive learning outcomes.  Bruster (2015) called for a 

holistic curricular consideration that includes not only rigorous course content, but also 

relationship building between students and faculty, as well as timely social and academic 

interactions to support student retention.  Buster (2015) maintained that relationship-

building requires planning and also acknowledged the challenges faced by faculty 

members in creating and sustaining a relationship with students.  

Support for the Solution 

This study found a strong correlation between faculty validation–which consists 

of faculty-initiated positive interactions between faculty and student—and students’ 

intent to persist.  Specifically, the findings demonstrated that faculty-initiated 

interactions, particularly those that reflect faculty’s interest in students’ learning and 

success, interactions that lead to students feeling encouraged, and interactions that 

appertain mentoring, can predict academic integration and persistence.  

A new conceptual model of student persistence emerged from the findings of this 

study.  Figure 2 shows the author’s model of faculty validation in student persistence.  As 

shown in the diagram, faculty-student interactions should be initiated by faculty.  In order 

to provide students with an effective and compelling validation experience, faculty 

should demonstrate that they are interested in the learning and success of students, in 

providing encouragement to students, and in mentoring students. Those types of 
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interactions were predicted to increase students’ self-confidence in their ability to 

complete their courses and to be more successful academically. Subsequently, academic 

success may positively influence a student’s decision to stay enrolled in college or to 

persist.  Further, if students continue to receive support, encouragement, and mentoring 

from faculty, they are more likely to graduate from their chosen degree programs.  

 

 

Figure 2. Model of Faculty Validation for Student Persistence  

The model emphasizes the need for faculty to initiate student interactions. When 

faculty reach out to students, it conveys a caring attitude on the part of faculty. In other 

words, it shows that they are genuinely interested in their students’ work and 
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success.  This genuine interest and involvement in student success contributes to 

students’ validation experience.  Ideally, faculty should reach out to all students, 

regardless of their academic or course performance.  Although many studies of online 

student retention, such as those done by Gajewski and Maher (2015), Haeney and Fisher 

(2011), Russo-Gleicher (2013), and Zhang, Fei, Quddus, and Davis (2014), focused on 

academically at-risk students, the model presented in this paper calls for interactions with 

all students regardless of their academic performance so as to provide an overall positive 

validating experience.  

Reaching at-risk students only could possibly result in missed opportunities with 

those students who might be earning good grades but are dealing with academic or 

personal issues that could eventually affect their future academic performance, and thus 

provide the proactive positive support they may need. Dennen, Darabi, and Smith (2007) 

advocated practices that include contacting students more frequently. The implementation 

of such practices would involve faculty providing positive validating experience 

proactively, which could have favorable implication in overall student retention.  

Factors and Stakeholders Related to the Solution 

Gonzalez-Sanmamed, Munoz-Carril, and Sangra (2014) highlighted the 

complexity of various roles that online faculty must assume to ensure student success. 

The skills that may be required in order to carry out those non-instructional roles are the 

ability to express emotion in the virtual environment, to effectively apply online social 

skills, to promote self-efficacy, to foster online community, and to build relationships 

with students (Coppola, Hiltz, & Rotter, 2002; Bawane & Spector, 2009; Baran, Correia 

& Thompson. 2011). In fact, Dennis et al. (2004) claimed that competency in these non-



FACULTY VALIDATION  64 

instructional roles are as equally important as that of instructional roles.  

Faculty should be viewed as an organizational asset.  In education, faculty fulfill a 

critical role in not only educating students, but also in fulfilling the organization’s 

strategic mission of delivering education. Most importantly, at higher education 

institutions, faculty share the role for ensuring positive cash flows to the organization’s 

operation, and therefore play a pivotal role in ensuring the operational sustainability of 

the institution. Justifiably, it would be a tremendous benefit for the organization to 

provide faculty development opportunities that would enhance faculty’s ability to 

perform its role as the agents for the organization’s mission and vision. Thus, efforts 

related to creating and offering faculty development must be strategically planned and 

managed. 

