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The purpose of this study was to determine the relationships between online 

readiness scores and online faculty job satisfaction. Online readiness was assessed using 

the Readiness for Education At a Distance Indicator (READI) assessment. The READI 

assessment tool incorporated the independent variables of learning preference, technical 

competency, technical knowledge, personal attributes, on-screen reading speed and 

comprehension, and typing speed and accuracy. Online faculty job satisfaction was 

assessed using the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) job satisfaction 

questions. Analysis of variance was used to determine whether there was a difference in 

satisfaction based on individual instructor learning preferences. Correlation coefficients 

were used to analyze the relationships between the remaining independent variables and 

online instructor satisfaction. The sample population (N=110) consisted of online faculty 

members at Tarrant County College. Most of the statistical analyses revealed non-

significant results at the .05 alpha level. However, a significant difference in satisfaction 

with equipment and facilities was found based on instructor learning preference. 

Additionally, a statistically significant negative correlation was found between online 

instructor technical competency and satisfaction with benefits. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
 

 “I have to admit, I’m skeptical,” she said. “I’m really not sure how this is going to 

work. I’m not a computer person.” This admission from one potential online faculty 

member is not uncommon during pre-training consultations. Some Internet faculty 

training teams, of which I am a member, conduct these consultations before each new 

training group begins. These consultations give both the faculty member and trainer the 

opportunity to get to know one another prior to training and resolve any potential areas 

for misconceptions or dissonance.  

During many of these consultations, future dissatisfaction with the online 

classroom is predicted by faculty members. Other future online faculty members respond 

to these consultations predicting satisfaction and success. It is possible that these 

predicted levels of future satisfaction or dissatisfaction stem from a lack of technical 

ability and/or technical knowledge. Another possible point of origin could be personality; 

different individuals approach different endeavors with varying levels of optimism or 

drive. Much like personality, perhaps known or perceived learning preferences among 

faculty members affect perceived levels of future satisfaction.  

Statement of Problem 

All of these could indeed be indicators of online faculty satisfaction. However, 

this discussion has been based on perceived levels of future satisfaction in the online 

classroom. A more valid and worthwhile discussion would contain actual levels of 
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satisfaction in the online environment following the actual teaching experience. Once the 

levels are known, comparing them to levels of technical ability and knowledge, personal 

attributes, and learning styles would provide deep insight to understanding online faculty 

satisfaction.  

 Faculty retention is an issue with which many institutions are concerned. 

Certainly, job satisfaction contributes to a faculty member’s intent to leave (Rosser & 

Townsend, 2006). However, with deeper implications, faculty job satisfaction contributes 

to the quality of work performed (Katzell, Thompson, & Guzzo, 1992). The quality of 

work performed by the faculty at an institution affects numerous areas. Perhaps the most 

important stakeholders affected by high faculty performance are the students. The lifeline 

of any institution is its students; therefore, retaining those who enroll, thus reducing 

attrition, is one of the most important tasks in maintaining institutional effectiveness.  

 John Bean (2005) identified one of the nine themes of college student retention as 

academics. Within this discussion is Bean’s understanding that faculty members are the 

ones who deliver the institution’s product. He stated that, “A faculty member presents 

substantive material in a course in a way that promotes or does not promote students to be 

socialized to academic values and choose a particular major” (Bean, p. 225). For Bean, 

the quality of the interaction between the student and the faculty member directly 

contributes to his or her affinity towards the institution. Braxton and Hirschy (2005) also 

understand the relationship between quality faculty work and student persistence. Based 

on the work of Vincent Tinto, they suggested that faculty members who involve students 

in the learning process by engaging them in critical thinking about content contribute to 
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persistence and retention. Engaging students in their academic experience is not only a 

model of quality teaching, but it is also of extreme importance in commuter campuses 

such as community colleges. Higher levels of academic involvement leads to higher 

levels of institutional commitment; institutional commitment in turn leads to persistence 

(Braxton, & Lien, 2000). 

Significance of the Study 

Research on online instructor satisfaction is extremely limited in the field of 

higher education. Additionally, little to no research has been completed on individual 

online instructor technical skills and knowledge, personal attributes, typing ability, 

reading speed and comprehension, or learning styles. Most of the research on online 

instruction has studied the student learner; these studies usually list individual instructor 

personality, ability, and style as delimitations. To avoid these delimitations, other studies 

attempt to hold the instructor variable constant; however, this method results in an 

extremely small sample size, resulting in less significant results. Because this study will 

focus on areas virtually unstudied and undiscovered, the results could be extremely 

helpful. This study will open new avenues for online education research, shifting some of 

the focus away from the student to the online instructor’s readiness. 

The findings of this study offer implications in a number of areas. First, the results 

provide academic departments insight on who to best choose for online course 

development and teaching. Next, the findings offer suggestions for online faculty training 

and professional development personnel. Also, it is possible that these findings could 

offer insight into the realm of student retention strategies (as they relate to quality 
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instruction). Lastly, this will seek to address issues related to faculty retention and intent 

to leave. 

Research Questions 

1. Is there a statistically significant difference in online instructor job satisfaction 

based on individual instructor learning styles? 

2. Is there a statistically significant correlation between personal attributes and 

online instructor job satisfaction? 

3. Is there a statistically significant correlation between technical competency 

and online instructor job satisfaction? 

4. Is there a statistically significant correlation between technical knowledge and 

online instructor job satisfaction? 

5. Is there a statistically significant correlation between on-screen reading speeds 

and comprehension and online instructor job satisfaction? 

6. Is there a statistically significant correlation between typing speed and 

accuracy levels and online instructor job satisfaction? 

The first research question was tested using analysis of variance with learning 

styles serving as the categorical independent variables and job satisfaction as the 

dependent variables. The other five research questions were tested using a correlational 

study where the numerical scores on the Readiness for Education at a Distance Indicator 

(READI) Assessment (2009) served as the independent variables and job satisfaction as 

the dependant variables. 
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Research Hypotheses 

H1 - There is a difference in online instructor satisfaction based on individual 

instructor learning styles.  

H2 – There is a statistically significant correlation between personal attributes and 

online instructor job satisfaction. 

H3 – There is a statistically significant correlation between technical competency 

and online instructor job satisfaction. 

H4 – There is a statistically significant correlation between technical knowledge 

and online instructor job satisfaction. 

H5 – There is a statistically significant correlation between on-screen readings 

speeds/comprehension and online instructor satisfaction. 

H6 – There is a statistically significant correlation between typing speed and 

accuracy levels and online instructor job satisfaction. 

Definitions 

Learning preference. The primary form of learning preferred by an individual as 

revealed by READI. 

NSOPF. National Study of Post Secondary faculty, a comprehensive faculty 

survey designed by the Department of Education from which job satisfaction questions 

will be utilized. 

 Personal attributes. A single score (out of a possible 96) identifying personality 

traits in relation to predicted online learning success as revealed by READI. 
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READI. Readiness for Education At a Distance Indicator, a tool designed to 

measure online learning readiness. 

Reading speed and comprehension. A single score combining reading speed and 

performance on passage based questions as revealed by READI. 

Satisfaction. Eight Likert-type self-assessed scores as revealed by the NSOPF. 

 Technical competency. A level of competency combining both Internet and 

computer competency as revealed by READI. 

 Technical knowledge. A level of technical knowledge as revealed by READI. 

 Typing speed and accuracy. A single score combining typing speed (words per 

minute) and number of errors committed as revealed by READI. 

Limitations 

 No statistical measures were taken into account for sample demographics. 

Because this study primarily looked for correlations, studying the individual instructor’s 

personal demographics is best left for another study. Also, this study did not take into 

consideration the number of years each instructor has taught (online or face-to-face), his 

or her highest degree achieved, whether he or she is a full-time or adjunct instructor, or 

the field in which he or she teaches. Lastly, this study analyzed several subjective 

measurements as they relate to satisfaction; the data were, therefore, limited by each 

individual’s ability to accurately assess his or her own satisfaction. 

Delimitations 

 This study was limited to online instructors at one community college, Tarrant 

County College. An online instructor was defined as an individual instructor who teaches 



 

7 
 

at least one course in a given semester fully online. Some of these instructors also teach 

face-to-face during each semester as the institution does not employ full-time online 

faculty. 

Assumptions 

 There were three primary assumptions of this study. First, every online instructor 

at the institution has completed the same level of online faculty training provided by the 

district. This training not only focused on their technical ability to build a course and 

maintain the course management system, but also on online pedagogical theory and 

strategies. Second, this study assumed, based on research presented below, that the 

READI Assessment, although designed to assess online student readiness, accurately 

assesses levels of technical competency, reading speed and comprehension, typing speed 

and accuracy, personal attributes and learning styles. Third, this study assumed that the 

National Study of Postsecondary Faculty job satisfaction questions accurately assess 

levels of faculty satisfaction.  
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CHAPTER 2 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

 This chapter addresses the status of current literature and research on faculty 

satisfaction, technical skills and knowledge, reading speed and comprehension, typing 

ability, personal attributes and learning preferences. Faculty satisfaction is addressed via 

two avenues: theory and research. The other variables are addressed primarily from a 

research perspective. 

Faculty Satisfaction 

 Because of the subjective nature of a large portion of this study, a review of the 

theoretical literature related to the discussion is necessary. It is important to note that this 

literature review addresses issues related to satisfaction that are not necessarily specific to 

online instruction. Rather, this review is more concerned with faculty as a whole. 

Theory 

 This discussion is not an attempt to address the question of what it means to be 

satisfied; rather, this discussion focuses solely on job satisfaction as it relates to faculty in 

higher education institutions. Ask ten different faculty members what it means to be 

satisfied with their job in higher education and there will be ten different responses. 

However, there are several points of consensus on the issue that are necessary to 

understanding the essence of this mostly subjective concept. 
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Frameworks 

  Multiple scholars have developed frameworks for understanding job satisfaction. 

These frameworks not only address what it means to be satisfied with one’s job but also 

how satisfaction is attained. This section will introduce a brief overview of the primary 

contributors to job satisfaction theory. 

  Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. For Maslow (1954), job satisfaction is attained 

when the job and its environment meet the needs of the individual. Needs are organized 

hierarchically with physiological, safety, belongingness, and love needs holding the 

lower levels. The higher levels are filled with needs associated with esteem and self-

actualization. The lowest unmet level serves as the primary need; once that need is 

fulfilled, needs on the next level up surface as the predominant needs. Motivations shift 

to meet newly surfaced needs as other needs are met. 

  Vroom’s expectancy theory. Vroom (1964) built upon the work of Maslow, 

adding a level of human choice to the equation. Here, individuals make decisions about 

their work based on their perceived abilities to successfully perform the tasks and receive 

the reward. Decisions are made considering three variables: expectancy (perceived 

ability), instrumentality (connection between success and reward), and valence (value of 

the expected reward). When all three variables achieve a high level, motivations rise 

commensurately, and subsequently, so do performance choices.   

  Herzberg’s motivator-hygiene theory/Hagedorn. In her helpful section in the book 

she edited, What Contributes to Job Satisfaction among Faculty and Staff, Linda Serra 

Hagedorn (2000) offered a two-construct model for conceptualizing faculty job 
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satisfaction based primarily on the work of Frederick Herzberg; the two constructs that 

affect job satisfaction were triggers and mediators. Hagedorn defined a trigger as a 

“significant life event that may be either related or unrelated to the job” (p. 6). Because 

these triggers could affect the entire self and view of life, they could affect job 

satisfaction subsequently. She defined a mediator as a “variable or situation that 

influences (moderates) the relationship between variables or situations producing an 

interaction effect” (Hagedorn, p. 6). Mediators included motivators and hygienes 

(demotivators), demographics, and environmental conditions, while triggers included 

change in life stage, change in family-related or personal circumstances, change in rank 

or tenure, transfer to a new institution, change in perceived justice, or change in mood or 

emotional state. Herzberg’s model is helpful for the purpose of categorizing contributors 

to faculty satisfaction; however, it hardly addresses the difficulty of quantifying the issue.     

Satisfaction and the Institution 

 In an effort to quantify faculty satisfaction, Elizabeth Pollicino (1996) presented a 

paper to the American Educational Research Association in which she sought to 

intertwine the complexity of satisfaction with professional values as they relate to 

institutional values. She, therefore, defined satisfaction as, “the extent to which faculty 

perceive that the institution provides a climate ensuring professional autonomy and 

activity commensurate with specialized expertise” (Pollicino, p. 4). Pollicino’s study 

rested upon the theoretical assumption that “to the extent that faculty perceive 

institutional support for their professional activities they will likely derive satisfaction 

form their work and manifest loyalty to their employing institution” (p.3). She, therefore, 
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placed the onus of high satisfaction levels on the shoulders of the institution; she assumed 

it is the institution’s responsibility to foster a “climate conducive to faculty satisfaction” 

(Pollicino, p. 4). Faculty ownership of the institutional values is the only level at which 

individual faculty member responsibility lie in her model. In comparison, the Herzberg 

categorization model places the bulk of the faculty satisfaction responsibility on the 

individual and his or her life events. While this is not an either/or discussion, it is 

interesting to note the varying degrees of locus of control (Pollicino removed most of the 

locus of control from the individual). These two frameworks are not mutually exclusive; 

Herzberg did include a level of institutional culture within her “mediator” construct. The 

difference is that Herzberg more closely related satisfaction to personal and partially 

unpredictable variables, while Pollicino focused on institutional characteristics. 

