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An essential component of high-quality online courses is faculty satisfaction. The 
goals of this study were to(1) determine what characteristics influence online 
faculty satisfaction at a small research institution and(2) create and test a tool to 
quantify faculty satisfaction in the online learning environment. All professors 
who have taught an online course at a small US research institution in either the 
autumn of 2007 or the spring of 2008 were asked to fill out the online faculty 
satisfaction survey (OFSS). The web-based survey was filled out by 102 people. 
Faculty satisfaction in an online setting is influenced by three factors: those 
pertaining to students, those pertaining to instructors, and those pertaining to the 
institution. 
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Introduction 

 

The use of online courses as a means of providing higher education in the United States 

is rapidly expanding. A study conducted by Allen and Seaman (2007) found that almost 

20% of American college students took at least one online course in the autumn of 2006. 

Online course enrolment increased by 36.5% in the autumn of 2005. There was a 9.7 

percent spike in online enrolment the year after. Nearly one-third of universities and 

colleges provided fully online degree programs by 2006.  

Online courses are attractive to nontraditional students, increase the number of students 

who complete their degrees, and make higher education more accessible overall. 

Institutions, on the other hand, point to issues including high development and delivery 

costs, faculty resistance, and a general lack of online student discipline as reasons why 

they are hesitant to implement online courses (Allen & Seaman, 2007).  

According to Moore and Kearsley (1996), "students and teachers are separated by 

distance and sometimes by time" (p. 1) in a distant learning environment. Learning 

occurs in a distant learning situation whenever any component of organised learning is 

separated by 'time and/or location' (p. 1), according to Rovai, Ponton, and Baker (2008). 
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In online education, both students and teachers use various forms of electronic 

communication and content interaction that are based on the Internet (Curran, 2008). 

For a class to be classified as an online course, eighty percent  
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or more of the content is delivered via the Internet (Simonson, Smaldino, Albright, 

&Zvacek,2009). 

Itisimportanttoinquireaboutstudentandfacultyperceptionsofcampusenviron-ments 
in order to assist campus leaders in changing policies that will lead to improve-

mentofteachingandlearningconditions,ifnecessary(Baird,1980).Thecommitmentof 

faculty to online education is valuable to educational institutions (Curran, 2008)and 
important in the success of new distance education programs (Betts, 1998).However, 

online teaching is complex and demanding on faculty, which can lead 

toburnout,accordingtoHoganandMcKnight(2007). 

Facultysatisfactionisoneofthefivepillarsofquality,togetherwithstudentsatis-

faction,learningeffectiveness,access,andinstitutionalcost-

effectiveness(SloanConsortium, 2002). Components of faculty satisfaction need to be 

investigated asonline education becomes more prevalent and dynamic forces such as 

adoption 

rates,learnerexpectations,levelsofsupport,andotherconditionscontinuetochange. 
 
 

Theoreticalframework 

 

The usefulness, efficiency, and quality of online education have been called into doubt 

by those who oppose it. According to research by Ulmer, Watson, and Derby (2007), 

there were statistically significant differences in the opinions of professors who had 

experience teaching remotely compared to those who had not. According to their 

findings, seasoned professors "promote and recommend engagement in distance 

education" (p. 69) because they think it improves student achievement and teacher-

student communication. Concerning the effectiveness of online education, however, 

studies have shown contradictory findings. When comparing online and on-campus 

courses, some experts have found no discernible difference in performance, while others 

have shown that students perform similarly in both settings (Hislop, 2000). Students 

performed better in an online classroom compared to a conventional one, according to 

Schutte (1996). Online training "appears to be an improvement over conventional 

classroom instruc-tion," according to Olson and Wisher's (2002) examination of 47 

publications on online course evaluations published between 1996 and 2002. Without a 

sure, we need further research on this subject before we can make any judgements on 

the efficacy of online learning. Regardless of the setting, the delivery of high-quality 

courses and programs is essential. Faculty and student happiness are two of the five 

pillars that make up the Sloan Consortium's quality framework for online education. 

Continuous evaluation of these quality pillars is required (Sloan Consortium, 2002).  
 