Moreover, the use of part-time faculty, who typically serve as adjuncts, has 

increased as the popularity of online education increased (Rogers, McIntyre, & Jazzar, 

2009). Although the hiring of adjunct faculty may address the growing demand for 

staffing online education programs (Mandernach, Register, & O’Donnell, 2015); 

Bedford, 2009; Tipple, 2010), concerns regarding their traditional teaching approaches 

(i.e., an approach that primarily focuses on their role as the content expert) have been 

raised, and such approaches may not be conducive for the learning outcomes of online 

students (McQuiggan, 2012).  McQuiggan further reiterated the need for faculty 

development to equip online faculty for teaching in the online environment. Similar 

propositions regarding faculty development and online faculty training were also 

advanced by other studies (Kanuka, Jugdev, Heller, & West, 2008; Milliken & Jurgens, 

2008; Tipple, 2010; Bedford & Miller, 2013).  
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The findings of this dissertation in practice study suggest that faculty 

development programs that include the topic of faculty validation have the potential for 

helping faculty–whether it is full-time, part-time, and adjunct faculty–develop the skills 

necessary for positive interactions with online students. In turn, the mastery and practical 

application of how to interact and validate students can potentially improve student 

retention. 

Potential Barriers  

The role of online faculty can typically range from simply instructing students, to 

also designing, developing, and delivering online course content; however, the latter set 

of roles accounts for a greater portion of an online instructor’s workload and thus places a 

greater demand and time commitment on online faculty (Berge, 2008). Boettcher (as 

cited in Crews, Wilkinson, Hemby, McCannon, & Widemaier, 2008) contended that each 

hour of instructional time [for an online course] would require about 18 hours to create 

the necessary instructional materials such as video tutorials and audio lectures.   

Online teaching not only requires more time to prepare and produce learning 

materials (course content), but also involves more time to deliver it (i.e., the actual span 

of instructional time).  A study by Tomei (2006) found that on average, online faculty 

spend 14% more time for online instruction compared to traditional face-to-face 

instruction.  Although the additional instruction hours may seem insignificant, over a 

period of time and for multiple courses, the cumulative difference can be substantial.   

The nature and demographic composition of online students also contributes to 

the time demand that online faculty face. Waltman, Bergom, Hollenshead, & Miller 

(2012) asserted that online faculty serve a more diverse student population with a wider 
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variety of needs and expectations.  Because online education appeals to those students 

who need the sort of time flexibility that an asynchronous course delivery method offers, 

it tends to attract those who are working and have family related responsibilities.  Hence, 

as suggested by Waltman et al. (2012), more time would be required for online faculty to 

effectively deliver course materials and to respond to the multifarious needs and 

challenges of their online students. 

The proposed solution will in fact add to the time demand of online faculty. 

Simply put, it takes time to connect with students, whether by email, telephone, or other 

communication technologies. Although Houston, Meyer, and Paewai (2006) found that 

intrinsically-motivated faculty are generally satisfied with their work regardless of the 

additional time required to carry out their roles and workload as online instructors, the 

increased tasks and complexity that such a role imposes can nonetheless create stress in 

their personal life.  Therefore, the quality of life outside of their professional 

commitments was more likely to be compromised as a result of teaching online courses. 

Thus, the time demand associated with fulfilling student validation efforts continues to be 

a concern and an issue that needs to be addressed. 

Change Management for Proposed Solution 

Faculty validation involves faculty reaching out to students to establish a positive 

personal connection so as to support their success.  To some faculty–who attended 

college many years ago when faculty were regarded more as authoritative figures than 

learning partners–the concept of validation may be a paradigm shift in today’s era of 

online learning. Moreover, it could mean a significant change in teaching practices for 

some faculty.  
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A study by Decker (2012) found that 93% of change implementations are 

unsuccessful . Considering the constant need to change in response to an ever-changing 

environment and the paradox of high probability of change failure, a deliberate effort 

must be taken to lead change. A full-scale implementation of the proposed solution 

offered here has culminated in a recommendation that calls for identifying of a change 

leader, creating a solid communication plan, considering stakeholders, allocating 

appropriate resource, and managing resistance as well as measuring success. 