Motivation 

 As presented by Maslow (1954) and Vroom (1964), essential to the discussion of 

satisfaction is the concept of motivation. Motivators can be both intrinsic and extrinsic. 

For example, Pollicino (1996) placed the importance of motivation, as it relates to 

satisfaction, extrinsically on the institution. The Herzberg framework offers examples of 

intrinsic motivators such as recognition or personal achievement. Nonetheless, 

motivation is central to satisfaction. As presented by Vroom, the extent to which one is 

motivated to perform a certain task directly relates to the satisfaction gained from 

achieving that task. Jerry Berberet (2006), in his contribution to Bataille and Brown’s 

Faculty Career Paths, reported that  
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faculty are motivated most by four factors: 1) the intellectual stimulation 

they receive from their field of study, 2) the desire to be a member of a 

meaningful academic community, 3) the goal to make teaching, research, 

and service contributions, and 4) the wish to be recognized for their 

contributions. (p. 114) 

Berberet reported that the primary factor of the four was intellectual stimulation followed 

by institutional recognition. 

 Because satisfaction is so closely related to motivation, further study of 

motivational constructs and processes is necessary. Robert Blackburn and Janet 

Lawrence (1995) grouped motivation theories into two categories: noncognitive and 

cognitive. Further, in an effort to quantify levels of motivation, Blackburn and Lawrence 

focused on “situations in which there are performance outcomes that define levels of 

success” (p. 18). For Blackburn and Lawrence, noncognitive theories assumed that 

behavior can be predicted based on internal needs, personality, and rewards/incentives. 

Cognitive theories assume that behavior is a result of individual perception of capacity to 

respond and the estimation of possible losses and gains. In summary, individual 

motivation is the balancing of self-efficacy, personality, and perceived rewards; here, 

Blackburn and Lawrence combined the work of Maslow (1954) and Vroom (1964). 

Satisfaction Theory Summary 

 Faculty satisfaction is somewhat of an indefinable phenomenon. However, most 

generally agreed that several factors can and do contribute to varying levels of 

satisfaction. The strongest factor relating to satisfaction was that of motivation. The 



 

13 
 

importance of motivation combined the model of Herzberg via Hagedorn (2000), where 

life events and other variables stimulated satisfaction (or dissatisfaction), and the model 

of Pollicino (1996), where individual faculty member values sought congruence with 

institutional values. These two constructs found their consistency in the work of Berberet 

(2006) and Blackburn and Lawrence (1995), where levels of motivation were affected by 

the myriad of presented variables and subsequently affect satisfaction. All of the 

contemporary studies concerning job satisfaction and motivation built upon the work of 

Maslow (1954) and Vroom (1964). Most job satisfaction frameworks combined the idea 

of needs and decision-making based on motivation. 

Research 

 Based on the theoretical frameworks presented above, many scholars sought to 

implement job satisfaction assessment tools for the purpose of defining indicators and 

predictors. Most studies conducted within the past decade generally used faculty 

satisfaction information compiled by the National Center for Education Statistics’ 

National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF; Townsend & Twombly, 2007). 

Because of the implementation of certain aspects of the NSOPF in this research, an in 

depth look at the report itself will be presented in the Methodology chapter. Nonetheless, 

this is the data set from which many conducted research. 

 Because there is no objective scale to measure such an abstract concept, faculty 

satisfaction surveys such as the NSOPF or the Carnegie Foundation’s National Survey of 

Faculty generally used a continuum type tool. Generally, levels of satisfaction with 

aspects of the job are assessed using Likert-type scenarios containing variations ranging 
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from extremes such as very satisfied to very dissatisfied. For purposes specific to this 

study, it is important to provide a summary of the recent findings of the Carnegie survey 

as they relate to community college faculty satisfaction. According to Townsend and 

Twombly (2007), based on the 1997 Carnegie survey, “80 percent of two-year college 

faculty were satisfied with their job situation as a whole, 92 percent were satisfied or very 

satisfied with the courses they teach, and 85 percent were satisfied or very satisfied with 

relationships with colleagues” (p. 50). The levels of satisfaction with departments and 

institutions were not as high, suggesting community college faculty enjoyed what they 

were doing, but experienced lower levels of institutional congruence. This finding draws 

into consideration the suggestions of Pollicino (1996) presented above; this presents 

somewhat of a contradiction with her opinion. Here faculty members were satisfied with 

their work apart from their lack of institutional congruence. Admittedly, Pollicino did not 

break satisfaction into categories; nonetheless, she suggested that overall levels of 

satisfaction would rise with departmental and institutional satisfaction. 

Because two-year colleges employ a greater percentage of part-time faculty, a 

study conducted by Valdez and Antony in 2001, based on the NSOPF 1993 data, focused 

on this group (Townsend & Twombly, 2007). Townsend and Twombly quoted their study 

by saying, “[part-time] faculty are generally satisfied with their roles, but they are 

concerned with issued regarding salary, benefits, and long-term job security” (p. 51). In 

another study, also based on NSOPF 1993 data, Antony and Valdez also found that part 

time faculty in two-year institutions report higher levels of overall satisfaction than those 

in four-year institutions (Townsend & Twombly). 
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 For the purpose of establishing validity, Hagedorn (2000) applied the Herzberg 

model of faculty satisfaction to the results of the NSOPF of 1993. She was able to 

categorize characteristics of the survey into her model of mediators and triggers. For 

mediators, the idea was to use a multiple regression equation to assess the predictive 

ability of mediators as they relate to job satisfaction. Her results were such that mediators 

described 49.4% of the variance in job satisfaction yielding a highly statistically 

significant p-value of < .00001. While the results of the trigger study (conducted using 

analysis of variance) yielded statistically significant F-values, the results were not as 

substantial as those of the mediator study, showing only minor evidence of effect. The 

results of this study support the stance that motivation, demographics, and environmental 

conditions are strongly correlated with faculty satisfaction. 

Importance of Faculty Satisfaction 

 Up to this point, the importance of high levels of faculty satisfaction within an 

institution has only been implied. It is easy to assume that institutions want their faculty 

to be satisfied with their jobs. However, it is necessary to outline the relevance of job 

satisfaction and what it means for the institution. 

Intent to Leave 

 Most of the faculty satisfaction research points to correlations between 

satisfaction and intent to leave as the primary concern. Logically, institutions desire a 

high level of faculty retention, especially among those faculty members producing a 

desired level of quality work (addressed below). In their 2006 study, Rosser and 

Townsend drew on the work of Herzberg to “develop a model that simultaneously 
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defines multidimensional constructs such as worklife, job satisfaction, and intent to 

leave” (p. 129). Rosser and Townsend used the results from the NSOPF-1999 as their 

data source. Although they break their study into demographics, for this discussion, the 

primary points of concern from their study pertain to correlations between the three 

constructs listed above. Of special importance to this study is the construct of worklife; 

this construct contains three dimensions: technical support, administrative support, and 

professional development. The correlation between worklife and satisfaction yielded a 

coefficient of .46 (16% effect size, p < .05). The correlation between satisfaction and 

intent to leave yielded a -.47 coefficient (22% effect size, p < .05). The correlation 

between worklife and intent to leave yielded a -.21 coefficient (4% effect size). The 

conclusion of the study was that worklife factors significantly affect satisfaction and 

satisfaction negatively affects intent to leave. The 4% effect size of the correlation 

between worklife and intent to leave reflects an insignificant relationship. Nonetheless, 

satisfaction directly affects institutional retention of faculty members. 

Quality of Work 

 In addition to retention, faculty satisfaction affects quality of work; this concept 

draws upon the discussion concerning motivation presented above. Additionally, as 

presented in the statement of the problem in chapter 1, quality of faculty work is of 

extreme importance regarding student persistence and retention. Highly satisfied faculty 

experience higher levels of motivation to perform their duties. Katzell et al. (1992) 

conducted research on multiple departments within four organizations (n=1,200). Their 

purpose was to find correlations between job satisfaction and job performance. Although 
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their results were not conclusive in all aspects, certain areas produced convincing 

correlations. Surprisingly, while job satisfaction had little or no effect on self-assessed 

job performance, it significantly influenced job performance as evaluated by superiors 

(r=.17). Indirect correlations to self-assessed job performance were however evident. 

Katzell et al. reported a strong correlation between job satisfaction and job involvement 

(r=.37); job involvement influenced level of effort, which in turn strongly correlated with 

self-assessed job performance (r=.49). While self-assessment is important, this study 

finds strength from the institutional (or, for Katzell et. al., organizational superiors) 

performance evaluation.  

Faculty Technical Competency and Knowledge 

The culture of the information age has long extended its reach into the realm of 

higher education. In fact, technical ability among faculty is fast becoming a contributor to 

job attainment and security, especially among online faculty. Groves and Zemel (2000) 

understood the importance of faculty technical skills and knowledge by saying:  

The extent and rate of technology adoption is related to availability of resources 

and acceptance of innovations by faculty and teaching assistants. Yet, college 

teachers often feel unprepared for the demands of using technology in their 

teaching because they have had little instruction in its use. (pp. 58-59) 

 Groves and Zemel (2000), therefore, conducted research among full time faculty 

and graduate teaching assistants at the University of Tennessee (n=66) to assess “self-

reported knowledge and use of technology, factors influencing their use of technology, 

and perceived barriers to use of technology” (p. 59). As expected, the majority of faculty 
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members reported high uses of technology with which they were familiar. Forty-six 

percent stated that using instructional technology was very important to teaching and 

40% stated they anticipated using a new technology within the next year. Over half of the 

respondents reported that there were incentives to implementing instructional 

technologies; the primary incentives cited were teaching effectiveness improvement and 

increased student learning. 

 In a similar study conducted amongst the College of Education faculty at Iowa 

State University (n=43), Sahin and Thompson (2007) were able to explain 75% of the 

variation in the level of technology adoption. The primary predictors contributing to this 

large effect size were: use of data analysis tools (for research assistance), self-directed 

informational sources (learner-centered faculty development), and interaction with other 

College of Education academic members (for the purpose of help and assistance). They 

suggested that their findings point to the importance of implementing “professional 

development opportunities for faculty” (Sahin & Thompson, p. 183). 

 In a study among experienced online faculty within 36 colleges, Peter Shea 

(2007) found a correlation between computer skill level and the desire to teach new 

subject areas online. He stated that “those faculty with higher skill levels (perhaps a 

measure of readiness) reported this opportunity to be a greater motivator than less 

computer savvy faculty” (p. 79). 

 According to two of these studies, faculty use of current technology is contingent 

upon the level at which institutional support is provided to them. Faculty tend to use 

those technologies in which they have been provided a high level of information, thus 
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increasing their skill and knowledge levels. Perhaps low levels of faculty technology use 

do not stem from hegemonic resistance or laziness; perhaps lack of participation stems 

from lack of knowledge, skill, and/or opportunity. Additionally, faculty who choose to 

teach online tend to be those who contain higher levels of computer skills. 

On Screen Reading 

 Online course instruction requires a heavy amount of online (on screen) reading. 

As would be expected, there has been little to no research completed targeting reading 

comprehension levels among faculty; it is safe to say that high levels of reading ability 

and comprehension are implied among our nations faculty. However, a quick look at 

research comparing reading on screen versus reading on paper print is helpful. Dillon 

(1992) reported an average performance deficit (speed) when reading from a screen 

ranging from 20 to 30%. However, in his survey of literature, citing approximately seven 

studies, Dillon did not find any convincing data suggesting a significant difference in 

reading comprehension on screen versus on paper. Lastly, the bulk of the studies cited by 

Dillon reported a high percentage of preference slanted toward the paper copy medium. 

Admittedly, the work of Dillon is likely outdated and one would expect slight changes 

over time given individual adaptation to the culture of on screen reading; nonetheless, 

recent research on the comparison is sparse. 

Individual Attributes 

 Personality affects virtually every aspect of life; logically an individual faculty 

member’s personality type will permeate all levels of his or her teaching career. Personal 

attributes stem from personality types; however, attributes, for purposes of this study, are 
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those tendencies drawn from personality that affect they way an individual tends to act or 

react in a given instance. Because of the implementation of a specific personal attribute 

tool, this discussion will be addressed in depth in the Methodology chapter. Nonetheless, 

this section will briefly discuss what previous scholars have suggested about online 

faculty member personality type requirements. 

 Simonson, Smaldino, Albright, and Zvacek (2006) suggested that a variety of 

types of instructors have proven effective in the online environment; however, they cited 

flexibility and creativity as key qualities of effective online instructors. Fuller, Norby, 

Pearce, and Strand (2000) applied the Myers Briggs Type Indicator personality test in a 

case study of twenty online faculty members from a small Midwestern university to find 

its correlation with interest in continuing to teach online. They found that one personality 

type was significantly less likely to proceed with conducting online instruction; this 

personality type was the one known by the Myers Briggs Type Indicator as “Judgment” 

(J). J individuals are predicable, heavy planners, satisfied when decisions are made, quick 

to reach closure, structure seekers, and task oriented. The other Myers Briggs personality 

types reveal little to no significant difference in potential to proceed in online instruction. 