Studentsatisfaction 

Student satisfaction is defined as the student’s perceived value of his or her educa-

tional experiences at an educational institution (Astin, 1993). ‘Significant 

differencesstill exist in the way students perceive their online experiences during 

learning’(Muilenburg & Berge, 2005, p. 29). Perceptions about their learning 

experiences caninfluence students in their decision to continue with the course (Carr, 

2000) andimpact levels of satisfaction with overall online learning experiences 

(Kenny, 

2003).Studentsatisfaction,accordingtotheAmericanDistanceEducationConsortium(A

DEC,n.d.),‘isthemostimportantkeytocontinuelearning’(¶5). 
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Severalelementsinfluencestudentsatisfactionintheonlineenvironment.Bolliger and 

Martindale (2004) identified three key factors central to online 

studentsatisfaction:theinstructor,technology,andinteractivity.Othercomponentsarecom

munication with all other course constituents, course management issues, andcourse 

websites or course management systems used. Additionally, students’ percep-tions of 

task value and self-efficacy, social ability, quality of system, and 

multimediainstruction have been identified as important constructs (Liaw, 2008; Lin, 

Lin, &Laffey,2008). 

However, Muilenburg and Berge (2005) have reported several barriers to 

onlinelearning encountered by students. These barriers include administrative issues, 

socialinteraction,academicandtechnicalskills,motivation,time,limitedaccesstoresource

s,andtechnicaldifficulties.Otherbarriersincludeunfamiliarrolesandresponsibilities,dela
ysinfeedbackfrominstructors,limitedtechnicalassistance,highdegrees of technology 

dependence, and low student performance and 

satisfaction(Navarro,2000;Simonsonetal.,2009). 

Studentsalsoneedtobeconfidentthattheycanbesuccessfulintheonlinelearningenviro

nment (Sloan Consortium, 2002). Student satisfaction is linked to the 

students’performance, and student satisfaction is an important element in the 

investigation 

offacultysatisfaction.Hartman,Dziuban,andMoskal(2000)havesuggestedthatfacultysat

isfactionandstudentlearningarehighlycorrelated. 
 
 

Facultysatisfaction 

Facultysatisfactionisacomplexissuethatisdifficulttodescribeandpredict.Included 

constructs are triggers described as changes in lifestyle (e.g., transfer to 

anewpositionorchangeinrank)andmediatorssuchasdemographics,motivators,andcondit

ionsintheenvironmentthatinfluenceothervariables(Hagedorn,2000).Faculty 

satisfaction in the context of this study is defined as the perception 

thatteachingintheonlineenvironmentis‘effectiveandprofessionallybeneficial’(ADEC,n

.d.,¶10). 

Because faculty are instrumental in the success of distance education 

programs,levelsoffacultysatisfactionareonemeasurefortheassessmentofprogrameffecti
ve-ness (Lock Haven University, 2004). The National Education Association 

(NEA,2000)foundthatapproximately75%offacultysurveyedfeltpositivelyaboutdistanc

eeducation.Hartmanetal.(2000)reportedthat83.4%ofinstructorsweresatisfiedwithteach
ing fully online courses, and 93.6% of respondents were willing to continue 

toteachonline.Conceição(2006)pointedoutthatmostparticipantsinaphenomenolog-ical 

study indicated online teaching ‘gave them some type of satisfaction’ (p. 
40).Fredericksen, Pickett, Shea, Pelz, and Swan (2000) reported a high level of 

facultysatisfactioninalargeonlinenetworkinpostsecondaryeducation. 
 

Factorscontributingtofacultysatisfaction 

Several motivating factors in the participation of faculty in distance education 

andbarriers to faculty adoption have been identified in the literature (ADEC, n.d.; 

Betts,1998;Bower,2001;Durette,2000;Fredericksenetal.,2000;Hartmanetal.,2000; 

NEA,2000;Palloff&Pratt,2001;Panda&Mishra,2007;Passmore,2000;Rockwell,Schau

er,Fritz,&Marx,1999;Simonsonetal.,2009;SloanConsortium,2006).Thesefactorshavet
hepotentialtoinfluencefacultysatisfactionintheonlineenvironment 
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and can be categorized into three groups: (a) student-related, (b) instructor-

related,and(c)institution-related. 
 