With regard to the identification of a change leader, a committee should be 

formed.  The role of the committee is to oversee and to be accountable for the proper 

execution of the implementation process and to be the champion for that effort.  Because 

a supportive environment is essential for successful innovation dissemination (Collinson 

& Cook, 2013), it is important that the committee be fully supported by senior leaders at 

the institution. 

The proposed solution of integrating the concept of faculty validation into the 

teaching practices of faculty can be advanced and encouraged by using the change 

framework of Lewins’s Three-Step procedure of unfreezing, moving, and re-freezing 

(Burke, 2014).  According to Rogers (2003), information-seeking, which helps potential 

adopters find answers to questions related to the what, why, and how of a proposed 

solution, primarily takes place during the knowledge stage—a stage that occurs within 

Lewin’s unfreezing step of the change process.  Because the knowledge stage forms a 

critical foundation for the persuasion stage (Rogers, 2003), it would be imperative for 

potential adopters (i.e., faculty) to receive all pertinent information related to the change 

(i.e., adopting faculty validation practices). 



FACULTY VALIDATION  68 

During the knowledge stage of the innovation-decision process (Rogers, 2003), 

the committee may share information about faculty validation through various events 

such as the faculty development day, faculty senate meetings, and college-wide 

community meetings.  In either case, the committee may determine the appropriate 

communication channels to use. The committee may also survey faculty to gather 

insights about faculty’s perception regarding faculty’s validation efforts; and 

subsequently tailor further communications based on information gathered from faculty. 

Proper communication content and channels are critical in ensuring successful adoption. 

In an environment where academic freedom is highly valued, poor communication may 

lead faculty to perceive any directive requiring a change to their way of teaching as an 

infringement on academic freedom, and thus regard it as a threat. This could jeopardize 

the likelihood of adoption. 

The moving step of Lewin’s Three-Step change process involves influencing and 

transforming the perception of potential adopters to favor the change (Burke, 

2014).  During this stage, the committee must make sure that information and resources 

are made available to help faculty form a favorable attitude toward the proposed changed. 

It is important that faculty see and understand the compelling advantage of incorporating 

validating efforts into their teaching practice. Moreover, not only do potential adopters 

need to see the reason for change, but they also need to believe that they have the 

capacity–i.e., time, resources, and ability–to adopt change. In the refreezing step, the 

committee must ensure that faculty who have become adopters are receiving the 

necessary guidance and feedback. 
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Implementation of the Proposed Solution 

The knowledge and insights gained from this study will be shared with faculty at 

a future faculty development event. The goal is to inform faculty of the study results and 

to provide information from other literature that supports the concept of faculty 

validation. This will allow faculty to become familiar with the concept of faculty 

validation and its potential application in teaching practices. 

Following that, the proposal for implementation will be discussed with the college 

committee responsible for coordinating efforts related to student retention.  The 

discussion will include the possibility of offering a training program on faculty 

validation. Also, a performance matrix should be devised and used to measure the 

success of the program in retaining students. 

Factors and Stakeholders Related to the Implementation of the Solution 

Zink, Steimle, and Schroder (2008) posited that a successful change would 

require careful consideration of the stakeholders, particularly faculty whose work 

processes are directly impacted by any proposed solution. The integration of faculty 

validation has potential for improved student retention.  However, due to the time 

commitment that it involves, it may not be realistic to mandate it to all faculty. In order to 

support faculty’s adoption of this teaching practice, faculty must be afforded the 

necessary time to do so. 

Leader’s Role in Implementing Proposed Solution  

Time demands on faculty have been identified as one of the significant factors 

that could potentially impede faculty’s buy-in and incorporation of the concept of faculty 

validation into their pedagogical approach. In order to improve the chances of successful 
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adoption, leaders at their respective institutions must consider ways to alleviate some of 

the job responsibilities faculty have so as to afford them the time to establish and 

maintain meaningful interactions with their students. One possibility would be to 

decrease the minimum number of credit hours that faculty are required to teach every 

semester. However, reducing faculty teaching load would be a very difficult proposition 

at some institutions. A reduction in faculty teaching load would mean that the institution 

would have to hire additional faculty; leaders must consider the financial implications of 

hiring additional faculty. 