Typing Speed and Accuracy 

Online teaching and learning requires a heavy amount of virtual interaction. 

Online instructors are charged with the task of compensating for the lack of face-to-face 

time they would normally have with their students in the classroom. Because of this 

charge, in most cases, correspondence with students is limited to what can be typed and 

submitted via email, chat rooms, discussion boards, blogs and the like. Logically then, the 
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question of instructor typing speed and accuracy enters the discussion. To date, the bulk 

of typing speed and accuracy research has focused on what constitutes an average typist, 

and expert typist and so on. Regarding online educational theory, the need for a certain 

level of typing ability has for the most part been implied.  

Learning/Teaching Preferences 

 Most scholarly research on learning styles focus heavily on the learner. However, 

little research has been conducted on how an individual faculty member’s learning style 

affects his or her teaching style. The general assumption is that teachers teach based on 

their personal learning preferences while attempting to take into consideration the known, 

or perceived learning style(s), of the students. Veronica and Lawrence (1997) conducted 

a study to asses the affect of secondary school teachers’ learning preferences on class 

management and teaching methodology. Over a period of 3 years, Veronica and 

Lawrence collected the learning style preferences from 353 secondary school teachers 

and college lecturers. They found that the majority of teachers in their sample were 

identified as Reflector learners; these learners tend to demonstrate watching and thinking 

actions in a learning environment. Veronica and Lawrence recorded that regarding class 

management, many were comfortable teaching such that they controlled both the 

information and the way their students were expected to learn. These characteristics fall 

within the category of the Reflector preference within the Honey and Mumford learning 

style model. Although this study does not provide conclusive evidence that teachers 

unequivocally teach based on their individual learning styles, it certainly provides further 

implications for this assumption. Veronica and Lawrence acknowledged that the results 
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of her study could also have been the result of the nature of the particular subject matter. 

Nonetheless, the relationship between teacher learning style and class management and 

teaching style is evident. 

 In the study by Fuller et al. (2000) mentioned above, the Transaction Ability 

Inventory was implemented to assess the relationship between teaching styles and 

probability to proceed with online instruction. They found that Abstract Random teaching 

styles were more conducive to intend to continue teaching online. These teachers 

incorporate flexibility, appreciate individuality, enjoy group work, and stress the 

importance of the affective domain. Concrete Sequential learners are less likely to 

continue teaching online; they use step-by-step processes, require order, use facts and 

details, incorporate guided practice and tactile kinesthetic pedagogical tools, and focus on 

the cognitive domain. Because learning preference theory and research are so deeply 

embedded within the design of the READI Assessment tool, further research in this area 

is addressed in chapter 3. 

Current State of Knowledge 

 As presented above, the current state of knowledge on job satisfaction, both 

theoretical and research-based, is vast. Likewise, studies pertaining to higher education 

faculty satisfaction are readily available. Most of these studies incorporate the findings of 

national surveys such as the Department of Education’s Survey of Postsecondary Faculty 

or the Carnegie Foundation’s National Survey of Faculty. A primary area of research that 

is currently missing in higher education scholarship is that of online or distance learning 

faculty satisfaction. There is little to no research documenting satisfaction indicators as 
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they relate to online instruction specifically. Surely, based on the presentation of 

literature and research above, higher education scholarship would benefit from such a 

study. 

 Likewise, there is quite a bit of research discussing multiple implications for 

technical competency, on screen reading ability, personal attributes, and learning 

preferences. However, most of these studies, with a few exceptions, fall short of 

addressing their relationship to faculty satisfaction, much less online faculty satisfaction. 

Given the current culture of online learning and instruction and the importance of 

understanding faculty satisfaction, correlations between the two must be sought and 

understood.
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CHAPTER 3 
 

RESEARCH METHODS 
 

 This was a quantitative study concerned with correlation and analysis of variance. 

The results were used to describe relationships between online faculty learning styles, 

individual attributes, technical competency, on-screen reading speed and comprehension, 

and typing speed and accuracy, and job satisfaction. The first five listed were the 

independent variables, which were assessed using the READI Assessment. Job 

satisfaction was the dependant variable and was assessed using the NSOPF job 

satisfaction questions. This study was designed to compile correlations between each of 

the variables for the purpose of describing job satisfaction variance among online faculty 

members at a southern community college using the five constructs of the READI 

Assessment. 

Research Questions 

1.  Is there a statistically significant difference in online instructor job 

satisfaction based on individual instructor learning styles? 

2. Is there a statistically significant correlation between personal attributes and 

online instructor job satisfaction? 

3. Is there a statistically significant correlation between technical competency 

and online instructor job satisfaction? 

4. Is there a statistically significant correlation between technical knowledge and 

online instructor job satisfaction? 
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5. Is there a statistically significant correlation between on-screen reading speeds 

and comprehension and online instructor job satisfaction? 

6. Is there a statistically significant correlation between typing speed and 

accuracy levels and online instructor job satisfaction? 

Research Design 

All online instructors at the institution were sent an email from the Director of 

Distance Learning, informing them that their participation in the study was requested. 

The email contained a brief introduction a Web link to access the research Web site. The 

research Web site was designed to explain the study in detail and provide information 

regarding access to the study, including the Informed Consent document and login 

information for the READI Web site. A copy of this Web page can be found in Appendix 

A. It is important to note, the research Web page instructed each faculty member to 

complete the survey questions based on their experience teaching online only.  

A unique and helpful characteristic of the READI assessment is the ability for 

clients to add institution specific questions. Therefore, both the READI designed 

assessment tools and the NSOPF satisfaction questions were completed within the same 

tool. The results were hosted on the READI Web site. The research Web site instructed 

each individual to choose an anonymous alias and use it to populate the “name” field of 

the assessment. This alias was used as each respondent’s sole identifier and allowed for 

complete anonymity and organization for statistical correlation and analysis. The research 

was conducted during the fall 2008 semester. 
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Sample 

 At the time of data collection, there were approximately 230 online faculty 

members teaching online at Tarrant County College. Each online faculty member was 

invited to participate via email; however, it was very unlikely that every online faculty 

member would participate. The desired participation level for this study was 45%, or 

approximately 100 individual online faculty members. 

Data Collection Procedures 

 The assessment results were stored on the READI database. Once the all of the 

data were compiled, the information was transferred to Microsoft Excel for formatting 

purposes. From there the information was transported into SPSS. Once all of the data 

from the assessment were inputted into SPSS, correlation and analysis of variance results 

were available for analysis.  

READI Assessment 

 The READI Assessment is a tool designed to determine student readiness for 

online learning. As a current customer of READI, this institution had full access to its 

use, implementation, and prior research. The institution had already been set up with an 

online account with READI; administrators are able to direct subjects to the specific 

institution’s portal of the Web site for online administering of the tool. The tool is 

designed to assess online learner readiness via six components: learning styles, individual 

attributes, technical competency, technical knowledge, on-screen reading speed and 

comprehension, and typing speed and accuracy (READI, 2009). 
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 As the READI Assessments is designed to assess student online readiness, it is 

important to note its relevance to faculty online readiness. During a personal telephone 

conversation with Mac Adkins, creator of the READI Assessment, he stated that the same 

constructs that define online student readiness are applicable to online readiness as a 

whole, including faculty readiness (personal communication, March 20, 2008). Support 

for this assumption can be found in the Learning/Teaching Preferences section of chapter 

2. Additionally, Adkins expressed his appreciation for such a study and was excited to 

see the results related to online faculty readiness and satisfaction. The assumption, based 

on the research below, is that the READI tool accurately assesses reading comprehension 

for example, regardless of the test taker’s personal occupation. At the risk of over 

clarifying, the tool does not report a student’s data set differently than a faculty 

member’s; the tool reports raw data based on the individual test taker’s performance. 

READI Structure 

 The structure of the READI Assessment has already been presented; the 

organization of chapter 2 was based on the tool’s structure. An entire example of the 

structure and questions contained within the research tool is available in Appendix B. 

 Learning styles. The learning styles portion of the READI (2009) was “adapted 

from the larger (70 item) learning styles instrument administered by 

http://www.memletics.com. The instrument was reduced to 35 items in READI and some 

of the wording was modified to apply to online courses.” The instrument embedded 

within the tool is based on the multiple intelligences theory of Howard Gardner. READI 

breaks the learning styles down as follows: 
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1. Visual (spatial): You prefer using pictures, images, and spatial understanding. 

2. Aural (auditory-musical): You prefer using sound and music. 

3. Verbal (linguistic): You prefer using words, both in speech and writing. 

4. Physical (kinesthetic): You prefer using your body, hands and sense of touch. 

5. Logical (mathematical): You prefer using logic, reasoning and systems. 

6. Social (interpersonal): You prefer to learn in groups or with other people. 

7. Solitary (intrapersonal): You prefer to work alone and use self-study. 

The questions from which the results are drawn ask questions related to 

tendencies and preferences in learning venues (see Appendix B). The results from the 

learning styles portion of the assessment are presented in graph format so test takers can 

view not only their dominant learning styles, but also those second, third, and so on (see 

Appendix C for my results as an example). This study will only take into consideration 

the dominant learning style of each individual.  

 Individual attributes. Based on the dissertation research of Julia Hartman, this 

portion of READI (2009) was designed to identify “attributes which are significant 

predictors of success in an online learning environment.” The desired attributes assessed 

in this section rate each individual’s attributes via six variables: (a) academic attributes, 

(b) help seeking, (c) persistence, (d) procrastination, (e) time management, and (f) locus 

of control. The scores from each of these variables are recorded through a points system; 

each of the variable’s scores is added together for a possible point total of 96. Ninety-six 

points reflects the maximum amount of predicted success in the online environment (see 

Appendix B for this section’s questions). 
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 Technical competency. The technical competency portion of the tool, developed 

by Mac Adkins, measures “basic technology skills which a learner should possess to 

begin studying online” (READI, 2009). The technical competency area incorporates both 

computer and Internet competency. Technical competency results operate on a 

percentage scale; that is, it reports the percentage of questions answered correctly. All 

aspects of the technical competency portion are reported in graph format. 

Technical knowledge. The technical knowledge portion of the tool also functions 

on a percentage scale and factors in other variables such as personal technology use, 

knowledge of technology vocabulary, and technological possessions such as personal 

computer specifications, operating systems, and Internet connection type. All aspects of 

the technical knowledge portion are reported in graph format. 

 On-screen reading speed and comprehension. The reading portion of the tool was 

developed in conjunction with ReadingSoft.com and the National Institute for Literacy’s 

LiteracyWorks.org project. This timed portion of the assessment requires test takers to 

read one passage lexiled at the twelfth grade level. Test takers then answer questions 

based on the passage; their total reading time is also recorded. Reading speeds are 

displayed in graph format and reflect the total words per minute. Comprehension is 

assessed and reported on a percentage scale; the total percentage earned is based on the 

numbers of questions about the passage answered correctly (see Appendix C). 

 Typing speed and accuracy. Based on the research of Teresia R. Ostrach, this 

timed typing portion of the assessment requires test takers to copy a passage word for 

word into a textbox provided. The formula used to report the scores for this portion takes 
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the total number of words typed divided by the number of seconds elapsed. The total 

number of errors is then subtracted from that total. The final result is a percentage 

adjusted for errors (see Appendix C). The research that drove this design studied 4,000 

clerical candidates. The results placed average typists between 38 and 40 words per 

minute; a score of 65 words per minute would place an individual within the top 10%. 

READI Validity 

In 2007, READI commissioned Atanda Research to conduct a correlational study 

between READI scores and academic success. They found “forty-two statistically 

significant correlations between READI variables and measures of academic success and 

goodness of fit” (READI, 2009). The strongest correlation to success and goodness of fit 

reported was with the Individual Attributes construct of the READI Assessment. This 

portion yielded correlation coefficients with GPA and goodness of fit of r=.062 and 

r=.090 respectively. Each of these correlations resulted in a statistically significant p 

value of < .001. The strongest correlation found among individual variables was between 

GPA and Reading Comprehension; this correlation yielded a statistically significant (p < 

.001) coefficient of r=.250. Because of the research presented above relating student 

online readiness to overall online readiness in general, this study offers validity to the 

claim that the READI Assessment accurately assesses levels of online user readiness. 

Secondly, the design of the READI Assessment lends validity to its ability to assess each 

of the constructs without individual test taker bias. 
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READI Reliability 

To verify the consistency of the measurements used in the READI Assessment, in 

2008 the Applied Measurement Associates of Tuscaloosa, Alabama, conducted an item 

reliability test using the Cronbach alpha coefficient. For questions related to technical 

usage, learning styles and personal attributes they found Cronbach alpha coefficients 

ranging from .76 to .85. For questions related to technical vocabulary, reading and 

technical competency they found Cronbach alpha coefficients ranging from .44 to .64. 

Although this second set of findings are less than what is usually desirable for the 

Cronbach alpha, it is important to note that these questions operated on a 0,1 scale type. 