 
Student-relatedfactors 

One of the most often cited reasons of why faculty like to teach online is the fact 

thatonline education affords access to higher education for a more diverse student 

popu-lation (ADEC, n.d.; Betts, 1998; NEA, 2000; Rockwell et al., 1999; Sloan 

Consor-

tium,2006).Anothermotivatingfactoristhatfacultyperceivetheonlineenvironmentas an 

opportunity for students to engage in highly interactive communication with 

theinstructorandtheirpeers(ADEC,n.d.;Fredericksenetal.,2000;Hartmanetal.,2000;Slo

an Consortium, 2006). However, some faculty members express concern 

aboutlimited interaction with students (Bower, 2001) in an environment where they 

nevermeet the students face-to-face. Researchers have established a positive 

correlationbetween faculty satisfaction and student performance. Generally, the level 

of 

facultysatisfactionishigherincourseswherestudentperformanceisbetter(Frederickseneta

l.,2000;Hartmanetal.,2000). 
 

 
Instructor-relatedfactors 

Facultysatisfactionispositivelyinfluencedwhenfacultybelievethattheycanpromoteposit

ivestudentoutcomes(SloanConsortium,2006).Otherintrinsicmotivatorsincludeself-

gratification(Rockwelletal.,1999),intellectualchallenge,andaninterestin using 

technology (Panda & Mishra, 2007). This environment provides faculty 

withprofessionaldevelopmentopportunities(ADEC,n.d.;Betts,1998;Bower,2001;Hart

man et al., 2000; Palloff& Pratt, 2001; Panda & Mishra, 2007; Rockwell et al.,1999; 

Simonson et al., 2009; Sloan Consortium, 2006) and research and 

collaborationopportunitieswithcolleagues(ADEC,n.d.;SloanConsortium,2006). 

Faculty members are satisfied when they are recognized for the work that they 

aredoing (Rockwell et al., 1999; Sloan Consortium, 2006). However, faculty 

expectreliable infrastructure and technology (ADEC, n.d.; Betts, 1998; Fredericksen 
et al.,2000; Hartman et al., 2000; Panda & Mishra, 2007; Simonson et al., 2009; 

SloanConsortium, 2006). When faculty experience technology difficulties or do not 

haveaccesstoadequatetechnologyandtools,theirsatisfactionislikelytodecrease. 

Institution-relatedfactors 

Faculty satisfaction is generally high when the institution values online teaching 

andhas policies in place that support the faculty. Workload issues are the greatest 

barrierin the adoption of online education because educators perceive the workload to 

behigher than compared to that of traditional courses. At least initially, faculty expect 

tospend more time on online course development and online teaching. Faculty are 

moresatisfiedwhentheinstitutionprovidesreleasetimeforcoursedevelopmentandrecogni

zes that online teaching is time consuming (ADEC, n.d.; Betts, 1998; Bower,2001; 

Hartman et al., 2000; Howell, Saba, Lindsay, & Williams, 2004; 

Passmore,2000;Rockwelletal.,1999;Simonsonetal.,2009;SloanConsortium,2006). 

Twoothermajorconcernsareadequatecompensation(Bower,2001;Simonsonetal.,20

09;SloanConsortium,2006)andanequitablerewardsystemforpromotion 
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andtenure(ADEC,n.d.;Bower,2001;Hartmanetal.,2000;Passmore,2000;Simonsonet 

al., 2009; Sloan Consortium, 2006). Policies that clarify intellectual property 

issues(Durette, 2000; Palloff& Pratt, 2001; Passmore, 2000; Simonson et al., 2009; 

SloanConsortium,2006)needtobeinplace.Facultyarealsoconcernedaboutthequalityofco

urses (Betts, 1998; Bower, 2001) because the perception is that student 

satisfactionasexpressedincourseevaluationstendstobelowerthanthatintraditionalcourse

s. 

The purpose of this study was twofold. First, researchers aimed to identify 

andconfirm factors influencing faculty satisfaction in the online environment. 

Second,theydesiredtodevelopaquantitativeself-
reportmeasureofperceivedfacultysatisfactionintheonlineenvironment. 

 

 

Methodology 

Sample 

The sample consisted of the entire population of online instructors (122 

individuals)who taught a course during fall 2007 or spring 2008 at a public research 

university.The university has an annual student enrollment of approximately 11,600 

and is theonly provider of baccalaureate and graduate degrees in the state. Because 

the univer-sity serves many rural areas, it has been engaged in providing distance 

learning andoutreachservicessince1984. 

Of 102 (82%) individuals who responded, the majority were female (59.8%) 
andnative English speakers (94.1%). Their ages ranged from 24 to 69 years (M = 50) 

andtheironlineteachingexperiencerangedfrom0to20years(M=4.67). 
 