Online Education Leadership and Student Retention 

The rise of online education has not only changed the way institutions of higher 

learning deliver education, but has also changed the overall landscape of student 

populations.  The Babson Survey Group reported that the number of college students who 

took at least one online course in 2014 made up about 34% of all enrollments, compared 

to less than 10% in 2002 (Allen & Seaman, 2014).  The report also indicated that the 

perception of higher education leaders, particularly with respect to the quality of online 

instruction being at least the same or better than that of traditional face-to-face, has been 

trending favorably (Allen & Seaman, 2015).   

Allen and Seaman (2015) reported that leaders in higher education believed that 

online education is significant to its long-term strategic mission.  Specifically, in 2014, 

about 71% of leaders at higher educational institutions indicated that online education 

was important to their future operations, compared to only 49% in 2002. 

Correspondingly, the percentage of higher education leaders who did not consider online 

education as a strategic component of their mission continued to decline to about 9% in 
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2014 (Allen & Seaman, 2015).  The implication for the inclusion of online education as a 

strategic component is profound; particularly, if issues related to online education are not 

addressed through organizational strategic actions—a course that could jeopardize the 

certainty and sustainability of online education. 

Operational sustainability and longevity remain as strategic concerns to leaders in 

higher education.  In order to sustain online academic programs, leaders must understand 

the unique opportunities and challenges associated with online academic programs.  To 

sustain, by definition, is to keep, prolong, or to support as true, legal, or just (Sustain, 

2015).  To view this definition from the leadership perspective of justice and fairness, the 

definition of to support as true, legal, or just would be parallel to the ethical responsibility 

that leaders have in carrying out their duties to support student success at their particular 

institutions and in effectuating the creation of public values (Bryson, 2011). Thompson, 

Peteraf, Gamble, and Strickland (2014) and Bryson (2011) emphasized the importance of 

effective strategic execution, and thus the need for deliberate planning and execution to 

ensure success.  

To ensure optimal outcomes, leaders at institutions of higher education must be 

able to find a delicate balance between the mission of the institution and the needs of its 

students and faculty. With regard to promoting the concept of validation among faculty, 

the leadership must consider how the additional time demand would affect faculty. When 

faculty roles and workloads are changing in the direction that is unfavorable to faculty, 

while other work-related factors such as teaching loads and other job expectations are 

held constant, a decrease in morale may result.  Consequently, a demoralized faculty may 

leave to pursue other career choices (Kraft & Furlong, 2013).  When this occurs, 
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institutions may be left with a diminishing pool of qualified instructors that could lead to 

a deterioration in the quality of education offered to students.  This would be incongruent 

with the expected outcomes of faculty validation. Ultimately, this could jeopardize the 

college’s mission, values, as well as its moral commitment in not only providing a high-

quality education to its student, but also in serving the community. 

For this reason, leaders who are held accountable for delivering high quality 

education (Sibolsky, 2012), should not only be attentive to managing those issues related 

to poor student retention (i.e., lack of student persistence), but also attuned to the 

intended and unintended consequences of instituting a change.  Leaders must continually 

strive to maintain their organization’s competitive advantage; and in so doing, remain 

alert for those emerging best practices that will enhance their organization’s operations, 

and expose those issues that may threaten its success. 

Implications 

 This study substantiated the positive role that faculty validation has on 

influencing students’ persistence. Considering the potentiality of faculty validation in 

improving student retention, the practical, research, and leadership theory implications 

should be considered.   