“This scale type resulted in lower levels of variability among the possible answers thus 

reducing the measurement of reliability” (READI, 2009). Overall, the reliability results 

revealed acceptable levels of measurement consistency and reliability. 

NSOPF Instrument 

 As presented in the literature review of this study, the bulk of faculty job 

satisfaction research hinges upon the findings of the NSOPF conducted by the 

Department of Education. Generally, researchers incorporate the data available from the 

survey results into their own studies. Because this study was concerned with satisfaction 

among distance learning faculty only, using the preexisting data from the national survey 

would have been useless. Therefore, for the purpose of research design and credibility, 

this study only used the job satisfaction questions from the NSOPF. The survey itself was 

drafted and made available to the designated sample population within the READI 

Assessment. 
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NSOPF Structure 

 The NSOPF contains eight job satisfaction questions. Each of the questions 

requires one of four responses to the question, “With regard to your job . . . would you 

say you are very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied 

with . . . .” The eight questions are as follows: 

1. . . . the authority you had to make decisions about content and methods in 

your institutional activities? 

2. . . . the institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional 

activities? 

3. . . . quality of equipment and facilities available for classroom instruction? 

4. . . . institutional support for teaching improvement (including grants, release 

time, and professional development funds)? 

5. . . . your workload? 

6. . . . your salary? 

7. . . . the benefits available to you? 

8. . . . your job at this institution, overall? 

Because this study was solely concerned with online teaching satisfaction, the 

respondents were asked to answer the questions with regard to their online teaching only 

(See Appendix A). Most of the online instructors teach both online and face-to-face. 

NSOPF Validity 

 The methodology report for the 2004 NSOPF contains information related to the 

validity of the instrument. Validity results were reported based on nonresponse bias 
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analysis methods. This analysis reported the “difference between the mean for 

respondents and nonrespondents multiplied by the weighted nonresponse rate, using the 

design weights prior to nonresponse adjustment” (Heuer et al., 2005, p. I-3). The results 

revealed only a 4.3% nonresponse bias for faculty reporting from institutions granting 

only associates degrees. That is to say 95.7% of the results were without bias. These 

validity results were aggregated for the entire NSOPF conducted in 2004. Additionally, 

nonresponse bias analyses were conducted on the item level for questions receiving less 

than an 85% response rate. Of the eight job satisfaction questions, the benefits question 

was the only one to receive a response rate of less than 85%. This question resulted in a 

17.39% significant nonresponse bias for institutions granting only associates degrees 

(Heuer et al.). 

Data Measures and Analysis 

 The bulk of the research measured and analyzed levels of correlation between the 

multiple constructs of the READI assessments and the faculty satisfaction survey 

questions. As introduced above, the NSOPF utilizes the popular Likert-type scale, (0 = 

very dissatisfied, 1 = somewhat dissatisfied, 2 = somewhat satisfied, 3 = very satisfied). 

Because Likert-scale values are classified in the ordinal level of scale, the Spearman rho 

correlation coefficient (r) is the best statistical device to utilize; this r-value was then 

squared in order to determine the effect size (practical significance) of the correlation. 

For this study, the Spearman rho correlation coefficient required an alpha-level of .05.  

 Statistical significance of the correlation coefficient was determined by 

comparing the computed rank-order coefficient of correlation (based on α=.05) with the 
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established critical value for the sample size (n) received. For example, if the obtained 

sample size for the study was 30 (n=30) with a computed correlation coefficient of r=.45, 

the test statistic would have been considered statistically significant because it exceeded 

the critical value of .364 for α=.05 (Levin & Fox, 2006). 

 To determine the strength of the relationships the following correlation coefficient 

rubric was used. A coefficient between .8 and 1.0 was interpreted as a very strong 

relationship. A coefficient between .6 and .8 was interpreted as strong relationship. A 

coefficient between .4 and .6 was interpreted as a moderate relationship. A coefficient 

between .2 and .4 was interpreted as a weak relationship. A coefficient between .0 and .2 

was interpreted as a weak (or no) relationship (Salkind, 2004).  

In addition to data measurements and analysis regarding levels of correlation, a 

small portion of the data required the utilization of the analysis of variance statistical 

method. Because the output of the ANOVA test is somewhat omnibus in nature post-hoc 

tests were run “to derive more specific conclusions from the data” (Huck, 2008, p. 487). 

This statistical analysis was utilized for the learning style portion of the data. Analysis of 

variance was used to determine if the sample means of each of the satisfaction questions 

(dependant variable) varied based on individual learning style (independent categorical 

variable) as revealed by the READI assessment. This data analysis required an alpha-

level of .05 for statistical significance.
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CHAPTER 4 
 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 
 

Introduction 

This chapter provides the presentation of the research findings for the study. This 

chapter is separated into three sections. The first section presents the demographics, 

frequencies and descriptive statistics of the research sample. The second section presents 

the findings that answer the first research question analyzed using analysis of variance. 

The third section presents the findings of the remaining five research questions analyzed 

using the Spearman rho correlation coefficient.  

Although for the purposes of research design there are six research questions with 

five corresponding hypotheses, the presentation of the research findings will expand upon 

each of these. As presented above, the dependant variable of online faculty satisfaction is 

comprised of eight job satisfaction questions. Each of the job satisfaction questions will 

be presented as its own research question, hypothesis, and therefore null hypothesis. 

Sample and Demographics 

The sample size goal of 100 respondents was accomplished. The total sample size 

for the study was 110. However, several respondents did not complete the entire study. 

For the purposes of statistical analysis, missing data were deleted pair-wise. 
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 The results in Table 1 reveal the demographics of the sample. Of the total 

respondents (n=110), 41 were male (approximately 37%), and 69 were female 

(approximately 63%). Gender was not considered when testing the research questions. 

Table 1 

Demographic Results of Sample 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Male 41 37.3 37.3 37.3 
  Female 69 62.7 62.7 100.0 
  Total 110 100.0 100.0   

 

Frequencies 

Satisfaction Frequencies 

 The results in Table 2 reveal the frequencies of response for the satisfaction 

question related to decisions. Out of 110 valid responses, approximately 69% of 

respondents reported that they were very satisfied with the authority they had to make 

decisions about content and methods in institutional activities while 30% reported that 

they were somewhat satisfied. Less than 1% reported any level of dissatisfaction. 
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Table 2 

Frequencies of Satisfaction with Decisions 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid   .00 1 .9 .9 .9 
  2.00 33 30.0 30.0 30.9 
  3.00 76 69.1 69.1 100.0 
  Total 110 100.0 100.0   

0=very dissatisfied, 1=somewhat dissatisfied, 2=somewhat satisfied, 3=very satisfied 

The results in Table 3 reveal the frequencies of response for the satisfaction 

question related to technical support. Out of 110 valid responses, approximately 56% of 

respondents reported that they were very satisfied with institutional support for 

implementing technology-based instructional activities while approximately 33% 

reported that they were somewhat satisfied. Less than 11% reported any level of 

dissatisfaction. 

Table 3 

Frequencies of Satisfaction with Institutional Support for Implementing Technology 
Based Instructional Activities 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid   .00 2 1.8 1.8 1.8 
  1.00 10 9.1 9.1 10.9 
  2.00 36 32.7 32.7 43.6 
  3.00 62 56.4 56.4 100.0 
  Total 110 100.0 100.0   

0=very dissatisfied, 1=somewhat dissatisfied, 2=somewhat satisfied, 3=very satisfied 
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The results in Table 4 reveal the frequencies of response for the satisfaction 

question related to equipment and facilities. Out of 110 valid responses, approximately 

36% of respondents reported that they were very satisfied with the quality of equipment 

and facilities available for classroom instruction while 50% reported that they were 

somewhat satisfied. Less than 14% reported any level of dissatisfaction. 

Table 4 

Frequencies of Satisfaction with Equipment and Facilities 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid   .00 4 3.6 3.6 3.6 
  1.00 11 10.0 10.0 13.6 
  2.00 55 50.0 50.0 63.6 
  3.00 40 36.4 36.4 100.0 
  Total 110 100.0 100.0   

0=very dissatisfied, 1=somewhat dissatisfied, 2=somewhat satisfied, 3=very satisfied 

The results in Table 5 reveal the frequencies of response for the satisfaction 

question related to teaching support. Out of 110 valid responses, approximately 22% of 

respondents reported that they were very satisfied with institutional support for teaching 

improvement while approximately 48% reported that they were somewhat satisfied. 

Thirty percent reported some level of dissatisfaction. 
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Table 5 

Frequencies of Satisfaction with Teaching Support 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid   .00 8 7.3 7.3 7.3 
  1.00 25 22.7 22.7 30.0 
  2.00 53 48.2 48.2 78.2 
  3.00 24 21.8 21.8 100.0 
  Total 110 100.0 100.0   

0=very dissatisfied, 1=somewhat dissatisfied, 2=somewhat satisfied, 3=very satisfied 

The results in Table 6 reveal the frequencies of response for the satisfaction 

question related to workload. Out of 110 valid responses, approximately 46% of 

respondents reported that they were very satisfied with their workload while 

approximately 31% reported that they were somewhat satisfied. Less than 23% reported 

any level of dissatisfaction. 

Table 6 

Frequencies of Satisfaction with Workload 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid   .00 7 6.4 6.4 6.4 
  1.00 18 16.4 16.4 22.7 
  2.00 34 30.9 30.9 53.6 
  3.00 51 46.4 46.4 100.0 
  Total 110 100.0 100.0   

0=very dissatisfied, 1=somewhat dissatisfied, 2=somewhat satisfied, 3=very satisfied 
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The results in Table 7 reveal the frequencies of response for the satisfaction 

question related to salary. Out of 110 valid responses, approximately 26% of respondents 

reported that they were very satisfied with their salary while approximately 46% reported 

that they were somewhat satisfied. Less than 28% reported any level of dissatisfaction. 

Table 7 

Frequencies of Satisfaction with Salary 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid   .00 8 7.3 7.3 7.3 
  1.00 22 20.0 20.0 27.3 
  2.00 51 46.4 46.4 73.6 
  3.00 29 26.4 26.4 100.0 
  Total 110 100.0 100.0   

0=very dissatisfied, 1=somewhat dissatisfied, 2=somewhat satisfied, 3=very satisfied 

The results in Table 8 reveal the frequencies of response for the satisfaction 

question related to benefits. Out of 110 valid responses, approximately 42% of 

respondents reported that they were very satisfied with their benefits while approximately 

48% reported that they were somewhat satisfied. Ten percent reported some level of 

dissatisfaction. 
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Table 8 

Frequencies of Satisfaction with Benefits 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid   .00 7 6.4 6.4 6.4 
  1.00 4 3.6 3.6 10.0 
  2.00 53 48.2 48.2 58.2 
  3.00 46 41.8 41.8 100.0 
  Total 110 100.0 100.0   

0=very dissatisfied, 1=somewhat dissatisfied, 2=somewhat satisfied, 3=very satisfied 

The results in Table 9 reveal the frequencies of response for the satisfaction 

overall question. Out of 110 valid responses, approximately 61% of respondents reported 

that they were very satisfied overall while approximately 34% reported that they were 

somewhat satisfied. Less than 6% reported any level of dissatisfaction. 

Table 9 

Frequencies of Satisfaction Overall 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid   .00 1 .9 .9 .9 
  1.00 5 4.5 4.5 5.5 
  2.00 37 33.6 33.6 39.1 
  3.00 67 60.9 60.9 100.0 
  Total 110 100.0 100.0   

0=very dissatisfied, 1=somewhat dissatisfied, 2=somewhat satisfied, 3=very satisfied 
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Learning Styles Frequencies 

 The results in Table 10 reveal the frequencies of the learning style test results. Out 

of a total number of 110 respondents, 103 completed the learning style section. Out of a 

valid 103 respondents, approximately 28% were social learners while approximately 24% 

were verbal learners. Physical learners made up less than 5% of the sample. 

Table 10 

Frequencies of Learning Style Results 

 
Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Visual 11 10.0 10.7 10.7 
  Aural 6 5.5 5.8 16.5 
  Verbal 26 23.6 25.2 41.7 
  Physical 5 4.5 4.9 46.6 
  Logical 12 10.9 11.7 58.3 
  Social 31 28.2 30.1 88.3 
  Solitary 12 10.9 11.7 100.0 
  Total 103 93.6 100.0   
Missing   7 6.4     
Total 110 100.0     

 

Readiness Frequencies 

The results in Table 11 reveal the sample sizes for the remaining components of 

the READI Assessment. The total number of respondents was 110 with missing values 

for each section. 
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Table 11 

Frequencies of Readiness Score Results 

 Attributes 
Tech. 
Comp. 

Tech. 
Knowledge Reading Typing 

N Valid 103 92 91 97 89 
  Missing 7 18 19 13 21 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 The results in Table 12 reveal descriptive statistics for all portions of the study 

except for the learning styles inventory. The Personal Attributes section was out of a 

possible 96 while the Technical Competency, Technical Knowledge, and Reading 

sections were out of a possible 100. The Typing section was reported on a words per 

minute basis. The satisfaction questions operated on a Likert scale ranging from 0 (very 

dissatisfied) to 3 (very satisfied). 