Datacollection 

All online instructors at the institution were contacted via email and invited to partic-

ipate in the study. They were provided with information about the study and a link 

totheonlinefacultysatisfactionsurvey(OFSS)thatwasanintegralpartoftheuniversity’sco

ursemanagementsystem.Participantsneededtologintoasecureserversiteinorderto 

complete the questionnaire, which took approximately 10 minutes; however, 

allresponses were anonymous and confidential. As an incentive, participants were 

ableto register for the drawing of a gift certificate for the university bookstore after 

theycompleted the questionnaire by providing their contact information. After two 

weeks,a follow-up email was sent by the survey system to nonrespondents. Then the 

self-reporteddatawereanalyzedtoconfirmthefactorspertainingtofacultysatisfaction. 

 
Instrument 

TheOFSShasatotalof36questionsincluding28questionswitha4-

pointLikertscale,rangingfrom1stronglydisagreeto4stronglyagree(seeTable1).Theques

tionswerebasedontheresultsoftheliteraturereview,whichincludedarticlespertainingtoch

al-

lengesofandbarrierstofacultyteachingonlineandfacultysatisfaction.Onceelementswere 

identified, researchers focused on issues that directly impact teaching in 

theonlineenvironment.Itemsweredevelopedforeachofthethreesubscales:(a)student-

relatedissues,(b)instructor-relatedissues,and(c)institutional-relatedissues.Respectively 

14, 8, and 4 items were created based on the constructs derived from 

theliterature.Scaleitemswerecomparedtootherinstrumentspublishedintheliterature 
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Table1.Surveyinstrument.No.It

em 

1 Thelevelofmyinteractionswithstudentsintheonlinecourseishigherthaninatraditiona
lface-to-faceclass. 

2 Theflexibilityprovidedbytheonlineenvironmentisimportanttome. 

3 Myonlinestudentsareactivelyinvolvedintheirlearning. 

4 I incorporate fewer resources when teaching anonline course as compared to 
traditionalteaching.* 

5 ThetechnologyIuseforonlineteachingisreliable. 

6 Ihaveahigherworkloadwhenteachinganonlinecourseascomparedtothetraditionalone.* 

7 Imissface-to-facecontactwithstudentswhenteachingonline.* 

8 Idonothaveanyproblemscontrollingmystudentsintheonlineenvironment. 

9 Ilookforwardtoteachingmynextonlinecourse. 

10 Mystudentsareveryactiveincommunicatingwithmeregardingonlinecoursematters. 

11 IappreciatethatIcanaccessmyonlinecourseanytimeatmyconvenience. 

12 Myonlinestudentsaremoreenthusiasticabouttheirlearningthantheirtraditionalcounter
parts. 

13 Ihavetobemorecreativeintermsoftheresourcesusedfortheonlinecourse.* 

14 Onlineteachingisoftenfrustratingbecauseoftechnicalproblems.* 

15 Ittakesmelongertoprepareforanonlinecourseonaweeklybasisthanforaface-to-
facecourse.* 

16 Iamsatisfiedwiththeuseofcommunicationtoolsintheonlineenvironment(e.g.,chatrooms,th
readeddiscussions,etc.). 

17 Iamabletoprovidebetterfeedbacktomyonlinestudentsontheirperformanceinthecourse. 

18 Iammoresatisfiedwithteachingonlineascomparedtootherdeliverymethods. 

19 Myonlinestudentsaresomewhatpassivewhenitcomestocontactingtheinstructorregardi
ngcourserelatedmatters.* 

20 Itisvaluabletomethatmystudentscanaccessmyonlinecoursefromanyplaceintheworld. 

21 Theparticipationlevelofmystudentsintheclassdiscussionsintheonlinesettingislowertha
ninthetraditionalone.* 

22 Mystudentsuseawiderrangeofresourcesintheonlinesettingthaninthetraditionalone. 

23 Technicalproblemsdonotdiscouragemefromteachingonline. 

24 Ireceivefaircompensationforonlineteaching. 

25 Not meeting my online students face-to-face prevents me from knowing them as well 
asmyon-sitestudents.* 

26 Iamconcernedaboutreceivinglowercourseevaluationsintheonlinecourseascompar
edtothetraditionalone.* 

27 Onlineteachingisgratifyingbecauseitprovidesmewithanopportunitytoreachstudentswhoot
herwisewouldnotbeabletotakecourses. 