Practical Implications 

Despite the overwhelming evidence supporting faculty-student interactions as a 

tool to improve student persistence and thus bolster student retention (Angelino & 

Natvig, 2009; Barnett, 2011, Bates, Phalen & Moran, 2016; Kirwan & Roumell, 2015), 

there has been scant research into the specific faculty development initiatives that may 

currently exist—specifically those that offer, or incorporate validation as an important 
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skill for faculty to acquire and develop. Therefore, it was difficult to determine if the 

cited training programs developed for online faculty included teaching and engagement 

approaches that instruct on how to most effectively validate students. 

The findings of this research indicates that faculty validation, which is defined by 

faculty-initiated interactions that reflect faculty’s interest in students’ learning and 

success, by interactions that lead to students feeling encouraged, and by interactions that 

appertain mentoring, can predict academic integration and persistence.  When students 

persist in college, they increase their likelihood for graduation.  

Student attrition, as a result of non-persistence, has many ramifications to 

students, institutions, and the society.   When students discontinue their course of study, 

they deprive themselves of an opportunity to earn a degree; a decision that could have 

far-reaching and adverse ramifications for students and for the institutions from which 

they disenroll.  Students who end their academic pursuits prematurely may find their 

professional employment options limited (Symonds, Swartz, & Ferguson, 2011), 

particularly in times when the labor market is either competitive or is experiencing a 

surplus of labor.  Without the appropriate or desired education and/or training, such 

students will most likely find it difficult to compete with those who are either more 

prepared to perform certain job duties or who possess the needed academic 

credentials.  Additionally, those students who assume student loans to finance their 

college education will find themselves not only with a loan to repay, but also with little to 

show for it (time or effort) (Dwyer, McCloud, & Hodson, 2012). 

In addition to student financial losses and loss of opportunities (limited or poor 

employment prospects), the financial repercussions experienced by institutions are also 
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significant. Student attrition may reflect an institution’s failure to fulfill their fundamental 

responsibility in providing the sort of educational environment that supports the success 

of their students.  Correspondingly, because student enrollments generate revenue, 

student attrition will, as a consequence, typically result in a loss of revenue (Johnson, 

2012), which may eventually and detrimentally threaten the operational sustainability of 

an institution. 

Faculty validation efforts that are directed at improving students’ persistence 

could mitigate some of the problems associated with students’ premature departure from 

college.  If institutions are able to keep students enrolled in their academic programs until 

graduation, it is highly probable that students will have a better chance of attaining their 

personal aspirations, institutions will have fulfilled their obligations in assisting students 

with earning their degrees or credentials, and society as a whole will benefit from 

students completing their academic programs. 

Implications for Future Research 

The small number of research participant limits the generalizability of the study. 

Future research should include higher numbers of online students from various 

institutions. Additionally, because the study was conducted at a small college where the 

cultural diversity–with respect to nationality, native language, and cultural background–

of the students enrolled was modest, a study that includes more diverse participants may 

offer other knowledge that was not observable or achievable in this study. A larger scale 

of study may also offer a better generalization. 

Another factor that should be considered in future research is verification of 

student enrollment.  In this study, student intent to persist was measured solely based on 
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students’ self-reported data. A verification of actual student enrollment data would 

provide more reliable information on student persistence based on their faculty validation 

experience. 

Implications for Leadership Theory and Practice 

The phenomenon of students terminating their academic pursuits before 

graduation is pernicious to students, institutions, and society.  Furthermore, the 

troublesome and ever-evading issue related to student retention has forever been on the 

radar screen of online education, and has thus been studied and reported on for 

decades.  Although students quit their studies or academic pursuits for a variety of 

reasons, and do so at times and for reasons that are beyond the control of the institution, it 

is critical for leaders to not only acknowledge this problem, but to also commit to finding 

ways to minimize its severity. 

For institutions of higher education, reputation is oftentimes directly linked to the 

quality of education offered.  Poor retention rates could be viewed–or perceived–as an 

indicator of the overall quality of education offered at an institution; even though the 

retention rate might be influenced by factors beyond its control.  Therefore, because 

student retention rates, quality of education, and reputation are interrelated, poor retention 

rates could seriously jeopardize the reputation of an institution (Willging & Johnson, 

2009). 