Table 12 

Descriptive Statistics of Satisfaction and Readiness 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Attributes 103 40.00 96.00 81.3204 8.16162 
Tech. Comp. 92 80.00 100.00 96.6304 5.98114 
Tech. Knowledge 91 41.00 79.00 62.3077 8.06046 
Reading 97 36.00 100.00 79.4536 14.73376 
Typing 89 16.00 66.00 38.5955 11.70346 

 
table continues 
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Table 12 (continued) 
 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Decisions 
Institutional Support 

110 
110 

.00 

.00 
3.00 
3.00 

2.6727 
2.4364 

.52653 

.73606 
Equip./Facilities 110 .00 3.00 2.1909 .76020 
Teaching Support 110 .00 3.00 1.8455 .84795 
Workload 110 .00 3.00 2.1727 .92725 
Salary 110 .00 3.00 1.9182 .86874 
Benefits 110 .00 3.00 2.2545 .80636 
Overall 110 .00 3.00 2.5455 .63008 
Valid N (listwise) 89         

 

Research Question 1: Instructor Learning Style 

Authority to Make Decisions About Content and Methods 

HO - There is not a statistically significant difference in online instructor 

satisfaction with the authority to make decisions about content and methods based on 

individual instructor learning styles. 

The results in Table 13 reveal the descriptive statistics for satisfaction with 

decisions by learning style. 

The test for homogeneity of variance revealed in Table 14 resulted in a non-

significant value (p>.05). Therefore the variances were assumed equal and analysis of 

variance was conducted. 
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Table 13 

Satisfaction with Decisions by Learning Style 

 
N Mean Std. Dev. Std. 

Error 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean Min. Max. 

          
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

Visual 11 2.7273 .46710 .14084 2.4135 3.0411 2.00 3.00 
Aural 6 2.3333 .51640 .21082 1.7914 2.8753 2.00 3.00 
Verbal 26 2.6923 .67937 .13323 2.4179 2.9667 .00 3.00 
Physical 5 2.6000 .54772 .24495 1.9199 3.2801 2.00 3.00 
Logical 12 2.5000 .52223 .15076 2.1682 2.8318 2.00 3.00 
Social 31 2.7097 .46141 .08287 2.5404 2.8789 2.00 3.00 
Solitary 12 2.6667 .49237 .14213 2.3538 2.9795 2.00 3.00 
Total 103 2.6505 .53704 .05292 2.5455 2.7554 .00 3.00 

 

Table 14 

Test for Homogeneity of Variance 

Levene 
Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

.252 6 96 .957 
 

 The results in Table 15 reveal the ANOVA for satisfaction with decisions by 

learning style. Analysis of variance testing resulted in a non-significant value (p>.05). 

The variance in satisfaction with decisions was not explained by learning style. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Table 15 

ANOVA for Satisfaction with Decisions by Learning Style 

 

Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

1.110 6 .185 .627 .708 

Within Groups 28.307 96 .295     

Total 29.417 102       

 

Technology-Based Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant difference in online instructor 

satisfaction with technology-based institutional support based on individual instructor 

learning styles. 

The results in table 16 reveal the descriptive statistics for satisfaction with 

decisions by learning style. 

The test for homogeneity of variance revealed in Table 17 resulted in a significant 

value (p<.05). Therefore the variances were not assumed equal and analysis of variance 

was not conducted. Therefore the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Table 16 

Satisfaction with Technology-Based Institutional Support by Learning Style 

 N Mean Std. Dev. Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean Min. Max. 

          
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

Visual 11 2.2727 .78625 .23706 1.7445 2.8009 1.00 3.00 
Aural 6 2.0000 1.26491 .51640 .6726 3.3274 .00 3.00 
Verbal 26 2.3462 .74524 .14615 2.0451 2.6472 1.00 3.00 
Physical 5 2.8000 .44721 .20000 2.2447 3.3553 2.00 3.00 
Logical 12 2.4167 .66856 .19300 1.9919 2.8414 1.00 3.00 
Social 31 2.4194 .76482 .13737 2.1388 2.6999 .00 3.00 
Solitary 12 2.6667 .49237 .14213 2.3538 2.9795 2.00 3.00 
Total 103 2.4078 .74672 .07358 2.2618 2.5537 .00 3.00 

 

Table 17 

Test for Homogeneity of Variance 

Levene 
Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

2.246 6 96 .045 
 

Quality of Equipment and Facilities 

HO - There is not a statistically significant difference in online instructor 

satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities based on individual instructor 

learning styles. 



 

48 
 

The results in Table 18 reveal the descriptive statistics for satisfaction with the 

quality of equipment and facilities by learning style. 

Table 18 

Satisfaction with Equipment and Facilities by Learning Style 

 N Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean Min. Max. 

          
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

Visual 11 2.0909 .70065 .21125 1.6202 2.5616 1.00 3.00 
Aural 6 1.1667 .75277 .30732 .3767 1.9567 .00 2.00 
Verbal 26 2.1154 .81618 .16007 1.7857 2.4450 .00 3.00 
Physical 5 2.6000 .54772 .24495 1.9199 3.2801 2.00 3.00 
Logical 12 2.2500 .75378 .21760 1.7711 2.7289 1.00 3.00 
Social 31 2.4194 .50161 .09009 2.2354 2.6033 2.00 3.00 
Solitary 12 2.0833 1.08362 .31282 1.3948 2.7718 .00 3.00 
Total 103 2.1845 .77646 .07651 2.0327 2.3362 .00 3.00 

 

The test for homogeneity of variance revealed in Table 19 resulted in a non-

significant value (p>.05). Therefore the variances were assumed equal and analysis of 

variance was conducted. 

Table 19 

Test for Homogeneity of Variance 

Levene 
Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

.763 6 96 .600 
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The results in Table 20 reveal the ANOVA for satisfaction with equipment and 

facilities by learning style. Analysis of variance testing resulted in a significant value 

(p<.05). The variance in satisfaction with decisions was explained by learning style. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. A post-hoc test was necessary to further 

understand the nature of the statistically significant result.  

Table 20 

ANOVA for Satisfaction with Equipment and Facilities by Learning Style 

 
Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

9.184 6 1.531 2.809 .015 

Within Groups 52.311 96 .545     
Total 61.495 102       

 

 The results of the Tukey post hoc test revealed in Table 21 further illustrate the 

nature of the statistically significant result. Respondents categorized as aural learners 

reported different levels of satisfaction with equipment and facilities than both physical 

and social learners. 

The means plot displayed in Figure 1 reveal that aural learners reported 

significantly lower levels of satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities than 

both physical and social learners. 
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Table 21 

Post Hoc Test for Significant ANOVA Results 

(I) Learning 
Style 

  

(J) Learning 
Style 

 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error Sig. 95% Confidence 

Interval 

      
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Aural Visual -.92424 .37464 .183 -2.0526 .2041 
  Verbal -.94872 .33433 .078 -1.9556 .0582 
  Physical -1.43333(*) .44699 .029 -2.7796 -.0871 
  Logical -1.08333 .36909 .061 -2.1950 .0283 
  Social -1.25269(*) .32924 .005 -2.2443 -.2611 
  Solitary -.91667 .36909 .177 -2.0283 .1950 

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 

Figure 1. Means plot of satisfaction with equipment and facilities based on learning 
styles. 



 

51 
 

Teaching Improvement Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant difference in online instructor 

satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement based on individual 

instructor learning styles. 

The results in Table 22 reveal the descriptive statistics for satisfaction with 

institutional support for teaching improvement by learning style. 

Table 22 

Satisfaction with Teaching Support by Learning Style 

 N Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean Min. Max. 

          
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

Visual 11 1.8182 .87386 .26348 1.2311 2.4053 1.00 3.00 
Aural 6 1.3333 .81650 .33333 .4765 2.1902 .00 2.00 
Verbal 26 1.5385 .94787 .18589 1.1556 1.9213 .00 3.00 
Physical 5 2.0000 1.41421 .63246 .2440 3.7560 .00 3.00 
Logical 12 1.9167 .66856 .19300 1.4919 2.3414 1.00 3.00 
Social 31 2.0323 .75206 .13507 1.7564 2.3081 .00 3.00 
Solitary 12 2.0000 .73855 .21320 1.5307 2.4693 1.00 3.00 
Total 103 1.8252 .85666 .08441 1.6578 1.9927 .00 3.00 

 

The test for homogeneity of variance revealed in Table 23 resulted in a significant 

value (p<.05). Therefore the variances were not assumed equal and analysis of variance 

was not conducted. Therefore the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Table 23 

Test for Homogeneity of Variance 

Levene 
Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

2.442 6 96 .031 

 

Workload 

HO - There is not a statistically significant difference in online instructor 

satisfaction with workload based on individual instructor learning styles. 

The results in Table 24 reveal the descriptive statistics for satisfaction with 

workload by learning style. 

Table 24 

Satisfaction with Workload by Learning Style 

 N Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean Min. Max. 

          
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

Visual 11 1.9091 .94388 .28459 1.2750 2.5432 .00 3.00 
Aural 6 1.5000 1.37840 .56273 .0535 2.9465 .00 3.00 
Verbal 26 1.9615 1.03849 .20366 1.5421 2.3810 .00 3.00 
Physical 5 2.2000 .44721 .20000 1.6447 2.7553 2.00 3.00 
Logical 12 2.1667 1.02986 .29729 1.5123 2.8210 .00 3.00 
Social 31 2.3226 .79108 .14208 2.0324 2.6128 1.00 3.00 
Solitary 12 2.5000 .79772 .23028 1.9932 3.0068 1.00 3.00 
Total 103 2.1359 .93984 .09261 1.9522 2.3196 .00 3.00 
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The test for homogeneity of variance revealed in Table 25 resulted in a non-

significant value (p>.05). Therefore the variances were assumed equal and analysis of 

variance was conducted. 

Table 25 

Test for Homogeneity of Variance 

Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1.641 6 96 .144 

 

The results in Table 26 reveal the ANOVA for satisfaction with workload by 

learning style. Analysis of variance testing resulted in a non-significant value (p>.05). 

The variance in satisfaction with workload was not explained by learning style. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Table 26 

ANOVA for Satisfaction with Workload by Learning Style 

 
Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

6.486 6 1.081 1.241 .292 

Within Groups 83.611 96 .871     
Total 90.097 102       
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Salary 

HO - There is not a statistically significant difference in online instructor 

satisfaction with salary based on individual instructor learning styles. 

The results in table 27 reveal the descriptive statistics for satisfaction with 

workload by learning style. 

Table 27 

Satisfaction with Salary by Learning Style 

 N Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean Min. Max. 

          
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

Visual 11 2.0000 .63246 .19069 1.5751 2.4249 1.00 3.00 
Aural 6 1.6667 1.03280 .42164 .5828 2.7505 .00 3.00 
Verbal 26 1.8846 .99305 .19475 1.4835 2.2857 .00 3.00 
Physical 5 2.2000 .44721 .20000 1.6447 2.7553 2.00 3.00 
Logical 12 1.8333 .71774 .20719 1.3773 2.2894 1.00 3.00 
Social 31 1.7419 .89322 .16043 1.4143 2.0696 .00 3.00 
Solitary 12 2.0833 .99620 .28758 1.4504 2.7163 .00 3.00 
Total 103 1.8738 .87088 .08581 1.7036 2.0440 .00 3.00 

 

The test for homogeneity of variance revealed in Table 28 resulted in a non-

significant value (p>.05). Therefore the variances were assumed equal and analysis of 

variance was conducted. 
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Table 28 

Test for Homogeneity of Variance 

Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1.372 6 96 .234 

 

The results in Table 29 reveal the ANOVA for satisfaction with salary by learning 

style. Analysis of variance testing resulted in a non-significant value (p>.05). The 

variance in satisfaction with workload was not explained by learning style. Therefore, the 

null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Table 29 

ANOVA for Satisfaction with Salary by Learning Style 

 
Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 2.053 6 .342 .436 .853 

Within Groups 75.306 96 .784     
Total 77.359 102       

 

Benefits 

HO - There is not a statistically significant difference in online instructor 

satisfaction with benefits based on individual instructor learning styles. 
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The results in table 30 reveal the descriptive statistics for satisfaction with 

workload by learning style. 

Table 30 

Satisfaction with Benefits by Learning Style 

 N Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean Min. Max. 

          
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

Visual 11 2.0000 1.00000 .30151 1.3282 2.6718 .00 3.00 
Aural 6 2.0000 1.09545 .44721 .8504 3.1496 .00 3.00 
Verbal 26 2.1154 .90893 .17826 1.7483 2.4825 .00 3.00 
Physical 5 2.2000 .83666 .37417 1.1611 3.2389 1.00 3.00 
Logical 12 2.4167 .90034 .25990 1.8446 2.9887 .00 3.00 
Social 31 2.3226 .54081 .09713 2.1242 2.5210 1.00 3.00 
Solitary 12 2.5000 .90453 .26112 1.9253 3.0747 .00 3.00 
Total 103 2.2427 .82207 .08100 2.0821 2.4034 .00 3.00 

 

The test for homogeneity of variance revealed in Table 31 resulted in a non-

significant value (p>.05). Therefore the variances were assumed equal and analysis of 

variance was conducted. 