28 Itismoredifficultformetomotivatemystudentsintheonlineenvironmentthaninthetraditional
setting.* 
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pertainingtosatisfactionintheonlineenvironment.Additionally,fouropen-endedandfour 

demographic questions were created for inclusion in the questionnaire. The 

firstversion of the survey was examined by a content and psychometric expert, 

whosuggestedseveralmodificationsthatwereimplemented. 

The instrument was administered to 25 individuals in a preservice teacher 

coursein order to determine whether the items were clear and concise. One question 

wasslightly modified before the questionnaire was made available in the online 
coursemanagementsystem.Inordertodeterminetheinternalreliabilityofthequestionnaire,

researchers performed a reliability analysis with the use of Cronbach’s alpha after 

thedatacollectionphase. 
 

Statisticalassumptions 

Samplesizeandmissingdata 

Initially, the sample size in this study was 102 participants. One case in the data 

sethad one-third of data missing and was deleted. Several other cases contained 

missingdata; these cases were estimated by using mean substitution. After the initial 

dataestimation,thisassumptionwasconsideredmet. 
 

Outliers 

Anotherassumptionofthefactoranalysisisthattherearenooutliers.Anexaminationof z 
scores revealed seven potential outliers, which were confirmed by a visual exam-

inationofseveralscatterplots.Outlierswithintherangeofz3.00weredeletedfromthedatas
et.Aftertheseoutliersweredeleted,thisassumptionwasmet. 

 

Linearity 

In order to examine for linearity, several bivariate scatter plots were generated 

andexamined.Becausetheitemsontheinstrumentareona4-

pointLikertscale,allofthescatter plots revealed abnormalities between the variables. 

This was an 

acceptableviolationoftheassumptionanditdidnotadverselyaffecttheresultsofthestudy. 
 

Multicollinearityandsingularity 

In order to determine if multicollinearity existed, the Pearson correlation 

coefficientswereexaminedinacorrelationmatrix.Thethreehighestcorrelationcoefficient

sinthematrixwerebetweenitems10and19(0.64),items21and28(0.63),anditems2and11(0

.60).Thecollinearitydiagnosticshowedthatthehighestvarianceproportionwas0.65.There

fore,nomulticollinearityexistedbetweenanyofthedependentvariables.Eachofthedepend

entvariablesisanindependentmeasure,thereforerulingoutsingularity. 
 

Results 

Descriptivestatistics 

Table2displaysthemeanandstandarddeviationsforthescores.Thestandarddeviationsare  

relatively  minor.  Variables  with  a  correlationcoefficient  between 

0.60and0.80areconsideredtohaveastrongrelationship,whereasvariableswithacorrelatio
ncoefficientbetween0.80and1.00haveaverystrongrelationship. 
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Table2. Meansandstandarddeviationofscores.  

  Studentsubscale  

Item M  SD 

Item1 2.33  0.89 

Item2 3.53  0.60 

Item3 3.31  0.53 

Item7 2.15  0.80 

Item10 3.08  0.61 

Item11 3.65  0.58 

Item12 2.35  0.92 

Item16 3.14  0.52 

Item17 2.58  0.93 

Item19 2.93  0.73 

Item20 3.48  0.52 

Item21 3.16  0.69 

Item25 2.41  0.81 

Item27 3.33  0.64 

Item28 2.86  0.69 

  Instructorsubscale  

 M  SD 

Item4 3.10  0.81 

Item5 3.32  0.60 

Item8 2.81  1.01 

Item13 2.07  0.66 

Item14 3.04  0.70 

Item22 2.72  0.72 

Item23 3.19  0.76 

  Institutionsubscale  

 M  SD 

Item6 2.15  0.77 

Item15 2.54  0.74 

Item24 2.81  0.69 

Item26 2.79  0.75 

 

 

Only threerelationshipswereatorhigherthan0.60andnorelationshipswereabove0.80. 

The OFSS includes two items that are considered general satisfaction 

questions.Here instructors indicated their levels of agreement or disagreement with 
the state-ments ‘I look forward to teaching my next online course’ (item 9) and ‘I am 

moresatisfied with teaching online as compared to other delivery methods’ (item 18). 