Furthermore, public and nonprofit institutions–the categories under which most 

institution of higher education fall–have a responsibility to justify their existence 

(Bryson, 2011).  This justification is determined by its stakeholders (i.e., students and 

other external stakeholders) who evaluate its importance based on the public value that it 
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(the institution) creates (Bryson, 2011).  Correspondingly, institutions must fulfill their 

responsibilities as academic leaders, which includes ensuring that students complete their 

academic degree programs—an outcome that will ultimately lead to value creation. 

Summary of the Study 

This study was designed to discover the relationship between faculty validation 

and academic integration, between faculty validation and students’ intent to persist, as 

well as between academic integration and students’ intent to persist. The study is framed 

around the concept of faculty validation, a mechanism that has been authenticated by 

empirical research to help improve student persistence and likewise student retention. 

Faculty validation takes into account faculty-initiated interactions between online faculty 

and their students—interactions that show faculty’s interest in the learning and success of 

students, provide encouragement, and involve mentoring students as they progress 

through their academic journey and pursue their future professional aspirations. 

The proposed solution is intended to provide faculty with the necessary 

information to become more aware and educated about the potential of faculty validation 

in improving student retention. Based on the reviewed literature, and the result of this 

study, tremendous opportunities exist for faculty development programs to improve the 

way online faculty validate students. Online faculty should not only be encouraged to 

interact with students, but should also be provided with tools and techniques that would 

help them cultivate the skill for validating their students through their 

interactions.  Further, making faculty aware of how their interaction with students may 

lead to student validation is one of the efforts that institutions could advance as a starting 

point for faculty in appreciating the value of faculty validation. 
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Leaders at institutions of higher learning have a great responsibility for ensuring 

academic quality. Institution must recognize the need to maintain academic excellence, 

and as such, be supportive in advancing and supporting the concept of faculty validation; 

doing so will greatly enhance student learning and outcomes. 
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Appendix B 

Survey Modification 

 

Original Survey Items Modified Survey Items 
When I think about the classes I have taken at 
this college, I would say that . . .   
1=Very Strongly Disagree; 2=Strongly Disagree; 
3=Disagree; 4=Neutral; 5=Agree; 6=Strongly 
Agree; 7=Very Strongly Agree 

When I think about the classes I have 
taken at this college, I would say that . . .   
1=Very Strongly Disagree; 2=Strongly 
Disagree; 3=Disagree; 4=Neutral; 5=Agree; 
6=Strongly Agree; 7=Very Strongly Agree 

1. I have had at least one instructor at this 
college who helped me to believe in myself.  

1. I have had at least one instructor at this 
college who helped me to believe in myself. 

2. I feel accepted as a person by my instructors.  2. I feel accepted as a person by my 
instructors. 

3. At least one instructor has talked with me 
about my personal goals at this college.  

3. At least one instructor has talked with 
me about my personal goals at this college. 

4. My instructors seem to genuinely care about 
how I am doing. 

4. My instructors seem to genuinely care 
about how I am doing. 

5. My instructors understand that students come 
from different backgrounds.  

5. My instructors understand that students 
come from different backgrounds. 

6. Most instructors are interested in what I have 
to offer in class.  

6. Most instructors are interested in what I 
have to offer in class. 

7. I am encouraged by my instructors to openly 
share my views in class.  

7. I am encouraged by my instructors to 
openly share my views in class. 

8. My instructors show that they believe in my 
ability to do the class work.  

8. My instructors show that they believe in 
my ability to do the class work. 

9. My instructors know who I am. 9. My instructors know who I am. 
10. My instructors are willing to take as long as 
needed to help me understand the class 
material.  

10. My instructors are willing to take as 
long as needed to help me understand the 
class material. 

11. I feel accepted as a capable student by my 
instructors.  

11. I feel accepted as a capable student by 
my instructors. 

12. My instructors make me feel as though I 
bring valuable ideas to class.  

12. My instructors make me feel as though 
I bring valuable ideas to class. 

13. I interact with my instructors outside of class.  
13. I interact with my instructors outside of 
the online course by email, phone, or face 
to face. 