Table 31 

Test for Homogeneity of Variance 

Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

.453 6 96 .841 
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The results in Table 32 reveal the ANOVA for satisfaction with salary by learning 

style. Analysis of variance testing resulted in a non-significant value (p>.05). The 

variance in satisfaction with benefits was not explained by learning style. Therefore, the 

null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Table 32 

ANOVA for Satisfaction with Benefits by Learning Style 

 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

2.787 6 .465 .674 .671 

Within Groups 66.145 96 .689     
Total 68.932 102       

 

Overall 

HO - There is not a statistically significant difference in online instructor 

satisfaction overall based on individual instructor learning styles. 

The results in Table 33 reveal the descriptive statistics for satisfaction overall by 

learning style. 

The test for homogeneity of variance revealed in Table 34 resulted in a non-

significant value (p>.05). Therefore the variances were assumed equal and analysis of 

variance was conducted. 
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Table 33 

Satisfaction Overall by Learning Style 

 N Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean Min. Max. 

          
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

Visual 11 2.6364 .50452 .15212 2.2974 2.9753 2.00 3.00 
Aural 6 2.1667 1.16905 .47726 .9398 3.3935 .00 3.00 
Verbal 26 2.5385 .64689 .12686 2.2772 2.7997 1.00 3.00 
Physical 5 2.6000 .54772 .24495 1.9199 3.2801 2.00 3.00 
Logical 12 2.5833 .51493 .14865 2.2562 2.9105 2.00 3.00 
Social 31 2.5484 .56796 .10201 2.3401 2.7567 1.00 3.00 
Solitary 12 2.5000 .79772 .23028 1.9932 3.0068 1.00 3.00 
Total 103 2.5340 .63886 .06295 2.4091 2.6588 .00 3.00 

 

Table 34 

Test for Homogeneity of Variance 

Levene 
Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1.678 6 96 .135 

 

The results in Table 35 reveal the ANOVA for satisfaction overall by learning 

style. Analysis of variance testing resulted in a non-significant value (p>.05). The 

variance in satisfaction overall was not explained by learning style. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Table 35 

ANOVA for Satisfaction Overall by Learning Style 

 
Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

.997 6 .166 .392 .882 

Within Groups 40.634 96 .423     
Total 41.631 102      

 

Research Question 2: Personal Attributes 

This section will present the relationships found between personal attributes and 

online instructor job satisfaction. The results in Table 36 reveal the correlation matrix 

used to present the subsequent results. 

Authority to Make Decisions About Content and Methods 

 HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

personal attributes and their satisfaction with the authority to make decisions about 

content and methods. 

The relationship between online instructor personal attributes and their 

satisfaction with the authority to make decisions about content and methods yielded a 

weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.058 (n=103). Personal attributes, therefore, 

only explained .3% (r2=.003) of the variance in satisfaction with the authority to make 

decisions about content and methods. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Table 36 
 
Correlation Matrix for Research Questions 2-6 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Attributes -            

2. Tech. Comp. -.056 -           

3. Tech. Knowledge .046 .164 -          

4. Reading .133 .283(**) .072 -         

5. Typing .082 -.061 .157 .188 -        

6. Decisions .058 -.073 .039 .071 .141 -       

7. Instit. Support .147 -.059 -.079 -.018 -.126 .323(**) -      

8. Equip./Facilities .043 .080 .062 .023 .013 .290(**) .168 -     

9. Teaching Support .179 .186 -.061 .071 -.006 .350(**) .354(**) .464(**) -    

10. Workload .019 .044 .151 -.189 -.176 .249(**) .265(**) .311(**) .397(**) -   

11. Salary .017 -.072 .104 -.048 .070 .375(**) .266(**) .213(*) .312(**) .470(**) -  

12. Benefits .011 -.218(*) .026 -.177 .068 .217(*) .088 .098 .137 .270(**) .462(**)  

13. Overall .061 .021 .101 -.100 -.085 .294(**) .415(**) .216(*) .389(**) .591(**) .500(**) - 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Technology-Based Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

personal attributes and their satisfaction with institutional support for implementing 

technology-based instructional activities. 

The relationship between online instructor personal attributes and their 

satisfaction with institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional 

activities yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.147 (n=103). Personal 

attributes, therefore, only explained 2% (r2=.02) of the variance in satisfaction with 

institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional activities. 

Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Quality of Equipment and Facilities 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

personal attributes and their satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities. 

The relationship between online instructor personal attributes and their 

satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities yielded a weak positive 

correlation coefficient of r=.043 (n=103). Personal attributes therefore only explained 

.1% (r2=.001) of the variance in satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities. 

Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Teaching Improvement Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

personal attributes and their satisfaction with institutional support for teaching 

improvement. 

The relationship between online instructor personal attributes and their 

satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement yielded a weak positive 

correlation coefficient of r=.179 (n=103). Personal attributes therefore only explained 3% 

(r2=.03) of the variance in satisfaction with institutional support for teaching 

improvement. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at 

the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Workload 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

personal attributes and their satisfaction with their workload. 

The relationship between online instructor personal attributes and their 

satisfaction with their workload yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.019 

(n=103). Personal attributes, therefore, only explained .03% (r2=.0003) of the variance in 

satisfaction with their workload. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Salary 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

personal attributes and their satisfaction with their salary. 
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The relationship between online instructor personal attributes and their 

satisfaction with their salary yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.017 

(n=103). Personal attributes, therefore, only explained .03% (r2=.0003) of the variance in 

satisfaction with their salary. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically 

significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Benefits 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

personal attributes and their satisfaction with their benefits. 

The relationship between online instructor personal attributes and their 

satisfaction with their benefits yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.011 

(n=103). Personal attributes, therefore, only explained .01% (r2=.0001) of the variance in 

satisfaction with their benefits. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Overall 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

personal attributes and their satisfaction with their jobs overall. 

The relationship between online instructor personal attributes and their 

satisfaction with their jobs overall yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of 

r=.061 (n=103). Personal attributes, therefore, only explained .4% (r2=.004) of the 

variance in satisfaction with their jobs overall. Additionally, the correlation coefficient 

was not statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 

rejected. 
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Personal Attributes Summary 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between personal attributes 

and online instructor job satisfaction. 

None of the eight job satisfaction questions yielded a statistically significant 

correlation with the personal attribute scores. Therefore, the aggregate personal attributes 

null hypothesis was not rejected. The results indicated that there was not a statistically 

significant correlation between personal attributes and online instructor job satisfaction. 

Research Question 3: Technical Competency 

This section will present the relationships found between technical competency 

and online instructor job satisfaction. The results in Table 36 reveal the correlation matrix 

used to present the subsequent results. 

Authority to Make Decisions About Content and Methods 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical competency and their satisfaction with the authority to make decisions about 

content and methods. 

The relationship between online instructor technical competency and their 

satisfaction with the authority to make decisions about content and methods yielded a 

weak negative correlation coefficient of r=-.073 (n=92). Technical competency therefore 

only explained .5% (r2=.005) of the variance in satisfaction with the authority to make 

decisions about content and methods. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Technology-Based Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical competency and their satisfaction with institutional support for implementing 

technology-based instructional activities. 

The relationship between online instructor technical competency and their 

satisfaction institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional 

activities yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=-.059 (n=92). Technical 

competency therefore only explained .3% (r2=.003) of the variance in satisfaction 

institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional activities. 

Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Quality of Equipment and Facilities 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical competency and their satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities. 

The relationship between online instructor technical competency and their 

satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities yielded a weak positive 

correlation coefficient of r=.080 (n=92). Technical competency therefore only explained 

.6% (r2=.006) of the variance in satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities. 

Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Teaching Improvement Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical competency and their satisfaction with institutional support for teaching 

improvement. 

The relationship between online instructor technical competency and their 

satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement yielded a weak positive 

correlation coefficient of r=.186 (n=92). Technical competency therefore only explained 

4% (r2=.035) of the variance in satisfaction with institutional support for teaching 

improvement. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at 

the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Workload 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical competency and their satisfaction with their workload. 

The relationship between online instructor technical competency and their 

satisfaction with their workload yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.044 

(n=92). Technical competency therefore only explained .2% (r2=.002) of the variance in 

satisfaction with their workload. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Salary 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical competency and their satisfaction with their salary. 
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The relationship between online instructor technical competency and their 

satisfaction with their salary yielded a weak negative correlation coefficient of r=-.072 

(n=92). Technical competency therefore only explained .5% (r2=.005) of the variance in 

satisfaction with their salary. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically 

significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Benefits 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical competency and their satisfaction with their benefits. 

The relationship between online instructor technical competency and their 

satisfaction with their benefits yielded a statistically significant weak negative correlation 

coefficient of r=-.218 (p<.05, n=92). Technical competency therefore explained 5% 

(r2=.05) of the variance in satisfaction with their benefits. Therefore, the null hypothesis 

was rejected.  

Overall 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical competency and their satisfaction with their jobs overall. 

The relationship between online instructor technical competency and their 

satisfaction with their jobs overall yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of 

r=.021 (n=92). Technical competency therefore only explained .04% (r2=.0004) of the 

variance in satisfaction with their jobs overall. Additionally, the correlation coefficient 

was not statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 

rejected. 
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Technical Competency Summary 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between technical 

competency and online instructor job satisfaction. 

The job satisfaction question dealing with benefits yielded a statistically 

significant correlation with the technical competency scores. Therefore, the aggregate 

personal attributes null hypothesis was rejected. The results indicated that there was, in 

part, a statistically significant correlation between technical competency and online 

instructor job satisfaction. 

Research Question 4: Technical Knowledge 

This section will present the relationships found between technical knowledge and 

online instructor job satisfaction. The results in Table 36 reveal the correlation matrix 

used to present the subsequent results. 

Authority to Make Decisions About Content and Methods 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical knowledge and their satisfaction with the authority to make decisions about 

content and methods. 

The relationship between online instructor technical knowledge and their 

satisfaction with the authority to make decisions about content and methods yielded a 

weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.039 (n=91). Technical knowledge therefore 

only explained .2% (r2=.002) of the variance in satisfaction with the authority to make 

decisions about content and methods. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Technology-Based Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical knowledge and their satisfaction with institutional suppo rt for implementing 

technology-based instructional activities. 

The relationship between online instructor technical knowledge and their 

satisfaction institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional 

activities yielded a weak negative correlation coefficient of r=-.079 (n=91). Technical 

knowledge therefore only explained .6% (r2=.006) of the variance in satisfaction 

institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional activities. 

Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Quality of Equipment and Facilities 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical knowledge and their satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities. 

The relationship between online instructor technical knowledge and their 

satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities yielded a weak positive 

correlation coefficient of r=.062 (n=91). Technical knowledge therefore only explained 

.4% (r2=.004) of the variance in satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities. 

Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Teaching Improvement Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical knowledge and their satisfaction with institutional support for teaching 

improvement. 

The relationship between online instructor technical knowledge and their 

satisfaction with institutional suppo rt for teaching improvement yielded a weak negative 

correlation coefficient of r=-.061 (n=91). Technical knowledge therefore only explained 

.4% (r2=.004) of the variance in satisfaction with institutional support for teaching 

improvement. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at 

the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Workload 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical knowledge and their satisfaction with their workload. 

The relationship between online instructor technical knowledge and their 

satisfaction with their workload yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.151 

(n=91). Technical knowledge therefore only explained 2% (r2=.02) of the variance in 

satisfaction with their workload. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Salary 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical knowledge and their satisfaction with their salary. 
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The relationship between online instructor technical knowledge and their 

satisfaction with their salary yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.104 

(n=91). Technical knowledge therefore only explained 1% (r2=.01) of the variance in 

satisfaction with their salary. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically 

significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Benefits 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical knowledge and their satisfaction with their benefits. 

The relationship between online instructor technical knowledge and their 

satisfaction with their benefits yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.026 

(n=91). Technical competency therefore explained .07% (r2=.0007) of the variance in 

satisfaction with their benefits. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected.  

Overall 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

technical knowledge and their satisfaction with their jobs overall. 

The relationship between online instructor technical knowledge and their 

satisfaction with their jobs overall yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of 

r=.101 (n=91). Technical knowledge therefore only explained 1% (r2=.01) of the 

variance in satisfaction with their jobs overall. Additionally, the correlation coefficient 

was not statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 

rejected. 
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Technical Knowledge Summary 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between technical 

knowledge and online instructor job satisfaction. 

None of the eight job satisfaction questions yielded a statistically significant 

correlation with the technical knowledge scores. Therefore, the aggregate technical 

knowledge null hypothesis was not rejected. The results indicated that there was not a 

statistically significant correlation between technical knowledge and online instructor job 

satisfaction. 

Research Question 5: Reading Speed and Comprehension 

This section will present the relationships found between reading speed and 

comprehension and online instructor job satisfaction. The results in Table 36 reveal the 

correlation matrix used to present the subsequent results. 