Themeansfortheseitemswere3.24(SD=0.72)and2.29(SD=1.05),respectively. 
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Factoranalysis 

 

Confirmatory analysis with orthogonal rotation was used to test the concept validity. 

Extraction of three components with strong loadings—student, teacher, and institution 

subscales—was anticipated according to the literature. The first analysis found nine 

dimensions with eigenvalues bigger than 1. Figure 1, which shows the scree plot of the 

first extraction, shows that there were three dimensions; all three of them were kept.  

With factor loadings that were mostly satisfactory, the student and teacher dimensions 

accounted for 32.98% of the total variance. It was not immediately clear which factor 

five elements would load on, and there were some complicated loadings on these 

subscales. Items 8 and 22 were found to have loaded on the instructor factor rather than 

the student factor, whereas items 2, 11, and 16 were predicted to load on the teacher-

related factor but instead loaded on the student subscale. Maybe there's a connection 

between these two concerns; some online teachers may even equate certain student 

characteristics with instructor factors. We were pleased with the results of the institution 

subscale loadings. The loadings for 22 goods were more than 0.40, while the loadings 

for the other items were fair. Three components were retrieved, and a total of 40.29 

percent of the variation was explained. This study demonstrates that the instrument is a 

reliable measure of teacher satisfaction because the constructs remain. Table 3 provides 

a synopsis of the factor loadings.  
 
 

Reliability 

Inordertodeterminetheinstrument’sinternalconsistencyreliability,Cronbach’salphacoef

ficientwascalculated.Thetotalscaleincludes28itemsanditsreliability 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure1.Screeplotofinitialfactorextraction. 
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Table3. Rotatedfactorloadingsforconstructs.  

  Constructs  

Item Student Instructor Institution 

1 0.56 – – 

2 0.55 – – 

3 0.57 – – 

4 – 0.41 – 

5 – 0.64 – 

6 – – 0.59 

7 0.56 – – 

8 – 0.58 – 

9 – – – 

10 0.61 – – 

11 0.46 – – 

12 0.39 – – 

13 – 0.52 – 

14 – 0.53 – 

15 – – 0.78 

16 0.37 – – 

17 0.54 – – 

18 – – – 

19 – – – 

20 – – – 

21 0.65 – – 

22 – 0.60 – 

23 – 0.55 – 

24 – – 0.43 

25 0.59 – – 

26 – – 0.54 

27 0.35 – – 

28 0.78 – – 

 
 

washigh(0.85).Thesubscalereliabilitywashighforthestudentdimension(0.86)andonlym

oderatefortheinstructor(0.55)andinstitution(0.55)dimensions(seeTable4). 

 

Discussion 

As previously mentioned, the literature consistently points out three elements impor-

tant to faculty who teach online courses: students, the instructor, and the 

institution.The results of the study confirm that these three factors are important in 

the measure-ment of perceived faculty satisfaction. The student factor is the most 

important factorinfluencing satisfaction of online faculty, which is encouraging 

because it leads us tobelievethatmanyonlineinstructorsarestudentcentered. 

Mean scores show that participants felt most strongly about questions in 

thisparticularsubscale.Student-relatedissuesthatweremostvalued  byrespondents 
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Table4.  Reliabilitystatisticsforeachsubscale. 
 

 
95% 

confidencei
nterval 

 

 
Inter-

itemcorrelat
ions 

 

Subscale No.ofitems Cronbach’s Lower Upper  M SD 

Student 15 0.86 0.81 0.89  0.29 0.11 

Instructor 7 0.55 0.40 0.68  0.15 0.20 

Institution 4 0.55 0.38 0.69  0.23 0.15 

 

include providing flexible and convenient access to courses. These are some of 

theissuesrelatedtofacultysatisfactionmentionedbytheSloanConsortium(2006).Addi-

tionally,themajorityoffacultybelievedthattheironlinestudentsareactivelyinvolved in their 

learning, participate at a good level, and communicate actively withthe course instructors. 