14. My instructors are willing to give me 
individual help when needed.  

14. My instructors are willing to give me 
individual help when needed. 

15. Even if the work in my classes is hard, I can 
learn it.  

15. Even if the work in my classes is hard, I 
can learn it. 

16. It seems like my instructors really care about 
whether I am learning.  

16. It seems like my instructors really care 
about whether I am learning. 
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17. People of color are encouraged to contribute 
to the class discussion.  

17. All students, regardless of their racial 
backgrounds, are encouraged to contribute 
to the class discussion. 

18. If I have enough time, I can do a good job on 
all of my coursework.  

18. If I have enough time, I can do a good 
job on all of my coursework. 

19. I am encouraged to share life experiences 
when they relate to the class material.  

19. I am encouraged to share life 
experiences when they relate to the class 
material. 

20. I can generally express my honest opinions in 
my classes. 

20. I can generally express my honest 
opinions in my classes. 

21. My instructors provide lots of written 
feedback on the assignments I turn in.  

21. My instructors provide lots of written 
feedback on the assignments I turn in. 

22. I feel like my personal and family history is 
valued in class.  

22. I feel like my personal and family 
history is valued in class. 

23. Women are encouraged to contribute to the 
class discussion.  

23. All students, regardless of their gender, 
are encouraged to contribute to the class 
discussion. 

24. I feel as though I am treated equally to other 
students.  

24. I feel as though I am treated equally to 
other students. 

25. My instructors make an effort to make their 
classes interesting.  

25. My instructors make an effort to make 
their classes interesting. 

    
When I think about this college in general, I 
would say that . . .  
1=Very Strongly Disagree; 2=Strongly Disagree; 
3=Disagree; 4=Neutral; 5=Agree; 6=Strongly 
Agree; 7=Very Strongly Agree 

When I think about this college in general, 
I would say that . . .  
1=Very Strongly Disagree; 2=Strongly 
Disagree; 3=Disagree; 4=Neutral; 5=Agree; 
6=Strongly Agree; 7=Very Strongly Agree 

26. I see myself as a part of the campus 
community.  

26. Although I am not on campus, I see 
myself as a part of my college. 

27. I’m certain I can do almost all the work in 
college if I don’t give up.  

27. I’m certain I can do almost all the work 
in college if I don’t give up. 

28. My instructors encourage students to 
become involved on campus.  

28. My instructors encourage students to 
become involved in college-sponsored or 
college-related activities. 

29. I’m certain I can master the skills taught at 
this college.  

29. I’m certain I can master the skills taught 
at this college. 

30. I am planning on returning to this college for 
the Fall 2006 semester.   

30. I am planning on returning to this 
college for the summer 2016 or fall 2016 
semester. 

31. I can do almost all the work in college if I 
don’t give up.  

31. I can do almost all coursework if I don’t 
give up. 

32. I feel that I am a member of the campus 
community.  

32. Although I am not on campus, I see 
myself as a part of my college.  
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33. I expect to complete a degree or certificate 
at this college 

33. I expect to complete a degree at this 
college 

34. I feel a sense of belonging to the campus 
community.  

34. Although I am not on campus, I feel 
that I belong to the college. 

35. My instructors are easily accessible outside 
of their classrooms or offices.  

35. My instructors are easily accessible 
outside of their courses by email, phone, or 
face-to-face. 

36. I can do even the hardest coursework if I try.  36. I can do even the hardest coursework if 
I try. 

37. I’ve had one or more instructors at this 
college whom I thought of as a mentor. 

37. I’ve had one or more instructors at this 
university whom I thought of as a mentor. 

38. My instructors generally remember my 
name.  [not used] 

39. I’m certain I can figure out how to do the 
most difficult coursework.  

38. I’m certain I can figure out how to do 
the most difficult coursework. 

    

In your experiences at this college, how often 
have you done each of the following:   
1=Never;  2=Sometimes; 3=Often; 4=Very often 

In your experiences at this college, how 
often have you done each of the following:   
1=Never;  2=Sometimes; 3=Often; 4=Very 
often 

Used email to communicate with an instructor  Used email or phone to communicate with 
an instructor 

Discussed grades or assignments with an 
instructor  

Discussed grades or assignments with an 
instructor 

Talked about career plans with an instructor or 
advisor  

Talked about career plans with an 
instructor or advisor 

Discussed ideas from your readings or classes 
with instructors outside of class  

Discussed ideas from your readings or 
classes with instructors outside online 
courses by email, phone, or face-to-face 
meeting. 