Authority to Make Decisions About Content and Methods 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

reading speed and comprehension and their satisfaction with the authority to make 

decisions about content and methods. 

The relationship between online instructor reading speed and comprehension and 

their satisfaction with the authority to make decisions about content and methods yielded 

a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.071 (n=97). Reading speed and 

comprehension, therefore, only explained .5% (r2=.005) of the variance in satisfaction 

with the authority to make decisions about content and methods. Additionally, the 
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correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis was not rejected. 

Technology-Based Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

reading speed and comprehension and their satisfaction with institutional support for 

implementing technology-based instructional activities. 

The relationship between online instructor reading speed and comprehension and 

their satisfaction institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional 

activities yielded a weak negative correlation coefficient of r=-.018 (n=97). Reading 

speed and comprehension therefore only explained .3% (r2=.003) of the variance in 

satisfaction institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional 

activities. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at the 

.05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Quality of Equipment and Facilities 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

reading speed and comprehension and their satisfaction with the quality of equipment and 

facilities. 

The relationship between online instructor reading speed and comprehension and 

their satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities yielded a weak positive 

correlation coefficient of r=.023 (n=97). Reading speed and comprehension therefore 

only explained .04% (r2=.0005) of the variance in satisfaction with the quality of 
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equipment and facilities. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically 

significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Teaching Improvement Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

reading speed and comprehension and their satisfaction with institutional support for 

teaching improvement. 

The relationship between online instructor reading speed and comprehension and 

their satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement yielded a weak 

positive correlation coefficient of r=.071 (n=97). Reading speed and comprehension 

therefore only explained .5% (r2=.005) of the variance in satisfaction with institutional 

support for teaching improvement. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Workload 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

reading speed and comprehension and their satisfaction with their workload. 

The relationship between online instructor reading speed and comprehension and 

their satisfaction with their workload yielded a weak negative correlation coefficient of 

r=-.189 (n=97). Reading speed and comprehension therefore only explained 4% (r2=.04) 

of the variance in satisfaction with their workload. Additionally, the correlation 

coefficient was not statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis 

was not rejected. 
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Salary 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

reading speed and comprehension and their satisfaction with their salary. 

The relationship between online instructor reading speed and comprehension and 

their satisfaction with their salary yielded a weak negative correlation coefficient of r=-

.048 (n=97). Reading speed and comprehension therefore only explained .2% (r2=.002) 

of the variance in satisfaction with their salary. Additionally, the correlation coefficient 

was not statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 

rejected. 

Benefits 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

reading speed and comprehension and their satisfaction with their benefits. 

The relationship between online instructor reading speed and comprehension and 

their satisfaction with their benefits yielded a weak negative correlation coefficient of r=-

.177 (n=97). Reading speed and comprehension therefore explained 3% (r2=.03) of the 

variance in satisfaction with their benefits. However, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected.  

Overall 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

reading speed and comprehension and their satisfaction with their jobs overall. 

The relationship between online instructor reading speed and comprehension and 

their satisfaction with their jobs overall yielded a weak negative correlation coefficient of 
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r=-.10 (n=97). Reading speed and comprehension therefore only explained 1% (r2=.01) 

of the variance in satisfaction with their jobs overall. Additionally, the correlation 

coefficient was not statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis 

was not rejected. 

Reading Speed and Comprehension Summary 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between reading speed and 

comprehension knowledge and online instructor job satisfaction. 

None of the eight job satisfaction questions yielded a statistically significant 

correlation with the reading speed and comprehension scores. Therefore, the aggregate 

reading speed and comprehension null hypothesis was not rejected. The results indicated 

that there was not a statistically significant correlation between reading speed and 

comprehension and online instructor job satisfaction. 

Research Question 6: Typing Speed and Accuracy 

This section will present the relationships found between typing speed and 

accuracy and online instructor job satisfaction. The results in Table 36 reveal the 

correlation matrix used to present the subsequent results. 

Authority to Make Decisions About Content and Methods 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

typing speed and accuracy and their satisfaction with the authority to make decisions 

about content and methods. 

The relationship between online instructor typing speed and accuracy and their 

satisfaction with the authority to make decisions about content and methods yielded a 
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weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.141 (n=89). Typing speed and accuracy 

therefore explained 2% (r2=.02) of the variance in satisfaction with the authority to make 

decisions about content and methods. However, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Technology-Based Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

typing speed and accuracy and their satisfaction with institutional support for 

implementing technology-based instructional activities. 

The relationship between online instructor typing speed and accuracy and their 

satisfaction institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional 

activities yielded a weak negative correlation coefficient of r=-.126 (n=89). Typing speed 

and accuracy knowledge, therefore, explained 2% (r2=.02) of the variance in satisfaction 

institutional support for implementing technology-based instructional activities. 

However, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Quality of Equipment and Facilities 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

typing speed and accuracy and their satisfaction with the quality of equipment and 

facilities. 

The relationship between online instructor typing speed and accuracy and their 

satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities yielded a weak positive 

correlation coefficient of r=.013 (n=89). Typing speed and accuracy therefore only 
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explained .02% (r2=.0002) of the variance in satisfaction with the quality of equipment 

and facilities. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically significant at 

the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Teaching Improvement Institutional Support 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

typing speed and accuracy and their satisfaction with institutional support for teaching 

improvement. 

The relationship between online instructor typing speed and accuracy and their 

satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement yielded a weak negative 

correlation coefficient of r=-.006 (n=89). Typing speed and accuracy, therefore, only 

explained .04% (r2=.0004) of the variance in satisfaction with institutional support for 

teaching improvement. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not statistically 

significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Workload 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

typing speed and accuracy and their satisfaction with their workload. 

The relationship between online instructor typing speed and accuracy and their 

satisfaction with their workload yielded a weak negative correlation coefficient of r=-

.176 (n=89). Typing speed and accuracy, therefore, only explained 3% (r2=.03) of the 

variance in satisfaction with their workload. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was 

not statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 

rejected. 
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Salary 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

typing speed and accuracy and their satisfaction with their salary. 

The relationship between online instructor typing speed and accuracy and their 

satisfaction with their salary yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.070 

(n=89). Typing speed and accuracy therefore only explained .5% (r2=.005) of the 

variance in satisfaction with their salary. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Benefits 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

typing speed and accuracy and their satisfaction with their benefits. 

The relationship between online instructor typing speed and accuracy and their 

satisfaction with their benefits yielded a weak positive correlation coefficient of r=.068 

(n=89). Typing speed and accuracy therefore explained .5% (r2=.005) of the variance in 

satisfaction with their benefits. Additionally, the correlation coefficient was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected.  

Overall 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between online instructor 

typing speed and accuracy and their satisfaction with their jobs overall. 

The relationship between online instructor typing speed and accuracy and their 

satisfaction with their jobs overall yielded a weak negative correlation coefficient of r=-

.085 (n=89). Typing speed and accuracy, therefore, only explained .7% (r2=.007) of the 
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variance in satisfaction with their jobs overall. Additionally, the correlation coefficient 

was not statistically significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 

rejected. 

Typing Speed and Accuracy Summary 

HO - There is not a statistically significant correlation between typing speed and 

accuracy and online instructor job satisfaction. 

None of the eight job satisfaction questions yielded a statistically significant 

correlation with the typing speed and accuracy scores. Therefore, the aggregate typing 

speed and accuracy null hypothesis was not rejected. The results indicated that there was 

not a statistically significant correlation between typing speed and accuracy and online 

instructor job satisfaction. 

Summary of Results 

The null hypothesis for Research Question 1 was rejected. There was a 

statistically significant difference in online instructor job satisfaction based on individual 

instructor learning styles. However, the rejection of the null hypothesis was based on 

only one of the eight job satisfaction questions; there was only a statistically significant 

difference in online instructor satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities 

based on learning styles. All of the other job satisfaction questions, including job 

satisfaction “overall,” resulted in non-significant differences. 

The null hypothesis for Research Question 2 was not rejected. There was not a 

statistically significant correlation between personal attributes and online instructor job 

satisfaction. 
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The null hypothesis for Research Question 3 was rejected. The job satisfaction 

question dealing with benefits yielded a statistically significant correlation with technical 

competency scores. Therefore, the aggregate personal attributes null hypothesis was 

rejected. The results indicated that there was, in part, a statistically significant correlation 

between personal attributes and online instructor job satisfaction. 

The null hypothesis for Research Question 4 was not rejected. There was not a 

statistically significant correlation between technical knowledge and online instructor job 

satisfaction. 

The null hypothesis for Research Question 5 was not rejected. There was not a 

statistically significant correlation between on-screen reading speeds and comprehension 

and online instructor job satisfaction. 

The null hypothesis for Research Question 6 was not rejected. There was not a 

statistically significant correlation between typing speed and accuracy levels and online 

instructor job satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

Introduction 

This chapter provides discussion of the research findings. After a brief summary 

of the results, this discussion will be organized by research question. Each research 

question will be discussed incorporating implications, practical significance and possible 

recommendations for and/or further research. 

Summary of Results 

The null hypothesis for Research Question 1 was rejected. There was a 

statistically significant difference in online instructor job satisfaction based on individual 

instructor learning styles. However, the rejection of the null hypothesis was based on 

only one of the eight job satisfaction questions; there was only a statistically significant 

difference in online instructor satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities 

based on learning styles. All of the other job satisfaction questions, including job 

satisfaction “overall,” resulted in non-significant differences. 

The null hypothesis for Research Question 2 was not rejected. There was not a 

statistically significant correlation between personal attributes and online instructor job 

satisfaction. 

The null hypothesis for Research Question 3 was rejected. The job satisfaction 

question dealing with benefits yielded a statistically significant correlation with technical 

competency scores. Therefore, the aggregate personal attributes null hypothesis was 
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rejected. The results indicated that there was, in part, a statistically significant correlation 

between personal attributes and online instructor job satisfaction. 

The null hypothesis for Research Question 4 was not rejected. There was not a 

statistically significant correlation between technical knowledge and online instructor job 

satisfaction. 

The null hypothesis for Research Question 5 was not rejected. There was not a 

statistically significant correlation between on-screen reading speeds and comprehension 

and online instructor job satisfaction. 

The null hypothesis for Research Question 6 was not rejected. There was not a 

statistically significant correlation between typing speed and accuracy levels and online 

instructor job satisfaction. 

Research Question 1 Discussion 

Practical Significance 

Although the null hypothesis was rejected for research question one, the findings 

do not necessarily suggest that individuals with particular learning preferences are more 

or less satisfied with teaching online. However, the findings do suggest that individuals 

with particular learning preferences are more satisfied with the quality of equipment and 

facilities available to them. Aural learners reported significantly lower levels of 

satisfaction with the quality of equipment and facilities than both physical and social 

learners. Aural learners rely heavily on sound to stimulate their learning; they learn well 

in face-to-face settings or through audio presentations. Physical learners learn by doing; 

generally they are not worried about breaking or damaging equipment or technology 
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when they learn how to use it. Therefore, physical learners do not usually need as much 

guidance in how to manage equipment. Social learners learn well in groups or with other 

people; therefore, if they have any difficulty with a piece of equipment they are likely to 

seek help or guidance from a colleague or expert. Given this explanation, the statistically 

significance difference in the satisfaction with equipment and facilities between aural 

learners and both physical and social learners shines some light on the type of satisfaction 

in question. Based on these findings, it is not likely that the level of satisfaction was with 

the quality of equipment and/or facilities, but rather with the individual faculty member’s 

ability to manage them. Speculation regarding the quality of the equipment and facilities 

could not be made based on learning styles. However, it is possible that aural learners, 

while not understanding how to use a particular piece of equipment, perceive a lower 

level of quality than those who understand the tool in question. Therefore, given the 

nature of the research question and the results, it is likely that aural learners require more 

auditory guidance concerning the management, facilitation, and implementation of 

available equipment and facilities. 

Working within Herzberg’s motivator-hygiene framework, equipment and 

facilities can be viewed as a mediator for aural learners. More specifically, for Herzberg, 

equipment and facilities would be categorized as hygienes, or demotivators. The reason 

for this categorization relies heavily on the nature of the aural learner, discussed above. 

Further, this finding speaks to Pollicino’s (1996) theory where the onus of faculty 

satisfaction lies with the institution. In this case, for Pollicino, it is the institution’s 

responsibility to provide quality equipment and facilities and adequate training the 
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effectively manage them. This connection contributed to some of the following 

recommendations. 

There was no statistically significant difference in any of the other satisfaction 

question results based on individual faculty member learning preference. The data from 

the two satisfaction questions related to technology-based institutional support and 

teaching support were not homogenous is variance. The results from the remaining five 

satisfaction questions resulted in non significant differences based on online instructor 

learning preferences, although the variances in the data were homogenous. Based on 

these findings, there is no clear individual learning preference related to online instructor 

job satisfaction.  

Recommendations 

To accommodate the aural learners, institutions providing equipment and facilities 

to instructors should schedule face-to-face workshops or create audio/video tutorials for 

equipment and facilities training. Face-to-face workshops are fairly simple to organize 

and usually receive good responses from faculty. Although social learners did not report 

low levels of satisfaction in this area, these kinds of workshops serve their needs as well. 