These results are encouraging and reassuring for faculty whoare either considering to 

move or expand their online course offerings or who 

arepressuredbyadministratorstoparticipateindistanceeducation. 
Notsurprisingly,instructor-

relatedissuesdirectlyimpactinstructorsatisfactionbutwerelessimportantthanstudent-
relatedissues.Questionsthatyieldedthehighestmeanscorespertainedtousingreliabletechnolo

gyandexperiencingdifficultieswithtechnology.Theitemwiththelowestmeanscoreoverall(M
=2.07)addressedtheinstructor’screativitywithprovidingresourcesinonlinecourses.Themajor
ityofrespondents(77.4%)feltthattheyneededtobemorecreativeintheironlinecourses.Instituti

on-
relatedissuesarealsoimportanttoonlinefacultyastheycaninfluencesatisfactionandmotivation
;however,noneofthefoursubscalequestionsthatpertaintoworkload,compensation,preparatio
n,andcourseevaluationsyieldedameanscoreabove3.0.Theitemwiththelowestmeanscore(M=

2.15)inthissubscalerelatedtofacultynotassociatingahigherworkloadwithonlinecoursesthanc
omparedtotraditionalcourses.Themajority(59.4%)ofrespondentsagreedorstronglyagreedth
attheyhaveahigherworkloadwhenteachinganonlinecourse.Thesefindingsareconsistentwitht

heliteraturethatpointsoutonlineinstructorsinvestmoretimethaninstructorswho teach face-
to-face (Bender, Wood, & Vredevoogd, 2004; Cavanaugh, 

2005;Conceição,2006;Hartman,etal.,2000;Spector,2005). 

The scale’s reliability is considered high and acceptable; hence results of the anal-ysis 

show that the OFSS is a valid and reliable instrument for measuring perceivedfaculty 

satisfaction in the online environment. The reliability of the student subscalesis 

acceptable; however, the reliability of the instructor and institution subscales is notas high 

as expected. Instructors may associate some of the institution-related aspectswith 

instructor-related issues and vice versa because institutional policies and direc-tives can 

directly impact faculty perceptions. These two subscales have a lowernumber of 

questions than the student subscale. Further research could be 

conductedbyaddingadditionalquestionstothesubscalestoincreasethesubscales’reliability. 
Some additional limitations of the study need to be pointed out. First, the 

dataanalyzed in this study is self-reported data. Second, the sample is 
geographicallylimitedasonlyonlineinstructorsatoneuniversityparticipatedinthestudy.Third,

thesample was relatively small even though the response rate (83.6%) was high. 
Theselimitations could make the results particularly dependent on contextual factors. 
Theuniversity is the only public research university in the state, serves many rural 
areas,andisrelativelysmall.Therefore,theresultsshouldbegeneralizedwithcautionby 
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thereader.Onesuggestionforfutureresearchersistoincludeaninstitutionwithalargerpopul

ationofonlinefacultyortoconductamulti-institutionalresearchstudy. 
 
 

Conclusion 

Just as we have to be concerned about appropriate levels of student satisfaction in 

theonline environment because it can impact student motivation and therefore 

studentsuccess and completion rates, we need to continue to focus on faculty 

satisfactionbecause it affects faculty motivation. Student and faculty satisfaction are 

two criticalpillarsofquality(SloanConsortium,2002)inonlineeducation. 

As mentioned, online teaching is a complex task that requires commitment 
fromfacultyandcanbetimeconsuminganddemanding.Asonlineteachinghasbecomeanex

pectationandanelementofinstructors’regularteachingloadsatmanycollegesanduniversit

ies, we should be concerned about faculty burnout. In a study conducted byHogan 

and McKnight (2007), online instructors in university settings experiencedaverage 
emotional burnout levels, high levels of depersonalization, and low levels 

ofpersonalaccomplishment.Theseresultsshouldbeofconcerntoadministratorsbecause 

the success of online programs rests on the commitment of the faculty andtheir 
willingness to continue the development and delivery of online courses (Betts,1998). 

If positive student outcomes are highly correlated with faculty satisfaction 

assuggested by Hartman et al. (2000), then administrators will need to pay close 
atten-tiontolevelsoffacultysatisfaction,becausetheremaybeaninteractioneffect. 

Thedevelopment,implementation,andmaintenanceofonlinecoursesandprograms is 

certainly not inexpensive. Boettcher (2004) estimated that an instructorrequires 10 

hours to design and develop one hour of online instruction. This estimatedoes not 

include the hours instructors spend on faculty training and development. Itwill be 

costly to replace experienced instructors who choose to discontinue 

teachingintheonlineenvironment. 

Becausefacultysatisfactionisoneofthefivepillarsofquality(SloanConsortium,2002), 
it is important and needs to be continuously assessed to assure quality 

onlineeducationalexperiencesforfacultyandstudents. 
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