Received prompt feedback from instructors on 
your performance  

Received prompt feedback from instructors 
on your performance 

Worked with instructors on activities other than 
coursework  

Worked with instructors on activities other 
than coursework 
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Appendix C 

Online Student Experience Survey 
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Appendix D 

IRB Approval from Research Site 
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Appendix E 

IRB Approval from Creighton University 
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Appendix F 

Survey Invitation Text 

Date:  
 
THE ROLE OF FACULTY VALIDATION IN INFLUENCING ONLINE STUDENT INTENT 
TO PERSIST - IRB # 
 
Dear online student,  
You are invited to take part in a research study because you are enrolled in an 
online academic program.  The purpose of this survey is to see how certain teaching 
practices might influence student intent to graduate. This research study is being 
conducted as part of the requirements of my doctoral program at Creighton 
University. You may receive no direct benefit from participating in this, but the 
information gained will be helpful in offering valuable information to formulate 
effective teaching strategies and/or faculty development programs. 
 
Should you decide to participate you are being asked to complete the following on-
line survey which should take approximately 6-8 minutes to complete. Your 
participation is strictly voluntary. Furthermore, your response or decision not to 
respond will not affect your relationship with [research site] or any other entity.  
 
Please note that your responses will be used for research purposes only and will be 
strictly confidential. No one at [research site]  will ever associate your individual 
responses with your name or email address. The aggregate information from this 
study may be published in journals and presented at professional meetings. 
 
Your completion and submission of the questionnaire indicate your consent to 
participate in the study. You may withdraw at any time by exiting the survey. This 
study does not cost the participant in any way, except the time spent completing the 
survey. There is no compensation or known risk associated with participation.  
 
Please read The Rights of Research Participants below. 
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact 
the [research site] IRB Board at [phone number] or email [email address].  
 
Thank you sincerely for participating in this important research study. If you have 
comments, problems or questions about the survey, please contact the 
researcher(s). 
If you are 19 years of age or older and agree to the above please proceed to (link to 
survey) and begin the survey. 
Sincerely, 
Siti Arshad-Snyder 
Phone: XXX-XXX-XXXX 
  

mailto:IRB@clarksoncollege.edu
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Appendix G 

Survey Invitation Text 

Follow-up Email 
 

Dear student, 
I would like to thank you for participating and completing the Online Student 
Experience Survey. Your valuable input will assist me in my efforts to identify 
and validate teaching practices that could help students to succeed 
academically and stay in college until graduation.  
 
If you haven’t already completed the survey, please consider completing it at 
your earliest convenience.  To complete the survey, please click on the 
following link: [insert survey link here]. The survey will conclude (end) on 
[insert date here]. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Siti Arshad-Snyder 
Doctoral Student - Interdisciplinary Leadership 
Creighton University 
2500 California Plaza 
Omaha, NE 68178 
Phone: XXX-XXX-XXXX 

 
 
Closing/Thank you email 
 

Dear student, 
 
I would like to thank you for participating in the Online Student Experience 
survey.  The Online Student Survey will officially conclude today before 
midnight. 
 
Best wishes, 
Siti Arshad-Snyder 
Doctoral Student - Interdisciplinary Leadership 
Creighton University 
2500 California Plaza 
Omaha, NE 68178 
Phone: XXX-XXX-XXXX 
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Appendix H 

Assumption Testing for Linearity 
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Appendix I 

Assumption Testing for Normally Distributed Errors 
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Appendix J 

Assumption Testing of Homoscedasticity 
 

 
 

 

 
 