Video tutorials discussing the use of available equipment are vital in the distance learning 

profession. Faculty members have busy schedules with teaching loads and committee 

obligations; they do not always have the time to seek out individual assistance with a 

piece of technology or equipment. Additionally, they do not always have the time to 

attend workshops. Using a user-friendly software program such as Adobe Captivate or 

Camtasia to create video and audio tutorials for the management of distance learning 
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equipment and facilities is inexpensive and extremely beneficial. Not only do these kinds 

of tutorials provide flexible, asynchronous professional development opportunities for 

faculty, they serve the needs of the less satisfied aural learners as well. 

The results from the two satisfaction questions related to technology based 

institutional support and teaching support were not homogenous is variance. Therefore, 

the recommendation is to conduct this piece of the study again with the goal of receiving 

a larger sample size. With a larger sample size the results have a higher possibility of 

achieving homogeneity of variance. 

The results of this study suggest that instructor learning preferences should not be 

taken into consideration when selecting individuals to teach in the online environment, if 

the purpose is to select individuals who will enjoy teaching online. However, the 

recommendation is to create a similar study as this one, except as the dependant variable 

incorporate online instruction quality instead of satisfaction. It is possible that while job 

satisfaction is generally not related to learning preference, quality of instruction may be. 

Research Question 2 Discussion 

Practical Significance 

Although there was not a statistically significant correlation between personal 

attributes and online instructor job satisfaction, this finding still offers implications for 

online faculty selection and training. Many department chairs and deans select future 

online faculty members based on their perceived capacity and adaptability to the online 

environment. Additionally, many institutions require a certain level of new online 

instructor training. Often these training programs are rigorous in nature and require 
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persistent, highly motivated instructors. However, regarding teaching and job 

satisfaction, these personality traits have no significance. Instructors who tend to 

procrastinate or are hesitant to seek help did not report higher or lower levels of online 

teaching satisfaction. In general, personality does not relate to online faculty job 

satisfaction. 

Recommendations 

Because online faculty job satisfaction is not the only concern of institutions 

offering online courses, there are other studies that would be beneficial regarding 

individual personality attributes. For example, it would be worthwhile to conduct a 

similar study, keeping the dependant variable the same, personal attributes, while 

changing the independent variable(s). Perhaps personal attributes would correlate 

significantly with course and/or teaching assessment. For example, departments could 

conduct this same personal attributes inventory test and correlate the results with 

whatever departmental course and/or teaching evaluation tool they utilize. One other 

highly beneficial study would be to seek relationships between personal attributes and 

performance and/or instructor retention in online instructor training programs. As 

mentioned above, many institutions require rigorous course development training 

programs. It could be that certain personal attributes influence instructors’ ability to 

complete the required training and develop a quality course within a required timeframe. 

Although the correlation between personal attributes and institutional support for 

teaching improvement (r=.179) was not significant for the purposes of this study, the 

recorded significance was p=.07. Because this p-value was so close to the required α=.05, 
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the correlation coefficient would have likely been found statistically significant with a 

larger sample size. It would be worthwhile to duplicate this portion of the study seeking a 

larger sample size. However, it is important to note, a correlation coefficient of r=.179 

results only in an effect size of approximately 3% (r2=.03). 

Research Question 3 Discussion 

Practical Significance 

Although the null hypothesis was rejected for research question three, the findings 

do not necessarily suggest that individuals with higher levels of technical competency are 

less satisfied with teaching online. However, the results did indicate that this is the case 

for online instructor satisfaction with the benefits available to them. This is an intriguing 

finding; it is difficult to draw any implications from this result. As specified in chapter 3, 

the NSOPF 2004 results did report nonresponse bias for this question. It is not possible 

that nonresponse bias played a role in this study as all of the respondents answered this 

satisfaction question. However, there is possibly a corruption in the wording and/or 

understanding of this type of satisfaction. The possibility of this being a significant 

finding cannot however be ruled out. Perhaps those with higher levels of technical 

competency feel as though they deserve better benefits because of their abilities. 

However, this argument would probably fit better with the reward of salary, rather than 

benefits. Benefits could be more important to faculty members than salary though. Within 

the framework of Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory, highly technically competent 

instructors could view themselves as highly qualified and efficient in their jobs. Benefits, 

as one of the rewards should therefore be commensurate with that level of perceived 
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quality. These findings, although odd and unexpected, still reveal interesting 

implications. 

It is important to note, overall, technical competency and online faculty job 

satisfaction did not correlate significantly. However, many department chairs and deans 

select future online faculty members based on their perceived or actual technical abilities. 

Generally, there is a perception that individuals with higher levels of technical 

competency are better suited for teaching online than those with lower levels of technical 

competency. However, based on the findings of this study, this is not the case in regard to 

satisfaction. During training and/or course development is where technical ability is 

likely more important. Once instructors have completed training and are acclimated to the 

learning management system, their technical ability is more than likely sufficient. There 

is possibly a minimum level of technical ability required to be satisfied teaching online; 

this level is likely achieved by all faculty members who successfully complete the 

required training program(s). Therefore, these results also speak to the quality of training 

offered to the sample. If for example, this study had found a significant positive 

correlation between technical ability and online faculty job satisfaction, recommendations 

would be made to enhance and improve the technical portion of the training program. 

Recommendations 

Rather than basing online instructor selections decisions on technical ability, 

perhaps department chairs and deans should focus more on each individual instructor’s 

desire to teach online. Many instructors are selected to teach online without having a 

desire to do so; often they feel forced to teach online. A different study should focus on 
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this variable, the relationship between satisfaction and initial desire to teach online. 

Further, it is highly possible that individuals with higher levels of technical competency 

perform better in training and course development. Incorporating these two variables in a 

study with online instructor job satisfaction would be worthwhile and could possibly 

reveal more statistically significant results.  

Although the correlation between technical competency and institutional support 

for teaching improvement (r=.186) was not significant for the purposes of this study, the 

recorded significance was p=.075. Because this p-value was so close to the required 

α=.05, the correlation coefficient would have likely been found statistically significant 

with a larger sample size. It would be worthwhile to duplicate this portion of the study 

seeking a larger sample size. However, it is important to note a correlation coefficient of 

r=.186 results only in an effect size of approximately 3% (r2=.034). 

Research Question 4 Discussion 

Practical Significance 

Although there was not a statistically significant correlation between technical 

knowledge and online instructor job satisfaction, this finding still offers implications for 

online faculty selection and training. The implications and practical significance for this 

finding are almost identical to research question three concerning technical knowledge 

(except for the correlation found between technical competency and satisfaction with 

benefits). There were no statistically significant correlations between technical 

knowledge and any of the job satisfaction questions. This suggests that if there is a 

minimum level of technical knowledge required to enjoy teaching online then that level is 
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either so low that the average person generally possess it, or this minimum level is 

effectively achieved through the training and course development process. The possibility 

that no level of technical knowledge is required to enjoy teaching online should not be 

ruled out; however, this is highly unlikely. 

Recommendations 

As suggested above, rather than basing online instructor selections decisions on 

technical knowledge, online instructor selection should perhaps focus more on other 

variables such as each individual instructor’s desire to teach online. As with technical 

competency, it is also highly possible that individuals with higher levels of technical 

knowledge perform better in training and course development. Incorporating these two 

variables in a study with online instructor job satisfaction would be worthwhile and could 

possibly reveal more statistically significant results.  

Research Question 5 Discussion 

Practical Significance 

Although there was not a statistically significant correlation between reading 

speed and comprehension and online instructor job satisfaction, this finding still offers 

implications for online faculty selection and training. The results of this study likely 

speak to the nature of the present culture. It is possible that individuals are so acclimated 

to reading large volumes of material online that the prior research suggesting a speed and 

comprehension deficit for on-screen reading could be obsolete. Next, there is likely a 

minimum level of reading speed and comprehension required to enjoy teaching online; 

however, it could be argued that all instructors qualified to teach courses at the 
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community college level (master’s degree) have achieved this certain level of reading 

ability. Nonetheless, reading ability, whether on-screen or not does not contribute to 

online teaching satisfaction. 

Recommendations 

Although the correlation between on-screen reading speed and comprehension 

and satisfaction with workload (r=-.189) was not significant for the purposes of this 

study, the recorded significance was p=.064. Because this p-value was so close to the 

required α=.05, the correlation coefficient would have likely been found statistically 

significant with a larger sample size. It would be worthwhile to duplicate this portion of 

the study seeking a larger sample size. This finding would suggest that online faculty 

members who display higher levels of reading ability are less satisfied with their 

workload. However, it is important to note, a correlation coefficient of r=-.189 results 

only in an effect size of approximately 4% (r2=.035). The correlation coefficient relating 

related to reading and benefits (r2=-.177) was also close to the required α=.05 (p=.082). 

Research Question 6 Discussion 

Practical Significance 

Although there was not a statistically significant correlation between typing speed 

and accuracy and online instructor job satisfaction, this finding still offers implications 

for online faculty selection and training. There is likely a minimum level of typing ability 

necessary to enjoy teaching online; however, this certain level has either already been 

achieved by the average community college instructor or through the training and 

development process, this skill is improved to reach the necessary level. 
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Recommendations  

A similar study should be conducted replacing online instructor satisfaction with 

performance and retention rates in the online instructor training programs and the ability 

to complete course development within a required timeframe. Many training programs 

require faculty trainees to complete assignments and participate in discussion boards or 

chat rooms in which typing answers and responses is necessary. Further, developing an 

online course requires a large amount of typing. Many instructors develop their online 

curriculum from scratch. While they are able to simply copy and paste from materials 

they use in their face-to-face courses, these materials are usually not enough to build an 

entire online course. Even for the most prepared instructor, a large amount of typing is 

necessary. During the training and course development process it is highly possible that 

typing speed could serve as a motivator or a hygiene (demotivator). 

Although the correlation between typing speed and accuracy and satisfaction with 

workload (r=-176) was not significant for the purposes of this study, the recorded 

significance was p=.10. Because this p-value was so close to the required α=.05, the 

correlation coefficient would have likely been found statistically significant with a larger 

sample size. It would be worthwhile to duplicate this portion of the study seeking a larger 

sample size. This finding would suggest that online faculty members who display higher 

levels of typing ability are less satisfied with their workload. However, it is important to 

note, a correlation coefficient of r=-.176 results only in an effect size of approximately 

3% (r2=.03). 
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Conclusion 

 Overall, this study does not present a clear picture of the type of person who is 

satisfied with their experience teaching online at the community college level. In general, 

these independent variables should not necessarily be considered when selecting 

instructors to teach online. However, satisfaction is not the only important dependant 

variable. Other studies should be conducted incorporating these independent variables 

with other dependant variables. These variables could include online course assessment 

scores, student survey results, departmental instructor observation results, or any other 

tool utilized by the institution to assess online instructor performance. Although many of 

the findings did not result in statistically significant results, the implications offer insight 

regarding online faculty member satisfaction.  

 Further, although it was not a defined purpose of this study, it is important to 

comment briefly on the appropriateness of using the READI tool to assess online faculty 

readiness. The primary weakness in using this student driven tool is the reading speed 

and comprehension section. The READI tool can be setup to assess the participant’s 

reading ability at either the 10th or 12th grade level. Because faculty members must have a 

master’s degree (at a minimum), assessing their reading at this level is likely ineffective. 

The other portions of the READI tool accurately assess the remaining constructs 

regardless of participant demographics. However, to strengthen studies like this one, 

creating a faculty designed online readiness tool is recommended. 
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Hello Faculty – 
 
Do you think there might be a correlation between your satisfaction with online teaching and your 
technical knowledge and learning preferences? Taking the READI Assessment could help you to 
know more about yourself and help us to understand how to better help you succeed in the online 
environment. We invite all online faculty take part in a study exploring online teacher readiness 
and online teaching satisfaction.  
 
Endorsed by TCCD’s Office of Research and by Dr. Robert Aguero, Vice Chancellor for Learning 
Support Services, this research is being conducted by Ryan McLawhon, a distance learning 
curriculum coordinator, to fulfill the dissertation requirement for a doctoral degree in Higher 
Education at UNT. The study will assess readiness in five areas: technical competency, reading 
speed/comprehension, typing speed/accuracy, personal attributes, and learning style. The survey 
also includes questions about online teaching satisfaction. In addition to helping you learn more 
about yourself, the composite results will help distance learning assess faculty training and 
development needs and will provide insight for our future initiatives. Please be assured that 
individual results remain anonymous. 
 
For more information on this research opportunity, please go to: http://dl-
delta.tccd.edu/index.php/html/main/research.html 
 
If you have questions, you may direct them to Ryan by email at ryan.mclawhon@tccd.edu or by 
phone at 817.515.4403. 
 
Thank you for your help with this. 
 
Kevin 
 
 
 
Kevin R. Eason, Ph.D. 
Director of Distance Learning 
Tarrant County College District 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://dl-delta.tccd.edu/index.php/html/main/research.html�
http://dl-delta.tccd.edu/index.php/html/main/research.html�
mailto:ryan.mclawhon@tccd.edu�
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